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PREFACE.
R

THE translation of the Bhagavadgiti which appearsin this volums
was originally undertaken merely as an exercise in versification,
without any view to its ever being published, After considerable
portions of it had been prepared in this way, it occurred to me, that
it might be useful to print and publish it, as there had been no ren-
dering of the Gitd into English verse. I thought that a metrical trans-
lation would be, in suundry respects, a better representative of the
Sanskrit original than a translation into prose, even though fhe
latter might in its own class be entitled to a higher rank than the
former 1n its class. Under this view I finished the translation, and
submitted it for revision to my very able friend Mr, ?&bﬁji Vishnu
Kithavate. He did the work of revision with a fulness and patience
for which T cannot sufficiently thank him. Most of his corrections
and suggestions—indeed, I may say, all except, perhnﬁs, four or five—
have been after consideration adopted by me. And I would add, that
although the respousibility for all the errors’in this work must un
doubtedly be mine, a great deal of such value as the translation may
be found to possess, whether in respect of accuracy of gendering or
otherwise, is due te Mr. Kithavate’s labours.

One point there is as to which I have not acted upon myﬁiend’s
suggestiou, though I have felt, and still feel, considerable diffidgnce.
as to the propriety of the course which I have pursued. Mr. Katha-
vate thinks, that our native mode of pronouncing names ending in
“a’ as if they ended in a consonant is quite incorrect and ought not to
be stereotyped. I fully appreciate the force of this. Nevertheless
I find it very difficult to reconcile myself to the outlandish pronuncia-
tion which results if the suggestion is adopted. In my difliculty as
to how to proceed, I turned to the excellent metrical translation of
the RimAyan by Mr. R. T. H. Griffiths. But there I found on one

and the same page two such lines gs the following :—
““ The As'vamedh was finished quite” \
And “ And Das’aratha ore they went.” (Vol. I.p. 979
Nay we have even such lines as these:—
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¢ Rima and Takshman next obtained” (I.129)

And ¢ Yea, Rima Bharat’s self exceeds.” (I. 378.)

Similarly in Mr, Muir’s motrical translations at the close of the
Second Volume of his Sanskrit Texts, we read :— '

«« T know thee Ritvan who thou art.”
and a few lines further on,

¢ And won great Rima for her lord.™

Obviously, both Br, Muir and Mr.
names as the exigencies of the verse required 1in

Grifiths have scanued the
each particular case.

T have taken a somewhat different course. The following lines

will exemplify the principles I have adopted :—
(I.) The prince Duryodhan to his teacher went.
(1I.) And Dhrishtadyumna, Saubhadra of large arms,

(I11.) Who medifates on Brahma in the act.

Tt will be seen that where the consouant preceding the ‘a’isa
simple consonant (L), the ‘a’ is treated as haying no value for purs
poses of scansion and is omitted in the spelling. Where it is preced-
ed by a conjunct consonant (IL. and IIL.), the ‘a’1s pronounced in all
cases, except a few in which the following word begins with a vowel,
and the ‘a’ coalesces with that vowel in scansion. As remarked
already, this is mot quite a satisfactory solution of the difficulty, but
T think it is a conveuiont oue, and is based, at ull events,on a uni-
form principle.

It may be useful to add, that the -whole poem is in the form of a
dialogue between Sanjaya and Dbritarshtra ; and the speeches of
Krishna and Arjuu are merely reported by the former to the latter.

The pr¥ixing of the names of Krishna and Arjun does to a certain

exteat disguise this fact, and to some of the speeches in the first two
chapters the names have by mistake not been prefixed, though one
might expect them there according to the rule followed in the subse-
quent chapters, But 1 do not think that there will be any mis-
understanding in practice caused by these circumstances,

In my tmnsla.ti(in I have nearlyalways followed the interpreta-
tions of the commentators, Sankar, S'ridhar, and Madhus@dan.
Wherever the text seemsd to me to require explanation, I have given
it in footnotes. Additional explanation, where it seemed to me On
further consideration to be necessary, has been added in the Notes
and Illustrations, in preparing which I had the advantage of consult-
ing a cqgunmentary by Righavendra Yati—a writer of a different
school from Sankar and the rest. I have to thank my friend Mr.
Vyankatrdy Bimchandra of Puna for his kindness in lending me his
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copy of that commentary. I can, of course, scarcely expect that
there are no material deficienciesin the notes, but I have endeavoured
to give as full explanations as L thought necessary. I am sorry
~ that by an oversight some explanations which ought to have appear-

ed in footnotes were not given there ; but I have added them now in

the Notes and Illustrations,

"With regard to the Introduction I may state, that the nucleus of 1t
was a paper read by me before the Students’ Literary and Scientific
Soéiety in December 1873. But the expansions and additions have
been so considerable that it may be said to be an altogether new
essay. As to the questions discussed in it concerning the first introduc-
tion of Christianity into India, and the translations of the New Testa-
ment in the first centuries of the Christian Era, and kindred matters, I
need scarcely say, thatnot having bestowed any special study on them
except for the purposes of this essay, I should have been glad to ayoid
the discussion of them. But this I coald not do, as they furnish a
very important link in the chain of reasoning by which Dr. Lorinser
supports his theory, ‘‘Supernatural Religion” and * Literature and
Dogma’’ have evoked very considerable discussion of important points
connected with the early history of Christianity and of the New
Testament, and I have availed myself of some of the points made in
that discussion. DBut my treatment of the subject is avowedly very
far from full. It seems te me to be enough for iny. argument, if it
. can be shown—and this I think will uot be denied—that there 13 a real
and bona fide difference of opinion among persons qualified to judge
in the matter, as to some of the points which Dr. Lorinser tukes for
granted. This fact, coupled with the circumstance noted at the top
of p. xxiv. of the essay, appears to me to fortify ®the position
1 have taken up, nearly as much as a complete study of thge whole
discussion on the age and authenticity of the Gospels codld have

enabled me to fortify it. .

As the sheets were passing through the press, some discussion
was going on in the literary world concerning various points con-
nected with the early history of Christianity, parts of which
have a bearing upon the subject discussed by me. But I can only
give a general reference to it, as I was not able to study it
sufficiently to consider the points of contact between that discussion
on the one hand and this essay on the other. There is also a paper
by Dr. Muir in the Indian Anjjquary Vol. IV. p. 77, the couclu-
gion of which seems, at least in some measure, to coincide with ours,
which we may express in the following words of Dr. gtrauss :—
« However high ay be the place of Jesus among those who have
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shown to mankind most purely and most plainly what it ought to be,
still he was not the first to do so nor will he be the last. But
as he had predecessors in Israel and Hellas, on the Ganges and the
Oxus, £o also he has not been, without followersy” (Life of Jesus. Vol,

II. 437),
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ADDENDA LT CORRIGENDA.

P. 1V. line 26. Add note ‘ But see p. xciv. infra.’

P. V. last line. For ‘T’ read ¢ we.’

P. XXI. 1 26. After 298 add 377. ,

P. XXIV. 1. 30. Add ‘also that cited at p. Ixiv. infra.’

P. XXX. 1. 14. Add note ¢ See Meghadfit St. 15."

P. XLV. 1. 22. Delete the words ¢ are something which.’

P. LIV. 1. 6. For ‘ not ‘not sweet to do” read not ‘ sweet to do’and inl.
11. after ‘ next’ insert ¢ passage.’ .

P. LVII 1. 15. For ‘believe’ read ‘ maintain.’

P. LXXYV. 1. 32. Add ‘also Thomson’s Gitd, Introd. p. xxvi.

P. LXXVI L 24, Add after 236 ‘XII. 5 ef seg.” Andin 1. 26 ¢ Also
Lalit Vistar 159 and Miiller’s Anc. Sans. Lit. 517.

P. LXXIX. 1. 24, After ¢ Tyndall’s’ insert a comma.

P. LXXXII. 1. 28. Add ‘Vol.IV. 125 and Ind. Ant. Vol.IV. 81/’

P.LXXXVIIIL 1.1, On  veneration’ add note ‘ See Kdambari p. 127.

(Tardn. Ed,) and other passages.’

P. LXXXIX.1. 16. On ¢ Slabar Sydmi’ add note ‘See Colebrooke
Essays 1. 297-8. ;

P. OVIL 1. 7. For ¢ allowable in the Classical Literature’ read ‘al-

lowed by the strict rules of grammar.’
P, OXVI 1. 6. For ‘Manu and the Gita’ read “the Gita and
Manu.’
. OXVIIL 1. 4. For ‘set’ read ‘put’
41, 12. For ‘ my kin. Oh Krishna ! read ‘ my kinsmen. Krishna'!

5,, 4.For ‘treachery’ read injury.’ o
6 ,, 15. For ‘ wise’ read ¢ good.’ -
8 ,, 18. After 22 add ‘ (line 708.)’
7,, 27. For ¢ distinguish’ read ¢ interpret accurately.’ v
12 ,, 22. After 53 add (line 300); in 1, 29 after 21 add (lines 1053
and 1171).
13,, 18. Add ¢ See Manu 1. 26.
15 ,, 31, Add * Comp. line 1639.’
16 ,, 22. Add ‘see Wilson’s Essays Vol. 111. p. 130 and note.’
17 ,, 33. After 27 add (line 450).
18 ,, 27. Add see line 2010.
19 ,, 22. Add after 60 (line 2299). ,
91 ,, 16, Add ‘Compare Haug’s.Aitareya Brihman Pref. p. 4 note.
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22 1. 30. Add after 9 (line 661 ef seg.)

94 ,, 23. After nature, add ‘is’. ,

28 ,, 19. Add after 13 ‘(line 539)’; in 1. 20 after 14 *(lines 540-
42)’; in 1. 28 after 62 ‘(line 329)’; and in 1. 29 after 24 ‘(lines
749 and 820).°

29 ,, 27. After 9 add (line 396).

81 .. 12, Hor ‘thus’ read ‘this.’

- 82,, 27. Add ‘ See line 639,"; last line, for 13 read ‘ 45 (1iné 271)’,

33,, 28. For ‘2 ¢t seq.” read ‘3 ef seq. (line 2116).

31, 1. For ‘touched’ read ‘stained.” On 1. 17 add note * S'veti~
g'vatar III. 18’ and in line 32 after 30 add (line 461).

35 ,, 20. For ‘and Madhus{idan say’ read ‘says.’ Inl. 23 before

gHF add sTFABEI.

37 ,, 23. For 1037 read 1035.

38 ,, 29. After 770 add ‘ and line 389,

41 ,, 7. After * which’ insert ¢ too.’

42. The notes * and t should interchange places.

45 ,, 11. For ‘some alone’ read ‘ only some.’

48 ,, 20. For 1860 read 1866.

49 ,, 33. For 1671 read 1675 and for 1823, in 1. 34, 1827.

53 ,, 21, For 2075 read 2081.

54, 27. Add ‘and Manu I.52’; in 1. 381 for 1870 read 1876.

58 ,, 33. After ‘deluding’ add ‘ But see Kirdt. XIV 19.

61 ,, 25. For 1978 read 1986.

65 ,, 24, For 2320 read 2307.

68 ,, 20, For *St. 33 S'ankar’ read St 33 (line 1330) S’ridhar. ?

70 ,, 28. Add ¢ comp. S'ankar’s note at foot of paae 118;

72 ,, 8. For ‘with the’ read ‘His.”

74 ,, 16. For “first’ read ¢ chief.’

88 ,, 4. For ‘reach’ read ‘reached.’

95 ,, 31, For 2322 read 2303.

!

95 . 26. For 2324 read 2307.

. 117 ,, 20. For Chhindogyopanishad read S'vetas/vataropanishad.

Séme minor errata, and some errors of punctuation &c., haye been

omitted from the above list.



INTRODUCTORY ESSAY.

It is proposed in the present essay to review the question
of the originality and antiquity of the Bhagavadgitd. Wa
have here considered that question mainly with reference to
the theory advanced by Dr. T. Lorinser in the Appendix to
his “ Die Bhagavadgitd,” which has been translated into Eng-
lish for the Indian Antiquary. Tt appears to us, however, that
the investigation of the question, if confined within the limits
marked out in Dr. Lorinser’s Appendix, will be altogethex
imperfect. And accordingly we shall endeavour in the present
essay not only to discuss the points taken by Dr. Lorinser,
but also other points, which are very material in this inve-
stigation, but which have not recieved due, or indeed any,
consideration at Dr. Lorinser’s hands.

And first, it will be convenient to state in-the form of dis-
tinct propositions those conclusions of Dr. Lorinser’s inquiry,
with which we are here primarily concerned. As far as prac-
ticable, I use Dr. Lorvinser’s own words, as they appear in an
English dress in the Indian Antiquary. His proposi.tions,’then,
are these :—

I. On the one hand it is certain that the Bhagavadyita
dates after Buddha.™

IT. On the other hand its composition must be attributed
to a period terminating several centuries after the com-
mencement of the Clristian Era.|

ITIT. It can be sufficiently proved that the composer of
the Bhagavadgitd knew and used the New Testament.f

* Indian Antiquary, Vol, 11. 283«,
+ 1bid. P
T Zbid 284a.
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IV. The date after which the Gith conld not have been
composed must be left an open question till, we are
certain when S’ankardchiirya lived.*

Such arve the propositions to which Du. Lorinser’s theory
about the Gith may be reduced. We shall now address our-
selves to the consideration of them in their order.

And first, as to the Bliagavadgiti dating after Buddha. On
this point, Dr. Lorinser feels no hiesitation in using so strong
a word as “certain.” DBut although I may once more ex-
pose myself to the charge of not being “sufficiently ‘acquaint-
ed” with what is dignified with the appellation of “the pre-
sent state of scientific research’”  on this point, I must
humbly inquire—How has this been rendered ‘‘certain’’?
Where has it been proved? And by whom=-has it been
proved ? Dr. Lorinser himself has shown no grounds for
Lis position. He has not thoughit fit even to follow the
ordinary practice of giving in a note the refurences to the
authorities on which he relies. Speaking for myself, I con-
fess, Iam quite unprepaved to accept this proposition of
Dr. Lorinser as “certain,”” and the mlere ipse dixit of Dr.
Lovinser, or for the matter of that,.of any one else, will
not"Be enough to convince me of it. The only argument upon
the, point, whiclhi I am aware of, is one to be derived from a
statement contained in Professor H. H. Wilson’s Review of
Schlegel’s edition of the Bhagavadgitd. Commenting on Gitd
XVI. 7. the Professor observes as follows :—“It is clear from
the subsequent passage that the Bauddhas are especially
intended as the beings of the demoniacal order.”{ Now it
peed scarcely be said that if this were correct, it would be

conclusive. DBut it is not corgect. For mark what follows.

* Indjan Antiquary, Vol. 11. 283a.
t+ Essays on Sanskrit Literature, Vol. IIL 150,
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‘ S’ankara,” Professor Wilson goes on to say, “ states them
to be the mniembers of the Lokdyatik: sect, which was a
division of the Bauddhas.” Now remarking parenthebically,
that not only S’ankar, but also Madhusddan Sarasvati and
S‘ridhar Svami, explain the passage as alluding to thae
Lokéayatiks, I must point out, that Professor Wilson has
fallen into error in speaking of the Lokiyatiks as a division
of the Bauddhas. And his learned Editor, Dr. Reinlhold Rost,
shows himself to be of this opinion by putting a Queere
against the Professor’s remark. The Lokayatiks, as every
reader of MAdhav's Sarvadars’anasangraha is aware, are in
trath identical with the Clirviks or Materialists, a sect
essentially different from the Buddhists. And the conclusion,
therefore, seems to me to follow, that Professor Wilson, in
speaking of the allusion to the Bauddhas as clear, was him-
self clearly committing a mistake. But further, while I
concede, that the doctrines alluded to in the passage under
discussion arve very like those of the Lokayatiks, still it seems
to me that they do not appear there in that developed and
_definite form in which they appear even in the work of
Brihaspati, as we know it from the extracts im the Sarva-
dars’anasangraba.®  That work exhibits them, I think,” in a
more advanced and fully developed form, and probably
therefore belongs to a considerably later age, than the
Bhagavadgiti. Now Brihaspati appears to have been the

first anthor of awystematic Lokiyatik worlk, and the Bhigurt

¥ First section passim. Madhusddan’sand Shidhar’s commentaries
on Gitdh X VI. 11. contain quotations from Brihaspati not in verse but
1n sfitras, - And this was probably the oldest form of Brihaspati's
work. What is the relation to it of the work cited from by Midhav ?
I have no access to either the stéras or the verses in original, and
canpot answer the question. The argument in the text must,

o
therefore, be taken subject to considerable allowances,
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Tiki alluded to in Patanjali's Mahablashya® ‘was very pro-
bably a commentary on Brihaspati’s work. See then how
the mdtter stands. The Giti may be taken as standing
chronologically prior to Brihaspati; Brihaspatias prior to the
Bhigurt Tikd ; the Bhéguri Tikd as prior to Patanjali ; and
Patanjali as prior to the beginning of the first century
before Christ.T How old, then, must the Gitd be? True,
the argument here is based, in very great measure, not on
ascertained fucts, but on mere presumptions. But on the
other hand, it must be remembered, that these presumptions
are such as the facts before us render very likely. And if
they are correct, they lead logically to the conclusion, that the
Giitd is much older than Dr. Lorinser’s school would fain allow
it to be.

But apart from this last branch of the argument, which, as
just remarked, is mainly based on presumptions ; if it is true,
as I contend it, is, that the Gith does not contain that allusion
to the Buddhists which Professor Wilson thought it contained ;
and if it therefore follows, as it must be admitted to follow,
that the oconolusion which might be drawn from the sup-
i)osecl allus®on must fall to the ground; then it seems to me
a very pertinent inquiry to ask —what ground Dr. Lorinser
has for the very unqualified and unhesitating assertion, which
he has ventured to make about the relative dates of the composi-
tion of the Gitd and the vrise of Buddhism. Of any other
ground than that above disposed of I cannot*see the slight-
est trace. And I do not think it at all unlikely, that
the statement of Professor Wilson above referred to has

s Under Panini VII 3. 44 (Baniras Ed. p, 115 ) and see Kaiyat
on the same. 9 !

t See the introduction to our Edition of Bhar{rihari (Bombay Series
of Sanskrit Classics) where the authorities on this poiut are collected.
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been taken by some later writers as laying down a finally
established proposition, to be treated in all discussions on the
subject as embodying, in Dr. Lorinser’s language, one bf the

‘results already won,’

or as DProfessor Weber phrases it,
as forming part of ‘the present state of scientific research.” I
know, and have elsewhere pointed out, at least one instance
of an assertion, made by one scholar with words of limitation
and qualification, which has been afterwards repeated by
another scholar without any such diluting expression, as if it
were a proved and well recognized truth.® And the scholar
who copies in this fashion is a critical German, ‘whose autho-
rity in the sphere of Indian Philology’, as we are for the
first time told by Dr. Lorinser, ‘is recognized even in India.’f

. That being so, the question still remains—Is or is not the
Gitd older than Buddhism ? I own that in forming an opinion
on this point, the materials at my command are unfortunately
very scanty. But in the absence of anything else, I think
that they furnish quite sufficient ground for holdmo, at least
as a sort of provisional hypothesis, that the Gitd is older, and
not later, than the rise of Buddhism. For in the first place,
as is, and indeed must be, admitted on all hands,.there is no
express mention of the name or doctrines of Buddha ia the
Bhagavadgiti. In the second place, there'is not even any im-
plied allusion to either Buddba or his doctrines, the only
passage whicl has been relied on as containing such an allus
sion liaving been shown above to refer to a totally different
sect. Now I admit at once, what, indeed, I have elsewhere
contended for, that a merely negative argument of this nature

is not in ordinary cases of much value.f Nor do I adduce it

* See Indian Antiquary, Vol &I. 73,

t I'bid 284.
f See ‘Was the Rimiiyana copied from Homer’ ? p. ¢l may,
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here as entitled to much force. Nevertheless, in view of the

fact that' the Gitd, in some parts, is concerned with topics

identical with those to which Buddhism addvesses itself, and in

view of this other fact, that various opinions held by other
thinkers*® ave alluded to in the course of the work, this negative
argument does &ppéar to me to be worth some consideration.
Fuarther, I think, that the way in which the Veds are spoken
of in more than one passage of the Gitd, shows that the
composition of the work must be referred to a time when no

attack had as yet been made on their authority.} For being,

as 15 conceded even by Dr. Lorinser, the work of one who

was himself thoronghly ortnodox, it is not likely, that the
Gitd would add strength to the hands of the heterodox Bud-
dhists, by showing a split in the phalanx of orthodox Hin-
duism at the main point of contest befween the two parties.
It seems to me more likely, that the Gitd was a work of the
age immediately preceding the Buddhistic revolution—one
outcome, probzﬂﬂy, of that general upheaval of religious
feeling, which culminated at last in the Leresy of Gautam
Buddha.

Now in <£his state of the case, I repeat, I am entirely un-
prepared to accept Dr. Lorvinser’s statement, that it is
“certain’’ that the Bhagavadgith dates ~after Buddha.”
Dr. Lorinser adduces no argument, does not even vefer to

any authority fov his posifion And this leads to a remark,

perhaps, be permitted to point out that Prof. Llrrhttoot in his review
of ‘Supernatural Religion’ has expressed a view agreeing with ours, as
to this ‘negative agreement.’ See Contemporary Reviow (January).
* See XIII. 4 or XVIII. 2,13 among other passages. :
t See II. 42, 45 or VL. 44 or IX 21. Of course there is no direct
defiance of the authority of the Veds but the reverse. Nevertheless

the way they are spoken of is wor Lhy of note, and seems to mwrk a
gort of cmpromise.

+ Ind, Ant., V1,11, 284a¢ and see Thomson’s Glt.tpasmm
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which I may have to make in several places in the course of
this discussion, that Dr. Lorinser very rarely refers his
readers to the authorities for Lis assertions., I own, I find it
quite impossible to satisfy myself, that there are more than
a very few facts in the hListory of Sanskrit Literature, which
we are entitled to speak of as historically ‘“ certain.” That
being so, I think, every reader has a vight to expect, that the
authorities for all important statements involved in any
discussion should be always very cavefully referred to. And
I may say, that this is the general, if not the universal, prac-
tice. Dr. Lorinser, however, Las laid down several proposi-
tions in tlie course of his essay, like the one which we have

Just been discussing, without giving his readers the slightest

clue to the arguments or the authorities by which those proposi-

tions are supported. And the consequence is, that it is ex-

ceedingly difficult to deal with them except by the method

of giving a bare denial to a bare assertion.

We now proceed to the second point, and I think it
need not detain us long; for I at once confess, that I cannot
understand the meaning of Dr. Lorinser’s words. A period
terminating several centuries after the commencensent of the
Christian Era,”® may mean all the time from the beginnifg of
the world to the )‘é;w of Grace one thousand eight hundred
and seventy-five! It is, of course, clear, that Dr. Lorinser
means something less vague than this, but what that some-
thing is, I have hitherto failed to perceive clearly. It is
possible, that Dr. Lorinser means by it a period marked by
certain noteworthy chavacteristics, which closed several
centuries after Christ. But if so, I submit, that Dv. Lorinser
ought to have told us what, those characteristics are, and

also, for the pnrposes of the present argument, when the

o
® Ind. And., Vol, 11, 283a.

¥
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period inliis opinion commenced.” For a work may belong
to a period “terminating several centuries after the com-
mencément of the Clristian Era,” and yet may itself have
been composed even before the birth of Christ. However, as
already stated, no information on these matters is furnished
by Dr. Lorinser ; and his proposition without such inform-
ation is so very vague, that it is impossible to grapple with it.
We shall, therefore, proceed without further ado to the third
of Dr. Lorinser’s points as stated above.

This third point is really the most important point of
all ; it is, as I may say, borrowing the language of Prof. Max
Miiller, the sheet-anchor of Dr. Lovinser’s theory.  The
point is, that it is possible to prove that the author of the
Gitd knew and used the New Testament. Let us endeavour
to see how Dr. Lorinser satisfies himself that he has proved
this. His argument seems to be as follows :—S’ankardchirya
lived in the eighth century A. C.; from that it is to be
inferred that the Giti was composed, at the earliest some five
centuries earlier; at that time there were Christian commu-
nities in India ; and théere was also an Indian Translation
of the Bibl#& belonging probably to the first or second century
A. T “In this way,” Dr. Lgrinser then goes on to observe,
“ the possibility that the composer of the Bhagavadgitd may
have been acquainted not merely with the general tenchiﬁg
of Christianity, but also” with the very writings of the New
Testament, might be shown in a very natural way, withont
the necessity of having recourse to rash hypothesis.”® Aud
next, coupling with this possibility “ the fact that we can
find in the Bliagavadgiti passages, and these not single and
obscure, but numerous and clegr, which present a surprising

similarity to passages in the New Testament,” Dr. Lorinser
¥ Ind. Ant , Vol 11. 284«.
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sees ““ conclusive proof that the composer (of the Bhagavad-

gith) was acquainted with the writings of the New Testament,
and used them as he thought fit2 & @ B D >
Now it appears to me, that every single step,in this rea-
soning is open to objections of a more or less grave charac-
ter. Let us take the several steps in their order. Tt is by
no means. certain that S’ankar flourished in the eighth cen-
tury A. C. Dr. Lorinser himself thiuks that the “ reasons”
on which this hypothesis rests, though * weighty,” “ can
make no ‘claim to irrefragable certainty.”t I quite conour.
Eut when Dr. Lorinser indulges the hope, that S’ankar’s
‘date may prove to be laterthan the eighth century,t T entirely dif-
fer from him. My expectation, on the contrary, is thatthe correct
date will turn out to be at least a century or two earlier. I
cannot go into the question at length on this occasion. I
shall only refer in brief to some considerations which appear
to me to support my position. In hia paper on the antiquity
of the Mah&bhéirat, DProfessor Bhindarkar, arguing from the
data furnished by certain inscriptions which he refers to,
suggests two alternative dates for S’ankar, the later of which
is earlier by two centuries than the date fixed by l,the “usual
hypothesis.”§ Again Maidbavicharya in his S’ankarvijaya
—a work which dates from about 1350 A C.||— speaks of S’ankar
as ¥A: HYIRAM: TUT:, (anglice, “well extolled by ancient poets,”’)
and of Lis own workas one in which AT HTSHT GILHTAT €HxH,
(“ the substance of the old work on the victories of S’ankar is

clearly stated.”) Now it seems to me, that before a person

* [bid 286,

t+ 1bid 283b,

T Ibid 296a,

§ Journal B, B, R. A. S. Voh X, p. 89.

| See Cowell’s Kusuminjali, Preface p. X,

q Sankaryijayal, 1and 4 &c. Prof. Wilsou's essays &c, I, 192-3.
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like Madhav could speak of a writer as TCMTH or ancient
'poet, this latter must have preceded Lim by a considerably
long,‘period.of time, say five or six centuries at the very
least ; while the hero of the predecessor’s laudatory work
must also have probably gone before his biographer by
about a century or two. Furthermore, I find that the re-
cords of the Math of S’ringeri, which owes its first esta-
blishment to S’ankarichérya, exhibit a list of the several
occupants of the Gidi, which according to the ordinary
computation would send S’ankar into a much higher anti-
quity than the “usual hypothesis” gives Lim.* Once more, the
Editor ofﬁnandngiri’s S’ankarvijaya states that according to the
traditions which have descended to him in a line of literary
succession, S’ankar must have lived about 1200 years ago.f

But let that pass. Let us for tlie moment -concede to
Dr. Lorinser that S’ankar did flourish in the eighth century.
Still T fail to see, by what possible process of ratiocination
that alone could enable either Prof. Lassen, or Dr. Lorinser, o '
any one else, to say that the Gitd could not have heen com-
posed earlier than the third century after Christ. The
reasoning is simply beyond me. Unfortunately, Dr. Lorin-
ser, here as elsewlere, gives no references, even though he
does not set out the arguments for his propositions. But
if the opinion of Lassen which lie refers to is that expressed
in the Prefuce to Lis edition of Schlegel’s Bhagavadgitd, I
must say, that I think Dr. Lorinser has not correctly stated
Prof. Lassen's view. That view is, in Lassen’s cwn words, as .
follows :—“Si conj:acturmn facere par est, quinque fere saeculis

ante S’ankaram editam fuisse Bhagavadgitim facile credider-

* In fact the records give his gate also, but ] cannot yet make up
mind to placereliance on them. See Journal B, B. R, A. 8,Vol. X, 373,

t See preface,



.
.

o
M

NT]%%CTORY I;SS.\Y | xi

im.”%  This fay L"ISSEH Contxast Lorinser. ‘It must not
be forgotten, tliat it (seil. Linssen's inference) only professes
to give the earliest date at which the Bhagavadgitd tould
liave been composed.”t Is this a correct interpretation ?
Surely what Prof. Lassen can “‘easily believe” is not the
utmost that he will believe. On tle contrary, the inference
which I think may legitimately be drawn from Prof. Lassen’s
words as above quoted, especially when taken in connection
with the preceding argmment which is summed up in them,
18 that the interval he mentions is in his view much nearer
the minimum than the maximum interval. But however
that may be, it is perfectly clear, that the fixing of a termi-

nus ad  quem can never by itself lead to the terminus a quo ;

and even if I have misunderstood Lassen, I still coutend,

that the argument which I am now combating is essentially
illogical, and such as no amount of mere authority can sup-

port.

The next step in Dr. Lorinser’s argument brings us to
the question of the enrliest existence of Christian communi-
ties in India. Now on this point aeunin, Dr. Lorinser’s de-
liverance is remarkably positive. “We know,” Lo tays in one
part of his Dissertation, ‘ we know that there were alveady at
that time Christian communities in India.”’f And in another
part, he says in even more powerful langnage, “we know
for eertain that there were numerous Christian communities
in India in the first century of the Christian era, which
continued under the name of Thomas Christians and were

found by the Portuguese.””§ This is decidedly a rather strong

* P. XXXVI.

+ Ind. Ant., Vol. 1I. 283a. °

1 Ind. Ant., volume II. 2832, %

§ Ibid 285a. In the seventh yolume of the Asiatic Researches, there
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thing to say, but of course Dr. Lorinser cites no authonty
for his assertion, shows no means of ‘‘certain Lnowled"e ’ Dean
Milipan, indeed, says, that “ even of Andrew in Acham and
in Seythia, of Thaddeus in Edessa, Matthew or Matthias in
ZEthiopia, of Thomas in Parthia and Southern India, of
Bartholomew in Judeea, there remain but vague, late, contradic-
tory rumours which hardly aspire to legends.”*‘ But then
Dean Milman is only a prosaic historian after all. © And
Gibbon is no better, seeing that he talks of “ the legend of
antiquity which tells of St. Thomas’s preaching the Gospel in
India.’’t I will not quote Wheelerf or Kaye§ in order fur-
ther to confirm this view about the reality of St. Thomas’s
mission. But it does seem to me, that this instance of
Dr. Lorinser’s dogmatism in the teeth ~of such a mass of
authority—and powerful authority too—is not calculated to
impress one favourably about the value to be attached to

is a paper on the history of this Malabar community of Christians,
and we learn there, that ‘“the affiliation of that community on the
Apostle St. Thomas was an invention of the bigoted Portuguese
missionaries,” opposed to all the traditions of the community itself.
And the writer expresses his surprise, that the story “unsupported
ag it is by historical proof is asserted and repeated by even Protes-
tant writers as Baldeus and Valentyn” (see p. 366).

* History of Christianity I. 887. Another orthodox historian
of Christianity, Dr. J. C. L. Gieseler, seems in effect to conecur in
this view, for he thinks it probable that the tradition is of Manichaan
origin (see Vol. I. of Gieseler's Ecclesiastical History p. 79), and the
Manichzan sect rose about the close of the third century A. C. Dr.
Gieseler says generally (p. 76), ¢ The history of the other apostles”
(scil. except St, Paul) “ and their early pupils is involved in great
obscurity and has frequently been much disfigured by mistakes and
fabrications”—a passage which furnishes an instructive commentary
on Dr, Lorinser’s words above quoted.

1 Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire (Bohn’s Ed.) Vol. V, 261.
1 History of India, Vol. III, p.’ 390,
§ Choistianity in India p. 3 et seq.
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his strong asseverations. And when Dr. Lorinser g0es on
to refer to Eusebius as an important witness, he seems to
- forget, that out of his own mouth, Eusebius has *been
all but convicted of being rather & romancer than &
sober historian. For we read in Gibbon:—* The gravest
of the ecclesiastical historians, Eusebius himself, indirectly
- confesses that he has related .whatever might redound to
the glory, and that he has suppressed all that could tend
to the disgrace, of his religion.” “Such an acknowledgment”
Gibbon very justly goes onto say, “will naturally excite
suspicion that a writer who lhas so openly violated one of the
fundaraental laws of history has not paid a very strict regard to
the observance of the other.”# And it is not entirely unworthy
of note, that whereas the Gospel which, upon the authority
of Eusebius, is supposed to bave been found in India in the
~second century after Christ, was the Hebrew Gospel of St.
Matthew,t Dean Milman declares, that “where that Gospel was
written, in what la'nguage originally, are questi.on;s to which no
authoritative answer can be given.”} Upon the whole, I think,

* See Decline and Fall, Vol, 1I. 68. Compare Milman’s Hist. of
Christ. Vol. ITI. p. 260. The notes there and also at Pe 17 of Gie-
seler’s History above referred to show how even Husebius has fgund
his advocates. “ Probably” says Dean Milman ‘“ Eusebius erved
more often from credulity than from dishonesty.” Be it so. Neyer-
theless the value of Eusebius’s statements, even on this view, must
be very small indeed. As to Eusebius’s intellectual aptitude as a
bistorian, see Strauss Life of Jesus (1865) Vol. 1. 35; and also that
wellknown work, Supernatural Religion, Vol. T, p. 124, We may
add here, that it is on Eusebius's authority, that Dr. Gieseler
seems to accept the reality of St. Bartholomew’s mission to
India (p. 79). _

T Ind. Ant. Vol. I1. p. 283, Even Eusebius puts it no higher than
‘it is said that he found’ &c. See Westcott on tho Canon p. 70.

I Hist. of Christ Vol. I. p. 886; and see too Greg’s Creed of

Christendom I. p. 111 ef seq.; and Supernatural Religiore Vol. I.
P. 473 et seq.
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it must necessarily be admitted by every unbiassed inquirer
into this subject, that the evidence for this early existence of
Christian communities in India, looked at from any point
of view whatever, is of the weakest possible description.
1If we judged simply by the weight of authority, it would be
far more safe to abide by the conclusions of two such emi-
nent historians as Gieseler and Milman, than by the biassed
statements of any other writer, even of Eusebius or Lorinser.
If we applied to these various stories the historical tests laid
down by Grote and Cornewall Lewis, and insisted on con-
temporary evidence, refusing to believe any statements that

were not substantiated by such evidence, we should, I think, :
ex concessis, have at once to reject these stories. Dut even
examining them by less exacting rules of listorical criticism,
they do not appear to me to be sufficiently vouched for. For
there is not, I believe, any older writer than Lusebius to
“whom the stories can be tiraced ; yet St. Thomas and St. Bar-
tholomew lived in the first century after Christ, and Panteenus®
in the second, while Eusebius Limself belongs to the middle
of the fourth century. The truth seems to be, as remarked
by Dr. Gieseler, that “ the real but later founders of churches

* Sir John Kaye says (p. 6 n), ““There 18 no reason, indeed,
to deubt that Panteenus visited India, in all probability the island
of Ceylon and the Malabar Coast.”” I cannot find, that this rests on
any older authority than the statements of Eusebing and Ambrose
(1 Gieseler 230, whore the remark on Pantsnus in the text ought
to be noted, as also the diverging accounts referred to in the
note about the succession of teachers in the school to which he
belonged). It is also to be remarked concerning Pantsenus that,
as_admitted even by Sir John Kaye, ‘“it is not easy to say what
he left behind him or who succeeded him in the great work. The
history of the Christian Church in the east here sinks into a clould
of obscurity.”” Col. Wilford (Asiatic Researches Vol. X. p. 69 et seq.)
has som; observations aste St. Thomas and Pantznus, but it is
impossible toattach any weight to them,
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have been frequently transferred to the times of the apostles
by tradition”—a circumstance very natural and easy to under-
stand, and one which, according to the writer in the Asiatic
Researches above referred to, is known to have actually come
to pass with regard to the Christian Church at Malabar.

Dean Milman has said :—“The other scattered communities
of Christians disseminated through various parts of Asia,
on the coast of Malabar, perhaps in China, have no satis-
factory evidence of Apostolic or even of very early date ;
they are so deeply impregnated with the Nestorian system
of-Cln'istiauity, which during the interval between the decline
of the reformed Zoroastrianism and the first outburst of
Islamism spread to a great extent throughout every part
of the Eastern continent, that there is every reason to sup-
pose them Nestorian in their origin.”®* To a somewlat
similar effect is the following passage from Dr. Gieseler :
“The Persian church had now broken off all connexion
with the church of the Roman empire, and the Kings of
Persia from Pherozes onward (461-488) favoured this sepa-
ration for political reasons. These Christians, who had the
bishop of Seleucia and Ctesiphon, were called by their
opponents Nestorians, though they called themselves Chaldzan
Christians, and in India Thomas-Christians.”{ But it is unneges-
sary to further labour this point. Dr. Lorinser brings forward
no evidence in support of his position; and on such a point,
it might even be enough to pit against his assertion the
above passages from the writings of two such historians as
Milman and Gieseler, who, if they had a bias at all, would

Lhave a bias in favour of Dr. Lorinser’s position.

= L2,
* Hist, of Christ: IT. 31, \ L]
T Eccles. Hist. I, 404,
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We next come to a point, which, as stated by Dr. Lounser
Limself, “is of peoulmr importance in the present discussion 3
and P would, therefove, first set forth in Dr. Lorinser’s own
words what he says upon it. Further’ he says “‘there
already existed an Indian Translation of the New Testament,
of which we have positive proof# in the writings of St.
Clrysostom, which seems to have been till now overlooked
by Indian Antiquarians. The place in question is Ivang.
Joan. Homil. I. cap. 1 and runs as follows :—

“The Syrians too, and Egyptians, and Indians, and Per-
sians, and Ethiopians, and innumerable other matious,
translating into their own tongues the doctrines derived
from this man, barbarians though they were, learnt to phi-
losophise.”® Now a variety of observations arises on this
passage. And first I must say, that on a point of such
“peculiar importance,” I wish Dr. Lorinser’s words had been
perfectly precise, even beyond the reach of cavil. It may be
my féult, or Dr. Lorinser’s, or of Dr. Lorinser’s translator;
but what is precisely meant by the word ““already” in the
above sentence, and what precise fact it is of which we have
“positive proof,” seems to me very far from clear. I, how-
ever,” take “‘already’” to mean before the third century, and
the ‘“‘positive proof’’ to apply only to the fact of the existence
of the translation, apart from the date to which that trans-
lation is to be referred. This being premised, let us now
examine the real value of this nmew evidence. Who, in the
first place, are the Indians 7 Is it “ positively proved” that

the word Indians here means the people of this country? The

* It may be useful, considering the strength of this expression, to
refer to the observations of Strauss at pp. 48 et seq. of the first’
Volume of his Life of Jesus, Aund see our remarks further on
upon thir, point,

t Ind. Ant, Vol, 11, 2835,
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question is put for a vaviety of reasons. Writing of the reign
_of Constantine—and Chrysostom flourishied in the same century
with him—Dean Milman says:—“The Romans called thi$ coun-
try' (namely that about the Red Sea with that of the Homerites
on the other side of the Arabian Gulf) by the vague name
of “the mearer India;” while our country seems to have
passed under the name of Further India.®™ 'This alone
would throw considerable suspicion on the theory identi-
fying Chrysostom’s “Indians’ with the people of this country.
But secondly, the maxim of noscitur @ sociis also points in the
same direction ; for the other peoples enumerated by Chryso-
stom belong exactly to that part of Asia which might be
regarded as connected with the “nearer India” of the Romans.
And lastly, when St. Chrysostom is pleased to speak of all the
nations named by him as “ barbarians” whom the study of the
* doctrines of Jesus, for the first time in their national life,
tanght how to philosophise, those expressions also, even taken cuin
grano as we shall show further on they must be taken, apply
more properly to the people about the Red Sea than to the
countrymen of Patanjali, of Kilidds, of Varfihamihir. These
considerations, it is submitted, throw at the very 9Jeast an ex-

- - - . . »
tremely strong suspicion upon the identification of the
“Indians” and the Hindus.T

* And see too Gieseler Vol. I. p. 79 where India is stated to be
probably identical with Yemen, and several authorities are cited
for this view. See also Mr. Burnell's elaborate paper in 3 Indian
Auntiquary 309a. note and 1 Supernatural Religion p. 476 ¢f seq.

t Sir John Kaye, speaking of Pantmnus’s visit to India, says (p.
6 note) that “ the balance of evidence collected by Mr. Hough in
his ¢ History of Christianity in India’ is a gainst the latter hy pothesis,’’
namely, “ that the scene of Pantenus’s labours was the coast of
Arabia.” T confess, I cannot bring myself to this conclusion. The
coufrary, I must say, appears to me more correct. Besides the evi-
dence collected by Mr. Hough is not in my opinion of véry much
historical value, and the arguments adduced are extremely weak, Mr.
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But further. It appears to me clear upon the very face of
the passage, that the author is a rhetorician indulging in
hyperbolical language.” And what we are able to infer from
this passage is amply confirmed by the information about St.
Chrysostom which we vreceive from Gibbon. This, indeed,
seems to have occurred to Dr. ILovinser also. Dut he says,
that the consideration ‘‘loses its force, when we remember
that all the translations mentioned by name in this passage,
with the single exception of the Imdian, are known to us
from other sources and ave still extant.”* Upon this one or
two observations arise, and again by reason of Dr. Lorinser’s
reticence as to his anthorities. Ave the dates of these trans-
lations perfectly well settled ? And if they are, are they
settled upon authovity independent of this statement of St.

Hough says in one place :—** Baronius the Martyrologist concluded
that there were two Bishops named Frumentinus, one presiding over
the church of Ethiopia, and the other over that of India proper; the
. reader will judge .whether this is a more reasonable way of solying
the- difficulty than by drawing a summary conclusion which would
deprive the History of the Indian Church of this interesting narra-
tive.” Not having any wish as to the preservation or otherwise of
this *‘ interesting narrative,”” I own, that [ consider the suggestion of
Baronius ths less reasonable of the two hypotheses. Clemens Alexan-
drinws’s description of India need not necessarily have been learnt
from Pantzenus. And there seems to be some doubt as to Pantenus’s
exant relation with Clement. See Gieseler I. 230 and II. Supernatural
Religion 191, The opinions of Fabricius and Niecamp are not
anything like conclusive evidence, even if they are of any force at all,
as to the reality of Pantenus’s mission to India. Bunsen (Hippolytus
and his age I. 235) speaks of Pantmnus’s Mission to India—
‘“ which means or includes, South Arabia.” Dr. Westcott by putting
India between inverted commas, seems to indicate at least a doubt
as to the precise scone of Pantenus’s lubours. (Westeott on the Canon
p- 297.) 3

* Ind. Ant. Vol, 11, 184, If this statement be correct, it certainly
becomes all the more remarkable that the ¢Indian Translation’ alone
should ot be forthcoming. Does it not lend some support to the view
put forward in the text ?
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5
'\\ Chrysostom 7% Tlese questions are of very great moment, for
\ unless they can be answered in the affirmative, we cannot
obtain that corroboration for St Chrysostom which Dr.” Lo-
rhuser endeavours to find for him. And further it must be
remembered, that taking this statement of St. Chrysostom
at the best, we have to weigh against it the unquestionable
circumstances that no such Indian Translation is now forth-

coming ; that snch a translation is never alluded to any where
else ; that if there lad beén any such translation, the Chyis-
tians would have taken very good care that it should
not be lost; and that in those early years of Chris-
tianity, it is not very likely, that Christian Missionaries
slhiould have come over to India, and been able to master

even one of the languages of the country sufficiently to trans-

* These questions were suggested, only because Dr, Lorinser ex-
presses himself in various places as thoroughly satisfied about things as
to which the evidence is of a very meagre and weak description. Since
this was written, however, I have found, that there is some
foundation. for Dr, Lorinser's assertion. At the same time it
18 remarkable, and of very great importance in this argu-
ment, that the dates of these translations are not themselves
well settled at all. As to the Syriac see Davidson Biblicel Criticism
P. 997 ; as to the Bgyptian p. 653 ; as to the Ethiopic p. 648-9: as to
the Persian p. 667 though this, by the way, does not seem to be men-
tioned in Smith’s Dictionary of the Bible, which may be consulted as
to all the version, under the article Versions (ancient.) I may also
quote here the following words of Dr. Davidson as affording very
strong confirmation to the view I have ventured to express in the
text as to the value of Chrysostom’s testimony, After mentioning
e Chrysostom’s ¢ boast’’ about numeraus translations, Dr. Davidson

says, ‘‘But we are scarcely justified in attaching much signifi cance to
+, this langnage. The eloquent father speaks in the hyperbolical, exag-
” gerated strain of the orator, rather than in the sober tom.a of truth
* and reality. The Greek passage need not be quoted, as it may be
; found in Marsh’s Michaelis, where' the learned translator observes,
that Chrysostom has weakened his own evideuce by the adiition of
the words ‘innumerable other nations.’ ”

]
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late the Dible into it. Dr. Lorinser thinks, “ we may be
certain that Chrysostom would not have expressly mentioned
the Indian if he had not had positive knowledge of a trans-
Jation in their tongue.”® There is some force in this remark.
On the other hand, it is certainly not necessary to suppose
any personal or positive knowledge. A mere rumour is quite
sufficient for the purposes of a rhetorical flourish, though it
is quite insufficient for the purposes of sober trustworthy
history. And St. Chrysostom’s words above cited appear
to me, I confess, to have too much of the rhetorical ring
about them. It is well known, too, that he was a man of a parti-
calmly fervid imagination, one who had gone through a
regular truining in rhetoric, and one, therefore, not likely to
weigh Lis words with much accuracy.§ Upon the whole, then,
I do mnot think that any weight is due to the statement of
St. Chrysostom which Dr. Lorinser values so highly,
It is probably of as much, or rather as little, value as the
rumour mentioned by lhis namesake Dio Chrysostom about
an Indian Translation of Homer, which also has recently

been raised to the dignity of a hListorical truth.f

One Word more on this important point. “The Indian
Translation” says Dr. Lorinser “of which e (i. e. Chryso-
stom) knew must have existed for at least a hundred years
before information about it could in those times have reached
Lhim.”§ Very likely. DBut this remark, it seems to me, has
also a value on the opposite side. If the mere information
would take a hundred years to reach Chrysostom, surely a
considerably longer period than a hundred years would be

* Ind. Ant. Vol. II. 284a. .
t See Gibbon (Bohu's ed.) Vol TIT. p. 501.

1 See Ind. Ant. Vol. 1. 176; and see ‘‘was the Rimiyana
copied fiom Homer ?” p, 11. \

§ Ind. Ant, Vol, 1I. 284a.
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required for the Missionavies of Christianity to come as far
as India, to learn even one of the Indian languages,
and to prepare a translation of the Bible into that language.
And if we remember further, that the real propagation of
Christianity among the ‘ Heathen” did mnot commence till
the time of St. TPaul, and was not commenced even then
without something like opposition from the older Apostles,®
surely we. must come to the conclusion, that when Dr. Lo-
rinser asks us to believe, that the date of this translation may
possibly reach to the first or second century A. C.1 he makes
a somewlat strong demand npon our credulity. And this
quite apart from the question which will be referred to fur-
ther on as to the dates of the composition of the original
Gospels themselves,

But at this part of the argument, a suspicion seems to havy
crossed Dr. Lorinser’s own mind, that this story of an Indian
Translation of the New Testament is so indifferently vouched
for, that it may probably not be of much hListorical value. And
s0 he proceeds to discuss another alternative. “ But even” says
Le “if we shut our eyes to the existence of an Indian Trans-
lation of the New Testament, it would still be possible that a
Brilunan acquainted with the Greek language may have known
and used the original text.”{ Aocording to the maxim that
nothing is impossible except what involves a contradiction,

this possibility may be acoepted. But it seems to me that all the
* Strauss Life of Jesus I. 298. Milman also, (Vol, I. 380-1) seems

to admit this,

t Dr. Davidson’s highly reasonable observation may be quoted
upon this, He says : ¢ No man could think, as Marsh rightly affirms,
of translating the Greek Testament before its several parts were con-
nected and unifed in a volume, that is before the canon was formed.
But the canon was not formed beforethe middle of the second centu-
ry.” See Biblical Criticism p, 597. .

T Ind. Ant. II. 284a.
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probabilities point exactly the other way. It must be re-
membered, that in the days to which these matters are
to be referred, the Christian came not as a ruler as lie comes
now, but as one going to interfere with the religion of the
people, without thie power of physical force to back him,
and without being able to dangle before "their eyes any
temporal reward to be secured by conversion to Christianity.
Anud when we remember this ; when we remember also that
there has always Dbeen a prejudice against foreign tongues
among our people which is preserved in the line T REOIER]
a7t Hﬁ FUSAATIT s -when we remember further, that
even in our own days it is because of the ultevior advantages
which the study of the English language affords that that
language is learnt by many of our people ; once more when
we remember that, even in spite of these advantages, those
strata of eur society which have not -directly or indirectly
much connexion with the foreigner-in other ways stiil
continue imﬁervions to the influences of the English langnage ;
when we remember all this, and couple with it the just
assertion of Professor Wilson that Alexander’s invasion had
but little influence on India ;™ we cannot but come to tle
conclusion, I think, that it is an exceedingly “‘rash hypo-
thesis,” which, without a scintilla of evidence, imagines a
Brihman of the first or second century after Christ to have
been acquainted with the Greek language. The rashness of the
Ligpothesis appears to me, I confess, to be increased immense-
ly, when we are asked to Dbelieve, that the Greek work
which the Brihman studied and used was the New Testament,
the Holy Book of a religion which sent out its Missionaries

with the avowed object of de.}stroying all the other religions

* Sen Mill's British India by Wilsoi Yol, I. p. 118, Aud compare
Wheeler's Tudia Vol, I11. 240, ‘



T A RSN IR T .

RN e

e L T

e e i SV O O e RO 1\ T

INTRODUCTORY ESSAY. XX111

of the world, and among others the religion of this same
Brihmanical student of the language of Greece. Dr. Lorinser
seems to think, that Lis supposition may perhaps find ton-
firmation in the circumstance, that “besides the New Testament,
there are traces of the use of the Book of Wisdom which
was originally written in Greek.”® But the existence of
these traces descried by Dr. Lorinser has itself never been
proved. DParallels between the Gitd and the Book of Wisdom
there may be. These, too, however, may be only apparent
and unreal. But even if they were very substantial and

real, I should still strongly demur to the inference that

the Gitd must have borrowed from the Book of Wisdom.

Much more strongly should I demur to the nse of this illo-
gical deduction as a premiss upon which to base any further
deduction. What if I said, that the supposition that the
New Testament borrowed from the Gitd m: ay perhaps find

conﬁmmtlon in the circumstance that the Bool of Wisdom
also shows traces of its use ?

And lere a question of the last importance in this inguiry
presents itself. While Dr. Lorinser is talking of the existence

of translations of the New Testament in the &rst and

second centuries after Christ, is it not a matter of at least
grave doubt whether the original itself existed at that
early period ? Dr. Lorinser writes as if the conclusion which
e draws was not at all in conflict with conclusions arrived
at by other writers on independent reasoning. ITe does mnot

» even passingly notice any such conclusions. I shall therefore

notice them. For alﬁhongh Dr. Lorinser may conveniently
ignore the work of his countryman, Dr. Strauss, and others,
I am of opinion that a complete investigation of the point be-
fme us requires that it should be discussed. And all th%jume

» Ind, .Ant, Vol. 11, 184a.
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will one insist upon this, when one observes, that the methods
of criticism adopted with regard to the Gospels by Dr. Strauss
and “the other writers on their age and authenticity, are
cimilar to the methods which have been applied to our own
Jiterature, as well sacred as profane, in the discussions upon our
ancient history. Now in the first place, taking the four Gos-
pels alone into our consideration, “we do not find certain
traces of the existence of our first three Gospels in their pre-
sent form until towards the middle of the second century ;’#
while as to the Fourth Gospel that is chronologically poste-
sior to the other three. If so, no translation of these gospels
into any language whatever could possibly have existed in
the first century, nor it may be safely added, I think, even
in the second century, except, perhaps, at its very close. It
need scarcely be added, that the case as to the existence of a
translation into Sanskrit or any other language of this coun-
try is even stronger against Dr. Lorinser's view. Further-
more, the facts adduced by Dr. Strausst very clearly show

* See Strauss Life of Jesus Vol. I. 76—100, and see too Greg’s
Creed of Christendom Vol. I Chap. VI. and VII. In the Contempo-
rary Review for March 1879, Mr. Matthew Arnold referring to the
- wellknown. work called * Supernatural Religion” writes on this sub-
ject, as follows :—‘“ But this which it is the main object of his book to
chow—that there is no evidence of the establishment of our four gos-
pels as a Gospel Canon, or even of their existence as they now finally
ctand at all before the last quarter of the second century, nay that
the great weight of evidence is against it—he has shown, and in the
most minute and exhaustive detail” (p. 525.) And with this should be
coupled the remark of Marsh endorsed by Dr. Davidson which we have
quoted above.

t See inter alia pp. 60, 75 of his life of Jesus Vol. 1. Compare also
Greg’s Creed of Christendom II. 37, and other places. Mr. Matthew
At'no!d, also, though he seems to refer more particularly to the
heretics of the early days of Christianity, says:—‘The practice
of forgery and interpolation wad notorious, and the temptation to it

was great.”” Contemporary Review for March 1875 pp. 516.7. Kee
too Supernatural Religion I. 464 also p, 472,
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that there have been nﬁmerous :dtemttons made in the
reports of Christ’s works and wm's which, among other
considerations, render it at least quite as likely that the
Gospels in the course of their formation received aceretions

from foreign sources, as that after their formation the follow-

ers of other religious systems borrowed from them. And
tlus, indeed, suggests one point of very great moment in
the present discussion. The point 1is, that while Dr. Lorin-
ser endeavours to interpret facts in unnatural ways in
order to suit his hypothesis as to the mode of explaining the
coincidences he observes, he does mot even hint at the

possible existence of an opposite mode of explaining

those coincidences. While he strains every merve to make

- out that the coincidences between the two works show the
" Gith to have borrowed from the Bible, Le propounds not &

snwle argument to show that the reverse of his hypothesis
is incorrect. There is nothing in this part of his essay
which can farnish an answer to the query.—Might not the
Bible bave borrowed from the Gita? My own belief is,
that such a borrowing, whether divectly or indirveetly, is
very likely. But as we shall have something to say on this
point at a later stage of this diseussion, we need not here

~ Bo mueh for the arguments by whieh Dr. Lorinser thinks

- he has made out the possibility that the author may have

made use of the New Testament. Here lowever, a very na-
tural diffieulty oceurs to Dr. Lorinser himself,  But is it
eonceivable,” hie asks, “that a Braliman, who holds fast to the
traditional wisdom of lLis caste and puts it abowve everything,
as the author of the Bhagavadgitd does, should Lave eonde-
scended to take such special knowledge of Clristianigy, and
even to use some of its doctrines, and maxims from its holy
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writings, in 6111«31‘ to suit them to, and incorporate them with,
his own system ?”% Having raised this important question,
Dr. Lorinser proceeds to adduce passages from various
writers, which appear to him to bear upon it. These passages,
which are set out at length, show that in the opinion of cer-
tain Christian scholars, the character of Krishna in the Ma-
babharat has had attributed to it many of the acts and qua-
lities attributed to Jesus in the Christian Secriptures;f and
that the worship of the Deity Krishna is a comparatively re-
cent innovation not earlier than about the fifth or sixth cen-
tumry A. C., as it cannot be traced in Vavihamihir. Dr. Lorin-
ser thence .infers, that in the same way that the deeds of
Christ are ascribed to Krishna, the words of Christ and the
doctrines tanght by him may have been fathered upon Christ’s
Hindu analogue. ‘

Now if we remember, that the frame of mind which led
the Greeks to “ discover everywhere their Heracles and
Dionysos”’f was by no means the peculiar property of that
people, we shall not for one moment regard it is uumatural,
that Christian writers should have “‘ recognised the influence
of Christian doctrines and legends on the development of later
Branminical wisdom.”§ In one of the extracts from his writings
given by Dr. Lorinser, Prof. Weber attributes the mental pre-
possession here spoken of to the Hindus. I do not deny that
this is in some measure corvect. But seeing that the IHindus
have long held the doctrine which Christendom has yet to
learn, but isnow likely to learn under the teaching of men like

Herbert Spencer and others—the doctrine of what may be ealled

* Ind. Ant, Vol. 11. 284a. :

1 Compare Mr. Growse's letter on the Krishna Janmishtami in
Ind. Ant. Vol. TTT. 300a. g ;

1 Iné. Ant. Vol, 11 285a.

§ 1bid 2850,
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the relative truth of religious systems, it seems to me that the

mental characteristic in ¢uestion would be more potent in
the Christian than in the Hindu. DBred up under a systém of

religion which holds its own dogmas only to be true, and tho
dogmas of all other religions to be wholly and entirely untrue,
Christians would naturally be only too glad to believe and
to teach that whatever was good and true in other systems
was borrowed from their own.% But in a scientific inquiry,
when we have to calculate the value of results which are
oftered for consideration by persous in this peculiar position,
it belioves us to make allowance, 8o to speak, for the ‘perso-

nal equation.’

What then is the true state of the case on this point? We
shall go sertatim through Dr. Lorinser’s citations. And first
Professor Weber, in the first passage extracted from his
Indische. Studien, makes a supposition, which occurs to him
involuntarily, that Brilimans may have gone to Alexan-
dria, or even to Asia Minor, at the beginning of the Chri-
stian Tra, and learnt there the monotheistic doctrine and
some of its legends, which in due ocourse they may have
afterwards transferred—whatever that may mean—to Krish.
na, to whom, nevertheless, divine honours may already fave
Leen granted.t This ““ supposition’’ of Brahmans travelling
in search of Christian doctrine to foreign lands, has, of course,
no evidence at all to sum'\ort it, and may be taken, according-
ly, for what it is worth.i And in considering the worth of the

supposition, the reader of these sentences will doubtless

* Strauss mentions “a legend of a connexion between Senecca
and the Apostle Paul.” Life of Jesus Vol. I. 251.

t Indian Antiquary Vol. I1. 284b.

] Mr, Hough (Christianity in India Vol. I. 43) speaking of ** stran.
gers’? from Iudia and sundry other countries being drawn to \lexan-
dria by the attractious of its mart, says;—*‘ they came for the sake of
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take due note of the auxiliary verh ‘may’ which is to be
observed in such profusion in them. We seem here to be deal-
ing with that “ German license of conjecture,”’® which was
reprobated, and justly reprobated, by the late eminent Histo-
vian of Greece. And if Professor Weber really means to say,
what in the words above referred to he does seem to say, that
monotheism was introduced into India from Christianity, not
only is there no evidence to bolster up this sapposition, there
is, I think, positive evidence to show that the supposition i3
entirely incorrect.} However, Prof. Weber, continues —“the
tegends of the birth of Krishna and his persecution by

this world’s traffic indeed ; but they found in the knowledge of the
Gospel infinitely more than they sought, and returned home freighted
with the merchandise of Heaven,”’ I own this strikes me as utterly
illogical and unlikely. Men engaged in the  world’s traffic’’ are
not, aceording to the ordinary modes of human action, the most eli-
gible persons for conversion to a- foreign religion. And though the
knowledge of the Gospel may, in the eyes of a devout Christian like
Mr. Hough, be infinitely more than what the Hindu trader sought,
the Hindu trader is not very likely to have taken the same view of
the matter. At any rate his taking such a view is eertainly nota mat-
tor of course. Mr. Hough next goes on to state, how some
Christian Missionaries preached at Socotora, and how some may have
goneon to Idia, and then winds up in this wise :—*¢ who those heralds
of mercy were, or to what extent the great Head of the Church vouch-
safed to prosper their endeavours, the pen of history has not recorded.
But this is of little moment. It is enough to know that their names
are written in Heaven.”? This again is a remarkable mode of writing
history. Mr. Hough has failed to show that the ¢ pen of history” has
¢ pecorded’ the fact of any ¢herald of mercy’ going to India. That
statement rests merely on a conjecture of his own. Yet in these last
sentences, he speaks as if that were quite settled, and the only doubt
was as to the precise persons who took part in the transaction, and as
to the precise extent of the success which they achieved,

* Seo Personal life of Grote by Mrs. Grote p. 264.

t Not to mention a legion of dther passages, 1 may simply refer
to the < verse oF &gl T’ 77(+q quoted in Yéska’s Nirukta
aud see Wilson, lissays on Sanskrit Literature Vol, I1I, 343,
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Kansa remind us too strikingly  of the corresponding Chyis-

tian narratives to leave room for the supposition that the
similarity is quite accidental.” Tam not quite so sare of
that. Bnt we shall suppose that Prof. Weber is perfectly
right. What then? This does not prove that the Hindus
borrowed from the Christians,® and certainly not that they

borrowed in the particular mode which Prof. Weber's clajr-

voyance has descried. Prof. Weber goes on:—" According
to. Lassen (L. €28),"  the passages in the Mahibhirata jn
which Kl_'isll_t_m las divine Lonours atiributed to him are
of later origin (belong in fact, as I think, to the Purina
epoel) and the Krishna-cultus proper is mnot found before
the fifth or sixtl century.” The question liinges really a
good deal on this point. Is this view of Prof. Weber,
correct ?  Prof. Lassen’s opinion—into the grounds of which
we shall not stay to Inquire—is not by any means enongh
for t]:e‘e.\;ig‘encies of Prof. Weber's conclusipn, For, admit-

ting the “later origin,” the question still remains, latee

* See the passage from Sir W. Jones cited in Mr. Greg’s Creed
of Christendom Vol. [, 140 ; sce too 3 Wheeler’s India 378 n.; and
Moor’s Hindu Pantheon p. 200 cited, apparenily with approval,
in Hardwicke’s Christ and other masters p. 177. And see also
Weber's Krishnajanmishtami. Indien Antiguary 111, pp. 21 et scq.
It is worth remarking here, that this story of Kansa, on which
Prof. Weber relies so much, is already mentioned in the Mabibba-
shya—a work which, even accordin g to Weber, was composed before
the death of Christ. On Prof. Weber's principle, the inference from
this is irresistible, that the Christian story 1s borrowed from the
Indian, as Mr. Greg suggests. A learned scholar, criticising in
the Bombay Gaztle a paper of Prof. Bhandarkar’s referred to in -
the sequel, suggested that the passage might have been interpolated—
upon what ground except its clashing with a foregone conclusion,
it is difficult to say. Besides the writer is probably not aware,
that the interpolation must have bekn made not only in the Bhishya
but also in the Vakyapadiya and in Kaiyat’s gloss, for both those works
refer to the story. See under Phnini III. 1.2, (Baudras Ed. p. 27).
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than what period ?  Professor Weber's assertion, therefore,
iliat the passages of the DBharat in which Krishpa is dei-
fied belong to the ‘ Purina® epoch,” must be fortified with
other reasons than the vague deliverance of Prof. Lassen.
But the only other reason I can trace throughout the lengthy
extract from the Indische Studien whicl is given by Dr.
Lovinger, is that ‘‘there is mo trace in V_ara‘ahamihira" of
the worship of Krishna. And it wmust, I apprehend, be at
once admitted, that at the best this is an extremely weak
reason indeed. But tke matter does mnot rest there. Dhar-
trihart in his Nitis’atak speaks of the Ten Incarnations
of Vishnu. Of course, therefore, he must have regarded K\;iéhnm
as an incarnation of Vishnu. And Kalidis expressly speaks of
“Vishnu in the guise of a’ cowherd.” Now Dr. Bhiu Dajt
makes Bhartrihari a contemporary of Kalidis, and both eca-
temporaries of Vm‘{ahmihir.T What then becomes of the
argument based on Varihamilir's silence, when two of his
contemporaries ‘speak out in this wise ? Still more, what be-
comes of it, if, as I contend, both Kilidds and Bhartrikari
must be placed a good deal, in fact two or three centuries, be-

fore the 6ih century A. C?f Even yet, however, we hiave not

* What is the “ Puriina epoch” of which Prof. Weber speaks ?
This is one of those vague expressions, highly objectionable ‘and
misleading as [ submit, which occur with unfortunate frequency
in the discussions on our ancient Literature, The Puidna ephech
meang, I suppose, the epoch in which the Puwinas were cbmp(;ff.'
Who knows when that occurred ? I have nlready. lodged my protest
against Prof. Wilson’s opinion in this matter in the preface tomy
~edition of Bhartrihari (see pp. VII.—VIIL.) So have Professor Bhin.
dirkar and BabQ Rijendralal Mitra (see Indian Antiquary Vol. IIL.
16 and Chhindogyopanizhad, Engl, Translation p. 533 note,

+J.B.B R, A. & Vol. VL. 225, and J. R. A. 8. (N, §). Vol. I,

1 See “Was the Rimayana éopipd from Homer ?’ p. 88. and

Bhartrihari (Bomb, Series of Sansk. Classics) Introduction pp. XII.
—XIIT. :

o«
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traced the deification of Krishna up to the earliest testimony
to its existence which we possess. There is in the MahAblia-
shya of Patanjali—an author who flourished before Bhartri-
hari and before Kilidis—a body of evidence which is of
the liighest importance on this point. The strongest argn-
ment - is that afforded by a passage to which attention was
draswn by me in my essay on the Ramiyan in reply to Pro-
fessor Weber,® and by Professor Bhindirkar in his essay
ou the Antiquity of the Mahablirat.t  Since then Professor
Bhindarkar has collected several other passages from the
Mababliashya in which references are made to Krislma or Lis
exploits.} The conclusion is, therefore, uresistible, that apart
from the weakness of the argnment ab silentio, there is
positive evidence on the other side to show that the divinity
of Krishna is not a post-Christian innovation, but is ag old

at least as the time of Patanjali, if not as old as the time

of Panini.

L o

I cannot leave this topic without entering an emphatic
protest against the perfectly arbitrary method of fixing dates
in the history of Sanskrit Literature and Philosophy which
this example well illustrates. T feel convinced, that the Arg-
ment ab silentio has been in numerous cases impressed to do
work to which it is not equal in any case, least of all in the
case of a literature of which large portions can almost be
demonstrated to have perished. While the chronology of our
ancient literature and philosophy is yet entirely unsettled,
there are not a few scholars who think themselves entitled

to make dogmatic assertions about the dates of various
works, and of the rise of various doctrines. But the evils of

*P 07 0 N

fJ.BBPASVuT\* 84 5
I Ind. Ant, Vol, 111, 14-16,
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this vicious method, of course, do not stop there. Not only
are hypotheses formed on the weakest possible foundations,
with the smallest possible collection of facts, but upon such
bypotheses further superstructures of speculation are raised.
And when that is done, the essential weakness of the base
is often effectually kept out of view. By such methods the
whole of Sanskrit Literature, or nearly the whole of it, is be-
ing shown to be much more recent than it has hitherto been
thought. It may be that we Hindus have in some measure
to thank ourselves for this result. It may be that our claims
to an exceedingly high antiquity have in the natural course
provoked this reaction. This may be. But if this is so,
then those who put themselves forward as workers in the
field of “oriental research,” and connect ~with their labours
the venerable and dignified name of science, are bound to

be on their guard against this reaction.

But to return. After the evidence we have set out above
to show the antiquity of the belief in Krishna as a God, it
is not very necessary to go into the other surrounding
matters referred to by Professor Weber. Nevertheless as it
is not quite useless to do so, we shall take a rapid review of
them. I pass over the assumptions, which I contend are quite
nnwarranted, contained in such expressions as * Individual
Cliristian teachers...... would not be without influence in
the early time,” or ““ Natives of India who filled up in their
own way what they had learned in foreign countries,” or
“prepared by the current tendency.of Indian Philosophy
towards a concrete unity.”® I pass this over, and come to the
points on which, according to Professor Weber, “the whole
question turns.” Now the statement of the first point by
Profesgor Weber himself shows how little any person is

¥ Ind., And, 11, 283a.
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warranted in talking abount the borrowing of Chyistian dogmas
by oriental people. Itis difficult, as Professor Weber him-
self adwits, to say what has been borrowed by the Gnostics
from the “Indians” and wvice versdi. And the only remark
which 1 need make with reference to this is, that I am not
aware that there’is much more material for deciding on the
question as applied to the peried preceding the rise of the
Gnostic sects.® And when Professor Weber speaks of the
reeiprocal action and mutual influence of Gunostic and Indian
conceptions in the first centuries of the Christian Era as being
““evident,”” I think, he might with advantage have shown the
grounds for this opinion ; especially as it comes immédiutely
after the admission made by himself about the difficulty of say-
" ing Low much in each is original and how much borrowed.
The second point of Professor Weber refers to Varahamihir’s
silence to which reference has been already made. The third
point is a good specimen of the vagueness in which great.
names can afford to indulge with impunity, “This worship
- of Krishna,” says Professor Weber, “ Lias no intelligible con-
_nexion with his earlier position in the Brahmanical legends.
There is a gap between the two which apparently nothing
but the supposition of an external influence can account fot.”
Now what is the “gap’’ wliich requires explanation ? What
is the “external influence” which affords that explanation 2
The gap, admittedly, is not wider than that between a great
human liero, and a hero regarded as an incarnation of the Deity .
- Is the transition from the one to the other such an immensely
sudden; unusual, and inexplicable transition, that you must

imagine some *‘external influence” to explain it? I have my

—

* About these sects there has been quite a legion of conflioting
opinions. See the sources of them collected in Gieselor's Compendiumn
of . Eeclesiustical History Vol, I. 135. One writer there mehtioned
derives the Guostic doctrine from Buddhism,

. o=
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. .
_own doubts as to the existence of this alleged aap.”’  But
even assuming its existence, it appears to me that a fact
of most frequent occurrence in the religious history of
the Hindus—and also I may add of other peoples—is enough
to account for it—the fact, namely, that a man who 1is
thought to be remarkably superior to his’ contemporaries
in any qualities of great worth is easily believed, in a certain
condition of society, to lhave been more than human. And
it must not be forgotten, that even in the case of Christia-
nity itself, eminent critics have maintained, that = the New
Testament alone represents several stages of dogmatic evo-
lutinn,'.' and that “ no one can have attentively studied the
subject without being struck by the absence of any such
(scil. supernatural) dogmas from the earlier records of the '
teaching of Jesus.”% Ave we not here also to look about
for some “ external influewce ?’ I own, it seems- to me
a thoroughly mistaken view, which always seeks for the causes
of such ‘gaps,” where they exist, in °external influence.’
Fu most cases, the natural evolution of the religious idea
in certain oconditions of society, is quite sufficient to
explain  shiem.  What “external influence’” was at work
in the apotheosis of S’ankardchérya in modemn times, or of

the Riblhus in the times of the Veds?

The legend of the S'vetadvip, to which Professor Weber
goes on next to rvefer, does not appear to me to be entitled to
the weight which the Professor attaches to it. I confess, I
cannot see the flimsiest possible ground for identifying
the S’vetadvip of the legend with Alexandria, or Asia

Minor, or the British Isles,T or any other country or region
N

g kLt Boligion 1T.- <Y finem.
+ This has been done by Col. Wilford, Asiatic Researches Yol
Xl
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“in this world. The Dvip is in the first place stated to lie
to the North of the Kshirasamudra; and to the North West of
Mount Meru, and above it by thirty-two thousand yojans.
I should like to know, what geography las any notion of the
quarter of this earth where we are to look for that sea of
~ milk and that monnt of gold. Consider next the descrip-
~ tion of the wonderful people inbabiting this wondexrful
Dvip.
3 BRENFT 37 A3 |/F139 |
SIFERAT FTRAT AT GAEIT: || 22 ||
It will be news to the world, that there were in Alexan-

dria or elsewhere a whole people witliout any organs of

gense, who ate nothing, and who entered the sun—whatever that
: may mea.n'! temember, too, that the instruction which Narad
receives in this wonderful lund is not received from
its inhabitants, but from Bhagavin, from God him-
Bc-lf-" Nor let it be forgotten, that the doctrines which
the Deity there annomices to Nirad cannot be shown
to have any connexion whatever with Christianity. On the
contrary, I think, it must be at once admitted, that the
whole of the prelection addressed to Nirad bears on #s face its
essentially Indian character, in the references to the three qua-

lities, to the twenty-five primal principles, to the deseription, of

final emancipation as absorption or entrance into the Divinity,
and various other matters of the like character. Against all this
what have we to consider 2 Why, nothing more than the
» description of the inhabitantsas white, and as THI=7:; which,
Prof. Weber thinks, means monotheists (Sed queere). Itappears
to me, that the story is a mere work of the imagination,-aml that
if anybody else had made any nge of it as even in its nuclens
historical, Prof. Weber himself and other European sgholars
would have objected to its use in any such way. And in-
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dependently of this, T say, that Listorical or unhistorical
the story shows mno tangible reference to Christianity or
any Christian country.

We now proceed to Prof. Weber's fifth and last point, and
here again we have an instance of that vagueness, which, we .
have already complained of, and which it is so difficult to
fairly grapple with. What explanation has Christianity to
give of the legends corresponding to those referred to here
by Prof. Weber 7 What ground has Prof. Weber for saying
that “ individual Christian teachers’’ did not receive those
legends in Hindu hands ? What has Christ got to do with
“life as a herdsman’? The whole question appears tome
t0 be looked at under such conditions, that the result presented
is inevitably onesided. '

Dr. Lorinser goes on next to refer to Mr. Wheeler, and
to Mr. Wheeler’s anonymous Reviewer in the Atheneum, who
both assert this  borrewing from Cliristianity.”” Tt is per-
fectly useless, however, to multiply authorities in this fashion.
The point which Dr. Lorinser is hiere endeavouring to make
out is the probability of the author of the Gitd having made
use of the New Testament. Dr. Lorinser admits, both expressly
and by implication, the intrinsic improbability eof such
a thing. And that being so, the production of a wliole Olympus
of mere authority eannot outweigh that improbability. The
question is not one to be decided by authority at all, and
most assuredly not by the authority of a Weber or a Wheeler.
Upoﬁ the question whether the Hindus have borrowed from
Christians, the wmere authority of Christian scholars, I must
take leave to say, is in my opinion. worth nothing at all.
There 18 but one other remark which I meed make upon this
point;;and that is, that the broad assertions of Wheeler and
his Reviewer are all founded upon the very narrow and frail
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basis afforded by the assumption, that from the coincidence
between Hindu and Christian legends the inference of the
former being the copy and the latter the original is irresisti-
ble. I once more lodge my humble but firm protest against this
unwarranted assumption.

To proceed. Having summed up the result of this part of
the inquiry, Dr. Lorinser now goes on to couple with it an
other argument, which according to him sublimates tlie
“ possibility” thus far proved into “ conclusive proof.” That
other argument is based on the coincidences between passages
in the Gitd and in the New Testament. These passages Dr.
Lorinser marshals into three classes. Now although it
is not to be denied, that his first and third classes of pas-
sages must be of some value in this discussion, I cannot admit
that the second class of passages is worth anything at all.
To draw conclusions from a comparison of the words of
two works in original when divorced from their contexts is
very dangerous ; to dvaw such conclusions with 01'10 work in
original and the other in a translation is more dangerous still ;
to draw such conclusions with both works in translations ig
most dangerous of all. But Low muel is even this superla-

- tive degree of danger heightened, when the translator is dne

who comes to his work with the spectacles of a theory ? How
much more is it heightened, when that theory is one propound-
ed by the translator himself, and one, therefore, for which lie
would naturally feel that paternal love, which, as Plato tells
518, every poet and every author feels for the work of hLis in.
tellect ! '

With this preliminary caution, let us now proceed to
examine the first class of passages addueed by Dr. Lorinser.
And on the very first passage (Gitd III. 6) it must be regnark.
ed, that the coincidence, if any, is a very slight one indeed, The
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passage in the Gitd deals with a.case of difference between
{he inner and the outer man. The passage in Matthew has
no reference at all to such a  difference, but with regard to
the inner man, it says, that a sinful feeling should not even be
harboured. in the heart, for to harbour such a feeling is itself to
commit & sin. There is here, therefore, not merely a difference
in expression, but also a difference in meaning. As to the note
on this passage, it affords one out of the many instances of
dogmatism in this essay of Dr. Lorvinser’s, and simply begs the
question. “ The peculiar stress,”’ says Dr. Lorinser, * laid on
the inner purity of the mind in the Llnatrmtulg:t.u would itself
alone suggest the influence of Christian ideas, even if other
vostiges of it could not be pointed out.” Tt is scarcely
necessary to pit against this \\'Olldelflllay dogmatic assevera-

tion anything better than a mere, “ Certainly not.” But per-

laps it may not be out of place to add that, having regard-

to the fact that Jesus’s own doctrine as enunciated above

comes by way of improv ement on the previous teaching of
the Old Testament, it is more likely, upon the principles of
Dr. Lorinser and of his great ‘authority Professor Weber,

that Jesus only learnt it elsewhere and did not work it out him-
gelf. And we may also refer to the st:on‘r and clear statement
of this very valuable idea in the Buddhistic Dhammapad.® On
the second passage (ILL. 32) there is a note similar to the
above as ‘to S/raddhd and Bhakti. The fact, however, is that
while we have allusions to faith and its efficacy in Indian

Literature of a date unquestionably prior to C—hristianit'y,

*  See the' passage cited at 5 Journal Royal Asiatic Society (N.
S.) 229. About theantiquity of the Dhammapad which was com.
mented on by Buddhaghosh about 400 A. C. (See “ Was the Rimivl.
na copied from Homer ¢ p. 12) I do not think even Dr. Loriuserjg
l’rofesnm Weber will venture to raise any doubte. Aud see alsc

J. R. A. S, 179-80, nd
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the Christian doctrine of faith is by Dr. Strauss pronounced
a new-fangled one.® = What is the conclusion hence derivable ?
With regard to the third passage (IIT. 34), ‘desire and
inelination’ is evidently a mistake; it ought to be ‘desire
and aversion’ ; and it seems to me, that on this shoal some
at least of Dr. Lorinser’s argument is stranded. As to
thie coincidence, it is clear, that the passage of the Gitd has
no reference to sin, which appears from the context to be tho
main idea in the passage in the Epistle ; while ‘lusts’ also 6111y
represents one half of the idea in the Gitd, and indeed is
essentially different.f And again while the passage from
the Epistle refers to ‘enemies of god,’ the passage of the
Gita refers to the ‘enemies of oneself.” On the latter part
of the note on the passage, it is further to be observed, that
in Matthew X. 86 only a sectarian or a mystic can see any
reference to the ‘ lust which dwells in man.” Tastly as to the
 Chiristian doctrine of concupiscence’ I do not see its bearing
on the passage at all. On the fourth passage (IV. 4) it would be

well to remember the sequel of the claim made by Jesus. The

fifth instance of coincidence (VI. 5) is, I think, at,the best only

apparent and superficial. . While Krislinn is there spgaking of
the Transmigration of the Soul, Jesus has not the remotest

eonception of it in his words. The lengthy note on this

‘passage, however, requires also a somewhat lengthy treat-

ment. And first, Dr. Lorinser holds, of course without

assigning rveasons, that *‘the Avatirs all belong to the

'I’ura‘n_ls, hence to a post-Christian age.” Now there are

three assertions involved in this, two of which may or may

not be corre(;t, the third of which is certainly not correct,

and all of whicl are without the slightest proof. It is no#
»

* The question is discussed somewhat more fully in the sequdl,
T See the notes on our trauslation of this passage,
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.proved (pace Prof. Wilson' and _others) that the Puréns are
post-Clristian ;¢ it is mot proved that the ‘ Avatars all
belong to the Purins’; it is mot proved that the Avatirs
are post-Christian, but on the contrary it is proved that they
are ante-Christian. Dr. Lorinser, after some remarks which
it is not necessary here to refer to, proceeds :—“In my opinion,
there can, at present, be no doubt whatever, that the in-
carnation of Vishnu as Krishna, the only one represented
as a truly human incarnation of the person of the god, is
an imitation of the Christian dogma regarding the person
of Christ.” Now so far is this from being correct, so far is
this ‘imitation’ from being beyond doubt, that the reverse of
it is now demonstrated. Vishnu's incarnation as Krishna
dates from the time of Patanjali if not of Pimini—in either
case, from before the time when the incarnation of Jesus exist-
ed, so to speak, as a fact ; mneh more before it existed as a
belief ; still more before it was transmitted to India as a be-
lief. The 'allleg:ttion again, that none of the other Avatrs
~ except Krishna were ¢ truly human,’ simply forgets Paras’u-
rim, and Rim, and I may add Buddha. Dr. Lorinser goes
on to styte the reasons for his ‘opinipn.’ The first, the simi-
Iazity of the name Krishna to Christ is, I take leave to say,
a mere ignis fatuus, not worth very much more than that travesty
of philology where vowels interchange and consonants matter
not. The many ooincidences in the legends, if they are of
much value in the investigation, are not more consistent with
the theory of imitation as propounded by Christian scholarg
than with that theory read the other way. And more than
this, the latter, I think, is more likely to prove the more correct
view. Dr. Lovinser further adds, that the imitation “ is point-
ed to, as may be specially shown, by the Bhagavadgita itself.”

* Compare our Introduction to Bhartrihari. p, vii, ef seq.
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The only observation this calls for is—why in the wmld is
it not shown ? If it could be shown, it would almost, I might
say altogether, decide the question. Why, I ask again, is it not
shown ? But to proceed. The sixth coincidence (IV. 8) Dr.
Lorinser might have made more thorough by adding to the
passage cited from the Gitd a portion which his translation
omits—* for the destruction of evil-doers.” On the other hand it
should also be noted, that the Gitd says ‘ from time to time,’
to which there is nothing similar in the Christian passages,
yet it is of the very essence of the doctrine of the Giti. On
the eighth passage (V. 8) it is to be remarked that the first:
part of it certainly does not coincide with the passages cited
by Dr. Lorinser. It has nothing to do with the glorification
of God at all, it isonly conversant with the question—what is
the active pri‘nciple in man? And the answer is—Not
the soul. The latter portiow is much nearer the meaning of
the passages cited, but there is another passage which is
nearer still, but which, strangely enoungh, Dr. Lorinser does not
allude to eitlier in this place or anywhere else. That passage is
Gita IX. 27. The next passage discloses a coincidence
only. if misunderstood.. The passage from theGitd is
not so general as divorced from its context in Dr. Lorinset’s
citation it appears to be.  But it is perfectly clear
that it must be interpreted in connexion with its context,
and thus interpreted, I do mnot think, that anybody will
be able to trace the slightest coincidence. In the next
Dbassage (V. 16) there is again a mistake. There is
no reference to ‘“minds”® in the original of the Gitd ; and
without that, there is little to liken it to the passage cited
from 2 Pet. I. 19. Even with that, the coincidence is of such
& nature, that nothing ca.n,. in _my opinion, _ turn
* Probably Dr, Lorinser has so misunderstood the word sirFa=:,
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upon it—not to say, that the differences between .the‘t?vo
passages are perfectly obvious. The same remark applies
to the next passage (V. 23). Calling a thing & “temptations”
and calling it the ‘‘agitation (for it is ot exactly pressure)
produced by desire and anger,” if they ave one and the same
thing, are at least two different sides of it ; and in fact the
diffevence of language seems to me to be only typical of the diffe-
rence in the two points of view. What is the object of bidding -
us in the note to compare I. Cor. VII. 40 “as to Sukhi Nara,”
is, I must confess, more than I can make out. What follows,
however, I can make out, and do certainly deny:- Dr. Lorinser
says :— ‘The idea enunciated in this S’loka bears an entirely
Christian stamp.” I say, on the contrary, that it is an essen-
tially Hindu idea; and I do repudiate the claim put forward
by Dr. Lorinser on behalf of Christianity. I must own, too,
that the quotation from Chrysostom seems to me to be scarcely
relevant.  The next passage (VL 10) well exemplifies
the danger of wrenching passages out of their contexts for
purposes of comparison. The wholo of the passage from the Gitd
shows the object of the “secrecy” to be the avoidance of
interruptions; and Anandagiri says so expressly :—AATA(AI=TFH -
SNETIATDT T, Now what is the meaning of the passage in
Matthew ?  Why, it is a warning against making a show and
pomp of piety. Do not, Jesus says, and if I may add it well
says; do not pray in public that you may be seen praying:
and thus regarded as a pious man. Admirable advice! But
what has it to do with the admonition given by Krishna?9g
The passages are entirely distinct in meaning. The word
‘secret,” indeed, does occur in both ; but the meanings of hthe
two are not thereby brought nearer each other at all. Whether
there js- a coincidence in the next instance adduced by Dr.

* Compare Sutta Nipaﬁa.by Sir Mutu Coomar Syamy p. 106,
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Yoorinser (V1. 16) depends to a certain extent upon the true
intcvpretation of the passage from Matthew. My own opinion is
that Jesus's teaching allows much more liberty than Krishya's,
"and that there is but a very slight coincidence.  This, hLow-
ever, only as far as Dr. Lorinser sets out the passages ;
when the other portions of the passage from the Giti are
considered, I think it will be found, that there is
no reason for supposing any connexion * between the
two. In the next passage (VI. 39) I fail to seeany coincidence.
And it is beyond question that the circumstances are essenti-
ally distinguishable. Nor, I think, is there really any coincidence
in the next passage adduced (VII. 1-2). Then again, as to the six-
teenth passage, (VII. 14) there appears to me to be a very im-
portant distinction between the deliverances of Krishna and
Christ. The former speaks of illusion, the latter of burden—a
distinction, which again appears to me typical of the essential
difference between the two. In the next passage, (VII. 15)
again, I can see no coincidence except, indeed, it be that based
on ‘demoniac’ in the one passage and ‘ devil’ in the other.
“In the following two passages (VII. 16 and VIIL 22)1
can see no coincidences, when the passages in, the Gita
are considered, as only they ought to be, in connexion avith
their contexts.® The translation of the second passage is
not correct on the most vital point in the compari'son..
_And it is also worth observing, that whereas Dr. Lorinser
quotes Matthew XI. 28 against the passage at Gitda VIL. 16
¢ us well as against that at Gita VIL 14, there is little coin-
_cillence between these two passages of the Gitd itself.
Tijis shows how exceédirrgT}" slight, to say no more, are the

. . . . . . L .
coincidences which sometimes satisfy Dr. Lorinser's mind.
T PEY Mo tem T i e

® See our translation of the passage, and compure the sequel of it
with the words ‘every good gift and cvery perfect gift’ in Jumes L. 17,
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In the mnext passage (VIL 26) I see a difference just‘ as
clearly as a coincidence. In the twenty-first passage (VI.I-
97) the expression 273417 is certainly misunderstood, and
the coincidence, besides being open to a remark already
made as to the addition of aversion to desire in the Sanskrit,
is also very slight. The next passage (VII. 28) contains
an even slighter coincidence, if it cam be calledl a coin-
cidence at all.” In the next passage (VIL 29)*  there
is a difference more remarkable than the alleged coin-
cidence. 'I'le two passages from John, the one referred
to in the text and the otler in the note, speak only of death,
while the Gitd speaks of old age also—and yet, Dr. Lorinser,
in the note, once more thinks it proper to dogmatize, and
- although he produces not a single passage from the Clristian
Scriptures referring to “‘ liberation from old age,” he under-
takes to say, that the idea ‘‘that taking refuge in Krishna
liberates from old age and death, is an idea so foreign to
Indian Phi]o-sol;hy that its origin can only be Christian”.
Such reckless dogmatism,t for by no other name can it be
justly described, is not calculated to make converts to Dr.
Lorinser’s ,views. Again ®RMIHA in the Gitd is certainly
very*different from the expression “if a man keep my say-
ing” and not quite the same thing with the cxpreési0u in
Jolin XI. 26. Once more, the point of the two passages in
John is entirely different from that of the passage in the
@itd, as may be seen from the remaining portion of the latter
which «is not quoted by Dr. Lorinser. In the next passage

# 1t may be mentionoed too, that HHAHT is not accurately render-
¢d by ‘have fled unto me,

t If Dr. Lorinser had given but a moment’s thought to the grand
old story of Buddha, he migh®have been saved from the error of

making this extraordinary statement, And see too Kathopanishad
1. 12,28, Pras‘ua V. 7. Mundak, 1], 7.
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again (VIIL. 7)no coincidence can be traced. Tle idea of tho
father “giving’ is certainly not found in the passage from the
Gitd. And as to “casting out,” that too has nothing answering
to U in the passage cited. There is something nearer to
it in Gita VI. 30. The passages in the note from Joln are
to the effect that knowing or believing in Jesus is everlasting
life. That is not the way it is put in the passage in the
Giti; and the difference is again noteworthy, as showing the
essential difference of the two systems. And this being so,
the Christian trace ““too clear to be overlooked” is nowhero.
On the contrary I cannot but repeat here, that the idea nppoﬁra
to be eminently Hindu. The remark on “Karma Divyam"” I
must confess I do not understand.® And I may add, that the
Bfrnilurity which in Dr. Lorinsei’s eyes is so unmistakable
_ between that expression and the verses from John referred to
by him is perfectly obscure to my weaker vision. In
the next passage (VIIL. 9) there is some coincidence. In tho
next one after that (V1II. 22) there is much less, and St. Paul
bimself says his teaching is not novel but common to him
with the (ireek Dhilosophers. Im the twenty-seventh pas-
sage (1X. 1) “with understanding” is a blunder in the transla-
tion, and the  mysteries of the kingdom of gud"9 aAre SOIMOs
thing which differ toto celo from the “hidden knowledge”
taught by Kryislhna.f Theve is some coinoidence in the hext
passage (IX. 11). On the mnext passage to this (IX. 11, 12)
the remark made before on ¢ demoniac' and “*the devil” fully

applies. Beyond that, I see no coincidence between the two

* ] may remark, that it is quite wrong to say that 3{3(4{':.’574’{ i3
the ¢ designation’ which ¢ Krishna applies to his incarnation,” But
this is & minor point, o

t Nor is there any such distinction in tho Gita as that ingicated in
the passago from St, Luke.
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passages cited. Tn the nex%ftssnge, transient’ is not a cot

rect rendeving of IANTA. re is some difference, to0, be-
tween the ‘law of the Ved’ and ‘the tenets of the Scribes
and the Pharisees. ‘The kingdom of Heaven’ also, as m&der-
stood by Jesus, is different from the “Heaven’ GE ‘spoken of
by Krishna in the foregoing portion of the passage cited. And
the most important point is, that wheneas Jesus speaks of
righteousness, Krislina speaks of abandoning desires. In the
next passace (IX. 23) there is a misprint in the reference.
The verse is the twenty-thied not the twenty-eighth. Tdo not
feel sure here about the meaning of Paul's words, but if
“ignorantly’ has, as it seems to have, reference to the word
Canknotvn’ in the sentence preceding, it seems to me that
there is no real cuincidence in this case. In the next passage
(IX. £9), the contexts, I think, show that much of the simila-
rity is merely apparent. In passage No. 33. (IX. 3 ) there is
really no coincidence whatever,® and it is further to be observed
that one word in the Gitd is not translated by Dr. Lorinser. Aund
yet it is of almost vital importance hiere, That word is the word
ST, In the thirty-fourth passage (IX. 33 ; 28 in the original
is a lnispl'iuf,) there: is some coincidence, but not very
muceh, I think., What is the coincidence in the next passage
(X. 1) or in that which follows (X. 3)? T own I see much

difference and little similavity, And when in passage No. 37

(X. 11) Dr. Lovinser quotes a sentence from Mark in
which the word ‘compassion’ is used, one feels tempted to
ask, what possible conolusion oan such a comparison lead to %
Dr. Lovinser apparently wishes the passage from 2 Cor. IV. 6

to be read together with that. Tut that, even if admissi-

* The passages cited in the mwte on this have a slight similarity,
but only g slicht one, to one another. I can see nothing, however,
to connect them with the passage discussed in the text,
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<ble from the point of view of an ¢ apologetic critie,” is
certainly inadmissible, more especially in such an inquiry
as the present. Nor, I think, 13. the similarity exhibited
-even after so coupling the two passages, of any signifi-
cance. The next passago (Xe 14, 15) is again an instance
wlhere we lave an unquestionably  peculiar doctrine of
Christianity which has no parallel in  the Gita, while the
similarity insisted on by Dr. Lovinser is a Very vague one on
an immaterial point. In the next passage (XI. 20) I see great
differences. TIu passage No. 40 (XI. 22) there is nothing
. about belief in the Gitd where the ¢ blessed ones’ are men-
tioned as well as the ‘devils’. In the next passage (XI. 52) I
do not quite understand the quotation from Peter, but ag far as
I do understand it, I think there is very little in it to com-
pare to the passage from the Giitd. In the next passage (XIT.7)
“the world of mortality” appears to meto involve an idea essen-
tinlly distinet from “the blody of this death,” and it is
simply allowing ourselves to be deceived by words to suppose
any coincidence between them. In the next passage (XII. 8)
there is, it seems to me, such an absence of "coincidence, that
the ideas of the Gith and the Epistle are in my opinion
_cien.rly and obviously distinct from each otlier. And,the
little appearance of similarity which theve is, is based on a
mistranslation of SF{?-.'iq\ by “on high’# In the next pas-
sage (XIL 14) “bringing every thonght to the obedience of
Chirist,” seems to me a very different thing from “ giving
heart and understanding to me.” In the mnext passage
(XITI. 17) ¢ far from darkness is Lis name’ is wrong. In the
next passage (XIIL 17) the verses noted at foot appear to

be neaver the passage in the Giti than the one cited against
[ ]

_* BT ([A@SE  also is inaccurately rendered by ‘live w®% me.’
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it. In the forty-seventh (XIII. 25) I "can see no coincidence
- at all ; nor in the next one either, (XLV. 2) for whereas the
(iitd in this passage refegs to the doctrine of metempsy-
cl'xosis, and indeed can be understood only with reference to
that doctrine, the passages from John and the Revelation, of
course, have no such meaning. "How Dr. Lorinser can have
persuaded himself that there is a coincidence in the next pas-
gage (XIV. 14) passes my comprehension.® There is, I think, a
very important distinction between the drift of the next passage
from the Gita (XV. 15) and the sentence from John cited by
Ir. Lorinser against it. In the mnext passage (XV. 19) I
again fail to see any coincidence whatever, and in thenext omne
after that (X VI. 5) I see most important differences. Onee more,
in the fifty-third passage (XVI. 9-11.) I do not see that there is
any coincidence. And in the fifty-fourth (XVI. 12, 15) there is
but avery superﬁciulone. Dr, Lorinser indeed thinks it ‘strik-
ing’, but I altogether disagree with him. In the next instance
adduced by Dr. Lorinser (XVI. 24) there is some similarity,
but there is also considerable difference, and on the next
(XVIII. 46) it is again to be remarked that the passage from
the Epistle to the Corinthians there cited is also cited by Dr.
Lorinser against Gitd V. 8 10, and if one reads these two stanzas
in connexion with Gitd XVIIIL. 46, one will find it, I think,
very difficult to see what coincidence there is between these
two passages. Nor is it by any means.easier, on the contrary
it is perhaps more difficult, to perceive any coineidence in the
next passage (XVIIL. 55). As to the last citation (XVIIL 67),
the only coiucidence appears to be that between a very
general precept and a very special case, but there is scarce-

ly any perceptible bond of connexion between the passagess
P |

* _'-h - - - - . o
87 T3¢ 1u this passage, is unquestionably not ¢ after his nature.

15 fully growu.’
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After enumerating sixty different passages in this manner,
Dr. Lorinser adds that “ several more might easily be added
to them.” I of course accept this statement, though it might
have been better if references at least had been given (o
guide us to these other coincidences. But this T am entitled
to say, that the coincidences which have not been set ouf
may very safely be taken to be very much less remmkable.
than any of those which have been set out; and that being
s0; after what I have said before, I do not think that they ara
entitled to any weight in this discussion. Dr. Lorinser, then,
coupling the frequency of the caincidences noted by bim with
what he is pleased to call “ the specially Christian character
of the thoughts,” comes to the conclusion that these are
** suspicious” circumstances. Upon the coincidences, we shall
presently see what their cumulative effect comes to, but as ta
" the specially Clristian character,” I need say nothing more
than that it is the very thing to be proved. And although
Dr. Lorinser, and perkaps other Christian scholars also, may
think it superfluous to prove this, I contend that that proof
is indispensable. Dr. Lorinser next proceeds to ““ add the fact
that we ean prove from other sources the influence of Christian,
traditions on the development of the Krishna-cultus,” and
finally infers that the ““hypothesis of an external connexion’
is not “a very far-fetched one.” On this I only remark,
that so far is this influence from being ° proved,” that it is
not even attested by strong evidence, and that there ara
sexceedingly powerful arguments against the supposition of
any such influence. I need not say more, because the question
has been sufficiently dwelt on already.

Before going on"to the next wlass of passages adduced by
Dr. Lorinser, I think it necessary to state what I cdnceive

to be the aggregate result of Dr. Lorinser’s numerous citations.
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And I Lave no hesitation in saying that I consider it to be
quite insignificant. Some of the coincidences turn upon the
doctrine of faith as to which something will have to be said
further on.  Some of the doctrines on which: coincidences
are observable are such as will be seen to have been the
property of Hinduism long before the birth of Christ. The

ompiscience of God, the duty of doing evergthing “in the

name of the Lord,” are doctrines which no theist need borrow
from another. And that the Hindus were theists independ-
ently of Christianity cannot be gainsaid. As to.the Avatirs
we have already spoken, and'. the idea appears to me to be an
original idea of Hinduism. To sum”up, therefore, not only
are most of these coincidences individually very slight; not
only do they turn upon such points, that the inference of a
“borrowing”’ by Hinduism cannot possibly arise from them; but
taking them all togetlier and examining their cumulative effeet,
I repeat that they come to very little indeed. And this quite
indepeudenitly. of the argument which Las been already hinted
at, but which cannot be too often repeated, that reasoming
from these coincidences to a borrowing by Hinduism
is most assuredly a non scqﬁz’tur. True it is, indeed, that the

cumulative effect of these passages has to be coupled again

w,ith the results yielded by the other classes of passages to ha

hereafter considered. But it is to be noted meanwhile, that
wnless some clearly appreciable force can be claimed by this
class taken by itself, the mere coupling of it with the others

¢annot give greater support to the final conclusion. e

Come we now to the next class of passages, those which,
according to Dr. Lorinser, contain a “ characteristic expression
of the New Testament with a different sapplication.” These
_passaces, however, need not detain us long, for they are in

the strongest manner open to the observations made above

g
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with regard to the inferences drawn from comparisons of
passages, not to say that the words “charaeteristic expres-
* seem to beg the wliole question.® It may however be
useful to direct attention to some points in connexion witl
this class of passages. I do not think there is more than &
-very deceptive verbal agreement in the first passage. And in
the next (Gita 111. 23), I cannot belp thinking, we have the search
for coincidences run mad. In the passage from Gith III. 81,
‘blaspheme’ is not by any means a correct rendering of T8I,
That word means ZI{A! AT, and the rendering of it by the
word ‘blaspheme’ appears to me a wresting of it out of
its proper semse for pointing a similarity when none exists.
To proceed. The next coincidence (IV. 9) has been obsery-
ed upon before. And in the next passage but one fdllowing
that, (IV. 87) itis absolutely impossible, I think, to insist ou
the coincidence. What similarity is there between eating “ the
nectar of the leavings of a sacrifice” (IV. 31) and “ eating of
his bread” ? Tn the next passage (IV.38) faith being unques-
tionably different from knowledge—the “ characteristic ex-
pression” in which Dr. Lorinser sees a similarity is contained
in the word “purify”! In Gitd VII. 18 T is net, as Di.
Lovinser wrongly renders it,  way,” but more nearly ‘goll.’
a modification which not only makes the two passages dif-
ferent verbally, but almost diametrically opposite to one an-
other both verbally and really. In the next passage (VII. 28)
sin is destroyed’ appears to constitute an expression * cha-

* When Dr. Lorinser says, as he does in the sequel of this passage,
that ¢ the composer of the Bhagavadgith, was very far from being
8 Christian, or understanding right]y the Christian doctrines, since
he only used Christian maxims to illustrate his Indian S&nklv'a and
Yoga doctrines,” he seems unwittingly to lay bare one very weak
point in his theery.
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racteristic’’ of the New Testament!® In the next PARASER
the word 3783 occurs again, and ‘royal learning’.is not, I
think, an admissible .reu&ering for USAMAA. It means the
“’prince of Iearnings,” as the commentators render it. In X.
9 ‘dead in me’ is certainly an incorrect rendering.

It is unnecessary, however, to dwell any longer on this
class of  passages, although there is extensive room for
criticism. ‘And we therefore proceed to the mnext class
on which Dr. Lorvinser lays greatest stress. Now on the
very first citation, it appears to me that there is no “agree-
ment'’ between the two passages—certainly not in meaning—
and scarcely even in expression. In the first place adw:
does not mean ,“every day, and °steps’ is scarcely an accu-
vate rendering for 3. The passage means, I think,—as
the commentators correctly interpret it—that God . confers
favours on men in a manner answering to the. intentions and
motives with which men worship him; but however men
may act, . é., fo whatsoever form of the Deity ‘they may
in appearance address themselves, they really address them-
selves to Vislpu. This meaning appears to me . derivable
from the gvords of the text, and one which fits in with what
goés before and what comes after the passage under discus-
sion.  And taking this meaning, it appears to me to be im-
possible to see any ‘‘agreement” between this passage and
those from John cited against it. The next citation (VI. 5-6)
introduces us to a couple of passages neither of which is as
clear as it might be. In the translation of the Sanskrit
De. Lorinser again differs from the com.menta_to;'s, andnot,
as [ submit, to hLis advantage. In the last clause, “ by its
Lostility” gives a very different sense from the natural one

* Rémark, too, that the New Testameut has the peculiar expres-
ison “ body of siu’ to which we have nothing parallel in the Giti.




(5 -

INTRODUCTORY ESSAY.

lin

of the locative AT, Further the translation does not show
how that clause ’exp]air}s the previous words.‘ it is also his
foe,” which yet it is evidently meant to explain. Last-
ly, the clause as translated conveys mno clear meaning at
all.  One other point is remarkable with respect to this
translation. The.blank is represented in the original by =l
HETAFTHIZTAT , which in English would be ““ one should not cast
oneself down.” Now this is not only different from, but almost
diametrically opposed to, “a portion of the sentences from the
New Testament which Dr. Lorinser adduces. Why was it omit-

ted from the translation 2 As I have said, the passages from the -

Bible are not particularly lucid any more than that from the
Gitd. But I understand them to mean, that whoever is de-
sirous of the pleasures of this world must forego those of the
other world and wvice versd. Now the meaning of the verses
in the Gitd, I understand with the commentators to be this—-
that a man who does not keep his senses  under control
IS an euemj to himself, whereas ie who is self-restrained
benefits himself. Of course, it is possible to trace a certain
coincidence between the two precepts at bottom ; but I do not
think it comes to much, and after all the reductbon of the
one to the other is not a very direct process. I own that
to my mind, both in expression and meaning, these passages

present but a very slicht agreement. In the next citation,

" there is an agreement to some extent, but for the essentially

Christian idea of “my Fatlrer,” the Gita lias nothing to show.
aiiﬂﬁﬂ\is rendered by ‘above possessions.” Tle rendering isnot
iadanissible, but it also to a certain extent differentiates the two
passages. And the coincidence which there is does not support
the inference which it is sought to base on it. In the next cita-
tion (VII. 26) there is a coincidence, if ‘see’ is interpreteddin the
sense of ‘ understand, and not otherwise-; and the context seems
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to make against this interpretation. But surely Dr. Lorinser
goes too far when he grounds aclaim on behalf of Christia-
nity to have lent ideas to Hinduism, on such a passage
a8 this, on a passage positing nothing more than the unknow-

ableness of God. In the next citation WeT&[TAH_is not ‘easy
to understand’; ﬁlﬂ@iﬁfﬁ\ls not ‘not sweet to do.’ Here again’
even' if the ideas are looked upon as fo a certain
eﬁ:tent one at bottom, still the associations through which
they are conveyed are essentmlly different. And there can be no
doubt that the words really show no agreement at all. In
the next (IX. 18) the apparent agreement is the result of a
_ mistranslation. M7 is not way, it is more accurately the ‘goal,’
not that by which you go, but that to which you go. And
this mode of putting the matter, which is the only correct
one, shows the essential distinction between the two systems.
With the New Testament writers, Jesus is but a sort of guide
- to the goal; with the author of the Gitd, Krishna ig himself
the goal. Wh:it Dr. Lorinser renders by beginning and end,
again, is really and truly producer and destroyer or absorber,
80 that the whole coincidence vanishes in an error of trams-
lation! Ip the next citation (IX. 19) there is almost an ap-
peerance of disingenuousness, and I am bound to say that 1
was in tle first instance deceived by what has been done.
The passage as given from Matthew by Dr. Lorinser appears
to me to convey an entirely different sense from that which
it would have if given in its integrity; and it is only by
omitting essential words that the appearance of ngleemeht"
is° obtained. One is almost tempted to call this garbling,
but without going so far, I do think that™ the. circumstance
requires explanation. In the next citation (VI. 30), I have

not understood the meaning. of tlie passage from John,® and for

* As explaiued by Barnes, the meaning of it does not appear to

1
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the essentially Clristian idea contained in the words omitted
by Dr. Lovinser what has the Gitd to show ? The next passage,
also from John is no less mystical. Aud I donot think it can

- possibly yield the sense which is put by the commentators-on

the passage from the Gitd. The passage from Gitd X. 5. ap-
pears, to me, I confess, to show but little agreement with the
passage cited against it. On the next citation (X. 8 ) we liave
again a somewhat obscure passage from the Romans, which,
however, does seem to show some similarity to the passage
from the (1t4. As to the two citations which follow, they do show
coincidences, but it may be doubted whether they are of any
value. In the next citation after these (X. 33) I cannot belp
believing that Dr. Lorinser bas again missed the senseof the
Gitd- “ Among letters I am A’ is not equivalent to I am the
beginning and the ending ;" and not only is it not equivalent to
fbis, its meaning is wholly and entirely different. Krishna, in the
passage of which the words cited form part, is describing the
best things of every class, and identifying them with the Deity.
And when he says ‘I am A among the letters, he under-
stands ‘A’ to be the principal letter, as embracing all the * Viiii-
maya” as the commentators say. The sense of the passage
from the Book of Revelations is of course and evidently
distinct from this. The next passage, (XVIIL. 66) Lowever,
ghows a real agreement. But upon areview of the passages which
thus do show a real “ agreement,” how much do they really come
to ? Are they really such as to give rise to the inference
based on them 2 ~ I must confess, that I cannot so look on
them. The real “ agreements’ are all on points of such a

very ordinary description as God’s being the creator of the

ma to coincide with that of the passage from the Gitd agaipat which
Dr. Lorinser cites it, or even with Gitd 1X, 29 which is somewhat
more like it.
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world, the forgiver of sinuers, and so forth. Does Dr. Lo:
vinser really think, that the Hindus must lave gone to the
New Testament for these doctrines ? It appears to me so

extravagant a supposition, that 1 think to state it is to

refute it. And yet upon this set of passages Dr. Lorinser |

s ‘{ L
bases his ecase more particularly, and talks about the “ bo

. . b b
rowing appearing clearly ” in them.

Thus have we gone through all the various passages
adduced by Dr. Lorvinser as exhibiting those coincidences
with passages in the Christian Scriptures which appear to him
" to lead to the conclusion that the former must have borrowed
from the latter. We ‘have endeavoured to poimt out in the
conrse of our investigation of these passages the varions
errors in the translations from the Gitd. We believe we have
shown enough of these both in number and quality, to
Justify the remark, made at the beginning of this part of the
investigation, about the danger of comparing translations
and basing inferences on such comparisons. We have endea.

voured further to show, that even in some of those cases in

which the renderiugs are not incorrect, it is difficult to see
any coincidence as alleged. We have also endeavoured to
Argus that in some ofthe passages where there is no evror in the
rendering and where there is some coincidence, that coinei-
dence is so far-fetched, requires such a lengthened process of
reasoning to arrive at, that it is impossible to maintain
éuccessfully the theory of * borrowing'’ on the strength
of those passages. Lastly we contend that in the very
small balance of coincidences remaining, the teaching of the
Gitd refers to points on which it is not only unnecessary to
adopt the theory of borrowing, but simply impossible to
adopt such a theory. We may, perhaps, be permitted to add
also, that in some cases, we have referred to passages in the

X
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(:ita more nearly agreeing with the passages from the Bibla
cited by Dr- Lorinser than those referred to by him—in
order that the true state of the case might be presented to

the honest investigator, as far as it was in our power so to

present it. What now is the total outcome 2 On fully con-
sidering the matter, I must say that I can come to but one
conclusion—Dr. Lorinser’s contention is mnot borne out by
these passages. He has failed to show that the © agreements”
between the two works are of such a nature as to give rise
to the inference of a borrowing by the Giti. He has failed
to show, though lLe has asserted it with not a little strength
of expression, that the coincidences are with regard to
doctrines characteristic of the New Testament. He has failed
to borrow an appropriate expression of Professor Tyndall’s—
to look round the grand question before him. I believe
that Dr. Lorinser's argument fails in many ways. It fails
to furnish an adequate mumber of real ooincidences. Tt
fails to show that those coincidences are of such a nature as
to give rise to the inference he seeks to draw. It fails to
show that the ‘borrowing,’ if there was any, was on the
part of the Hindu writer from the Christian. Ongthe whole,
I have come to the conclusion, that not only does the stsong
language of Dr. Lorinser find no warrant in the oircum-
stances set forth by him, not only is there no “"proof” of
the theory he has propouuded, theve is not even any likeli-
hood in favour of that theory. The circumstances will not
support even a strong suspicion of a “borrowing™ by the
anthor of the Gita.

* Dr. Lorinser next proceeds to observe, in confirmation
of what he calls “the results alveady won” that large
“ sections of the gospel narrative have been imitatedyin the
Bhagavadgiti.”” And the first section’’ referred to is that

-y
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- of the Transfiguration of Christ. Now there is no denying
the fact, that there is a certain degree of similarity between
the two narmbi-ves. At the same time, it must, I think, be
admitted that the similarity extends no further than the fact
of the transfiguration, if what occurred to Jesus ought really
to be called by that name. The manner of the occurrence,
the details of the occurrence, the motive, so to speak, of the
occurrence, are all wholly and entirely dissimilar in the two
narratives. And in describing the scene as exhibited ‘at
Arjun’s regnest,’ and as showing Krishna’s ‘infinite divine'.
glory in which he compreliends the universe in himself,” Dr.
~ Lovinser himself appears to me to have indicated two impor-
tant points of‘_diﬁerenoe. For Jesus’s transfiguration con-
sists in nothing more than an extraordinary addition to the
glory of his countenance, and is an act .unsuggested
by the disciples. Again, the form assumed by Krishna is
re'presented as one which even the Gods are anxious to see, and
as one beconfing visible only to those who have faith execlu-~
sively fixed on Krishpa. Not so with the form of Jesus. It is
not regarded as anything to be striven after. If anything, it
is rather usgd to confirm the wavering faith of the disciples. 1t
is not a reward for plenary faith already existing. The apparent
want of purpose also, the somewhat unconnected way in
which the narrative is given, are both pdints to be mnoted iu
the gospel story, when it is alleged that the Twelfth Chapter
of the Gitd is a copy of it. Dr. Lorinser assigns, as one reason
for Lis view that the Gitd copied this secene from the gospel,
the alleged circumstance that other ‘‘characteristic and pro-

minent incidents” in the life of Jesus are traunsferred to
Krishna. On some of these which have been mentioned before
we havesalready spoken, and we have only to add that talk-

ing of the “transference to Krishga' in those cases is itsolE
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only a begging of the question.® Further confirmation Dr.
Lorinser finds in an “‘ expression,” used in the Gitid on the

~oceasion when this transfiguration is narrated, which Dr.

Lorinser holds to be “ borrowed from the gospel”—of course
without showing that it is necessary to infer from the facts
that the Gitd ‘ borrowed’ from the gospel, and not vice wversd.
Now in the first place, the rendering of the passage from the
Gitd, contains ome not quite unimportant error, for what is
vendered by ‘“‘suddenly” ought to have been rendered by
“‘simultaneously.” And secondly, as to the substantial mattei
of the comparison;, there is really nothing to compare except the
mention of the sun in both passages. In the Gita, the glory
of a thousand suns is spoken of, and said to be the only paral-
lel to the glory of Krishna's whole form. In the New
Testament, the comparisdu is between only the face of
Jesus on the one side and only one sun on the other.

Why should you suppose a ° borrowing’ in such a case ?

* And is the sun’s brilliance such a recondite affair that the

author of the Gitd could not have himself thought of it as
a good simile? The passage cited from Gith XI. 11
(¥YI. is a misprint), is, I take it, meant to be regarded as
“borrowed’ from the gospel words “ raiment white as’the
light.” But I confess I find it quite impossible to see
even the flimsiest foundation for a theory of borrowing with
regard to it. In the citations which follow, there is, as
might be expected, a general coincidence of ideas, but there

is really no coincidence, I think, in the modes in which the

* Asto one of the ‘incidents,” we may refer back to the view of Mr.

Greg (citing Sir W. Jones) which we haveadduced at p. xxix. note.

suprd. 1 am unable to see what parallel Dr. Lorinser has found in
Krishna’s story for *“ the washing of’the feet at the last supper.” If
it is the occurrence at the Rijasfiya Sacrifice of Yudhishthir, Dr. Lo-
rinser is eertainly in the wrong.



Ix  BHAGAVADGITA.

ideas are brought out in the two works. A wonderful—an
extraordinary—phenomenon being seen, it is only nataral
that the person who sees should become ° astonished,” should
not feel himself quite at ease. The central notion in the
descriptions —of such a scene must necessarily be one and
the same. You can, therefore, draw an inference of ‘bor-
rowing by the one from the other only by looking at the
way that central notion is drawn out. And I think there
is no room for doubt, that in this part of the matter. the two
sots of passages cited do not show any such similarity as
alleged. I may add Dbefore closing this part of the matter,
that in the last passage adduced by Dr. Lorinser here from-
Gita XI. 50, “for the great spirit was merciful” is most
clearly a mistranslation.

To proceed. There is I think an extremely slight similarity
between the words of Krishma in Gitd X. 12 el seq. and
the passages from Matthew and Jobn cited by Dr. Lorinser.
And not only that, but there are also very great differences ;
and I do not think that any inference can be drawn from
a comparison of them. Dr. Lorinser next proceeds to Avjun's
“apology’#in which he traces an “unmistakable similarity” with
ihe “exclamation of Peter on seeing the miracles of the fishes.”’ I
confess 1 can see no coincidence atall. Dr. Lorinser afterwar:s
says, that ““although the words are different, the situation is
exactly the same.”” So that it appears the “unmistakable” simila-
vity is after all not between the “apology” and the “exclama-
tion' but between the ‘‘situations” in whieh the one and tlie
“other are respectively made. And this is supposed io con-
firm the ““result already won” that the Gitd bas copied from
the Biblé! By the way, it ought to be remarked that the
renderong of Y8HH by ‘eager’ (in Gitd XI, 42) is eufirely
erroneous.
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- Lastly we come to & “certain similarity which may be ac-
counted for by an intentional imitation” between the con-
clusion of the Twelfth Chapter and the beginning of the
Sermon on the Mount. The similarity here is between the
repetition of ‘such a one is dear to me’ in the Gits and the
repetition of ‘ blessed are’ in the Sermon on the Mount. Now
even Dr. Lorinser’s dogmatism will not venture to contend,
that “intentional imitation’ is the only way of ‘accounting’
for this similarity. There is no doubt that this .ten-
dency to repetition is to be marked in all archaic writings,
and it is worth noting that a similar repetition occurs in
. the stanzas of the Gitd II1., 25 et seq. 1I. 55 et seq., and again
in Gith XI. 28-29. Tn the teeth of these circumstances,® I
think, it is a very bold proceeding to adopt the theory of
“ intentional imitation.”” And as to the eight beatitudes,
it should be remembered, as Dr. Strauss observes, that they
“consist from first to last of those Christian paradoxes by
* which the new Christian view of things comes into contrast
with the traditional one both of Jews and Gentiles.”t If so,
shall we not be justified in applying here the theory of
Professor Weber above referred to, namely that contained in
the words—“There is a gap between the two which apparehtly
nothing but the supposition of an external influence can
account for” ? What if we say that the external influence
in this case was the influence of the Hindu Philosophy, and
that the language used was the result of an intentional imi-

» tation of this passage of the Gita ? :
In taking a comprehensive survey of the passages from

* And see too Kathopanishad III. 5,6. V. 9, 10, 12, 13, and the
Visettha Sutta in Sir M, ¢, Swamy’'s Sutta Nipita p. 183. The
Uraga Sutta, the Khaggavinsa Sufta, and the Mahimangala Sutta,
indeed, take their several names from this very circumstdce.

t See Vol. I, p. 277,

™
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which the Gitd is thus alleged” to lLave “ horrowed,”  Dr.
Lorinser finds that “ it is the Gospel of John in particular
from which the composer has taken the most important and
the greatest majority of phrases." This is an important
observation. For the result of the application of historical
criticism to the New Testament records has rendered it near-
ly certain that the Fourth Gospel was the very latest of the
Gospels, and the conclusion arrived at by Strauss, as has
been already stated, is that the Fourth Gospel “was not
known until after the middle” of the second century A. C.
The remark of Strauss which follows this is also of great
moment, in the consideration of this question of borrowing. .
The Fourth Gospel, he says, “bears every indication of having
arisen upon & foreign soil, and under the influence of &
philosophy of the time unknown to the original circle in
which Jesus lived.”® Now I do not profess to have gone
through the long and able controversies on the subject of
the date and authenticity of the New Testament writings.
But from what I have vead of the recent works on that
subject, especially ‘‘ Supernatural Religion” and the works
ot Mr. Matthew Arnold, Mr. Greg, and others, I believe,
that’the conclusion stated by Strauss is a conclusion main-
tained not merely by him but by most if not all those
‘who  have applied the canons of historical eriticism
to the writings of the New Testament. M. Renan, I be-

* The following remarks of Dr. Westcott are to be noted in con-
nexion with this point. *Though it is uunnecossary to degrade it
into a mere. controversial work, it is impossible not to feel that it
was written to satisfy some pressing want of the age, to meet some
fulse philosophy which had alieady begun to fashion a peculiar
dialect and to attempt to solve by the help of Christian ideas some
of the great problems of humahity,’”’ (On the Canon p, 246). And
see Gregfs Creed of Christendom, II, 33, See too Quarterly Beview
(January 1873) p. 186,
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lieve, at one time held a position inconsistent with this
view,® but in his most recent work on the subject, he too
seems to have come round to the general opinion.

,I am unable to find out the result of modern eriticism
as to the dates of the other New Testament writings,
except that, according to Strauss, the second epistle of Peter

is not “ earlier than the end of the second century after -

Christ.”f It is sufficient for our present purpose, however,
to know that the portion of the New Testament whioh is
supposed to have supplied “the most important and the
greatest majority of phrases” is lLield by eminent authorities
to be much later than the middle of the second century A. C.
See now how the case stands. Not to speak of the foreign in-
fluences under which the Gospel was written, for that is re-
levant only to another branch of our argument, Dr. Lorinser’s
theory requires us to suppose, that the Fourth Gospel whieh
dates after the middle of the second century A. C. was
brought to India by missionaries of Christianity ; was either
translated into one of the vernacular langu.ages of the coun-
try, and studied in such translation, or studied in the ori-
: ginal Greek itself by a learned Brahman ‘“ holding fast to
the traditional wisdom of his caste;” was drawn upon®’ by
him for some of the most important- ‘phrases’ and tenets
of a work which has always been regarded in its own coun-
try as containing the quintessence of orthodoxy ; and all this,
we are required to suppose, occurred within the compass
of a century or thereabouts, at a period when the world
progressed at the rate at which it did sixteen hundred years

* See Greg’s Creecd of Christendom, Vol. IT. 119. Mr. M. Arnold’s

view may be seen in the Contemporary Review (March 1875) p. 515.

t Life of Jesus, Vol I. p. 66. Dr. Westcott says the purely his.
torical evidence does mot take it much before the end of the third
century (On the Canon p. 213).
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ago.® Taking into  consideration all the surrounding cir-
‘cumstances, even taking those-and those only which have a
bearing exclusively on this point and omitting those which
lead to a conclusion opposite to Dr. Lorinser’s by a different
_ line of argument, I maintain that this theory is guite un-
tenable. But we need not dwell here furtheron this point
as it has been already discussed before.

We may here remark,. parenthetically as it were, on the
two passages adduced by Dr. Lorinser from the Book of
Wisdom to which he finds parallels in the Bhagavadgiti. In

~ the first there is, indeed, a certain slight similarity. But it
is obviously neither very remarkable, nor on a point of
such a recondite nature as even to suggest an inference of
“borrowing.” And remember, too, that “ordering all things™
and “ comprehending everything” are two ideas wide as
the  poles asunder. A similar remark applies to the next
passage. That the body is a prison for the Soul; that to be
liberated from it {s to rise to a much higher wallk of life ;
that the abnegation of the body is the way, and the only
way, to final absolution; these doctrines are essentially
Hindu docftines. And to say that the Giti borrowed them
from the Book of Wisdom is to say what I maintain cannot
be proved, and what most assuredly has” not yet been proved
by Dr. Lorinser or by any one else. |

Before leaving this question of coincidences, it may be
just as well to draw attention to the facé, that these coin-

* I would quote here a passage which ought to have been quoted
at P. xxiv, Dr. Westcott says *‘versions of scripture appear to
be in the first instance almost necessarily of gradual growth. Ideas
of translation familiarised to us by long experience formed no
part of the primitive system’’ . 202). .

4 It n%ed scarcely be remarked here that the translation of 3I3J®([{
by invisible way is entirely wrong. '
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cidences are observable not merely between the Gitd and
the New Testament but between other works also. Thus,
as we have elsewhere pointed out, Mr. Lucas Collins at
the close of his excellent little volume on the Odyssey in
the series of “Ancient Classics for English Readers,” draws
attention to numerous points of resemblance between the
Homeric narrative and the stories in the Old Testament.®
A rather different species of resemblance is that between
the Gitd itself and the Platonic Dialogues. Thus to
the doctrine of the Gtitd with regard to birth and death, in
Chap. II. St. 27 we may find something like a parallel
in the doctrine of Socrates in the Pheedo (Jowett’s Plato I.
416-7). Again in the passage in Chap. VI. 43 we may trace
something very like Socrates’s favourite doctrine of remini-
scence.f And the comparison of the several bodies which
the soul animates in its earthly career to clothes, which we find
in the Gitd II. 22 corresponds to a very similar comparison
in Plato’s Pheedo (Jowett I. 436). The idea, again, enunciat-

=

ed in the words “ And when they have there received their.

due and remained their time, another guide brings them
back again after many revolutions of ages” {Jowett I.
458-9), is, to a certain extent, similar to that at Gitd IX.*21.
Several more instances of such similarity might, I have no
doubt, be added. Some few on which I am able to lay my
hands jilst now are referred to in the note.f But however
remarkable some of these are, I do not think, that they fur-
o nish any fair ground for the inference, that Plato borrowed

* P, 129 et seq.

+ See Jowott 1. 418.

1 Compare Gitd. IL. 16 (and our note thereon) with Jowett I1I.
523 ; Gitd VI. 40 with Jowett J. 590. The description of aphx}o-
sopher in the Thextetus (Jowett III. 398-9) may be compared with

Gita II. 69,



= R J

-4

Ixvi BHAGAVADGITA.

from the Gitd, or that the Gitd borrowed from Plato. And by
parity of reason I think in the case before us, that the coin-
cidences pointed out by Dr. Lorinser do not support the
inference which Le bases upon them.

Dr. Lorinser here closes the main part of his investigation,
but before finally concluding it, e attempts to answer  two
objections which may be raised.”” The first is this—Upon
Dr. Lorinser’s theory, what explanation is to be given of the
fact that some of the Upanishads bave passages in common
with the Bhagavadgita? “ As the Upanishads,” says Dr.
Lorinser, “‘which are considered parts of the Vedas have a re-
latively high antiquity ascribed to them, and are regarded
as older than the oldest Christian records, the supposition
that those expressions and thoughts (viz. those which are
‘common, according to Dr. Lorinser, to the Gith and the
Christian Scriptures) were borrowed from Christianity seems
to be excluded.”’# One would expect that after this admission
which is a full and fair one and involves an important
objection to Dr. Lorinser’s theory, we should have such a
satisfactory reply to it as would leave the theory safe and
sound. But there is a cruel disappointment in store for
him who may form such an expectation. Dr. Lorinser is
pleased to give only a “short statement of his view,” of
course without reasons for many of the propositions implied
in it, and then he * leaves the further investigation to
others.” I humbly submit that tlis is not quite a satisfactory
mode of disposing of an objection. However, let us ex- «

19

amine this “ short statement of my view,”” which is vouch-

safed to us.

According to Dr. Lorinser, $hen, all the Upanishada referred

-~

* P, 2940,
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to here “reverence a system which like the Bhaga-
vadgitd, seeks to unite the doctrines of the Sankhya, Ve-
danta and Yoga schools.”” Now it seems to me, that this
initial step is a thoroughly mistaken step. T do not thin].:,
that we can trace in the Gitd or the Upanishads in question,
any “‘ seeking to unite” those doctrines. True it is, of course,
that there are, as we may say, scattered about in those works
doctrines which now are labelled Yog, and Sinkbya, and
Vedanta doctrines. But I cannot see how we are from this
alone entitled to infer, without support from other circums-
stances, that the works in question attempt to reconcile thoge
doctrines into one integral system. On the contrary, it strikes
me that the circnmstances point the other way. My view is,
thatin the Gitd and the Upanishads, the philosophical part has
not been consistently and fully worked out. We have there the
results of free thought exercised on different subjects of great
moment, unfettered by the exigencies of any foregone con-
clusion or of any fully developed theory. It is afterwards,
it is at a later stage of philosophical progress, that system-
making arises. In that stage some thinkers interpret whole
works by the light of some particular doctrines ar expres-
sions. And the vesult is the development of a whole mul-
titude of philosophical sects following the lead of those
thinkers, and all professing to draw their doctrine from
the Gitd or the Upanishads, yet each differing vemarkably
from the other. One of the best examples of such a thing in
¢hie history of Philosophy is presented by the relations be-
tween Socrates and the Socratic Schools. ““Several Philoso-
phers” says Cicero cited by Mr. G. H. Lewes in his History
of Philosophy “‘ drew f{rom the cqnversations of Socrates very
different results, and according as each adopted viewsswhich
karmonized with Lis own, they in their turn became beads
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of philosoplical schools all differing amongst each other.” s
Now this, I conceive, is really the correct view of the rela-
tionship between the Gitd on the one Land, and the Yog, the
Sankhya, and Vedanta schools on the other. It is as much a
mistake to suppose that the Giti endeavours to reconcile the
varying doctrines of those schools, as it would be to suppose
that the Socratic philosophy was the result of an attempt to
combine together into one harmonious whole the systems of
the Cynics, the Cyrenaics, the Megarics. As we have said be-
fore, the question in great measure depends upon the indications
afforded by the surrounding circumstances. If we simply
find a combination of doctrines belonging to two or three
gystems in any work, it is not possible from that circum-
stance alone to conclude whether the systems flowed from
the book as a fountain-source, or whether they were the small
rills of which the book was, so to speak, the reservoir. In the
case before us it appears to me, that the poiﬁts hinted at above
militate strongly against the view propounded by Dr
Lorinser. ' |

The next point taken by Dr. Lorinser is that the Upa-
nis}xads in quéstion “belong to the latest- of the Vedas, the
Atharva, and in the case of none of them is there any convine-
ing reason for looking on the hypothesis of their post-
Christian origin as impossible.”” Now I must draw special
attention to the first part of this sentence. What if these
Upanishads belong to the latest of the Veds ? The impres-
sion intended to be suggested is that by reason of that cir-*
cumstance, these Upanishads are not unlikely to be of post-
Christian origin. But where is the ground for this suggés-

: L
® Vol. L p. 175, (3rd Ed.) Compare also Schwegler Hist. of Phil.

i\. 93. (4th Ed.) and Prof. Ferrier’s Lectures on Greek Philosophy.
. 26770, . : ol
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tion? The fact of these Upanishads belonging’ to the
Atharvaved has really nothingf at all to do with their date
as far as that is concerned in the present inquiry.. On the
one hand, even if they belonged to the Rigved, they might
. be later than the beginning of the Christian Era; and on
" the other hand even if they belonged to the ° latest of tlie
Veds,” that would not necessitate the postponement of their
date to a period after the begiuning of the Christian Era.
The truth is, that when we look at the facts, the remark
proves to be almost irrelevant, and it receives the sem-
blance of relevancy only because of the extreme want of pre-
cision with which the expression ‘latest of the Veds’ is used,
8o as to suit the necessities of the occasion. If the quite
unbounded vagueness of that expression is removed, even
as far only as we can remove it on the most irrefragable evi-
dence, the correctness of our remark will become at once
evident. TFor although it may be the latest of the Veds,
the Atharvaved is older than the beginnring of the Christian
Era by many centuries. I have already pointed out else-
where that the Atharvavéd is mentioned in the DMahabhi-
shya of Patanjali,® and in the Chhindogyopgnishad,f
both works, I appiehend, unquestionably older than the
Christian Era.f I have also pointed out that Patanjali alludes
to the Upanishads,§ and I contend that putting these two
facts together, the result is that the suggestion of Dr. Lovin-

% As being, it may be added, even then *ninefold’ J7=( 3743 17
¢p. 16. Iuntrod.).
t P. 4.

1 See “ Was the Rdmbyana copied from Homer *”' p. 24 and refe-

rences there.

§ P. 16 (Introd.) Banbras Ed. Se® too, Manu and Vitsiyan in
his commentary on the Nydya Sttras (Manu IL 145, 160 ; aftd V-
syayan Bhishya p. 3).
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sor is the roverse of the conclusion to which the facts seem
to point. And when Dr. Lorinser proceeds to say that there
is no “convincing reason’’ for refusing to believe the poét-
Chivistian origin of the Upanishads, it becomes necessary to
ask, what “convincing reason” is there for believing in their
post-Christian origin—what but the necessity which Dr.
Lorinser is under of making guesses to suit his foregone
conclusions ? I agree with Dr. Lorinser that there is nothing
to prove the hypothesis to be * impossible.”’ But what is
there to prove the hypothesis of its being ante-Christian to
be “impossible’” 2 The truth is that in the domain of history,
impossible is a word which ought to be used very rarely if
at all. The whole question in historical matters is a question
of likelihood, of probability, and reasons must be found in
all the smrounding circumstances of each matter for holding
an opinion one way or the other regarding it. Now what
are the surrounding circumstances here to render this post~
Christian origin likely? The only thing adduced by Dr.
Lorinser is a guess or rather a couple of guesses of Professor

‘Weber, based on certain facts connected with one of the Upa.

nishads ,enumerated, namely the S’vetis’vatar, which Dr.
Lorinser pronounces to be “as I beliove, the oldest of them.”
The first guess is one based on the names S’vet, and S’ vetis’va
and S’vetas’ikh, and S’vetalohit. On this, Professor Weber
says ¢ Perliaps, we have here a mission of Syrian Christians,’’®
Of course, no further ground is assigned for this guess.: nor
are we instructed as to the connexion of ¢ Syrian Christians,
with the Yog DPhilosophy ; nor further is any explanation
vouchsafed as to how Syrian Christians came to be de-
scribed as having ‘white blo‘od’ and “ white hair.” In truth the
whole, thing is but a gratuitous guess, which calls to my -

* Ind. Ant, Vol. 11, 295a.




INTRODUCTORY ESSAY. : lxxi

mind the following weighty words of an eminent authority
on historical matters. “The very minimum of presumptive
“evidence,”’ says George Grote in a letter to his eminent friend

Sir G« C. Lewis, ~ appears to these gentlemen enough to war-’

rant both the positive affirmation of a matter as historical and
the demand which they make upon oppounents to produce
counter-evidence and dispi'ove it.””® DPerhaps thesé words are
rather stronger than are fairly applicable to the matter before
us. But with just a little toning down, the protest embodied
in them by Grote against the methods employed by the
Egyptologists and Assyriologists of his day appears to me
to he strongly called for both in the present and other inquiries
touching our ancient history. However let us proceed. Prof,
Weber’s second guess is founded upon a basis only less narrow
than the basis for this one which we have now considered.
This guess is based on the name S’vetisya Rijarshi and on
the fact of his having “ raised his son to life again.” I do not
think this guess to be much more ténable than the last one.
But even if it is more tenable, it is less relevant to the point
_before us ; for it is suggested by a story in the Mahaibharat,
and we are not now on any question connected with that
work but with the S’veths’vataropanishad. It is useful ¢o
add that in the course of his statement of these guesses, Prof.
Weber makes an observation, which shows how the com-
fortable old principle of ‘‘ s0 much the worse for the facts”
is impressed to do service here. After the sentence quoted
- gpove with regard to ‘ Syrian Christians’, the Professor says:—
““ that their doctrines would be put by their Indian scholars
into a Brahmanical dress, and that of Christianity only
the monotheism would remain, is, natural,” I confess, I
cannot concur in this. The enfhusiasm of the renegade

* See Personal Life of Grote by Mrs, Grote p. 263.
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against that which he has abandoned is proverbial. - And it
strikes me as very unlikely that the Indian schol:.trs of
Syrian Christians should have compromised the most essen-
tial peculiarities of Clristianity out of the doctrines which
‘they taught and recorded. But even waiving that, and
admitting this abstract possibility for the sake of argument,
what are we to say of a theory which first assumes a bor-
ro;wiug on the strength of mnothing better than:four names
(which to say the least of them, are highly equivocal) and
then assumes further that the most .distinctive marks of
the system borrowed from were flung away in the act of
borrowing.?' Have we not here the veritable French Philo-
sopher who said,—“ If the facts do not suit my theory, so
much the worse for the facts” ?

Dr. Lorinser goes on next to refer, for what purpose is
not quite evident, to the Granthopanishad, which he says,
“is regarded by Weber as older.” DBut here again Dr.
Lorinser sees in the mention of Visbnu and S’raddha ‘¢ the
development of the Vishnu-cultus under the modification
of Christian ideas.” Now I have not been able to get a
sight og.this Granthopanishad, and do not know in what
context the name of Vishnu occurs there. But I want to
know what ground Dr. Lorinser has f01 connecting tlmt
name with any Christian influences. I can only see in
this assertion one further instance of that amazing dogma-
tism, on- which I have found it necessary'to animadvert
before, and which in its manifestations elsewhere-has fallep
under the lash of the late Professor Goldstiicker who speaks
of © the bold assertions and solemn affirmations with which
some writers on Sanskrit matters are wont to 1'ep1:esent the
unreli&able result of their Bpeculations.”’® One answer to

* Westminster Review (April 1868) p. 383,
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the assertion not to mention others, is the very strong one

- that Vishnu is mentioned over and over again in no less a work .

than the Rigved.® The reference to S’raddhi I pass over
for the moment ; nor shall I dwell on the convemently varrue
‘languao‘e of Dr. Lorinser when he speaks of the “ time at
which the Vishnu-cultus began to. develop itself under
Christian influences’’ witliout specifying anything more definito
as to this time. But I think it worth while to pause here a
little, in order to cast back a glance at what Dr. Lorinser bag
assumed or asserted, and to consider how the various assump-
tions and assertions stand when put together. We find then
the following series—according to Dr. Lorinser—1. The New
Testament ; 2. An Indian Translation of the same ; 3. The Gran-
‘thopanishad composed under the influences of this transla-
tion ; 4. The S’vetds’vataropanishad similarly composed af;
a later pariod; 5. The Bliagavadgitd similarly composed at a
still later period; 6. The Commentaries on the GitAi—for
there were some—-préceding that of S’ankarichirya;+ 7. Thae
Commentary-of S’ankar himself. Now omitting the first and
two last numbers of this series, and conceding to Dr. Lorinser
the very utmost he can claim, we have the Indian twanslation
of the Bible dating from the end of the first century A. C.,
and the Gitd probably from the third century A. C. Is this a
sufficient interval 2} Even taking these dates as certain, can
anybody who takes due note of the circumstances of the case

*® See inter alia Mandal, I. 11. 61. R. 7. The question will be

Somewhat more fully discussed below.

+ See his Bhishya p. 7. (Cale. Ed. Samvat 1927).

I Upon the view suggested above about the earliest possible date
of a translation of the New Testament into an Indian language,
if any such translation was ever mads, it is almost needless to say,
that the series is much longer than could be reasénably compressed

within the limits which even Dr. Lorinser must accept.
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be reasonably satisfied of the probability of the result thus
arising 2 T can confidently challenge any one free from bias
to say aye to these question. '

"Dr. Lorinser next goes on to propound and answer another
objection to his theory, based on supposed coincidences
between passages in the Gitdi and Thomas A. Kempis’s
Imitation of Christ. His answer to the objection is three-
fold. To take the last answer first. Dr. Lorinser supposes
that the thoughts and sayings in Thomas A. Kempis must
have been ocurrent among “‘ old Indian Christians ;” the
conclusion being, I suppose, for Dr. Lorinser does not ex-
press it, that the Gitd borrowed those ° thoughts and say-
ings” also from the “old Indian Cliristians.” Really the
force of bias and dogmatism could no further go! When
there is a coincidence between the Gitd and a work for which
Dr. Lorvinser thinks he can claim a higher antiquity than
the Gitd, then the borrowing is by the Gitd. When the
coincidence is between the Gitd and a work which even Dr.
Lorinser cannot venture to place chronologically before the
Gita, still this other work is not the work which borrows, but
some mnoa-descript tradition current among ‘‘old Indian
Chivistians” is to be imagined—without the slightest possible
ground for so imagining it,*—and once more apparentlyf the
conclusion is to be drawn that the Giti borrowed from
Christianity ! Suvely this is not very logical. Surely even
the ““theological bias” ought to pause before going such

* Dr. Lorinser himself does not venture to categorically lay dowr’
the existence of these ¢‘ thoughts and sayings among old Indian Chris-
tians.”” He only says, “we need not be surprised if they are
found.” But are they found ?

t I say ‘apparently,’ because Dr. Lorinser does not expressly

state this conclusion, but, it seems to me, that the argument is
worthless unless this conclusion is drawn,

e et el e e
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lengths as these ! Surely, on this point at least, it would
have been well for Dr. Lorinser to vouchsafe some slight
ponsideration to the possibility of Thomas a Kempis having
directly or indirectly borrowed from the Gita. :
The second answer which Dr. Lorinser makes to his own
objection is, that “ Christian asceticism and Indian Yoga have
in many things internal points of contact...... so that we
need not assume any extérnal influence.” I entirely concur in
the pl’i)iciple involved in this answer; and indeed I maintain
that if Dr. Lorinser had acted upon that ‘principle in dis-
cussing the coincidences of passages relied on by him, he
would have found reasous to shake his full confidence in
Lis own theory. The answer, however, is not sufficient to
finally dispose of the objection here. What is the explanation
of these points of contact themselves? When do they first
manifest themselves in the history of Christian asceticism ?%
The answers to these questions may have a most important
bearing upon the value of Dr. Lorinser’s mode of obviating his
objection. And here again the thought suggests itself, that
Dr. Lorinser might fairly have considered the alternative
which his one-sided inquiry has entirely ignored, namely the
alternative of Christianity having borrowed from the Gita. For
in an extract from Prof. Weber's Indische Studien made use of
by Dr. Lorinser at a former stage of this discussion, the possibi-
lity of this alternative being in some measure correctt is hinted
at. As to Dr. Lorinser’s other answer to the objection, it is not
sne of great importance, and I confess that, in the case of some

of the coincidences pointed out by him between the Gita and

* These questions will appear particularly important when we
remember that asceticism was no pg.rt of Jesus’s system, and that in
fact he set his face against it. See Luke V. 33. Matthew X1I; 19 (both
cited by Dr. Lorinser).

t Indian Antiquary Vol, II. 28da,
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Thomas a Kempis, there is not much to distinguish them
either in kind or degree from the coincidences which_ he has
pomted out between the Gitd and the New Testament.

Dr. Lorinser next proceeds to mote certain other coinci-
dences “of much greater importance ” “ with later Christian
theological doctrines.” And first he speaks of the “ Jumen

’

glorie.” Now I own, I can see but little resemblance be-
tween what occurs at Gitd XI. 8 and the passage quoted from the
Book of Revelations. I am afraid, that here again we have
the wish which is father to the thought. However, I am con-
tent - to take it, that there may be something in the “theolo-
gians” move nearly resembling the doctrine of the Gita ; still-
nothing bas been shown in the New Testament of which
that can be said with truth ; and what occurs in the * theolo-
gians” is, I think, of very little value on Dr. Lorinser’s
side of the question. As to the division of moral aets into
thoughts, words, and deeds, suffice it to say that it occu;‘s in
Kalidas, in Manu, aml sundry old Indian works.® And as to
prayer, fasting, and almsgiving, surely Dr. Lorinser must have
made some strange error when he refers to Gita XVII. 28 for
that division. There is nothing about either fasting or prayerf
there.t Lastly, leaving for future consideration the Wwon-

« See Kilidds Raghu. V. 5. XV. 85. Manu has it in several
places (See I 104. 1L 236). And see Sir M. C. Swamy’s Sutta
Nipata pp: 91,101, and most of all p. 63. See also Y.Ljna.valkya

(Achdr) Sts. 27,155 and elsewhere.

t Apparently Dr. Lorinser has' understood & and d7: to mean
prayer and fasting. I can only say, that ifthis is so, we have &
further instance of the dangers to which a comparison of transla-

tions is exposed, .especially when the trauslator has a theory to
support. .

1 It is to be noted too, that it if to a certain extent unlucky for Dr.
Lorinser’s theory that the passage from ZTobit cited by Dr, Loriuser
adds ‘ righteousness’ also, What is the meaning of Dr, Lorinser’s ob-
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derful dogmatism of the note on §'raddhi, what are we to Ay
to the observation of Dr. Lorinser that “all these eXpres-
sions and ideas”—mamely the lumen gloriee, the dogma
credo ut intelligam, and the others mentioned by him— existed
in Christianity long before they can be pointed out in
Christian writers”!! Once more I am tempted to say,
the force of dogmatism can no fartber go. The sublime
assurance with which the observation is made is simply
amazing. Where did these “expressions and ideas” exist
if not in Christian writers ? Did they exist in nubibus !  And
how long ‘before they can be pointed out in * Christian
- writers” did they “exist in Christianity ” What is theic
history in that period, and what are the sources of informa-
tion abeut it ? Surely all these questions ought in fairness
to be answered. Surely it is not fair to take refuge under this
sort of dogmatism, .unsupported by any definite evidence
on a question like the present. If I understand him aright,
Dr. Lorinser intends to suggest—and if he intends to sug-
gest it, I submit Le ought to have stated it expressly*—that
in the later Christian writers these “expressions and ideas'’
come without any * external influence’” from the floating
body of Christian dogma, and that from this floating body
of dogma, the &Gitdh must have got those “ expressions and
ideas.” Now if the facts are, as they undeniably are, and
as upon Dr. Lorinser’s own" implied admission they are,

that the ficst definite and fixed form in which these “ expres-

*servation upon the words ‘It avails not after death or here’? The
habitus caritatis is not the same thing as the 4y&T which the Gitd
speaks of. For the expression FFFN:gH[ §&, compare Manu IE. 9
" IIL. 20, 143, 175 and several ofther passages, and Yijnayalkya
(Alchir) St. 87,

* [ am not sure about this, however ; I find it difficult to follow
the exact sequence of ideas in tho last sentence. -
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sions and ideas” occur is to be found in the ¢ ita, and that
the earliest Christian writings in which they can be traced
are, and must be admitted to be, unquestionably later than
the Gitd; and if further, as also Dr. Lorinser on his prineiples
must perforoe contend, the coincidence is so great that no
other theory than the theory of borrowing will suffice.to ex-
plain it; then I say the irresistible conclusion upon these
facts is that the Christian writings must have borrowed from
the (itd. This would be the conclusion, I submit, which
would be drawn by anybody not tainted with the ** theo-
logical bias.” Now if Dr. Lorinser wishes to escape from
this, surely he is bound to adduce some move tangible
grounds than the superlatively vague and indefinite state-
ment that the  expressions and ideas” in question ‘““ existed in
Clristianity long before they can be pointed out in Christian
writers”—a statement for which no authority has been
adduced, and which I do not see that anybody is bound to
accept on the merg'ipse dizit of Dr. Lorinser ; a statement, too,
which if I may allow myself the liberty of applying to it
the strong expression of Dr. Lorinser, seems to me to ** plain-
1y bear on its forehead ” the stamp of being put forward ex-
pre;ssly in order to get out of an inconvenient conclusion. I
own that to my mind this is one out of many passages
in this essay of Dr. Lorinser which convince me that he
has looked at the whole quéstion under the overpower-
ing influence of  bias”, and also, though perhaps unconsci-
ously, with a violent desire to prove a foregone conclusion.s
Indeed this unscientific frame of mind, if I may so say, is
betrayed by sundry passages in this essay, one of which ocours
at the very outset, where Dr.sLorinser says, “Our aim lere
then must be to establish that the Bhagavadgitd may be attri-
buted ta a period in which it is not impossible that its com-
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poser may have been acquainted......with different books of
the New Testament.”* Tlere, it appears to me, we have the
key to the whole of Dr. Lorinser's argument. D, Lorinser
has an “aim”, and.to that aim he has endeavoured to suit
the facts. which have confronted lim in the course of lis
investigation. It will be said that this is verbal criticism.
So it is, in a certain sense. But when it is remembered,
that the conclusion to which this verbal criticismi leads is
one for whicli we have the strongest supports in the very
substance and essence of the argument, I think that that criti-
cism is entirely divested of its objectionable chavacter. I
may add lere, that considering the peculiar circumstances of
this case, I Liold it to be important, and indeed necessary, to
point out this pervading characteristic of Dr. Lorinser’s
argument.

I have now, I think, gone through all the points made by
Dr. Lorinser, with a single exception. And that exception
concerns the doctrine of fuith as laid down in sundry pas-
sages of the Gitd. As we have observed before, Dr. Lorinser
iterates and reiterates his opinion that this doctrine of faith
was borrowed by the author of the Gitd from Chris.tianity, and
if strength of language were any evidence of truth this pro-
position about the Gitd borrowing from Christianity would most
certainly be true. But to borrow a phrase of Professor Tyndall’s
obstinacy of assertion on Dr. Lorinser’s part furnishes a by no
means sufficient assurance that his assertions are objec-
®ively correct.t Let us then bring together to a focus,
as it were, the various passages in which Dr. Lovinser ex-

presses Lis opinion upon this point. And first he says ina -

* See Ind. Ant. Vol. II.283a.
t See the Contemporary Review for July 1874, p. 138,
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ote on Gith ITI. 84 :—® “ There appears to be no doubt that
these ideas (scil: S'raddhd and Bhakti) are mnot originally
Indian representations (us they are not found anywhere else in
héathendom) but that they have been taken over from Chris-
tianity, as Dr. A. Weber among others (Indische Studien
I1. 398 _ﬁ'.) supposes and has partly demonstratec S’ Again
annotating on Gitd VIIL 7,{ he says " these passages remind
one too clearly of the Cliristian doctrine of faith to overlook
the Christian trace.” € Once more, speaking about the
Grantha Upanish:ifﬁi Dr. Lorinser sees in the word
S’raddlhid an indication of the “development of the Vishnu-
cultus under the modification of Christian ideas.”” Lastly,
lie says © I hold the idea of faith (S’raddhd) in this sense just
as that of Bhakti (I1I. 31. 1V. 10 and see Lassen Ind. Alt.
JI. 1099; Weber Ind. Stud. I1I. 398.) as a representation
adopted from Christianity, and doubt it S’raddh& is used in
this sense in the earlier Indian works in which a Christian
influence cannot yet be pointed out.”§ Now what does all
this really come to? To this, I think, that Dr. Lorinser
maintains the opinion under discussion on grounds which
are stated By Professor Weber, to which e adds one further
ground, namely that the ideas of S’raddhd and Bhakti

i . .
are not found anywhere else in heathendom.” Now, with

* Ind. Ant. Vol. 1I. 286. :

T Indian Antiquary Vol. 11. 2886 (uote).

t Ibid 295b. |

§ Zbid 296. Upon this last passage, one remark is necessary. Dr.
Torinser ventures to suggest a meaning for S‘raddhid other than the
ordinary one, Why does he not stute what that other meaning is, and
- what authority he has for adopting it ? His declaration here is best
described by a terse and vigorous expression of Lord Bacon—it ig
‘“ dogmatising in scopticism.” As to Bhakti the last Stanza of the

S'vetds vataropanishad should be noted ; and see too Raghu, 1, 90 ; II.
22, 63; V. 14, 20,
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regard to this last point, I think, that without coing into
any . elaborate review of the * earlier Indian works,” to
which Dr. Lorinser refers-, but whicl, I suspect, he has not
_carefully examined, it is possible to show clearly that Dr,
Lorinser's statement of facts is entirely incorrect. I will
give quotations from tolerably early works belonging to
various classes, which will suffice, T think, to fully * demon-
strate” to any unbiassed inquirver the reverse of that which,
according to Dr. Lorinser, Professor Weber has “supposed and
partly demonstrated.”” I refer first to the writings of
Kalidds. According to my own view as to the date of this
-great writer, the testimony to Le fonund in his works is of
considerable value in the present discussion. DBut as the date
1s yet not settled, I do not claim the same weight for this
part of the argument which I should otherwise have claimed.
Nevertheless it is a matter which is worth mentioning. At
Raghu II. 16 occurs the line %4 H[Hfﬁ;ﬁﬁrﬁar; and simi-
larly in the seventh Act of the S’dkuntal Natak occurs this
stanza—
(RN ATF-AB0 AT FTTERT JIF |
NEl (A9 @A @7 J"q7779 || ,

I think these passages show by implication the importance
attached to S'raddba in the time of Kalidds. TLet us now
g0 on to a more ancient work, about the antiquity of which
there can, I think, be no question, certainly none in its bear-
inc on the point before us—I mean the Mahiblishya of
Jatanjali. There in the comment on Pinini, IT. 2. 84. occur
the following examples:—HZMHT and H&EATHL® Now when we
observe, that these examples arve given to illustrate the rule
that in copulative compoundL.? the more important term

stands before the less important, it becomes clear that af

* P, 370 (Bauiras Bd.)



lxxxil BHAGAVADGITA.

was in the time of Patanjali regarded as a more important
element in a religious life tharf even g4t and 978, If we
go now to another class of works we find the doctrine
of S’raddlia laid down in Manu and Yijnavalkya.® Going to a
still older class, to the class namely of Upanishads, we find there
Also olear traces of this doctrine of S'raddhé. The Cliban.
dogyopanishad is, I believe, one of the oldest of these
Upanishads, and in it we have the passage ¥3F FAA FUA
ST SIETA 43T A(99< WIF,+  where we see the value
asoribed to S’raddhi. Furthermore, the quotations from the
Taittiviya Brihman, and the Vijasaneyi Sanhitd, contained,
in the fifth volume of the elaborate work of Dr. Muir,i show
that the Chhindogyopanishad is mnot the only ome of the
Vedic works in which a high rank is aseribed to this S’rad-.
dhd. But going still further into antiquity, going to the
very first of the Veds,§ we are still able to cite passages

from it which show that the idea of S’vaddbi is not a new-

fangled idea as Drs. Lovinser and Weber would lave us
believe. For some of these passages I am again indebted
to Dr. Muir’s book, but there are others which I have come
across myself in my own very partial study of the Big.ved.
If opportunity should offer, I might discuss the history of
this doctrine of S'raddha from the period of the Rigved to

the beginning of the Christian Era. But the facts to which

* See Yijnavalkya (Achir) Sts, 6 aud 202 and Manu IIL 202,
275. 1V. 158, 226.

t See p. 23 (Biblioth. Ind.)

1 See pp. 103 and 347. (2nd LEd. 1870)

§ See inter alia R. V. 11. 1. 12. 3. (I give references on the Manda]
division) 1. 3. 26, 6. VIL 1, 6. 3. VIL 2. 32. 14 (which, it may.be
noted, occurs also in the Sim Ved. See Beunfey’s Ed. 1. 27). IX. 7.

113. 2. There are other passages of, perhaps, eveu greater value
than these, DBut these are enough,
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attention has been already drawn are, I apprehend, enough,

if not more than enough, to satisfy any candid mind, that
the doctrine of S'raddLi existed in India long before the time
when Christianity arose, still longer before it began to in-
fluence the thought of this country even upon the hypo-
thesis of Dr. Lorinser. It is, of course, not at all unlikely
that the doctrine underwent some developmeut in India,
that it did not originally come forth in the shape in which
we find it even in the Bhagavadgiti. I have not thought it
necessary here to consider the question from this point of
view, but nothing could surprise me less than that this
should be so. At the same time, it is scarcely necessary to
point out, that this is very ~different from the theory pro-
pounded by Dr. Lorinser—that the Bhagavadgita Dborrowed
this doctrine from Christianity. Indeed it seems to me, that
the fact, if it be one, of the doctrine being traceable in its
gradual development in the extant Vedic literature would
negative that theory even more strongly than the mere exis-
tence of traces of the doctrine in that literature.®

The question, however, as between the Gitdi and Christ-
ianity does not rvest there. Speaking of the “ insdependent
activity of the Original Christian Church.” Dr. Straus says—
“ And the doctrines of faith, of the forgiveness of sins, of the
true keeping holy of the Sabbath, which we find interoven

with the narratives of the miraculous cures in the New

* T have thus far referred only to the orthodox Brahminical works.
*But in the Buddhistic Sutta Nipata also, we have abundant, T was
gbing to say superabundant, evidence of the recogunition of the
value of faith in India. See Sir M. C. Swamy’s Sutta Nipata pp.
91 25, 63, and sundry other places. And as to credo ut intelligam
listen to the following from the samegwork (p. 49) ‘““one who being
diligent (and) wise believes in the law of the sa.i-nta for attaining
Nibbana will by listening constantly (to them) acquire kuowledge.
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Testament, the thought that death is but a sleep which we
find bronght out in those of the raising of the dead, are
nothing but so many Christian ideas breathed as a newer and better
soul into those narratives.”® Considering only that part of
ihis sentence which is pertinent to our present inquiry, I

understand this to mean that the idea of faifh was a doctrine
added by Christianity to the old Jewish stock of ideas. Now
if this is so, mark the conclusion according to Dr. Lorinser’s
plmclples The absence of all trace of the ideas of S‘raddha
and Bhakti “anywhere else in heathendom’ than in the Gita,
is urged by Dr. Lorinser as a ground for holding that the

k]

ideas “* have been taken over from Clristianity.” ‘Is it not
then open to an opponent of Dr. Lorinser to contend, that as
the doctrine of S’raddhé is not found anywhere in Judaism,
“ there appears to be no doubt that it is mnot an originally
Clivistian representation, but that it has been taken over from
Hinduism ?” I maintain, that as an argumentum ad hominem
this ,argument' is of great value. And not only so, butI
think that even as a general argument, it is entitled to some
weight—more especially in view of those considerations which
I shall presently proceed to set forth. And this introduces

me to the next very important question in this investigation.f

That question.is one which has been already hinted at
as having never received even a cursory glance from Dr.
Lorinser, the question, 11ame1y,‘ whether it is not possible
that Cliristianity may have borrowed from Hinduism, and

* T.ife of Jesus 1. 203.

+ I do not know by what arguments *“ Dr. Weber among others
has partly demonstrated” that the. doctrine of S'raddhd has been
taken over from Christianity by Hinduism. I do not, therefore,
- say anything more about them than this, that I think those argu.
ments, whgtever they may be, are most likely put out of court by
the facts to which we haye drawn attention in the text,

.
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not vice versd. The question is undoubtedly a large oue,
and as important as it is large. I do not profess to have
viewed it in all its bearings. I do not propose to discuss it
here at any length. = For, indeed, I do mnot consider ‘it
necessary or expedient to complicate the present question by
such a matter, enveloped, as to a great extent it must be,
in doubt. But as it has Deen strongly suggested to my
mind by the method of argument which Dr. Lorinser has
adopted, and as it has a very important bearing upon the
eentral question, I think it necessary to offer a few observa-
tions upon it from my point of view.

The first general observation, then, to be made on this aspect .
of the question is, thut every body must admit that philosoplsy
was cultivated from very early times in India. Professor
Wilson who expresses a “shrewd suspicion’ as to the origina-
lity of the Gitd admits the eontention of Wilkins and Schlegel
to that effect ;* m.xd it 1s, indeed, a matter beyond the reach
of doubt. Now the known character of our people makes it,
to my mind, much more likely, that in such intercourse as
there was between them and foreigners, the latter carried
away with them some knowledge derived from the former,
than that foreign thought so far influenced the higher
intellects in India as to leave its traces in their most
orthodox works.f And if the Greeks and other peoples who
came into contact with India did learn some things in the
country, what more mnatural than that such new ideas as they
Jearnt should go towards the formation of that system

whiclh arose soon afterwards ? This seems to me to be ren-

* Wilson’s Essays on Sanskrit Literature &e. Vol. IIL. p. 103.

+ Professor Weber seems to question the truth of this proposition
(Indische Studien Vol. II. 397 as %ranslated for me by my kind
friend Mr. S‘ankar Pindurang Par}d"lt) But his argument appears

b0 me to be, in great measure, a petitio principii,
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dered more likely by the fact, that abont the time of
- Alexander’s invasion, Buddhism was agitating Indian 1el|gl-
ous thought to its core; and such a new system (m which, by
the way, several of the so- _called characteristic doctrines of
. Christianity may be found anticipated) was very likely to Jeave
some impression on the minds of the foreigners. According-
ly Dean Milman has said, that “it is by no means improbable
that tenets whicl had their origin in India have for many cen=
turies pwdmmn ated in or materially affected the Christianity of:
the whole. Western World.”’# In further confirmation of this
_view, we may refer to the accounts, not indeed well vouched
for, but still much better vouched for than Professor Weber’s
imaginary journeys of Brilmans to Asia Minor, and probably
as well vouchied for as the legends about St. Thomas and St.
Bartholomew and all the rest of them, we may, I say, usefully
refer to the accounts of Pythagoras travelling to India and
learning there some of the doctrines of the Indian philoso-
plers of the day.t The Essenes also, a sect flourishing at the
time of Jesus, are supposed to have had some intercourse
with the East, whence they are said to lLave partly derived
_ their inspiration. And according to Dean Milman, - the
Jewish doctrine of inheritance of disease by children from
their parents may be clearly traced to India.f These being
some of the facts bearing upon this branch of our investi-
gation, facts, too, admitted by a learned Christian historian,
i_I: appears to me, that the theory of Indian plilosophy
having borrowed from Clristianity, based as it is upon the

very slender and very deceptwe cnounds stated by Dr.

* Milman’s Hmt of Christ, II. 31. Aud see also Wheeler’'s India
III, 257; and Wilson’s V1shnu Purin, Preface p. viii.

T See Colebrooke’s Essays J- %419, Thomsou’s Gits Iutrod, xxXViii,
1 Milman I, 153, 252,
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Lorinser - and others, is not only unproved but Lighly im-
probable. On the contrary, the conclasion to which the
i:acts ‘and probabilities of the oase seem to point as more
probable is one which the adlierents of that theory have
not condescended even to glance at, namely, that it is Chris-
tianity which has borrowed from Iinduism, and not Hin-
duism which has borrowed from Christianity.

We now come to the last of Dr. Lorinser’s propositions as
stated above. Dr. Lorinser evidently thinks, that there are
no means available for fixing a terminus before which the
Gitd must have been composed except the date of its com~
mentator S’ankarfichirya. As to that date a few remarks
Liave been made already. But since the generally received date
is the eighth ocentury after Christ, and since Dr. Lorinser
seems to expect that a later century may yet prove to be the
one in which S’ankar flourished, it is as well to draw attention
to the fact that the Kadambari of Binabhatta.does enable us
to fix a oconsiderably earlier period as a_terminus before
which the Giti must have been ocomposed. Ior in that
work one of the equivoques we meet with ruus as follows :
EMAAFIATAARTAAFTAAR 9 —which may be this render-
ed :—[The royal palace] in which people were gratified by Lear-
ing innumerable songs [was] like the Mahibharat, in which
Nar -(Arjun) was gratified by bhearing the Anantagita.
Anantagitdh elearly stands liere for the Bhagavadgitd. Now
Bapablatta flourished about thie middle of the seventh century
®A. . In Lis time the Mahabhfirat was looked upon with

* See p. 182, (Tiranith’s Ed,).

t See Dr. ¥. E. Hall's Prefuce to his Vasavadatth p. 17. It will
there be seen that Li\.nabhntta 8 date depends on that of the greab
Harshavardhan. And the date of that prince, though pronounced
by Mr. Fergusson (see J. R. A. S. (N. 8,) Vol. IV, p. 93 and Indian
Autiquary Vol, 11, 93«) to be ¢ fixed within very narrow limits,"
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almost, if not altogether, the same feeling of veneration, with
which it is looked upon in our own day. Of this work the Gita
Lad already come to be regarded as a genuine portion. What
interval, then, must have elapsed between the composition
of the Gitd and the seventh century of the Christian Era?
But let us go on to a somewhat earlier peried. I will not
refer to the quotation in the .Panchatantra from the Bhaga-
vadgitd,® for I do not agree with Dr. . Kern about the value
of the Panchatantra in such an inguiry.t DBut we have ex-
eeedingly good warrant for holding that the Gitd is older
than Kalidds. And first let us look at the Raghuvans’a. To-
wards the beginning of the eighth canto of that work, we find
expressions and ideas which coincide remarkably with expres-
sions and ideas to be found in the Bhagavadgitd. And the in-
ference lence derivable is obviously much stronger than the
inferences which Dr. Lorinser has endeavoured to draw from
the coincidences, or supposed coincidenees, on which Le relies.
Similar coincidences may be found also in other parts of the
works of Kalidds. But the most important of all is tobe
found in' the Kuméir Sambhav VI. 67.f It is impossible, I
bhink, to.mistake the allusion to the Gitd there. Aund tal-
ing all these passages together, it becomes, I think, quite

ought, according to the late Dr. BhiG Diji, to be placed nearly a
ceutury earlier (See J. B. B. R. A. 8. Vol. VIIL. 250) I belieye that
Prof. Bhindirkar also, from a consideration of the Vallabhi and
Chilukya plates, is inclined to the view that the accepted date of
Harshavardhan should be reconsidered.
* See p. 104 (Kosagarten’s Ed.). The quetation is notto be fouuQ

in the edition in the Bombay Series of Sanskrit Classics.

t See our Bhartrihari, Introduction p. ix.

T See Mallinith’s commentmy on this, - Among the other parts of
Kilidis referred to in the text I would specially note Raghu. Cante:
X. Stanza XXXT. of that canto, more particularly, should be com-

pared with Gitd 1V. 9 and II1, 22, And see Dr, Lorinser’s uote at p,
88:6
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evident, that the Giitd must have preceded Kalidds by a con-
siderable period. Now it is true that the date of Kalidis is
by no means well settled, certainly not as well settled as that
of Banabhatta ; still no scholar, I believe, now contends, that

- Kalidds lived after the sixth century A. C.; and even argning
upon the basis of that date, we are entitled to infer a consi-
derable antiquity for the Bhagavadgiti. If any of the earlier
dates proposed should prove correct,* Dr. Lovinser’s theory
will be at once put out of court.

There is another argument on this part of the question,
which is not of great weight, but is, I think, entitled to some
consideration. Bhatta Kumiril is said to Lave flourished
about the close of théseventh century A. C.T A considerablo
period before him must have lived the author of the best
known commentary on the Pdrva Mimédnsi, namely S’abar
Svimi. A considerable period, again, must have elapsed be-
tween S’abar Svdmi and Jaimini the author of the Miminsk
Sttras. The DMimdnsd Sdtras on several occasions men-
tion Bidardyan, who is probably to be identified, and who
by Colebrooke is identified, with the author of the Sdtras of
the Uttar Mimansd.f These Sdatras in their turrt mention
Jaimini, and - the two works may therefore be taken as
probably contemporaneous with one another. Now among the
Sitras of the Uttar Mimansi, there are several which refer to

certain Smritis as authorities for propositions which they lay

* See BhaTt].'vlhall (Bomb. Series of Sansk. Classics) Introduction
. . xii. and references there given.
t See Iundian Antiquary Vol. I. 869, See also Windischmanu's
Sankar,

1 Essays (Madras Ed.) Vol. I. 296. I am bound to state, howaver,
that I have not succeeded in tracing t8 the Brahmna Sitras any of the
doctrines ascribed to Bidaidyan in the Miminsi Sdtras. And
Madhusfidan Sarasyati’s Prasthinabhed shows that there were several
Pidaridyans,
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down: and in the case of about five of these Sdtras, I have
found that the commentaries of S’ankarfichdrya and Madhva-
chirya, and Rimanujachdrya, differing, as is well known, on
the most fundamental points, agree in setting out passages from
the Gitd as the Smritis referred to. We may from this infer,
though I admit that the inference is not a strong one, that the
Gith was composed before the Brahma Sdtras. If so, then
according to what is stated above, we have the Gitd prior
to the DBrahma Satras, the Brahma Sitras contemporaneous
with the Mimdnsi Satras, the Mimansa Satras prior to S’abar,
S’abar i)l'iOl' to Kumiril, and Kumiril prior to the close of
the seventh century A. C. And if this is so, I think the in.
ference can very fairly be dmqu that#he Gitad is sufficiently
old to negative the theory of Dr. Lorinser. It may be added,
that the expression 3T occurs in the Gitd, but, according
to all interpretations, not as standing for. the Satras of
Bidardyan. I.do mnot think, however, that any inference can-
be safely drawn from this circumstance. '

As stated above, this argument is not of much weight.
There is, however, an argument, based upon a slightly dif-
ferent series of Miminsi authorities, which is,” I contend,
entitled to much more weight. Thus we have I. Kumdril
Svimi (seventh century A. C.) II. A considerable time prior
to him, S’abar Svﬁ.'mi IIT. A long time before him, Upavarsha,-
whom S’abar describes in his Mimansi Bhishya as “ Bhaga-
van Upavarsha”® IV. A considerable time before him, the
Bralima Sitras, for as appéars from S’ankar’s commentary on®
Brabma Sitra IIT., 3, 53, Upavarsha was the author of a
work on fhe S’Arirak Mimdnsif V. A considerable’ time

W

* P.13 (Bibl. Ind.)
T Sea too Colebrooke Essays 1. 332, Upavarsha is again mentioned
by Saukar at p. 291 of ‘his Bhdshya, I do not kuow the grounds
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before the Brahma Sdtras, the Bhagavadgitd. Upon this last
item of the series a few more words may be added here. Under
Bralima Sitra I., 2, 6. S’ankar cites as the Swriti veferred to
Gita XVIIL 61; Madhva cites X. 20 and XV. 13 ; and Rmi-
nuj X. 15, 19 and XVIIL 61, 62—which is notable as combin-
ing the passages cited both by S’ankar and Madhva. On I, 3,
23 S’ankar and Madhva guote XV. 6, 12; and Riméanuj quotes
XIV., 2. These two instances are of comparatively little mo-
ment. The three that follow appear to me, I own, all but
conclusive to show that the Giti was before the mind of the
author of the Bralima Sdtras. Under IIL., 8, 45 all the com-
~ mentators cite GitA XV. 7, and the context seems to me to
fully justify them. Again under 1V, 1, 10. the commenta-
tors refer to the same passage, S’ankar and Riminuj to Gita
VI. 11, and Madhva to VI., 13. L’tsﬂy under 1IV. 2, 22 all
the commentators refer to the same passwe, that at the close
of Gltu Chap. VIIIL. In all three of these cases,. the context
seems to me to show clearly, that the commentators are per-
fectly right in considering the Gitd as the Smriti which the
author of the Sdtras Lad in his mind., The inference, there-
fore, when one comes to look into the matter, is irnmensely
stronger than I have described it above ; for we have not to
rest simply upon the commentators’ authority on the point,
though their concurrence would itself be ‘a powerful fact.

In considering these arguments and their bearing upon
the question before us, it must never be forgotten, that
they lead us no further than the limit after which the Gitd
could not have been composed. We get mnothing positive,
not even any hint, as to when precisely it was composed, nor -
even as to how long hefore the limit. While it does furnish

upon which Weber and Thomson have assigned the Vedinta Sdfras
ta the third century A. C. (See Thomson pp. xlvii. ef segg.)
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us. with a terminus ad quem, it has mnot even the - tendency
to show us a terminus a quo. Irofessor Blhandirkar thinks,
that the style of the S’dbar Dhashya belongs to nearly the
same period to which the style of Patanjali’s Mahabbashya
belongs. As far as I have looked at the two works, I am
inclined to accept this opinion. And if it is correct, then upon
the foregoing argument the Giti must have been composed
at the latest somewhere about the fourth century B. « 1
Furthermore, we have also to remember, that S’ankar was
one of the later commentators on the Brahma Satras. Cole-
brooke states that a commentary on the Brahma Sitras
is ascribed to the sage Baudhayan,® though his work is
not mnow forthecoming.  Aund this circumstance bas also
to be weighed in the “consideration of the question before
us. Nor must it be forgotten that even on the Bhagavad-
glih  itsell, S’ankariclidrya, as stated before, was not the
earliest commentator. On the contrary, from the introduction
to his Bléshya, it would appear that several writers before
Lim Dad interpreted the Giith, and in modes which did not
coincide with his—a circumstance which would seem to in-
dicate, tlmt the sectaries had been, already before S’ankar’s
time, at work upon the Gitd, in order to be able to claim
for their own opiunions the sanction of that book. If so,
it becames probable, that the Gita had, long before S’ankar’s
time, begun to be regarded as a work of very high anthority 3
and tlie interval between its composition and that of S’ankar’s
commentary must have been even larger than the five
~centuries which Dr. Lovinser reluctantly allows. How-
ever that may be, it appears to me to result from what
Las been stated above, that, Dr. Lorinser’s positio;l on this

last point is as untenable as his position on the other points,

* See Lssays Vol. L p. 332,



INTRODUCTORY ESSAY. XClit
and that the indieations which the evidence before us gives

are strongly against his final conelusion.

We have now finished the observations we have to make
upon the several propositions laid down by Dr. Lorinser W'i”;.
regard to the Bhagavadgiti and npon the arguments by which
he has sought to fortify them. But belore proeceding to the
few other points which we propose to notice, it may be advis-
able to consider what is said on our subject by Mr. Thomson,
to whom we are indebted for a very good English translation
of the Gita. In Lis Introduction to that translation, and in
the mnotes which he bLas added to it, there are observations
interspersed which furnish a hint as to Mr. Thomson’s opinion
about the age of the Bliagvadgitd. I am not aware, however,
that he has explicitly stated the chronological limits within
which he supposes the Giti to have been composed in any
other passage than the following extracted from his Introduc-
tion. After statix‘)‘g that a “ burning sun” and .a ' hot wind”
drove not only the Brihman but also the Kshatriya to asce-
ticism, and that “in virtue of the powers acquired” by such as«
ceticism, the Kshatriyas attempted to wrest from the Drik-
mans the exclusive right to minister to the spiritual ifecessities
of the people, Mr. Thomson proceeds :—* The Brahmin trembled
at this new danger, and no longer able to seek support in any of
the otlier castes,™ had recourse to conciliatory means, and the
way was thus prepared for the teachings of the Bhagavadgita.
Such lLowever were not the only causes which gave rise to
the Karmayoga doctrines of our poem ; and a long interval of
perhaps several centuries must have intervened between the
Yoga of Patanjali and the new branch of that school. In-
deed if we may place the probablg date of the Yoga Sdtras’
between 400 B. C. and 100 B. C.,, we must consider that of

* Mi. Thowson does not state why this was so,
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the Bliagavadgitd to lie between 100 B. O and 300 Ay D.
But this only by the way.”®  As above stated, this is the
Teast vagne passage on the subject of the date of the Gitd
which I have been able to find in Mr. Thomson’s bools: .Let
us examine it. In the first place, I must take leave to
observe, that I am not quite satisfied with the arguments by
which Mr. Thomson makes out that the system of Patanjali
is posterior to the rise of Buddhism. But as it is neither
necessary nor desirable to go into that question on this oc-
casion, I shall for the purpeses of the present argument ,
proceed upon the assumption that that posteriority is made
out. But upon the other poiit, as to the priority of DPatan.
juli’s system to the Bliagavadgiti, I must join issue with
Mr. Thomson. The only reason which Le has adduced for
his proposition is based upon that bit of Indian religious
history which is contained in the passage above set out. M.
Thomson says, indeed, that “there is every reason to believe”
the Grita to be several centuvies later than fmtanyzh T But he
does not state any other “reason” than that above referred to.
Now that being so, tlre question arises—from what materials
Las Mr. Thomson constructed this interesting historical narra-
tive? I am not aware of any evidence which shows that
the Kshatriyas, as a body, had at any period of our ancient
Listory begun to eicroach on the domain of the Brahe
maps, either in oonsequence of TPatanjal’s Yog system
or of anything else.f The case of King Janak is always
treated, so- to say, as standing alone. And no less se

* Introd. p. xlii,
+ P. lxxxii.
{ Mr. Thomsou's broad iufetence to this effect inds but a narrow

basis in Gitd ITL. 24 ou which he restsit (see p, 24 of his trans.
lation note 27.)
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is that of Vls’amltra‘“ Those stories do not seem to
me -to show that “the Kshatriya was allured from the
toils of an active life to the enjoyments of profitable
repose’”’ ; while the mauner in which they are treated,
whenever allusion is made to them, appear to indicate that
ong main point marked about them was their exceptional
character. And when Mr. Thomson, in his graphic account
of the religious revolution he describes, speaks of “kingdoms
and pllllCIpdlltlea being abandoned to their own guidance
states left defenceless” aud so forth, one is almost tempt-
ed to say that he is here evolving history out of his inner
consciousness. Ile certainly has shown no serap of evidence,
valuable or otherwise, for that statement. As Mr. Matthew
Arnold says with regard to a somewhat similar matter in
counexion with modern Biblical criticism, Mr. Thomson’s
narrative is at the best “plausible”; but it is, I submit,
quite inipossible to allow a whole historic superstructure
like Mr. Thomson's theory to be based on such a plausible
which is, in other words, an excessively weak—foundation.
But I do not think, that we need rest content with merely
this negative argument on this subject. For I think that
we have some slight evidence avhich points the otler way.
And first, a system called the Yog is mentioned several
times in the Gita,T and in some places as distingunished from
what is there called the Sinkhya system. Is this Yog system
identical with what we now know under that name, namely
the system of Patanjali? Commenting on Gitd 1I. 39 M.
TLomson says, that “andoubtedly the names by which the
two schools of philosophy were kuown are here intended,

* Mr., Thomson refers to this in the note at p. xlii. where
there is some misprint, I think. It ma§y be remarked also that both
the stories are of very great antiquity.

t See, for instance, Glt.t. II. 39, V. 4, 3 among other passages.

-
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in the words Sinkhya and Yoga.”’® This is not perfectly
clear ; but if it means, that in the passage in question, the
systems of philosophy now known to us as Sinkhya and Yog
nre referred to, ‘that is not only not indubitable, but is, I
think, highly improbable. For if we consider the Sinkhya

doctrine as expounded in the verses preceding the verse
above rveferred to, we shall find it, I think, somewhat
diffienlt to identify it with any portion of the current Sinkhya
philosophy. And similarly the doctrine that the fruit of
“action should never be regarded, that men should preserve
equability of mind whatever the results of their aets may be
—these ave doctrines which are most prominent in the Yog
system as understood in the Gitd, yet I think, we shall seareh
for them in vain throughout the Satras of our Yog Philosophy,
namely the Satras of Patanjali. Again, when we are told,
as we are in Gitd V. 4, 5, that he sees truly who sees no
difference between tlhie Sinkhya and the Yog systems, I
think it'is almost impossible to admit that the Sinkhya
and Yog lere meant' are identieal with the systems now.
known to us under those names. And if this is so, if it
is true, that ¢ ¥Yog system is mentioned in the Gitd, and
~ that system is different from the Yog system of Patanjali,
what is thieeonclusion as to the relative dates of the Bhagavad-
gitd and Patanjali which is henee derivable? TUpon the
principle underlying some of the arguments of the late
Professor Goldsticker in his very elaborate and learned
work on Péinini, we moay conclude that the Gith must
kave preceded the Yeog Sditras.¥ I must own, howevé;',

* P, 14, note 21.

T RSee Panini p. 130. “Is it possible to assume n asks
Prof, Gohlatuckel “that Pu.mm could have known this sense of the
word Aranyaka, wheu he is altogether silent about it; and if he
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that I am not quite satisfied with the soundness of
the principle in question. I am unable to persuade myself,
that the argument in the case before us, for instance,
entitles us to concluder more than this—that when
the Gitdi was composed, the name Yog was probably not
the name of Patanjali’s system of philosophy.* Such an
inference in the present case; would, I think, be somewhat
strong, on account of the association of Sinkhya with Yog ;
for these two words so intimately connected with each other
in recent times would not- have been used as they are used in
the Gitd, if they had designated at the time of the Gitd the
same things that they designate now. This inference, however,
standing by itself, does not carry us very far in our search
for the relative dates of the Gita and JPatanjali. Let us, there-

- fore, look at another point in connexion with the two works.

In Gith VI. 34, 35 we have some observations on the un-
steadiness of the mind and the means of making it steady.
The same point is discussed in Yog Satras I. 12-16. Now
I think, the difference between the two is one which lies upon

. the surface. And it is this. In the one we trace the age of

sysfein:s; in the other the age of poetry. In the one we

" have definition, division, a fitting in of the particular part

into the rest of the system. In the other we have no such
attempt at systematizing ab all; but immediately after

did not know it, that the works so called could have already ex-
isted in his time?” The non sequitur appears to me to lie at this
lf.t point of the argument. -

* That thisis not hypercritical may be seen from this that Ve-
dantins (Goldstiicker p. 150) were of old called Aupanishads. (See
our Bhartrihari Introd. p. vi.) Sankhya was also called Sami-
kshya (Migh. IL. 59) and Nyiya is otherwise called Anvikshiki, and,
perhaps, ar#[EET also [see S'ankar on ChbAndogya Upanishad p. 475 ;
but also Kaiyat on Mahdbhdshya p. 16 (Baniras. Ed.)].
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a merely cursory hint as to this matter is droppeJ, the dis-
cussion branches off into a very different subject. Having
‘regard to these circumstances, and to the fact, that with re-
spect to its unsystematic and poetical character,® the Gita is
one of a class of works—the Upanishads being of much the same
nature—I think it not quite unsafe to conclude that the Giti
was probably older than the Yog Sdtras. At all events, I
think the argument is perfectly good to this extent, that it
shows, that the priority of the latter over the former cannot
be taken, as Mr. Thomson seems inclined to take it, as a mere
matter of course.

There are sundry other passages in Mr. Thomson’s worlk
referring to this point of the date of the Gitd. In one place
he takes the last line of the 67th Stanza of Chapter XVIII.
to refer to the S’aiv sect; and says, that when the epoch.of
their battles with the Vaishnav party shall have been deter-
mined, some approximation will have been made to the date
of the compo'sition‘ of the Bhagavadgita.”t DBut in the first
place, I do not see the necessity of interpreting, as Mr. Thom-
son interprets, the ‘me’ in Chap. XVIIL. St. 67 to mean specifi-
cally Vishmu or Krishna. It may mean the Supreme Being
- without reference to any particular manifestation of Iim ; and
by His ‘revilers’ may be intended all godless people, not
necessarily people of any particular sect. And in the second
place, this opinion of Mr. Thomson’s is not easily recon-
ciliable with the opinion which he has also elsewhere pronounc-

ed, that the author of the Gitd was probably a contemporary of

* Compare as to this Thomson’s Introduction p. xci, and also Muir
S, T. I1L. 175 note. It cannot be urged that there was no room for a
full treatmient of the subject, fog there is a very lengthy description
Just before of the true mode of attaining the Yog.

T £ 121,
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Kalidds.® TFor in Kilidis, at any rate, we have evidence not
of sectarian quarrel, but of peace and amity.f And thirdly it
may be observed—though in the present state of our knowledge
the observation is not of much value—that the epoch of the
battles between the S’aivs and Vaisbnavs is, T believe, gene-
rally placed at about the seventh or eighth centuries of the
Clhristian Era, about the time in fact when S’ankar the great
commentator on the Gitd flourished. Upon tlte whole, T think,
we cannot safely accept Mr. Thomson’s conclusion upon this
. point. In the same note My. Thomson also suggests, thab
“ our poem must lave been written either before or after
the religious revolution of Buddha, at a period when the
bierarchy were supreme in power, and science and philosophy
were forced, as in the days of Galileo and the Inquisition,
to creep in by stealth.”} This is by mno means very de-
finite. Mr. Thomson afterwards speaks of the author as “ pro-
bably warned already by the defeat of Buddhism.” Buf

DER)

what is the meaning of “ the defeat of Buddbism From
the time of As’ok to that of Harsbavardhan, we have
evidence to show that DBuddhism flourished in India
with scarcely any vicissitudes of fortune, ayd was,

in some instances, patronized by Indian princes side by

* P. xlvi., and p. cxiv. At p. xlvi, Mr. Thomson speaks of
the age of Kalidds as that in which ¢ the elegant and measured S'lo-
kas of a Valmiki were revived.” What is the meaning of this, and
what is the evidence for it ?

4 Compare Kumér. Canto IT. with Raghu, Canto X. and Canto I.
St. 1 and see Kumér. Canto VII. St. 44. Compare also Bhartribari
(Bomb. Series of Sansk. Classics) Introd. p. xiX.

IaRae121, To Gith XVIIIL. 67, fram which Mr., Thomson draws

this inference, we have a parallel in Many I, 103 which is, perhaps,
eyon Imore LAITOW.
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side with Brihmanism.® - I cannot, therefore, understand
to what period, according to this conjecture of Mr. Thom-
son’s, the Gitd will have to be assigned. .In another place,
L. Thomson again argues, that “ this poem was composed
after the rise of Buddhism.”] But here also, I think it
difficult to accept either his premises or his conclusion. He
again gives us a short historical narrative without so much as
referring to the evidence upon which it is based. And it is
further notewortby, that whereas Mr. Thomson has said in
his Introductionf that the Gitd was composed when the ,
Kshatriyas were trying to wrest spiritual superiority out of
the hands of the Brilimans, he talks here as if the Brahmans
had already triumphed, and had compelled the Kshatriyas to
make common cause with them against the “‘ growing power”
of the Vais’yas and the S’tidras. Such are the contradictions
into which people run, when they leave the terra firma of
tangible evidence for the aerial ways, if I may so- say, of
imaginative history. It is unnecessary, I humbly conceive,
to examine in detail Mr. Thomson’s remarks in the passage
now under consideration. It is emough to say, in the first
place, that his statements of fact are without foundation ;
and secondly, that the inference which le draws from the
passage of the Gitd does not arise from it at all.

We now proceed to a few points which appear to us to
be of some valwe in this investigation, but which have not
been considered by either Dr. Lorinser or Mr. Thomson.
Ang first, the metre of the Gith in some of its stanzas calle

——

* Compare Kidambari (Tardnath’s Ed.) pp, 133 and 384 ; and the
copperplates recently deciphered as to which see inter aliu J. B. B,
R. A.'S. Vol. X, p. 76 ; IndianeAntiquary Vol. IV. pp. 107, 174,

: S

1 See p. xciii of this Essay suprd,

-



T

v
Ci

INTRODUCTORY ESSAY.

for a few remarks. If we take a rapid survey of the poeti-
Cal portion of Sanskrit Literature, we shall find, I think,
a certain development in respect of metrical regularity from
the Vedic age to the age of what is called the classical
literature. In the Veds, it is impossible to trace a rigid
scheme to which verses of the same metre shall Lo found

to adhere. There is, of course, a general similarity, and

.with the assistance of the yyddipiran™ and other metrical

fictions, as they may be called, we can generally obtain
the requisite number of syllables. But what we cannot obtain
15 the uniform collocation of the long and short syllables.
A verse that is perfect according to the modern rigid schemes’
of the several metres, is not the rule but the exception.
Now if we come to the Upanishads, we still find these same
metrical irregularities, but they become, I believe, percepti-
bly fewer in number. Many of the Upanishad verses ara
perfectly regunlar according to the modern schemes, and may
be very smoothly chanted in the manner in which classical
Sanskrit verses can be chanted. But although the number
of irregularities has fallen off, complete regularity has not
vet been secured at this stage of metrical progress. Mext after
the Upanishads, or about the same time, come the Giti and
other works of that class. Ilere, too, we have irregularities,
but very much fewer in number than those we meet with
in the Vedic Sanhitds, and perhaps, also fewer than those
in the Upanishads. Aud if we look next at the whole body
@f classical literature, we find there the irregularities con-
spicuous by their all{ but total absence. This result, which
we may obtain by a rapid review of Sanskrit Poetry will,

I think, be found to be, in some mgasure, strengthened by the

* Compare Pingal Chhandas Sitra III. 2, and Max Miller's
Translation of the Rigved., Introduction passim,
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testimony of the indigenous techuical writers on Sansknt
Prosody. The chief, and indeed the only, writer to be con-
sulted on this matter, is of course Pingal, whose Chhandas
Sétras have been recently published with the commentaly
of Haliyudh in the Bibliotheca Indica. Now the fourteenth
Stitra of the first chapter of Pingal 1is i@t which, according to
“the commentator Haldyudh, is an Adhikir Satra—applicable,
as the commentator says, throughout the “S’astra.” And the
meaning of it is, that when nothing specific is stated, long and
short syllables may occur indiscriminately. Now as a matter
of fact nothing specific is to be found till we come to Chapter
TV.Sttra 15. In the metres mentioned down to that Sétra, there-
fore, there is complete freedom as to long and short syllables.
Now Chapter IV. Safra 8 says that thereafter the “laukik”—or
as it may be called, classical—section begins ; the Vedic metres
Laving been treated of in the Sdtras preceding it. And in
the whole of that section the particular order in which the
long and short syllables must occur is everywhere stated.
We know, too, that these fixed schemes of the several metre
are practical};;r observed in the classical literature, as they
ave theorétically laid down, with great rigour.® And from all
this, I think, it. is not a very bold proceeding to conclude,
that those works in which we observe any remarkable num-
ber of deviations from the fixed metrical schemes may be placed
out of the pale of the class ical literature, and consequently, 1
may add, some considerable time before the beginning of the
Christian Era. For Pingal himself, is an author, of very ret
spectable antiquity, as he is mentioned in the S’Abar BlLashyat
about which we have spoken a word before. And even in the

e . - . o~ G~
*-Compare the verse AITET(T A% FW=3+Z0T§ ATs49_ which is
quoted in a different form by Mallinith on Raghu, XI1X, 23,
t P. 16, (Bibl. [ud. 1d.).
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- Manu Sanhitd, we have a rigorous adherence to the metri-
cal schemes which is far greater than that to be found in the
Gita. *

I may observe that the question of the metrical regularity of
Vedic verses has been copiously discussed by European scliolars
of great note. It is not necessary, however, for our present
topic to enter into that discussion. Nor have I studied the
Vedic metres sufficiently to do so. It seems to me, I confess,
that the irregularities which manifest themselves in different
degrees at different stages of the post—Vedic literature raise
a sort of presumption in favour of the existence of similar
irregularities in greater abundance in the Vedic literature.
And the discussion of the question of Vedic metres may,
perhaps, be in some degree advanced towards a settlement, if
the later literature is considered. I understand Prof. Max
Miiller’s opinion to be in favour of holding, what is assumed
in our argument above, that the irregularities in Vedic verses
are not the result of mislections,{ as some scholars seem to
contend, but are genuine characteristics of Vedic verse.

If now we turn our attention to the style and language
of the Gita, we shall find, I think, further corrobdration for
the view which we bhave here taken of its antiquity. The
style throughout impresses me as archaic in its simplicity.

You have none of that exuberance of figure and trope
w hich marks the classical literature. You have no long and

involved compounds ; no puzzling syntactical constructions;
L]

* Seo the passages of Manu cited in the Digest of Hindu Law by
West and Biihler Vol. I. Introd. p. xxix. and the older passages
(also there cited) on which Manu’s are based. With these compare
the Stanzas in Gitd Chap. XI. v

+ Translation of the Rigved by Max Miller Vol. I. Introd. pp.

XX V1. el seq.
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no attempt at securing the jingle of like sounds.® We
have, on the contrary, those repetitions of single phrases
which Lave been noted before as characteristic of archaic
‘writings ;T we have a few instances of inartificial gramma-
_ tieal constructions ;i and once we find that particle§ ¥,
which "is well-known as occurring in the epic poems, and
in the Vedic literature in the form 9, but whick, I think,
never occurs in either form in the classical literature.
There are sundry words also, which occur in the Gitd in
senses other than those which they bear in the classical
literature.|| Of course, this statement must be taken subject
to some allowance, as it is almost impossible for anybody
_ to say, that any given word has ceased to have a particular
sense attached to it at a particular stage of Sanskrit litera-
ture. Nevertheless, I believe I may say, that the following
words in the Gitd bear different senses from those which
they bear in the classical literature. &3 (I. 7) &= (IL. 14)
777 (II. 16) wrar (1L 54) &mg (I1II. 20 and 25) W7 (IV. T)
=A% (IX. 14) 207 (X. 18 also IX. 5) 7T (XIV. 3) sisigae|
(XVI. 2) &&T (XI. 1). Some other Wwords might be easily
added to shis list. DBut these will suffice to show the truth
of what has Dbeen asserted above. There is but one other

word on which, perhaps, a special remark deserves to be made.

e

* Mr. Thomson has noted one instance at VI 23. A similar

wnstance 1s noted by Mr. Muir in the Rigved. See Muir Sanskrit

Texts Vol. V. p. 165. ’
t Supra p. lxi. 2

1 See Gitd II. 59. X. 16, 19 among other instances. ,

§ Chap. II. 9 where, also, the repetition of I is inartistic.

Il Compare the observations ubon this point of the late Professor
Goldstiicker in his Pinini p. 128, ;

9 This, iudeed, is altogether an anomalous word.,
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T_hat word is 39. It occurs twice in the Gita, first in I. 39
and secondly in X1V. 9. Anuotating on the latter stanza,
Mr. Thomson writes:— “Lassen has a long irrelevant note on
the force of 34, very useful in a grammar of the Vedas, but
of doubtful value for a poem of the date of ours. Suffice it
to say, that as he has shown, the fanciful explanation of the

_scholiasts must be rejected, and the common use of the par-
ticle throghout the ‘Mahibharata,” and other works of like

stylo and approximate date, be accepted, namely, that of a
conﬁfmatory expletive.,”* This is a rather remarkable note.
In the first place, Mr. Thomson seems to think, that the
Mahabhirat belongs all to one age, a position for which
very few, if any, advocates will be found in thesedays. But -
if he does not-think so, it is somewhat difficult to ~under-
stand the precise meaning of his final observation. “ Like
style and approximate date” to the MahiblLirat means no-
thing unless any precise part of the Bhérat is specified. And
if Mr. Thomson has no dbjection to the Gitd being considered

as of “like style and approximate date” to the oldest parts of

the Mahéabhirat, I have no quarrel with his remark. For
I think Professor Goldstiicker was perfectly right ire contend-
ing that the oldest portions of the Dlhirat are older even
than the rise of Buddhism.? And when Mr. Thomson speaks
of Lassen’s note as “of doubtful value for a poem of the
date of' ours,” he seems to forget that the subject of the
note is one of the material elements in the consideration of
the date of our poem, and cannot therefore be disposed of
in that off-hand style. What we have to mark and consider
is that 37 appears to be'used here as a conjunctive particle, as
it is used in the Vedic literature, and mot as a disjunctive

* P. 93. As to the ‘fanciful explanation’ Conf. West and Buhler
Vol. I. p. xxx. Introd.

-t Westminster Review (April 1868) p. 420.
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which T believe, is the only useto which it is putin the

classical literature.
A few words are necessary upon the grammatical structure

of the language. of the Giti. Now it will not be by any means
difficult to show, that there are several grammatical forms
in the Gitd which are not used, and cannot correctly be used,
in the classical literature, and which are not sanctioned by
the precepts of the “ grammatical saints.” Thus FREASTAH_
(I1L 10) &7AAm_(X. 29) #7724 (X1 54) a@d (X1 41).
frgrarsia (XI. 44 dissolved into ATl 372/@)—these are some of
the forms which occur in the Gitd, which would be quite un-
allowable in the classical literature. And it may, th.erefore,
be plausibly argued upon the strength of these forms, that
the Gitd must be assigned to an epoch considerably older than
that of the classical literature, and therefore many years prior
to the Christian Era. -At the same time, I must state, that
while this is a favourite argument with European scholars,*®
it is not one which is quite satisfactory. My very able and
learned friend Professor R. G. Bhiandirkar is of opinion that
the argument proves nothing. And he relies on the fact, that the
Aitareya Brihman, for instance, which is undoubtedly a very
old work, is in its grammar scrupulously exact, and strictly ad-
heres to the rules laid down in the Ashtidhyiyi. Now this
must be admitted to be a very remarkable circumstance, worthy
of notice in considering the weight to be attached to the argu-
ment from grammatical anomalies. We may further add
that even in the admittedly later literature, we several tiraes,
find grammatical forms often quite as anomalous as any that
the Gitd or any other archaic work can show. Thus no less a

writer than Kalidds has more than once the form 19,1 which,

* See West and Biihler’s ﬁigest Vol. I. Introd. xvii, or Indian
Antiquary 1. 182,
T Kumir, I. 35, Raghu. XIV. 23,
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according to Panini II. 4, 52, cannot be correct. True the com-
mentators,® as is their wont, resort to all manner of shifts in
order to explain the form. But there can, I appreliend, be little
doubt that Kilidis has there used a form which Pénini has
‘prohibited. The same form recurs, strange to say, even in
the S’ankar Vijaya of Madhavachirya.f Kalidds has further the
following forms which are not allowable in the classical litera-
tare—HIATT and FEITF and SEETA_+ And it would not, I think,
be very difficult to cull a few similar instances from other
writers. In Panini V. 2 89, it is laid down that the word
qACI=Al is used B7A(A; yet the passages are numerous in which
we find modern poets using the word.§ In fact, the Siddhinta
Kaumudi shows several chses where the ingenuity of gram-
marians is very much exercised to explain what, according
- to the established rules of grammar, would be ervors.|| And the

only explanation available in some cases is M{FaM F1T:, or

F49¢] 33 TIFA,9 or something to that effect. It would
seem, therefore, that the rule which has been commonly
adopted in this matter is one which fails both in"the anvaya
and the vyatirek, as our native logicians would put it. The
induction 1s incerrect both ways. There are unquastionably
ancient works which scrupulously adhere to the rules of
~grammar. There are unquestionably modern works which
deviate from those rules. It must be held, therefore, that

* See under Kumair. I. 35.
- + See Sarga III. Stanza 6.
T Raghu. XIX. 50; V. 61; V. 34. And see Siddh, Kaum. II. 364.

v PRt

§ See Kiyya Praki’s p. 271 (Ed. Mahes“achandra) ALI«FH[ oceurs
in the Malati Madhay.

| Vide inter alia 1I. 245 (Tarhndth's Ed.)

o See Siddh. Kaum, II. 364¢. In Ehe MahAbhfishya under Pﬁpiui
I.4,2 wo find Patanjali saying S7i(T-HIT; ifgf‘?i (p. 269 Ban.iras

Ed.).
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grammatical anomalies, standing by themselves, are not
necessarily an index of the antiquity of the wyorks in which
they occur. And it may be doubted, also, whether they are of
niuch value even when coupled with other considerations.

Turn we now to the contents of the Giti to consider whe-
ther they afford anything that may prove of assistance in
this investigation. We have already referred to its mode of
treating its subject in some parts, and have argued that it
bespeaks an epoch previous -to the epoch of cut and dry
systems. We hLave also referred to the use of the terms San-
khya* and Yog, and contended that the Gitd was probably
composed before those systems came into existence. We
shall now proceed to draw attenfion also to a few other
points which are not, perbaps, of very considerable weight,
standing alone, but which all taken together may, I think,
be regarded as of some value. And first the Giti mentions
only three Veds.{f And of these it regards the Simaved as
the best, therein agreeing with the Aitareya Drilhman, as we
have pointed out in our note on the passage. Now it is
remarkable, that in the Manu Smriti the Simaved appears to Liave
been ousted from this eminence,§ since we read in Manu IV.
124 : —8FAT: T (STAWFET14:; and based on this the
- injunction in 123 AETTIAFA AT FIFT. Further no

® By an oversight I omitted to refer to Gitah XVIIIL. 13 on this
point. I have failed to trace tho ““five conditions” there stated in any
work on what is now known to us as the Sinkhya Philosophy, We
must, therefore, adhere to the opinion expressed above, in spite of
Vyuin Bhikshu’s contention the other way in the Introduction to hi%
Bhishya on the Sinkhya Sttras, See too Mr. Thomson’s note at p-
115. It is also noteworthy that Siukhya Sttra I. 85 seems to run
counter to the theory of the Gitd as to action without desire.

17, : »

I X 22,

§ Cf. Muir 8. T. Vol. III. Preface p. 9 (which I have since seen).
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~ allusion i8 to be found in the Gitd to the Trinity which is
referred to even by Bhartrihari and Kilidds.® Indra is
still described by implication as the chief of the Gods.t
S’ankar too is described only asthe chief of the Rudras.i And
although undoubtedly Krishna is identified with Vishnu, and
both are identified with the Supreme Being, still in one place,
Vishnu is referred to as chief of the Adityas.§ That no argu-
ment can be based on the high veneration paid to Vishnu in
#he Gitd for holding it to be later than the Christian Era has
been already stated.|{ "It is desirable, however, to make & few
more observations upon this point. It appearsto me to be clear
from the evidence collected, with such fulness by Mr. Muir,
that there are to bo found even in the oldest of the Veds not a
few passages which, if they stood alone, “ might lead us to
suppose that this deity was regarded by the Vedic Rishis as -
the chief of all the gods.”q It is true, that Mr. Muir points
out several eircumstances which appear to him to lead to the
conclusion, that Vishnu “occupied a somewhat subordinate place
in the estimation and affections of the ancient Rishis.’q]
But although his argument is fairly open to an orthodox
Hindu believing in the revealed character of the Rigyed, it 13
at least a matter of doubt whether it lies in the mouth of a
Buropean Sanskritist of the present day to insist upon it. The
circumstances on which Mr. Muir relies do not, I submit, justify
the conclusion drawn from them. If we made a collection of

, % See® Was the Rdmiyana copied from Homer ?” p. 46, note 101
and Bhartrihari Introd. xix.

EER 2L,

I X. 22

§ X. 23. .

) See p. lxxii supra

€ Muir S. T, Vol. IV, (New. Ed.) p. 98,
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passages from the classical Sanskrit Literature containing
praises of various Deities, I think the collection would show
many of the marks which Mr. Muir finds in the Rigved. We
shall ind now Vishnu and now S’ankar, now Ganes’ and now
Devi, all represented -as the highest Deity. We shall find
likewise, that in some passages, the powers conceded to one
of them are mnevertheless stated to come from another of
them. We shall find in hymns specially dedicated to onme of
them that all the others are clubbed together with the minot-’
members of the Hindu Pantheon in one promiscuous. crowd. I
do not know that we should be entitled to draw from such a
collection any inferences like those which My, Muir draws from
the Rigved collection. Yet the cases are quite parallel. T admit
that the fact of a comparatively small number of hymns being
addressed to Vishnu is wortby of note, and would seem to indi-
cate that, in the age of the Rigved, Vishnu had not been
regarded as the Lighest divinity by a very large proportion'
of the ancient Rishis. Nevertheless it is obvious that the
germ was there; "and I do not think that it would take
all those centuries, which, according to European scholars,
intervénegl between the Vedic age and. the classical age, for
that germ to develop into the later view of Vishnu’s divi-
nity. And if this is correct, it is enough for the purposes of
our present argument. TFor all we have to consider here is
whether the eminence which Vishnu occupies in the Bbaga-
vadgith is one to which he could not have risen from his
position in the Vedic age, except after the lapse of the ceny
turies which separate the Vedic age from the birth of Christ. -
I maintain that such a length of time is quite unnecessary.
It has been suggested, indeed, that the “Vishnu of the Veds
is in no way the Vishnu of the mythologists.”® But I under-

¢ Muir 3. T. Vol. IV. (New Ed.) Preface p. x. note.
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stand this to mean simply that some of tle qualities and ac-
tions attributed to Vishou by the “ mythologists” are mnot
found attributed to him in the Veds. - And if this is the only
meaning of the assertion, then, I conceive, that it does not by
any means affect our argument. Vishnu as one of the Adityas
18 alluded to, as pointed out by Mr. Muir himself, in tlie Atharva
Ved and the S’atapath Brihman.® So that upon that ground
nothing can be said against the antiquity of the Gitd which
also speaks of Lim as one of the Adityas. Vislnu as the High-
est Being, alsc, is referred to as much in some of the hymns
of the Rigved as lie is in the Gitd. Whatever, therefore, may
be the {-'iew of the mythologists, there is nothing in the Gita
to necessitate its being classed with their writings and
ﬁnotlaing, thevefore, in the view which the Gitdi takes of

Vishgu's divinity, that in any way affects our conclusion.

Come we now to another point. At Gitd X. 35 we read H[@-
Tt qfc‘ﬁ:l'f'i’l'"e’ﬂ_: The only commentary in which I-have seen any
explanation of this is Madlhustdan’s.t IIe ascribes the posi-
tion bere assigned to this month to its merits as neither very
hot nor very cold and so forth. But I think it more likely, as
Lassen argues, that the reason for mentioning the Mirgas’irsha
above others is that it was formerly the month with which
tlie year commenced. Now Lassen points out, that according
to Bentley, M~Argas’ivsha was the first month of the year
between 693 and 451 B. C.; and he adds that if that
were correct, the age of the Blfagavadgiti would be indicated
By this passage. I own, however, that I cannot yet accept
this argument. For even in the time of Amar Sinha,
apparently, Mirgas’irsha was still the first month of the

year. That appears to me to be a safe inference from the

'® Muir 8. T. Vol. IV, 115.
T See it quoted in Schlegel’s Gitd by Lassen p. 276,
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fact, that in the enumeration of the different names of the
months, Amar mentions the Margas’ivsha month first.® Now
it is true shat the date of Amar is not yet well settled, but
tradition does mot carry it further back than 56 B. €3
while Prof. Wilson is not quite certain as to whether that
date or the fifth century A. C. is the correct date ; and Prof.
Kern seems to be quite decisive in favour of the latter
date.} Whichever view is taken, however, the date of Amar
does not fall within the limits stated by Bentley ; and the
matter is one therefore which requires further elucidation.
I am unable to throw any light upon it, and I must there-
fore leave it here.

Let us now proceed to another point. And let us compare the
view of caste taken in the Gitd with that in Manu. The duties
of a Brihman are stated in the Gitd at Chap. XVIIL 42, and
by Manu in Chap. I. 88. The former lays down as the duty of
a Brahman the acquisition of sundry moral and religious virtues,
such as purity, straight-fopwardness and so forth. The latter
lays down the well-known six-fold division of a Brahman’s
duties. Now I think that a comparison of these two views
shows that the view of the Gitad is considerably older than the
other. In fact it appears to me to take us back to the time when
~ the differentia of the BrAhman caste was a living reality, and
had not as yet petrified into a mere dogma. The doctrine of
Manu appears to me to be the doctrine of a Brihmanical
priesthood, involving little,« if any, re:;ponsibility, but
conferring numerous valuable privileges. The doctrine of tlse

Gith is that of a class which is really superior in a gertain sort

* See 'Kﬁ:‘u.f.a I, St. 15 (Kilavarga) and Vardhamihir ad finem,

t Essays &c. Vol. III, 184, And see Goldstiicker’s Dictionary under
MA{GE,

$ See the Preface to his Bribatsanhitd.
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of intrinsic woqth and which does not desire that supeuonty
to continue divorced from that worth.® The Gitd seems to me
to belong to the age when the Brihman still possessed that which
had made him the liead of Hindu society. The Mann Smriti
seems to belong to'the age when the Briliman continued to enjoy
the position .of head, not so much because of Lis possession
at that time of the virtues which had originally raised bim to
i, a8 because of the rules laid down with authority ‘at a time
whem those virtues had not yet died away. Furthermore the
generality of statement in the Git4, contrasted with the specific
hard and fast rules laid down by Manu, appears tc me to show
that Manu belongs to a later stage of religious development.
If we now compare the duties of Kshatriyas as lail down in
the two works, we still obtain the same results. The (itd
enforces tlie acquisition of those qnalitiés which made the
Kshatriya what he was—Dbravery, courage, the imperial dignity.
That, like the vule about the Braihman’s duties, appears to me
again to lead us back far into antiquity, when the difference
of castes existed in its original form as a division of class-
es, cousequent on a division of labour. Fight and conquer
enemies; acquire booty and make presents out of the booty
s0 acquired. That is the Kshatriya’s mode of life. See now
the view which Manu places before us. And first, protection
-of subjects. Compare that with the less specific imperial
dignity,' or bravery in war of the Gitd; it shows an advance
- on the state of society exhibited in the latter work.
And next, sacrifices and study; that again shows a well-

settled state of society, and one in which the Kshatriya’s

* Mr. Thomson (p. 121), thinks that “our poet-philosopher
did not wish the Kshatriya and Vais'ya to be initiated iu his
doctrines except with great care. I do not think that Gita XVIII.
67, from which Mr. Thomson draws this among othor inferences,
shows any such disinclination on the part of the author.
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duties reiltlfred Lim to call in the help of the Brihman. In re-
gard to the Vais’ya, there is much less difference between

the two views. The Manu Shriti;adds sacrifices and study
to the list given by the Gitd, and therefore, it is here
open to the last remark made above with regard to the
Kshatrigas. The unfortunate 8’ddra is in precisely the sama

position in the Gitd and in Manu. But taking the two pictures

‘thus presented to us, I think there can be little doubt,
that the Gitd mirrors a state of society éoﬂéider:ﬂﬂy more
ancient than that which Manu presents to our view. There
is nothing in the Gitd corresponding to the laudation of the
Brihmau to be found in Manu I. 93 et seq. And perhaps also it
is not quite unworthy of note, that whereas the Giti refers for
the origin of these duties to the Svabhav,® the constitution or
nature of each class,- Manu says it is laid down by divine
-authority. : : &

There is another passage in the Gitd upon which a ques-

tion somewhat akin to the one we have now been discussing

may be raised. I vefer to Gitd Chap. IV. 2-3.° Mr. Thom-

son thinks the passage  curious......as giving to the

Kshatriya caste, the Rijarshis, the honour of its transmis-

o

gion, (scil. of the Yog system,) a sop offered to.the offended |

lion Dby the wary Brihman.” I cannot see what led
Mr. Thomson to propound this view of the passage. But
why, I would fain know, was the “lion” offended ? It

will be remembered, that the Kshatriya has already figured

“in Mr. Thomson’s pages firstly as hankering after the “ enjoys
ment of profitable repose ;’’ and secondly as being compelled
““ to join the Braliman against the bulk of the p(')p‘ﬁhtce."'l' He

now assumes a third character—not quite consistent with either
?

of the these two—standing forth as the * offended lion.”  And

* See too Gita IV. 13. !
t P. xliv, (Introd.) and p. 67,




INTRODUCTORY ESSAY. CxV"

all this, be it remembered, just about the period when the

Bhagavadgitd appeared. I cannot reconcile theée various

vxews, nor can I discover the evidence for any one of them

~ And in this state, therefore, I will leave them. It appems
to me, that the Kshatriya receives comparatively high lionour
in the Gitd, not only inthe passage under consideration,
but also in Gitd Chap. 1X. 32, in which Mr. Thomson is
again pleased to see a lump of sugar thrust down the
- Kshatriga’s throat.”® That this is not so, that our view of
these passages is more correct, appears to-me to result, in
some measure, from the view of caste generally, which, as
shown above, is exhibited in the Giti.

«There is but one other point upon which we now propose
to dwell. And that is that we find one whole stanza com-
mon to the Gitdi and Manu, and several iu which the ideas
expressed coincide, though there is little or no coincidence of
l‘m)guage. - The one stanza which we refer to is Mamu I. 73,
which, with a few variations, is the same as Giti VIII. 17
-A'compnrison of these two stanzas appears to me to corroho-
rate the view which we Lave taken above of the velative dates
of Manu and the Gitd. In the first place, ‘wheve the Gitd in
the second line of the stanza substantially wepeats the expres-
Bton in the first line viz.: H%’Hﬂ‘ﬁ’fiﬂ', Manu substitutes for it
9139. Now if our view of refletition of expressionst is cor-
rect, this is one ground for putting the Giti before Manuv,
Secondly, the passagé inthe Gitd does not define the duration

of aYug.: The natural construction, therefore, would be
that a human Yng was intended. In Manu, however, in the
stanza just preceding, the Yugs spoken of are divine
¥ugs, and they are referred to ,in the stanza under discus-

%P, 67. The Bidhman; tfoo, has to thank Mr. Thomson for find-
ing ““ sops” and “ lumps of sugar” for him iun the Gitd, (p. 111.)
~t See p. 1xi suprd.
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sion by the words d¥—words which, it is to be noted, are
not in the Gitd. Now as Mr. Muir points out, the theory that

the duration of the Yugs stated in Manu and other works is

reckoned mnot in human but in divine years, is a later re-

finement.¢ It may therefore, be regarded a
that this difference between Manu and

s a not very

violent assumptxon,
the Gild is an index of the chronological priority of the

former over the latter. In conobomtlon of the results drawn.

from these arguments, we may also use a comparison of one
~_other passage of Manu with a corresponding passage in the .
Gita. In Giti X. 256 we have the Jap described as the best
of the different forms of *“ Yajua.” ~A similar opinion is ex-
pressed in Manu II. 86, but the distinctions there stated
with regard to this Jap may, I think, be fairly used,
as further showing the priority of the Gitd over Mann
There are a few other passages in Munu and the Gitd which
exhibit like coincidences. Some of them are noted 1in the
Notes and Illustrations. But I think it. perfectly safe to
contend, upon the strength of the various arguments above
set forth, that the Giti must have preceded the Dharmas’dstra

of Manu by a very considerable period of time.

“ And now,”’ to borrow the eloquent  language of Pro-
fessor 'T'yndall’s splendid dlscourae before the British Asso-"
ciation at Belfast, “and now l,he end 18 come. Wlth more
time, or greater strength and knowledge, what has been here
said might have been better said, while worthy matters lere
‘onutted might have received fit expression. But there would
have been no material deviation from the views here set
forth.” Those views may be thus concisely stated. Dr. Lorin-
ser’s theory is utterly unteitable, firstly because it is based

* Muir 8. T. Vol I (2ad Ed ) 47 citing Prof. Roth.

-
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on assumptions which have not been, and cannot be, proved.
- It is untenable secondly, because the coincidences upon which
he relies are either really no coincidences at all, or are such
as do not warrant the inference drawn from them. It is un-
tenable thirdly, because even if it were otherwise unobjection-
able, it would be quite incompetent to account for all the fuacts
of the cage. Lastly it is untenable, because it omits to take
note of various circumstances which, as we have endeavoured
to show above, completely negative it. We Lave shown that
the internal evidence furnished by the Gitdi would lead to
the conclusion that it was composed prior to the Christian
Era. We have shown that tlie evidence available enables us
to put it chronologically before Kalidis and before the
author of the Manu Smriti. We have shown that we may
even lold provisionally, that it is older than the vise of
Buddlism. We further argue that the date which Dr. Lorinser
takes from Professor Lassen would, if accepted, lead to ulterior
conclusions which must make us fall back upon the posi-
tion that that date must be rejected. And in considering this
point it must never be forgotten, that due allowance of
time must be made not merely for the ideas to be borrowed,
but for their settling down into the acoepted ideas of the
Hindu people- A right appreciation of these circumstances
will enable us, I think, to see that Dr. Lorinser s theory cannot
be correct. I maintain, that the foregoing investigation has
' ~ shown by negatue criticism that the grounds advanced by Dr.
dLorinser for his gseveral propositious are quite unten: able. And
I go further. I claim also to bave shown affirmatively, that the
Giits belongs to a period when the “ Clristian influences’ of
whioh Dr. Lorinser speaks conld not possibly have existed,

and a fortiori could not have acted upon the Indian mind.

And now, I tiust, I may allow myself here one goneral
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remark, suggested not merely by Dr. Lormsel s essay, but by
various writings of the most -celebrated Sanskrit scholars of
Europe. It appears to me that in these days, there has set in
a powerful tendency in Europe to set down individual works.
and classes of works of our ancient Sauskrit Literature to as late
a date as possible.® Oune of the greatest of living European
gcholars, for instance, has written as follows :—“ I sltould like
to see a possibility by which we could explain the addition,
wot of the Valakhilya hymns only, but of other much mere
modern sounding hymns, at a later time than the period Of
the Pritis .11\115 a.” And once more:—"I say again that I am
not free from misgivings on the subject, and my eritical
conscience would Le fur better satisfied if we could aseribe
the Pratis’akbya, and all it pre-supposes to a much later
date.”t Now this outspoken niiivete is mot by any means
very common. Nevertheless there can be little doubt,
that the above deliverances of Prof. Max Miller put
into words a feeling entertained, more or less vaguely,
more or less comsciously, by the vast majority of European
scholars. Yet I submit with all respect, but with very great
ouuﬁdeuo‘e, that they betray a frame of mind which is the
reverse of scientific. Prof. Miiller has a right to his “ mis-
givings ;” and not only has he a right to them, he is bound
to express them whenever a proper opportunity arises. DBut
what right, it may be asked with all deference to the learned
Proflessor, what right has he to express or to feel “ likings”
and “ satisfaction” regarding one explanﬁtion more than ans
other 2 Would it not be more correct, would it not be more

scientific, to cease craving and haukering after the “ possibi-

>

* Of, Wilsow’s Essays &c, 11], 182-3 and J. B. B. . A. S. Vol. X.
82 : .

1 Max Muller Translation of the Rigved. I. Introd, pp. mix.; x1.
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lity” of escaping from a position presented by a L string-
ency of argument” which is “ frightening ?'’ Would it not be
more correct, would it not be more scientific, to loyally accept
- such a position, and endeavour to rectify the foregone conclu-
gion with which it stands in irreconciliable conflict 2 It
appears to me, I confess, that it is this reserve of “ likings”
and  ‘satisfictions’’ and * foregone conclusions,” lying in
the back ground of most of the logical artillery which Euro-
pean scholars have brought to bear upon the chronology of
our ancient Literature, it is this that is temporarily doing
damage to its antiquity. Those foregone conclusions _easily
throw these scholars into the frame of mind, in which, to
borrow the terse vigour of Chillingworth’s langnage, “ they
dream what thiey desire and believe their own dreams.”’ And it
is against this frame of mind, and against the often “ moist
light” of Buropean Sanskrit scholarship of which it is the
source, that I feel bound to lodge my very humble but very

emphatic protest on the present occasion.




BHAGAVADGITA,

<4~

Dhl-'ital'ﬁS]l@l'ae What did my party and the Péndavs do,

Oh Sanjaya! when upon the Holy Field
Of Kurukshetra, longing for the fight,
They met together ?

_'Sil,njaya. Seeing then the host
Of Pandu’s sons drawn up in battle array,

The Prince Duryodhan to his teacher went,

And thus began : “ Look at this mighty host

Of Pandu’s sons, Preceptor ! well arrayed

By thy talented pupil—Drupad’s sen.

Here are brave men, and archers great, the peers
Of Bhim and Arjun—he of the great car®
Drupad, and Dhrishtaketu, that brave king

Of Kas’f, Kuntibhoj, and chief of men—
S’aibya—Virdt, Subhadrd’s son, the sons

Of Draupadi, Yudhimanyu the brave, :
The valiant Uttamaujas, Satyaki, T

And Chekitin—all masters of great cars.

Know, next, our own best men, cliefs of my host,
Whom, best of Brihmans ! T shall name, that thou

Mayst know—thyself, and Bhishma, and Karna, and Krip

* I have thus literally rendered the word #z|Ty here and else-
where, Itstechnical meaning is stated in a stanza cited by Malli-
nath under Raghu IX. L. C&7 FWHGMT A40704 4704 _| 18-
AFAATY § HCF =77 | :

1+ S’ridhar Svami states that the name U790 which occurs in
the original text stands for Shtyaki,
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Victor in battles, As’vatthdmd too,

Vikarna, and Saumadatti, heroes more

In numbers, who liave for me laid down their lives,
Adepts at various weapons, all well skilled

In war. ,By Bhishma our host defended thus

Is numberless, while theirs guarded by Bhim

Is but a small one. Therefore do ye all,

Standing in your positions as assigned,

Defend Bhishma only. Then to his delight,
Roaring aloud as with a lion’s roar,

His grandsire, oldest of the Kauravs, blew :

. His conch, heroic. Then were conchs and drums
Cymbals and horns played on at once; thoir mnoise
Was great. Next seated in a mighty car

Drawn by white coursers, Krishna and Pandu’s son
Their conchs celestial blew. The Lord of minds *
Blew the Gigantea, while the Conqueror

Of wealth blew the Theodotes, and Bhim,

The doer of fearful deeds, his mighty conch

The Arundinea. Then too Kunti’s son

Yudhishthir blew Lis Triumphatrix—conch,

* This is, of course, a very unsatisfactory rendering for gq’r%ﬂ, as
it is not quite literal, and does not af once suggest the idea attach-
ed to it, g‘iﬁ-}{ ' being, according to Amar, synonymous with FFA(=g.
Under all the circumstances, however, I have thought it sufficiently
correct.to be adopted for its terseness. and suitability to verse, Ma-
dhustdan Sarasvati rendersit by G OPEL E R 3

t This and the following names of the conchs are borrowed from
Schlegel. They have been approved of by Prof. Wilson.

¥ Mr. Thomson renders 'q:'rEJ{H by ¢ Despiser of wealth.”” I have

preferred to follow the literal sense which has the sanctio: of the
commentators.
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Nakul and Sahadev their conclis then blew—

Dulcisona and Gemmiflorea. :

- That first of archers—KA4s’ya—Satyaki

'I"hg unconquered one, and he of the great car

S’ikhandt, Drupad, Draupadi’s sons too,

And Dhrishtadyumna, Saubhadra of large arn{s,

Virdt, and all their several conchs then Llew,

- ObL king of the Earth ! That great noise rent the hLearts
Of all thy party, causing to resound

Both Earth and Heaven. Seeing thy party then
For battle drawn, the clash of arms commenced,

Arjun, whose chariot’s standard is the Ape,
Oh king of the Earth ! in these words then addressed

The Lord of minds: “Oh undegraded one!
Between tlie two hosts let my chariot stand,
While I observe those who stand here to fight,

Whom, in the troubles of this field, T must _
Do battle with. I would see those who are come

To fight, and do good to the wicked son

Of Dhritarfshtra. ”” Offspring of Bharat!* then
Addressed by AlJU.Tl thus, the Lord of minds,
Stopping that pamgoﬁof cars between

The losts, and face to face with Bhishma and Dron
And all kinga of the earth, said “ Prithd’s son!
See these assembled Kurus.” There he saw

Fathers,T grandfathers, and preceptors too,

co

* This expression, or one of its equivalents, occurs several times in
(1)
our poem, It refers to Bharat, the son of Dushyanta and S‘akuntali,
from whom the Pindavs and Kauravs were said to have descended,

and after whom India is called Bhiratavarsha.

t The original is (4T, fathers® It must be understood as in.
cluding those in positions s1m11a1 to that of a father, e. g paternal

uncles and so forth. So too of the rest.



4 BHAGAVADGITA. [68-96]

Uncles, ;nd brothers, sons and their sons, friends,
And others more in either host. He saw,

- And seeing all those kinsmen, overcome '

By pity, thus Le spoke, dejected : * Kyishna!

Seeing our own men thus come here to fight,

My limbs droop down; my mouth is quite dried up;
My body trembles; my hair stand on end;

The Gandiv slides down from my hand; my skin
Intensely burns: I cannot stand ; my mind

Whirls round ; Oh Kes'av! omens bad I see;

Nor do I see in prospect good to come

By slaughtering m the fight my kin. Oh Krishna!
I want no kingdom, and no victory,

No comforts. What, Oh Govind! shall we do

With kingdoms, and with pleasures, even with life ?
Even those for whom we wish for kingdoms, pleasures,
And comforts, stand for battle here, their lives

And wealth forsaking—teachers, fathers, sous,
Grandfatlers, uncles, son’s sons, relatives.

Oh slayer of Madhu! I wish not to kill

These, even though they kill me, for the sake

Of rule over all the three worlds, much less then
For this earth. Killing Dhritarishtra’s sons,

What pleasure, Oh Janfirdan! shall we feel ?

These felons® killed, but sin shall fall to us.
Therefore, ’tis not becoming that we kill

Our own relations—Dhritarashtra’s sons:

For how, Ol Madhav ! shall we ever be

Happy by killing our own kinsmen ? Though

o
* The original is 31744 : whieh is thus interpreted 3T TA -
1 FWNIAME: || TR T 737 qANET: ||
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)

With consciences® by avarice defiled,

They do not see the evils that are caused

By the extinction of a family,

Nor see the sin in treachery to friends,

"How should not we, Janardan ! who do see
These evils, turn off from such sinful acts?
‘The eternal rites of families extinet

Are lost on-that extinction ;1 on that loss, -
Impiety makes the fmnilyi its own .

And when impiety triumphs thus, Oh Krishna!
Then do the women of the family

Become corrupted ; and on their corruption,
Offspring of Vrishni ! comes mingling of castes.
That intermingling needs must send to Hell
The family and those that ruin it ;

For their ancestors, of their balls of food

And their libations then bereft, fall down.§
The eternal rites of families and castes

Are thus uprooted by such sins of men

Who ruin families, sins from which flow
Caste-interminglings. "Oh Janérdan ! those 4

By whom the rites of families are destroyed,||

* Mr. Thomson reudels 99: by 1mson’ I pxefel conscience’ in

the present context.

t As there is no one to perform them, women not being authorized
to do so—Anandagiri.

1 The remaining members of it—.—inandagiri.

§ To Hell, that is to say. The lines following are taken by S'ri-
dhar Svimi as a resumé of what has gone before, and that seems the
best way of construing this passage, which at its close 1s somewhat
involved—perhaps, intentionally. -

|| -The commentators take this to mean “those whose rites” &o.,
which is not inadmissible, but 1 think the rendering in the text leads
more directly to the sense here required.
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Are ever doomed, as we have heard, to live
In Hell. Alas! we are seeking to commit

A heinous sin, busying ourselves to kill

Our kinsmen, out of lust of the happiness
Of sovereignty. If Dhritarishtra’s sons,
Weapon in hand, should kill me in this field,
Me weaponless, not making self-defence,

The better for me.”” Arjun saying so,
Forsaking bow and arrow in the field,
Grieved to the Leart, sat down upon his car.

~ Chapter 1L
Sanjaya. To him cast down, by pity thus overcome,
( His eyes all turbid and suffused with tears )
MT'hese words spoke Madhu’s slayer— Oh Arjun! whence
Has this taint caught thee in this fearful place®—
This taint, unwarthy of the wise, the source
Of infamy, excluding too from Heaven ?
Be not effeminate, Oh Prithiis’ son!
It is not fit for thee, killer of foes!
Do cast gffsthis mean want of heart! Arise!
Arjun. Oh slayer of Madhu! Low shall T fight Bhishma
And Dron, with arrows in the battle-field,
Ob slayer of foes! both venerable men ?
Not killing glorious elders, in this world
"Twould even be better on begged food to live ;
But killing them, desirous though of wealth, .
Blood-tainted pleasures I shall here enjoy.

* Mr. Thomson’s rendering of this is not satisfactory to my mind.
I follow the commentators who are supported by the passages cited
in our note to Stanza 97 of the Nitis/ataka (Bombay Series of Sa.nsk_rib '
Classics).
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Which too is better for us we know not®—
That we should overthrow them or they us.
Against us stand even Dhritarh shtra’s sons,
Whom killing, we do not desire to live.

My mind about my duty quite confused,

My heart, too, by the taint of helplessnesst
Tarnished, I ask, tell me with certainty,
What’s better—thy disciple I—teach me

Wlo have on thy indulgence cast myself.
Having obtained a prosperous kingdom Lere
On earth, without a foe, or even the rule

Of Heavenly beings, I see not what will
Dispel the grief my body will dry up.”

The Lord of sleep,i destroyer of his foes,
Having so spoken to the Lord of minds,

Sat down in silence, saying then to Krishna,
“I will not fight.” To Lim, between the losts
Disheartened thus, offspring of Bharat! then :
- The Lord of min{s spolke with a little smile.
“ Thou grievedst for those for whom no grief should be,
And talkst the words of wisdom ; learned men
Lament not for the living nor the dead.

Never did I not exist, nor thou, nor these * i
Rulers of men, nor shall we ever cease

To be hereafter. To the embodied soul,§

* Madhusdan understands the two alternatives to be * living on
begged food " and fighting ; and Anandagiri agrees with Madhusi-
dan. S'ridhar takes the alternatives to be those stated in the next
line, and this construction I prefer.

°$ Mr. Thomson’s rendering here again is not satisfactory to me. I
follow Anandagiri, Madhusiidan understands 1777 to mean ¥R,
| { Thus the commentators interpret the name g@ﬁﬁ_ﬂ which is

applied to Arjun in the original. e
§ I have thus rendered the word Z¢f, which means literally ¢ [the

soul] which has [7 e. animates] a body.”
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As in this body infancy, and youth,

And old age, so the acquisition too

Of other bodies ; a discerning man :

Is not deceived by that. Oh Kunti’s son!

The contacts of the senses® causing cold,

Heat, pain, and pleasure, do not long endure;
They come and go. Bear them, Oh Bharat’s child!
Mhat wise man, Prince of men! whom these harm not,
He to whom pain and pleasure are alike,

That man doth merit immortality.

Existence that which is unreal Las nonej

That which is real is never non-existent ;

Those see the settled truth about them both

Who see the essence real, T That which pervades

All things, know thou, beyond destruction lies,

I

* The commentators, including S’ankar, interpret #HIAT by
*senses’ Mr. Thomson renders it by elements, I know not on what
authority. Compare Chap. V. St. 22

+ The unreal, as remarked by the commentators, refers to the
heat, cold &e. mentioned in the preceding verses. The real
is the 80u1 The former are really non-existent as they ¢come
and go’; and only that which is in all ‘time—that which 13
ErFrsrag—really exists. The soul is such; and it cannot be de-
stroyed. The word 37v7 has much exercised the European translators.
Mz. Thomson renders it by end, which he next interprets as equiva-
lent to object. This is scarcely correct. I agree with the commenta-

‘tors. The GXplOSaIOIkS (g% =9 and {Z(~d may be compared. The

meaning of the whole passage is this. Here are two things, the soui,
which is indestruetible, the feelings of pain &c., which are tempora-
ry. The true philosopher knows which of these is the really exi-
gtent and which the reverse. e knows that soul alone exists, the
others being the effects of delusion. The latter therefore ought not
to be minded.



[185-2087 _ ' CHAPTER IL 9

None ban destroy it, inexhaustible.

These bodies of the embodied soul eterne,

The indestructible and boundless one,

Are said * to be not lasting ; therefore fight,
Offspring of Bharat! He who thinks this soul
The killer, and he too who thinks it killed,

Both these know naught; it kills not, is not killed.t
It is not born, it neyer dies, and never,
Having not been, is it to be again ;
Changeless, eterne, primeval, and unborn, a1

It is not killed although the body be.

How can the man, Oli Prithd’s son! who knows
The soul to be unchanging and unborn,
Beyond destruction, inexhaustible,

How and whom can he kill or get destroyed ?
As casting off old clothes, a person takes
Others and new ones, so the embodied soul
Casts off old bodies, goes to others new.

Nor weapons cut it, nor does fire burn,
Waters don’t wet it, nor air dry it up;
Impervious, and incombustible,

Not to be wetted, nor to be dried up,
Changeless, and all-pervading, § stable, firm
Eternal 'tis. It has been said to be

* By those possessed of true discrimination—S’ankar,
+ The original of this may be seen also in the Kathopanishad I1. 19.
ef Ibid II. 18, The epithets used here are not quite easy to dis.

tinguish. The commentators diffor among themselves. Sunkar in

one place renders {-1¢4 by ﬁqr‘mrn(r%a; in another he says TA(= =13

qEAf=:, :
§ Mr, Thomson renders this by ‘capable of going everywhere.’

This is scarcely an accurate rendering of 177,
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Invisible, incapable of change, ‘.
Unthinkable, and therefore knowing it

To be such, 'tis not fit that shouldst thus \
Lament it. But if thou dost think the soul A
Always now born now dead, Oh large-armed one! ,}
Still shouldst thou not lament it ; for to one )

That’s born, death’s certain, and to one that’s dead,

Birth ; hence for things that one cannot avoid

Thou shouldst not grieve. Offspring of Bharat! things®

Have sources unperceived, mid-states perceived, \ |
Ends unperceived. What's there for grief in them ?

One sees the soul with wonder; so one speaks

Of it with wonder; and with wonder hears

Another ; having heard none knows it still.T

Offspring of Bharat! the embodied soul

Is ever within the body of every one,

All indestructible, hence ’tis not fit

For thee to grieve for any living thing }

Seeing thy duty too, thou shouldst not thus

Falter, for to a Kshatriya nothing else |
Is better ¢han a righteous fight, Oh Pirtha! j
Happy indeed the warriors who thus (

Find battle as an opened door to Heaven § _ "1

% Sridhar Svimi renders 31\#”3( by =TTTor, Slnkar  explaing ?
it by gan“q?ni‘fmﬁmwdqﬁrwm“ 9, and Madhusfilan by gr':q?qn?gﬁqqr - {
[F &I, S'ridhar Svimi also takes 3759% in the SAukhya sense {
40 mean TN, ; :

t Compare Kathopanishad II. 7.

§ The original here is again lr_TerFf. S'ankar renders it by Hsar-

&9 and Madhustdan by g0 AT F AqSACTAATAN,

§ Compare Bhartrihari’s Nitis'ataka Mise. St. 2 and note on it

(Bomb. Sans Class, Ed.), :



[282-255] CHAPTER (41__ : 11

" Come of itself! But if thou wilt not fight

_Tixis righteous battle, thou wilt comeby sin,

- Abandoning thy duty and thy fame.«.

Of thy everlasting infamy will tell

All beings too, and infamy to one

Who has been honoured is far worse than death.
Masters of great cars will think that through fear
Thou from the fight desistedst. Thon wilt then fall,
Having by them been highly thought of once,

.’lﬂ?uléttleness'."’ Thy enemies will talk
e s unsl)eakable, and will ery down
Thy po- .

] L —than that more galling what can be ?

Thou :
Ol Fwilt the earth enjoy. Therefore, arise,

thou wilt Heaven obtain, and conquering

L Ofiu-nti’s son ! resolved upon the fight !
o1 ting alike on victory and defeat,
?gain and loss, on pleasure and on pain, =

Bg ready for the fight—so thou wilt not sin.

:_Zhis doctrine told you is that of the Siinklya,
"hat of the Yog now hear;{ and knowit this,
J&_rjim! from action’s ties thou wilt be freed.

'}To disappointment here in what’s commenced,
So obstacles exist ; from dangers great

A little of this piety protects.

* 1he construction of the original here is not quite clear. Madhu-

sidan says FYHT.. o IGWA. T O A ALY WAFTA HEg=

gersa: | 37T AT TRIETEA £ AT: BT - o o ARE, L ETIE T
1 m'ma' & QEFRAANTETIHT AT YA FAT AT 91 || S'ankar’s and

S 'ridhar’s interpretations may be seen in their works.

+ The commentatdts interpret HIET to mean SIERATT, AMHATTIET,
and the like. This is not a satisfactory meaning. See infra Chap.
V. St. 4. (lines 650 ef seq.) See too our Introductory Essay.

'y
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Tlhere’s here, Ol Kaurav ! but one state of mind, ‘

Which in a resolution fixed consists. .

Endless are those of the inconstant ones,

And many-branched. No resolution fixed

On contemplation can they have whose minds,
They being attached to pleasures and to power,
Are led off by that -talk which inculcates
Specific acts for pleasures and for power,
Which promises the fruit of actions done

In former lives—the flowery talk, Ol Partha!

Which those unwise ones utter who are charmed

7 T

By Vedic words, and say there’s nothing else,
Those who are full of wishes, and whose goal
Is Heaven. I The Veds do merely concern

The effects of the three qualities; f but thou

* Sankar says Iq gi@] AfG&ERT G0 T TeqAOTIE G—thul em.
bracing both Qankhya and Yog in the passage. S'ridhar says g BT

TINAFET FAANA ST TLHATTTA JT AT FeaiEady,

Madhusfidan says, 8§ HTHA] (so says S’aukar too) FHAMGF
‘ |

ar#77 31. See the Notes and Illustrations at the end of this book.

¥ The effect of adhering resolutely ¢ contemplation is stated i
St, 33. The different interpretations of HI{ 7 given by Madhus{i
dan may be seen in the Notes and Illustrations. ¢ Flowery ’ (Ti577,
Stidhar interprets by s{rq(aAr TN which means pleasant only at

first sight—on a superficial view—not *‘ pleasant until it falls,” as Mr.
Thomson erroneously translates it. On ¢ Vedic words’ S ridhar says|
3% 9 arar s199131;. In this the other commentators concur, Heaven |

is not the highest good being a merely temporary aﬂ‘alr, see Chap. |
VIII. St. 16 and Chap. 1X. St. 21 and comp. Bhartrihari Vairﬁ,gya-‘
S'ataka St. 3 and note op it (Bomb. Sans, Class.) and also”
the Vedic text 2¢ FATHAT S 4797 CIATTT (U4 FiF: a7,
1 ?rqu=fim(‘. S'ankar and Madhustdan, S'ridhar [%'iF’T[;nm';
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- 'Must be self-ruled, Ol Arjun ! free from them
. And from the pairs of opposites,® and rest

Always in courage,T from solicitude

For acquisition and protection free.}

In all the Veds, a learned Brihman finds

As much good as is in a reservoir

Of water, where from all sides waters flow.§
With action is thy sole concern, with fruit
Never at all. Let not thy motive be

The fruit of action. o inaction, too,

Have no attachment, Conqueror of wealth !

~ Actions perform, but on devotion resting,

Casting away attachment, on success
And failure eguable ; equality

ERIAL AEFICORAHFT ;. ETOT they all interpret by A, On
the thres Gunas see Notes and Illustrations.

* Heat am.i cold, pain and pleasure, and so forth, which are so often
alluded to in the Giti.

T So the commentators except S‘ankar who understands by
¥x7 here the quality of that name. He is consistent as Fa{?rgﬂq
is with him only A H1H. But I prefer to render g§+7 1.)5' ’:Tj‘} as
the other commentators do, that being one of the ordinary meanings
of the word. I prefer this to Mr. Thomson’s meaning also, Viz.
“ eternal truth,” as it better suits the context.

T drrgw. I adopt the interpretation of the commentators which
coincides with the ordinary sense of the expression. Mr. Thomson's
rdndering agrees in substance, but the sense from which he directly
derives it appears to me to be itself probably derived from the one

adopted in the text. And see too Mitikshard on Yijuavalkya I. 100

where I is explained to mean acquisition of what one has not 3

L] v
~and FF preservation of what has been acquired.

§ See Notes and Illustrations.
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Is called devotion. Action lower far

Than acquisition of devotion®™ stands.

In that devotion, Conqueror of wealth !

Seek shelter. Miserable are those to whom
Fruit serves as motive. He who has attained
Devotion, casts off here both merit and sin.T
Therefore work at devotion. That in acts

Is wisdom.f Those wise men who have acquired
Devotion, casting off the fruit of acts,

And from the shackles of repeated births
Released completely, to that seat repair

Where no unhappiness is. When once thy mind
Has crossed beyond the taint of ignorance,

”~

Then mayst thou be indifferent to all

® This is my rendering of 5@.‘5{11, ﬁ['?i S/ankar and S'ridhar take
to mean §A:33(F, which may be rendered by ‘devotion’ as g is.
S/iidhar indeed also proposes another interpretation which Ma-
dhusfidan accepts, viz. ﬁf‘a‘ (or 3]'[::I3r'73; as Madhusfidan has it)
AT Al (scil. FHT:). But if we accept this meaning of qf&
here, we ought I think to accept the same meaning in the next line
951 WLTAT=3 ; and then there is not a proper contrast between
that line and the last line of the Stanza—a contrast which is neverthe-
less obviously intended. I would therefore adhere to S‘ankar’s
rendering, and as to gfar I would take it as the substantive corres-

ponding with the adjectival form I in %47, I think this makes
the passage clear enough. . e :
1 Merit has for its fruit Heaven, which, as we haveseen, is regarded
as not much of a gain. Comp. also S'driraka Bhishya (Bibl. Ind, Ed.)
pp. 899, 1080 and elsewhere,
T 1. e. wisdom consists in indifference to failure or successin what-
ever ono does, Mr, Thomson’s trauslation is not, 1 think, correct,
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That thou hast lieard or wilt hear. When thy mind,
Confused by what thou hast Leard,* will stand firm,
In contemplation steady, then wilt thou

Acquire devotion.

Al'jllll. What, Oh Kes’av! are

The marks of one whose mind is firm, and who

In contemplation is assiduous ?

How does one speak who is of steady mind,

How sit, how move ?

K_rishpa, When one, Oh Prith4’s son!
Abandons all the wishes of one’s lieart,

Pleased in and by oneself, then is one called

A steady-minded person. One whose heart

Is not dejected in calamity,

And wlo in comforts feels no joy, from whom
Affection fear and wrath have fled, is called

A steady-minded sage. One who without
Attachments anywhere, feels no delight

And no aversion at the various sweets

And bittersf coming has a steady mind.

When as the tortoise draws in all his limbs

From all sides, he off from their objects draws

His senses, then is his a s,tead'_y mind.

Objects of sense recede, not so the taste ;

For them, from one who lives in abstinence,

And even the taste recedes when the Supreme

IJas once been seen.f The senses, Kunti’s son!

®* About the means for the acquisition of desirable things—
B/ankar,

t The original 3[rary 1s rendered by aﬁfaqﬁ?\a by S'ridhar
and {j@%i and g:@'?tj by Madhusﬁds:n.

1 This interpretation douybtless makes the construction a very
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Boisterous, distract the minds even of the wise
Who try to make a stand, by force. All these
Having restrained, one should devote oneself
To me alone ; for steady is his mind

Who has his senses under hLis control.

He who over sensuous objects ponders still
Forms an attachment to them ; from this flows
Desire ; and from desire wrath j from that wrath
Want of discernment ; and from this want flows
Confusion of the memory ; and thence |
Flows demency ; and from this utter ruin.®

But he who, with hLis heart in his control,
Senses restrained and from affections free

As well as from aversions, does perceive

Their objects, he tranquillity obtains.

When there’s tranquillity, his miseries

Are all destroyed ; for he whose mind’s at peace
Is soon possessed of steadiness. Whoe’er

Has no devotiont has no steadiness

irregular one, DBut the meaning is certainly that given in the text
on the authority of the commentators. Mr, Thomson’s rendering is
not satisfaotory to my mind,

* The first two stages are easily understood, From desire grows
wrath when the desire is baulked of its object. From wrath follows
the state of mind in which one cannot discern right and wrong ; from.
that a forgetfulness of what has been learnt before—aTraI=I(HIT-

TANRAGEHIC says S'ankar, The rest is again clear enough.
~ + The original word here is ERET which the commentators render,

I think correctly, by ‘one who does not restrain himself.’ I have
rendered (% in the original by ‘steadiness’ here. The commentators

explain it by syH@&TF74(. Substantially, there is not much

difference, for steadiness means steadiness in contemplation of the
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And no self-knowledge.® But no peace of mind
Is his, who has no knowledge of himself ;

And whence can one bereft of peace of mind
Find happiness ? The obedience of one’s mind
Unto the rambling senses takes away

One’s judgment, as the wind carries a boat
Astray upon the waters. Therefore he,

Oh large-armed one ! whose senses are restrained,
And from their objects are on every side
Withheld, possesses steadiness of mind.

The man of self-restraint remains awalke,

When for all creatures it is night; and when

All creatures are awalke, that is the night

Of the right-seeing sage.t He into whom

All things of sense enter as waters do

The ocean, which still filled still keeps its bounds
Unmoved, obtains tranquillity ; not he

Who wishes for those things of sense. That man
Who all desires abandons, and remains

Free from affections and from “I” and “ mine, ”? {

true nature of the soul. My interpretation is based on agreference
to the previous Stanza

* More accurately, according to the commentators, perseverance
in the work of knowing oneself. The text, however, is, I think,
. practically right, and a7%7g9: Madhusiidan renders by siHFIT-
qFAA!

t As to spiritual pursuits, the run of men can see nothing there,
tke whole thing is as dark as night to them ; while' in worldly
pursuits they are ever wide awake. With the sage the case stands
exactly the other way. _

i= q #, the second word means indiﬁ‘erent to his possessions and
things, The first (A{ZHKIT means either free from egotism, or better,

from a mistaken notion of what is the ego; see Chap, ITII. St. 27.
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Obtains tranquillity. Oh Prith&’s son !
This is the state divine;® at this arrived,
One’s not deceived, and being in this state
In one’s last moments too, one does attain

Assimilation with the Deity.

Chapter III.

Al‘jllll. Jandrdan ! if devotion is by thee

To action far superior esteemed,

Then why, Oh Kes’av! dost thou still direct
Me to this fearful deed ? My mind by words
Ambiguous thou seemest to confound ;

Do tell me now one thing and certain, whence
I may attain salvation

Krishna. Sinless one !

1 have z;lready said, that in this world

There is a two-fold patht—that of the Sinkhya—
Pursuit of knowledge, and that of the Yog—,
Pursuit of action. One does not attain
Freedom from action, ceasing to perform

Acts merely, nor does one perfection reach

By mere renunciation.f For no one

* FRIEIOMTILH_says S’‘ankar.
% {sr Slankar renders by feq(d, S'ridhar by #r37TAr, The word

in the text would seem to suit both renderings well enough. S’ankar
takes T4 ‘ already’ to mean °at the beginning of the creation.’

S'ridhar and Madhusfidan take it to mean in the last chapter

which seems preferable.
i _ﬁ"«'ﬁﬁ, which we have translated by freedom from action, S'ri-

dbar renders by 7 ¢ knowledge,’ and Slankar says AR IAEE -
FOIARIEAE 239, Renunciation is what is technically called &=ard,
which without & or knowledge is inefficacious. According to

o)
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Even for a moment ever does remain,

But does perform some act; the qualities
Born of hLis nature® force him (of himself
Not master) to some work. He who restrains
His active senses, yet thinks in his mind,
Maddened, of sensuous objects, he is called
A hypocrite. But he, Ol Arjun ! who,
Having restrained the senses by the mind,f
Without attachment action still pursues
With the active senses, is superior far.]
Action prescribed perform, for action is -
Superior to inaction j nor by this

Canst thou obtain subsistence for thyself.

This world is fettered by all acts but those

Spiritual.§ In these, Oh Kunti’s son !

Do thou engage, attachthent casting off.

Having made men, first, with the sacrifice,

Said the creator ““ Propagate with this ;

[ ') v . L Q
S'ankar #H# or action is necessary as a stepping-stone to #5H¥J or

freedom from action.

* The three qualities together constitute the FFF or nature. As
to the power of this Hcm?{ here stated, compare Chap. XVIII. §9-60.

+ I. e. concentrating them on God, says S'ridbar.

f I.e. to the hypocrite says S'ankar. S'ridhar takes it to mean,
¢ He attains knowledge by means of purity of mind.”

§ g+, The commentators interpret this expression by the light
of a Vedic text THi %ﬁ'S““T Mr. Thomson renders it by ‘‘ which has
worship for its object.” The 7F spoken of here appears to me to be

that which is spoken of in the next Stanza. The creator having
created men and the sacrifice said that men should perform sacrifice.
Nothing that is done in pursuance of this direction is an obstacle in

the way of salvation.
-
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And may this be the giver of your desires.

Please® you the gods with this, and may those gods
Please you ; each other pleasing, you will obtain
The highest happiness. The gods will give,

Pleased with your rites, the enjoyments you desire ;
And he’s a thief who, not returning them

What they have given, enjoys himself.” The good
Who eat the leavings of a sacrifice !
Of all sins are absolved. The sinful ones,
However, who for themselves alone prepare

Their food, are caught by sin. From food are born
Creatures ; from rain too is the birth of food;

Rain is produced by sacrifice ; and this

Is the result of action; action, know,

Has its source in the Vedsjthe source of these

Is the Indestructible.t Therefore the Veds,

* yEIT §I999 qigqe9s; says Madhusidan, As among the
Greeks, the offerings at tho sacrifice were supposed by the Hindus
to be what the gods fed on. Compare Kumir, II. 46 or Midhay’s
Slankarvijaya I. 34. '

+ I have followed the commentators here. Mr. Thomson says that
37 means Ved ¢ in later Sanskrit but never in our poem.’’ But the
result of not accepting that sense here is that FRIITEHZIY is in-
terpreted by Mr. Thomson to mean ‘‘The Supremo spirit is co-exi-
stent with the indivisible.” T kunow of no authority for taking §9ga
to mean co-existent, Desides, in the Fiftcenth Chapter to which Mr,
Thomson refers, the word 37, as he says himself, does not occur,”
but instead of it we have 9T#H[AI, Again when Mr, Thomson says thq.t
737 has not the meaning of Ved in our poem, though he admits that
it has that meaning in what heﬂcalls later 'Sansk;[t, I do not know
what ground there is for saying so, True it is, that no other use of it
1n this sense occurs in the book. But no more do we 566 any other
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Pervading all, are at the sacrifice, #

At all times. Whoso causes not to revolve
This wheel thus turned, Le is of sinful life,
His senses humouring, and all in vain

He lives, Oh Prithd’s son! But{ then the man,
Self-satisfied, who with himself alone

And in himself is pleased, has nought to do.
He has no interest in what is done,

Nor in what is not done,i nor yet does he
Depend on any creature for his wants.
Therefore § without attachment ever perform
Thy duty, for the man who acts performs
Without attachment, reaches the Supreme. ||
By acts alone did Janak and the rest

example of the sense in which the same word 37 is used at the
beginning of Chapter XIV.

* S’‘ankar says “ Although they are all-pervading as elucidating
all matters, they are always at the sacrifice,as the rites of sacrifico
are their main subject.” S'ridhar takes 83777 937 as different from
the g7 in the line preceding, and equivalent to 37T, and then
says I W8T IFANTAYIT HCAT « « « «STATYT HA[ F2AFTA, Ho
also gives another meaning § CIDEIEE E?{'g ;_E'\qraﬁagqm[f{g. T -
Ay Jarel g1 @iE 4§ AFET AAEAAS @T &H Fm@EAd:,
In this Madhustdan concurs, and it is practically the same as S’an-
kar’s explanation,

+ Here, according to S’ridhar, he states that the man of know-
ledge has nothing to do with F1 or action.,

* + No good or evil accrues to him from anything he does or omits
to do—S'ankar. :

§ Arjun, says S'ridhar, is told to perform action, as fleodom from
it is only for the man of knowledge, To that stage, it isimpli-
ed, Arjun has not risen. ;

I By means of purity of mind, say the commentators,
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Attain perfection. Thou too shouldst perform
Acts, looking to the universal good.

‘Whatever a great man does, that do the rest,
And men at large follow what he respects

As of authority. I, Prithé’s son'!

Have nought to do in"any of these three worlds,
Nothing to gain that I have not gained ; still

I do engage in action. Should I not

Engage assiduous in action, then

From all sides men would follow in my path,
Oh Prithd’s son! And should I not perform
Acts, ruined then these worlds would be, * and I
OF caste-coinminglings should the author be,
And should destroy all people. As the unwise,
Offspring of Bharat! with attachment act,

So should the wise, desiring to advance

The general good, without attacliment act.

A wise man, actians with devotion doing,
Bhould not distractt the ignorant, attached

To action, but should set them to it. Oue,

By egoism demented, thinks oneself

The doer of those acts which are performed -
Throughout by natyre’s qualities.f But he,

Oh large-armed one! who knows the truth about

* As the rules of action, by which the world is carried on, would be
broken—SFEIAFMHTET FATHAT says S'aukar, AT AT

says S'ridhar,

+ Literally ¢‘ shake their convictions” 7. e. wean them away from
the path of action,

1 Compare Chapter V. St. 8. 9. The active principle is nature, or
g%, The soul or &Y is only the looker-on and the enjoyer.
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The difference from qualities and acts, ®

Forms no attachments, thinks that qualities

Do deal with qualities.+ But then those who

By nature’s qualities are all confused,

To their worksf from attachments. Such dull men
Who know not all, the wise should not distract.

" Devoid of hope, devoid of “mine”, on me
Throwing all acts,§ the Adhyitma pondering, ||

b

Fight, freed from meutal angnish. Even those men
Who act on this opinion of mine, ,
Always with faith, not carping, they are freed
From action. Know, however, that those who carp
At my opinion, and do not act

Upon it, are demented, and confused

In knowledge of all kinds, to all good lost.

After his nature¥] even a wise man acts 3

All creatures follow it, what can restraint

* The difference of soul from the qualities, and its’ difference from
acts. The words refer to him who believes that he is different from
the collection of the qualities, and who believes that he is not the

active principle—H(& TMHF: T § FAIOT says S'ridhar,
t I. e. Qualities (senses) deal with qualities (objects of sense). So the
commentators, Mr. Thomson understands it differently.

¥ The workings of the qualities, namely, what are commonly known
as man’s actions.

§ 1. e. Convinced by means of true discrimination that you are
doing all for God. '

I v YE[ is explained by S/ankar as equivalent to ﬁ?ﬁ{i-
Ear; by S'r.dhar and Madhusdan as equivalent to s{=qxfrpiaz
41 T Tl It means remembering the real relation of the indiyi-
dual and Supreme Soul.

§ This is explained to be th® ﬁfwﬁranﬁﬁéimﬁ FARIASH=H]
qM7(W39W ;. —/S ‘ankar)—the effect of the yirtuous and vicious acts
done in a preyious birth,
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Effect ? Towards its objects every sense

Has its affections and aversions fixed,

To them none should submit, for they are his foes.®
One’s duty ill-performed is better far

Than that of others well performed; { even death
In one’s own duty is to be preferred.

Fearful is that of others.

Arjun. But by whom

Is man driven on to sin against his will,

Offspring of Vl;ish-:;i ! as by force compelled ?
K!‘iShl_la. Desire it is, ‘tis wrath, whose birth is from
The quality of Rajas—ravenous he,

And very sinful. Know that in this world

That is the foe. As smoke envelopes fire,

As soilure does a mirror, as the womb

The feetus, all thisi Le envelopes so.

Knowledge's enveloped by this constant foe, -

Oh Kunti’s son ! of wise men, who can take .
What forms he will, who’s like a fire,§ and who

# This, says S'ankar, is in answer to the difficulty that the S'fstras
are useless if nature is so potent as described. The answer is, that na-
ture can only work indirectly by means of these affections and aver-
sions, and if one withstands their force, one is then at liberty to follow
the S'dstras. When they are succumbed to, the force of nature
irresistible. ‘

+ This, according to S‘ankar, is in answer to one who acts under
the guidance of * affections and aversions,” and who might say, that
since all duties are equally prescribed in the Sdstras he might du
- whichever he chose.

T Explained, according to S’ankar and the other commentators,
by what follows. They understand it to refer to knowledge. Mr.
Thomson understands by ¢ this’ the universe,

§ The commentators take )3{#55 literally, as ¢ that which never
bas ehough.”



[489-502] . CHAPTER mr. . 25

Is never filled. The senses, and the mind,

And steady resolution, have heen said

To be his seat.® With these, he men confounds,
Covering up knowledge. Therefore first restrain Bl
Thy senses, foremost of the Blarats! next

This sinful thing do cast off, which destroys
Experience and knowledge. § It is said,
“Great are the senses, greater is the mind,
Greater than that is resolution, that

Which is above this is that same.””f Thus know
That which than resolution higher is,

And by thyself restrain thyself, and kill

This foe, Oh large-armed one! who can assume
What form he will, and who is hard to tame.

* Since the operations of the senses and the rest give rise to desire,
The mind is the faculty which thinks, and doubts, and so forth: the

¢ steady resolution ? is the faculty which resolyes and finally deter-
‘mines. §FRCTAFCAHT H: | FTamaH I,

t Knowledge is that learnt from books or teachers, Experience isg
that which is acquired by personal perception and so forth.

} This Stanza is‘evidently taken from that in the Ka thopanishad I11I.
10. There we have no reforence to desire, and thisis oue of the circum-
stances which lead me to accopt the meaning which the com.
mentaftors put ond:, namely qQTHFAT, in preference to that of Mr
Thomson, namely ¢ this passion of desire.’ According to the meaning
of the commentators, Krishna tells Arjun to understand the Supreme

L]

~ Soul who is higher than the principles in which desire is seated, and

then with that knowledge to destroy the foe by means of self-
restraint.



25 " BHAGAVADGITA.

.

‘Chapt'er IV,

. K!’iSh!la, This lasting system of devotion, I
Told to the Sun, to Manu he declared,

Aund Manu to Ikshviku. Thus by steps
Obtained, this system royal sages knew;
That system, slayer of foes! has now been lost
By lapse of time. I have to-day told thee
That same primeval system, since thou art
My devotee and friend, for ’tis the best

Of mysteries ‘

Al'jllll. Later is thy birth, the Sun’s

Is prior. How then shall I understand,

"That thou didst first tell him ?

Kyishqa. , Many have been
Our births, Oh Arjun! thine as well as mine.
I know them all. Not so, Ol slayer of foes!
Knowst thou. Unborn, and inexhaustible,

Lord of all creatures, as I am, I am born

By my delusion, taking the control

Of Naturé to myself. @ I do create

Myself, whenever piety languishes,

And when impiety’s rampant. I am born

In every age the sinful to destroy,

To establish piety, to protect the good.
My birth and work divine whoever thus knows

[608-524]

* A certain distinction is here drawn between r{’mr?-r and #Ar4l. The{

S'vetis'vataropanishad, however, has a line which runs thus, amt 7

‘;[a','[q EpIR B q Hq’.i'(‘tr But here, ®(Ar means more specially

the divine power, knowledgs, omnipotence and so forth; LEES
refers to the material which goes to the formation of the body

taken by the Deity when * born.”



[625-542] CHAPTER IV. 97

Rightly, Oh Arjun! casts this body off,

Returns not to be born, but comes to me.

Freed from affection, terror, and from wrath,
By knowledge-penance ® made immaculate,
Thinking of me alone, and on me resting,

Many have come into my essence. T I

Favour men as they come to me; my path
Men follow from all sides,t Oh Pritha’s son!

- Success in acts desiring, people here

Worship the deities, for in this world

Of mortals, swiftly is success obtained

By action. § T created classes four,

After the apportionment of qualities

And works. | But though I am their maker, know
I am not their maker, €[ inexhaustible.

Actions defile me not, I have no desire

Of fruit of actions . He who knows me so

Is not tied down by action.$ Knowing this,3

® JEAT 9T: IFHQIRIAT  says Madhusidan, Sridhar takes
1t to mean knowledge and penance.

+ That is, attained salvation, the assimilation with the Brahma.

1 This liue occurs before but in a different sense. ‘See line 439.

§ Stdhar says T 7 FIARS FTed FMAAHAL, |

I See Chapter X VIII. where this is explained at length.

@ aradsmgaTT  FA1 ATAYAIRAl  says Slankar. The explana-
tion of the paradox seems to be contained in the next Stanza.

* § Since, as S'ridhar says, he who knows that the cause of God’s not
being affected by acts is his freedom from egoism and desire,
will himself get rid of his own egoism &e.

4 S‘unkar says that this means J1§ Fal 7 & FAF ifziﬂ qAl—

s # : . L B - X s
which is unexceptionable ; MEFRIMTTIRGT hd F4 I79F F WAAAT
(€7 says Sridhar—which is less unexceptionable, Mr. Thomson



23 BHAGAVADGITA,  [548-560]

Those men of old who for salvation wished,
Action performed. Therefore do thou perform
Action® alone, as by the men of old

Was done before thee. Even learned men,
Upon the question what is action, what
Inaction, are confused. Therefore I will speak
Of action to thee. Knowing that, thou wilt

Be freed from evil. Action one must know,
Action prohibited, inaction too,

Abstruse is action’s essence.T He is wise
‘Mongst men, lie is devoted, he performs -
All acts, who in inaction action sees,

And in action inaction. Him the wise

Call learned, all whose action by the fire

Of knowledge is burnt down, whose every act
Is all from fancies and desires divorced.f
Forsaking all attachment to the fruit

Of action, independent,§ at all times

takes the sense back as far as Stanza 13, casting a suspicion on the
genuineness of Stanza 14. I do not think his reasons either sound
or adequate.

*  Not an action, as Mr. Thomson translates it, but action gene-
rally, as contrasted with 37%#. Comp. Chap. ITI. St. 20 (line 429).

1+ The commentators render 9 by a1, Mr. ‘Thomson translates
it by ¢ path’ but gives no explanation. Action, as the commentators
rightly say, stands here for all three. What the abstruseness is is
stated in the immediately fullowing lines, ‘. .

1 Fancies are the cause of desires—Sankar, Compare Chap. IT. 62
and VI. 4 and 24, S'ridbar says FI: F& Jeafeid &e. Madhusi-
dan agrees with Sankar, but interprets €%e7 by STEFRLEIA a;::i-
SIRTACT:. A |

§ Independent : lit. without support; support S‘ankar explains to
mean that thing; resting on which one wishes to accomplish an end.



[561-576] CHAPTER 1V, 29

Contented, even engaged in action, he

Does nothing. All belongings casting off,
Restraining mind and senses,® free from Liope,
And actionmerely for tlie body’s saket

_ Performing, he comes not by sin.  Content

With earnings not sought afier, far above

The pairs of opposites, from envy free,

Unmoved on failure and success, he’s not

Tied down, performing actions. All the acts

Of one witlout attachment, wholly free,

Of one whose mind is fixed on knowledge, who
Performs spiritual actions,§ arve destroyed.

Brahma is the oblation ; with Brahma it is given ;
Brahma is in the fire; and by Brahma it is thrown ;
And Brahma too the goal, to which he goes,

Who meditates on Brahma in the act. ||

* 83IAT must here be rendered by-‘ senses’; Madhustidan says 9[&]-
FEgaREar 9.

t Madhustdan takes (T to mean I AFAAFTT g7, He and
S‘ankar have a long discussion as to whether it does not mean

TS and decide against it. S'ridhar, however, aflopts this
- interpretation, which would seem to be preferable, hanncrrevmd to
the next Stanza. See also Chap. III. 7 and 8 (line 388 ¢t seq).

J Sankar renders the original a7 by F{EF{JHH?E{'@T-‘-{ S'ridhar
. says TfT]TFPTHIT?F and Madhus{idan has mrwﬁmmmmﬂ—a Mr.
Thomson’s suggested emendation to I 1s. a very good one.

» § Comp. Chap. ITI. 9. Here S'ankar renders ggrg by zﬁrﬁ%mﬁw{

il This identification of every thing with Brahma, furnishes ac-
cording to S‘ankar, the explanation of the ¢ destruction of acts’ men-
tioned just before. ¢ With Brahma’ means with the Juhti and other
sacrificial implements. The last lineis thus explained by Siidhar

AT FAAA FANETACT L7,
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Some devotees the sacrifice divine ¢

Practise, and others in the fire of Brahma

I'he sacrifice offer up by itself. T

The sense of hearing and the rest some throw .
Upon the fires of self restraint. f And some
Again, upon the sense-fires offer up

Their objects—sound and others. Others still
Offer up the functions of the internal winds,
As well as of the senses, in the fire

Of self-restraint by knowledge kindled up. §
Others there are whose offering is wealth, |

L

Ponance, devotion,|| study of the Veds,

Or knowledge ; others still of rigid vows—
The Yatis.q] Some offer the upward wind
Tunto the downward, and the downward one
Into the upward, and restraining mnext
The motions of them both, are still engaged

=

% I e. that in which the Gods are sacrificed to. :
+ S'ankar takes I or sacrifice to mean 37(eqr, S'ridhar says T84
AR ARRA AFATIRA EEHAT A BITATARI

which is more satisfactory.
t+ I. e. practice restraint of the operations of the senses. These,

according to S'ridhar, are N@F1 qe79°r:. - Those described in the
words immediately following are correctly said by him to be those
who are TTIHITEHATTIGI:,

§ That is to say, says S'ridhar, concentrating the mind properly
on the thing to be meditated on, and confining the mind to itﬁ,

they stop all the workings of the senses &e.
|| This is here taken in the sense of Patanjali (not that of the Gitd).

viz. f‘ﬂ?i’ﬁﬁfﬁ ¢ concentration of mind.
| This is taken as a sephrate class by Madhusddan. He says

70 £599;. And see line 862.
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[594-612] CHAPTER IV. 31

In stopping up the lifewinds.® Others yet,
Eating but little, offer up the winds’

Into the winds.t Knowing the sacrifice,

All these have their sins by the sacrifice
Destroyed. Those go unto the eternal Brahma,
Who eat the leavings of the sacrifice,
Ambrosial.¥ Best of Kurus! not this world
Is theirs, who do no sacrifice perform ;

Whence then the other? Thus out of the Veds,
Come sacrifices of these various sorts ;3

From action|| know them all to be produced,
And knowing thus, thou wilt salvation reach.
The sacrifice of knowledge, slayer of foes!
Is better than the sacrifice of wealth ;

For each and every action, Pritha’s son !

In knowledge ends. By salutation that,

By service, and by questions, learn. The wise
Who see the truth will knowledge teach to you.
That learning, Pindu's son! thou wilt not be

® These are the ascetic practices prescribed in the Yogas/dstra; the
operations are technically known as Pfrak, Rechak and Kumbhak.

t Slankarsays I&7 Tey FAASAY: HFA FUADEIERARERE T
dd [q72r §T Wi=9. S'ridhar takes mwm\to mean ;sonses.’ With this
Madhusﬁdan agrees and cites Patanjali.

1 Compare Chap, ITI. St. 13 (line 407).

§ The commentators say, that this means ¢ They are all ordained

by the Veds,” and Sankar quotes a passage as an instance. Mr.
Thomson renders the words otherwise, but I do not know that there

i8 much propriety in the sense he adopts.
| Thatis to say, according to the commentators, they are not the

soul’s doing. They are, says S'ridhar, WFT:HIAFA:, but NEFEE.
TEETRIRAL:.
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32 BHAGAVADGITA., {613-637]

Again confounded thus, and through it thou,
Without exception, wilt all creatures see

First in thyself, and next in me.®* And then,

: Even if thou art of all sinful men

Most sinful, still wilt thou cross over all sins,
By means of the boat of knowledge. As a fire

- Kindled, Oh Arjun! burns all fuel down

To ashes, so the fire of knowledge burns

All action down to ashes. T Nothing is

Like knowledge pure; and that one in oneself,
Perfected by devotion, finds-in time.

One who restrains his senses, who has faith,
And is assiduous, knowledge obtains ;

Obtaining knowledge, then without delay,
Reaclies supreme tranquillity. But one

Who has no faith, no knowledge, who’s in doubti
 Is ruined. Neither this world, nor the next,
Nor happiness, are for the sceptic. Acts,

Oh Conqueror of wealth! shackle not him,-
Wlho by devotion has all acts renounced,

Who has destroyed by knowledge all his doubts,
And who's himself. § Therefore, Oh Bharat’s child!
Destroy this doubt, produced from ignorance,

Aud in thy heart residing, by the sword
Of knowledge. - H: ave devotion, and arise!
X0 you will perceive the unity of myself and yomself and all
the world—that is to say, get rid of dualism.
t Compare Chap. IV. St. 19 (line 557). ' -
1 He who has no faith—scil. in what the preceptor teaches. EIe
who is in doubt, scil. as to whether his endeavours will be successful

or not—S'ridhar. .
§ 3EATFAH, the original, is explained to mean 37TTATH in the com-

mentaries, Compare too Chap. II. 13,

B
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1638-660] CHAPTER v. | 33
Chapter V.

Al‘JIlll- Renunciation of acts thou dost praise,
Oh Krishna! and also their pursuit,® tell me
For certain, which is better of the two.
Krishna, Renunciation and pursuit of acts
Ave sources both of happiness; of them,
However, pursuit of acts is more esteemed
Than their renunciation.t He who’s free
From likes and dislikes should be known to be
The true renouncer; for, Oh large-armed one !
He who's above the pairs of opposites,

Is freed with ease from bonds. 'Tis children talk
Of Sankhya and Yog as different, not the wise ;
Pursuing either well, one gets the fruit

OF both. 1 The Yogs go to the selfsame seat,
Which by the Sinkhyas is obtained. e sees

In truth, who sees the Sinkhya and Yog as one.
"P'is hard, without devotion, large-armed one !
To reach renunciation; but the sage

Having devotion soon the Brahma attains.
Devoted, pure, one who restrains his mind, e
Who rules his senses, and identifies

Himself with each and every creature, le,

Performing action, is untainted still.

® Stunkar renders FATI by FI(H_(scil. FHI ) LA, It may .
glso be devotion by means of them. In substance the two meauings
coincide,

¥ Compare Chap. XVIII. 2 et seq.

1 As Siidhar says, by the Karmayog, one obtains purity of mind,
and, by means of that, obtains salvalt)ion through right kunowledg:,
By the Salguyfw, he also obtains the same indirect effects of the

Karmayog practised before, This is stated in the next Stanza,



34 BHAGAVADGITA. ’ [661-680]

He thinks, who hath devotion, knowledge, real,

That he does nothing, when he sees, hears, sleeps,
 Touches, smells, moves, eats, breathes, talks, takes, or gives,
Raises or drops the eyelids, but believes

The senses with their objects deal. ® He who performs'
Action, and offers it to the Supreme, f

Without attachment, is not touched by sin,

Like to the lotus-leaf by water. Men

Who are devoted, from attachment free,

Action perform for purity of soul,

With the.mere body, mind, or resolution,

Or even the senses.§ The devoted man,

Abandoning the fruit of acts, obtains

Lasting tranquillity. || He who’s attached

To fruit, without devotion, is chained down

By action. 'T'he embodied soul at ease

Within the city of nine portals 9 lies,

Not doing nor causing, § self-controlled, all acts
Forsaking by the mind.§ "Tis not the Lord

Actious or agency creates 'mongst men,

3 Compm:e Chap. III. St. 28 (line 435). Our rendering of which is
supported by this passage.

t Compare Chap. III. St. 30 (line 461).

f A very common simile in our ancient literature.

§ With the body, bathing and so forth; with the mind,-meditation

and so forth; with the ficulty of resolution, the ascertainment of
the truth; with the senses, the hearing and celebrating of Gud’s name

and so forth—S'ridhar,
|| Compare Chap. II. 70-71 (line 337 et seq). -

G 37 A0ER F0f g@ A @7 AT s § rITeET.
3 I.e. not causing anything to be doue.
$ Compare III. St. 30. Hers Slankar takes HWFAl to mean B7:7(-

é#4944l, which he interprets there to mean Fﬁ%’jﬁl.
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Nor yet does he connect action an fﬁ%t ; ‘
But Nature only works.® The Lord receives
The sin or merit of none. + Knowledge is hid
By ignorance, thence do all beings err.
Knowledge, however, to those who have destroyed
By it their ignorance, shows like the sun
The Being Supreme. And those who in their minds
Have Him alone, whose soul is one with Him,
Who firmly rest on Him, whose final goal
Is He, they go—go never to return—
Their sins destroyed by knowledge. Ona cow,
An elephant, a dog, a Chéindil too,
And on a Brihman of humility
And learning wise men look alike.} Even here
They have conquered the material world, § whose mind
Is eciua.ble. They are with the Supreme;
For the Supreme is equable, above

Defects. He who has knowledge of the Brahma,

Whose mind is steady, who is not confused,

® Sridhar and Madhusidan say that this is an answer to
the difficulty,.—How can man get rid of acts, when he is
but a dependent ageutin God’s hands? ¥79r7, the word used in the
original text, and translated by ‘Nature,” isrendered by 9314, in
S‘ankar’s commentary,

1’ Sankar renders 93 by s7reql. Madhusidan says THIHT @1dr,

I According to S'ankar and Madhus@dan, the Brdhman has the qua-
lity of Sattva or Goodness, the cow that of Rajas or Indifference, and
the glephant and the rest that of Tamas or Badness. S'ridhar says,
the Bidhman and the Chdudil are instances of a difference as to

acts ; the ele;-)hant &e. of difference as to class.

§ afr, the original word, is paraphms’ed by §+H ‘birth’ in 8’ankar’s
commentary, and by §&r¢ in S'ridhar’s,



36 BHAGAVADGITA. [700-724]

And who is with the Brahma,® does not feel
Delighted, finding pleasures, nor is grieved
Coming by ills. One who to external things

Is wnaddicted, feels the happiness

That’s in oneself; and by devotion joining

His own soul wlth the Brahma, he obtains
Eternal happiness.t Oh Kuntis’ son!
Enjoyments which out of the touch arise

Of the sensesf are a certain source of ills.

They do begin and end;§ a prudent man

No pleasure in them feels. He who can bear,
Even here, ere he is from this body freed,

The agitations which desire and wrath
“Produce, he is devoted, happy he.

He who within himself feels happiness

And pleasure; and the light of kn'cwledge finds,
That devotee, one with the soul Supreme,
Attains the Brahmic bliss. The sages, too,
Whose sins have perished, and whose doubts destroyed,
Who do restrain themselves, who are intent

On universal happiness, obtain

The Brahmic bliss. To those ascetics, who
Restrain their minds, and keep themselves aloof
From anger and desire, who know the soul,

At hand|| is the Brahmic bliss. He who excludes

¥ . e. who has renounced all acts—S’ankar.

+ This follows the commentators, and that is the best sense to be,
got out of the passage as it stands. Mr. Thomson mentions an
emendation, which, if adopted, would make it much clearer.

{ The original is simply ‘“from the touch.”” It means from the

" touch of the senses and their objects, Compare Chap. IIL. St. 14.
§ Compare ‘ they come andgo’ in Chap. I1[. St. 14 (line 176).
| The commentators say ‘on both sides’=—before and after death.
At hand is also admissible, I think,
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)

The objects of the 8senses, "twixt the brows
Centres his vision,® making the upward wind
And downward even, does within the nose
Confine their- movements, wlho yestrains his mind,
His senses, and lLis faculty as well

Of fixed resolve,f the sage whose final goal
Is mere salvation, who is free from fear
Desire and anger, he is ever saved.

One knowing me attains tranquillity,

Me—the great God of ali the worlds, the friend
Of, all things living, me who do enjoy$

All sacrifices and all penances.

Chapter VI.

Kg‘ishna. He who, regardless of the fruit of acts,

Performs his duty is tle devotee,

He the renouncer, not he who discards

The sacred fire, nor who no acts performs.
That which is called renunciation; know,
Oh PAndu’s son! to be devotion, since
None can become a devotee, unless

All fancies § he renounces. Action’s said

R

* The power of seeing; the original is 94: which must be thus
interpreted here. Compare .Chap. VIIL St. 10. (line 1037). Mr.

Thomson says ‘confines. his gaze to the space between the eyebrows’.
But how can that be done ?
-t The same word which has been rendered before by *resolution’
or ‘steady resolution.’

T Stidhar suggests an alternative rendering * protect,” which is also
admissible. £

§ These, as said before, give riso to desires; see Chap. 1V, St.
19 (ling 538 ) and note there.



-

v,

38 ; BH__AGAVADG’I‘TA. . [745 766 ]
''o be a means to that wise man who wants’
To rise up to devotion ; and to Lim,
When that is reached, tranqguillity is said

To be a means.. Then is one spid to have reached
Devotion, when all fancies casting off,
One censes to attach oneself to things—
The ohjects of the senses—or to acis.
One should raise oneself by one’s mind, nor cast
Oneself down,® for one's friend as well as foe
Ts one’s mind only. To him who lhas restrained
Himself + even by his own mind, is his mind G
Friendly ; but then to one without restraint,
One’s own mind like an enemy behaves,
Injurious He who has restrained_himself,
And who is tranquil, has a soul intent
Wholly upon itself, § in cold and heat,
Tn honour and dishonour, pain and joy.
He who restrains lLis senses, satisfied
] With knowledge and experience, § who unmoved

By aught, looks on gold, sod, and stone alike,
Is called a devotee. 1Ie's most esteemed,

Who thinks alike of good and sinful men,

* The words for self and for mind in this and following lines are
the same., But the meaning is to be distinguished as above. Raise’
scil. out of this mortal world. ° Mind’ means according to Ma-
dhusfilan * discrimination.” *Cast down,” Madhuslidan renders by
“Mergs in the ocean of this world.’
- 1 Here si(zAr or self must mean, I think, the  senses &e.” as in S‘;.
10 (line 770). ]

‘1 gAIfzq; is rendered by 37HFE: in Sridhar’s, by AT
949 in Slankar’s, Comientafy. |

§ See aboye Chap. IIL. St. 41 (line 495).

1) -



(767-790] " CHAPTER VI,

Of friends, acquaintances, and enemies,

Of the indifferent, those that side with both,
Of relatives, and those thiat merit hate.
Devoid oflholles, restraining mind and sense,
Alone, without belongings,® and retired,
Seating himself with firmness in a place,
Tidy, and not too high nor yet too low,
With cloth and skin and Kus’-grass covered over,
A devotee should in"devofiop still

Engage. There, fixing on one point his mind,
The workings of the senses and his thouglhts
Restraining, sitting in his seat, he should
Practise devotion for self-purity.
Firm-seated, holding body neck and head
Unmoved and even, looking at the tip

Of his own nose, not looking round abouﬂ
Tranquil at heart, devoid of fear, the vows
Of celibates T observing, and hLis mind
Restraining and concentering on me, he
Should sit devoted, given up to me.}

Thus practising devotion, and his mind
Restraining constantly, a devotee

Arrives at that tranquillity which leads

At length unto salvation, and attains

b

* Compare Chapter IV. 21. s{r:dr (sense) = 33 —Commentators,

t The original is F&I9I{R which may be conveniently rendered
by celibates. It is the stage before a man becomes a Grihastha; or

‘married housebolder, and in which he lives with his preceptor to

learn with him.

1 As distinguished from ‘with mind concentrated onme,” ¢ given

up to me’ must be taken, as it is by S7idhar, to mean “to

whom I am the final goal.
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Assimilation with me. Neither Le,

Oh Arjun! who eats too much, nor yet who
Eats not at all, not he who is disposed

To too much sleep, nor he who’s ever awake,
Attains devotion. He who takes due food
Anﬂ exercise, at work toils duly, sleeps
And rises duly, the devotion gets
Destructive of all misery. When the mind
Restrained, is steadied on the Soul alone,
Then he who is indifferent to all’

Objects of longing is “ devoted” called.

As standing in a windless place, a light
Moves not, that is the parallel employed
About a devotee, who has restrained
' His mind, and in devotion ® is engaged.
That break of all connexion with all pain

Is called devotion, one should mnderstand,
Wherein the mind ceases to work, restrained
By practice of devotion;{ where one sees

* The ongmn.l word here rendered by ¢ devotion” is still ‘gray!
but with the addition of 37:H:. The same remark is to be made
on Stanzas 10 and 15 and 28 (lines 774-786-833). What is meant
here is concentration of mind.

$ Mr. Thomson renders (&7l the original expression, by “wor-
ship in devotion.”” That is certainly wrong. This definition of
« deyotion’ sins against one of the logicgl rules of definition, by in-
cluding the word. g itself in a definition of bi7e ] i - but this ds
only apparent, [ think, The word JAT defined means, I think, the
union of the individual with the Supreme Soul-TTHFAM FFTE
Fre+ Iray:, as S'ridbar says. The other word devotion, that to which
this note is attached, means the stopping of all workings of the
mind—the fﬁ'ﬂiﬁrﬁ'{ﬂﬁr which Patanjali speaks of.



[810-831] ' CHAPTER VI. | 41

Onegelf by oneself, * and is satisfied’

Within oneself; where one attains that joy,
Transcendent, knowable by the mind alone,
Beyond the senses ; which attained, one never
Swerves from the truth ; and which acquired, one thinks
No other acquisition higher still;

Fixed in which, one cannot be shaken off
Even by the greatest misery. With fixed mind,
And undespairing heart,+ should be attained
This same devotion. Casting off desires,
Without exception, of the fancy born,}

-

Restraining all the senses on all sides

- With the mind only,§ one should by slow steps

Become unmoving,|| with a firm resolve
Coupled with courage,q and upon the soul
Steadying the mind, should think of nought. \Vhelever

- The active and unsteady mind breaks forth,

There should it be restrained, and held confined
Upon the soul alone. Then happiness
Supreme comes to this devotee, whose mind
Is fully tranquil, who is free from sin,
Who his Indifference® has tranquilized,

* AFERAL GANHIREEART 0T JraE aq-gq —S'ankar,

¥ Mr. Thomson’s translation here, which follows Schlegel’s, i8 not
at all satisfactory to my mind. The explanation given by the com-

mentators is not only admissible, but makes perfectly clear and

good sense.
» 1 See above St. 4 (line 749).

§ Compare Chap. ILL St. 7. (line 390).
|| Comp. St. 20 (line 808).
q aﬁfw THAT is S'ankar’s paraphrase of the onomal This, to &

eertain extent, explains St. 23 (line 818),
$ The Second of the three qualities about which see Noterand

IHustrations,
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And merged himself into the soul Supreme. —
Thus practising devotion constantly,

The devotee, free from all sin, obtains

"With ‘ease the highest happiness, the touch®
Of the Supreme. And the devoted man,
Regarding all alike, sees in the soul

Al beings, and in all beings sees the soul. |
He who sees me in every thing, as well

As all things in me, Lim I never forsake,
And he forsakes me not.} That devotee,
Who worships me existing in all beings,
Convinced that all is one, exists in me,
However living.§ Arjun! he is thought
The greatest devotee, who looks on all
Pleasure and pain alike, comparing all

With his own|

Arjun. Slayer of Madhu! I see not
How this devotion (which thou hast declared)
Through equanimity, can be sustained
Firmly, because of fickleness ;9] for, Krishnal
’l‘hie mind is fickle, turbulent, and strong,
And obstvinate ;- and its restraint, I think,

Is difficult as the wind’s. _
Knshna Oh large-armed one!

Doubtless the mmd is difficult to restrain,
) Comp. Chap. V. 7 (line 659) and other passages.

+ Sridhar says this means HI&FRIT, Qnmnda.giri takes it to mean

qrZfesT, which would appear to be the closer interpretation.

1 I. e. Ho always sees me, and I always look favourably on him.
§ Even abandoning all action, says S'ridhar.

Il I. e. Who believes that plaasure and pain are liked and disliked.

by others as they are by himself.
€ I, e, the fickleness of the mmd as shown in the next hna.

P
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And fickle too; but then, Ol Kunti’s son !

It may by practi:e and by unconcern,®

Be still restrained. Devotion, I conceive,

Is liard for one devoid of self-restraint ;

But for one, who restrains himself, and makes

Iifforts, ’tis possible to achieve by means

Of measures apt |

.l‘l'jllll. ' Oh Kiisbna what’s the end

Of one, who’s not a Yati,T wlho has faith,

Whose mind is from devotion sheken, and who

Has not attained it fully ? Does he go

To ruin like a broken cloud, being lost

To both, deluded, on the Brahmic pathi

Unsteady, large- armed one! Krishna, be pleased

This doubt of mine entirely to remove,

For none except thee can remove the doubt.
»Kl‘iShlla. Nor here, nor in the next world, Pritha’s son )
Is ruin for Lhim, for none, dear friend ! who does
Good deeds,. comes to an evil end. A man
Fallen from devotion goes into the world

Of Holy Beings, dwells there many a year,
And then is born into a family

Of great and holy men; or even le’s born
Into a family of devotees

Of talent ; for more difficult to obtain

Is such a birth in this world. Then he comes

o« " 3{[311 means indifference to worldly good.
T fg@parg: says S4hidhar—one who does not keep up his

exercise of devotion. T d is interpreted to mean one who is assiduous,

‘Bee too line 590. . g
§ ‘Both’ refers to Heaven the frujf of action, and emancipation

the fruit of devotion. ‘The Brahmic path’is the path which leads
to the Brahma, :
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In contact with that knowledge which belonged -
To him the previous birth,* and then again
Offspring of Kuru! for perfection works.
For even reluctant,t he is led away
By that same former practice, and transcends
The word divine,f although le only wish
To learn devotion. Devotees, however,
Who work with might and main,§ whose sins are cleared, °
Reaching perfection after many births,
Attain the goal supreme. The devotee
To the ascetic is superior deemed,
Superior to the man of knowledge|| too,
Superior to the doer of mere acts,
Therefore, do thou become a devotes,
Oh Arjun! And among all devotees,
He is by me the most devoted deemed,
~ Who, with his inmost soul upon me fixed,
And being full of faith, doth worship me.

A The knowledge about the Brahma.
t So Stidhar interprets sirar:, He says a:ara’mmrmmﬁ

P f-m

This meamno may be derived from its orlgmal meaning ¢ not

master of oneself.” Comp. Chap. IIIL. 5 (line 384).
I He rises above the fruits of the actions prescribed in the Veds—
S'ankar and S'ridhar., He becomes fit for the Jnin stage and rises
- above the Karma stage—Madhusfidan.
§ As contrasted with the other who might be said to work half-
healted}y. S’ankar renders the original here thus : —HgeRIGTHIATe

fFas e et ().

fl According to the commentators one who is learned in the S%a-

tras and their meanings.
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Chapter VII. ‘
Krishna. And listen now, Oh son of Prithi ! Low,§ .

With thy mind fixed upon me, and on me
Resting, and practising devotion, thou

Mayst without”doubt fully know me. I will speak
To thee of knowledge and experience® too,

Exhaustively. That known, nothing remains

For thee to know. Tl.nou.smlds of men among,

"T'is only some that for perfection work.

And even 'mongst those that do work for and reach
Perfection, some alone do truly know me.

Earth, water, fire, air, space, mind, fixed resolve,
And egoism, my Nature’s thus eight-fold
Div'ided.f This a lower form: but know
Another and a higher Nature, which

Oh large-axmed one! is anmimate,f and holds

This world. Know that these§ are the womb of all

: }i}xistences- I am as well the source.

¥ Compa;e Chap. IIL. St. 41 (line 495) and VI. 8 (line 763).

t Compare Chap. XIII, St. 5 (line 1663). For ‘my nature’
eomp., Chap. IV. St. 6. This is in accordance with the
Siukhya Philosophy. Chap. I. Sttra 61 of the current
Sankhya Aphorisms says in one part THAJIFRTAZHUIHTTST =
ﬂ:ﬂ[ﬂ‘lvgzmrﬁr?a'm:r\, where H%’r;{\is identical with 3!?,’: in the' text ;
the Tanmitras are subtle rudiments of the earth and so forth in
our text; and the first of the FHAH=FIH is the ‘ mind’ in the Giti.

st Y ﬁqﬁag{m’ say the commentators, the power which sustains

the material world,
§ The commentators take ‘Q’FF{\' to refer to both the forms of

Nature mentioned. Mr. Thomson tukes’it to refer only to the latter.

I prefer the rendering of the commentators, as being supported
by Chap. XIII. 26 (line 1733). .
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As the destroyer of the Universe.

Oh Conqueror of wealth ! nothing exists
Besides, superior to me. In me all

Is woven as pearls in numbers on a thread.

I am the taste® in water, Kunti’s son!

I am the light in both the sun and moonj

I am the “Om” in all the Veds; I am sound
In space; and manliness in human beings;

T am the fragrance in the earth; T am *
Refulgence in the fire; vitality

In every creature; I am austerity t

In the ascetic, and Ol Prithd’s son !

Know me of all existences the seed

Eternal. I am the intellect of those

Of intellect ; the glory I of those

Glorious 1’, and of the strong the strength untouched
By fondness or desire :§ love too I am,

Prince of the Bhérats ! in all living beings,

To piety unopposed. || All states of mind,

Or by the quality of Goodness caused,

Or of Indifference or Badness, know

* T A FITATHEATT: ait|wal @ ACYAT AG aEITIA:
Madhusidan, TET-AFFT&TAN AT sT(AE e [¥gF: Sridhar. Se
with the rest also. - ; ;

$ I. e the power to bear the ¢ pairs of opposites’—S'ridhar and
M.d.dhusudtm #i0

{ gi=y is the synonym for ds7g given by the commentators,
Madhunﬁ lan adds 9T unmrarm ’I(Jf;ilmﬂvﬂtr

§ Desire is the wish'to obtain what has not been obtained. Fond-
ness is the wmh to retain what has been obtained. :

|| Mr, Thomson, who speakss of the ¢ egregious error’ of his pra-
decessors, has not rendered this expression accurately in tmuslatmg

_it by “ which is prevented by uo law.”
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To be from me alone; not I in them®

But they in me exist. Tlis universe

‘By thesé three states, (born of the qllil]i'tie-S),'r
Deluded, knows not me, greater than they,

And inexhaustible. Because divine

Is this delusion of mine, the result

Of the qualities, and difficult to transcend.

Therefore those only this delusion cross,

~ Who rest on me alone. Not those bad men,

Sinful and foolish, to the ways inclined

Of demons, who through this delusion are

Deprived of their discernment, ever do vest

On m#e. Ol Arjun! men of classes four,

Doers of good, it is, that worship me—

He that’s distressed, and he too who desires
Knowledge, Prince of the Bhiwrats! e who \wants
Wealth, and he wlo has knowledge.t And of these,
The man of knowledge, who’s devoted still,

Who worships me alone, the lLighest stans,
For to the man of knowledge, I am dear
Above all things, and he is also dear

To me. Good are they all, but I regardl

As my own self the man of knowledge, who
With soul devoted me alone accepts—

Me the goal unexcelled. After the close

B 3 y
Of many lives, the man of knowledge, knowing

* They do not dominate over me, but I dominate over them.

o gﬂrqa;’ the original, isrendered by g’ﬁ[‘?’h‘.’}; ’T".’f;‘f:' (Starkar.)
and Wid: @33 (Sridhar,) '

T Here tho'commentatdrs interpret ﬁr:ﬁ as meaning ‘ ons who has
knowledge of the soul’ not as iu Chap, VI. St, 46. (liue 891),
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That Vasudev is all, looks up to me.®

Such a high-minded man is hard to find.

Those who of their discernment are deprived

‘By various desires, to other Gods

Look up, performing various rites, controlled

By their own nature.t Whosoever desires

With faith to worship, as a devotee,

Any one form, } his faith to that alone

I render firm. With that faith furnished, hLe
That form seeks to propitiate, and thence

The pleasant things he wants receives, yet sent
By me alone. DBut that fruit, thus obtained

By these men, undiscerning, perishes. .
Those who the Deities worship go to them,§

My worshippers to me. The ignorant

Think me unseen possessed of form, not knowing
My inexhaustible, high, unexcelled

Essence.|| "Tis not to all I am known, concealed

* 77717 is explained to mean WS by Sridhar and Madhusfidan;
77714 by Sankar. And see XV. 4 (line 1860). :

+ ¢ Rites)—literally ‘regulations—S'ridhar instances fasts and so
forth. ‘Nature’ is here again explained to mean the §+HI=ATIFTH-
LA, or as S'ridhar puts it, TIRAETEAL.

t Scil. of the Divinity. ' _

§ And the Deities are not eternal, but as Sridhar says dFHIF:,
‘Therefore the fruit these worshippers obtain is but esphemneml.'l

| 313 is interpreted to mean ¥&T by the commentators. Mr.
. Thomson observes on this passage, that ¢ our philosopher would seem
to be cutting his own throat on this ground,” but I am not sure
that that is so. The true meaning. seems to be, that the ignorant

think the Divine essence of Vishnu to be no higher than is mani-
e

fest in the human incarnation, and that gives them no idea of the
purity and eternity of the happiness to be enjoyed by propitiation
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By the delusion of my mystic power.®

This world, deluded, knows not me unborn

And inexhaustible. Oh Avjun! I

Know things that have been, things that are, and things
That shall be; me, however, nobody knows.

Oh Bharat’s child! killer of enemies!

All creatures, when created, are confused

Through the delusion, by the pairs produced

Of opposites, arising out of likes

And dislikes. <Men of meritorious acts,

Whose sins have reached their close, firm in their vows, T
Worship me, freed from the delusion caused

By these pairs. Those who for release from death
And old agef strive, resting on me, know well

The Brahma, the Adhyitma, and all acts.

And those who know me with the Adhibhit,

And with the Adhidaiv, the Adhiyajna—

of Vishnu This, says Krlshna. i8 wrong. Men ought not to confine
their view to the human fmm which, for a special purpose, I have
~assumed, but look to my real essence, which is far higher, and

judge from that., Compare Chap. IX. St. 11. (line 1136).
* Compare Kathopanishad III. 12. S'ankar thus “explains

AAACA. A AT IHRTET G A0 A3 S'ridhar says A gw-
M7 ATAFT: AAMISE: § 7 A04r; Madhusfidan says 37 @7 &-
FoT&I5AI(A40 A, I follow S'ridhar as being supported by Chap.

IX. St. 5. (line 1114) “My mystic power creates a veil around me
which not every one can pierce through.”

J Slankar says CIRT TCAMIAT AAFET IIUCANTAT HHAAT
LR 5779, Sridhar says Qilf‘:ﬂ-‘{:; and Madhusfidan &3 ¥3193
A @ ST OIF AATAEAAET g,

I Mr. Thomson proposes to read S§=§{TT for S(AT9, which
might, perhaps, be a good suggestion, bdt for its breaking the metre.

And see too Chap, XIII St. 8. (line 1671) and Chap., XIV. St. 20
(line 1823), .



-4

50 BHAGAVADGITA. - [997-1009]

Those men, posseséed of ‘minds devoted, know
Me also at the time they hence depart.®

Chapter VIIIL

Arjun. What is that Brabma, what the Adhyitma, what
Those acts, Oh best of Beings! what is called

The Adlibhat, and what the Adhidaiv ?

And slayer of Madhu! who’s the Adhiyajna,

And how within this body ; and how too

'L_Art thou known by the men of self-restraint,

When they depart hence ?
Krishna. Brahma is the Supreme,

The Indestructible ; its changef is called
The Adhyatma; and the offering which is

The cause of the production of all things
And their development— that is called act.}

* All this is ‘explained in the next Chapter.

¥ @z, S'ridhar says &F€IT FHT TIATA SIF&IT e 1,
Slankar says 7T&7 d37: NfA%€ HAATFANT: TaEr 3 HWIT: TH(q:.
Madhusfidan says FITTETAT SIEH(T AEAFFA AFA TARARANH -
H'«:’-IFT I do not think that Mr. Thomson'’s translation is satisfactory,

bat his explanation follows that of the commentators. ¢ Change,’ too,

is not an unexceptionable rendering; bub it is better than ‘natare,’

as showing that €317 is used in a somewhat unusual sense here,

t FrdEaT IEICEEE: §O F508 (73T ~S ‘ankar. From the
offerings to the Gods are produced all things. Compare Chap. TII.
St. 14. (line 411). This is meant, says Sridhar, as only an indication,
an example, of all acts. Therendering ‘production and development’
is according to S'ridhar. S'ankar says WA WIT YT HEAFAl I-T"'Mﬁ( -

FTH FOAM JAHAGIFA TATTATRC G0
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The Adhibhit is- all things perishable.”

The Adhidaivat is the Primal Being.t

Best of embodied ounes ! the Adhiyajua

Is I myself—I in this body here.}

And he who at the time of death departs,
Abandoning his body, of me alone

Thinking be does into fny essence come,
Withont all doubt. Likewise, whichever form
He thinks on, when this body he forsakes

At last, to that, Oh Kunti’s son! he goes,
Having been used to think upon it.§ Hence
Always remember me and fight, thy mind
And steady resolution on me fixed,

‘Thou wilt come to me aloné, there is no doubt.
For he, OL Prithi’s son! who with his mind,

Of the devotion of repeated thought|

-

* 1 follow the commentators here also. Mr. Thomson takes the
words here to mean ¢ (my) own indivisible (sic. it should be divisible)
nature,” but there is no word answering to ‘ (my) own’ in the text. 3y
means ‘ things,” and I think the sense given by the commentators
ndmiésible: And see, Stanzas XIX., XX, XXI. (lines 1Q67 et sq.),
and also Chap. XV. St, 16. (line 1905). &TNII7: may also be taken
as answering to &¥3[T: above. See further Notes and Illustrations.

t Fua: ﬁﬁﬂ"imﬁ says S'ridhar, following S’ankar here as
elsewhore.

| I. e as Krishna. On all these terms Mr. Thomson’s note may ba
ysefully consulted. They refer to the various manifestations of the
Brahma,

§ S‘ankar says ARATWTWZT: & HFT: WARTAINTEAT T, S'ri-
dhar has the following T¥F Wil WEAFFF=AT 97 WIAEAAT ITAATT:,
Madhusfidan states and agrees with ¢both of these interpretations
which, indeed, are not very different from one another..

I Deyotion here again should be understood as meaning HRIY
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Possessed, and steadied on one only, thinks

Of the Supreme and Heavenly Being,® goes

..To him. He who doth meditate upon

The ancient sage, the ruler, more minute

Than the minutest atom, the creator

Of all, of form incomprehensible,

Like the sun brilliant, and removed beyond
Darkness, with faith, and with a steady mind,
And with the power of devotion, well
Concentering his breath between his brows,

At the hour of death, goes to that Being Supreme,
Divine. I will speak in brief to thee about

The seat, which those who know the Veds do call
The Indestructible, which those who wish

- Practice the life of celibates,i and which
Ascetics enter, from affections free.

He who all paths] stops up, and in the heart
Confines the mind,§ shuts up the breath within

or concentration of mind, as in Chap., IV.St.28 (line 588). So says
Madhusfidan. S’ridhar understands by 137 ameans, 3777, S'ankar
.does not explain the word. Compare Chap. XII. St. 9 (line 1609).

*# Slankar says on the word =777, mmqﬁrq&ﬂqgwm-
f‘a?ﬁaa\r, and he takes the next stanza as going with this;-.a’trg-
eagEmATT T3 8379, S'ridbar says TS TR FAAE
FMA(AF g7d, With this Madhusidan agrees.

t See note on Chapter VI. St. 14 (line 784.).

t ZITAT is explained to mean *ETF by S'ridhar and Ma-
dhusfidan, and apparently S‘ankar also. May it not refer to the 7 TE0T
“veferred to in Chapter V. St. 13. (line 677)? ;

§ FHATARTTHIFAFTY: says S'ridhar. With this agrees Ma-
dhusfidan, and also S‘aukar? I thiuk, but he says simply fF:q=T.
grarEr. It describes the state in which, as Wordsworth says,

¢ Thought is not.’
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The head,® adopts a firm devotion, utters

The single syllable “ Om ”—the Soul Supreme, |

And thinks of me, and goes abandoning B
The body thus, reaches the goal supreme. |
‘To him, Oh Prithd’s'son! who meditates

Always on me, with mind not elsewhere moving,

And without break, and who’s a devotee

Devoted still, T am easy of access.

The high-minded ones coming to me, do nover

Return to life—transient, a house of woes—

Having attained supreme perfection. Worlds

Oh Arjun! up to that of Brahmai, all

Are fated to return, but Kunti’s son!

Coming to me, there is no birth again.}

Those who a day of DBralmi know, which ends
After a thousand ages, and a night

Which ends after a thousand ages, are

The men who know both day and night.§ All things

* Compare St. 10 (line 1035 ) suprd.

1 I. e signifying the Supreme Soul H%I”TI[TT-IFMHIT\ sayg S'ankar,
Comp. Chap: XVII. St. 23 (line 2075). X

I That is to say, persons, who go to any of the worlds up to and

including the world of BrahmA, are destined to be born again. Ouly
those who reach Vishnu’s abode are rid of birth and death for ever.

§ S'ankar says, that this explains why the abodes of Brahmi and
the others are held to be not everlasting. The reason is, that they
are limited by time; they are not beyond time. S'ridhar says, that
the intention is to show how the higher worlds are superior to the -
‘ three worlds’ so called, and thus to explain those texts in which the
aftainment of those other worlds is stat:d as something execellent,
a doubt arising about their value from what has just been said about
their not being everlasting. Madhusfidgn agrees with S'ankar. §1-
dhar’s note on the ‘Yugs’ may be here epitomised. A human year
i a day and night of the Gods. 12000 years made up of days of this
duration make up the ¢ quaternion of ages.” A thousandsuch ‘quater-
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Perceptible are born from “The Unperceived” ghd ]

Upon the approach of day; and they dissolve" ;
In that same thing, called “The Unperceived,” upon s <3
The approach of night.® This mass of entities,

Also, produced once and again, dissolves L
Upon the approach of night; and Prithd’s son!

Upon the approach of day, devoid of power,
oIt is sent forth.+ There is an entity,

However, unperceived, apart from this

Which is perceivef{, above it, and eterne,

Which perishes not, though all these entities

Do "pe_rish——it is called The Unperceived,

The Indést;ucfible; the highest goal

They call it; that attained, none ever returns.

That’s my Supreme Abode.t Oh Pritha’s son'!

This Highest Being, who all this pervades,

Tn « whom live all existences, can through

Devotion undivided be attained ,
The time, Prince of the Bharats! I will tell thee, ?h;f,
When devotees that go, go to return, >
Or never to return. The flame of fire,

The day, the light half-month, and the six months

pions’ make up a day of Brahmd, anda similar one his night. Of'such '
days and nights Brahm) has 100 years as the measure of his life.
% Compare Chap. 1I. St. 28. (line 267). S'ankar says 3730 means

gaqa: &Il The same idea as here may be seen in Kilidisa’s

Kumir Sambhav IL. 8. 5T

+ 87737 is said to mean 3EIF-A by Sankar. Sridhar says FRIZ-

9(A+d : G, See Chap. II1. St. 5. (line 384). It means, ‘having no will

of its own’. ‘

'§ Compare Chap. XV. St. 6.%(line 1870). HI¥, which means abode,

~ plso means ‘glory;’ and hence S'ridhar takes it here to mean HET,
The line may then mean ‘That is my supreme and glorious form.’
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of the norther‘ﬁ solstice—those who know the Bruhma,
And die in these, vepair unto the Brahma.

The smoke, the night, the dark-half, the six months
Of the southern solstice—in-this period

The devotee reaches the lunar light,®

And then returns.t These two paths, light and dark,

Ny

* The commentators endeavour very strgnuously to reconcile this
with the Vedintic propositions on the subject. (See these expounded in
the S4virak Bhashya Chap, IV, Pidd 2, Sitras 17 ef seq., and Pdd 2,

~ Satras 4-6.) They understand all the different things mentioned hera

as standing for the Deities appertaining to them. Thus Fire means the
God of Fire and so on. S’ankar also suggests an alternative inter.
pretation for the first two, Fire- and flame, namely that they both
gignify Deities presiding over time. But this I do not quite under-
stand. The whole interpretation presents this difficulty,that the pas.

- sage purports to state the time in which one dying returns not to the

world, Sridhar gets over this by explaining the whole passage as
follows :—IEH=FBIHIRATTAMSAA AN AT A2, THFAA -

HuEE F O § F@MaraiATsEd anf ®4Es@, The sub-

stance of this is that ¢ the time when’ neans ¢ the path, indicated by
a Deity presiding over time, by which.” It is somewhat difficult to
accept this interpretation. Aund Sankar’s remarks under Brahma
Sutra 1V. 2. 21 evidently show, that he thought the passage ought
to be taken to refer to ‘time,’ aRhough he hints at a different
interpretation. One difficulty still remains, however ; what is the
meaning of ¢ fire’ when the question is about time’ ? S'ridbar
BAyS that the word ‘ time’ is used here, having regard to the large
number of words signifying parts of time, although ‘fire’ 1tself

has no connection with time. SITSATAN: HKISAIAWET RGIEEE

UEsERFET FPAET 8RR AR TR B AEA BRI -

&&H. Iown, I baveno clear notion of the meaning of the word ‘fire’

here. The dificulty almost tempts me to accept even the meaning
g'iva;1 by the commentators to the whole passage.

+ My, Thomson thinks, that this whole passage has a metu.phorical
force, and that itis the Philosophers .of the Uttar _Mimﬁnsa schrfol,
who have made the mistake of iuterpreting it literally. I think
the passages in the Chbindogyopanishad, which seems to be
the original of the passage in the Giid, cannot be understoods
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Are deemed to be eternal in this world.® ’

Taking the one, one goes never to return,
By the other comes again. No devotee,

Oh son of Prithit! knowing these two paths,
Is ever confounded;{ therefore, Arjun! be
Possessed at all times of devotion. Thist
Knowing, the devotee rises above

All the holy fruit Jaid dbwn for penances,
Yor study of the Veds, for giving alms,
For sacrifices ; and he does repair

To the transcendent, the primeval, seat,

—
9

Chapter 1X,

Krishna. oOf knowledge and experience—mystery
Supreme—Iwill speak to thee wlo dost not carp.
Knowing that, thou from evil shalt be freed.

. . , . .
Of sciences and secrets, tis the chief,§

metaphorically, but must be understood in the sense which
the commentators attach to it, Besides, I. cannot see why thers
chould be “much diffculty in accepting the lunar world asa place
for enjoyment of an inferior sort. After all, what is the Heaven
which the Gith speaks of in Chap, IX. St. 21, but something like the
moon? As to the ground for saying that the moon is a place
for enjoyment, that is an entirely different question, which might
be pertinently asked of several other ‘superstitions’ than this one.

* I.e.as Sridhar says, for those who are fitted for the paths of

knowledge or action. 2

+ I. e says Sridhar, does not desire Heaven as giving happi-
ness, but is steady in devotion to God ; because, T take it, he
sees that any other course would not free him from repeated
birth and death.

t I. e. All that is stated®in this. Chapter—S'ankar. ‘

§ This according to the commentators. The rendering .‘ kingly
‘Wystery’ is scarcely satisfactory. See 1 -Siddbauta Kaumudi 432.




[1105-1123] . CHAPTER IX. - 57 .

The best of purifiers, not opposed
'T'o law, directly knowable, not hard
To practise, and imperishable. Those

#in

Who on this holy doctrine place no faith,
Oh slayer of foes! obtain not me, but come
Dack to this mortal world. By me whose form
Is imperceptible, is all this world

Pervaded. All existences in me

Live,®™ but not I in them. Nor yet do these
Existences live in me. See my powert
Divine. Supporting® and producing all
Existences, my spirit stands not in them.
Know, as the mighty air, pervading all,
#lways remains in space, s0 in me stand
All these existences. Ol Kunti’s son !}
‘{Upon the expiry of a Kalpa, all things

Into my Nature§ go, at the opening

Of the Kalpa, I send them forth again. T send
Now and again this mass of entities,

* Compare Chapter VII. St. 12. (line 936). Things live in him, he
being their cause and their support. He lives not in them, because
he is untainted by anything, like space, say the commentators.
From this last standpoint, follows the mnext assertion that the
things do not live in him. Mr, Thomson’s explanation makes the
passage quite clear. _

¥+ The word used here is ff[:l'l', and S‘ankar here interprets it
thus, 75T & A7 K 2F T GRAC AAAEHT: IATOFHAL WERFA-
e, Compare. Chap. VII. St. 25 (line 980).

t On this Stidhar says sTHEZTAHTING 2413, As spaco
is untainted and unaffected by the air which yet remaius in 1t, so
1 am unaffected by all things which yet are in me. HXE¥TT (OIANT

J

says S'‘ankar.
§ Once more we have ‘my Nature.” Compare Chap. VIL St, 1

(line 910), )
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58 : BHAGAVADGITA. [1124-1139] '

Eutive, devoid of power,® by means of the power ot
Of Nature, taking its control myself.{ i i\ ;
But not these actions, Conquevor of wealth!. \f”

Shackle me,t standing like one unconcerned,

And to them unattached. Nature gives birth - ( “é
| g

To immoveables and moveables, through me

The supervisor, and in consequence

OF this,§ Ol Kunti’s son! the world moves on.
Deluded people of vain hopes, vain acts, 1§
Vain knowledge,!| who towards the natures tend¥, . - ] ,'"':

Delusive, of Asurs and Rakshases—

Fatuous, they disregard me as I am |
Tuvested with a human form, not knowing | /
. My highest natuve as great Lord of all. § [

But the high-souled ones, Oh son of Prithd! who Gt

Tend to the nature of the Gods, do know

* Compare Chap. VIIL. St. 19. (line 1068). ,
+ Comp. last note but one and line 919. We have ‘ my nature’ her

also.
t wAgE A9 FEaTaEmEna AR @3 URFEAE

gays S'ankar. B
§ I. . this supervision—+7 AZWEIAT &34 says Sridhar. Sankar |

{
|

agrees with this. : |
| Hope—that some other Deity will give them the fruits of their{
acts. The acts are vain, because they are not offered up to the |
Supreme Being. The knowledge is vain, as abounding in various L
foolish doubts and puzzles. So says S’ridhar. Madhus{idan says :i—
The hope is that their acts will yield them fruits independently of
God, As to the other two, Ma.dhusﬁd_a.u is quite at one with S'ridhar, |
9§ Tt is rather difficult to render (317 properly. ‘Adopt’ signifies an
act voluntarily done. Mr. Thomson has incline,’ and following him
I take ‘tend’ as the best word I can-find. Mr. Thomson is in error in
translating izl by deluded, It means * deluding.’ : “5
$ Compare Chap. VII. 24 (lina 972) and our note there, which is
gupported by this passage. 5



[1140-1148] CHAPTER IX. ' : 59

Me inexhaustible, and source of things,

And worship me with minds not elsewhere turned.

Always devoted, they do worship me, .

Singing my glories constantly, in vows

Steady, and working,® and saluting me

Devotedly.t And others worship me,

The sacrifice of knowledge offering up,

As one, as separate, as pervading all,}

Variously.§ I am the Kratu, I the Yajna.||

- * Working for knowledge of God’s greatness, according to S'ri-

dhar ; for an idea of his real nature, according to Madhusfidan ; for
self-restraint and such other acts of piety, says S ankar.

t Wi is the original which means devotedness. The commen-

tators render it by 9T FH—intense love.

R o ﬁ’i'—ffﬂf@ lit. having faces towards all sides, is rendered by
. [M49&T by S‘ankar ; and by qif-aF by STidhar ; and by H-ﬁ;q:{\ by
Madhus{idan.

~ § The sacrifice of knowledge Jmeans, according to S'ridhar, the
sacrifice ( 457 ) consisting in the knowledge that Visudev is all
The last words are thus explained by S'ridhar :—‘as one’ means
with the feeling of all being one; ¢ as separate’ means with a feel-
ing of difference—oneself being servant of God; ‘as all-pervading’ is
clear. ‘Variously’is taken to refer to the different forms in which
the Supreme is held before the mind, as Brahmd, Rudra, &oc
S’ankar’s interpretation is slightly different. The first™as one’ is
explained as by Sridhar ; the second by ¢with a feeling that the
sun, mo‘on,' &c., are really Vishnu in different forms’; the third by
‘ with a feeling that the Supreme exists variously.” 3247 is explained
by IEAHRILT—(worship] in a variety of ways. Madhusiidan says,
the three stages are these. In the first, the man identiﬁes himself
with the Supreme (For this he cites the Upanishad text o IRRRA

AT &7 A€ 7 Aarg ). In the second, he takes the several * Pratiks”

stated in Vedic texts ( sim&edt Fgleariar: &c ). In thethird the man

worships another Deity altogether. o
|| Kratu is that laid down in Srutis; Yajua that in Smritis, say
S‘ankar and the other commentators. ;
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I am the libation to the ﬁmnes, I

The product of the herbs ;® the sacred verse

I am; the sacrificial butter I,

1 am the fire, I am the offering,

1 am the father of this Universe,

The mother, the supporter, the grandsire,

The purifier, the thing to be known,

The Om, the Rik, the Sz‘un‘, the Yajus too,

" The goal, and the sustainer, and the Lord,

The supervisor, and the residence,}

The asylum, and*the friend, the source as well
As the destroyer, the receptacle, i

- And the support, the imperishable seed.

Heat I do cause, and showers I pour down
And stop. Oh Arjun! I am nectar, I

Am death, I am that which is, agnd which is not.§
Those who do study the three Veds, and who
The Som-juice drink, who of their sins are cleared,
Performing sacrifices for me,|| pray

A passage into Heaven, and attain

- The holy world of Indra, and there in Heaven
Enjoy the Heavenly pleasures of the Gods.

% The food produced from vegetables. S'ridhar says, it may
also mean ‘medicine.’

+ Supervisor scil. of all the acts and omissions of living creatures ;
(S'ankar) residence, is the place of enjoyment (Sridhar and Madhus-
dan). ,

i ¥7eIAd_says B ‘ridhar. Madhustidan says <39 & [Gﬂr"lﬂ'

qqEd Tl ELICIER

§ That which is gross a.nd that which is subtle (& rldha.r) Ac.
cording to S'ankar, they mean the effects and the canses—HIaH T,
|| I, e. sacrifices given to me in the form of Indra and others.



[—117’1-1191] CHAPTER IX, $1

Having enjoyed that great celestial world,

Their merit being exhausted, they return

Into this mortal world.* Those who adopt

The Vedic ordinances, for things of sense
Deanous, in this manner go and come.

To those who meditate on me alone,

And worship me, and who are constant, I

Give and preserve what’s given.T Those also, who
Being devotees of other Gods, imbued

With faith, do worship, worship me, Oh son

Of Kunti! but not as they ought.f For I,
Of‘every saorifice am both the lord

And the enjoyer.§ But they know me not
Correctly, therefore do they fall.| The men
Who to the Gods make vows] go to the gods,
And those who make vows to the manes go

To them, the worshippers of the Bhits, too, go
To them, and those who worship me to me.
Whoever with devotion offers me

Leaf, flower, fruit, water—that from that pious man,
Brought on out of devotion, I accept.

"

* Compare Brahma Sttra IIT. 1. 8. (p. 753) and Gitd line 1088.

t Constant means always given up tome. ‘Give and preserve’—the
expression is g for which compare Chap. IL St. 45 (line 274).

I Compare Chap. XVI. St 17 (line 1978). In worshipping the
other Deities, they worship Vishnu in effect, but not directly, and

net with the knowledge that they worship Vishnu, S‘ankar says
SHAMTAAA. Sridhar has HEATE A§ AW, Madhustdan follows
S'ankar. 'What follows explains these words.

§ Comp. Ghap V. St. 29 (line 734); lord=giver of the fruit.
B I. e. return to this world.

9 Compare Chap. VII, St. 23 (line 975). S'ankar says Y 79 FEa
arwy ot g, - ‘




L | 'BHAGAVADGITA. [1192-1208]

Whatever thou dost, whatever thou eatst, whatever
Thou sacrificest, and whatever thou givest,
Whatever penance thou performst, Oh son -

Of Kunti ! do as offered unto me.*

Thus shalt thou be released from ties of acts
In good or ill resulting, and possessed

Of this devotion, this abandonment, T

Freed, thou shalt come to me. I am alike

To every creature, none is odious

To me, none dear. But those who worship me
Are in me, and I am in them.f Even though
An ill-conducted man should worship me,
None other worshipping, he must be thought
A saint, for he has well resolved.§ He soon
Becomes a pious man, and then attains
Endless tranquillity. Oh Kunti’s son!.

Be thou assured,|| never is my devotee

*Compare Chap. IIL. St. 30 (line 461) and other passages.
+ g-arg—The word which has been rendered by ‘renunciation’
before. This mode of action is at once devotion and renuﬁciation.

Tt is renunciation, because it is offered to another ; it is devotion, be-
ecauso, in such a case, he cares not for the fruit of the acts. Compare

VI. 2 (line 741-2). Mr. Thomson takes &=1r& and a7 as two
different things here, and the whole as a Dvandva Compound. I pre-
for the commentators’ view supported by the passage just cited.

+ ¢They are in me’ by their devotion ; I am in them,’ as giver of
happiness to them (S'ridhar). Comp. Chap. YI. St. 30 (line 840).
S’ridhar says T4 TEHTRHT FA AT @ATFIANT T IE g4
31 FeAaE AT WHRTATAAT 77 Sqrf AT (R Agwad ARAr.

§ Namely, that the Supreme Being alone should be worshipped.

|| The commentators take HTAS(-((§ in the ordinary sense ‘de-~
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[1209-1223] CHAPTER X. ' 63

Ruined. To me resorting, even those,

Oh Pritha’s son! who are of sinful birth,®
Women, and Vais“yas, S’tdras too, attain
The goal Supreme. What needs then to be said
Of Holy Brihmaus, and of royal saints
Devoted. Having come into this world,
Transient, unhappy,+ worship me. On me
Steady thy mind ; become my devoteey
Worship me; bow to me; and thus engaged
Still in devotion,f making thy resort

Me ouly, thou sbalt surely come to me.

Chapter X.
Krishna. Once more, O large-armed one ! hear thou my words,

Important, which, solicitous for thy good,
I speak to thee delighted.§ Not the hosts
Of gods, nor mighty sages know my source ;

clare,’ and add ‘among persons who may raise disputes about it.’
This is not inadmissible, but it is rather farfetched, “apd on the
other hand, our meaning is not the usual one.

* S'ankar takes Vais'yas &c, to be specific examples of this.
Sridhar takes it to refer to 8i+&gs(Tq: and to mean f‘qig;gsr:qra';.
S'ankar says A0 TG T,

t+ Comp. Chap., VIII, St, 15 (line 1053).

» I Compare Chap. VI. St. 19 (line 805) and note there.
§ Mr. Thomson translates the word here by ¢ whom I love.’ I prefer

the rendering of the commentators, for which 375547 in Chap. IX.

St. 1 (line 1102) furnishes a good parallel. (M7 means ¢ pleases’ as in

AT T fjﬂﬁ?{': fra< | 171 &e., and’ the passive of that would

mean ¢ to be pleased,’ 7TH (important) =7TAHFFY Sridbar,



64 BHAGAVADGITA. [1224-1241]

For I am the origin of all the gods

And mighty sages. He among all men

‘Who, undeluded, knows me as unborn,

Without beginning, the great Lord of the woxld,
Is from all sins released. Intelligence,
Kunowledge,* and freedom from delusion too,
Patience, truth, self-restraint, tranquillity,
Ploasure, and pain, birth, death, and safety, fear,
Oontentment, equability, besides

Austerities, harmlessness, glory, shame,
Alms-giving—all these tempers different

Of creatures flow from me alone.§ The seven
‘Great sages, and the Manus, the Ancients four,
Whose off-spring are these people in the world,
Partaking of my -powers, all were born

From my mind.f He who rightly understands
My emanations and my powers§ thus,

Attains unmoved devotion; there is no-doubt.

* Sankar says JETAFTNT WAMAIANITEAL] . ... FEAAEHAE
EREADIE (G EETE 18 '

+ The words used in the original do not always signify ¢tem-
pors’ or states of mind. But the ‘tempers’ answering to the si-
gnifications must be understood. Compare Chapter VIL. St. 12.

ﬁ_ine 936).

t “The ancients four,” means Sariak, Sanandan, Sanitan
)
and Sanatkumér. Sankar would geem to take ¥+7({t as going with

#77: and adds grioit 37 giegT:, But the Mauus are fourteen. ¢ From
my mind’—S’ridhar says amm-mar

§ M. Compare Chap. IX. St. 5. (line 1114). On FYF see this
Chapter passim, :



[1242-1263] ' CHAPTER X. 65

The wise, being full of love,* do worship me,
Thinking that I am the source of all, that all
Moves on through me. They rest contented, pleased,
Fixing their minds on me, and offering

Tleir lives to me,T speaking of me, each other
Teaching. To these, devoted constantly,

Who with love worship, I communicate

That knowledge} by which they do come to we.
And ’tis of such men only I destroy,

Being within their hearts, the darkness born

Of ignorance, by means of the bright lamp

Of knowledge, through compassion for such men.§
Al‘jllll Transcendent Brahma thon, ‘the final goal,
The Holiest of the Holy, too, thou art.

All sages call thee the Eternal Being,

Divine, the first of Deities, Lord, Unborn.

So say the sages, so the sage divine—

Niarad—so Asit, Deval, and so Vyis;

And so, Oh Kes’av! thou tellst me thyself.

I do believe -all that thou sayst is true.

For Oh great Lord! nor god nor demon knows . -

Thy incarnation,|| thon alone dost know

* So Sridbar, S'ankar interprets the origiual word to mean,
qCATAA=ANATRr, Comp. ®wfTT Chap. XVIIL. St. 62 (line 2320).

t Sankar says WATERARCN T4 spPAr AFANEAL, Sridbar
agrees FUIfTqeii4r is the alternative he gives.

1 jw H'TTTIE[‘II’HIT\ says S'ridhar. iﬁz‘: FWITIA I 9T says
S‘ankar ; with this Madhus@dan agrees.

§ SERAT WIAIFTRTONYT: says Sankar. jﬁii-ﬁ fe7q: says STi-
dhar. There is a slight difficulty about®syief on this construetion.

I =W is ¥W7, according to S'ankar; sIW(w, sccording to



66 BHAGAVADGITA. [1264-12871

Thyself by thyself, Best of beings! Lord

OFf the Universe! Maker of all that is,

And master! God of gods! Oh be thou pleased

Thy glorious emanations to describe,

Fully, by which thou permeatest all

" These worlds. Ol glorious one!® how shall I know
Thee, fully meditating at all times ? i
In what forms of existence, Oh great Lord!

Should I upon thee meditate? Once more

Janfrdan! tell me of thy powers at length,

And of thy emanations; for to hear

This nectar, I feel no satiety.

K_l'iShl‘la. Well, first of Eurus! I will describe to thee

My emanations glorious, but the chief
Alone, for there’s no end to my extent.

I am the soul, Oh Lord of Sleep! in the hearts
Fixed, of all creatures. The beginning I,
The middle, and the end of every being.
Amongst the Adityas I am Vishnu. I
Among the shining bodies am the Sun
Beamings I am Marichi 'mongst the winds.
The Moon among the Nakshatras I am.
Among the Veds I am the Sim-ved.t I
Among the gods am Visav. I am the mind

S'ridhar who says AT SIHTFURMAWIANGAGRIY 7 FAFT A,
yremFmREmE T HE. |
® iy ArAAg aregEE didr, says Anandagiri, which seems to be
justified by the context. Otherwise it might ‘be taken as equivalent to
QU+, i .
t+ Compare Aitareya Bribman. III. 23, p. 68 (Haug's Ed.).



[1288-1315] CHAPTER X. 67

Among the senses. I am consciousness*

Among all creatures. S’ankar too I am

Among the Rudfas, and I am the Lord

Of wealth among the Yakshas, Rakshases.
Among the Vasus I am Fire. Among

Mountains hightopped I am Meru. Know, Oh son
Of Pritha! I am Bribaspati, the chief

Of priests domestic. Generals among

I am Skanda. I am ocean amongst reservoirs

Of water. And among the sages great

I am Bhrigu. I am the single syllable Om
’Mongst words. Aniong all forms of worship T am
The Jap. Amongst the firmly-fixed ones

I am the Himédlaya. Of all trees I am

The As'vattha. Sages divine among

I am Nérad. And among the Gandharvas

I am Chitrarath. Among the perfect ones

I am the sage Kapil. Among horses know
Uchchais’s’ravas I am, through the nectar found.+
Airdvat I among great elephants.

A prince 'mongst men. I am the thunderbolt g
’Mongst weapons. And among all cows I am

- The cow Kam-dhenu. Likewise I am Love
Which generates. I am Visuki 'mongst snakes.
Ananta, too I am the Nigs among.

I am Varun ‘mongst aquatic beings. I

Among the manes am the Aryama,.
Amongst the regulators I am Yam.

* Sankar says FIARLTITATIF G477, S.dhar Y7t &3-
Pael J9Ar FEAHERA, Madhusﬁ.dan P EIE £ 3:&31’;;:,'

+ I.e. found in the course of the labours for obtaining the Armrit,
namely the churning of the occan.



68 BHAGAVADGITA. [1816-1331]

Pralldd I am among the Daityas. I

Am Time among the thrings that count.® I am
‘The prince of beasts among the beasts, 'mongst birds
The son of Vinatd.t-I am the wind

’Mongst purifiers. Among those that wield
Weapons, I-am Rim.f Among the fishes, I
Am Makar, among streams the Jahnavi.

I am the beginning, as well as the end,

The middle, too, O Arjun! of creatlons.§

I am the science of the soul among

The sciences, of controversialists

The argument.|| Among the letters I am

The letter A, and 'mongst the various sorts
Of compounds I am the Dvandva.9[ I alone
Am Time eternal, the creator I

Whose faces are in all directions.$ Death

* Tt is difficult to say what this precisely means, S'ankar says #(ef: -
s@Tal w9 e #iAmEd, Sridhar FFAE qafr®iat aorat ar n‘a
FFea e, Madhustdan FFgar €@ Ao Fat g7 FSEH,
Utidor St. 33 Saukar says F(e: FBIIARHAAGATARAR: HIGL-
AT ART: FS IF: & T Aq=AIT T A &F 69T q WAL
WAl &1 7S ﬁﬁ g7 f1377:. This furnishes a passable explanation.'

T Garud.

i The son of Dasgarath,

§ St. 20 (line 1280) refers to the animate creation ouly. This verse

to everything—S‘ankar,
| 8ridhar says, 77 TATAME: (ASITENETAETIRS: g«fre?t

;Tmmr'iae{ra:.

€ Mr. Thomson’s rendering of this is quite incorrect.

$ FATBAAITH WA FAAGE ST STF AT IR (R - —
S'ridbar. See Chap. XI. St. 11 (line 1399) and note there.



(1832-1354] _CHAPTER X. : 69

That seizes all I am. I am the source

Of what's to be.® I am fame, and fortune, speech,
And memory, and patience, intellect,

And perseverance among females.t So

Among Sim-hymns the Bribatsim I am.

Among the metres I am Géyatri.

I am the Margas’irsha among the months.

The spring among the seasons. I am the game
Of dice of cheats. And of the glorious

I am the glory. I am victory,

I am industry, the goodness of the good.

I am Visudav among the Vrvishpis. I

Among the Pindavs am the Conqueror

Of wealth. Among the Munis I am Vyas.

I am the discerning Us’anas of those

Who have discernment. Among teachers I am
The rod.f I am the polity§ of those

That wish fog victory. Silence I am

"Mongst secrets.|| And the knowledge I am of those
Who knowledge have attained. Whatever's the seed
Of Arjun! of all beings, that I am.

Nothing there is, or moveable or fixed,

Which is without me. SI&yer of foes! no end

* Sankar says 337 SHRANITIRAAGIALAE F97 WARAOTAT=HT-
!m'im‘rrmqrrﬁm}:. With him S’ridhar and Madhusfidan concur.

t .... ©4r 94 FWHIARA FEAGAFTAIGANT SFHD
.’!.'aréqreqr:i qq+q —S'ankar.

t oFar FWARICTH  says S'ankar, JFGTAl 9T A uiig @
LA nf‘zaiﬁ: S’ridhar.

§ GEFEITAET says S’ridhar, a

I 7 @ qvif Rygaeansrar 149 says S'ridhar.



70 BHAGAVADGITA. [1855-1879]
There’s of my emanations glorious.

Here their extent is but in part declared

By me. Whatever thing there is of power,

‘Glorious, or splendid, know all that to be

From portions of my energy produced.

Or rather, Arjun! what hast thou to do

With this variety of knowledge ? I

Do stand, supporting all this universe

By but a single portion of myself. | '

Chapter XL

Arjun. Gone now is my delusion by the words
Momentous and mysterious, which thou hast
Spoken for my behoof, and which concern

The Adhyitma.® I have heard from thee at large,
‘Oh lotus-eyed one! of the birth and death

Of beings, and about thy greatness, too, .
‘ Imperishable. All, Oh Highest Lord!

That thou hast stated now about thyself,

Is so. But still, OL Best of Beings ! I

Desive to see thy mighty form divine.

If thou, Oh Lord! shouldst think me capable

Of looking on it, show thyself to me

Lord of Devotion ! inexhaustible. -

Kl’lSlllla In Lundreds and in thousands see my forms,"

Oh Prithis son ! all varions and divine,

Of various colours, and of various shapes.

* Literally, “called the Adhydtma,” but the commentators seem to
be correct in their interpretation whioh is followed above™31( HIARATI-
FA997_say S'ankar and Sridhar. |



[1380-1406] CHAPTER XI. 71

The Rudras, Vasus, and the Adityas,

The As’vins, as well as the Maruts, see.
Off-spring of Bharat! many a wonder seo
Unseen before. Now the whole universe,

Moving and fixed, observe hLere all in one,
Within my body, and Lord of sleep! whatever
Else too thou dost desire to see. But Oh!

Not with this eye alone of thine wilt thou

Be capable of looking at me. I

Give thee an eye divine. Do thou now see

My godly mystlc power.® -
Sanjaya Then, Oh king!

The great. Lord of Devotion, Hari, thus

Having said, showed to Prithi’s son his form—
Supreme, divine, with many a mouth and eye,
Presenting many a wondrous sight, bedecked
With many a heavenly ornament, and wielding
Many a Leavenly weapon, wearing flowers
And vestments heavenly, with heavenly perfumes
Anointed, full of wonders—the infinite

Deity “with faces turned to e\"el'y side.t

If in the Heavens all at once burst forth
The brilliance of a thousand suns, it would
Be to the brilliance of that mighty one

A parallel. Then Pindu’s son beheld,

There in the body of the God of gods,

All in one place, the universe complete,
Divided variously.f The Conqueror

®* Compare Chap. IX. St. 5 (line 1114) and note there.

¥ 00mpa.re Chap. IX, St lo (line 1147). Here, too, S'ankar says
@A aiqaraar, :

b I e. in 11:3 various divisions as gods, manes, men, and so forth—
S‘ankar,




72 BHAGAVADGITA.

Of wealth, then filled with great astonishment,
His hair standing on end, bowed to the God

[1407-1484]

~With the head, and joining hands, thus spakei—
Arjun. 1 see

Oh God! within thy body ,all the gods,

As well as numbers of the various beings ;
Seated upon a lotus-throme, the Lord
Brahmi; the sages; and the snakes divine.
With many a stomach, mouth, and arm, and eye,
I see thee on all sides, of countless forms.

Oh Lord of all, of every form! thy end,

Thy middle, thy Beginning, I see not.

I see thee with the diadem, the mace,

The discus too—a mass of splendour bright

On every side, and hard to look upon ;

All round as brilliant as a blazing fire,

Or as the sun, immeasurable. Thou

The Indestructible, the Supreme One

That’s to be known ; thou the support supreme®
Of the universe; thou the inexhaustible
Protector of everlasting piety.{

The eternal person dost thou seem to me.

I see thee, of beginning, middle, end,

Devoid; of power infinite; with arms
Unnumbered ; with sun and moon for thy eyes;
With mouths like to a blazing fire ; and heating
By thy own splendour all this universe.

The interspace betwixt the earth and sky,

And all the quarters too, dost thou pervade

* i TCRINT A saysSankar GREHT: says

S'ridhar, But

soe St. 38 (line 1509) and Chap IX, St. 19 (line 1160).

t Compare Chapter IV. 7 (line 523 ).



[1435-1462] CHAPTER XI. 73

Oh mighty one! looking upon this form

Of thine, miraculous and terrible,

Frightened are the three worlds. For here these bands
Of gods do enter thee;® some frightened pray
With joined hands ;" companies of sages great |
And Siddhas crying ““Hail praise thee with hymns
Expressive.T The Adityas, the Sadbyas togy

The Rudras, Vasus, Vis’vas, and the Winds,

« The Ushmaps, Yakshas, and the Gandharvas,

The Asurs, and the Siddhas, all amazed

Look at thee. Looking on thy mighty form, '

With many a mouth and eye, Oh large-armed one!
With many an arm, and stomach, thigh, and foot,
Fearful with many a jaw, sorely afraid

Are all the worlds as well as I. At sight

Of thee, Oh Vishnu! with eyes blazing, large,
With mouth wide open, and with numerous hues,
Brilliant, the Heavens touching, I retain

No courage, no tranquillity, afraid

Much in iny inmost soul. Looking upon

Thy faces, dreadful with the jaws, and like %
The last Fire of Destruction, pleasure none

I feel, the quarters cannot recognise.

Oh Lord of gods pervading the universe

Have mercy! All these Dhritarishtra’s sons,
Together also with the crowds of kings,

Bhishma, and Dron, this charioteer’s son too,
Hastening together with our champions chief,

* 'Vzrr'a‘rir:ﬁ? Férsq:a says Sankar. F[¥OT AITF~7 says Sridhar, unne-
cessarily, I think. 5
t THFSETRT: says S'ankar. THRDIWTCTNIM:  says Ma.
dhusddan, :
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Into thy mouth, horrific® by thy jaws,

And fearful, enter. Some appear with heads
All smashed within the spaces 'twixt the teeth
Stuck down. As flow towards the sea aléne,
The volumes of the rivers’ waters fieree, -

So do these heroes of the hnman world

Enter thy blazing ‘.nouths.‘[‘ As butterflies
With force increased} enter a blazing fire

To be destroyed, even so to be destroyed

These men with force increased enter thy mouths.
Devouring all the people from all sides,

Thow lickst them over and over with thy mouths
Blazing. Oh Vishyu ! thy fierce splendours heat
The universe, filling it with their rays.

Tell me who thou art with this awful form.

My salutations be to thee, Oh first

Of gods! have mercy! I desire to know

Thee the Primeval one, for Oh thy deeds

I understand not. ‘
Krishna. I am Death, I ambhe

Who causes the destruction of the worlds, d
Developed.§ and am now engaged about

The overthrow of the worlds. Without thee even,
The warriors in the adverse hosts arrayed

Will cease to be. Therefore be up, obtain

Glory, and conquering thy enemies,

o

i fv?fri;;m'i[ says .b’xidhar. Horrific by reason of the ‘ruggedness' and

dlstort.lon
t Compare Chap XI. 21 (line 1438).

+ @u% 3g4: says Sankar, "‘I'F'E'ﬂﬁ\ g4 says Sridhar.

¥ widl erf?';:nﬁ. say S’auka.x and Madhusﬁdan. qI%;: SPTHT ;. says

R xdhar. :
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[1488-1508] | CHAPTER XI,

Enjoy a prosperous kingdom. I have myself
Already killed them, Savyasfchin !% be 5

Merely the instrument. Dron. Bhishma; and Karna,
Jayadrath, and all other warriors too,

Heroic, do thou kill—all killed by me.

Be not distressed ; do fight ;3 and in the field
Thou shalt defeat thy foes.

Sanjaya. Hearing these avords

Of Kes’av, with.joined hands, the ecrowned one
Trembling, with salutations, once more spoke

To Krishga, overwhelmed with fright, his throat choked up,
Bowing, | |
Arjun. Oh Lord of minds, by thy renown
Attracted and delighted is the world—

Fitly. In all directions frightened fly

The demons, and the hosts of Siddhas too

Salute thee all. Why should they not salute

Thee, Higher than Brahma, First Cause of bim too 2
Oh Infinite High-minded one! Oh Lord

Of gods, who dost pervade the Universe!

- Thou the Indestructible one, that which is,

That which is not, and that whieh is beyond.}

Thou art the primal lord, the ancient Being,

4

i 2
e

¥ Arju;l, so called as he could shoot arrows with his left hand,
G0 AHT AT QT AUGI Ay 7e7—Sridbar.

* + §ridhar says §g>]HAGRIH T 7] 1T, Madhusfidan Hrﬁri]’gﬁ:f
TAMAERE | FEETIGET JAAF & || 79T GEIEAE
geaw HA7 A qIC anat sTEgIt T ASFT TG A 2T AR
7 Algd (FAT A || Siankar’s comdments are not quite clegr.
Comp. Chap XIII. 12 (line 1185).
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Thou art the last receptacle of this world,*

Thou art the subject, thou the object,T thou

The final goal, Oh polymorphous one!

Tis thou pervadest all. Thou art the Wind,

Thou Yam, Fire, Sea, Moon, and the sire of men,

And thou the great grandsire. A thousand times

Obeisance be to thee, and yet again

Obeisance to thee! In front, from behind,
_ Obeisance be to thee, from every side!

Thou all! Thou art of power infinite,

Of glory unmeasured! All dost thou pervade,

Therefore art all! Whatever was said by me
Contemptuously, taking thee to be

My friend—“ Oh Kfishna,” “ Oh Yadav,” or “Oh friend.’—
Not knowing this thy greatness, or from want '
Of caution,f or through friendship; and whatever
" Dishonour I did thee in mirth, what time

We sported, sat together, ate our food,

Or took repose, sometimes in company§

Sometimes alone, Oh Undegraded one !

For that I do apologize to thee,

The unb‘c;unded one.” Of all this universe,

Moving and fixed, thoh art the father, thou -
- Its great and venerable Lord. To thee '

# (Compare St. 18 (lin 1424). Sankar says AR AT
e aBaiar.  Sridhar has FIOI. ,
+ I use subject and object in something like the philosophical
soense, as meaning the knower and the known.,
» 1 @Ay 3ar says S'ankar, !
§ S‘ankar says JEAY AT r'im[ﬁirwn?:. S'ridhar says (after
explaining TF: by @@I=TAlj Fe@Ad It TRIEI GGAl GAGH;
; ;;zith" this Madhusfidan agrees.




[1533-1557] | CHAPTER X1, i i

2
-3

No equal is, matchless In power throughout

All the three worlds. Whence can there be a greater ?
Therefore I bow to thee, prostrate myself,

And would propitiate thee, Praisew rorthy ome !
Oh be thou pleased, Ol Lord ! to pardon me,
Even as a father does his son, a friend

His friend, or as a}husbaud Lis beloved.

Seeing this forrﬁ unseen before, I feel

Delight, but also fear overpowers my heart.

Be ple'tscd Ol world-pervading Lord of gods !
Lord ! show me that same form. I wish to see
Thee with the mace and diadem, wheel in hand.
That same fourhanded form, Oh all-formed one !
Ol thonsand-handed God! once more assume. .
Krishna. on Avjun! pleased, I have now shown to thee
Th.rougll my power mystic® this my shape supreme —
Glorious, and universal, infinite,

Primal; and seen before by none but thee.
Not by the study of the Veds, nor yet

Of sacrifices,t not by almns, not acts,
Norsget by rigid penances, can I

Be scen, OhL bravest of the Kurus! lere
Upon this world of mortals, in this form,
By any one but thee. Be not distressed,

Be not ﬁerplexed, seeing this form of mine,

.' 4T again. Compare Chap. VII. St. 25 (line 980).

'I' Sankar says 771 (Cale. Ed. 39T ) 1937 IFm9a¢q fag: 1079
PIFAIAYRT ug({ﬁ[:{[qmmf{: So too Sidhar FZAYTEIEY
WAFTATRANACIAAET  IFEA T80 Fegeq 93t F@iEaEt
%rrazm%ftmﬁ:. A suspicion, however, dccurs to one’s miund. Is not
IFIZAT99: meant? And see St. 53 (line 1570).
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So dreadful. Free from fear and with pleased heart,
See once more now that same old form of mine.
Sa,njaya Having said thus to Arjun, then, the son
Of Vasudev showed once more his own form.

And the Great One once more in gentle shape
Comforted him so frightened.

Al’]llll - Seeing now
This shape of thine, Janfrdan ! human, mlld
I have come to my right mind, and have returned

To my state normal.
Krishna. Difficult to see®

Is this fo1 m of mine which thou hast now seen,
Even the gods do constantly desire -

To see it. Not by penance, not by alms,

Not by the Veds, not by the sacrifice,

Can I be seen as shou hast seen me now.

" But ’tis by worship fixed on me alone,

Ol Arjun! that I can be truly known,

Seen and amalgamated with, T Ol slayer,

Of foes! in this shape. He, Oh Pindu’s son !
Who acts. performs for me, to whom I am /
The highest object, who’s my devotee,

Free from attachments, and from hatred free
Towards all beings, he to me does coine.

Chapter XIL

A]'Jllll Of all the worshippers who meditate
On thee, devoted always thus, and those

* I. e. difficult to get a sxght of.
- 1 %3¢ Wis 7-qH_S'avkar, BIE azre4q S'ridhar,



-

[1582-1605]  CHAPTER XII,

-

Who on thie Indestructible, Unseen,
Do meditate, which know devotion best ?
Kl'iShlla By me ave those the most devoted deemed,

Who with the highest faith imbued, their minds
Steadying on me, worship me, constantly
Devoted. Those, upon the other hand,

. Who bridling all the seuses, equable
Throughout, intenttupon the good of all,

~ Worship the Indestructible, Unseen,

Ineffable, which doth all permeate,
Unthinkable, indifferent,® and fixed,

And changeless, come to me. Tor those whose minds
Are to the Unseen attached, greater’s the toil,
Because tlie goal unseen{ is hard to reach

For the embodied ones. But to those men
Who worship me, upon me meditating

With a devotion towards me alone,

Who offering up to me their Ievery act,}

(ive themselves up to me, Oh Prithd’s son !
And who still fix their minds upon me, I
Without delay stand the deliverer

Out of the ocean of the mortal world.

On me alone place thou thy mind, on me

Thy resolution fix, in me alone

79

* The original 1s ifj‘q on which S’ridhar says ih'f (=

gTog SIHEASIAE€ITH, which follows  Saunkar’s interpretation.
The other meaning which is expressed by the word ‘indifferent’ viz,

{57, or passively looking on, is also stated by Saukar,

t STQURHFT says Sankar 4, e, The Indestructible. s7377(774( -

GG says S'ridhar 4. e firm adherence to the Unseen. Madhusi-
dan agrees with S'ankar and renders® (4 by =337 q.‘gzi:# 4

! Compa;e Chapter III. St. 30 (line 461).



80 BHAGAVADGITA. - [1606-1630]
Wilt thou reside hereafter,® there’s no doubt,
But if thou canst not firmly fix thy mind

Upon me, then, Oh Conqueroi‘ of wealth !

By the devotion of repeated thought,f
Endeavour to attain to me. If, too, .
Thou art unequal to repeated thought, -

Then be inteut exclusively on acts

For me; because thou wilt perfection reach
Even acts for me performing. If again

Thon art unequal to this too, forsake

‘All fruit of action, being self-restrained,

1o me alone devoted.] Knowledge is

Superior to repeated thought; above

Knowledge is meditation valued; more

Than meditation is the abandonment

Of fruit of acts ; from that abandonment

Results tranquillity. That devotee

Of mine is dear to me, who’s frieindly, kind,

| Wiio hates no creature, to whom “miue” is not,
Who is from egoism free, and equable

In pain and pleasure, patient, self-restrained,
Always Hevoted, and contented, firm

In hLis determinations, with his mind

And faculty of fixed resolve on me
Concentrated. IIe through whom never the world -,

* HAEHAr 41d #{(5E Sridhar and Madhustdan.

t Compare Chap. VIII. St. 8 (line 1025), Sankar says [I¥&i;
HEAASIIA FIT: GAFT T7.17: LITARVAGEATIHN IAT: GRNASET:,
Sridhar and Madhus{idan concur,

1 wEwIfeddt /i1 FEIRETE Q10T §74€7 T VAN F,
A/ T:—Savkar., Sridhar sdys #AN {IFRILTH. Madhbusidan,
as usua), combnes both explanations. y N |



[1631-1653]  cmapTeR X1 SR

Is agitated, whom the world too never

Does agitate, who’s free from joy wrath fear
And perturbation, he is dear to me.

That devotee of mine, who'is unconcerned,
Pure, wise, imﬁartial, free from all distress,
Who doth renounce all acts for fruit,® he’s dear
To me. He who rejoices not nor hates,}
Grieves not, does not desire, abandoning

Good and ill,} worships me, is dear to me.

~ Alike with respect and with disrespect,§
Alike to friend and foe, alike in heat

And cold, in pleasure and in pain, quite free
From all attachments, taking blame and praiase
As equal, talking little, satisfied

With anything, homeless, of steady mind,

The man who worships me is dear to me.

And those, too, of my worshippers who taste
This holy nectar as thus shown above,
 Imbued with faith, and given up to me

As the highest object, they are most dear to me.

Chapter XIIL |
Krishna. This frame is called the Kshetra, Ol Kunti’s son !

And learned persons call him who knows this
The Kshetrajna. And, offspring of Bharat! know

o ¥ Compare Chap, IV St. 19 (line 538); ‘for fruit’is uot iun the
original but must be Supplied,
- 1+ Compare Chap. II. St. 56 ef seq. (line 310 et seq).

$ Comp. Chap. IX. St, 28 (line 1197).

§ Z e, Unmoved whether he is respected or the reverse. :
|| The relation of this Chapter with, what has gone before is thus
stated by S‘ankar..In the seventh Chapter, two f.urms of the Su.
preme Being have been stated, by means of which he acts as the

- -
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I am the Kshetrajna in all Kshetras. I

Do think the knowledge of Kshetrajna and Kshetra
To be true knowledge. Hear from me in brief
What this Kshetra is, what it is like, what change
It undergoes, from what it comes ; and what

Is he, what are his powers :—all which is sung
By sages variously in various hymus,

With all distinctions, and in passages,

Teaching the Brahma, settled, argued out,®

The elements, and egoism, fixed resolve,

And the unseen, the senses ten, the one,

The five sense-objects, hatred, and desire,
Pleasure, pain, body, courage, conscioushess,
Thus is described the Kshetra, accompanied

_ creator, preserver, and destroyer of the universe. Now 'in this
Chapter, the truth about the Supreme Being is to be expounded,
and as & means to that, the two forms of Kshetra and Kshetrajna
are explained, Shidhar observes, that Krishna has said already that
he delivers his worshippers from this mortal world, Now such
a deliverance cannot be effected without real knowledge of the soul,
Therefore to communicate that knowledge is the object of this
Chapter, in which matter and spirit are distinguished from each
other. Madhusfidan, as we have already observed on sundry occa-
gions, combines the two explanations into one. :

# ¢Sages'— Vasishtha and others, says S'ankar, S'ridhar and Ma-
dhusfidan add FTAWET. ¢ Variously’=in various ways—Slankar.
S/ridhar says, ¢ as the object of meditation &c., in the form Vairdj
&c.” ¢ Various hymns,’=hymns from the Ved.s, concerning ordinary
and ®xtraordinary actions, actions with special desires &c,—Sridhar.
¢ Passages &e,,’—87 refers to those that indicate generally, and 9%

to those that - describe specifically, the Brahma—S'ankar and Sri-
dhar. ¢ Argued out,’ applies,’according to S'ridhar, to passages like
FAHET; AT or KA A0, &e.

L



[1668-163 3 CHAPTER XIIT. v 83

With changes, briefly.®* Absence of vanity
Of ostentation and of ]un-tfuh:ess,
Patience, straight-forwardness, devotedness
To a preceptor, firmness, purity,

And self-restraint, towards objects of sense
Indifference, absenze of egoism,

Perception of the evil of birth and death
And age and sickness and distress,} release
From all attachments, disregard of son,
"Wife, home,} and constant equability
Upon the approach of good or evil, of me
Worship exclusive with a firm resolve,§
Frequenting lonely places, and distaste

Of men’s society, and constancy

About the knowledge of the Adhyatma,|| thought

* Qompare Chapter VII. St. 4 (line 908 et seq.) and the Sankhya
Sfitras Chap. I. Sfitra 61. Shnkhya Sttra I1. 13. shows the mean-

ing which the word 9z has in the Sinkhya system. ‘The one’is the
“mind. Shidhar says T3 FISTAl TITALAIAL T J AAFAT 577
AT 0T | thﬂfr%a?éwﬁmr%ﬁr{ : with this Madhustdan, and
we may add, S‘ankar agree. -

+ This is the first step towards FTEY or indifference to worldly
enjoyments. S'ankar suggests another interpretation in which
7. and &9 (evil and distress) would bein apposition—2:@=47
?}fﬁﬂ:-—which is probably better than the one adopted in the text,
S'ridhar also proposes _a:qrr'é'g E’:é’fﬁﬁtﬁi‘fﬂ{.

. *1 Compare Chap. XII St. 19 (line 1645).

§ Comp. Chap. XIV.St. 26 (line 1845) also XII. 6 (line 1626).
8797449779 S'ankar renders by s774FgANNAl.  Madhusfilan says
A=A WA AGIACTETT: § @ A AFTET [,

| I. e. knowledge about the soul and so forth—S’ankar, Compare
Chap. XV. & (line 1870).
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About the benefits of knowledge true®—

Mhis is called knowledge, what conflicts with this
Ts ignorance. What's to be known I will BAY, '
Which known one reaches immortality.

The Highest Brahma, which has no beginning,
. Which can’t be'said to be or not to be.t

On all sides it has hands and feet, on all

Eyes, heads, and faces, and‘on all sides ears;
It stands pervading all. Possessed of all
The qualities of all the senses, still

Devoid of all the senses; unattached;
Supporting all; devoid of qualities

Yet their supporter ; 'tis without, within

All creatures; moving and immoveable ;

Through subtlety unknowable; it stands

Afar and near; not different, in things,

Tt still stands as though different. And this thing,

*+ By this thought, says S'ankar, there ‘results the effort to ac-

. quire the knowledge.
+ Sankar says that words express meanings by indicating a
class, a quality, an action, or a relation, but none of these is possible

in the cmse of the Brahma ; and therefore neither the word &

nor the word 3787 can be applied to it. S'ridhar says [&d-

H@T qAOTET [T Er-aararﬂa ARTITIETETSSIA=A T  A5HE-
W[?'W‘Trfma with this Madhusfidan agrees. See Chapter IX. St.
19 (line 1164) and XI. 37 (line1507). The difference between those
passages and this is, that in this the application of the « terms
89 and 37®T_to the Brahma is denied, while in those the
Brahma is identified with both &7 and &7, Mr, Thomson re-
conciles the two by saying that the Brahma cannot be called
cither, because it is both. The expression FAEARAHTIAM,
which in effect means the .same thing as the expression under
discussion, is frequently used to designate the *Miya,’ See on
the whole passage Notesand Illustrations.



[1700-1717] 'CHAPTER XIII 85

Tt should be known, supports all things that are,
Devours, and does crveate them. It's the light
Even of the brilliant bodies, and is said

To be beyond all darkness. Knowledge ’tis,

The object too of knowledge, and the goal

To be attained by knowledge, placed in the Leart
Of every one. Thus have I spoken in brief

" Of K'shetra, of knowledge, and of object too.

My devotee discerning this becomes

Fit to be one with me.* Nature and spirit,

Know both to be without beginning, know

Also that Nature doth produce as well

The emanations as the qualities.t

Nature is said to be the power that males

The body and the senses work, and spirit

I's said to be the power through which are felt
Pleasure and pain.f For spirit with Nature joined
Enjoys the effects that from the qualities -

* I e. to attain * Moksha’ or final emancipation,

t The emanations (ﬁ' sm(r:), according to S'ankar, are ’3;;][&&.
€*%Ir=Ar:, and the qualities ( II7M: ) BET:@HETTAFRICAL AL, In.
this Sridhar concurs. The two include, therefore, the body, as well
subtle as gross, and the various feelings and so forth.

t ‘The body and the senses.’—1 thus render H(4F(T, following the
sommentators. The ordinary sense of that expression will not do, fou
what can be the a'fiear (working or activity) of a &7 (effect)? 1s
said to be,’ scil. by Kapil and others, says S'ridhar. The notion
that activity is all due to ¢ Nature’ and not to the soul has occurred
before in the Gitd. See inter alia Chap. 111, St. 27 (line 432). Enjoy.
ment, howeyer, is not the function of dead matter, but of the soul,
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Of Nature® flow. And the connection ’tis
With qualities, that brings about its births

In goodor evil wombs. The Being Supreme
Within this frame is called the supervisor,
The mentor, the supporter, the great lord,
The enjoyer, and the soul supreme. Whoever
Thus knows spirit, Nature, and the qualities,
Is never again born, in whatever way

He may have lived.} By meditation some
Behold the soul in themselves by themselves ;
Others see by the Sdnkbya-yog; and some
See by the Karmayog ;f and others yet

Who learn not in this way, from others hearing,
Worship perform, and hearing steadily,§
They also cross beyond the reach of death,
Prince of the Bhirats! And whatever thing
Iinmoveable or moveable is produced,

Know thou, ’tis from the union of Kshetra
And Kshetrajna. He sees who sees the Lord
Supreme, alike in all existences,

And undestroyed himself though they be all

* By the gnalities (7[7T) are meant here their manifestations as
B@E‘ @ &c, as in line 1706. Hence we have rendered the simple word
g‘!'r in the original by ‘ effects of qualities.’” In the next line qualities
18 interpreted by S'ridhar to mean ‘senses.’ This seems, however,
unnecessary, though it is the result involved in the proposition.
The qualities lead to action good and bad, and that leads to birth
in good and bad wombs.

t Comp. Chap. VI. St. 31 (line 844). ‘Tn whatever way’-=though he
may have transgressed rules, says S'ridhar,

I See Notes and Illustrations.

§ With faith, from preceptors, says S'ankar,
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Destroyed ; because seeing the Lord alike

Present in all things, one does not oneself
Destroy one’s soul,® then to the seat supreme
Proceeds. He sees who sees all acts performed
By Nature, and kis soul not working. When

One looks upon all separate entities

As in one thing existing,T and on all

As emanating from that one alone,

Then one the Brahma attains.i This soul Supreme
Oh Kunti’s son! being inexhaustible,

Without beginning, void of qualities,

Even in the body works not, is not stained.

As through its subtlety space is not stained,

~ Though all-pervading, even so the soul,

Though present in all bodies, is not stained.

As lights up all this world the sun alone,

So does the Kshetrajna light up this Kshetra, *
Offspring of Bharat! Those who, by the eye

Of knowledge, see this difference between

Kshetra and Kshetrajna, and the release of beings

From Nature,§ they attain to the Supreme. >

* Not to have true self-knowledge is here regarded asa sort of
self-destruction, and he who sees the Supreme Being in everything
escapes this self-destruction, because he has true knowledge of
the soul. Comp, Sankar on Ishvisyopanishad 8t. 2,

t Sridhar says:—‘‘existing in one thing =at the time of the deluge,
existing absorbed in- Nature which is one of the powers of God.
. Emanating”=at the time of creation.

i As S'ankar remarks, this is again a restatement of the same
doctrine as that laid down in the preceding lines. When one sees that
all is Brahma, and that every individual thing we seeis but an
emanation of that Brahma and nothing else, then, one attains Brahma.

§ Sankar and the other commentatqys say on this:—y3IH{ LEYES
TATMFETETHRET AR YANFARQTANEARAT, Comp, Chap, VIL
B8t, 14 (line 940),
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Chapter XIV.

Kl‘lSlllla Furthier I will declare to thee the best—
The lughesl:——smt of knowledge, which obtained,

All sages reach perfection, being freed

From®this life.* They being by this knowledge helped,
Assume my qualities; they are not born

At the creation, do not suffer paint

At the destruction. The great Bmhmai is

A womb for me, in which I cast the seed.

From that, offspring of Bharat! are then born

All things that ave. The bodies which, Oh son

Of Kunti! are produced from all the wombs,

Have for their womb this great Brahma, and I am
Their father—giver of the seed. Produced

From Nature, large-armed one ! the qualities—
Goodness, Indifference, and Badness too—

Within the body do bind down the soul,§

Embodied, inexhaustible. Of these,

Goodness being pure, enlightening, free from pain,

"The soul, Ob sinlessone ! with knowledge binds

* For ‘being freed from this life’ the original has ‘hence’ which
S‘ankar explains by ‘after the [end of the] confinement to this
body.’ . :

" 3 The pain, namely, of repetition of births,

1 Brahma here means the II?.'['?{ ¢ Nature,” which has been spoken
of before.

§ I. e., according to S'ri¢har ¢ brings the soul into contact with
pleasure and pain and illusion and so forth, which are the effects ot

the qualities.”



[1779-1798] CHAPTER XIv. %9

And happiness.® Indifference, know thoun,
Consists in being charmed,T and that—the cause
Of craving and u.tta.c\nnent—Kuuti’s son !

‘With action the embodied soul binds down.}
Badness, know thou, is born of iguorance,

And the deluder of all creatures j that

- Oh Bharat’s child ! binds down with laziness,
‘And heedlessness, and sleep.§ Goodness unites
With happiness; with action, Bharat’s child !
Tudifference ; while Badness dotl unite

With heedlessness, all Imowledge'wrapping up.
Indifference and Baduess lying low,

Offspring of Bharat! Goodness then doth stand ;
Indifference and Goodness being thus,

Badness ; and wlen Goodness and Badness are
Such, then Indifference. When in this frame
At all its portals, is the light produced

Of knowledge, then should one know Goodness there
Prevailing. When Indifference prevails,

Prince of the BliArats ! then are avarice

* That is to say, a person in whom this first quality predominates
acquires knowledge, and gets all worldy happiness, and calmness,—fox
that is the meaning of 31AIHT ‘free from pain,’ according to
S‘ridhar.

t Here I follow Sridhar and Madhusfidan, S'ankar says f{CHIEZIZ -
TAHFA—the appropriateness of which I cannot clearly perceive.

o + A man in whom this quality predominates is full of desires
for all sorts of things which he has not, and is strongly attached
to those which ho has. And thus he is ever given up to exertions
for acquiring new things, or preserving those which he has acquired.

§ HAT (heedlessness)says Sridhar means 3779 ‘iuattention ;
sIB¥A  (laziness) means 3TJ7H (absenco of work and activity) ; and

(131 (sleep) (AXITAIRT BT: (drooping or cessation of intellect).



90 . | BHAGAVADGITA. [1799-1821]

Activity, pexrformance of acts too,
Attachment, and want of tranquillity,®
Produced. Whereas when Badness does prevail,
Oh Kunti’s son! absence of light and work,T
Delusion, and heedlessness, are produced.
If Goodness being prevalent, oue dies,
One then attains the stainless worlds of those
Who know the Highest.t If Indifference,
One is then born ’‘mongst those who are attached
To acts. And one that under Badness dies,
Ts born within the wombs of the ignorant.
They say the fruit of actions good is purey
And of the quality of Goodness; pain
The fruit is of Indifference; the fruit
Of Badness ignorance. From Goodness flows
Kunowledge; as also from Indifference
Flows avarice ; from Badness, ignorance,
Heedlessness, and delusion. Up those go
Who stick to Goodness; in the middle stop
Those of the quality of Indifference
And those go downwards whose behaviour
Ts of the lowest quality. What time
The seer sees no one but the qualities

* ‘Activity’ ( 931N ) S'ridhar explains by 'Tf'{f'??}fjﬁr “a]wa{s do-
ing something or another;” ‘performance of acts’ (iﬁ“’!mf(m: )

‘rearing up large mansions &c;’ ‘attachment’
tranquillity

he exemplifies by
(¥3T) is desire to get everything that is seen ; waut of
(s114) he renders by perpetual agitation of mind—*“this I will

do now, and then that, and then the other.”
t Absence of work (Sm'q;ﬁ'f) doing nothing at all. W’lﬁmﬂiﬁf:—

S'ridbar. » :
1 I e Hiranyagarbha and so forth, says S'ridhar. The elements

such as H&A_&e.—S'ankar. Madhus@idan agrees with S'ridbar.

»:
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[1822_-1837 ] CHAPTER XIV. o1

- As agents,® and knows that wlhich is above
'The qualities, into my essence tlen

He comes. And when the embodied sonl transcends
All these three qualities from which are born
All bodies,T then is it from birth and death
And age and pain relieved, and then attains
To immortality. A
}\rjun- What are the marks,

Oh Lord! of one who these three qualities
Transcends, what is his conduct, how does ln-e
Transcend all these three qualities.}
Kl‘iShl!a : He's said
To have transcended the three qualities,

Oh Péindn’s son! who hates not when they come
Light, and delusion, and activity ;8§

And does not wish for themn when they are not

Wlo standing like one unconcerned is never

Shaken by the gqualities,|| who never moves¢ -

* Again the oft-repez-xted 1dea, Seer 1s sr'::,uply one who sees.

t As to ‘transcending the quulities’ compare infer alia line 271,
- ®¥HAFTH_is by the commentators iuterpreted as equivalent to Zel-
‘1!%5?%]’{3]’-‘11—-8’11&11&1‘ says that 3§ is the TTMy (levelopment) of

the qualities,
I SThidhar says that this question and its answer are a repetitfon

in another form of what has been said about a {@J99§F in Chapter I1.

§ These are respectively the effects of the three qualities. They
are according to S'ridhar only indications, and all the respective effucts
a%e to be understood here. Mr. Thomson erroneously tukes them
to stand for the qualities themselves.

|| I. e. 80 as to lose all discrimination—S/ankar. ¢ Qualitias’ stands for
the effects of the qualities, pleasure, pain &c. says S'ridhar hore as before,

& FEIAC] T7 WIF  says Sankar, ¥ 30757 says Madhusfidan,
7 9B says Sridhar. It seems to mean “never deviates from the

d etermination formed by him,”



g2 BHAGAVADGITA. [1838-1856]

But ever is steady, thinking the qualities
Exist ;* who is calm; to whom pleasure aund pain
And gold, stone, sod are all alike ; to whom
Fqual are things as well disliked as liked
To whom both praise and censure of himself
Are equal ; who towards the side of friends
Or foes, in honour or dishonour too,

Is still alike ; and who all acts forsakes ;

Aud he who with devotion worships me—
Devotion all-exclusive} —lhe transcends |
These qualities, and fits himself to be

One with the Brahma. I the image amf

Of the Brahma, and of immortality

All inexhaustible, of piety

Eterne, and of unbroken happiness

e

Chapter XV.

Krishna. They say the As’vactha inexhaustible§
irows with its roots above, its boughs below;

2
The Chhandas are its leaves ; whoever it knows

Doth know the Veds. Upwards and downwards too,

* Comp. IIE. 28. (line 456) with which S‘ankar likens this completely
by supplying si=dr=afi@q, Mr. Thomson thinks the two differ, but I
do not see the distiuction he draws, '

t Most of the elements making up this passage are noted elses
where. Compare Chap. II. St. 36 etseq. Chap. V. St. 20, VI,
7.8, 9, VIL 13, XII, 13 et seq. '

+ 98T (image) is thus explained by S’ridhar HAST WGHT FAI-
¥4 FEAE T4 TANATHIT G4 §1003F qEEerd:. Madhustidan says
FIARTRAAFIAT &9 ; and afterwards HITET T :.

§ Compare for this and following verses Kuthopanishad V. 15.

b
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[1857-1880] - CHAPTER Xy.- 93

Extend its branches, by the qualities

Enlarged, their sprouts being objects of sense.
Downwards extend the roots that in this world
Of mortals lead to action. Here not thus

Is its form known ; nor is i'ts end, its *source,

Nor its supports. But with the weapon strong
Qf unconcern, hewing the As’vattha down,

With its roots firmly fixed, then should that seat
Be sought for, from which those who do repair
To it return not—thinking that one rests

On that same Primal Being from whom the course
Eternal emanates.® Those who are free
_From pride, delusion, who have overcome

The evils of attachment, and dispelled

Desires, who to the Adhyitma are gvien up,
Who are free frof the pairs of opposites,

Called pain and pleasure—undeluded these

Go to that seat Imperishable. That seat

The Sun lights not, nor Fire, nor yet the Moon.+
That is my seat Supreme, going to which

One comes not back. A part eterne of me >
It is, that in this mortal world becomes

An individual soul, and to itself

Draws out the senses with the mind as sixth

* The construection in the original herve is not quite clear, but T
follow the commentators, according to whom, the clause beginning
.;vit'h the words ¢ thinking that’ explains the manner of the *search'—
=IToTgA1T, as S’ridhar puts it. Mr. Thomson’s rendering involves,
I think, a rather unusual meaning for 77, and is after all not per.
fectly clear or unexceptionable. ‘The c’ourse’ (7377 is the course of
this worldly life—&aEIN.

t Compare Kathopanishad VI. 1,
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94 : BHAGAVA D'GIT;. [1881-1893]

I'vom Nature.® Whensoever the Soul Divine
Obtains or quits a body, these he takes
Always with him, as from their seats the wind
Tukes off perfumes. And then presiding over
The ear, the eye, the semse of touch and taste
And smell, and also over the mind, the Soul

Objects of sense enjoys.‘f The ignorant

See not the soul quitting this-frame or staying,
Finjoying, or joined with the qualities.

They see who have eyes of knowledge.i Devotees
With efforts see it placed wichin themselves.§

But those who haye not purity attained

Aud who have no discernment see it not

* ¢Senses with the mind as sixth'—means the five senses and the
miud. ‘ from Nature’—S’ridhar says that the souses are absorbed in
the Prakriti or Nature during sound sleep, as also at the time of the
dissolution of the world ; and frem Nature the unemancipated soul
has to resume them. :

t The perception and enjoyment of worldly objects by the soul is of

course indirect only—through the intervention of the senses and the

et 5

miad. ¥
1 ‘Staying’ means staying in the body ; ‘enjoying’, according to -
Sankar, means perceiving sound &e. while ‘joined with the qualities’
means brought into contact with pleasure, pain, delusion &e. Sr'idhar
renders ‘enjoying’ by enjoying worldly objects, and the last phrass
he explains by joined with the senses gf+xu3. Madhustdan
agrees with Slunkar. S‘ankar observes Q’-?hgjﬂﬁqq:q:é. CEG RIS £8
Wy g LR TIEEIE A CETRICE (] qT( AT,

§ ‘Within themselves’ means within their bodies (S'ridhar) iu
their intellects (Sunkar). Madhusfidan agrees with S'ankar, and

explains ‘placed’ by reflected,
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[1894-1918] CHAPTER XV, 94

Lven after efforts. Know#® that glory mine,
Which in the Sun lights up the Universe,
And in the Moon and Fire. Into the eartl
Entering, I by my power support all things.
And I become the watery Moon, and give
Their nutriment to all herbs. I become
Fire, and entering ipto all creatures’ frames,

Joined with the upward and the downward winds,

I cause digestion of the four-fold food. ¢
Within the heurti of every one I am placed,
From me all reasoning, knowledge, memory.
In all the Veds I am only to be known.
I am the author of the Vedanta. I
Am also he who knows tlie Veds. There are
In this world these two Beings—that which is
Destructible, and the Indestructible.
Of all things the Destructible consists
The Unconcerned one is that which is called
The Indestructible. The Being Supreme
- Is yet another called the Highest Soul,
Who, as the Great Lord inexhaustible,
- Pervading the three worlds, supports them. I
Transcending the Destructible, and being
Even higher than the Indestructible,
Am in the Veds and in the Universe

o« * Comp. Kathopanishad V. 15. He here returns to what he had left
off at line 1877. The intervening portion shows, according to S ‘ridhar,
‘how it comes that some souls do ‘come back,’ after having gove to
the ‘supreme seat’ in deep sleep—as taught by a Vedie text,
t See Notes and Illustrations. ;.
* Compare Chap, XVIII. St. 61. (line 2322),



96 BHAGAVADGITA. [1919-1936]

Known as the Best of Beings.®* He who knows
Me, undeluded, thus, the Best of Beings,
Offspring of Bharat! he does, knowing all,
Worship me every way."’ Thns, sinless one!
Have I this most mysterious science declared.
One knowing this becomes, Oh Bharat’s child !
Possessed of knowledge, and to his duty true.

Chapter XVI,

Krishna. Freedom from fear, and purity of heart,

Persistence in pursuit of knowledge too,
Almsgiving, self-restraint, and sacrifice,
Study, and penance, and straightforwardness,
Harmlessness, and renunciation, truth,
Freedom from anger, and tranquillity,

Not playing the informer, to all beings
Compassion, freedom too from avarice,
Mildness, absence of vain activity,

And patience, modesty, highmindedness,§

Courage, cleanness, absence of vanity

* See Notes and Illustrations,

t The original is §T3 which is rendered by S'ridharasin the
toxt—aigHIcor, Sridhar then addsq74 @457 4314, I e. ‘Then he be.
comes all-knowing.” S’ankar does not construe the word ‘all-knowing’
in this way, but as it is taken in our translation. On H7339 besays
®4(A(Fgs3ar ¢ thinking me to be the soul of all.” But see Chap.

X VIIL St. 62. (line 2324).
1 So Sridbar, S'ankar renders it by ‘ the senses not being affected

even after contact with their objects,’

§ The original is qe: ‘glory.” S’ankar renders it by M7, so does
S'ridhar. S'ankar says expressly d8: HuledT A &3040 FH;—npot the
mere bodily glory, '



[1937-1955] | CHAPTER XVI. 97

And of malignancy,® all these belong
Offspring of Bharat ! to him who is born

To heavenly endowments. Pride, conceit,
And ostentation, anger, harshnesst too,

And ignorance are his, Oh Prithd’s son!

Who is to demoniac endowments born.
Endowments Lheavenly are thought to be -
Means for salvation; for captivity,}

Demoniac. Grieve not, Oh Pindu’s son !

To heavenly endowments art thou born.

Two sorts of creatures have been in this world
Created, heavenly and demoniac.

The heavenly have been spoken of at length,
Hear the demoniac from me, Pritha’s son !
Creatures demoniac action know not

Nor yet inaction;§ and veracity,

Bebaviour as ordained, and purity,

Are not in them. “The universe”, say they, -

“ Contains no truth ; it is without a Lord,

e

* ‘Absence of malignancy’ (37378 ) means according to the

~

commentators TUSAIIER:T or 371(§a4, freedom from a desire to

2
injure others.

+ Pride ('I%) 7. e. of wealth and learning ; and conceit (3{('311:{[;{)
is the same thing®as vanity, believing oneself to deserve great re-
gpect and so forth—according to the commentators, Ostentation (7m)
'-quﬁfﬁﬁti say Sankar and S'ridhar. Madhustidan adds §((FATRA:
foqrqqq\(making a show of piety) ; harshness={=ET# says S'ridhar,
T8Y794 says Sankar,

t L e. freedom from this world. —H&r{—and being tied down to if,
respectively. 5

§ I, e. That which should be done, for the attainment of real good,
and that which should not be done, as productiye of real mischief,



08 BHAGAVADGITA, [195 6'1976']

And is of all fixed principle devoid,
Without connections mutual, and indeed
Designed for pleasure.”* Holding to this view,
These men of little Imowlet‘lge, ruined souls,
Of cruel actions, the world’s enemies,
Are born for its destruction. Harbouring
Insatiable desires, and full of pride,
Folly, and ostentation, they adopt
False notions through delusion, and behave
In modes impure. Indulging boundless thoughtst
Ending with death ; to enjoyments of this world
Given up, resolved that thatf is all; bound down
With nets of hopes in hundreds ; given up
To anger and desire ; they wish for heaps
Of wealth, the pleasures of this world to enjoy,
Unjustly. “ This have I received to-day 3
This wish I shall obtain. This wealth is mine ;
This shall be mine. I have destroyed this foe ;
And others too I will destroy. I am God,
I am enjoyer, I am perfect,§ strong,
Happy, and wealthy. I am of high birth
* See Notes and Illustrations,
t I. e. Alwaysduring life thinking of preserving or acquiring some-
thing (A=ARER A ATNBTANHFH_ says Anandaom |
I I. e. enjoyment of worldly good, referring to the expression in
the line preceding, which literally means ¢ enjoyment of things which
are the objects of wish,” F[¥I=9 A FIHAM: AST(TT: says S‘ankar; and
Bee Anandagul s gloss ATAH q CIES f!ﬁl'qfﬁ GE REC B (2K Q'Ffﬁl"'lff.
§ Sankar says BIUF[LOT T fGR€ I4: 3% 'ﬁa'r‘:?gr'ﬁ:—that‘is to
say, blessed with children, grand children, and great grand children,
Madbusidan says similarlyy possessed of compa.mons such as sons,

servants &c. S'ridhar’s view seems to me to be better. He renders it by
a-:?{z.‘.q. literally ¢ One who has done all he need do.’

W

v



[1977-1991] CHAPTER XVI. . - 99

Who else is like me ? I will sacrifice™

I will make gifts, rejoice.” By ignorance
Deluded thué, tossed round by numerous thoughts,
Surrounded by delusion’s net, attached

To the enjoyments of this world, they fall

Down into Hell impure. Full of the pride

Aund madness caused by wealth, highly esteemed
But by themselves, void of humility,T

They sacrifices but in name perform,

Merely for show, against the rules prescribed.
These enemies,{ cruel, meanest of men, -
Indulging vanity, censoriousness,

Desire, pride, wrath, brute force,§ and hating me
In their own bodies and of others too,||

Unholy, to this worldq[ I do Lurl down

* S‘ankar and Madhus{idan take this to mean T[ACISAFATVEI0T,
S‘ridhar renders it by FAFTIT: FFrAHIAT JA qieqmH, 3

t &340 is rendered by yNOTARHIA: by Sankar 87F&T: by Sridhar
and Madhusfidan,

i I e. of God, say the commentators.

§ 43 is said by S'ankar to be TUMWAMAT and by Madhusfidan
fCfARAA T CREATRT,

|| This and the two preceding lines explain, according to S'ridhar,
how the sacrifices are ‘“ against prescribed rules,” He says.... 3[:H%€
9T3gT F (9234 (39 At mEe=Al a9 TRIAFT A4S SHARTAAT
TR7 G810 WA A CafAEmeaar et Ireakie gEarsad
§Z877 TAFA_| SPIGIRN: @A@TEA! T T Hence it ap-
pears that the words, ‘‘hating me in their own bodies and of others
too’ refer to the trouble to oneself involved in performing sacrifices
without faith, and to the animals that are killed for these useless
sacrificer, % .

€ The original &&Y, S'ankar and Madhus{dan explain by ATF.
HETTART and S'ridhar by TR,



100 BHAGAVADGITA. [1992 2010]

Perpetually into demoniac wombs.

Coming into demoniac wombs, each birth
Deluded still, never coming to me,

Oh Kunti’s son! they go down into Hell.
Three are the ways to Hell, which to the soul
Are ruinous—desire, wrath, avarice.

Therefore should one this triad still renounce.
Released from these three ways to darkness, man,
Oh Kunti’s son! behaves so as to achieve

His own good, then reaches the highest goal.

He® who abandoning the ordinances

Of scrfpture, acts as he himself desireé,

Does not attain perfection,T happiness,

Nor yet the seat supreme. Therefore for thee,
Between what should be done and what should not
T'o make distinctions, the authority

Is scripture. Hence, knowing what is laid down

In scripture ordinance, all acts here perform.

Chapter XVIL
Al‘jllll..) What is the statef of those who, full of faith,

% S'ridhar observes that this is said with the view of showing that
rolease from the ©triad’ is not to be accomplished except by the
porformance of prescribed duties. ;

= (@(%, the origiual, has occurred before also several times. S'an-
kar here explaius it to mean ¢ fitness for the attainment of the sum-
mum  bonum’ EEW!%EWJFH . S'ridhar renders it by dTIFIA  right
knowledge. :

+ The original is {87 which also ocours at Chap. ITI. St. 3 (line 376),
where we have rendered it by ¢ path’. Here S'ridhar renders it by
g or siryg, S'ankar by s13&gr7, It is not difficult to see, however
that the apparent difference is only owing to the context, and that
in substance the different renderings express the same idea,




[2011-2025]. CHAPTER XVII, 101

Worship perform, Oh Krishna! abandoning

‘All seripture rules—Goodness, Indiffevence,
" Or Badness?

Kl_'islma. Faith is of three kinds in men,

"Tis the result of dispositions.* Hear
About itj 'tis Good, Bad, Indifferent.
The faith of all, offspring of Bharat ! is
Conformable to their hearts. Mortals here ‘
Are full of faith, and whatsoever one’s faith

Is, that is one oneself.+ The Good the gods
Worship. The Indifferent the Rakshases,

And Yakshas. And the Bad worship the hosts
Of demons and the manes. Know that those
Who practise dreadful penance, unordained
By Holy Writ, with ostentatiousness,

And pride, full of attachment, and desire,

* THA is explained FHFATAAN WHIFEHGR ALTRBUAF:
¥ Ieid—S'ankar ; so too the other commentators. And compare
the note at Chap. VII. 20 (line 967) supra. and at line 469.

gt "
t ¢ According to their hearts,” S'ankar’s gloss on the original is

this FERZEERLTATHLTIEN, Sridhar GFTALIFIFHCN, Ma-

dhusfidan agrees with S’ankar, for hesays WA . FLATEAIE T~
FAFRCTESOT  HEHAFAFN AFTEIARROTA RT3
Jal75997§,—He then goes on 8% UHTIBAETTIATYN (sic.
!:n:{ ? ) qﬁriqqgngrf{rrm#ﬁ;{(Urq:——“ Full of faith.” S'ridhar
pays fATINAl N&I [AFHIT ToT . S’‘ankarsays H&(9/7: and Ma-
dbusdan FIPITIEASHET TIGAr. - SAAT 77 Laq. It seems to

mean, that the ““faith’’ of each person is tho dominant principle in
him, and according as that is Good, Badpor Indifferent, the man him-
self is Good, Bad, or Indifferent, This last is the meaning of the
words imniediately following.



102 . BHAGAVADGITA, [2026-2047]

And stubbornness, and.folly, torturing

The various portions of their frames, and me
Within those frames,™ are men ‘whose conduct is
Demoniac. The food that is liked by them

Is also three-fold. So the sacrifice,

The alms-giving, and the penance. Listen, now,
To their distinctions, thus:—Those kinds of food
Which do increase life, energy, and strength,
Health, happiness, and relish,{—savoury,

And oleaginous, of substance full,}

And pleasant, are by Good men liked. Those kinds
Which are too hot, and bitter, acid, salt,

Sharp, rough, and burning, which occasion pain,
Grief, and disease, are by the Indifferent
Desired. The food cold, tasteless,§ stinking, stale,
Impure, and even the leavings, by the Bad

Ave liked. Good is the sacrifice performed
According to the ordinances, by those

- Who wish not for the fruit, but have resolved
Within their minds that it must be performed.
But know that sacrifice Indifferent,

Prince of the BhArats ! which is all performed

* Compare Chap. XVI. 8t. 18 (line 1989).

t Wi, the original, is rendered by ﬂmmﬁ' by S'ridhar a.nd Ma-
dhusOdan, Anandagiri says TXTHIR STa7At FATARTCAT #4 .
1 R4%r:, the orginal, Sividhar renders by &g grtard MHTHRIFTEANT.
7:. In this S'ankar and Madhus{idan concur.

§ S'ankar says IAUH "ATH FIGer NaCaAIwAd Madhusidan
quotes this, and adds {T&A WA IASHY. S'ridhar says TrA4rH
Reagent  mmEeri:  wAcE, FefiqEcd. TURF,” which we
have rendered by stale, all the commentators explain to mean, cooked
and allowed to remain in that state for one night, '



[2048-2066] CHAPTER XVIL 103

For show, or with an eye towards the fruit.
That sacrifice do they call Bad, in which

- There are no Mantras, and no food, nor wealth
Dealt out,® devoid of faith, not in accord

With the ordinances. The paying reverence
To Gods, and Brihmaus, teachers, and the wise,
And purity, straightforwardnéss,i and life

As celibates, and harmlessness—all this

Is called the penance bodily. That speech
Which sorrow causes not, and which is true,
Pleasant, and beneficial, and likewise

The study of the Veds§—all this is called

The penance wordly. Next, calmness of mind,
Mildness, and silence, '

and restraint of self,

And purity of heart—all this is called

The penance mental. Practised with full faith

By men, devoted, not desiring fruit,

This penance three-fold is called Good. And that
Which is for Lionour, reverence, and respect,€] . 1o

* * Thatis to say, a sacrifice in which no food or Dakshind is given
to Brdhmans, - E

t I. e. Others than ‘““teachers” who have right knowledge I‘Iﬁ'a&{“ 81
e A7AT:—S ridbar.

1 I. e. doing what is prescribed, not doing what is prohibited.

§ This includes the recitation of them, and therefore forms part of
t.he ¢ penance wordly.’

§ This is included in the ‘penance mental,’ as silence or the ‘ go-
vernment of the tongue’ is a consequence of mental restraint, and here
accordin§ to S’ankar, the effect is put for the cause.

& ¢ Honour,’ people s‘aying ‘“ this is a very holy person” and so on ;
‘reverence' people washing his feet and so forth; ‘ respect,” people
rising to receive him and so on—=S'unkar.



104 BHAGAVADGITA. [2067-2092]

And with much show performed, that is here called
Indifferent—’tis uncertain, transient too.

But that’s described as Bad, which is performed
Under a foolish view,® with se]f-d‘istress,

Or for another’s ruin. The gift of alms,
That’s made because it ought to be, to one
Who can’t repay,t and at a proper place,

And proper time, and to a-proper man,

Is called Good. That, however, which is made
For a return, or with an eye to fruit,}

And with reluctance, that is said to be
Indifferent. And it is described as Bad,

When given at an improper place or time,

To an improper man, without respect

Or with-disdain. Om, tat, and sat are called§
The three-fold designation of the DBrahma.
By that the Brihmans, as well as the Veds,
And sacrifices, were created.| Ilence

All acts of penance, gift, and sacrifice,

That are ordained, with those who know the Bralima,
Always after repeating Om commence.

The various acts of penance, sacrifice,

And gift are done by those who do desire
Salvation, saying tat, without an eye

To fruit. Existence, goodness, to express

Sat is employed. Likewise, Oh Prithi’s son!

: Ugnde-r a determination arrived at without proper discriminatiou_:'

+ So the commentators interpret ﬂjﬁ{rﬁ:‘ff.

1 Heaven &c. as a reward for the act of liberality.

§ &ﬂ:?qg, “In the Veda‘l.utug) or Upanisheds’ says S‘ankar; (2T~ by
the learned’—S'ridhar.

|| As to the whole of this passage see Notes and Illustrations.



[2093-2110] CHAPTER XVIIL - 105

About auspicious® actions the term sat

Is used. Perseverance in giving alms,

., Penance, and sacrifice, are also called

Sat, and so too are called all acts for this. ¥
Whatever penance is performed, whatever
Is offered up or given, whatever is done,]
Without faith, that is asat, Prithd’s son!
Aud is nought eitlier Lere ov after death.

—

Chapter XVIIL

Al‘jllll- Killer of Kes’i! large-armed one! Oh Lord
Of minds! I do desire to know the truth

About Renunciation, and about

Rejection also, as distinet from that.

i Krishna. The sages by Renunciation mean

The casting off of acts done with desives ;
And it is called Rejection by "the wise

To \disregard the fruit of every act.§

¢ Action should be rejected as an evil, ™

Say some wise men ;|| and others say, that acts s

* parey [AAEE Seukar  AIFHH A7RFFA0  Shidhar, < e
marriage &c. :

t Sunkar says AFTAFIATEAT TOWLAEATT 9F7 AT
AAHATT, S'ridbar says &Y 4L AWTT 8 TT TTALH] S T AT
IHTH F4 - ACGET TTETHRA A+ AFKH AT,

* 1 Praise, salutation &c, says S'ankar, )
§ In the first case, the act itself is not done, In the other i is

done, bt without un eye to the fruit. Sridhar refers back to Chap. V.
~ St. 13 (line 676 et seq.) and IV. 20 (line 559 et seq.) for Hearg and 0T,
L]

| RaEfeTeid a79F9  says S'ridhar, (779 _may also mean ‘liko

an evil.?
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Of sacrifice, of penance, or of gift,

Ought not to be rejected. Listen now

Prince of the Bliérats ! to my judgment firm
Concerning this Rejection. Of three kinds,
Ol valiant one ! Rejection is described

To be. Now*® acts of sacrifice, and gift,

And penance too, rejected should not be,
Should be performed of course. Gift, sacrifice,
And penance—all do purify the wise.

‘But even these acts should be, Oh Pritha’s son !
(It is my excellent and settled view)
Performed without attachment, and without
Besire of fruit. Of necessary acts
Renunciation is not fit. ’Tis said

That their rejection through delusion’s bad.
When one rejects acts merely because

- They are hard, through fear of bodily distre’ss,
By a Rejection thus Indifferent,

He surely will not get Rejection’s fruit.

* When necessary actions are performed, |
Because,"Oh Arjun! they must be performed,
Rejecting all attachments and all fruit, «
Then such Rejection is thought to be Good.

The man of talent, whose doubts are destroyed,
Who is full of Goodness, and who doth reject
All fruit and all attachment,t likes not acts:
Pleasant, to unpleasant} ones is not averse. e

% Here he states his judgment,

¥ Thgse words are supplied from the commentary, The original
is simply 307[ ‘ one who roje.;cts.’

I #3713, S'ridhar renders by §@%7, and as an example he gives
(79 AYIREARIT 4, e, bathing at midday in summer.
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For any creature, ’tis impossible

All action to reject.® DBut he is called
Rejectert who rejects the fruit of acts.
Agreeable, and disagreeable,

Aud mixed,—the fruit of acts of three sorts thus
Falls to the non-rejecter after death,

. Never to the renouncer,} large-armed one !
From me the five conditions§ learn, which are
Required for the completion of all acts,

And in the Sanklhya system|| are declared—
The agent, the substratum, various kinds
Of senses, all the movements various,
The Deitiesq] the fifth. Whatever act,
* Compare Obap. I11. St. 3 (line 382).
%+ The original is 37, I have thought it necessary to take the

liberty of coining a word ‘ rejecter’ as a synonym for this,
t The original is &=7r&r, but Sridhar is, I think, right in saying

that the word here means the same thing as @qar,  He refers to
Chap. VI. St. 1 (line 738-39).—Madhusfidan expressly dissents from
this. S’ankar and he take the word in its ordinary sense, reudering it
by ACALETTATAR.

§ Freonty Sankar renders by #397.(7 (the printed copy”has GEE®
e, I think wron gly). In what follows, says S'ridhar, it is intended
to show how the fruit of acts does not acerue to the renouncer.

| Sankar and Madhusfidan interpret this to mean the Vedduta-°
Sastra. Sridhar, too, does the same, but he gives also the alterna-
tive meani ng—SAankhya S'dstra,

> ¢ @ The agent= one who has the egoism to think himself the doer of
acts; substratum = the body, the substratum for the manifestation
of desire, aversion, pleasure, pain &c. ; various senses— the twelve

senses—the means for the perception of sound &c.; various move-
ments i.e. of theinternal winds, downwards, upwards, &c.; deities= those

which preside over the several senses’ (MIFFAN3 FYUATAREH )
or the power that controls all (G%‘ﬂ(iﬁﬂ’ﬁﬁr 11 says S'ridhar).
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Just or its opposite, a man performs,

With body, speech, or mind, its causes are

These five. That being so, whoever sees

The agent in the soul immaculate,

Is not of right views, being unrefined

In mind, and he sees not.* He who does feel
No egoism, whose intellect’s not stained,
Destroying even these worlds, does not destroy,
Is not tied down.t The prompting to all acts
Is three-fold—knowledge, and its object too,

And subject ; so in brief all action is
Three-foldl—the agent, and the instrument,

{nd the object.} In the list of qualities.§
Knowledge, and act, and agent, are declared

To be of three sorts, in cbnformity

To the division of the qualities.

These, too, learn as they are. When one perceives
In all things one thing inexhaustible,

One undivided in divided ones,||

That knowledge, know, is Good. But that which sees
In all things various entities distinct,

That knowledge, based upon variety, ]

S Compare Chap. XIII. St. 29 (line 1742) and other passages.
* .+ Compare Chap. II. St. 33 (line 249).

1 Knowledge scil. that a particular thing is a means to something
desired ; its object is that which is such a means; and the subject he
who has the knowledge. When these co-exist, we have action. The
‘instrument’ scil, of action, is the senses, &c.; ‘object’is that whick

the agent desires.
§ The system of Kapil—the SaAnkhya Philosophy.
|| Compare Chap. XIII. St. 16 (line 1699) one all-pervading prinei-

ple under all the apparently dlstmct entities,
€1 This states in brief what is explained in the preceding lines,

And compare Fel:@ AARMA 7 & AT T3,
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Know thou to be Indifferent. And that
Which looks on only one created thing

As everything, given up to it, without
Reasgon, devoid of truth, and low, is Bad.®
The necessary action that’s performed
Without attachment, without love or hate,
By one not wishing for its fruit, is called
Good. DBut then that which is performed by one,
Full of desires, or even of egotism,}

And which occasions toil, Indifferent

Is called. The action through delusion done,
“Without regard to consequences, loss,

One’s power, or harm to others, is called Bad.
The agent, from attachment egotism

Free, and possessed of boldness, energy,

And by success or ill-success unmoved,

Is called Good. But the agent who desires
The fruit of acts, who’s of affection§ full,
Cruel, impure, and covetous, who feels
Delight and grief, is called Indifferent.

% CERASFITIE VAT AEAHET @RAAAATELA AN A WA
M ARATTEEAl TOUAIRIEIErT 6@ 840 a1 TIrnES-
‘ﬁf{ﬂﬁ[ﬂ\ ( ? ) S'ankar.

¥ Love for children &c., or hatred for foes &c. -

.J The commentators reject the rendering * egoism’ here as render-
ed pleonastic by the other expressions. They render it by ‘pride of
learning, piety &c.’ Five lines further on, the word is again simi-
larly interpreted by S'ridhar ; Anandagiri says there (interpreting
S’ankar’s words) FARMWE TZTU(B A RECT O

§ Scil. for children &c., according to STidbar, as before, but
Anandagiri gays FUNATA T,
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And le is Bad who is of judgment void,

Who has no application, is headstrong,

Crafty, malicious, lazy, melancholy, v
And slow.® Now the division three-fold learn

Of intellect and firmness,} Conqueror

Of wealth ! which I shall now exhaustively

And with distinctions mention. The intellect
That knows salvation, and the being tied down,
Security, and insecurity,

What should be dene, and what should not be done,
And action and inaction,} Pritha’s son !

Is Good. But that through which one understands
Improperly what should be done, what not,
Impiety, and piety, Oh Pirtha!

That is Indifferent. That intellect

Which sees impiety as piety,

And all things too the wrong way, covered up

By darkness, that is Bad, Oh Pritlii’s son !

* STITHISHAMRT: says S'ankar a0 (7 7) RT: says S'r.dhar., The
original for ‘xﬁalicious’is%‘ifﬂ%‘: which S‘ankar interprets by f-‘{l‘iﬁ'-f"ié‘-
7917, "Lazy (am’a ) means disinclined to work W’J’Hiﬁa’ slow
(’r&ﬂirr ) means one who takes too long a time to do any work

T Madhustdan explains the two words thus i}'(*ﬁiﬂfq{f} IIAHAL:
aﬁ[ﬂ Fra';r The word here rendered by ‘intellect’is the same that
has been before translated by *faculty of fixed resolve’ and like
cxpressions. Firmuess is the streugth of that faculty.

! Compare Chap. XVI. St. 7. (line 1952 ). S'ridhar’s interpre-
tation here is the same as on that passage. Sankar, however, says
hero 7IM: WA4 IPHIT: FAA(L:. FIAAlET: @emEanh. So
Madhuaﬁdau also, who adds as to F(aiFM &eo. F0 Iﬁlﬁ'ﬂl:[ FY-
ol KCTAF  (FIHAGT mmrmwrm W9 AANAG] AR Eaaa
l:ﬁ'?mm qaHAd,
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That firmness is good firmness, by which one
Controls the movements of the mind and breath
And senses through devotion, and which never
Doth swerve.* But that, ObL Pritha’s son! by which
One liugs desirve and piety and wealth,{

Wishing through strongsattachment for the fruit,}
Oh Arjun! is Indifferent. And that

-]3y which the senseless man abandons not

Folly, sleep, fear, despondency, and grief—

That firmness, Prithd’s son! is Bad. Now hear
Cliief of the Bharats ! the descriptions three

Of happiness. That in which one is pleased
After habituation,§ and arrives

At the end of pain, which is like poison first, -
But in the end like nectar—that is called

Good, and it flows from knowledge of the soul

* i1 ‘ Devotion’is here rendered by &HIJ by Sunkar and Madhu-
sQidan, and AT by S'ridhar, ‘Which never swerves’ ( CYEH Y E- ((E g
wr) Sankar renders by HISHIFNFI Madhusfidan by aqﬁ-‘-ﬂg\—'{qr
which he construes with 4iij7 and explains further by Hﬁi?qsqrqqr,

The meaning is that this firmness of miud always adheres to devo-
tion; and thereby always controls sense, breath, and mind.

+ These are three of the so-called EEW[{I—omitting the highest
Ay or ¢ final erﬁancipation ; ‘Hugs' ( qITqq ):qrq;::]‘:{ qT5q (S'ri-
dhar) qA4ME ‘Faiqaﬁﬁsquq{fﬁ 1797 meaning ‘x'e;g'a.rds as esseutial.’

t ‘The fruit’=the fruit of the action performed with an eye to the
_three things mentioned. TH§ ‘attachment’ is interpreted by Ma.
- dhusfidan to mean ‘the belief of oneself being the real agent in
the action.’ ’

§ By repetition of enjoyment—not at once as iu the case of the
pleasures of the senses.
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Free from obscurity.® That happiness

Is known to be Indifferent, which comes

From contact of the object and the sense,

Which is like nectar first, and in the end

Like poison. That's described as Bad, which, first

As well as in its consequence, deludes

The soul, and flows from sleep and laziness 3
And heedlessness.t There is nought on this earth, '
Nor yet among the gods in Heaven, which

Is free from these three qualities produced

From Nature. The offices, killer of foes!

Of Brihman, Kshatriya, Vais’ya and S’ddra are marked
According to the qualities produced

From Nature.j* Penance, patience, purity,

Sedateness, self-control, and rectitude,

Kuowledge, experience, in a future world

Belief§—these are the duties natural

- # S'ankar 'who gives $his meaning in common with the other
commentators also suggests the following as to wﬁniﬁi‘ viz.
SIFRAT 9% :, which would mean ‘one’s own mind.’ Mr. Thomson
adopts this meaning of anjf&' and renders W% by ‘serenity.’
The meaning is not inadmissible. But I prefer the other, as in

this there is not much propriety in the employment of the word
afi&, Comp. Chap. 1L St. 65 (line 840), Chap. XVIL, St. 16 (line 2060),

t a9, a word which has occurred before. in this work—S/ridhar
venders it by é}T'E:ﬁ’IIToTI(UT(ng;q, ' 2
+ Compare Chap. IV. St. 13 (line 536). The word for ‘nature’
here is ¥79r7 which is rendered by #%¥ and compare also Chap.

V.St. 14 (line 632).

§ As to knowledge and”experience see Chap. 1I. St. 41 (line
495). The original word answering to the mnext expression is
§([@¥7, literally ‘the state of a believer. that something exists,’
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Of Bralimans. Courage, glory, bravery,

Skill, not to flee from battle, giving alms,
And lordliness,® the duties natural

Of Kshatriyas. The duties natural

Of Vais’yas, too, are tending cattle,} trade,
And agriculture. So too servitude,

The duty natural of S’ddras. These

Engaged in their respective duties, reach
Perfection. Listen now how one engaged

In one’s own duty does perfection reach.

By his own proper duty worshipping

. Him from whom all =things emanate, and who
All this pervades, perfectionf man attains.
One’s duty ill-performed is better far ‘
Than that of others well-performed§ No sin
Accrues to him who does the duty set

By Nature, Kunti’s son ! None should forsake
The duty to which he is born though evil ;
Because by evil all acts are wrapt up,

As fire by smoke.|| He who is self-restrained,

Compare PaninilV. 4, 60. The ‘future world’is added from the cox-
mentary, and there can be no doubt that it is the ordinary and correct
meaning of the word.

*  $47u0T: is explained to mean a proper exercise of authority.

+ WceT is taken to apply to cattle generally; TG say
t'he commentators.

1 L e. eligibility for the path of knowledge SRHEI FEIABEN-
f@fg ;:—S'ankar and Madhusidan.

§ Compare Chap, III. St. 35 (line 475). .

I Comp. Chap. XVIIL. St. 7 (lime 2124). The evil is not
stated by the commentators but seems to be the quality of ‘ fettering’
the soul 8o frequently spoken of. S'ridhar infers from this, that as the
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Whose thoughts are not attached to any thing,®
Free from desires, doth the perfection reach,
Supreme, of freedom from all action, through
Renunciation. Learn from me in brief

How one who has perfection reached attains

The Bralima, Oh son of Kunti ! the highest state
Of knowledge.t With an intellect full pure
And sgffilest1alne(1 with firmness casting off
Sound and all other sensuous objects, freed

From love and hate, frequenting lonely spots,
Eating but little, with speech, body, mind,
Restrained, to meditation constantly

And to devotion and to unconcern§

Given up, abandoning all egoism,

And vanity, desire, wrath, stubbornness,

And all belongings,|| free from thoughts of “mine,” ]
And tranquil, man the fitness does obtain

To be one with the Brahma. And thus become

good elements in ‘fire’ are used to the exclusion of the smoke, so
the good portion of action should be accepted, and its ¢ evii’ portion
abandoned in the manner stated in the next stanza.

* Scil. wife, child &c. says S’ankar.

t @l AFTETART [6iEq say Sankar, UXHETTNA_ says
S/ridhar referring to Chap. V. St. 13 (lines 678-9) and distinguishing
it from Chap. V. St. 8 (line 662).

+ This, according to the commentators, shows what that attain-
ment of the Brahma is which has been spoken of just before.

'§ Devotion =—concentration on the soul alone. Unconcern see
line 856. :

il Comp Chap. VI. St. 10 (line 771) a.lso line 562 referred to in the
note there. v

€1 Comp. Chap. II, St. 71 (line 362). Mudhusﬁdan says t‘fﬁl[’l:{ﬂr#ﬁ
THFRTLET:,
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One with the Bralima, and with a tranquil soul,
One grieves not, wishes not, towards all beings
Alike; supreme devotion to me then

- One reaches ; througlh devotion truly knows
Who I am, and how great ; then knowing me ’
Truly, into me enters.® Even all acts
Always performing, on me resting, he,
The inexhaustib}e eternal seat,

Favonred by n‘ne, attains. To me all acts
By the mind offering, given up to me,
Practise devotion, with the faculty

Of steady resolution ;1 and thy mind
Always upon me fix. Fixing thy mind
On me, thou by my favour shalt surmount
All dangers. But if thou throngh egotism§
Listen mnot, ruined shalt thou be. If thon,

Through egotism, thinkst I shall not fight,” vain

* ¢ Become one with the Brahma’ at the opening of this passage
(W}lﬁ{: ) of course cannot mean absorbed into the Brahma. Shidhar
rendersit by FUITEIT:, It would seem to mean ‘one who has
comprehended fully his own identity with the Brahma,” As to the
‘supreme devotion,’ S/unkar refers to Chap. VII. St, 16 (line 952).

f Comp. Chap, V. St. 13 (line 679) and note there.

I @A _Sankar renders by  @AMEAIFAA_‘ having the faculty
of fixed resolve (% ) concentrated’ S'ridhar says =I7&MANH I7
DL g(a1:; Madhusidan says Qj’ﬁﬁﬂﬂiiiﬁﬁ%ﬁﬂi g, 1 do not
think that there is any substantial difference between these interpre-
tations.

§ APSARIAT says Sankar—that is to say, through priﬂe of your
own cleverness. So too STidhar and. Madhusﬁdatl. ."Iihe lz.xtternon
the same word in the next line but one says SNHHZE FI FH 7
FOSTAIA  fRuAtgaE q. According to this ‘pride of piety’is the
meaning there.
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Is that resolve of thine. For nature® will

Compel thee. What, Oh Kunti’s son! tied down
By thy own duty born of Nature,{ thou

Dost through delusion not desire to do,

That same thing ’gaiust thy own will shalt thou do.
Ax‘jﬂtn! the Lord is seated in the heart

Of every creature, causing to turn round,
Through his delusion, creatures mounted on

An engine. Seek asylum every wayjf

With Lim, offspring of Bharat! Thou shalt reach,
- Favoured by lLim, supreme tranqnuillity,

And the eternal seat. Thus I have declared

To thee this knowledge more mysterious

Than any mystery. Thinking of this

Fully, act as thou wishest. Hear once more

My words, the most mysterious of all—

Strongly I like thee, therefore do I speak,

For thy belioof. Upon me fix thy wind,

Become my waorshipper, my devotee,

To me bow down, to me alone shalt thou

Attain. I tell thee true, thou art dear to me.
Forsaking all thy duties, come to me

As thy sole refuge. TFrom all sins I will

* Nature = JgJEHM: (the nature of Kshatriyas) says Sankar.
(Eﬁl]“TGi"I (Cordl @4r says Sridhar. Madhusfidan combines the two

thus @ FENHERT IHOTEINT:,

+ Comp. St. 43 (line 2244 et seq.) suprd.

I Comp.. Chap. XV, St.. 19 (line 1922 ). The commentators
here render the expression by g1:g4r. Madhustidan adds §F&r
g FAo,  And Anandagiri’ says the same thing. This may be
: taken as the explanation of "R by which S’ridhar renders the

expression at Chap, XV, St, 19,
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Release thee. Grieve not. This® thou shalt not speak
To one who does no penance practise,{ never
To one void of devotion, nor to 'one

Who wishes not to hear, mnor yet to one
Who carps at me. He who this mystery
Supreme unto my devotees will speak,

Fully devoted to me,} shall attain -

To me undoubtedly. Amongst all men,

To me there is none dearer, nor shall be
Another dearer on the earth, than he.

And this our sacred dialogue whoever

Shall study, he shall have performed for me
The sacrifice of knowledge,§ T do think.
Also the man who will even hear with faith,
And without carping, he too shall be freed,

* 34 FrEd_says Slankar, It meaus all that has been taught in

the Gita.

t ﬂﬂﬁ%‘:qlﬁﬁmqé’m says Sridhar. ‘Devotion,’ seil. towards God
and the Preceptor, say the commentators. Compare the last stanza
of the. Chha\ndogyopanishad 77 23 1 AGRT 3T 1 Ijﬁ I TEIq
FiygAr iI‘aff qFrar-9 #erg:. On ‘who wishes not to hem’- ! qf‘(aﬁr-
lﬁﬁc’i say the commentators, that is to say, who does not serve
some preceptor in order to hear it. Comp. Chap. 1V. St. 34 (ling
610). S/ankar adds that all the elements mentioned must co-exist
to make one eligible for learning this doctrine.

; t With the belief that in spreading knowledge ofit, he is sery-
ing and devoting himself to ms. S‘ankar and MidhusQlan. S'ri-
dhar says & &I qTEF FOF A0 FT:EaT: 8FAET AHF, which in.
volves a bad comstruction as to the first part, but as to B{HIT:

a more grammatical one than Staukar’s which is adopted in the

text.

§ That is the best ga crifice, Comp. Chap, IV, St. 37 (lines 606.7).

/A . :
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Aud shall attain to the bright worlds of those
Who do good deeds.® Hast thou, Oh Prithi’s son !
Listened to this with an attentive mind ?

Is thy delusion caused by ignorance

Destroyed, Oh Conqueror of wealth !

Arjun. . Destroyed
Is my delusion ; by thy favour too

Ol undegraded one ! T recollect

Myself.T And free from all doubt} now I stand.
I will do as thou bidst.

Sanjaya. Thus did I hear

This dialogue of the high-minded son o
Of Prithd aund the son of Vasudev—

Wonderful, causing the hair to stand on end!

By Vyis’s favour, this devotion§— this

Mystery supreme—I heard from Krishna's self,
Lord of Devotion, who propounded it

In person. And Oh king! once and again
Thinking about this wondrous dinlogﬁe

And holy, ’twixt Kes’av and Arjun, I

Often rejoice ! Oh king ! once and again

Thinking about that form most wonderful

¥ Comp. Chap, VI. St.41. (line 874) where wo have renderad it
world of Holy Beings. ‘

t S'ankar says IHYTHATITI FIA0 €A FUrGIGGAL TAH S,
FSTFEIFTRT €0 says S'ridhar. A

1 AT S74[AY9: |3Er o7, Shridhar—i, e. doubts as to whether
fighting with relatives was right.

§ 1. e. favourin giving him a superhuman power of sesing and
hearing. ‘Devotion’—S/uukar says that the composition is called

‘devotion’ because it relates to ‘devotion.’ i‘rmﬁﬁr‘a‘?’ﬂﬁ qr:,
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Of Hari, great is my astonishment,
And often I rejoice ! Wherever Krislhina
Lord of Devotion, where the archer, son
Of Pritha, thére, I think, prosperity,
And fortune,® victory, justice eterne!

* a7 and leEf are thus distinguished by Sankar it Fa9-
ELGIEIR (G0 au‘d. thus by S'ridhar 41 UsAF#AN-WHEFUATMITE .
; Mad*hus\{idan agrees with S'ridhar only éubstitu?ing {{iqa?f’-“: -
af& for the vaguer {Wi(& of STridhar.




NOTES AND ILLUSTRATIONS.

’__

Lines 25.27—19 and ¥74iH. Thero is a great differ-
ence of opinion as to the true meanings of these words in St.
"~ 10. Two opposite meanings have been proposed. The one is
* “limited and unlimited’ which we have adopted. The other is
“sufficient and insufficient.” For the sense adopted by us,
* which is consistent with the traditional strength of the two
~ armies, comipare Migh. I. 27. And see Wilson’s Essays on
Sanskrit Literature Vol. ITI. 116.

Lines 32-33—Compars Wilson’s BEssays on Sanskrit Lite-
rature Vol. IIL. p. 116; and see p. 117 as to the names of the
- several conchs in Tines 37-43.

Line 63—The Ape was Hanumén.

- Lines 69-61—More literally these lines should have
run thus :(— §

 evvesveessss I 00 those who are here

? Assembled, anxious for the fight, and longing ’

To do good to the evil-minded son

Of Dhritarashtra.

Line 75—The Géndiv is the bow of Arjun.

Line 165—There is great difference of opinion among
the commentators as to the real meaning of the words “ talkst
the words of wisdom.” Probably, S'ridhar’s is the simplest
explanation. You talk, says Krishna to Arjun, like a wise
man ; but your conduct in lamenting for your relatives-is not
80 wise. : E '

Line 174—I find that a commentator of the Dvait
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School of Philosophy, namely Réighavendra Yati, interprets

/AT to mean AT
Line 256 et seq.—Of this passage, again, S'ridhar’s

explanation is the easiest, and to my mind most acceptable.
Krishna, having closed what he calls the Sinkhya doctriﬁe,_

now states the Yog doctrine ; and says, that those who follow
and act upon this Yog doctrine, never lose the fruit of any-
thing they begin ; nor do they find obstacles in their way, like
those who perform all they do out of a desire for particular
benefits. Those who act with desires, now wish for one
thing, now for another. But those who follow the Yog
doctrine desire nothing, they have one settled -course of
action, one fixed resolution—all they do they offer unto the
Supreme Being. As to Samidhi, which we have rendered by
contemplation, Madhusidan says as follows : —8HNAT  &fEH-
q¥HT AN ERGT A A AR § Anfaar R, ||
o§ AT QEINEAHE  STTOEATHH AT €T e §
&ie{7Zq || The ultimate sense of the passage seems to be
the same on all these interpretations. And that sense is, that
the class of persons described here are not in that settled
state of mind which is necessary for the performance of
every act as offered to the Supreme Being. Contemplation
is of course contemplation of the Brahma to whom every
act is to be offered up. Our translation of F-ATAFSI is not

quite accurate according to the interpretations of the com-

mentators, though in substance it appears to be not incorrect.

S’ankar takes the compound to mean ‘promising a new birth

as the fruit of action’—and this interpretation seems to be
preferable to the others suggested. In accordance with this

the lines should run thus:

And which doth promise as the fruit of acts

New births—the flowery talk, Oh Prithd’s son !

La " o
ToSKT
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“The effects of the three qualities” are the affairs of this
world. Compare Malavikignimitra ( %{[”ﬂ"i’ini JFELT A
‘T8 ZFI7 ). “ Free from them,” as stated in the footnote, is
e.xplained by the commentators to mean free from de-ire, which
i8 the nltimate meaning of “free from the effects of the thres
qualities,” &s the whole of what is called the business of this
earth is performed with some desire or another. Restiixg in
cournge” 1means preserving courage and patience under the
sufferings flowing from the pairs of opposites mentioned
just before. The last words, it need scarcely be said, mean
that one should not be over-anxious to obtain what one has
not or to preserve what one has. One ought to be indifferent
to such things. As to the three qualities see note on Chap-
ter X1V.

Lines 275-7—This is a rather difficult Stanza, and I can-
not make up my mind to accept the construction of it propos-
ed by the commentators. Nor does Mr. Thomson’s construction
appear to me to be suitable to the context. I would, with some
diffidence, suggest the following. Having said that the Veds
are concerned with actions done out of a desire for particular
benefits, Krishna gives here a simile by which tos illustrate
that assertion. As you can resort to a large reservoir of
water for various objects, such as drinking, bathing &c., 8o if
you look to the Veds, you will find there the means of accom-
plishing various purposes. You can perform the S’yen-sacrifice,
if you want to destroy an enemy. You can perform the
Jyotishtom, if you want to attain to Heaven, and so on, In
one word, a man can find in the Veds the means of accom-
plishing various desires of oue class, as he can find in a large
reservoir the means of accomplishing various desires of
another class. But then, Krishna goes on to say, perform the
nctions prescribed, but do not entertain the desires,
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Line 286—The argument as to the meaning of IZM
contained in the note on this line seems to me to derive fur-
ther support from Stanza 50 (lines 289-291). There 3% and
T must be taken to mean the same thing, as they do on
S’ankar’s interpretation. Otherwise we have to resort, as
S’ridhar resorts, to the introduction of an idea which is not
in the original. S’ridhar says FEAITIY Gy RERICH

Lines 297.99—%®F " which we have rendered by
‘taint’ may also mean ‘snare.’ #HAW and 47 in line 299
are taken by Madhustidan to mean the fruit of actions about
which you have heard or are to hear. This seems to be con-
firmed by S’ankar’s interpretation of ‘ what thou hast heard
in the next line. Righavendra Yati, the dualistic commenta-
tor already once mentioned, takes it to mean all actions what-
ever—8IFATBHTHAT .

Line 308—DPleased in and by oneself. S’ankar says
that this means enjoying happiness, independently of any
external gains, in one’s own self as TUAEHAT; S’ridhar says as
AUAM3¥®T which is substantially the same thing. Réagha-
vendra Yati says 3FH=IT TCARAFAT (€47: & aFI: @ne a3q | 9
STFRAT TN FAEEAT: | §2: ATTw: ||

Line 386—The active senses are speech, hands, feet, d&o.
See Thomson’s Gitd p. 22n,

Line 396—Spiritual is a word which I have adopt-
ed here, simply in order to avoid a long periphrasis, not
because it is an accurate rendering of the original 7514, The
sacrifice here appears to mean the daily offerings to and
worship of the Deities which would fall within the [H3d
F4 or ‘action prescribed’ spoken of in line 392.

Line 409—Cowpare Hanu. III. 118.

Line 415—As to @ug7, it should be also remembered,
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that in $4789FT Mr. Thomson does not understand that word
in the same sense as in FHWEHET,

Line 429—Compare Is’opanishad Stanza 2.

Line 485—In support of the commentator’s interpretation
of the word ‘this’ here, wo may refer to Gitd VI. 33-4 and XI.
45, 46, where the construction is somewhat similar. There is
first a general expression, as to which we do not know exactly
the specific thing to which it is to be applied, and then in the
next Stanza we are introduced to that specific thing.

" Line 488—0n further consideration I am not satisfied
with the rendering of the word FW&T in the text. The lines
should run thus:— '

Knowledge is enveloped by this constant foe—

This foe, Desire—of men of kuowledge, who

Oh Kunti’s son ! is like a fire, and who

Is never filled.

- AU means ‘this enemy in the shape of desire.” This
is the interpretation countenanced by the commentators, and_
it appears to me more appropriate than the one adopted in
the text from Meghaddt St. IV. The last lines with a similar
correction might run thus: :

. And do thou by thyself restrain thyself,

‘And, Large-armed one! destroy this enemy—

The enemy, Desire—who is hard to tame. ,

Line 504—Manu is the first man of the Solar dynasty

'of Indian kings. Ikshviku was one of Lis descendants and
one of the ancestors of the hero of the Rimayan.

Lines 631-2—The meaning of these lines, as the com-
mentators say, is that God confers favours having regard to
what is asked of him. To those who ask for worldly fruit,
he gives that; to those who want final emancipation hLe gives
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that. The favours conferred are in conforn;nity with the pray-
ers with which men ‘‘come to me.” For the latter part of
the passage; compare Giti VII. 22 and IX. 23 (lines 978 ;
1180). The meaning is that, to whomsoever the prayers may
be addressed in name, they really go to Vishpu in the end.

Lines 535-6—This is contrasted with the fruit of know-
ledge. The fruit of action is worldly geod, which is got much
sooner than the fruit of knowledge, namely, final emancipation.

Lines 662-555—The meaning of this is that the ac-
tions which ordinary people suppos'e to be a man’s actions
are really not his, that is to say, not of the soul. Comp. Chap.
IV. lines 661 et seg. When there are no external marks of
action, when ordinary people think a man to be utterly in-
active, then is the real time of the activity of the soul. Com-
pare also Chap. II. 353 for another aspect of much the same
fact.

Line 567—#®<. I Lave rendered it by envy, follow- -
ing Madhustdan. It may also mean simply enmity to others,

as the other commentators remnder it. .

Line 570—Wholly free = free from the bonds of virtu-
ous and other actions (S’ankar) ; from attachment to worldly
things &e. (S’ridhar); from a false notion of oneself being the
doer in all one’s worldly actions (MadlhusGdan, and compare
lines 457 el seq.); from the false notion identifying oneself
with the body &ec. or from the false notion of one’s own
independence (Righavendra).

Line 573—There are some differences between the several *
interpretations proposed of this passage, but it is unnecessary -

to set them out here. The last line means that the act of
offering is also Brahma—A®T F¥ ARAT_&e. (S’ankar).

Line 579—Raghavendra takes the meaning of this line
to be that they offer up all their actions to Vishnu, knovéing
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every thing to rest om him, and abandoning the notion of
their own freedom. According to S’ankar, the ultimate mean-
ing is that they are always meditating on the unity of Brah-
ma and At.ma, of the SBupreme and the individual Soul. 8’ri-
dhar’s meaning is that they ‘destroy’ their °yajna’, or sa-

crifice and all other actions, by means of the ‘yajna’ described
in lines 573 et seq.

~ Line 683—‘Sound and others’ means, 5%, @i, &7
{8, W*9—the five qualities of things which are per-
ceived by the five senses of hearing, touch, sight, taste, and

smell. The expression, of course, stands for all worldly
objects.

Line 687—In speaking of penance &c. as -the ‘ offering’.
there is of course a figure involved. Penance and the rest
stand in the position of the offering in the ¢ yajuna’ or sacri-
fice which the persons referred to perform, the yajna
meaning the act or acts performed as worship of the Su-
preme Being. Doing penance, studying the Veds &c., are
. thus among the modes of worshipping the Snpreme Being
adopted by different persons. Knowledge bere is interpreted
by S’ankar to mean knowledge of the meaning of the S’dstras
B/ridhar takes ¥4 to be one idea—namely kt’lowledge

- of the meaning of the Veds acquired by a study of them. See
Manu TII. 134.

Line 599—The winds are the winds said to. exist with-
in the body. Righavendra says the first word ‘iwinds’
means the operations of the. senses, the second the senses
themselves. He takes the passage to mean that they contract the
workings of the senses, and adds, ‘the meaning being that the
senses are reduced in their strength by limited food.” He

proposes an alternative rendering® :—JIM=AMi& 2 A=H: J7.-
FREFAIARAETY: MERFTE HATTAAET [IAR0CG DRI 67
Line 600—Compare Manu. 111, 285.
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Line 606—The superiority is owing to the fact, says
S’ankar, that the sacrifice of knowledge leads to no fruit—i. e.
such fruit as will bind one down to regeneration &c., but
only to final emancipation. :

Lines 671-2—The word %15 (mere) must be connected,
according to S’ankar, with ‘ body, mind, and resolution’ as well
as with ‘senses’ though grammatically connected with ‘senses’
only. It signifies the absence of identification of eneself with
any of these. The actions are done mechanically, but with-
out the belief that they are one’s own.

Lines 679-84—The Lord (%) means 374" or &&f accord-
ing to S’ankar. But this only in line 679, and the footnote on
line 683 should therefore not be there. Righavendra adopts
this meaning in both places, saying STATET U9 RAT W9
S'ridhar takes it to refer to the Deity. Action or agency—
The Deity is not himself the author of human actions nor
is he the cause impelling men to act. In the next line is stat-
ed the fact that the Deity has nothing to do with the ac-
ceptance of the good or evil acts of his worshippers. The
popular notion that God is pleased with the good acts of his_
worshippers and condones their evil ones is unfoun&é"a_.,
ThLese notions are the result of ignorance—*thence do all l‘m-
ings err.’ We may add, that this idea of Deity is, in some
respects, similar to that which is beginning to commend itself
to some of the foremost scientific intellects of our own day.

Line 692—A Chandal is the meanest class in Hmdu
society. See too Midhav S’ankar Vijaya VI. 29 et. seq.

Lines” 114 O—Mr. Thomson omits 879:7@ and ¥+4-
UTA: from his translation. The distinction scems to be
that between happiness apd amusement. The commentators
render HITH by FI¥—sport or divertation.

Lines 724-5—Excludes the objects of the senses.
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The exclusion is of course ceasing to think of them, expel-
ling them from one’s thoughts. For objects of -the senses, the
word here is #7137, objects of touch, but it signifies the objects
of the other senses as well.

Line 747—7o him who has reached devotion, tran-
quillity is a means, says our text: But for what ? FEHITH
say S‘ridhar and Madhustdan ; HARTTARIATTN  says Righa-
vendra. These substantially agree, as meaning—for the
acquisition of the next state, that of perfected knowledge
or final emancipation. . S’ankar, however, says JHIETAE
8AT 1T T749:, which I do not quite understand.

LARC 754 in this lide is rendered by S’ridhar to
mean the soul which is free from connexion with mind &e.
Réghavendra has the following 37 &Far &7 @RHE GRIATTFCT
W AT ST FF1 (F in Ms.). SIHAT T30 FLTAT SUTFCT 91 s
RS TR TRAHA T SR /72 I THA AT e
CHEL |

Line 760—wwrar wwamiza: @it 6R@4 wam wraigd Gl
- &L H?Fﬁ?ﬁ:—-—R:‘lghzu‘eudm. _

Line 772 et seq.—Compare §’vetis’vataropanishad IT., 10
The Kus’-grass is well known as being regarded as sncred by
our people.

Line 818—fafiorgqar (instead of 7T F8I a5 we have
taken it) is intelligible, though I think it should not be con-
strued as Mr. Thomson seems to construe it. The meaning
with that word would be—that devotion should be reso-
'lute]y practiced by one with a mind indifferent (to
worldly objects).

Line 843 —Exists in me—compare line 1202. S‘ankar
Bays it means, that there is no obstacle to his final emancipa-
tion. * However living,’ Righavendra says this means whether

righteously or unrighteouslyf—th'e man of knowledge being

-
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sure of final emancipation though he behave unrighteously.

Line 851-2—7¢ (obstinate) S’ankar renders by T=qA79-
753779, §’ridhar by ATTAEAFI (1 %) F40 z¥7149. Righavendra
by FNTIGAEREAT NE Eid AgRTEY,  Madbusddan by
laqmqrafmtggam HAEAAE .

Line 908 ¢t seq.—As to this see the note further on
about the three Qualities.

Line 921—‘Om’ is the well known mystic particle so
yariously explained; see too line 1045. Sound, according to
Hindu philosophers, is a function of space (TAETYTRHRTH ).

Line 931—The use of the strength, says S’ankar, is
merely the support of the body &c. S'ridhar says it is the
strength (characterized by the quality of Sattva or Goodness)
for performing one’s duty.

Line 938—1In the note TAF: ought to be preceded by
¥3:. Raghavendra agrees with S’ankar. Greater than they‘.;‘ﬁ‘-_«-‘
means greater than the qualities—superior to and untouched
by them ; compare line 1833. As to line 941-2, ‘the rekult of
the gualities’ seo the note on the Qualities on Chap. XIV.

Line ,1007—93. The rendering of this word by
“ change’ is exceptionable, as suggesting a difference between
the Brahma and the AdhyAtma which does not seem to be
intended. Brahma in its relations to the body &o. is called
Adliyatma. Righavendra explains WWA thus &&& HAN
giF=A7 aqaAd[ @wd:, The offering is, according to
Righavendra, an act of the Deity. As to development
S’ridhar cites smEAEA, I &e. §UMIT: might, pos-
sibly, as stated in the note, correspond to ¥HII: (&1 wra:)
_and mean ‘ perishable form” This would to a certain extent

agree with Mr. Thomson's view. But the clause does mnot
come i;hmediate]y after 'ﬁmff‘ﬂ:[‘ﬂg?’ﬁ—and this makes it A
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difficult to take that clause in to assist the conshuctlou

of &T7 HI1T:, when an unexceptionable meaning cau be derived
in another way.

Line 1017— —Form = particular form of the Supreme Be-
ing. XFAMITT says S’ankar, and S’ridhar and Madhusddan
follow him. Raghavendra says 3 3R HT%.'IEI"}!T\. S’ridhar and
Madhusddan agree with this also, by adding =g/ITI( and
$F9IT YA after JAANTNT.

Line 1025—Devotion of repeated thought, is the concen-
tration of mind on one object uninterrupted by thoughts of
any other object. Righavendra agrees with S’ridhar as to
the meaning of AT Lere.

Line 1037 et seq.—Compare Kathopanishad. II 15.

Line 1045—Compare Manu II. 83.

Line 1061 et s¢q.-—Compare Manu I. 73. ‘All perceptible
things’ signifies every thing in the world. ‘The unperceived’
is the Prakriti. Comp. Gitd IX. 8 (line 1120).

Line 1071—“Which is perceived.” This rendering is

" based on ®74[ a!IFFT;’I?F[i being not equivalent to 87+4: 3737

80w, but to ¥74: 3:4®: AFM, S’ankar, and S'ridhar, and
Madhusddan also, however adopt the former construction
and take 30 to refer to “ the unperceived,” (ﬂ“ﬂ?ﬁ") spoken
of just before. I find, Lowever, that Righavendra Las adopt-
ed the other view.

Line 1076—As to 9™ Righavendra agrees with S’rf-
dhar, and though S’ankar renders it by 7%, still S’ridhar’s is
probably the most suitable meaning here.

Line 1106—Not opposed to law =i.e. not unrighte-
ous like the S’yen-sacrifice, says S’ankar ; that sacrifice being
one performed for the purpose of destroying one’s foe. Di-
rectly knowable . e. like happiness,®says S’ankar. Not Lard to
practise = not hard to acquire, or learn,

V.

-
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Tine 1122—A Kalpa is a vast period of time which
measures the duration of the Universe. The beginning of a
Kalpa is when the world is created. When the Kalpa ends,
the world is destroyed and there is a fresh creation again,

Lne 1134—Asurs and Rikshases are demons.

Line 1144—Wgrking= FI?'_I}'I'!T’?I T ?ﬁﬁ: Righavendra.

Tine 114S—#aT: AwE@NIRFARSNEICIEIARET: || 9
OAERT FAAET A FH || FRAETHACTTTHET 2T T

-~ Righavendra.

Line 1156——-1_1%1:, Sam, and Yajus, are the three Veds.

Tine 1166—The som-juice is a rather intoxicating drink
taken at certain sacrifices.

Line 1187—The Bhits are a separate class of super-
human beings ; Fiﬂrflafﬂfjﬁﬂriﬂ: say the commentators.

Line 1222—Tor G787, Compare Kathopanishad L. 16

Line 1234—rT: 9&: says Righavendra, which wbuld ‘
mean qualities. : k.

Line 1236—The seven sages are well known. They are.
sdentified with the constellation Ursa Major, Sanak and the -
rest are four Loly personages generally mentioned together,
of whom Sanatkumér appears in the Chbindogyopanishad as
teacher of Narad. Each of the fourteen Manus presides overra
period of the world’s life called Manvantar.

Line 1251 _stawmes: is rendered by SEFRRFI:FTIISI
EYaET f97: in Madhusadan’s commentary, and by &ANT-
fAeT: in Raghavendra’s. _

Line 1259—As to Asit and Deval, see Miiller’s Sunskrit,
Literature p. 463 ; and Kern’s Brihatsamhita, Pref. 41.

Line 1276—=%73. Compare Kathopanishad V. 6. Se

Line 1284—Marichi is the name of one of the Maruts—
the Winds, or Storm Gmfs as Max Miiller calls them. The
Nakshatras are what are called the Lunar Mansions. Visav is
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Indra the king of the Gods. The Lord of Wealth is Kuber-
There are eight Vasus. Meru is the Golden mountain. Briha-
~spati is the priest of the Gods. Skanda is the War-God
Bhrigu is one of the seven Rishis. The A’svattha is the
Peepul Tree. Gandharvas are the heavenly choristers.
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Line 1304—1The perfect ones, S’ankar says, are those who
even from birth are possessed of the Lighest piety, know-
ledge, indifference to worldly good, and superhuman power
(FFTATUR 4fqaT). It would be better, to retain the original
word ‘Siddhas’ Lere, as in lines 1440 and 1444, reading
‘ Among the Siddhas, I—Am &o.

Line 1306—Uchchaiss’ravas  is the horse of Indra.
Airbvat is his elephant. The thunderbolt is his weapon, the
Vajra. Kéimdhenu is the cow of plenty. Visuki and Ananta
are the chiefs of the snakes and Négs. The Nigs, accord-
ing to S'ridhar, are the serpents without poison. Varunm ig
Neptune, the God of the ocean. Yam is King Death. Pralbad
is the Abdiel of Hindu mythology, the virtuous demon to
save whom Vishnu became incarnate as the Man-lion.

Line 131 7—Righavendra has the following on this
somewhat obscure line FBIAHFSTAN MR Fiat.ar Fe:
- ®B T GF A BIAFSTAT FF:-In the last line of the foot.
note °&7 &7: must be of course °F&T:, The meaning of S'r-
dhar’s gloss is that in line 1330, Time absolutely is spoken.
of ; in this line, Time divided into years, months, and so forth.

Line 1320—73314 is also rendered by 3TIA in Régha-
vendra’s commentary.

Line 1322—Jshnavt is the Ganges.

Lines. 1328-9—As to the letter A, seo Introductory Essay
p. LV. The Dvandva is selectqd because, as S’ridhar
points out, all the parts of it are co-ordinate with each other

( SHTRAMWE: ). ‘I alone am Timo Eternal’ does not ac-
7/
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curately convey the meaning of the original. The meaning is
“ Bternal Time also is nothing but myself.”

Line 1334—swqmr 299&a: {@9: says S’ridhar. It need
scarcely be said that Fame &c. are personified here.

Line 1337—The Gayatri is the metre in which that
mystié stanza is composed—HFHfﬁﬂﬁfuqﬂ; &c. As to the Mar-
gas’irsha month—November—December—see the Introductory
Essay P. OXI The commentators do mot explain why
Krishna identifies himself with the “ game of dice,” among
“all the practices of  cheats.”” We can only infer, that
it is regarded as the best mode of gaming for oue who
wants to cheat his opponent.  The Vrishnis are the family
in which-Krishna was born. Us’anas is the preceptor of the
Demons, S’ukra, one of whose names is Kavi, one who
has discernment. The STFTFATZOEHNT is well-known.

Line 1348—Polity ¢. e. the due employment of the
soveral modes of dealing with foes, such as trying to make
up things amicably, trying to introduce dissensions into t:l;e.
enemy’s camp, and so forth. As to silence, Madhustadan after
repeating S'ridhar’s explanation At MIART: adds TR -
auat @ GEFAEATTIAATIRAGHA FEAEET A S ||
The Ilatter interpretation is not quite clear. And to suit the
former ‘““mongst secrets” ought perhaps, to be  for secrets,”

Line 1357—-—5’15[?{173\ S’ridbar renders by ﬁ’iﬁg'ﬂﬁ{, CILGS
by EUWFIFA, and FATH by FAM FHAIBOTAT JIAETITH,
Raghavendra ‘bas respectively ¥SIHA: aﬂﬁﬁr’m\, 7949 and
IR TTH, .

Line 1381—The As’vins are the physicians of the Gods.

Line 1441—The Sidhyas are mentioned in Manu I. 22.
The Vis’vas are the so-callgd Vis’vedevs, the Ushmaps are the
manes. In line 1461, the charioteer’s son is Karna.

Line 1507—Compare Manu. I. 11.
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Line 1522—Yadav, is descendant of Yadu, one of the

sons of Yaydti, a famous king of the Lunar dynasty.

Line 1592- -93—Righavendra says FTE FZI STIFRARIA
SIWANATTN [&qd FaMT 717 [FEZEETS 'sTF-f [-'-TI*-‘I"«\"[W

Line 1635—Freo from distress. S’ankar renders the ori-
ginal of this, by WA¥T:, free from fear ; and S’ridhar by
SAT-T:, free from mental pain; Madhustidan says 9C-
RGIAFEANT TA7T AT AT TE:, one who does not  feel pain
even when beaten by others ; Righavendra says 'IIWI[W!?
TARATAD:, one who feels no mental pain at injuries done.

Line 1639—smuim (good and ill) is rendered by §’ridhar
to mean 79997, merit and sin. See line 316,

Line 1651—I have thought it better to retain the word
: Kshetra here than to render it by any inadequate equivalent.
S’ankar says:—RFICML (1) TR TG RAFH GBI WA, S'ri-
dbar % ¥T@AT T4 FIMAWTIT daceE ATRYEAR.  Madhusd-
dan, H{’IE’HH{HHH'{&?HW FFET r:ﬁ:f Rctfrh'weudla A THAHA -
CRURH WIAAEITAAT o177 wain STl AFARATA,
--—It , may be interesting to transcribe here the opening of RA-
ghavendm 8 comment on this Chapter. He says q’f’&f'ﬁ?ﬁﬂﬂ'ﬂ(fﬂ-
qU0T: || qY0R QTHT 3’””3[?"?’"( T IEC ‘»'{Tﬂ' 1T GIIIATIEHT-
§E™ 49 97 fgdrienry 7 REHERIEC) EEHER (P HWQTCW?E
39 (17 in Ms.) BAMTE HI¢Fa&TF 2307 aga VAT g
SAA(ER A WITTAENAGH AFIFT (£87) F0% 65 To71CR07 S
x4 wﬁ PEEUE TRAEAEAT,  These last words refer to the

fol]owmg stanza, with which this Chapter begins in the copy

of Righavendra, though it is not in our copies.
TFH TRY 9T §F FIFAT T |
TIEEAWSIG I §9 F FT4 ||
It may be mentioned tlmt Mr. Thomson refers to this stanza,

h-. -

Veds py Raghavendm. ngjﬂi is not explained.
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Line 16063 —The ten senses are the five senses of action
referred to before, and the five senses of perception, hearing
&c. For body, the original is HIT which S’ridhar renders
by TAC, S’ankar by Z3FEUPT &F., and Righavendra by <%
For courage, the original is 8§, thus rendered by S’ankar:—
TUEET RN JReEAOT 979, that by which the body and'
senses are supported when drooping. Hatred, &c. are men-
tioned here to show that they do not reside in the soul, the
Kshetrajna, but in the mind.

Line 1669—Ostentation i. e. of one’s own piety and so
forth ; firmness is strict adherence to the path of final emanci-
pation alone. S’ankar says as to °perception of the evil
&e., that the evil to be observed in birth is the living in the
womb and coming out of it; of old age, the loss  of one’s
intellectual and physical powers. On the alternative in-
terpetation mentioned in the footnote, the meaning would be
‘ perception of the evil, namely the unhappiness, of birth,
death, &c.” S’ridhar’s suggestion is also adopted by Raghaven-
dra. Absence of vanity &c. are included under knowledge as

being useful and necessary for its acquisition.

Tine 1687—That which is, (83) according to Rdghaven-
dra, is the collection of effects (STRABTIRIIAGA_) that is to
say the collection of worldly objects—in fact the created
universe. That which is not (&) is the great cause of
the universe called the Unseen ( 333WWEITRILTISIAN ). This
would mean that the Brahma is neither Prakriti nor any of
its developments. Righavendra also ocites the following;’
Smriti FAATTAIEH GIAEIT  As to  possessed of all the
qualities’ &c. compare the Vedic text. ‘He sees without eyes,
ke Lears without ears’ (T3TEA9y: & T{UFIFT:).  Raghavendra,
proposes another rendering. He says LRI yﬂrr#
TSAAETNAEAE  gargad §AA 4. ¢ Unattached’, @3&ia.
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99 says S'ridbar. ¢ Their supporter’—this is tlie rendering
of S’ridhar who pamp.hra.ses A% by T@%. §'ankar says it
means FTFY  ‘that which perceives’. ‘Not different &o.’
S’ankar says “It is onme in all bodies like space, but it
_appears as if it were different in different creatures.” S'ridhar
says HTEHAMH FKaieaar s MAWT 94 @ggreard Gang
GITTA WA —which means that the various manifesta-
tions by themselves ave " different, but counsidered with re-
ference to their material cause they are all one. Foam is
different from ordinary sea water as a different form of water ;
but substantially they are one. So different creatures are
different when seen as individuals, but they are one when wa
see that tliey are all Brahma in their essence.

Line 1703—EKnowledge—calling Bralima itself knowledge
is rather singular. Réiglavendra says &+ THEAEATTH. S’ankar
says &FAANTANT and Anandagiri explains that by adding &<-
OTIEI=A WV, so that §17 means not knowledge itself but the
absence of vanity &c. by which it is acquired.

Line 1726 —8’ankar says ‘Meditation means the absorption
of all the senses, such as that of hearing &c., into the mind,
aftertheir withdrawal from tleir objects, and the fixing of the
mind exclusively on the soul. In themselves means in the
%, the faculty of fixed resolution; by themselves=by the in-
ternal organ polished and refined by meditation. Sankbyayog
is the belief thatthe three Qualities are different from the soul,
which is the passive supervisor of their operations, of a differ-
eut nature from them, and changeless. Karma-yog is perfor-
mance of action in the belief that it is all offered unto the Su-
preme Being.’

Line 1745—S’ankar understands this to mean that the man
sees everything as BN, the supreme soul. Réghavendra

(“«akey/ ‘existing in’ as equivalent to ‘being supported by’,
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Madhustidan agrees with S’ankar, explaining R¥A by FCIA.

Line 1752—Thoungh all-pervading. The commentators in-
stance the case of mud by which space is never stained. ‘All
bodies,” S'rtdhar explains to mean good, middling, and bad
bodies. Réghavendra says SR (E(ECES

Line I'759—Release of beings &c. Righavendra says this
~ yofers to the abovementioned means of final emancipation by
which the soul is released from the elements and from DPra-
kriti or Nature; or to the means of final emancipation by
which souls are released from the inanimate Prakriti.

Line 1760—1 had originally intended to treat the subject
of the three qualities at some length. DBut under the cir-
cumstances I prefer to make only the following few obser-
vations upon it, It is clear enough that the three qualities
indicate three different classes of living creatures, the
differences being stated* at length in this Chapter XI1V.
What is not so clear is how the combination of these three
qualities into a whole in which they are in equilibrium
comes to be identified with Prakriti (FFI{STEIRal @RAFLI HF -
@:). According to the view of Prof. Wilson and other
writers on the Sankbya Philosophy, Prakriti is matter—matter
in an undeveloped state. Now in what sense dead matter 19
identical with Goodness, Badness, and Indifference combined,
it is rather difficult to see. On the other hand, if we take
matter to be living matter, as containing, to borrow the lan-
guage of Prof. Tyndall, ‘“the promise and potency of life,”
the doctrine becomes somewhat more intelligible though still
difficult to realize. Professor Bhandarkar, however, suggests
a very different view of Prakriti, as he holds that the Sankhya
Philosophy is in its essence what, in the terminology of
modern Engliéh philosophy, would be called Idealism. And
according to him, therefore, Prakriti is the hypothntical
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causo of the soul’s feeling itself limited and conditioned. I

must refer to Prof. Bhindérkar’s Essay itself for a clear

and full exposition of this theory. It does, to a considera-
ble extent, explain the difficulties which arise upon the other
bypothesis. And it will be found, I think, that none of the
passages in which Prakriti is mentioned in the Gitd will pre-

sent any difficulty of explanation on this theory.

As to the renderings of the tlnee names of the qualities,
I need scarcely say, that I do nob consider them at all satis-
fnctory But Goodness and Badness are the usual names for

@ and dHH; and T4, as the middle stage between the two,
may, perhaps, be allowably rendered by Indifference. I have
borrowed the words from My, Thomson with an alteration.
Prof. Bhindarkar renders {88 by Passion which is a more sug-
gestive rendering. There is also a difference of opinion as to
whetlier T here means quality or fetter.

Line 1764— Assume my qualities=Come into my essence
HRII=AAIAAETAN says Sankar. Suffer pain = do not fall down
says Sankar ; Eﬂﬂ(ﬁ—%#f says S’ridhar, aud on this our footuote
is based. The contrast, however, between being born at the
creation, and this expression, might, perhaps be held to indi-
cate a different sort of pain than that of further birth, e. g.
the pain accompanying a destruction of the world.

Line 1780—Charmed,=being enamoured of anything.

Line 1790—The meaning of this sentence is that each
of the qualities produces the effects abovementioned, wlhen
the other two are repressed by it and it predominates.

Line 1806—We have given in the footnotes the two
senses proposed for the word ‘highest.” Réaghavendra takes

it to mean Vishnu, or the Supreme Being.

,}ine 1809—#z497, says S’ankar, means among beasts

: |
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- &c. Righavendra says it means among demons &o. FAE(FT
Lie says, means among men. In the next line, ‘they say’ is
interpreted by S’ridhar to refer to Kapil and others.
~ Line 1821—The seer, is %2, Raghavendra renders it by
@4:, S’ankar by @5, and S'ridbar by @341, ‘That which is
above the qualities’ is the soul. "

Line 1825—2zauga=a=g TilNAZTY FHYAT (Righaven-
dra). For the other rendering see lines 1718 et seq.

Line 1845—After this & line has been omitted which

“should run thus :—He’s said to be beyond the qualities.

Line 1859—°‘1" here must mean the man Krishna.

Line 1852—S’ankar thinks that this passage describes
&HIT or the course of worldly life.  With him agree S'ridhar
and Madhusddan. Righavendra says it describes the Si&i&-
7. A full explanation of the passage must be seen in the
various commentaries. We only summarize them :—

As’vattha, Sankar and the other commentators explain
to mean ¢ what will not remain even to-morrow in the same
state’ (7 AT ©€qT). Its roots are above, that is to say the
‘Supreme Being is its root; its boughs are the lesser beings
Hiranyagarbha &e., (according to some) Mahat, Abankir and the
other great elements (according to others.) The Chhandas or
Veds are its leaves—to preserve the world as the leaves pre- .
serve the tree, says S’ankar. They are the causes of the
fruit (salvation, and worldly good) says Réghavendra, for in
this world we find leaves first and fruits afterwards, S'ri-
dhar says that the fruits of acts are the shade of the tree
which everybody requires and that is afforded by the Veds.
Upwards and downwards=from the highest of created things,
as we may say, to the lowest {FRIMZTIT-T). Here S’ankar seems
to render branches by the fruits of knowledge and action.
““By the qualities enlarged” is explained only by Madhus ﬁd\{n,

4
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who takes it to refer to the manifestations of the qualities in
the form of body, senses, worldy objects &o. Objects of sense
are sprouts as they are attached to the senses which are as ib
were the tips of the branches. The roots which extend
downwards are the desires for different enjoyments. These
are the minor roots, the main root being already described
to be the Deity. Here §.e. by those who are living in this
world. ‘Thus’ means as described above. H7 which we have
rendered ‘thinking that one rests,” Réighavendra takes to
stand for FT7d “one should resort to or take shelter with’—
avowedly vioiating the grammatical construction.

Line 1871 —Compare line 1682 as to Adbhyatma.

Line 1894—S’ankar thus supplies the ellipses in the
thoughts between this line and line I877. When Krishna says
that cne who goes to Vishnu's seat never returns, the question
arises how can this be when all going is to end in returning
(Hﬁ @ NATTATA0). The answer is that the individual soul
being a part of the supreme soul, it may well go to its foun-
tain-head and never return. Then the difficulty arises how
does the soul go at all from its fountain-head. That is obviat-
ed by saying that it is the connection with the, 1ind &ec.
which occasions this. To the next question—when does this
occur —the answer is given inthe words ‘“whensoever the soul
&e.” Then having stated that this truth is known only to
some persons, not to all, he comes back from the digression.

Line 1897 —Entering the earth—in the form of the God-
dess Earth, say Anandagiri and Madhusddan. Support i. e.,
by keeping the earth from falling down or from crumbling away.
One of the moon’s names is &i¥9@—TLord of herbs. The
fourfold food is that which is dr%nk, that which is licked,
that which is powdered by means of the teeth, and that which
isyten without such powdering,
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Line 1904—Reasoning. The orviginal is ¥7&T which the
commentators unanimously interpret to mean destruction
scil. of memory and knowledge. But I cannot think that
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this meaning is quite appropriate. There is nothing suit-
able to the context in saying that the destruction of know-
ledge is occasioned by the Supreme Being. On the other
hand $3MR is a common expression for discussion, reasoning

pro and con, and I think we may adopt that meaning here.

Iine 1906—The author. of the Vedinta. This means,

accordine to S’ankar, the first expositor of the meanine of
g P g

the Vedantas (Upanishads, I suppose) current in tradition
STFArgETEETIaE. S'ridhar agrees ; and so does Madhust@idan,
adding ITUEETEIT. Righavendra says TZAM FHIAT Targ
70: AAGTETHEANT 9@ FAL,

Tine 1919—The unconcerned one. §’ankar says TENIAT-
AT WA QAR SUETE TRTAAR AT RS- RARA-
FEW&TUHAET 789 3949, Unconcerned is one rendering of FIEY
It may also mean, according to the commentators, delusive.
Madhusddan says (99 FCTAATITI TR FZLAET IS 97T
STAR: || 95 |vE | @FFEIR JRUIEAT AFUATA_|| T E UG-
SRT FARNGT SHAT §LHEAIT 97 IF9.  The two Beings
are thus the whole collection of things in the world, and the

material cause of them. The Deity is a totally different prin-

ciple. See S’vetds’vataropanishad p. 294 (Bibl. Ind. Ed.)

Line 1922—=w%ufa. (Every way) might be taken to mean
with all one’s heart. That is very nearly the meaning of
the corresponding Marithi expression.

Line 1927 —Knowledge i. e. of the soul by study of the

S’astras; sacrifice is the Dars’aptirpamis &c.; study is study
of the Veds. For Renunciafion see the next chapter.
Line 1949—Spoken of scil, according to Madhusddan, in

the descriptions of the man of steady mind (Chap. II.)\t\he,

’:

C o
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devotee (Chap. XIL.) the man of ]niowledae (Chap. X
and the man who transcends the Qualities (Chap. XIV.) 74,1

refers to the list at the beginning of the chapter

Line 1936-—No truth = nothing that is entitled i, ]
believed, such as Veds, Purins &c. say S’ridhir and Madh,
siidan. Fixed principle = JHTAS TAAET say the commentato;
. e. no principle based on virtue and vice, according t
which the affairs of the world are governed. BTTUT(H%FIH the

commentators interpret this to mean produced by the union

of male and female. But it is difficult to be satisfied with

this. I have followed the rendering of Mr. Thomson, though

it is by no means without its own difficulties. For ° without

s b/ . .
connexions mutual, Mr. Thomson has “arisen in certain

succession.” FEIAM:, which we bave rendered by “ of ruined
souls,”’ S’ridhar renders by WSAETA, of impure mind ; and
S’ankar and Madhustdan say FZHE THITCFEGS:,

® Line 1992—Hurl into demoniac wombs 7. . according to
the commentators, they are born as tigers, snakes &o.

- Line 1997— Ruinous to the soul 7. e, according to
S’ankar, rendering the soul unfit for any of the highest ends
of human beings ; according to S’ridhar, leading tos birth in a
iving beings.

7% in the Gitd means final emancipation (H1&);

lower order of.

Line 2007

or refinement, the being fitted for a higher stage of life,
Line 2020—Yakshas = Kuber &c.; Rakshases = Nirriti
. &o. Anandagiri.
- Line 2081—Comp. line 1045 and Manu II. 83. By that
. ¢. the designation, says S’dnkar. 8'ridhar suggests the alter-

| nat1V° ‘by the Brahma’ which I prefer. For this ¢. e, for pen-
ance, sacrifice &o., or for Brahma (§’ankar.) The connexion of
this passage with what goes before is stated by S’ridbar. He
says,/that as it would appear that all acts of penance &e, are
| /

Y



I‘r bad ‘or indifferent, 1SS
cordin t]ip qualxty of coodness T must say, howevel ) that Ido-

scib understand this passage clearly.
{1, Line 2049 —Conditions—the ongmal is FITME, canses. . On

awent (Fdr) §'ridhar has Wﬁw—egmﬂm or -self-consci-
]e1sness formed of the union of chit and achit. Lme 2053
hefers to those ‘who, not unde‘rstandmg that the soul is not
gamong the five things necessary for aotmn, thmk it to be the
'doer of all the acts of a human being (Compare lme 445) The
stain on the intellect is the feeling ‘T have done thm, I shall
enjoy the fruit of it’ (Line 2037) and so forth. ‘
Line 2215—Desire here means desire for carnal plea.anres.
Line 2240 —Nature here may be either the great princi-
‘ple TFF or A, which is made up of the three qualities in
equilibrium, or it may mean the respective natures of Bri-
hmans &e.. In' the latter case, the quahtﬁs are the causes of

the natures. (S’ankax )
Line 2304«—339 Kathopamshad II e, m amd s'veta-

s’'vatar 111, 13,4
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