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Vırtually all prımary SOUTCECS, hıtherto al OUT disposal, bearıng Sinhalese
Buddchhıst appraısals of Christianıty, TOmM the per10d beginniıng ıth
18062, the YCar when MOHOTTIVATTE GUNANANDA (1823—1890), prominent
Theravada monk ot the Amarapura fraternity, founded the Socliety for the
Propagatıon of Buddhısm (Sarvajna Sasanäbhivrddhidäyaka Dharma Samaäa-
gama). The number of antı-Christian LTraCts, books nd periodicals Was

especıally large in the 1870s, for that Was the decade when noft less than Our
maJjor publıc confrontatıions between monks and mi1ssıoNarıes, culmıinatıng
ıth the mastertful performance of Mohottivatte ıIn the open-alr debate al

Panadure, radıcalızed relatıons between the [W: religi0ns. On the Buddchhist
sıde, apologetica|l WEIC then establıshed ın which there has been but
slıght modifıicatiıon In subsequent years.

Consiıdering that MISSIONATY actıvıty in Ceylon commenced ıth the Portu-
ul ıIn the sixteenth cCentury, and Wds continued although smaller
scale Dy the Dutch Reformed Church, and Was gıven renewed impetus Dy
Brıtısh Protestant m1ss1ıONarles, who egan theır evangeliıstic campaılgns ın
eAarnest In 18312 Sınhalese Budchismi’s FESPDONSC Christianity doctrinal
System Was somewhat tardy, although there Was lıttle delay in ıfs adjustment

sociological PTCSSUTCS peculıar the colonıal sıtuatıon, of which Christiı-
anıty WAdsS major tactor. The Culavamsa, ate appendage the chronicles
of Sınhalese hıstory, the Mahavamsa, registers ıts protest LO depravatıons
agalınst Buddchısm commıtted by the Portuguese and Dutch,“* but does nOoTL
indıcate that the relıgıon of these LIEWCOIINC ıf indeed they WEeTC perceived

have ON  D eliıcıted SEr10USs interest OIl doctrinal level, ıf only exot1ic
specles of heresy. Dutch records mention here and there few interrelig10us
dialogues staged curlosities, but theır cConte nd agenda, unfortunately,
WETC nOoL disclosed in detail.} Occasıons there must surely have been, where
commıiıtted Buddchısts and Christijans mel together discuss theır respective
doctrines, but only durıng the Brıtish CTa of mM1SS1ONAarYy actıvity do traces ot
antı-Christian wrıtings begıin APPCAar, the transıtion TOM oral lıterary
discussıon being symptomatıc of the need challenge and counteract the
rowing PICSCHICC of Christianıty in Sınhalese soclety. Slow LO be provoked,
an Ven slower O put pCNH 0)8| such atter d thıs, Buddchhıist eaders
broke theır long-standing sılence ıth I'CSPCC[ Christianıity, previousiy
remarked, in 1862 After thıs date deluge of antı-Christian publıcations
flowed forth from Buddchıist PTCSSCS, all but overwhelming in quantity the
OutpuL of mi1ss1ıoNary and Bıble societlies that had supplıed the island
ıth LLNOTC lıterature pCI capıta than al the mM1SS10Nary printing establısh-
ments of the Indıan maınland combined.*

KITSIRI ALALGODA, ınhalese sociologist of reliıgıon whose SLUdY of
Buddchıiust-Christian interaction in the early modern per10d enters deeply into



thıs subject, has divided the Buddchıst Christianity into three
phases: the fiırst being time when Buddchhists maınly appeale {0O OVETIN-
mentL, through petitions, for toleratıon and Concessions in
accordance the Kandyan Convention of 1 the miıddle being the per10d
terminatıng in the 18060s, durıng which of INJurYy festered, that
Buddhısm Was being assaulted wıthout provocatıon by missioOnNarılıes and
government; and the ast being “organızed and sustaıned EeXpressions of
antı-Christian feelıngs” that WETC voıced and put nto print by MOHOTTIVATTE
an others in the Society for the Propagation of Budhhism.?

It 15 MALALGODA’S miıddle per10d, when Buddchhısts though restive WEeTC

yeL unınclined speak wrıte in opposıtiıon Christian teachıngs that the
present artıcle ıll contrıbute Dy presenting here Buddchhıst antı-Christian

that ın ıfs OW. tiıme (ca 1846—47) circulated in the orm otf palmlea
manuscrı1pts. oug the text al hand 1S neıther lıterarıly LIOT phılosophical-
1y profound, ıt offers INOTE complete example than Ca  —_ elsewhere be found
of hOow Buddchhıst monks WEeTC then quietly al work explainıng fO laypeople the
superlorI1ty ot the Buddcha’s teachıng V1S-Ä-VIS Christianity.®

We AL at dısadvantage in that the Sınhalese orıgınal longer ex1ists;
L1OT Cal anythıng be known about the author beyond hat MaYy be surmıiısed.
The Was rendered into Englısh In 847 Dy OI WILLIAM BRIDGNELL of
the Wesleyan Methodist Mission and included in OI  a} of hıs periodic reports

the parent society in London./ We 2  a be reasonably confident that the
tract’s con were translated faıthfully AS BRIDGNELL’S lınguistic skıllis
allowed, milssıONArTrIES WETC aß! tor thıs kınd of writing [(0)901° into theır
possession, believing opposition be better than indıtterence they
interpreted Buddchhist CIVvilıty.

'The untıtled rebuts antı-Budchist broadsıde, On the Erdences
Eternal God, wrıtten by OIl  @> EBENEZER DANIEL of the Baptıst Miıssıonary Society
and publiıshed Dy the Society's in Kandy ın Though thıs L[OO

IS 110 lost, the IMannerTr ın which ıt Was brought before the publıc 11 be seen

in OIl  (D of ANIEL’S etters sent hıs super10rs in London: _ nıte village,
and, proceeding TOM house house, sıt down seat, an
endeavour, in the plaınest language, nd ıth the MOSL famılıar iıllustrations,

explaın the WaY ot salvatıon. We often meel ıth lıttle but mMDpCt,
opprobrıum, and laughter.”? Lt Was OIl such OCCasıons of ıtınerant preachıng

these that DANIEL read, whatever audience he could assemble, from the
above-named And ıt Wads such ordıinary village folk that the
AaNONYINOUS Budcdchhıist apologıst addressed hımselft ın the sımple but compel-
lıng SCTINOIN style ın whıich Sınhalese monks A1IC raıned. 1f ANIEL’S detrac-
{OTS In publıc WeTC indeed ıll-mannered, hıs LINOTC earned Was

consistently COUTLEOU! though nOoTL less tırm iın hıs rejection of the M1SS1ONAaTYy S
premise. DANIEL there argued that the Buddcha cshould have gıven A aNSWECT

the conundrum of causalıty, and, in refusing provıde on cshould be
consıdered less than COH'IP€tCII gulde ın matfiers of relıgıon. Whıle ıt may
LIOW SCCIMN quıite ludicrous fault the Buddha tor thıs when the logıc of hıs
presuppositions about the relig10us ıtfe ule Out speculatıve reasonıing of thıs



SOTL, examınatıon of then-contemporary research ın the Palı CA1l1l10O11 d

conducted by M1SS1IONAaTrYy scholars ıll clarıfy why the atter WdsS approached
in thıs fashıon.

DANIEL APPCAaT s have sımply been putting into controversı1ial format
suıtable for marketplace harangues conclusıions that had been publiıshed in
the SAadIlNle VCar (18406) Dy the most dıistinguished of a ] mı]ıssiıONATIES on the
Sınhalese at that time, the Wesleyan ANIEL JOHN OGERLY (1792—-1861),
competen scholar of Palı, whose esearches WEeTC then concentrated the
Brahmajata S5ultta, the Budchha’s fırst SCTINONMN ın the Digha Niıkäya. *“ Certaıimn
statements ın thıs WEeTEC interpreted Dy OGERLY that the
Budcha Was otf the doctrine of C(YEALLO nıhılo though NOL, of COUTSC,
by that Laine but dısmıssed ıt wıthout sufficıent consıderation. The
references ATC ındeed CUrF10uUsS: The cContient 1S SEl ıth regard the heretical
contention ot certaın recluses and brahmıiıns, that SOTNC souls and SOINEC

entities ın the world IMaYy be eternal and others no  — Four dIiC adduced
L ACCOUNL tor thıs 1E W but NnOTL directly refute ıt

Upon ach assıng AWAY of the world system (Samvatta), certaın beings AT
reborn In the Abhassaraloka, the sıixth ın serl1es of sixteen lokas (worlds).
Among the reborn 1S Brahma, who, eıther because of the tiıme allotted OTr hıs
existence there expiıres because of deficiıent merit, 15 reborn ONCEC agaln In
another loka, the unınhabıted Brahma world Being alone, he desıres
Companı1on; at that Juncture and for the SAaTINe 1CAasSOINS that brought Brahma
there, another being into existence ın it Out of conceıt, Brahma

that he hımself 15 responsıblie tor thıs second being's cComıng-
into-being, and deems hımself the reator.*' he second and subsequent
ntrants into the Brahma world, unable recall theır previous existences ın
other worlds, ıgnorantliy conceed thıs claım. ater, these S\4dINne beings, due

adverse karmıc repercussions, AT reborn in thıs world, and, influenced Dy
theır ftormer delusıon, dissemıinate the creator-myth here. T’hıs IS the first
uadvanced Oou for thıs heresy; the second, thırd, and fourth
hold responsıble “gods debouched by pleasure” (Khiddapadusika), “gods
debouched ın mınd” (Manopadusıka), and recluses and brahmins ınfatuated
ıth speculatıve reasoning. “

Noteworthy ın thıs discourse IS that the Brahmajäala does not present
argumen contradıct the iıdea that SOTINC existences AdTiC eternal and others
NOtL; rather, ıt Aasserts that Brahma, an y sentient being, insect god,
transmigrates TOmM OI  a\ world another, that indeed he 1S OL VCII NS
the hıghest oft transmigrating beings, havıng resided only in the sıxth loka
The émphasis‚ then, 15 not uDOTN logıcal faults ın thıs doctrine:; rather, the
Buddha, Dy emphasızıng the orıgın ot the creator-ıdea ın the mınd of the
deluded Brahmä, demonstrates the psychogeny of thıs vIeW, inımıcal hıs
OW

Lt Was enough for OGERLY that the iıdea of creation, VCI] ıf oL strıctly
Creabho nıhılo, Wdas adumbrated ıIn the Brahmajäala: M ADPCaTrs that Buddcha
had clear perception of the doctrine ot SUPTEME, self-existing Creator, yelrl
he TONOUNCCS that doctrine be false.”!* (GOGERLY prımary PUTFrPDOSC



academıc Wds demonstrate by thıs that the Nepalesé Buddchhıst dea of the
Adı Buddha Was incompatıble ıth the Palı CanoIl1, but hıs motive d

m1ss1ıONarYy Wds call the Buddcha’s intellectual com petence into question an
Iso emphasıze the dıfference between the [W religions thıs poımt,
thereby draw monks into dıspute.

-OGERLY succeeded In thıs Dy wrıiting in Sınhalese Kristiyanı Prajnaptı (Ist
ed., Colombo part ON of whıch expounded the doctrine that
thıngs WEEIC made by God’, in opposıtion the Bud  as philosophical
System of causatıon TOM which CTreatLor 15 entirely excluded.” 100 sophıstı-
cated be wiıdely read, the exXt:i was siımplıfıed for publıc consumption by
(GSOGERLY’S Sınhalese protege DAVID SILVA ın serles of brief pamphlets. *” It
Was Krıistiyanı Prajnaptı nd ıts per1CcCopes edıted by SILVA that finally
prompte MOHOTTIVATTE 1Ssue hıs first antı-Christian perlodical in 1862,
Durlabdhı Viınodanıiya | Destroyer of Heresy|. 'The 110 have before
u then, 1S an antecedent, however humble ıIn SCOPDC, of the maJjor works
produced Dy Sınhalese Buddhismis outstandıng apologiıst:

“The ANSWeEr of (l Buddhaist {O hbook wrıllen Dy (l Chrıistian agamnst he Buddha’s
rehgıon.

book, dated 18406, whıch have had opportunity of seeıng and
readıng, the prime object 185 {O sShow that Budda has saıd nothing respecting
the orıgın of INall, that INa 1S nOoL formed by Brahma, Buddcha, hıs OW

parents; that 1124  — mMust have had Causı! of existence; that the God called
Jehovah, 15 eternal being; that God created Ianl

TIo these assertions aNSWECT That Budcha saıd nothıng concerning
man’s orıgın 1S certaın. SE have old the of man’s cCommencemen of
being, Buddcha must have looked for ıt however, that research WAads

profitless, the SUCCESSIVE Buddhas waıved the consıderatlion of ıt
However, ıt 15 asserted that it Was ong nOoL inquire into the orıgın of

being; and that Budcha should have endeavored ascertaın the truth in
reference thıs After Let UN then examıne whether thıs opınıon
Buddcha’s 1S Correct

It A Englıshman, wishing England and havıng embarked and
havıng arrıved at England, refuses land, and SaVyS that he mustk fırst
ascertaın where the ends begıns; ıf he should, pursumg hıs PUrpOSC,
SO find the termination of the 5Cd, would that gentleman NT: arrıve al

England?
Agaın, f aı y bırd, ın order tınd fruıt uDON Lre€e ın certaın place

should there arrıve, and, instead of eating the frult, should Say must SCC the
end of thıs D  9 and accordingly UTSUC ıts object, would that biırd VT

agaln return partake otf the fruıt of the tree”?
Agaın: ıf ANY INall, wishing drink W  e  9 should dig well, and 038

findıng chould Sa Y mMust fınd the end ot thıs earth, and agaln
continue hıs digging, where hım would be an y advantage ın finding
water”?

47



Agaın: if an y CTSON be afflıcted ıth cholera, and of hıs frıends,
desirıng admınıster medicıine, chould run for doctor, the y  S
of hıs frıend’s complaınt, and be supplıed ıth suıtable remedies, oıls, pılls,
CC and the CTSON}N who S! went for medicıine should, instead of makıng
haste retiurn ıth the medicıne, begın LO question the doctor thus W hose
pıl] 1S thıs? W hose O1]| IS thıs? Who made thıs pıll? Who made thıs 0117 Where
Was thıs pull made” Where Was thıs o1] made” In hat book 1S thıs pall
mentloned? In hat book 1S thıs 01l mentioned”? : whom does thıs book
belong? Where and Dy whom Wäds thıs book wrıtten? 6C eic 1f he should, Dy
such Inquırıes elay hıs reiurn, the sıck INalTl, nOoL receiving the mediciıne at
the pPTOPCT tıme, would surely die.!

When ıllustrate and examıne thıs ubject by Man Yy such parabiles, who
can teel that the padrı's VIEWS dIiIC correct? Do NOL teel convınced that
Budcha Was rıght? Therefore the several Buddchas dıd not eıther inquire nto
the orıgın of eing, preach respecting ıt and those who recelive theır
advıce have permissıon TOmM them CNSAHEC in thıs research.

That whiıich 1S born ofman, 15 INall, ofan elephant, 1S elephant; ofa horse, IS
horse; of fowl, 1S fowl; of snakes and reptiles, A1C snakes and reptiles. That
whiıich makes these Varıo0us forms of being 1S Karmaya Ithe demeriıt 0)8 meriıt
accumulated ın previous tates of existence], !” not anıy god; nOoLt araya, nNnOoL

Brahma, noL Buddha, 110  - parents, nor Jehovah Itone ofthese be the Maker of
all, all children born would be ofon colour, of ONn dısposition, of OIl  m nature,
the ın wısdom, equal ın happıness, and of the But, ATC

black, SOTNEC AT red, SOTINEC ATC whıte, SOINEC 2163 tall, SOTINNC Ad1C low In stature, SOTINEC
ATC lame, SOINC ATC blınd, SOTNEC AT deaf, SOTIIIC dIiC WIse, SOMMNEC ATC stuplid, SOTNEC AT

kınd, SOTINEC AT cruel, SOITINC ATC apPpY; SOTIIC ATC nhappy; and after thıs INannNeTr

SiINCe there 15 diıversity of Circumstances CannoTL SC  a that there 1S ANYy
author of being CXCCPt Karmaya.

Of OIl mother ten chıildren dIiIC born ONMn IS born blınd, ON lame, ON

dumb, ON  m deaf, OIl red, OIl brown, ONeEC black, ON taır, ON whıte, 0)81  m

whıiıte-red.
According the assertion ot the book tO whıich thıs 1S reply, these ten

chıldren had previous existence, and consequently had commıtted
deed of meriı1t OT demerrit. Theır nNts NnOoTL the qualıities of all these
children: neıther dıd Adam and Eve ho, ıt 1S saıd, WEIC the first human
beings brought nto existence. Being 5O, ıf Jehovah Creates children ın the
womb, do NnOoTt admıt eıther the jJustice the of appomnting those
suftfer who AL © born wıthout havıng commıtted aı y SIn If these werTe PETSON\NS
who In previous births had commıtted SINS, performed VITtUOUS deeds,
then they might Justly be born ıIn the aforesaıd dıfferent States and the
Justice of such A1l arrangeme 15 telt and acknowledged by al119

The padrı Says that Jehovah 15 eternal eing. The assertion 15 altogether
TITTOIICOU:! for, ıf other beings there mMust be beginning, for hat TrTeaSON
cshould there be beginning God? If God 1$ eternal, why should ol other
existences be eternal? Where 1S the propriety of there eing orıgın _O SOTMIMNEC

existences, and nNnOL a 11720



f the MOst prec10us of jewels 1S eternal, wiıll AaNYVONC ‘herefore 5Sd Y that by it
WEeTC created al other jJewels? Ifa sandalwood Tree 1S eternal,! AaNYONC Sa Y that
therefore Dy ıt WCIC created a ll other trees” Ifthe Ssul  $ and 1110011 A1C eternal;, ll
aNYVONC therefore 5Sd y that by them WeTC created all the remaınıng an
planets? 1t the 1S eternal, does ANYVONC 5a Yy that therefore Dy ıt WETC

created al rıvers an STITEAaMS of water” Fven s() 1S the assertion that because
Jehovah EX1IStSs wıthout C2AaUus»! CAausSCTI of hıs being, he 15 therefore the Creater
ot al other existences. The assertion 1S incrediıble.

Although Budcha Was the AN-Wiıse ONC, and might have known whether
these thıngs WECIC self-orıiginated OT had Creator; yerl, finding, hımself
insutfficıiıent for such research, he dıd not attempt ıt. It must therefore al
others be profitless Inquiry.

Nevertheless ıt 15 MOSsLt plainly stated by the T1 that Jehovah created the
world an al that 15 thereın; and that he PTFESCTVECS ıt, and rules it, Dy hıs OW.

L9)  E
On thıs atter ask; ıf Jehovah IS eternal and the world has exıisted not

LNOTC than SIX thousand d  » where Was Jehovah before the per10d oft the
creation? But, ıf the world 1S eternal;, then Jehovah 1S no the Creator of the
world, and anımate and inanımate beings which dIiIC thereın.

You 5a Y that Jehovah PTESCIVCS al that he has made, and that he watches
OVCT them whıle they sleep.

Respecting thıs ask Why AT SOTINC PECTSONS tound dead in the mornıing
who went in health in the evenıng sleep” Why do SOTTIC 19  S lose theır
ıfe by fall from tree” Why do Man y PCTSONS perısh; SOTINC by fallıng into
wells; SOINEC by fallıng TOM rocks:; SOTNC devoured by allıgators, lıo0ns, tıgers,
bears:; SOINC bıtten by cobras, vipers an snakes; SOTINNC Dy shıpwreck, ın
WAarT, SOINC by the sword, SOINC Dy the CrI1S, knıte, biıllhook; SOTINEC by the
bursting of Sun when shooting; SOMEC VE ın theır mother’s womb>? Why
AT unlawfully begotten children destroyed by theır parents”? Is thıs worthy
be called preservation?“'

It 15 asserted that (GOod rules all that he has made 1t 5 he rules, hat 1S hıs
ule OVCT such worshıp Buddha, Vıshnu, Iswara, Kandakumaära, Mahomet,
Buddha?** Have yOUu nOoL SCCII and heard how yearlıy multı:tudes travel
Adam’s Peak, the Perahara in andy, toO Caläny, and IManYy other places of
TrEeSOTL COININOIMN OMNS Buddhıists? How does Jehovah ule OVeT such tTansac-
t1071sP28

Agaın: TOM how IManıy countries hat ast multıtudes visıt Kattaragam
worshıp the god there How does Jehovah ule respecting thıs?

Agaın: in thıs saıd book the glory of Budcha 1S compared and the
flower of the tıeld ut, EXCcept In LTNETC words, where AappCars the glory of
Jehovah? In thıs island, in INMany parts, iın Man Yy villages, thousands of human
beings an cattle have perıished by the pestilence. Why dıd yOU nOoL

Jehovah's g10ry be seen”?
Do (Buddha’s priests) nOoTL SAaVC TOM thıs pestilence countless multitudes

by preachıng the glory of Buddcha? That thıs 1s ITrTueEe Ca  — o by verYy
many wıtnesses.



'Theretore proclaım that W €e ave 110 faıth in Creator in the
doctrine of Creation.”

Whıle ıt MaYy 110 be obviıo0us that speculatıon about the ultımate orıgın otf
sentient an insentlent being Ca  “ have meanıng wıthın the SETUCLUTE otf
Buddchıst logı1c, an that OU author acted in ONSONAaNC: ıth thıs O-
sıt1on when he dismissed the M1SSIONATY contention that the Budcha Was

remi1ss ıth respect the atfter of causalıty, ON mMust notfe the extent

whıich confrontatıon ıth the Christian doctrine of creation compelled hım

SO beyond hat the Budcha hımselt recommended sufficıent repIy
thıs heresy (daıtthi). SO unprecedented WEIC the exegencıes raısed Dy the 11C

interrelig10us encounter that ıt WAds longer adequate 5SaYV, the Buddha
dıd, Chat: whether the dogma of creation be iTrue nOL, misery an the
condıtıons underlyıng ıt stıl! remaın; that the elucıdatıon of causalıty would
nNnOT promote the rel1g10us ıfe that leads nıbbana; that it 1S enough
elucıdate miserYy, the orıgın of miserYy, the cessatıon otf miserYy, and the path
leadiıng thereto.“>

posterl10r! reasonıng of thıs SOTTL, after all, WwWas unconvincing Christians
whom the INquiry into the orıgın of eing Was pIOUS quesL, the aNnsweTr

whıch had scrıptural arrant an direct bearıng PON Man y other
quest1ons whıch the LW rel1g10us WETC discordant. he Budcha’s referen-
Ces the deluded beings of the Brahmä world WE LO convınce hıs
audıence that the ıdea of absolute beginning f indeed he Was ARLEN of
thıs idea Was noLt worth consıderatıon. But for OU wrıter uphold hı1s
tradıtiıon agaınst the missionarıes who had studied ıts primary SOUTCECS ıth
1e W Owards ogiıcal dıfficulties wıthın them, and ın order restore conftı-
dence those of hıs compatrıots who WeTC disturbed by these alleged
problems, he Was compelled pomnt Out exactly hOw the Christian doctrine
of creation 1S poorly reasoned an repugnan hıs of Justice. Yet, by
sımply negatıng instead of offering logıcal alternatıve, he reinforced the
Buddcha’s prımary contention, that leave such matters unelucıdated does
noLt detract TOmM the relig10us ıfe

What have SCCH, then, 15 transıtıon TOM the pattern of treatıng these
quest10ons ın the Palı NOoN, which 1S conte stigmatıze them unedifyıng
wıthout respondıng them in of logıc, pattern ofar  u which
takes nOot only tradıtion ser10usiy but Iso that which stands in contradıction

ıt, the combinatıon of both elements being NECESSATY for effective
apologetics.

Lf the Buddha dıd nOoL elucıdate the question of causalıty, it IS also irue that
TE ASONMNS tor rejecting theories that did were«e avaılable ın the Buddchhıst
tradıtıon but seldom utılızed. Under the influence of Christian mi1ssioONs ın
Ceylon, these argumen WETITC brought the forefront oft discussion, where
theretofore they had nOoL played maJor ole In verıfıcatıon of thıs 11C

emphasıs iın apologetics, have the testimonYy of (GOGERLY’S protege DAVID
SILVA who, when commenting upON hıs mentor’s assertion that the Buddcha



knowingly dismiıssed the doctrine of creation, desclared that “The Bud—\
ndhısts In genera|l do 110 openly deny the €xistence» of Creator.

OTr detaıiıls ON later developments ın Budcdchiıst apologetics, SsOCC WICKREMERAT-
Religion, Nationalısm, anıd Socıal Change ın Geylon, 5—1 In: Journal of the

Royal siat1ıc Society, 969 (no
For the Portuguese, vide: 5"1 and for the Dutch, (Cüulavamsıa, pt 2

WILHELM GEIGER, 9 Colombo
ROBRECHT BOUDENS, 'he Catholıc Church ın Ceylon under Duitch Rule, Rome 1957,

192, 6—9 The Dutch (Gsovernor [MAN WILLEM FALCK, being interested in the
maJorIıty relıgıon of the island under hıs authority, submıiıtted ser1es of quest1ons tOo
leadıng Buddchhıst fgures in 1766, SUMMINAaTYy of the ANSWETS LO whiıch, includıng
remarks Christianıty, be found in REGINALD COPLESTON, Buddhism: Prumative
and Present ın Magadha anıd ın Geylon, London 908,
ata or the 1849-—61 show that LTAaCTts WOCIC printed al the ratfe of 1250 pCT

000 people In Ceylon, whereas ın Indıa PpCT 000 (JOHN URDOCH and AMES
NICHOLSON, Classified Catatogue of Printed Irarcts anıd BookRs ın Singhalese, Madras 18068,
1V—V.).
5 ITSIRI MALALGODA, Buddhısm In Sınhalese Socıety, Study of Religi0us
Revroal anıd Change, Berkeley and L.O0s Angeles 1976, 191—231; passım. dem, 'he
Buddhist-GChrishan Confrontation ın Geylon, K Socıal Compass, (1973)
174190606
par'! TOmM the hand, SOUTCEC materi1als AT ındeed tew and ımiıted in SCOP!

ın the decades priı0r the The Murdoch-Nıcholson catalogue (op. C1l., 3—35,;
passım) records that mI1ss1ONary PTESSCS occasiıonally printed [TaCcts respondıng L[O
“Buddhıst objections Chrıistianıty”, but these ealt primarıly ıth socıal ers

C: Rıg meat-consumption and alcohol). ‚OGERLY mentions havıng ead
“controversiıal LTACL wrıtten by Buddchhist priest of Matura |Maätara|”, which
110 be ocated (quoted ın EEMERSON ] ENNENT, Christianıty ın Geylon, London 1850,
240) The earliest complete antı-Christian stıll preserved Was wrıtten 1839 in
reply certaın mi1isstatements ıin Christian almanac about Buddchhist cosmology

WICKREMASINGHE, Catalogue of he Sınhalese Manuscripts ın he Brıtish Museum,
London 1900,

Ms., WILLIAM BRIDGNELL, Goddapıtıya (an iınland mı1ssıon statıon), the Soclety,
March 847 Wesleyan Methodist Missıonary Archıives, School of Orıental and
Afrıcan Studıies (London). The Ms has reference number. BRIDGNELL/’S
heading for the 15 Laiterary Opposition of he Singhalese I0 he Doctrine of Creatbon.

URDOCH and NICHOLSON, op Cit.,
Quoted in ENNENT, oD GE

GOGERLY, Brahmajala Sutta, 1! Journa!l of the Ceylon Branch of the Royal
siatıc Soclety, Sa 2383 Gogerly’s tirst study,of thıs sutta, or miss1ıONary
applıcation, Was printed In the Ceylon Friıend, 838 For revIieWw of research SInNCE
the time of OGERLY ()I1 the Brahmajata an LW!  = sımılar suttas, the Patika an
Aggann«a, SCC the artıcle Dy BANDULA JAYAWARDHANA, Abhassara, in: Encyclopedia of
Buddhism G MALALSEKERA, ed.) ascC. k: Colombo 1961

Brahma boastfully attrıbutes hımself thırteen grand tıtles. Iwo among them,
atta and nımalta, OGERLY translates AS “creator”, A unfortunate choice, 1ts
Christian Onnotatıons obscure their IMOTE meanıngs, “ agent, maker, artıf1ı-
CT
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In the Palı aANOTL, Brahma’s intellectual capacıtıes ATC rated highly, and In

thıs connection take OtLe of al amusıng O' ın the Kevaddha Sutla of the Digha
NıRAya (11.67) Upon being asked where the elements (earth, fıre, wiınd)
' the priest KEVADDHA set OuL tor the Brahmä world [O inquıre f Brahmaäa, who
surrounded Dy hıs retinue of gods, merely replıes, S priest, A Brahmä, Great
Brahmaä, the Supreme Being, the Unsurpassed, the Perceijuver of All Thıngs, the
Controller, the ord of All, the Maker, the Fashıioner, the Chıief, the Vıctor, the
Ruler, the Father of All Beings Who Have Been and ATC Be.” After several rounds
of such unproductive conversatlion, Brahma drew KEVADDHA asıde and whispered
nto hıs al, priest, these gods of mY sulnlte belıeve tollows: ‘Brahmä SCC5 a ll

thıngs; knows a 1] thıngs; has penetrated all thıngs. 'Cherefore ıt hat dıd ol

aNnsSswer yASı ın theır CC. I) prliest, do NOL NOW where these four elements

utterly cease” (HENRY CLARKE W ARREN, Buddhısm ın Translations, Cambrıdge Mas:!

1915, 308—15)
(GOGERLY, Buddhısm, in Journal of the Ceylon Branch of the Royal siatıc

Socliety, 7—70 11  NO
15 URDOCH nd NICHOLSON, 0D Cıl., 11

Cf. the Mälunkyaputta Sutta (63) of the Mayjhıma Niıkaya, where the Budcha
iıllustrates, ıth the o ofa INa wounded Dy poisoned that the religi0us
lıfe he taught and exemplıfied does nOL depend U DOI final solutions t[O metaphysıcal

eculatıons (vide W ARREN, op Cil:; 120—21).1G Visuddhimagga ID and Milindapanha (65.1 where the contrarietlies in human
nNnature, eing due [O varıable karmıc reperCcussions, ATC ıkened LO the dıfferences
between seeds whıich produce innumerable specıes of vegetation (vide W ARREN, O
E, 01—02, 214-15)
18 Mära, the Budcha’s tempfter, 1S mentioned ere along ıth Brahmä because “cthe
world ot L11 and gods  R 1s consıdered theır condomınıum.

Although udchists and Hındus disagree ON that whiıch transmigrates and
experliences karmıc repercussions, they COMNCUT ın the presupposition that karman
musti AaCCOuUNL for distinctions between sentlent beings. Likewise, both religions apTEC
that ıf beings do nOL preexIist but orıgınate through anl ÖX nıhılo creatıve aCtL, then
God 15 implicated in all that 1S WTrONS wıth them Wıth virtually identical phraseolo-
SYV, Hındu apologısts ON the continent WEeTC levelling the SAaMe argumen at M1SSION-
arles there, Iso In the For detaıils, consult: RKICHARD FOox Y OUNG, Resistant
Hıinduism: Sanskrıl Sources ON Antı-Chrıstian Apologelics ın Early Nineteenth-Century
Indıa, Vıenna 1981, A

These AT the Arl CUTFSOTY an rhetorical questions whıch ın the Brahmajala Sulta

ATC eternal and others OLl
provide the oggor!unity tfor the Budcha malıgn the iıdea that SOINC sentient beings

(St: the remark of NILAKANTHA GOREH, Hındu apologiıst wrıiting agaınst Christı-
anıty 844 "Chat .od would be VICIOUS ho, for 110 rational PDUT-
POSC, capriciously brings into being such creatures A tigers an snakes, which AaUusCcC

calamıtıes fOor everyone’ (Sastratattvavınırnaya, NILAKA  'THA’'S other SUu-
ATC translated nd analyzed in Y OUNG, 0p- A chapters, 1 V‚ and VI

“Iswara” (Skt iSvara, lord) 1s COMMOM!N NOMMECII proprium tfor Siva. he author
probably hereby alludes LO the Tamil-speakıng Hındus concentrated In the northern
distrıicts, the maJorIity of whom A1C Saivite. “Kandakumära ” (Skt Skandhakumära:;
Kartıkeya, Siva’s SOTI, the god of warfare), although Hındu eva originally, IS

worshipped along ıth Visnu by the Sınhalese, who regard them guardıans of
Budchısm and helpers ın mundane atters



2 Sınhalese belıeve that the Budcha eft the ımprınt of ONEC foot (Sr1 päada) P the
SUMMIE of ount Sumanaküta widely known ASs dam Peak (Mahavamsa 77)

he Perahara (Perahära) annual PTFOCCSSION, I1 August, the l’emple of the
Tooth (Dalada Malıgava) 111 Kandy, where dental rem bel1ieved {O0 be the
Budcha’n preserved and worshıpped relıic. he Buddha hımself ı thought [O

have visıted Calany (Kälanıya), 1I1CAT Colombo, where the Maha Raja Vıhäare of the
Sıyam fraternity ı 110 ocated.

he devaäle (sShrine at Kataragama, the southeast of Ceylon, IS dedicated {O
Skandha (vide En supra) It both Hindu and Buddchıist pilgrıms.

Sutta 63 Mayııma Nıkaya (WARREN OD Ml 121 22)
GOGERLY, Buddhism, 113 ıde

A Many oft the apologetical mentioned here, Budcchhıst and Christıan,
CONLINUE be advocated today See, for example, ol 11 n of Dialogue
(Journal of the Study Centre fOor Religion and Soclety, Colombo) the whole of which
responds Buddhast Critique of he Chrıistian Goncept ofd (Colombo Dy
Sınhalese Budchhıst Gunapala Dharmasırı


