
editors providing greater comment on most, if not all, selected papers from their bud-
dhological insight. Even though it is impossible to reveal all recent progress, surely the
introduction would have been better if it had provided more explanation of Sieg’s
thoughts on medieval Buddhism.

The controversy about the name “Tocharian” and other misunderstandings about
these languages are treated in this introduction in a minimal fashion with the remark
that: “the comedy based on the interplay of the careless amateur and the accurate spe-
cialist has already been repeatedly played and is no longer fun anymore, beside being
finally futile and fruitless”.Most colleagueswould agree that our priority is to read and
edit the manuscripts rather than to seek possible ancient or prehistoric links between
these languages and the “Tόχaρoι”who are believed to be the invaders and then rulers
of Bactria (i.e. the historical Tocharistan of the first millennium CE), since such a name
is not yet attested in the literature written in Tocharian A or B. However, even though
in this sense “Tocharian” is very probably amisnomer, it is still widely used, at least for
the A language, because most specialists confirm that the latter was, for whatever rea-
son, called tohrι tili by the Uighurs around the tenth and eleventh centuries. If specia-
lists want to keep “Tocharian” for the name of these languages and to call their studies
“Tocharology”, so as to be aligned with Turcology or incorporated into Indology,
these terms need to be more clearly defined for those who may be unfamiliar with
the controversy or misled by some popular writings. “Tocharology” as understood
by current philologists is neither the study of the historical Tocharistan nor that of
the mysterious “Tόχaρoι”, but rigorous research on the A and B languages which
came to be written down in Brāhmī probably around the turn of the fourth and fifth
centuries CE in Chinese Turkestan and then continued to be used for at least another
500 years. The formation of Tocharian A literature seems to be later than that of
Tocharian B, but this is still an open issue.

Despite its title, which observes the German terminology since Müller but may
be misleading for readers who focus on the region of Bactria-Tocharistan, this
book is a well-chosen selection of Sieg’s works. The carefully prepared indexes
and corrigenda reflect the editors’ excellent knowledge of the original texts. The
papers are beautifully reproduced with high-quality illustrations in black and
white. Some pictures of economic documents published by Sieg in 1950 are not
reproduced, since better photographs in colour can be consulted on the website of
the International Dunhuang Project, Berlin (see idp.bbaw.de). This book will cer-
tainly be essential reading for Indo-European linguists, Buddhologists, and philolo-
gists dealing with pre-modern manuscripts of Central Asia, and should find a place
in all libraries that seek to deal with these subjects.

Ching Chao-jung
Kyoto University/JSPS/CRCAO

CHRISTOPHER I. BECKWITH:
Greek Buddha: Pyrrho’s Encounter with Early Buddhism in Central
Asia.
xxi, 279 pp. Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2014. £29.95. ISBN
978 0 69116644 5.
doi:10.1017/S0041977X15001305

Beckwith wants to dispense with the “folklore” that has infected the literature of
Early Buddhism and Pyrrhonism. He makes several bold and provocative claims.
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At the time of the Buddha the word śramanạ only referred to Buddhists. Early
Buddhists were not monks living in vihāra, practising the vinaya as a sang̣ha.
Upanisạdic Brahmanism is younger than Buddhism and was influenced by it.
Greek histories of Early Buddhism are more reliable than Indian sources, written
centuries later. Aśoka did not inscribe all the rock and pillar inscriptions. And
Lao Tsu may have been another name of the Buddha.

Beckwith’s method brings together linguistics, archaeology and close textual
analysis. There is something exemplary about this range. There is no question
that this particular subject requires such range and boldness, what ever one thinks
of his conclusions.

The material is sometimes rather disconnected. He begins with a prologue about
Anarcharsis and the Buddha, in which he introduces his reasons for rejecting the
claims of canonical textual traditions to be authentic. Next comes a chapter on
Pyrrho and early Buddhism. Then a chapter on the terms śramanạ and brāhmanạ
in the Greek texts and an attempt to make sense of who they might be. The next
chapter argues that Lao Tsu may have been the Buddha. Oddly it is combined
with an examination of the inscriptions of “Aśoka”. Finally, there is an attempt to
get at what the Buddha, Pyrrho (and Hume) were attacking. Then comes an “epi-
logue” on early Buddhism and its reaction to Zoroastrianism, then “appendices”
on the Greek sources of Pyrrho’s thought, on objections scholars have made to
Pyrrho having learnt from the Indians, and finally a detailed assessment of the val-
idity of the inscriptions attributed to Aśoka. If that seems like a lot, it is. It is very
difficult for the reader to make sense of the book as a whole. The material in the
appendices should be integrated into the main discussion. As it stands, they are
more like a collection of unfinished notes.

Each of Beckwith’s claims requires, as he admits, more thorough consideration
than it receives in this book. His “discovery” of the Buddhist trilaksanạ in the
Aristocles passage, in which Timon describes Pyrrho’s teachings, is impressive.
Though whether he is right to be so emphatic in making his unargued distinction
between “Early” and “Normative” Buddhism (the latter is the familiar Buddhism
of the Four Noble Truths, etc.) is unclear. Rather more flimsy, though brilliantly
suggestive, is his derivation of Gautama from Lao Dan (i.e. Lao Tsu) and dao
from dharma.

Reading the book, it is good to bear in mind the unspoken chronology. The story
is generally as follows: in Persia, unreformed Mazdaism was in competition with
reformed Zoroastrianism, and after Darius’ invasions brought these religions into
Central Asia and India, the Buddha opposed both. Siddharta Gautama was probably
from Central Asia, and not, as the myths suggest, from the Gangetic plain. Early
Buddhism can therefore best be reconstructed from the writings of scholars who
accompanied or followed Alexander to India, as in the Pyrrho fragments, the
Alexander historians, and Megasthenes (whose description of sects Beckwith exam-
ines in detail). The Buddha must have taught in India after Darius’ invasion of
Gandhāra and Sindh, he argues, and died before Pyrrho and Alexander arrived.
These revised dates and the Buddha being a foreigner in India, he says, explain
the early arrival of Buddhism in Gandhāra and Bactria and the difficulty of estab-
lishing that the Buddha was from Magadha. The earliest occurrence of
“Śākamuni” is in Gandhari Prakrit texts from the first century CE, not in the Pali
canon.

On the early Indian inscriptions, he argues that Devānāmpriya could be
Amitrochates/Bindusara, Candragupta’s son. Brahmanism later adopted some of
the Zoroastrian doctrines (e.g. heaven and hell). When Megasthenes reported,
some, but not all, Buddhists were starting to teach karma and rebirth, and Pure
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Land was becoming recognizably Buddhist. (He suggests it was originally influ-
enced by Central Asian monotheism). Later “Aśoka” inscriptions either affect to
be by Aśoka but could not be, or possibly there is another Aśoka, but some are def-
initely spurious. Beckwith urges Indologists to acknowledge the blatant forgeries
among the inscriptions and sort this out once and for all.

The Lumbini story is, as Bareau has shown, a late fabrication. The Four Noble
Truths and the Eightfold Noble Path are later formulations, from “Normative”
Buddhism. Unreformed Mazdaism was in competition with reformed
Zoroastrianism. Some Zoroastrian and Mazdean doctrines were adopted directly
by Brahmanism, others later from Normative Buddhism. At first Buddhism was
very opposed to it. But it seems in popular strands to have adopted good and bad
karma and rebirth.

Beckwith argues that the Greek monoglot theory deserves to be put to rest, in
particular the Inspector Clouseau-like invasion of these lands by Alexander. The
theory that everything came from Greece, which he rather unfairly attributes to
McEvilley, is not valid either. The ancient sources say philosophia’s origin was
the barbaroi, especially the Central Asians.

Beckwith discusses the correct meaning of adoxastous. It is not free of “opi-
nions” but “beliefs”. The result, what is left (periesesthai), is ataraxia, like a sha-
dow. What Pyrrho means is the circularity of induction and deduction, and Beckwith
argues that it makes sense as it is. One of the strengths of the book is its interpret-
ation that the implications of Pyrrho’s arguments are logical. His discussion of how
this influenced Hume, and what this might mean for our ideas of perfection and
beauty, contributes to our understanding of Pyrrhonism to a degree, but it feels
like a different book.

One would have to commend the author’s audacity. This revision of the history
of Early Buddhism is likely to offend those who, as he puts it, have to guard their
views with imprecations in ancient tongues.

Nevertheless, the book offers a new and refreshing approach. It repeatedly calls
for more work in various fields, and it should be hoped that scholars do not shy
away from taking up the many challenges it raises.

Matthew Neale
University of Cambridge

JOHANNES SCHNEIDER:
Eine buddhistische Kritik der indischen Götter. Śamḳarasvāmins
Devātiśayastotra mit Prajñāvarmans Kommentar. Nach dem tibetischen
Tanjur herausgegeben und übersetzt.
(Wiener Studien zur Tibetologie und Buddhismuskunde 81.) x, 195 pp.
Vienna: Arbeitskreis für tibetische und buddhistische Studien der
Universität Wien, 2014. E18. ISBN 978 3 902501 19 6.
doi:10.1017/S0041977X15001317

The present monograph by Johannes Schneider is an in-depth philological study of
two Sanskrit texts of Buddhist apologetics, Śam ̣karasvāmin’s Devātiśayastotra
(“Praise of [the Buddha’s] superiority over the gods”) and its commentary, the
Devātiśayastotrat ̣īkā (DAST)̣ by Prajñāvarman (eighth–ninth c.?). While only the
first has been preserved in its original language, both works were translated at a
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