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The first volume in well over half a century to bring to light new original material on Saraha’s
Treasury of Spontaneous Songs (Dohākoṣa).
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“THIS IS THE MOST IMPORTANT BOOK on Saraha in a generation-and arguably in the past sixty years. Saraha, the ‘Great Brahman,’ is a key poet and theorizer of Indian tantric Buddhism and a vital figure for Tibetan Buddhists, who consider him the human source of their teachings on mahāmudrā, the great seal. He remains, however, elusive to modern scholars. With Saraha’s Spontaneous Songs, Klaus-Dieter Mathes and Péter-Dániel Szántó help to dispel some of the fog surrounding Saraha, providing fresh editions and translations of the key South Asian and Tibetan texts that contain his greatest work, the Treasury of Dohās (Dohākoṣa), in some cases drawing on previously unstudied manuscripts. Their philology is firstrate, their translations are precise yet readable, and their introduction and notes provide an informed perspective on who Saraha may have been and what he may have taught. Saraha’s Spontaneous Songs will be the foundation for any serious study of Saraha and his Treasury of Dohās for many decades to come, and all students of South Asian and Tibetan Buddhism should be profoundly grateful to Mathes and Szántó for having collaborated on this landmark work.”

-ROGER R. JACKSON, author of Mind Seeing Mind

“FOR THE FIRST TIME, the most important work of spiritual poetry from late Buddhist India is now available together with its only existing Sanskrit commentary as well as the defining commentary for the reception of Saraha’s poetry in Tibet. Together these three major works illuminate a rich and dynamic period of Buddhist thought and practice. A magnificent achievement.”

-KURTIS SCHAEFFER, author of Dreaming the Great Brahmin
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Preface


Completely abandon thought and no-thought,

and abide in the natural way of a small child.

If you are firm in devotion to the teaching of the guru,

the coemergent will spring up.

—Saraha, Dohākoṣa



THERE IS NO better verse to summarize Saraha’s teaching. It is the single verse that Atiśa quotes in the autocommentary on his seminal *Bodhipathapradīpa (Eimer 1978, 183). The best way for a yogic practitioner to find liberation and realize the true nature of reality, which Saraha prefers to call “the coemergent (sahaja),” is to leave any conceptual assessment of reality behind, since no model of it has ever been known to withstand critical analysis. The yogin, therefore, remains in a natural way, opening up to the special instructions of a guru, whose qualities of realization can then directly enter the heart of devoted disciples. Saraha’s spontaneous songs, or dohās, are such instructions: they represent the rare perfection of the Buddhist art of expressing the inexpressible, and they can trigger a mind-to-mind transmission that some take to have the power of directly pointing out the true nature of mind.

Saraha’s spontaneous songs continue to fascinate scholar and practitioner alike, but the richness of publications and discussions of his songs should not cloud the fact that there remain fundamental, unresolved issues with the corpus. The Apabhraṃśa verses of Saraha’s Dohākoṣa have never been critically edited on the basis of root texts that stand independent of a commentary; they are only presented as quoted in the sole surviving Sanskrit commentary written by the early Newar scholar Advayavajra. Since the publication of its first edition more than a century ago, many have noticed that a new edition of this commentary is necessary. Moreover, this is the only Indian commentary on Saraha’s corpus of spontaneous songs, the Dohākoṣapañjikā, and it has never been translated, apart from a poor and often incomplete translation into Tibetan.


In May 2018, when Klaus-Dieter Mathes was a visiting scholar at All Souls College at Oxford University, he met Péter-Dániel Szántó, and the joint authors of this publication discovered their common interest in critically editing and translating Advayavajra’s Dohākoṣapañjikā and comparing it with the newly discovered manuscripts of the Apabhraṃśa root texts and a Tibetan translation. This provided a solid basis for editing and translating the standard Tibetan root text and Mokṣākaragupta’s commentary, which in turn allowed for the first reception history of Saraha’s corpus of songs. Known as the Dohās for the People (a designation not known in South Asia), the standard Tibetan root text figures largely as a major Indian source for Kagyü (Bka’ brgyud) mahāmudrā. We have been able to show that this Tibetan root text and Mokṣākaragupta’s commentary on exactly the same corpus of spontaneous songs could hardly be direct translations from Indian originals; they often depend on the Tibetan translation of Advayavajra’s Dohākoṣapañjikā, which is evident when the latter diverges from the Indian original.

The critical edition and analysis of all Apabhraṃśa materials have been made by Péter-Dániel Szántó alone, while Klaus-Dieter Mathes is responsible for the edition and translation of the standard Tibetan root text and Mokṣākaragupta’s commentary. The main part of the work, the edition and translation of Advayavajra’s commentary, represents the authors’ common effort. We thank Prof. Diwakar Acharya (Oxford University) and Dr. Nirajan Kafle (Kathmandu), who assisted in editing and interpreting some parts of Advayavajra’s commentary at an earlier stage of the project. Due to other duties, they could not continue to collaborate, and we are grateful for their contributions.

Special thanks also go to Michele Martin for a rigorous penultimate edit, using her meticulous eye for grammar, Tibetan language skills, and deep knowledge of the traditions discussed here.

Vienna and Budapest, February 2023






Introduction


Having received the pith instructions of the Great Brahman [Saraha] and his spiritual sons, Master Maitrīpa1 (986–1063)2 composed the Tattvadaśaka and other works that are Pāramitā-based pith instructions, which accord with the Mantra system. Upon listening to them, Marpa said: “The essential meaning of the ultimate vehicle is to remain free from extremes while not becoming mentally engaged. I have been introduced to the Dharma of mahāmudrā.” This is, among other [teachings], the textual system maintained by the great master Maitrīpa.3

—Kongtrul Lodrö Thayé, The Treasury of Knowledge



THESE LINES MOST fittingly demonstrate the importance of Saraha’s pith instructions for the Kagyü (Bka’ brgyud) schools; their vivid freshness directly cuts through to the coemergent bliss of mind. Thus, Saraha has left a profound impact on various meditation traditions of Tibetan Buddhism, and modern mahāmudrā masters continue to rely on them. For the most part, Saraha’s pith instructions came down to us in the form of spontaneous songs (dohā) that allow us to partake of his realization. The most important collection of Saraha’s songs is the Dohākoṣa, better known in Tibet as the Dohās for the People (Dmangs do hā), which found its way into the collection of Six Works on Essential [Meaning] (Snying po skor drug).4 Thus it belongs to the three famous cycles of mahāmudrā works contained in the Seventh Karmapa Chödrak Gyatso’s (Chos grags rgya mtsho, 1454–1506) Indian Mahāmudrā Works (Phyag chen rgya gzhung).5

From the time of Gampopa (Sgam po pa, 1079–1153), the Kagyü schools have distinguished a path of direct perceptions set apart from a general Mahāyāna path of inference and a Vajrayāna path of blessing. Sometimes Gampopa even criticizes ordinary Vajrayāna for descending to the level of conceptualization.6 This immediately calls to mind one of Saraha’s spontaneous songs (verse 37),7 which the mythical siddha Śavaripa is said to have sung to empower Maitrīpāda while holding a golden vase in his hand:8

When your own natural mind is completely purified,

the [enlightened] quality of the guru enters [your] heart.

Realizing so, [I,] Saraha, sing [this] song.

I have not seen a single tantra, a single mantra.9

There is no question, however, about the general tantric context of Saraha’s Dohākoṣa, as verse 23, for example, is on tantric feasts (gaṇacakra). Yet it cannot be overlooked that Saraha prefers an immediate access to the coemergent nature of mind over the more contrived approaches of formal tantric practice. This is at least what Karma Tashi Chöphel (Kar ma Bkra shis chos ’phel), a disciple of Kongtrul Lodrö Thayé (Kong sprul Blo gros mtha’ yas, 1813–99), says about Saraha’s Dohākoṣa, when he sets apart a direct path (Tib. gseng lam) of essence mahāmudrā from Sūtra- and Mantrayāna. While Saraha’s direct approach, as Tashi Chöphel states, is only for those with sharp faculties, it can become a helpful practice for many when combined with either the sūtras or tantras.10 As a support of his distinguishing essence mahāmudrā from Sūtra and Tantra, Tashi Chöphel refers to the Dohākoṣa, verses 22ab and 14ab:11

There are no tantras, mantras, objects of meditation, or meditation.

All these are causes of confusing one’s mind.

What use are butter lamps? What use are food offerings [to deities]?

Why do we need to take up the Secret Mantra [Vehicle]?

The immediate realization of the coemergent, which Saraha cannot help but express again and again in his songs, thus seems to be independent of the sūtras and tantras, and it came to be referred to as essence mahāmudrā. The possibility of such an instantaneous realization has been repeatedly associated with the Chinese Chan views of Hwa shang Mo he yan, who is said to have been defeated by Kamalaśīla in the Bsam yas debate between 792 and 794.12 It is too simple, however, to associate the subitist approach with Chinese Chan and the gradualist approach with Indian Buddhism. For example, we could identify the ascription of the subitist approach to Saraha in an early Indian source, namely the short and almost unstudied Sanskrit text Yuktipradīpa, “A Lamp of Reasoning.”13

Saraha’s dohās are quoted fairly often in Indic materials, which points to the fact that he was indeed an influential authority, but the Yuktipradīpa stands out, since one of Saraha’s dohās is used to start a learned discussion similar to that of the Bsam yas debate. The question was whether enlightenment is sudden or gradual, a problem that has also occupied Indian tantric authors. The author of the Yuktipradīpa, after some careful considerations, lands on the side of the gradualists. However, in his opening statement, his debate opponent expresses his view (i.e., the so-called pūrvapakṣa) citing Saraha as evidence: “Surely, enlightenment is possible even if one discards actions such as meditation. How so?”14 And here the opponent, just like Karma Tashi Chöphel, brings forth the above-quoted dohā 22ab, which teaches that all such procedures are a cause of mental confusion. Our author does not reject this approach, but he points out that this verse is taught with reference to practitioners of the fourth—that is, supreme—order and not to others, such as beginners.15 Moreover, the author turns Saraha against his opponent by approvingly citing dohā 14ab twice and interpreting the second line as referring to those very preparations that a yogin of the supreme kind has already graduated from.

In spite of the difficulties involved in the study of this highly interesting treatise, we can gather with some certainty that at least a few authorities interpreted Saraha as a subitist and that this created some problems in exegetical circles. Unfortunately, it is at present impossible to pin down exactly when this must have taken place, because we cannot date the text with any precision, save for the fact that it must precede the twelfth century, which is the date of the manuscript itself based on paleographical grounds.16

In other words, Karma Tashi Chöphel’s reading of a subitist position into Saraha’s dohās does not necessarily reflect a Chinese influence but could also go back to an Indian tradition of interpreting Saraha. When the subitist approach of essence mahāmudrā is combined with either a gradual Sūtra or Mantra path, Kongtrul calls it sūtra mahāmudrā and mantra mahāmudrā respectively.17

Just like essence mahāmudrā, sūtra mahāmudrā had become a controversial issue after Sakya Paṇḍita (1182–1251) denied its Indian origins.18 However, Kagyü masters and other scholars, such as Gö Lotsāwa Shönu Pal (’Gos Lo tsā ba Gzhon nu dpal, 1392–1481), have pointed out that Maitrīpāda’s Tattvadaśaka and its commentary by Sahajavajra was such an Indian source.19 It should be noted that the combination of mahāmudrā with the “sūtras” (a Tibetan doxographical abbreviation for the Pāramitā system) does not downgrade the former to the latter but rather upgrades the Pāramitā system.20 This upgrade is expressed by the qualifier “that accords with the Mantra system” in the definition of sūtra mahāmudrā.21

Further, in combination with the Mantra system, essence mahāmudrā turns into a gradual path, namely the one of creation- and completion-stage practices. A good example for this is the commentary on Saraha’s songs by Karma Trinlepa (Kar ma Phrin las pa, 1456–1539), who integrated Saraha’s pith instructions with a gradual mahāmudrā meditation. For Trinlepa, mahāmudrā practice starts with traditional forms of practice—such as calm abiding (śamatha) and the more conservative tantric techniques of breath retention—and then leads to Saraha’s uncontrived states of coemergent bliss. The Tibetan commentaries on the Dohākoṣa tend to adopt a strategy of sanitizing controversial elements of the dohās by restricting them to the far-off state of a buddha.22 Karma Trinlepa also relativizes Saraha’s critical attitude toward the crucial tantric practice of breath control by not rejecting these contrived yoga practices as such. Actually, they should lead to, or be combined with, Saraha’s uncontrived and nonconceptual coemergent, which ultimately collapses everything contrived; so when this happens, a yogin should not find himself in a state of being still attached to coercive yoga practices.23

Essence mahāmudrā’s distinction from mantra mahāmudrā was met with reservation by most tantrics of other Tibetan schools, who simply saw in Saraha’s songs the expressions of advanced types of completion-stage realization well within the framework of the Mantra system. Chomden Rikpai Raldri (Bcom ldan Rig pa’i ral gri, 1227–1305) thus explains in his commentary on Saraha’s above-quoted verse 37 that only those of the ultimate Way of Secret Mantra understand coemergent primordial awareness through the instruction and introduction of the guru.24

This brief introduction shows that the way Saraha’s songs were received and commented upon is an ideal touchstone for systematically comparing the philosophies and hermeneutics of various Tibetan masters and the way they created a bridge from the sūtras to the tantras.

The Dohās

The dohās are the most distinctive literary expression of a class of tantric Buddhist masters called siddhas, hailed by tradition as beings of exceptional spiritual realization.25 Essentially, these are gnomic verses; composed not just in the dohā meter proper using a kind of literary Middle Indic called Apabhraṃśa, they also purportedly convey a high degree of mystical insight and were transmitted in collections. We sometimes refer to the dohās as “songs,” because we have it on good evidence that they were intoned in a variety of musical patterns (rāga). It should also be pointed out that the dohā genre is not confined to tantric Buddhism; in later eras, it was used to great effect by famous mystics such as Nanak and Kabir.

Among the dohās, those of the siddha Saraha take pride of place. This statement holds for the emic tradition—where at least one collection of his songs was considered so important that it became part of scripture—and also for modern scholarship, where the discovery of the dohās was seen as a literary sensation, not only in Buddhist studies but also in the wider intellectual world loosely termed the Bengal Renaissance.


On Apabhraṃśa: The History, Linguistics, and Prosody

The language of the dohās (and the related caryāgītis) has been styled in various ways. Haraprasād Śāstrī made it unequivocal in the very title of his pioneering work that he thought of the language as Old Bengali—that is, an organic precursor of his Bengali mother tongue. This designation created quite a stir and continues to trigger debates; for example, Oriya nationalists militantly call for the language to be termed Old Oriya. Others thought of the language as some kind of vernacular.

The most cautious approach, the one we follow, is to call it simply (literary) Apabhraṃśa. Moreover, we should immediately point out that the language of Saraha’s dohās (as well as of the caryāgītis and dohās by other masters) is not unitary but seems to preserve at least two registers, possibly more.

We do not think that these were vernaculars—living, spoken languages. Rather, it was a kind of literary register (or multiple registers) of Middle Indic. Just how close these linguistic registers were to the word spoken on the street is almost impossible to say. Of course, we can extrapolate from modern linguistic forms such as Bengali, which does indeed reveal some similarities. However, here we must tackle the rather serious questions: what is a language and what is a dialect? Languages, especially in India, are artificially delineated and standardized; in other words, they are political constructs (or “dialects with an army and a fleet” as the old saying attributed to Max Weinreich goes). We do not wish to go into this debate in this volume.

Apabhraṃśa passages first appear in Buddhist scriptures in a corpus later classified as the yoginītantras.26 The contents and purposes of these passages vary, but most, if not all, have a strong ritual function and therefore a performative aspect.

The first of such very short songs can be found in the Sarvabuddhasamāyogaḍākinījālaśaṃvara, often styled—with good reason—the proto-yoginītantra.27 After this, more or less any self-respecting, lengthier yoginītantra starts transmitting Apabhraṃśa passages, for example, the Catuṣpīṭhatantra,28 the Vajrāmṛtatantra,29 the Hevajratantra, the Vajraḍākatantra, the Bhagavatyāsvedāyā yathālabdhatantrarāja,30 the Abhidhānottaratantra, the Ḍākārṇavatantra, and the Buddhakapālatantra. The last of these is particularly relevant for the present discussion, because its ninth chapter incorporates a dohā that is also found in the Saraha corpus.31 Given that the Buddhakapālatantra is a rather late creation, it is very likely that Saraha’s collection was the direct source.

Eventually, the tantric tradition went beyond this. An important case, but one that has found little space in scholarly discourse, is that of the Yathālabdhakhasamatantra, a yoginītantra written entirely in Apabhraṃśa. The mūla itself does not seem to survive in the original, but we have a Tibetan translation32 and a marvelous commentary on it by no less an authority than Ratnākaraśānti (ca. 970–1045),33 from which we can reconstruct a substantial portion of the tantra. This commentary, called Khasamāṭīkā, has been edited but not with the greatest care.34 Fortunately, we now have access to a near-perfect witness, Kaiser Library no. 227.

The Khasamāṭīkā is crucial for understanding how some learned classical authors dealt with the problematic prosody of Apabhraṃśa. For Ratnākaraśānti is pretty much the only one to tip his hand in this respect; other commentators have next to nothing to say on how they grappled with the meter. Let us look at a telling example. After composing two verses on the basics, Ratnākaraśānti tackles the first verse as follows.35


Two [mnemonic] verses about [the metrical features]:




Here, the metrical feet (gaṇa) are of five kinds, in two, three, four, five, and six morae [respectively]. The meter is for the most part the couplet (dvipadī), [of which] one quarter-verse (pāda) is [made up of] three or four feet.

The language (bhāṣā) [employed] here is Apabhraṃśa, which is a distortion (vikāra) of Sanskrit. [The meter is] completed by rendering [a vowel] short or long [as required], by [reading it nasalized with an] anusvāra or by [reciting it very] quickly (druta) or drawn out (vilambita).




Couplet (dvipadī) is a synonym for piece (khaṇḍa) or essence (vastuka). Here, in the first couplet, the quarter verses consist of three feet. In the odd quarter-verses, the first foot contains six morae. The second [foot consists] of two morae. The others [consist] of four morae. The [enclitic] word ca retains the [consonant] c[, whereas we would usually expect merely a] and is out of sequence[, as we would expect it to stand after the word it precedes]. There are two ho syllables. One substitutes the singular genitive suffix. The second stands for the word verily (khalu) and is an indeclinable; alternatively, it is a term of address. The o vowels in the two ho syllables are to be read as shorts for the sake of the meter. To explain, in Apabhraṃśa, there is prosodical shortness of [the normally long] e and o [vowels] due to halving (ardhakṣaya) as well as in the case of conjuncts [not making position (i.e., two consonants do not necessarily make the preceding vowel long)], as it is empirically observed (yathādarśanam).36



In a nutshell, these are indeed the most common problems we encounter when trying to make sense of Apabhraṃśa meter. The discretionary length of e/o is particularly important, which is why we employ the customary breve—that is, ĕ/ŏ. However, the most important point here is that even one of the most learned authors of the period admits to a somewhat unsystematic, case-by-case reading of Apabhraṃśa material.

Unfortunately, even Ratnākaraśānti is silent on why Apabhraṃśa is employed in the first place. We can only speculate in this respect and can probably add nothing new to the discussion.

Attributing a lower register/“distortion” of the language—that is, Sanskrit, as indeed Prakrits and Apabhraṃśas are seen in Indian linguistic theory—to lower classes and women is a literary convention employed in Sanskrit drama at least since the Kuṣāṇa period. The earliest such instances we have are the Central Asian fragments of Aśvaghoṣa’s Śāriputraprakaraṇa or Śāradvatīputraprakaraṇa.

It is also generally thought that these registers convey meaning in a softer, more intimate way. As a consequence, they are more potent. An interesting case is mentioned by the tenth-century exegete Bhavabhaṭṭa. In his commentary to the fourth chapter of the Vajraḍākatantra, which contains a rain-making mantra in a non-Sanskritic register, he says:


Now, the mantra beginning with ghili ghili should be understood as being in Prakrit. The same is given below in Sanskrit. […] This is a mantra embodying the nature of all ḍākinīs. If it is recited in Prakrit (phal pa’i skad), it will become mastered after one recites it one hundred thousand times. If it is recited in Sanskrit (legs par sbyar ba’i skad), it will become mastered after one recites it two hundred thousand times.37



In other words, the Prakrit mantra is mastered with half the effort in the preliminary recitation (pūrvasevā), and therefore it can be seen as twice as potent as its Sanskrit counterpart.

However, employing Apabhraṃśa does not mean that the author is not familiar with Sanskrit and its world, or that he is one of the people. He is simply being “folksy” in an artificial, literary way, precisely by using one of the tropes of Sanskrit literary culture.

To translate all this into our world, one might propose a thought experiment. It is probably beyond dispute that BBC English is perfectly apposite to convey serious information about the world in a clear and concise way, but it is hardly the language one would use to appeal to intimacy and emotion. Here, the vernacular of a blues song with the odd well-placed regionalism and so on is much more lucrative. But Saraha is not the unknown author of an African American spiritual (if there ever was a single author in such cases) but more like a Robert Johnson figure, a very self-conscious master of his trade made larger than life after his passing, or better yet, a Bob Dylan, who is an expert of the genre without having been part of it at a grassroots level.

These points are important to stress, because if one is not aware of them, the temptation to interpret Saraha and other siddhas as some sort of subaltern voice or even one calling out to the lower classes to instigate a revolution against the prevailing social order is indeed great (e.g., Verardi 2011, 12 passim).

On Saraha and the Dohā Collection

The multiple recensions of Saraha’s dohā collection most likely show that we are not dealing with an actual, singular author but with a literary event. There can be little doubt that Saraha the person existed, but what has reached us—already from India, not just Tibet—is a version of the author made larger than life by tradition. This does not mean that the person lived in some hoary past—for instance, as early as the seventh century, as some have suggested. Making a person a semi-legendary character need not take more than a generation, and indeed it can already happen during that person’s lifetime. The lives and immediate afterlives of Jñānapāda38 and Śrīmitra39 are telling examples.

The earliest hard, yet still not entirely conclusive, evidence for the author’s popularity comes from around the mid-tenth century. This is an unattributed quotation in Bhavabhaṭṭa’s Catuṣpīṭhanibandha ad Catuṣpīṭhatantra 3.4.11.40 The Catuṣpīṭha satellite literature also includes a sādhana, in which several of Saraha’s dohās are quoted.41

However, this does not necessarily mean that all of Saraha’s verses predate the mid-tenth century. Take, for example, verse 11c, which criticizes Buddhists engaged in elucidating the nature of the fourth empowerment. This was a debate in vogue around the first half of the eleventh century.42

The earliest piece of hard evidence for a Saraha dohā collection is the so-called Bagchi’s Manuscript,43 which bears the date 1101 CE in the colophon.44 However, what this date actually means needs some elucidation. Schaeffer translates it as follows:45


This Dohākoṣa was compiled completely, just as it was found, according to the stages of the ultimate concern, by the scholar Siri Divāarcanda in 1101, full moon of Śrāvaṇa. This book, [belonging to] Paramopāsaka Śrī Rāmavarmmaṇa, was copied just as it was by the Buddhist monk, the Elder Pathamagupta, at Śrī Nogvalaka.



We would suggest an alternate translation:



[Apabhraṃśa portion:] This Dohākoṣa “as found” is finished. It was compiled by the scholar, the glorious Divākaracandra, with the desire to benefit others. [Sanskrit portion:] [Produced in the Nepalese year] 221, bright fortnight of Śrāvaṇa, full moon. This is the book of the devoted Buddhist layman, the glorious Rāmavarman, [inhabitant] of glorious Nugal. It was copied as seen by the Buddhist monk, the elder Pathamagupta.



Perhaps the most important change here is reading the two sections of the colophon separately. The Apabhraṃśa portion is that of the compiler, Divākaracandra, while the Sanskrit passage belongs to the scribe. Thus, the compilation did not take place in 1101 CE; that year is the date of the artifact’s production in Nepal. Also, Divākaracandra’s motivation for his editorship is not the “stages of the ultimate concern” (Schaeffer probably understood paratthakāmeṇa as *paramārthakāmena) but the benefit of others (*parārthakāmena). As for just how much earlier Divākaracandra must have been, we have very scanty information. Isaacson tentatively suggests the second half of the eleventh century, also quoting Sakuma’s estimate, which is circa 1030–1130 CE.46 It should be stressed, however, that while this is early hard evidence for the existence of a Saraha collection, it is not the one we examine in the present work. In order to study the Divākaracandra collection, it might be reasonable to wait until a complete version emerges, as the text witnessed here is unfortunately fragmentary. Nevertheless, it is worth pointing out that at least one verse is transmitted in the Tibetan root-text version (v. 68), which is also found in the Sāṅkṛtyāyana manuscript (S, v. 77) but not in the Göttingen manuscript (the Tokyo manuscript is already finished at verse 64) or in Advayavajra’s commentary.

Previous Scholarship and Our Contribution

The fons et origo of modern Saraha studies is Haraprasād Śāstrī’s 1916 edition and study. Matters related to Saraha’s Treasury of Spontaneous Songs (Dohākoṣa) were based on a single manuscript of Advayavajra’s commentary found in Kathmandu during one of the Bengali scholar’s visits to the valley.47 This manuscript is now either lost or latent; we managed to trace a single folio from the original bundle, which was already detached from its origins when Śāstrī examined the text. While Śāstrī’s study is pioneering and extremely valuable, the first truly scholarly study of the text, a magnificent piece even by today’s standards, stemmed from the pen of Muhammad Shahidullah (1928). This monograph, written in French, is based on the aforementioned edition of the commentary, its Tibetan translation (D 2256, P 3101), and the standard Tibetan root text (D 2224, P 3068).48 Shahidullah also gave a short grammatical overview of the difficult Apabhraṃśa language of these dohās and a helpful Apabhraṃśa–Sanskrit–Tibetan glossary, which includes all the words present in the concerned root texts. The Sanskrit commentary is used only sporadically in the annotations to his translation. This study is now also available in English translation (Ray 2007). A decade later (1938), Prabodh Chandra Bagchi came across and published more original material: a new manuscript of Advayavajra’s commentary (which we re-edit here) and some stray leaves of related dohās, including some attributed to Saraha. We give a more detailed description of this witness below. This new edition was accompanied by a translation (chāyā) of the Apabhraṃśa lemmata (pratīka) into Sanskrit. Roughly two decades later, the great scholar Rāhula Sāṅkṛtyāyana (1893–1963) published his Dohākoṣa study in Hindi (1957). This was based on a manuscript he found near Sa skya in Tibet (see below), which was a witness of a very different recension of Saraha’s verses: only the first 20 percent of this text matches the pratīkas of Advayavajra’s Dohākoṣapañjikā. Curiously, Sāṅkṛtyāyana forgot about another discovery he made in the 1930s (our Ms G below). This material was the chief source for Bhayani’s study and “reconstruction” of the verses (1997). While this study has many merits, not least a Sanskrit chāyā and an English translation, we think that Bhayani’s methodology is not always right, inasmuch as he was trying to impose standard rules on the text that the author may have never observed. Moreover, the understanding of the esoteric terminology is now much better than even in the late 1990s.

Besides Shahidullah’s French translation, Snellgrove 1954 was a pioneering English translation, but it is very sparsely annotated. It is somewhat difficult to ascertain what text it was based on: Shahidullah’s monograph is mentioned as a source, the volume’s title (Conze 1954) in which the text appeared mentions “Apabhramsa,” but the introduction states that the rendering is based “largely on the Tibetan translation” and that the Apabhraṃśa text is “corrupt and obscure.” Then there followed an annotated English translation by Roger Jackson (2004), again based on Shahidullah’s reading of the Apabhraṃśa, and another English translation of the same material by Kurtis Schaeffer (2005), which also used Rikpai Raldri’s Tibetan commentary.


Notwithstanding these efforts, the “text” (already a tricky term) of Saraha’s Spontaneous Songs has not yet been available in full, nor has it been stabilized to any degree of satisfaction. The discovery of two hitherto-overlooked manuscripts has helped to fill in the gaps. In fact, the present volume is the first in over six decades to bring to light new original material. These sources provided better readings in many cases, but they also created new problems. Since the editio princeps itself (which appeared more than a century ago), there has been a widespread scholarly consensus that a new edition of both the root text and Advayavajra’s commentary on it is highly desirable. We have not only re-edited the text but also provided a full English translation replete with annotations. The language of this commentary is a very peculiar kind of Sanskrit. While there is a Tibetan translation, it is clear not only that it is based on a different recension but that the translators frequently misunderstood passages. In spite of these difficulties, the Dohākoṣapañjikā remains the most important document to illustrate how Saraha’s words were interpreted—and sometimes misinterpreted—by tradition. As for the version in Sāṅkṛtyāyana’s monograph (which was unfortunately neglected by subsequent Western studies), here we do not deal with the recension’s place but provide a more precise diplomatic transcript of the manuscript, which will aid a more thorough reappraisal of this document.

While the Tibetan career of Saraha’s songs has been admirably chronicled by Schaeffer, we think we have something to add to the reception history up to the formation of the standard Tibetan root text and Mokṣākaragupta’s (between 1050–1202)49 commentary, which is only available in Tibetan and now translated into English for this publication.

The critical comparison of this material allows for a first formation and reception history of Saraha’s Dohākoṣa, a collection of spontaneous songs that gradually grew as further songs kept being inserted or added at the end. We documented this process up to the point when the collection, in the form of the standard Tibetan root text, consisted of circa 133 verses.50 Mokṣākaragupta, who commented on the collection at this stage of development, provides an important document (D 2258, P 3103) for the Dohākoṣa’s reception history, as his commentary contains numerous Kālacakra explanations that are usually not found outside of specific Kālacakra texts.

As will be documented below, it is important to note that the Advayavajra we speak of is not the famous Maitrīpāda, who also goes under this name. In his Phyag chen rgyal ba’i gan mdzod, Pema Karpo (Padma dkar po, 1527–96) writes:


The [dohā] commentary of Maitrīpāda is not by the “sovereign master” (mnga’ bdag) but similar to what we have from the [like-named] younger brother of a Nepalese venerable (bhadanta). He only has the same name and is not important. [However,] the commentary by Paṇḍita Mokṣākaragupta is good.”51



As we shall see later, we have some doubt whether our Mokṣākaragupta is the famous logician and author of the Tarkabhāṣā from Jagaddala Monastery.

The New Manuscripts

The two aforementioned manuscripts, published here for the first time, cannot be said to have been completely unknown, since cataloguers (and those who read catalogues) were aware of them.

1. The Tokyo Manuscript

The Tokyo manuscript, that is, Tokyo University Library no. 517/old. no. 557, is part of a multiple-text manuscript (or Sammelhandschrift), which is incomplete in its current state of preservation. The catalogue52 identified only two of the six works transmitted on these nineteen palm-leaf folios, and one of them was the Dohākoṣa. The other, called in the colophon the Satsukhāvabodhana, is in fact a scripture of somewhat dubious renown in the Tibetan tradition, the Anāvilatantra.53 The other texts are (a) a three-folio fragment of Ratnākaraśānti’s Guṇavatī, a commentary of the Mahāmāyātantra;54 (b) a six-folio fragment of *Śrībhūṣaṇa’s *Pañjikā, again of the Mahāmāyātantra;55 (c) a significant portion of the Svādhiṣṭhānakramaprabheda attributed to Āryadeva;56 and (d) a block of five untraced, very likely scriptural, verses.57

We are not entirely sure of the manuscript’s provenance. It was very likely purchased by Junjirō Takakusu (1866–1948) in Nepal during the “rather adventurous” 1913 Kawaguchi expedition.58

The Dohākoṣa in this witness (fols. 16b4 to 21b2) is significantly shorter than the other recensions we have been aware of. The precise number of verses cannot be ascertained because of a one-folio lacuna (folio 19 is missing), but a good estimate would be that there are only about sixty-five stanzas transmitted here. Another important feature of this witness is that it is probably the only one from India proper (i.e., not Nepal). Its right-slanting script can be seen in other manuscripts from twelfth-century Magadha. In spite of its provenance, the manuscript transmits a text that is less correct than one would reasonably expect.

Here are some noteworthy phonological traits of this version:

1. Word-initial metrically long a is usually spelled ā, which goes against the three-mora rule: bāhmaṇehiṃ vs. bamhaṇehiṃ (1a), māṭṭī vs. maṭṭhī (2a), kājje vs. kajjeṃ (2c), and so on.

2. The particle of negation is geminated: ṇṇa vs. ṇa (3d, passim), ṇṇā vs. ṇā (17c); as is the word-initial ṇa, as in ṇṇagnā vs. ṇaggā (7a). However, this does not seem to affect the metrical quantity of the preceding syllable.

3. Initial jha is occasionally geminated: jjhāṇeṃ (20a), jjhāṇa (20b), and so on.

4. There are some rather surprising degeminations: ethu vs. etthu, and so on.

5. Nasalization of word-final e and i (which seems to be optional for the scribes) is much rarer than in other witnesses.

6. Intervocalic ma is more common than intervocalic ba/va (i.e., the ba-śruti): emaṃ vs. ebaṃ (1b), nimesī vs. nibesī (5a), khamaṇa vs. khabaṇa (6c), khamaṇāṇaṃ vs. khavaṇāna (9a).

7. There are quite a few Sanskritisms in spelling: gurudakṣiṇa vs. gurudakkhiṇa (5d), dīpeṇa vs. dībeṃ (14a), akṣara° vs. akkhara° (58a), parameśvara vs. paramesara (58c).

From a historical viewpoint, perhaps the most important verse is 45, which seems to have been rewritten in the “vulgate” version. In this reading, the verse contains the toponym Somaṇātha (i.e., the famous Somanātha temple on the Kathiawar peninsula in ancient Saurāṣṭra, now Gujarat), which was replaced by Jamuṇā (i.e., the river Yamunā) in the more common transmission. The reading with Somanātha is probably the more ancient one, because in what we see as the recast version, the meter is Mahānubhavā. As this is the only time this meter occurs in the collection, we suspect that it found its place here artificially. Could this point to at least some of the verses having western India as their origin? Given Saraha’s peculiar preoccupation with criticizing the Jaina,59 who were and are very prominent in this area, we do not find this impossible. Note also that verse 41 points to western India, as it uses the simile of a camel.

As we did not have access to this manuscript in the original, personal autopsy was impossible, but we were able to consult high-quality color images.

2. The Göttingen Manuscript

We style the second manuscript the Göttingen manuscript because we gained access to its photographs through the offices of the Niedersächsische Staats- und Universitätsbibliothek, which holds a copy of a collection of photographs taken by Rāhula Sāṅkṛtyāyana during his famous trips to Tibet.60 The originals are in Patna and are notoriously inaccessible. The manuscript itself was found at Ngor Monastery, and its present location is unknown.

This self-standing copy (i.e., not transmitted in a multiple-text manuscript) is complete in a peculiar way. Among the ten palm-leaf folios, the last one is penned by a very different hand. It transmits some of the text from the previous folio and completes the collection, adding a colophon in Apabhraṃśa: dohākoso amatoti (sic!) kidi esā siriSarahapāassa. The second word is problematic, as we expect something like *samatto ’ti, meaning “completed/finished” (Skt. samāpta iti or better yet samāptaḥ | iti). The rest is easy to understand, as it is modeled on Sanskrit colophons; it means “this (*eṣā) is the work (*kṛtiḥ) of the glorious (*śrī°) venerable (*°pādasya) Saraha.” The primary scribal hand is Old Newar, probably from the eleventh century, whereas the additional folio is in an eastern hand, or a Nepalese imitation thereof, and is clearly much later, probably from the twelfth or thirteenth century. It is not clear whether the last folio was meant to repair an incomplete copy or whether it was pillaged from another manuscript.

The Newar scribe wrote six lines per folio side, sometimes using the single string-space in lines 1–2 and 4–6, or occasionally only 6 (1b, 5ab, 6ab, 7ab, 8ab, 9ab ff.), and sometimes none (2ab, 3ab, 4a). The east Indian, or his Nepalese imitator, wrote five lines on 10a, using the string space in lines 1 and 5. The otherwise empty 1a has a librarian’s scribble on it, which likely records the name of an erstwhile owner, a Newar nobleman: [siddham] nārāyanabhārosa ||, “Bhāro Nārāyaṇa’s [book].” The foliation is with numerals up to 3 (with an auspicious śrī over no. 1) then switches to letter-numerals. The copy is clearly the work of a professional scribe. The writing not only is elegant and legible, but also records very helpful pāda breaks with smaller daṇḍas, which sometimes slant slightly toward the left. He was also probably a Buddhist, as the scribal obeisance reads: [siddham] namaḥ sarvajñāya ||, “Homage to the omniscient [Buddha]!”

The manuscript was discovered by Sāṅkṛtyāyana at Ngor Monastery during his third expedition (1936), and the scholarly report was published in 1937 as the “second search of Sanskrit palm-leaf Mss in Tibet.”61 We come to know that the discovery of the Saraha manuscript was due not only to his legendary determination but also to sheer luck:


The next day (14th September) we went to Shi-gar-tse. I tried my best to visit Pos-khang but it was harvest season so even after promising high rates, I was not able to get conveyance. On the 17th September I received a message from Ngor that the Steward had come and I must go at once. With great difficulty I found two ponies and one donkey for our luggage and the next day we went to Ngor. The Steward told me that he would stay only three or four days, so I must finish my work within that time. The same MS.-room was opened. Like Sa-skya, here too the Indian MSS. are mixed up with Tibetan MSS. numbering about 1,000 volumes. The Sanskrit MSS., which I had separated in my last visit were put in one place. I made a little search for new MSS. in the heaps of the other MSS. and my trouble was well-rewarded when I found a complete copy of Abhidharmakośa-bhāṣya by Vasubandhu and a copy of Sarahapa’s Dohākośa. For the next three days we devoted all our time in taking photographs of some of the important MSS.



The method for photographing the manuscript was simple. The leaves were pinned to a wooden board, which was then held vertically to face the camera. The two frames containing the Saraha manuscript are among the better photographs taken by the expeditions: they are only ever so slightly out of focus, which does not affect legibility.

Strangely, in narrating the same event in his Hindi autobiography, the Merī Jīvan Yātrā,62 Sāṅkṛtyāyana is completely silent about the precious find that was Saraha’s collection. It seems that the memory of this manuscript was clouded by other, in Sāṅkṛtyāyana’s eyes more precious, finds, first and foremost philosophical works.


On the seventeenth, the man63 came from Ngor with an invitation, and on the eighteenth of September we arrived at Ngor once again. On the same day, the seal was broken, and I could see the library’s palm-leaf manuscripts. I found a complete Abhidharmakoṣabhāṣya of Vasubandhu. I found two lacunose works on logic: the Tarkarahasya and the Vādarahasya. I took many photos of these books. Last year I also saw manuscripts of Subhāṣita[ratnakoṣa], the Prātimokṣa, and the Vādanyāya, but I could not find them anymore. After a search, they were found in the house of the previous superintendent. From this event, one may gauge just how unguarded books are in Tibet. After staying at Ngor for four days, we returned to Shigatse.




3. The Sa skya Manuscript

It cannot be said that Sāṅkṛtyāyana was indifferent to the charms of Saraha, since in 1957 he devoted a lengthy monograph to the dohās (and much additional material) in Hindi. Bizarrely, the Ngor manuscript was not used in this publication.64 It seems that here we have a case of an embarrassment of riches: our best guess is that Rāhul-jī quite simply forgot about his precious and serendipitous find at Ngor. Instead, this often-overlooked masterpiece was based on yet another manuscript of Saraha’s songs, one found in the vicinity of Sa skya Monastery. Sāṅkṛtyāyana himself says that the circumstances of this find were somewhat unusual:65


The way in which I obtained [this manuscript of the Dohākoṣa] was very strange. On my second journey searching for Indian palm-leaf manuscripts, I arrived at Sa skya. There were some palm-leaf manuscripts there. Upon my inquiries, someone said that the chaplain of a local temple has a bundle of palm-leaf manuscripts in his possession. My memorable friend who has now passed away, Geshe Saṅghadharmavardhana (Gendun Chomphel),66 went there and somehow obtained the bundle. In Tibet, palm-leaf manuscripts that came from India are thought of as extremely holy. If a drop of water that has washed a palm-leaf manuscript enters the mouth of a moribund person, his/her sins are washed away; of this they have no doubt. This is a belief similar to what we [Indians] think Ganges water does for a person on the verge of death. So it should not come as a surprise that there, too, every pious householder would wish to keep such holy things in their house. For those devotees wishing to be even more pious, the chaplain gave as holy victuals pieces he had broken off a palm-leaf manuscript, and it was for this purpose that he was in the possession of the bundle of leaves from various books. Who could say how many leaves from what variety of books have been distributed in this way? I was not going to allow this chaplain to resume custodianship of these important leaves. He did receive a small fee, so he did not object.



This witness of the text is the longest but also the most unusual one we know of. We have decided not to engage with it more deeply because we do not have commentaries on many of the verses. However, in order to provide solid material for further studies, we give a diplomatic transcript of this document, because many of Sāṅkṛtyāyana’s readings are not accurate or have been corrected without prompting the reader. The transcript was made from the plates accompanying the edition. There are more manuscript fragments here, some of them very valuable,67 about which Sāṅkṛtyāyana does not say anything.

The Commentator Advayavajra

Advayavajra’s commentary to (a recension of) Saraha’s dohās is the most valuable document we possess to gain insight into how these songs were understood in classical times, but it is also a rather problematic piece of exegesis.

First, it should be pointed out that beginning with Haraprasād Śāstrī’s pioneer work, all editions and studies of Saraha’s original text have so far relied on the lines quoted by Advayavajra, as no independent witnesses have been consulted. In other words, the songs were extracted from this commentary, which fortunately cites them almost in full. For this, Śāstrī used a manuscript that can no longer be located (save a folio, which eluded Śāstrī himself and which we publish here), whereas P. C. Bagchi used another manuscript of the same work, which, however, was full of gaps, as many leaves were lost during the book’s preservation in Nepal.

Second, while the commentary was translated into Tibetan, there are significant differences between this Tibetan translation and the two witnesses of the version we have, which seem to be related. This created many puzzles for us. The safest position to assume is that at least two versions of the commentary were in circulation, but it is also possible that Tibetans added to and subtracted from the text according to principles that are unclear at present.

Third, the very authorship of the text is problematic. It is entirely certain that this Advayavajra is not the same Advayavajra who also went by the name Maitrīpāda (or Maitrīgupta or Maitrīpāda or just simply Maitreya) and who was active in the first half of the eleventh century. This is evident first and foremost from this author’s language and style but also from doctrinal positions he assumes, which are incompatible with what Maitrīpāda was well known to espouse.

A telltale sign of doctrinal differences is our Advayavajra’s order of joys (ānanda) during sexual yoga. He quite clearly places coemergent joy (sahajānanda) in the fourth and last, culminating position, whereas Maitrīpāda was clearly the proponent of another school, which had coemergent joy in the penultimate stage. More about this will be said below.

It was in looking at the author’s language that we met with the greatest difficulties. The language is Sanskrit, but it is nowhere near classical usage, nor is it grammatical Sanskrit with the license we would grant to Buddhist authors without hesitation. Instead, it is a thoroughly unique, extremely loose register of the language. Of course, it could be the case that the two manuscripts of the commentary are extremely corrupt. They no doubt are. However, this level of corruption would be a very unusual—indeed, unlikely—unique case. Instead, we must posit that it was the author himself who wrote in a nonstandard language. Curiously, we see this kind of nonstandard usage, although perhaps with different levels of extremity, in other commentators of siddha works, for example Munidatta, the exegete of the caryāgītis.68

Whether our Advayavajra broke grammatical standards on purpose or not, we cannot say. One cannot put it past a tantric author to have done so. We have very good evidence that tantric scriptures were thought to have been written in nonstandard registers for two reasons: one was to protect the secrecy of the teachings and the other to shatter the scholarly pride of those who cherished their Sanskrit learning. The latter also implies a very subtle point: most Brahmanical schools of thought accepted that any entity/object, for instance a cow, has always and necessarily a direct and eternal relationship with a meaning (i.e., the meaning/idea “cow”) and that this meaning can be (cannot but be) expressed by means of a word, albeit the latter is no doubt conventional (go, cow, vache, vacca, Kuh, tehén, etc.). Most schools also believed that Sanskrit is the most perfect and complete language, the one that represents most clearly, precisely, and profoundly this inner relationship between external or internal objects, their meanings and their words. Buddhists debated both points with great vigor. As a product of the human mind, language is simply a superimposition on reality and is useful only for practical purposes; it does not represent/reveal any real structure of reality or its inner essence. Sanskrit is simply one language among many others.69


It is also possible that the commentary we now have was not actually authored by a single person dipping his pen into ink and recording his thoughts on sheets of palm leaf, but that it is instead a loosely assembled record of his oral teachings. Let us imagine a university lecture, where the professor gives a lecture and the students then meet to compare notes before the examination. It is natural to assume that some will have noted more, some less; some will have recorded the transmitted ideas accurately and some not. It is also perfectly reasonable to imagine that the professor will have changed the lecture slightly the following year, either because of some new insights or because the audience was more advanced or asked questions that took the discourse in a different direction.

There is one peculiar aspect, which shows that the author was thinking in a vernacular and writing in Sanskrit. This feature is called the ergative construction, where transitive verbs (i.e., verbs that can assume an object) are construed with the logical subject in the instrumental case.70 Those who know classical Tibetan will be more than familiar with this, but it should be pointed out that the native language of the Kathmandu Valley, Newar, also has this feature. Since most of our manuscripts come from this area, it is not unreasonable to assume that our author was a Newar.

In such cases, scholarship usually affixes the terms pseudo- or deutero- in front of the name, thus in our case we ought to speak of a pseudo- or deutero-Advayavajra. However, at least in some cases, this seems to suggest that either the author himself or subsequent tradition “parades” the author under the name of a more famous one so that the work might gain greater acceptance and traction. While this cannot be ruled out completely, this is not necessarily the case here: it may be simply that the two authors shared the same name. The name Advayavajra is clearly a tantric one, and as such it can be found in the lists transmitted in tantric initiation manuals. For example, Nāgabodhi, an early and influential authority in such matters, states that for those who have been determined to have an affinity with the Akṣobhya family of the maṇḍala (by the initiand’s casting a flower while wearing a blindfold), the following names can be used: Hāsavajra, Vilāsavajra, Advayavajra, Lalitavajra, and so on.71

In spite of all the problems associated with this text, it should be stressed once again just how valuable and important it is. For this reason, it also forms the backbone of the present volume: in this part of the book, we are trying to reconstruct Saraha’s songs in the version Advayavajra had them and in the way Advayavajra understood them. Naturally, we do not agree with him every step of the way, and indeed we find significant divergences when we examine other witnesses of the root text. These are discussed separately, where we examine the root text in its independent witnesses.

New Evidence for Advayavajra’s Text

1. A New Leaf from Śāstrī’s Manuscript

In this respect we cannot claim to have discovered much new material. Haraprasād Śāstrī’s manuscript is still lost, hence we can access this source only through his readings printed in 1916. However, we managed to track down a leaf of this manuscript that was unknown to Śāstrī himself. We do not know through what vagary of fate this folio was separated from its bundle, but it is very clear that one leaf in a collection of strays, NGMPP A 49/18, was once part of Śāstrī’s manuscript. This particular portion of the text is especially important, because it contains the commentary on Saraha’s verse criticizing his fellow Buddhists.

2. Bagchi’s Manuscript

As for the second manuscript, which was first discovered by Bagchi, we were able to gain access to high-quality color photographs of NAK 5–104, which was a significant improvement to the black-and-white microfilms archived as NGMPP A 932/4. When we compared these to Bagchi’s edition, it became very clear that significant improvements could be made.

The manuscript is a small-format bundle (26 cm long, 5 cm wide), which was probably copied for private study and with the aim of portability. The letters are finely penned, usually in five lines per folio side. The palm-leaf folios have a single string hole slightly to the left of center. The bundle is a multiple-text manuscript that once contained at least another dohā-collection commentary by a different author.

Unfortunately, time was unforgiving to this witness, and hence there are many leaves missing. The original count of leaves was over 102 (possibly only 103); of these, only 78 are preserved. Moreover, the margins are on occasion severely damaged, causing significant loss of text, and even where the leaf itself remained intact, there are countless instances of delamination, where the writing surface peeled off, causing yet more loss and uncertain readings.


The end of the text has not been preserved, and thus the scribal colophon is missing, so we have very little information about how the manuscript was produced. The characters are what are usually called hook-topped Old Newar, a style associated with the twelfth to fourteenth centuries.

The only Apabhraṃśa text of the Spontaneous Songs that is from India proper (i.e., not from Nepal) and preserved at Tokyo University Library (see T above) has 65 verses. As it has gaps, we do not know the exact number of verses. Only reaching verse 77 of the standard Tibetan root text, it covers a little less than 60 percent of it. In other words, for the remaining part of the text there is no proof of existence in India or, rather, in areas of the subcontinent anywhere close to where Saraha may have lived. The Göttingen (see G above) Apabhraṃśa root text of the Spontaneous Songs has 112 verses. This needs to be taken with caution though, as the last original folio, which probably went missing, was replaced by a folio penned in another hand.72 Nearly all of these verses are quoted and commented upon by Advayavajra in his commentary (in the following DKPA). The exceptions are verses 15 and 16, which seem to be interpolations, as they explain the necessity of meditating on emptiness in union with the cultivation of compassion amid a group of verses that mock butter-lamp offerings and pilgrimage to sacred fords for bathing. Apart from verses 90 and 91, Advayavajra does not quote and comment on root verses that are not contained in G. The Tibetan translation of DKPA (in the following DKPAT) lacks the same verses 90 and 91, which read like a colophon of an earlier, shorter version of the text:

An investigation of the psychophysical aggregates, elements, sense fields,

sense faculties, and objects [shows that] they are [like] the water [of a mirage].

Within these ever-newer dohā verses,

nothing has been hidden.

Hey, you paṇḍitas! I apologize.

Nothing has been mentally fabricated here.

Do I speak about what I received as a teaching from [my] guru

as something to be kept completely secret?

Even though Advayavajra faithfully commented on these two verses, they must have been considered inappropriate by the compiler of the Göttingen manuscript and by the Tibetan translator of the text (DKPAT). This, combined with the much shorter Tokyo manuscript, points to the process of a growing collection of verses with occasional insertions or additions of single or even clusters of verses on a common topic, such as the verses 92–96 on sexual yoga that follow the colophon verses 90–91. It should be noted that the additions were not only at the end of the collection but often in between the verses. This indicates that the Tibetan translators or compilers had a sense of the collection’s internal structure.

The Tibetan Reception of Saraha’s Spontaneous Songs

The edition of the standard Tibetan root text and the Tibetan translations of Advayavajra’s and Mokṣākaragupta’s commentaries are based on the Dergé and Peking editions of the Tengyur, as they represent the two main branches of the transmission stemma. Instead of collating the other canonical recensions, we have decided to compare the two chosen canonical representatives with the Palpung edition of the Seventh Karmapa’s Indian Mahāmudrā Works collection.

In the Kagyü tradition, Saraha’s Spontaneous Songs consists of three cycles. Only the first cycle, the Dohās for the People (D 2224, P 3068), is unanimously accepted in Tibet.73 The remaining two cycles are the Dohās for the Queen and the Dohās for the King (Btsun mo do hā and Rgyal po do hā). However, only the Dohās for the People can be traced back to a collection of Apabhraṃśa verses that slowly grew during its Nepalese and Tibetan reception.

As for the Tibetan translation of Advayavajra’s commentary, the colophons of the Dergé and Peking Tengyur indicate that the translator was Śrī-Vairocanavajra from southern Kosala.74 The colophon of the same text in the Palpung edition of the Indian Mahāmudrā Works states that Advayavajra’s Dohākoṣapañjikā was translated by Dīpaṃkararakṣita from Kosala and the Tibetan translator-monk Ba ri—that is, Atiśa’s famous translator Ba ri Lo tsā ba Rin chen grags (1040–ca. 1110).75 The same colophon mentions that it was later corrected and finalized by Vairocanavajra.76 The Tibetan translation of Advayavajra’s commentary is unusual in that it deviates often from the Sanskrit—sometimes several sentences are not translated at all or are only summarized, and at times page-long passages in the Sanskrit have no Tibetan equivalent.77

The Tibetan translation of some verses in Advayavajra’s commentary differs considerably from the original Apabhraṃśa pratīka verses. In these cases, we find a surprising accordance with the standard Tibetan root text (D 2224, P 3068, in the following DKT), which contains all the verses from the Tibetan translation of DKPA plus an extra 23 verses,78 altogether 133 verses. It is difficult to say how the corpus of the 110 verses quoted in Advayavajra’s commentary, or the nearly identical 112 verses of G for that matter, further grew into the 133 verses of the standard Tibetan root text. At any rate, the considerable addition of 23 verses points to a complex transmission and reception history of Saraha’s Dohākoṣa. Since we could identify seven of these 23 extra verses in the Apabhraṃśa root witnessed by the Sa skya (S) manuscript, it can be ruled out that these extra verses are a purely Tibetan creation.

The Development of the Textual Tradition in Four Steps

Putting together the different pieces of information on the development of Saraha’s songs, we can give the following, still somewhat tentative, sketch.79 The first step is represented by the Tokyo manuscript, which, with its circa 65 verses, is the only text from India proper. The second step is marked by the two colophon verses 90–91 in Advayavajra’s commentary; the group of five verses on sexual yoga immediately following cannot be by Saraha on account of doctrinal differences (see below). A witness for our third step is the Göttingen manuscript, which is nearly identical in sequence and number to the verses quoted in Advayavajra’s commentary. At this point, the collection consists of Advayavajra’s 110 verses. The fourth step is that the standard Tibetan root text has on top of these 110 verses an extra 23. With the exception of verses 62 and 85, all of these 133 verses are commented upon by Mokṣākaragupta. In nearly all cases when the Tibetan translation of Advayavajra’s commentary differs from its Apabhraṃśa and Sanskrit original, both the standard Tibetan root text and Mokṣākaragupta’s commentary employed the Tibetan translation of Advayavajra’s text. This means that the extension of the collection from the third step onward must have happened through the medium of Tibetan language. In other words, it is possible that Mokṣākaragupta’s Dohākoṣapañjikā (D 2258, P 3103, in the following DKPM) never existed in its Indian original.

The collection of Saraha’s songs expanded by another 258 verse lines in the Extensive Commentary (D 2257), translated by *Prajñāśrījñānakīrti, also known as Kor Nirūpa (1062–1102), who quotes and comments on this even further extended version of Saraha’s Dohākoṣa with approximately 197 root text verses.80 Schaeffer (2005, 106) opines that Kor Nirūpa knew of the standard Tibetan root text and employed it when fashioning his own Tibetan text. Kor Nirūpa traveled as a teen to Nepal after having received monastic ordination in Lhasa. In Nepal, where he was called *Prajñāśrījñānakīrti, he received teachings on the Seven Sections of Accomplishment, the Six Works on Essential [Meaning], and thus Saraha’s Spontaneous Songs as well.

Our comparison of the standard Tibetan root text with the Tibetan translations of Advayavajra’s (110 verse–) and Mokṣākaragupta’s (133 verse–) commentaries yields a similar result, namely that in our initial part of the collection’s translation and reception history, the translators of the standard Tibetan root text and Mokṣākaragupta’s commentary knew and used the Tibetan translation of Advayavajra’s commentary. The standard Tibetan root text suspiciously lacks a colophon in the Tengyur recensions. In its paracanonical transmissions, the Tibetan translation is once credited to the Indian scholar Vajrapāṇi and Rma ban Chos ’bar81 and three times to Bal po Asu.82 These attributions suggest that the collection of Saraha’s songs had grown to 133 verses as it was transmitted in Tibetan in the Kathmandu Valley.

The attribution of the Tibetan translation of the standard root text to Bal po Asu raises further doubts, as Bal po Asu is said to have translated the Dohās for the Queen and the Dohās for the King, two further collections of spontaneous songs attributed to Saraha whose authenticity has even been questioned by Tibetan authorities.83

As for Mokṣākaragupta’s commentary, even though Jayadeva and Rgya Lo tsā ba are mentioned as translators in the colophon, a corresponding Sanskrit original has not come down to us. A further important question is whether the author of this commentary was actually the Mokṣākaragupta who was a famous pramāṇa master from Jagaddala Monastery84 and author of the Tarkabhāṣā. It is somewhat suspicious that he does not show in his Dohākoṣa commentary his philosophical learning, as it is not unusual to quote pramāṇa masters in tantric commentaries.85 Going by its frequent Kālacakra explanations, the commentary cannot be earlier than the second half of the eleventh century, the time when the Kālacakra system became influential. Mokṣākaragupta’s commentary, however, must be later still, as the colophons of Dergé, Peking, and Palpung unanimously mention Gya Tsöndrü Sengé (Rgya Brtson ’grus seng ge, 1186–1247) as translator. This, however, would fit the timeframe of Mokṣākaragupta, author of the Tarkabhāṣā, so he remains a possible author.

As already mentioned, our comparison of the standard Tibetan root text (DKT) with the Tibetan translations of Advayavajra’s and Mokṣākaragupta’s commentaries (DKPAT and DKPM) shows that when the Tibetan translation does not exactly mirror the Apabhraṃśa verses (DKA, i.e., the verses as transmitted by Advayavajra), DKPM always lines up with the other Tibetan versions and goes against the Apabhraṃśa.

A good example for how DKPAT, DKT, and DKPM diverge in the same way from the Apabhraṃśa is verse 23 as it appears as a pratīka in Advayavajra’s Dohākoṣapañjikā (DKA 23) on gaṇacakra. The verse is not fully
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