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Foreword

CoMPARATIVE studies in religion and philosophy have over the
years given rise to a number of questions and problems, and the
very status and validity of the comparative method in these two
fields have indeed often been the object of critical reflection and
interrogation. This has been the case in particular where either
totally different religious or historically independent philosophi-
cal traditions were the matter of comparison, even though the
phenomenological method has of course proved to be productive
in religious studies.!

Somewhat less problematical no doubt is religious and philo-
sophical comparison within a single culture and closely related
traditions. The specialist in Indian religion and philosophy for
example has been accustomed to compare the Brihmanical/
Hindu, Jaina and Indian Buddhist traditions which — whatever
their ultimate genetic relationships may be — have clearly fol-
lowed distinct lines of development. Furthermore, within each of
these three traditions, the Indianist has found it meaningful to
undertake comparisons between separate currents: e.g., to name
only some of the broadest, between Vaisnavism and Saivism,
Svetimbara and Digambara, or Sravakayana and Mahayana
Reference can be made in this connexion to two previous series of
the Jordan Lectures, one by Louis Renou (Religions of Ancient
India, 1953) and the other by Jan Gonda (Visnuism and Sivaism,
1970). One form of comparison at least — a basically historical and
textually oriented one — has thus been well-established among

-1 For recent discussions of the notion of comparative religion reference may be made to
E. Sharpe, Comparative religion: a history (London, 1975); and F. Whaling, Contemporary
approaches to the study of religion, i (Berlin—New York—Amsterdam, 1983), p. 165 ff.
Concerning the comparison of Indian and Western philosophy, reference can still be made
to S. Schayer, ‘Indische Philosophie als Problem der Gegenwart’ in: Jahrbuch der
Schopenhauer—Gesellschaft 15 (Heidelberg, 1928), pp. 46—69, and D. H. H. Ingalls, Journal
of Oriental Research (Madras) 22 (1954), pp. I—11; see also recently W. Halbfass, Indien und
Europa (Basel-Stuttgart, 1981). For the approach of a phenomenologist (and ‘traditional-
ist’), see for example H. Corbin, Philosophie iranienne et philosophie comparée (Paris, 1985).
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scholars of Indian religions and philosophies for more than a
century and a half.

Extensive typological and structural studies in Indian religions
and philosophies, or in the traditions of Buddhism, have on the
other hand been relatively rare. Scholarly effort has hitherto been
concentrated mainly on the necessary philological analysis of the
texts, their pericopes and units of tradition, and on tracing
historical developments and influences within India; in so doing,
however, some practitioners of this historical-philological
method have shown strangely little awareness of the presupposi-
tions and pre-judgements with which they were operating, as if
in the human sciences historical causality, development and
influence were totally transparent and unproblematic things.
Equally, the problems in intercultural transmission raised by the
spread of Indian thought and civilization northwards and
eastwards have attracted only modest attention. And even less
work has been done on discovering comparable elements in the
different Indian religious and philosophical traditions both within
and outside India, i.e. on the task of identifying in terms of what
has been termed family resemblances, in polythetic classification,
the criss-crossing and sometimes overlapping strands that make
up the traditions.? Yet, when we consider Buddhism in its
various traditions in India, in China and in Tibet (where, in
addition to strictly speaking Tibetan constituents, typologically
Indic and Sinitic strands are to be identified beside Indian,

2 The notion of family resemblance was made use of in philosophy by L. Wittgenstein
in his Philosophical investigations (§ 67), and it has been the subject of further philosophical
discussion since R. Bambrough, ‘Universals and family resemblances’, Proceedings of the
Aristotelian Society 60 (1960—61), pp. 207—22 (reprinted in: G. Pitcher [ed.], Wittgenstein,
the Philosophical Investigations: A collection of critical essays [New York, 1966], pp. 186—204).
For comparative purposes in the anthropological study of descent and affinity, this notion
has been employed, along with that of ‘polythetic’ as opposed to ‘monothetic’ classifica-
tion, by R. Needham, e.g. in his ‘Polythetic classification’, Man 10 (1975), pp. 349—69. See
also the same author’s Belief, language and experience (Oxford, 1972) and Against the
tranquility of axioms (Berkeley, 1983), pp. 36—65, with pp. s—11 of the ‘Advertisement’
where Needham writes that ‘the denotations of a verbal concept need express no essential
idea that is common to all its applications’ (p. 9). Traditional ‘monothetic’ classifications
operate with the common-feature definition of a class, i.e. a class defined by the invariable
presence of certain common characteristic attributes in each and every individual. By
contrast, in a polythetic arrangement or chain no single feature is essential, or sufficient, for
membership in the classification in which all the individuals do not share one single

characteristic feature. I am indebted to Srinivasa Ayya Srinivasan for calling my attention
to this work in social anthropology and for illuminating discussions of it.
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Chinese and Central Asian components actually known histori-
cally to have been introduced from outside), the question may
even arise as to whether the name ‘Buddhism’ denotes one single
entity rather than a classification embracing (more or less
polythetically) a very large number of strands held together by
family resemblances. In their work Sinologues have been wont to
focus above all on what is Chinese, and hence on discontinuities
between Chinese and Indian Buddhism; and whereas some
Tibetologists have emphasized continuities as well as differences
between Indian and Tibetan Buddhism, others have preferred to
underscore the discontinuities above all else.

In the following essays an attempt is made to investigate a pair
of themes in Buddhist thought by considering, in historical and
comparative outline, their treatment in some traditions of Indian
and Tibetan Buddhism, while referring on occasion also to
parallels in non-Buddhist Indian thought (Brahmanism and
Jainism) and in Chinese Buddhism. The two themes are, schema-
tically stated, ‘nature’ and ‘nurture’ in the twin realms of
soteriology and gnoseology, a pair of topics that call for examin-
ation in terms of the notions of ‘innatism’, ‘spontaneism’ and
‘simultaneism’ as contrasted with graded acquisition and rein-
forcement through progressive cultivation. Connected themes
are enstatic concentration (gnoseological rather than cataleptic) as
against intellectual analysis, ethical and spiritual quietism in
contrast to effort, and cataphaticism as opposed to apophaticism.
Put in these terms, these notions are of course largely ‘etic’ ones of
Western origin, and they require to be investigated and specified
in the light of the rich ‘emic’ categories belonging to the
traditions being considered. Since a full treatment of each of them
in Indian and Tibetan thought could easily fill volumes, they can
- of course only be outlined in these essays. It perhaps needs to be
explicitly noted also that, whereas the co-ordinate pair of theory
(darSana = Ita ba, thebria) and practice (carya = spyod pa, praxis)
underlies much of what is said in our Buddhist sources, praxis has
perforce to be considered here more in terms of taxonomies or
theories of practice than as spiritual experience and practice per
se.> As for paramartha and samvrti — ultimate reality and the

3 This specification is made explicit in response to a valuable methodological observa-
tion made by Alexander Piatigorsky.
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surface level — which are also at the foundation of so much of
what is at issue in our sources, they cannot be gone into separately
for want of space. .

The themes mentioned above will be considered in relation to
the hermeneutics of the doctrine of the Buddha-nature — the
tathagatagarbha or germinal ‘Essence’ of the Tathagata; to Empti-
ness of the heterogeneous (gZan stoti : “parabhavasinyata) as op-
posed to Emptiness of own-nature (rari stoti : svabhavasinyata); to
the contrast between ‘simultaneist’ (cig ¢/h]ar : yugapad) sponta-
neity and naturalness on the one side and on the other ‘gradualist’
(rim gyis : krama) reinforcement and cultivation — the tension in
both theory and practice round which revolved, according to
Tibetan sources, the ‘Great Debate’ of bSam yas that is reputed to
have opposed the Indian dcarya Kamalasila and the Chinese ho-
shang Mo-ho-yen (hva $ari Mahayana) at the court of the Tibetan
ruler Khri Sron lde btsan towards the end of the eighth century
CE; to the notion of the dkar po chig thub as the unique and self-
sufficient sovereign remedy which is effective against all the Ills of
Samsira, which gives rise immediately and all at once to
Awakening — i.e. the direct ‘face-to-face’ encounter with, and
recognitive identification (rio "phrod pa) of, Mind (sems = citta) as it
really is — and which is thus the specific ‘remedy’ that by itself
‘cures’ all conceptual constructions and discursivity of thinking
that are at the root of Samsira; and finally to the concepts
subsumed under or associated with Quiet (Samatha = 2i gnas) and
Insight (vipa$yana = lhag mthor), which are thought of as making
up a co-ordinated pair or an integrated syzygy.

According to the sources to be considered, the issues in the
‘Great Debate’ of bSam yas did not, it is true, necessarily hinge
directly on the interpretation of the tathdgatagarbha-doctrine,
which is in fact mentioned only occasionally in some of the
relevant documents. And, conversely, the contrasts innate/
acquired and cataphatic/apophatic in the hermeneutics of the
tathagatagarbha did not inevitably engage the oppositions simulta-
neousness/gradualness and ethical or intellectual quietism/effort.
Nevertheless, the fact remains that the Indo-Tibetan problematics
of tathagatagarbha-hermeneutics and the issues addressed in the
‘Great Debate’ are evidently linked by a number of thematic
strands that cross and intertwine, making up so to say lattices of
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ideas. And sometimes in the Tibetan exegetical traditions they
have been collocated or treated in parallel.#

Now, in the entire spectrum of their applications, the terms
tathagatagarbha, cig c(h)ar ba and rim gyis pa do not appear to define
a single, constant and unitary core-notion or essence. Rather, they
correspond to contextually varying values grouped round these
terms or topoi. In the case of tathagatagarbha, this may well have to
do with the fact that it is not a referring term for any entity
(bhava), but a metatheoretical expression or counter. As for the
terms cig char ba and rim gyis pa — and also dkar po chig thub — they
too do not designate invariant referents but seem rather to
describe sets of features that vary from case to case; and they can
be variously applied depending on their particular place in a
given system of thought. Thus, while most schools recognize the
cig char ba in some context, they may do so in differing ways and
connexions, so that the specific application of this term and
category can vary from school to school; nevertheless, the notions
in question are bound together by a range of family resem-
blances. '

An attempt is furthermore made here to show how, once the
‘Great Debate’ of bSam yas had become a partly dehistoricized
topos in the Tibetans’ later reconstruction of their (partly lost)
early history, and in particular in their ‘constitution of tradition’,
the expression ‘teaching of the Hva $an’ has served, in the Tibetan
historical and doctrinal texts, as a model or exemplar for a theory
considered to have unduly stressed that form of quietism which

4 The Buddha-nature (saris rgyas kyi rari bZin) and simultaneous Yoga-Bhavani (theg pa
chen po la cig char rnal ’byor du bsgom pd’i thabs) are treated together for example in MS BN
Pelliot tibétain 835. Cf. MS BL (IOL) Stein 693, ff. 15b, 27b—29b; Stein 710, f. 36b (saris
rgyas rar grub) and f. 38a. See also Wang Hisi's Cheng-li chiieh in P. Demiéville, Le concile de
Lhasa (Paris, 1952), pp. 107, 116, 118 and 151; and below, Chapter ii, pp. 73 and 86.

G. Tucci had at one time expressed the opinion that a substantial part of the Hva $an
Mahayana’s ideas along with those of the Indian Siddhas were preserved not only in the
Tibetan rDsogs chen school but also in the Jo nan pa school, whose doctrine was in large
part based on the tathdgatagarbha theory; see G. Tucci and W. Heissig, Die Religionen Tibets
und der Mongolei (Stuttgart, 1970), p. 27. Compare however our remarks in Le traité du
tathagatagarbha de Bu ston Rin chen grub (Paris, 1973), p. 7 n. 1. This opinion was not
repeated in the English version of Tucci’s work, The religions of. Tibet (London, 1980).

A kind of prefiguration of the dkar po chig thub as a medical metaphor is perhaps to be
found in a number of Sitras, for example in the Mahayanist Mahaparinirvanasitra — a
major source of the tathagatagarbha-theory — which is itself described as a medicine or
remedy.
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excludes ethical and intellectual effort or that form of understand-
ing that focuses non-analytically on the Empty alone, in contra-
vention of the Buddhist principle that Quiet (famatha) and Insight
(vipa$yana) — like means (updya) and discriminative understand-
ing (prajfia) — are co-ordinate and have to be cultivated together
either in alternation or in unison as a fully integrated syzygy
(yuganaddha). In this way, in Tibetan philosophical discourse, the
figure of the Hva San Mahiyina and his teaching have come to
fulfil a practically emblematic function, one that may in fact be
somewhat different from the position actually occupied by the
historical ho-shang Mo-ho-yen. The following study will then be
concerned as much with the impact and significance of the ‘Great
Debate’ of bSam yas for the Tibetan tradition — in other words its
Wirkungsgeschichte — as with the question of what actually
happened at the discussions in which the ho-shang Mo-ho-yen was
involved toward the end of the eighth century in Tibet.

A fundamental problem at issue is, very briefly stated, the
relation between the Fruit (phala =’bras bu) — i.e. ultimate and
perfect Awakening (anuttarasamyaksambodhi) in buddhahood —,
the spiritual Ground (gZi) — known as the tathagatagarbha or
Buddha-nature — and the Path (marga = lam) in all its stages. (To a
certain degree, this is also the problem of the relation between
paramartha and samvyti, or between nirvana and samsara which is
usually described in the Mahiyiana as one of non-duality.) Now,
to the extent that non-duality and non-difference are being
focused on, the Fruit of buddhahood is stated to be Awakened to
immediately, that is, without any mediating process consisting in
the practiser’s utilization of means (upaya); and such direct
comprehension could thus be described as a face-to-face encoun-
ter with and recognitive identification of Mind (sems tio ’phrod
pa). Yet over-emphasis on such immediacy — implying as it
would a telescoping together of Ground and Fruit — runs the risk
of making redundant the Path with its virtues and perfections
(paramita = phar phyin) — and especially the first four of them that
lead to the prajfiaparamita — and it would then represent less a
theory of non-duality than one of monistic identity between
Ground and Fruit (i.e. a theory not accepted in any simple form
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in Mahayina Buddhism). In some Buddhist traditions, the com-
plex problem of the relation (or the description of the relation)
between ultimate Awakening and means — viz. the virtues of
generosity, etc. — has been treated in terms of the dedicatory
transmutation (parindmand = yotis su bstio ba) of these virtues into
Awakening (bodhi); interestingly, however, this question of
parinamand was scarcely thematized in the documents relating to
the ‘Great Debate’ of bSam yas.3

In discussing the simultaneous/gradual polarity in Buddhist
thought, especially on the Sdtra-level of the Paramitiyana, it is
essential to be quite clear as to whether it is the Fruit or the Path
that is in question. Now, that the realization of the Fruit at the
very end of the practice of the Path is instantaneous (and in some
sense ‘simultaneous’) is generally recognized, and this was there-
fore hardly the issue. It is accordingly the status of the Path —
alongside the difficult problem of the ‘homology’ of Ground and
Fruit and the ‘proleptic anticipation’ of the latter in the former —
that is the problem being addressed.

The question further arises as to whether, given its positive and
cataphatic character, the tathagatagarbha theory was a syncretism, or
a symbiotic accommodation, with the dtman-doctrine of Brahmani-
cal thought — that is, in effect, a crypto-Brahmanical ‘soul’-theory
in Buddhism. Or was it perhaps conceived as inclusivistic of this
atman-doctrine in the sense of Paul Hacker’s ‘inclusivism’, i.e. as
incorporating this ‘soul’-theory in a subordinate position? Or,
again, is it an authentic Buddhist treatment of a theme — and a
religious and philosophic problem — which recurs in various forms
throughout the history of Indian thought? A related question arises

51t is true that Sa skya Pandi ta has referred to parinamand in proximity to some
references he made to the (dkar po) chig thub, i.e. to a spiritual factor, said to have been
assumed by the Hva $an Mahdyina during the ‘Great Debate’ of bSam yas, that is
supposed to operate as the unique and self-sufficient factor making possible the immediate
and ‘simultaneous’ achievement of Awakening. See for example his sDom gsum rab dbye, ff.
34a and 38b, and his sKyes bu dam pa rnams la spriri ba’i yi ge, f. sb. However, in these places
parindmand is not treated as either a bridge between, or as a factor permitting a leap from,
the conditioned level of activity and impurity to the unconditioned leyel. And Sa skya
Pandi ta is evidently criticizing the treatment of parindmana as a supplement to the chig thub,
that is, as supporting a factor that was supposed by its proponents to be already totally
effective and altogether self-sufficient in achieving Awakening. On parinamand in
connexion with the elimination of nimitta and upalambha and with reference to the cig

char|rim gyis opposition, see also MS BN Pelliot tibétain 116 (125—6) and Pelliot tibétain
823, verso.
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with respect to the theory of the Emptiness of the heterogeneous
(gZan stoi) in contradistinction to that of the Emptiness of own-
nature (ra#i stori) associated with Prajidparamita and Madhya-
maka thought. Are these two opposed theories of §inyata to be-
placed on exactly the same level and accordingly to be treated as
incompatible and mutually exclusive? Or are they complement-
ary in the sense that they somehow supplement each other? Or,
again, are they perhaps simply incommensurable (somewhat in
the sense that this term currently has in the history of science)?

Opposed — and hence apparently irreconcilable — strands of
thought are indeed to be found in our sources. But it would seem
that moré consideration, and probably more weight, have to be
given to the possibility that the strands in question are forms of
thought (and techniques) existing as polarities in tension between
which the Buddhist traditions have from early times felt the need to
strike a balance, rather than necessarily contradictory doctrines (and
incompatible techniques) which could be harmonized only artifici-
ally and superficially, by some stratagem such as ‘inclusivism’.

Some aspects of the proto-history of the opposition between
‘simultaneist innatism’ — expressed in mystical or cataphatic terms
— on the one side and analytical, and gradualist, cultivation —
expressed in terms of intellection or apophaticism — on the other
side have been recently addressed by Lambert Schmithausen,
who has distinguished between ‘positive-mystical’ and ‘negative-
intellectualist’ conceptions of liberation and Awakening in earlier
Buddhist canonical sources.® Similarly, in a recent publication by
Paul Griffiths, the analysis of Buddhist meditation is based on an
antithesis between the mystical-enstatic and the intellectual-
analytical,” with the Attainment of Cessation (nirodhasamapatti)
even being compared with cataleptic trance.®

6 See L. Schmithausen, ‘On some aspects of descriptions or theories of ‘liberating
insight’ and ‘enlightenment’ in Early Buddhism’, in: K. Bruhn and A. Wezler (eds.),
Studien zum Jainismus und Buddhismus: Gedenkschrift fiir Ludwig Alsdorf (Wiesbaden, 1981),
pp- 199—250, especially p. 214 ff. To these two trends Schmithausen (p. 218 £.) has added
the ‘Samjnivedayitanirodha-Liberation theory’ in which the progressive anupirvavihara
pattern covers nine successive stages beginning with the first Dhyina and continuing
through a stage where notions and feelings come to a stop.

7 P. J. Griffiths, On being mindless: Buddhist meditation and the mind-body problem (La Salle,
1986).

8 Griffiths, op. cit., p. 11, describes the nirodhasamapatti-theory as ‘even more radical in its
rejection of mental activity than are the dominant Western models for the understanding



THE TRANSMISSION AND RECEPTION OF BUDDHISM 9

The question thus again arises as to how these currents found in
Satra-Buddhism, in fundamental classical Sistras and in later
Indian and Tibetan sources in fact relate to each other. Are they
to be regarded as altogether heterogeneous and antithetical in the
sense of being incompatible and mutually exclusive? And was the
attempt to reconcile and harmonize the ‘positive-mystical’ with
the ‘negative-intellectualist’, "as found already in somie earlier
texts, ‘inclusivistic’ in Hacker’s sense, as has been suggested by
Schmithausen?® Or are they rather strands making up the whole
fabric of Buddhist theory and practice, and standing in a
structural relation of complementarity, with emphasis being
placed sometimes on the one and sometimes on the other,
whereas the two are in actuality considered to be required to
supplement, and to reinforce, each other?

When analysing the textual pericopes and units of tradition
identifiable in the literature of Buddhism, it will be useful to
examine them not only in terms of historical stratification and
chronological accretion of earlier and later textual matter, and of
possible attempts made subsequently to reconcile and harmonize
incompatible elements, but also in terms of a synchronic and
structural co-ordination, motivated by considerations of a philo-
sophical or meditative kind, of distinct but still complementary
of catalepsy’. See also Schmithausen, op. cit., p. 223. However, Buddhist tradition seems
usually to have regarded that form of exclusively concentrative enstasis that amounts to
catalepsy as characteristic not of the supramundane (lokottara) bhavana of the Samaipattis
but of the mundane (lawkika) bhavanamarga alone. On this often neglected distinction see
Chapter iv below.

9 Schmithausen, op. cit., pp. 223 and 230. Schmithausen has defined Hacker’s ‘inclusiv-
ism’ as ‘a method of intellectual debate in which the competing doctrine, or essential
elements of it, are admitted but relegated to a subordinate position, or given a suitable
reinterpretation, and which aims not so much at reconciliation but at prevailing over the

other doctrine or its propounders’ (p. 223). And he adds that this ‘inclusivistic’ tendency ‘is
especially conspicuous in a few texts belonging to the ‘“‘negative-intellectual” current’
(p- 223).

The question arises in this context as to whether, as asserted by J. Bronkhorst, these twin
trends continue two genetically different traditions — one a rigoristic, ascetic and
suppressive tradition attested e.g. in connexion with the Buddhist Samipattis and
Vimoksas, but nevertheless of non-Buddhist origin, and the other the authentic Buddhist
meditation in which insight plays a major part, and which is characteristic of Buddhist
mindfulness, the Dhyanas and the realization of the four satyas. See J. Bronkhorst, The two
traditions of meditation in Ancient India (Stuttgart, 1986). Bronkhorst’s treatment of the
relevant material is not infrequently based on unexplicated or unexamined (and anything
but self-evident) presuppositions about ‘contradictions’ in the traditions. (See e.g. the
review by S. Collins, Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society, 1987, pp. 373—5.)
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(or, perhaps, incommensurable) currents. In other words, we
may be faced here not just with historically heterogeneous and
logically incompatible elements artificially, or even forcibly,
brought together in the course of diachronic stratification
reflected in text-historical layers, but also by currents in syn-
chronic tension and structural contrast.

Not only for Kamalaila but also for his Satra and Sastra
sources the synergistic co-ordination of $amatha and vipaéyana in a
syzygy is no more a mere artifice, or a case of inclusivistic
subordination, than is the co-ordination of salvific means (upaya)
and discriminative knowledge (prajiia), of Compassion (karuna)
and Emptiness ($finyata), etc. In many classical periods of the
Buddhist tradition it is indeed precisely this co-ordination of
polarities that constitutes the specific character of theory and
practice.

The relation between a positive or mystical current and a
negative or analytical one — for example a cataphatic approach
and positive theory and an apophatic approach and negative
theory concerning insight and Awakening — or between the
Emptiness of the heterogeneous (gZan stori) and the Emptiness of
own-nature (rati sto#i) theories of $inyata and the tathagatagarbha
can provide the comparativist with interesting and methodologi-
cally instructive cases of opposed theories and approaches existing
in tension. Certain Buddhist traditions have regarded the first pair
— attested respectively in the ‘scholastic corpus’ (rigs tshogs) and
the ‘hymnic corpus’ (bstod tshogs) both ascribed to the same
Nigarjuna — as complementary (or, perhaps, as incommensurable
in the sense mentioned above). But other traditions have subordi-
nated one theory to the other, regarding the subordinate one as
intentional (abhiprayika) and as representing only a provisional
sense in need of further interpretation (neyartha) and the superor-
dinate theory as corresponding accordingly to the definitive and
ultimately intended sense (nitartha) in the Buddha’s teaching. And
although the latter pair — viz. Emptiness of own-nature as
expressed in the ‘Second Cycle’ of the Buddha’s teaching and
Emptiness of the heterogeneous as ostensibly taught in parts of
the “Third Cycle’ — has frequently been regarded as antithetical
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and contradictory — with the one being interpreted as nitartha and
the other as neyartha — it may be possible within the frame of
systematic Buddhist hermeneutics to think in terms of a comple-
mentarity (or incommensurability) between two theories belong-
ing to distinct universes of religious-philosophical discourse
rather than in terms of a contradiction between theories compet-
ing on the same level. At all events, a theory such as that of the
tathagatagarbha in the ‘Third Cycle’ clearly cannot be simply,
reductionistically or ‘inclusivistically’ identified with the classical
Prajiidparamitd or- Madhyamaka notion of $iinyata as expressed in
the ‘Second Cycle’. Nonetheless, at least some hermeneuticians —
for example those of the Tibetan dGe lugs pa school — have been
prepared to let them stand side by side as valid teachings that are
both definitive in sense (nitartha), rather than treat the one as
definitive and the other as intentional and in need of being further
interpreted in a sense other than the obvious and provisional
surface meaning, as has been done in other hermeneutical
traditions.

To return now to the pair of $amatha and vipa$yana, and to the
concentrative and enstatic current on the one side and the
analytical and observational current on the other side, as soterio-
logical methods on the Path of Awakening they can be regarded
not as mutually exclusive and contradictory, but as complemen-
tary and as equally necessary for the achievement of Awakening.
If one current is emphasized at the expense of the other, there can
indeed emerge an unbridgeable gap between them in philosophi-
cal theory and also in the theory of spiritual practice. But
cultivated as co-ordinate components of the Path, they not only
reinforce each other but they are both seen in theory and practice
to be necessary in order to achieve their full effect.

With regard to the gradual/sudden (or subitist) polarity as it is
known in sinological studies, it may well be that the circumstance
that it ‘assumed its particular importance in the Chinese Buddhist
tradition suggests that it resonated with, or gave form to, a similar
pre-existent polarity within Chinese thought’,1? and even that it is

10 P, Gregory (ed.), Sudden and gradual (Honolulu, 1987), p. 1.
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a ‘peculiarly sinitic mode of approaching the enlightening experi-
ence’.!! The materials gathered in these essays nevertheless docu-
ment the fact that the gradual/simultaneous polarity — krama/yuga-
pad in Sanskrit and rim gyis/cig char in Tibetan — is neither uniquely
and exclusively nor pre-eminently Chinese, and that it is in fact
very well attested as a polar contrast or tension, and sometimes also
as a conflict, in the Indian Buddhist traditions too. That the cultural
and intellectual matrices and networks of concepts in which -
this polarity has found.expression -differ appreciably between
India and China is of course no less clear, so that it is no doubt
legitimate to speak of distinct Indian and Chinese developments
(and also of Indic and Sinitic models in the Buddhism of Tibet).
Meaningful comparison can perhaps be most fruitfully pursued
in terms of typologies, structures and lattices of family re-
semblances.

As for the historical relation between Ch’an/Zen and the
teachings of the Indian Siddhas, R. A. Stein and L. Gémez have
noted that it is very unlikely that Ch’an could have derived from
or been directly influenced by Indian Vajrayina or Siddha
schools; 12 and to assume that the former originates from the latter
would no doubt involve an historically unwarranted ‘soft
methodology’ (to borrow an expression used in another connex-
ion by Gémez!3). Nevertheless, mutatis mutandis, the typological
parallels and family resemblances do seem clear enough for the
comparativist to have to address them very seriously.!4

The extent to which mahamudral5 is to be seen as ‘gradualist’ or
‘simultaneist’ was moreover an important subject of reflection and
discussion in Tibet. And Sa skya Pandi ta for one considered what

11 Tu Wei-ming, ‘Afterword: Thinking of “enlightenment” religiously’, in: P. Gre-
gory (ed.), op. cit., p. 448.

12R. A. Stein, ‘Nlumination subite ou saisie simultanée: Note sur la terminologie
chinoise et tibétaine’, Revue de histoire des religions 179 (1971), pp. s—6, who concludes: ‘Si
on se décidait i retenir les analogies [entre le Tch’an et le tantrisme indien ou la
Mahimudri], on devrait sans doute songer i des développements paralléles’; and
L. Gémez, ‘Purifying gold’, in: P. Gregory (ed.), op. cit., p. 70.

13 L. Gbémez, op. cit., p. 139, n. I4.

14 And the possibility of the existence of links between the Vajrayina and some trends
in at least later Ch’an (if only in Tibet) cannot be totally excluded a priori either. See
below, Chapter iii, pp. 122, 131—2, 137.

15 Globally described as ‘gradualist’ by L. Gémez, op. cit., p. 143, n. 4I. But this
description would not fit well the current of the Tibetan Mahimudri tradition
represented by Zan Tshal pa for example (see Chapter iii).
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he termed ‘Neo-Mahamudrad’ (da Ita’i phyag 1gya chen po) to have
continued ideas of the Hva $an Mahayana. Whether Sa skya Pandi
ta conceived of this continuation only in terms of direct genetic
and historical dependence or also in terms of typological similarity
is perhaps not quite certain, as is the question whether he would
have himself made such a conceptual distinction. At all events he
writes that the ‘Neo-Mahamudra’ he was criticizing was based on
texts left behind in Tibet by the Hva $an.1¢ Nevertheless, that the
Hva $an’s ‘simultaneist’ teaching was not unprecedented in the
history of Buddhist thought is amply demonstrated by a study of
the Indian documents including Kamalasila’s Bhavanakramas
where much earlier canonical discussions of the point are cited.
And the link between ‘Neo-Mahimudr3’ and the teachings of the
‘Hva San Mahiyina posited by Sa skya Pandi ta could then be due to
a typological relationship, without a direct historical dependence
having necessarily to be assumed by the historian and comparativ-
ist to exist between them.!”

*

The essays in this book are based on the Jordan Lectures in
Comparative Religion delivered at the School of Oriental and

16 See Sa skya Pandi ta, sDom gsum rab dbye (sDe dge ed.), f. 26a. On texts concealed by
the Hva 3an before his banishment from Tibet, and on the motif of the boot he left behind,
see the ‘Alternative Tradition’ of the sBa bZed (ed. mGon po rgyal mtshan, Beijing, 1982,
p- 75), apparently used by Sa skya Pandi ta also in his Thub pa’i dgotis gsal (sDe dge ed.), £.
soa. The boot the Hva $an is said to haye left behind in Tibet has sometimes been
interpreted as a token of the future revival there of his teaching. Cf. below, Chapters ii and
il

In the case of the ‘Neo-Mahamudra’ as well as of what he terms ‘Chinese-stvle rDzogs
chen’ (rgya nag lugs kyi rdzogs chen), Sa skya Pandi ta writes in his sDom gsum rab dbye
TE 25b) that the notions yas ’bab and cig char ba, and the notions mas “dzegs and rim gyis pa
are equivalent, there being no distinction in point of fact.

17 In an article entitled ‘Sa skya pandita’s account of the bSam yas Debate: History as
polemic’, Journal of the International Association of Buddhist Studies 5 (1982), pp. 89—99,
Roger Jackson has tried to show that Sa skya Pandi ta’s treatment of the Debate and the
dkar po chig thub problem was ‘simply a case of polemical anachronism’ motivated by
‘virulent opposition to the White Panacea and other mahamudra teachings’ which he
wished to ‘discredit’ (p. 96). Recently, in an article in the Journal of the International
Association of Buddhist Studies 10/2 (1987), pp. 27—68, M. Broido has taken up this line of
argument and sought to explain Sa skya Pandi ta’s critique as inspired by ‘personal
animosity’ (p. 30) against Phag mo gru pa, and as ‘invective’ (p. 45). Treating Sa skya
Pandi ta’s critique in such a way as to reduce it to mere distortion, polemic and invective
however results in trivializing the very real, and meaningful, problems being seriously
addressed by him — problems that had a long history in Buddhism even before he took
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African Studies, University of London in March 1987. In view of
both the lecture-form at their origin and the limitations of space
available, they do notlay claim to being comprehensive treatments
of the themes with which they deal. As already noted, a full-scale
history of these themes could easily fill several volumes. The reader
will not therefore find here an exhaustive discussion of either the
primary or secondary sources. It is hoped, nevertheless, that this
study will make it possible for the reader to form an idea both of
the historical, philosophical and religious significance of the
subjects treated and of the major hermeneutical and comparative
problems that surround their interpretation. In the notes appended
to the essays the reader will find references to many of the main
primary sources and to further discussions and bibliographical
material in the secondary sources (to the extent that these
unfortunately so often inaccessible materials have been available).
These essays will have fulfilled their purpose if they succeed in
focusing attention on a number of salient points in Buddhism and
in indicating approaches that may be of value in the analysis and
interpretation of the complex themes and vexed questions that
have been broached.

For rendering classical Chinese terms and the names of Chinese
Buddhist masters the Wade-Giles system has been employed. The
names of places still existing have however been rendered
according to the pinyin system currently in use in China (for
example Dunhuang instead of Tun-huang).

them up. It has also to be borne in mind that Sa skya Pandi ta’s account of the issues raised
in the ‘Great Debate’ of bSam yas is parallelled not only by the accounts found in the sBa
bZed, which he cites, but also by material included in the History attributed to the rDzogs
chen master Nan ral (see Chapter ii below). As for Broido’s assertion (p. 42) that Sa skya
Pandi ta charged the proponents of the dkar po chig thub and related doctrines with being
no Buddhists at all, the passage he quotes (in his note 67) as evidence from the Thub pa’i
dgoris gsal (f. sob2) does not demonstrate this point. In the text cited, phyi rabs pa is simply
the opposite of sra rabs pa ‘earlier’. And although it is true that Sa skya Pandi ta has
described the opposed doctrines he rejects in the Thub pa’i dgoris gsal, f. sobz ff., as neither
Srivakayina nor Mahiyina and hence as not being the teaching of the Buddha (see f.
48by4), there is surely an important difference between characterizing and then rejecting a
doctrine as non-Buddhist in the course of a reasoned argument about matters of
fundamental importance and denouncing the holder of this doctrine as being no Buddhist
at all. In its turn the description phyi rabs pa has to be understood in the context of what Sa
skya Pandi ta terms ‘Neo-Mahamudr3’, in contradistinction to what he considers to be the
old, and authentic, Mahimudri that belongs to the Tantric division of Buddhism, and
which he has by no means rejected (see Chapter iii below).
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I.

The Buddhist Notion of an Immanent
Absolute as a Problem in Comparative
Religious and Philosophical
Hermeneutics

Becausk of its philosophical and religious significance in the
fields of soteriology and gnoseology the Mahiyanist theory of the
tathagatagarbha occupies a crucial position in Buddhist thought,
and indeed in Indian thought as a whole. No doubt the number
of Indian Buddhist sources devoted to this theory is relatively
limited: they are chiefly the Tathagatagarbhasitra together with
very considerable portions of other Sitras such as the Srimala, the
Mahayanist Mahaparinirvana, and some sections of the Larikavata-
ta and the Ghanavyiha; several Tantric texts; and the long first
chapter of the Ratnagotravibhaga with its very extensive commen-
tary which quotes a number of Satras dealing with the subject
that are now otherwise unavailable in their original Indian
versions. The majority of the other Siitras and Indian Sistras of
the Mahiyina either allude only incidentally to the tathagatagar-
bha, sometimes even with a critical intent, or they do not
_ explicitly refer to it at all, as is the case also with the Srivakayanist
literature. And, so far as we know, it is chiefly in the Buddhism of
Central Asia (Khotan, Tibet and Mongolia) and East Asia that the
problem of the tathagatagarbha assumed the proportions of a
controversial topic, and that it has as such remained until the
present day the object of numerous discussions and sometimes
even of polemics. However, the foundations of these Central and
East Asian developments were clearly present in India, as a careful
study of the extensive materials available readily demonstrates. In
particular, the hermeneutical problems posed by the theory of the
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tathagatagarbha are by no means unknown to the Sdtras and
earliest Sastras on the subject.?

In virtue of both their extent and their contents, the Siitras
treating the tathagatagarbha — or other systematically related
doctrines such as the natural luminosity (prakgtiprabhasvarata) of
Mind (citta) and the spiritual Germ existent by nature (prakytistha-
gotra)? — are amongst the most important of the Mahayina. And
the Ratnagotravibhaga, a work traditionally included among the
treatises ascribed to Maitreya, is unquestionably one of the basic
Sastras of the Mahiyana; its subtitle Mahayanottaratantrasastra
indeed underscores the fact that it is a text summarizing what was
considered the final and ultimate teaching of the Mahiayana. The
idea that the doctrine of the tathagatagarbha and Buddha-nature is
one of the supreme teachings of the Mahayana is explicitly stated
besides in the Mahaparinirvanasitra.®

Mahiayinist doctrine is mainly concerned with the Path (marga)
of the Bodhisattva and supreme and perfect Awakening (bodhi),
that is, the state of a buddha. Now the term tathagatagarbha is used
to denote the ‘buddhomorphic’ Base or Support for practice of

1 On Buddhist Siitra-hermeneutics see E. Lamotte, ‘La critique d’interprétation dans le
bouddhisme’, in Annuaire de PlInstitut de Philologie et d&Histoire Orientales et Slaves
(Mélanges Grégoire, Brussels), 9 (1949), pp. 34I—61, and also the same author’s ‘La
critique d’authenticité dans le bouddhisme’, in India antiqua (Festschrift J. Ph. Vogel,
Leiden, 1947), pp. 213—22; R. Thurman, ‘Buddhist hermeneutics’, Journal of the American
Academy of Religion 46 (1978), pp. 19—39; and Tsong Khapa’s Speech of Gold (Princeton,
1984); D. Seyfort Ruegg, ‘Purport, implicature and presupposition: Sanskrit abhipraya and
Tibetan dgotis pa | dgoris gZi as hermeneutical concepts’, Journal of Indian Philosophy 13
(1985), pp. 309—25, and 16 (1988), pp. 1—4.

Concerning in particular the hermeneutical questions arising in connexion with the
tathagatagarbha teaching, see D. Seyfort Ruegg, La théorie du tathagatagarbha et du gotra
(Paris, 1969), and Le traité du tathagatagarbha de Bu-ston Rin:chen'grub (Paris, 1973), pp. 27£.,
49f., 73f., 114n., 122—3, 134. On Tantric hermeneutics, with which this paper will not be
directly concerned, much interesting work has recently been done by M. Broido; see e.g.
Journal of the Tibet Society 2 (1982), p. sff., and Journal of Indian Philosophy 12 (1984), p. 1ff.

2 On the meanings of gotra, see D. Seyfort Ruegg, Bulletin of the School of Oriental and
African Studies xxxix (1976), pp. 341—63, as well as La théorie du tathagatagarbha et du gotra.

3 Mahaparinirvanasiitra (Tibetan translation of the Mahayianist version from Sanskrit), f.
19526, and Colophon, f. 222b. Here and below, references are to the 1Ha sa edition of the
Tibetan bKa’ ’gyur. (For an English translation of a (Sino-)Japanese version of this Sdtra,
see Kosho Yamamoto, The Mahayana Mahaparinirvana-Sitra [Karin Buddhist Series 5],

Tokyo, 1973-1975.)
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the Path, and hence the motivating ‘cause’ (hetu:dhatu) for
attainment of the Fruit (phala) of buddhahood. Even when the
texts do not use the term tathagatagarbha to designate this factor
making it possible for all living beings ultimately to attain
liberation and buddhahood, the importance of the theme of the
tathagatagarbha is therefore basic to the soteriology and gnoseo-
logy of the Mahiyana. '

To designate this same factor, certain texts use in addition the
terms (tathagata)dhatu, prakytistha-gotra and prakytiprabhasvara-citta,
words that have a longer history in the development of Buddhist
thought. The at least partial systematic equivalence of these terms
from the points of view of soteriology and gnoseology is set out
in several of the scriptural sources for the tathagatagarbha doctrine.

THE SOTERIOLOGICAL AND METAPHYSICAL STATUS OF
THE TATHAGATAGARBHA AS A PROBLEM IN EXEGESIS AND
HERMENEUTICS

If the fundamental r6le played by the notion of the ‘Embryo-
Essence’ (garbha), or Germ, and by the spiritual ‘Element’ (dhatu)
of the tathagata is accordingly clear, the metaphysical and soterio-
logical status of the tathagatagarbha, tathagatadhatu and gotra is
somewhat less so. While the prakgtistha-gotra as the Support
(adhara) for practice of the Path is evidently situated on the
‘causal’ level — i.e. that of the sentient being in Samsira — and
while the tathagatagarbha is said to exist in all sentient beings
without exception, the tathagatadhatu on the other hand is present
not only on this level of ordinary sentient beings but also,
evidently, on the level of buddhahood itself. This difference
makes it impossible to regard the tathagatagarbha and tathagata-
dhatu as simply identical in all doctrinal contexts.

The tathagatagarbha is characterized as permanent (nitya), im-
mutable (dhruva), blissful (sukha), and eternal ($Gévata), and
sometimes we are even told that it is atman. These are epithets that
one would expect to relate to the Absolute — indeed, prima facie,
to a substantial Absolute.

The parallelism between the tathagatagarbha (or its equivalents)
and the Vedantic atman is quite striking and it might even be
thought at first sight that a crypto-Vedintic tendency has here
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come to the surface in Buddhism. The Larikavatarasiitra cccord-
ingly calls attention to the danger of simply equating the
Buddhist teaching on the tathagatagarbha with the atmavada of the
Tirthikas; and it clearly distinguishes between the Buddha’s
doctrine of the Embryo-Essence of the tathagata and the hetero-
dox doctrine of a permanent and substantial universal Self.

In evaluating the interrelation of the theory of the tathagatagar-
bha with the atmavada, everything depends on just what the
Buddhist and Brihmanical philosophers mean by the word
atman. For the Buddhists and Brahmanists evidently do not
always intend exactly the same thing when they use this word.
Moreover, even within Buddhist usage, there is a difference
between the use of the word atman in a positive (or svamata)
context, as an epithet of a factor such as the tathagatagarbha, and its
employment in a negative or polemical (i.e. paramata) context to
designate an eternal entity rejected in Buddhist thought. It must
be observed furthermore that the Buddhist critique of the atman is
generally directed against the notion of an unchangeable substan-
tial entity; and it has been remarked by scholars that the earlier
Buddhists seem not to refer to the Upanisadic atman/brahman,®
and that the majority of the later Buddhists also practically ignore

4 Larikavatarasiitra (ed. B. Nanjio), ii, pp. 77—79. In the introductory paragraph of
Ch. vi of the Larikavatarasitra (p. 220.3), atman nevertheless appears in exactly the same
context in which the expression tathagatagarbha-alayavijfiana appears in the sequel in the
same Siitra.

5 On this point H. Nakamura, ‘The Vedanta philosophy as was revealed in Buddhist
scriptures’, in Paficamrtam (Siradiya Jidna Mahotsava 3, Sri Lil Bahidur Sastri Ristriya
Samskrta Vidya Pitha, Delhi, 2024 [=1968], pp. 6, 8—2), was somewhat less categorical
than P. Horsch, ‘Buddhismus und Upanisaden’, in Pratidanam (Festschrift F. B. J. Kuiper,
The Hague, 1967), pp. 462—77, who considered that there are no references to the
Upanisadic atman | brahman in the earlier Buddhist literature. And in his History of early
Vedanta philosophy, I (Delhi, 1983), Nakamura has expressed the opinion that the concept
of Brahmi and other Upanisadic ideas are to be found scattered throughout the early
Buddhist scriptures (pp. 135—9). K. R. Norman, ‘A note on atta in the Alagaddipama-sutta’
in Studies in Indian philosophy (Memorial volume in honour of Pandit Sukhlaji Sanghvi,
L.D. Series 84, Ahmedabad, 1981), pp. 19—21, finds an echo of the Upanisadic atman in the
world-atman concept of the Majjhimanikaya (I, pp. 130—42) (on which see, however,
P. Horsch, loc. cit., p. 467). But it is very difficult indeed to say how specific to the
Upanisads the atman-concept mentioned in this Sutta in fact was. A recent study on the
atman-problem especially in the Theravida tradition is S. Collins, Selfless persons
(Cambridge, 1982).
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the Advaita-Vedinta of Samkiracirya.® The question therefore
arises as to the extent to which the Buddhist critique of the
atmavada is applicable to the Vedantic atman/brahman, at least in its
philosophically elaborated versions.”

The Buddhist texts themselves have much of interest to say on the
subject of parallels between Buddhist and Brahmanical thought.
-One important Satra, the Mahayanist Mahaparinirvanasitra, alludes
to the problem of the interrelation of the Buddhist and Brahmanical
notions of the atman and absolute reality in the following passage:

The six [Tirthika-]masters asked: ‘Gautama, if the self (atman)
does not exist, who will do good and evil?” — Bhagavat
replied: ‘If what is called “self”” does [it], can one say [of this
“self”’, as the Tirthikas do] that it is “permanent’”’ (nitya)? And
if it is permanent, does it sometimes do good and sometimes
evil? If there is a moment when it does both good and evil,
will it be said that the self is “infinite’’? If it is the self that acts,
why does it do something evil? If it is the self that acts, and if
[this self] is knowledge, how is it that doubt arises in a being
about the non-existence of the self ? Hence, as concerns the
Tirthika doctrine, the self certainly does not exist.’®

6 The Advaita-Vedanta seems to be mentioned for the first time in Buddhist literature
by Kamalasila in his Pafijiki on Santaraksita’s Tattvasamgraha (328 f. dealing with the
Aupanisadikas). Bhaskara is mentioned, together with a certain ‘Bhagavant’ (= Samkara-
Bhagavatpada?), by Advayavajra, Tattvaratnavali (p. 19).

On the earlier Vedinta see Bhivaviveka, Madhyamakahydayakarikas ch. viii (cf.
iii.288f.). To what extent the Buddhists before Bhivaviveka were really familiar with the
Vedinta in its Upanisadic sources is problematical. On a passage of the Ta-chih-tu-lun
ascribed to Nigirjuna — and supposed by E. Lamotte to refer to Upanisadic ideas (see
Traité de la Grande Vertu de Sagesse, Il [Louvain, 1949], pp. 738 and 747) — see
K. Bhattacharya, L’atman-brahman dans le bouddhisme ancien (Paris, 1973), pp. 133—5. On
the Dasabhamivibhasa$astra. also ascribed to Nigirjuna, and on works attributed to
Aryadeva, see H. Nakamura, History of early Vedanta philosophy, 1, pp. 158, 165. And on
Asvaghosa, the Mahavibhasafastra and Harivarman’s Tattva/Satyasiddhi, see Nakamura, op.
cit., p. 141f.

7 A recent study on-this difficult question is K. Bhattacharya, L’atman-brahman dans le
bouddhisme ancien. See also the same scholar’s article on brahman in Buddhist literature in
Sri Venkateswara Univ. Oriental Journal (Tirupati), 18 (1975), pp. 1-8.

8 Mahaparinirvanasitra, Tibetan version translated from the Chinese, vol. kha, f. 221a
of the IHa sa ed. (quoted in Bu ston’s mDzes rgyan, f. 26b—27a, and translated in D. Seyfort
Ruegg, Le traité du tathagatagarbha de Bu - ston Rin- chen grub [Paris, 1973] pp. 123—4).
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The Sitra then explains:

“What is called “self 7 is the tathagata. Why is this so? The
[Buddha-]Body (sku) being infinite is free from the blemish
of doubt, and it neither acts nor grasps, so that it is said to be
“permanent”. In virtue of non-production and non-cessa-
tion (anutpada, anirodha) it is said to be “blissful’’ (sukha). In
virtue of the absence of the impurities of klefa it is said to be
“very pure” (parisuddha, visuddha). In virtue of the absence
of ten marks, it is said to be “Empty”’ (Siinya). Consequently,
the tathagata is permanent, blissful, self, very pure, Empty
and without marks. — The Tirthikas [then] said: “If the
tathagata is Empty because he/fit is permanent, blissful, self,
very pure, and without marks, this is indeed so! And
knowing that the dharma taught by Gautama is also not
Empty (stori pa ma yin pa), we accept and retain it.”” Many
Tirthikas then took to religion in the Teaching of the
Buddha with their minds full of faith.”®

In another passage the Mahaparinirvanasitra represents the

Tirthikas who behold the radiance of the Buddha as thinking the
following:

‘If only Gautama did not teach a nihilistic view (uccheda-
drsti), we would accept instruction and the discipline (§ila)
from him.” — [The Buddha thereupon observes:] ‘I then
knew the thoughts of these wandering ascetics (parivrajakas)
... I'said to them: “Why do you think that I teach a nihilistic
view?””” — The wandering ascetics answered: ‘Gautama, in
all the Siitras you have said that there is no self in all living
beings. If you thus say that no self exists, how can that not be
a nihilistic view? If no self exists, who will bind himself by
discipline and who will infringe it? — Bhagavat replied: ‘I
have not said that no self exists in all living beings. If I have

® Ibid. Bu ston, mDzes rgyan, f. 27a, considered that this statement is, however,
intentional (dgoris pa can = abhiprayika), the motive (dgos pa= prayojanda) being to
introduce Tirthikas to the Buddha’s teaching (by avataranabhisamdhi) and the intentional
foundation (dgoris g#i) being the Emptiness of dharmas having discursive development
(prapafica) in tathatd, which is free from prapafica relating to the dichotomously conceptual-
ized binary pair Empty/not Empty (stori mi stoti gi spros pa) (the negative here being a case
of paryudasa-type negation). On the terms dgosis pa can, dgotis gZi and dgos pa, see below.
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always said that the Buddha-nature (satis rgyas kyi rari bZin)
exists in all living beings, is this very Buddha-nature then
not self ? Thus I do not teach a nihilistic theory. If, because
one does not see the Buddha-nature of all sentient beings,
one asserts the not permanent, the not self, the not blissful,
and the not very pure, it is said that one teaches nihilism.’
Then, after the ascetics had heard the explanation that this
Buddha-nature is self, they all produced the thought (citta)
directed toward supreme and perfect Awakening (anuttara-
samyaksambodhi). And having at that moment entered reli-
gious life (pravraj-), they exerted themselves on the path of
Awakening (bodhimarga).’*°

But the Siitra nevertheless continues:

This Buddha-nature is not in reality dtman, and it is for the
sake of sentient beings that a self is spoken of. Whereas in
virtue of the existence of causes and conditions the Tatha-
gata has spoken of not-self (bdag med pa) as self, in reality
there is no self. Though he has spoken thus, this was no
untruth either. It is because of the existence of causes and
conditions that it is said that the self is not-self. Whereas self
exists in reality, it is with a view to the world of living
beings (loka) that it has been said that there is no self. But
that was no untruth. The Buddha-nature is not-self (bdag
med de); and if the Tathigata has spoken of ‘self’, this is
because a designation has been employed (btags pa yin pa’i
phyir).11

Elsewhere the same Siitra explains:

If what is called ‘self” were an eternally permanent (kiita-
sthanitya) dharma, there would be no freedom from suffering
(duhkha). And if what is called ‘self’ did not exist, pure

10 Mahaparinirvanasiitra, Tibetan version translated from the Chinese, vol. kha,
f. 137b—138a (quoted in Bu ston’s mDzes rgyan, f. 22a—23a, and translated in Traité,
pp. 113—14).

11 Ibid. In this case Bu ston, mDzes rgyan, f. 23a, has explained that designating the
tathagatagarbha, which is not self, as self is a case of pratipaksabhisamdhi, i.e. that this
teaching was intended as a counteragent against the contempt the Tirthikas may feel for
the Dharma (because they take it to be nihilistic).
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religious conduct (brahmacarya) would be of no avail ... It is
to be known that the Buddha-nature is the Middle Way
(madhyama pratipat) altogether free from the two extremes
(antadvaya) ... Non-duality is reality:'2 by nature self and
not-self are without duality (gfiis su med pa). The Lord
Buddha has thus affirmed that the meaning of the tathagata-
garbha is unfathomable ... In the Prajfiaparamita-Sitra also I
have already taught that self and not-self are without duality
by characteristic.'3

Furthermore it is explained:

‘When one sees that all is Empty, failure to see the non-Empty
will not be called the Middle Way. When one sees all up to
[the limit of | non-self, failure to see the self will not be called
the Middle Way. What is called ‘Middle Way’ is Buddha-

nature.14

In these passages the Mahaparinirvanasiitra is evidently making
use of paradoxical and antiphrastic expressions to emphasize the
difficulty of understanding — the unfathomability — of absolute
reality, and also, perhaps, to show that the sense of a given
statement depends on the pragmatic situations in which it is
uttered and on exactly what is meant by the terms used in it. It is,
moreover, to be remembered that any statement carries along
with it and evokes, in the discursus of linguistic usage, a counter-
statement. Thus, while the SGtra certainly does not seek to defend
any heterodox theory of the atman, it still does not reject out of
hand an absolute which may, at least provisionally and conven-
tionally, be designated by the name ‘atman’, etc.

The commentary on the Ratnagotravibhaga sums up the prob-
lem by saying:

It is to be understood that attainment of the perfection of
supreme-self (paramatma-paramita) is the fruit of cultivating

12 yari dag pa fiid (samyaktva ?).

13 Mahaparinirvanasitra, Tibetan version translated from the Chinese, vol. ka,
f. 186a—188b (quoted in Bu ston’s mDzes rgyan, fol. 24a—b, and translated in Traité,
pp- 117—-18).

14 Mahaparinirvanasitra, Tibetan version translated from the Chinese, vol. kha,
f. 130a—b (quoted in Bu ston’s mDzes rgyan, f. 26a, and translated in Traité, p. 121).
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the perfection of discriminative understanding (prajiaparam-
itd), as the reverse (viparyaya) of attachment to the postula-
tion of the non-existent self of the heterodox, who see a self
in the five Groups as objects of appropriation.t> For all the
heterodox have imagined as self a thing consisting of matter
(rapa) and the other [skandhas], [but] which does not have
this [self] as its nature; and this thing as grasped by them is
always not-self (anatman) by reason of the [very] fact that it
does not conform to the characteristic of self (atmalaksana).*®
But the Tathagata has attained the supreme limit of the non-
substantiality of all things (sarvadharmanairatmya) by means
of exact gnosis; and this non-substantiality as seen by him is
always considered as self because it conforms to the proper
characteristic of not being self (andtmalaksana). For [here]
non-substantiality (nairatmya) is held to be self in the manner
of ‘that which is fixed in the mode of non-fixation’.1”

From the viewpoint of the Buddhist, then, the situation is that
the Tirthikas’ conception of atman does not, and cannot, really
correspond to their own definition of the atman; and for this
reason it is unacceptable.’® Hence it is first said in the passage
quoted above that the self — ie. the self of the speculative
atmavada (to which the atman of the Mahaparinirvanasiitra and the
other comparable Buddhist scriptures only appears to corre-
spond) — does not exist.1® But this does not imply that the reality

15 Ratnagotravibhaga-Commentary 1.36, p. 31.10—12: paficasiipadanaskandhesy atmadarsi-
nam anyatirthyanam asadatmagrahabhirativiparyayena prajfiaparamitabhavanayah paramatma-
paramitadhigamah phalam drastavyam. On the ‘showing’ (paridipana) of lokottaradharmas by
the counteragent (pratipaksa) of laukikadharmas, see also Ratnagotravibhaga-Commentary i.
154—5 (p. 76.19).

16 j.e. to the postulated definition of an atman.

17 The Ratnagotravibhaga-Commentary i. 36 reads here (p. 31.13—16): tathagatah punar
yathabhitajfianena sarvadharmanairatmyaparaparamipraptah | tac césya nairatmyam andtmala-
ksanena yathadaranam avisamvaditvat sarvakalam atmabhipreto nairatmyam evétméti krtva |
yathdktam sthito ’sthafiayogenéti | — Cf. Mahayanasitralamkarabhasya ix. 23 on paramatman.

Cf. Astasahasrika Prajfidparamita i, p. 8, for the application of the antiphrastic statement
susthito ’sthanayogena.

18 See also Mahayanasitralamkarabhasya vi. 2. Cf. Aryadeva, Catuhsataka x. 3ab (quoted
in Candrakirti’s Prasannapada ix. 12, avataranikd): yas tavétma mamdanatma tenatméniyaman
na sah | “Your self is for me not self (bdag min), so that it is not self for lack of certainty (ma
ties phyir).

19 See above, p. 21.
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sometimes referred to in the Satra by the name atman does not
exist; for in this case the term is used to designate absolute
reality in such a manner that theory and definition coincide.
Hence it is next said that the self does indeed exist in reality,
even though one is no doubt obliged to reject the concept of a
self so long as one has in mind the speculative atmavada of the
Tirthikas. But, again, a one-sided affirmation of a supposedly
‘true’ absolute as the referent of the term atman would be no
more finally correct than the negation of an atman. In short, for
the Buddhist, the principle of the Middle Way always remains
fully operative, and he therefore eschews both the eternalist and
the nihilist views.

ExXEGETICAL AND HERMENEUTICAL APPROACHES: SOME
METHODOLOGICAL CONSIDERATIONS

Obliged as they thus were by these apparent parallels clearly to
differentiate between the tathagatagarbha — and the Buddhist
notions of absolute reality informed by certain inseparable and
constitutive factors — on the one side and on the other side an
eternal and unchanging entity like the atman or brahman, the
Buddhist philosophers had available two hermeneutical possibil-
ities, either of which would permit them to remain faithful to
their fundamental principle of the non-substantiality (nairatmya)
of the individual (pudgala) — as accepted by practically the
whole of the Buddhist tradition?® — and the non-substantiality
of the factors of existence (dharma) — as elaborated in the
Mahiyina.

I

One solution to this hermeneutical problem was based on the idea
of a teaching given by the Buddha that is not final and definitive,
but which is ‘intentional’ (abhiprayika) and non-definitive since its
meaning requires to be elicited by explication and further

20 The Vitsiputriyas are an (at least apparent) exception.
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interpretation (neydrtha).?! It consists in supposing that a teaching
concerning the presence of the tathagatagarbha in all living beings
is really an expedient device motivated by the Buddha’s wish to
attract persons clinging to the idea of a Self and thus to introduce
them to his teaching, which will then free them from this
clinging; or again by the Buddha’s wish to eliminate in his
disciples such ethical and cognitive obstacles to the cultivation of
the path of spiritual liberation as a feeling of depression on the

art of those who have little confidence in their ability to attain
buddhahood,?? or a feeling of superiority on the part of those
who might look down on others less capable than themselves, or
an inability to distinguish between the real and unreal according
to the Middle Way. These motives have been expressly men-
tioned in the Satra literature as well as in the Ratnagotravibhaga.?3
And on the basis of the passage of the Larikavatarasiitra (ii, p. 78)
relating to the intentional and non-definitive nature of the
tathagatagarbha doctrine, Candrakirti?4 and some of his Tibetan
followers — e.g. Sa skya Pandi ta?5 and Bu ston?® — have
emphasized the intentional (dgofis pa can = abhiprayika) and non-
definitive character of a teaching requiring further interpretation
in another sense (drari don = neyartha). For such a teaching refers
on the literal surface-level to an atman-like spiritual principle such
as the tathagatagarbha; but it is considered to have ultimately in

21 On these two terms and concepts in Siitra hermeneutics, see the literature quoted
above in n. 1. It should be emphasized that here the term ‘intentional’ is being used as a
technical equivalent in English for Sanskrit abhiprayika, an adjectival derivative from
abhipraya ‘intention; purport’ by means of the suffix -ika- denoting ‘belonging to’. See the
present writer’s article on the terms abhipraya=dgotis pa and dgoris gZi in the Journal of
Indian Philosophy, 13 (1985), pp. 309—25.

22 According to Harivarman’s Tattva/Satyasiddhisastra (ch. xxx), the Buddha has
taught original purity of Mind as an expedient because indolent persons, on hearing that
Mind is originally impure, would think that they will be unable to remove its impure
nature, and they would therefore not strive to produce the pure Mind. See S. Katsumata,
‘Concerning various views of human nature’, Toyé University Asian Studies 1 (Toky0,
1961), pp. 38-39. :

23 Ratnagotravibhaga i. 156—7. Cf. Bu ston, mDzes rgyan, f. 19a—25a (translated in
Traité, pp. 105 ff.).

24 See Madhyamakavatara vi. 95 (edited by L. de La Vallée Poussin, p. 198.14—15) with
reference to the teaching mentioned in the Larikavatarasiitra, ch. ii, that the tathagatagarbha
possessing all thirty-two laksanas of a buddha exists in sattvas ‘sentient beings’.

25 See Kun dga’ rgyal mtshan, sDom gsum rab dbye, f. 9a.

26 See Bu ston’s mDzes rgyan, passim.
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view as its ‘intentional ground’ (dgoris gZi) the theory of nairat-
mya, Sanyatd and bhitakoti?” as generally understood in the
Mahayana. As will be seen below, the author of the Tarkajvala
evidently also had a similar view of the purport of the tathagata-
garbha doctrine.

This concept of intentionality is far from being a merely ad hoc
hermeneutical device of some commentators, and it has behind it
a long history in Indian semantics and semiotics. Already in
Patafijali’s Mahabhasya, vivaksa ‘intention to express’ appears as a
factor that can determine the use of a word-form. This vivaksa
may be either ordinary and ‘mundane’ (laukiki vivaksa), which
means that it corresponds with ordinary linguistic usage as
covered by the usual rules of grammar; or it can on the other
hand depend on the intention that a speaker has in a given set of
circumstances and context (prayoktri vivaksa).?® When used
independently, an expression is determined by the speaker’s
intention to express; but if an expression is conditioned by
external circumstances also it is said to be dependent.?® The later
Sanskrit grammarians then extended the scope of this principle of
intention. Jinendrabuddhi, the commentator on the Kasika, states
that the determining factor in word-formation may be not only
the existence of a corresponding object referred to but also the
speaker’s intention to express.3? Saranadeva (twelfth century)
also considers word-formation to be dependent on vivaksa.>* We
furthermore read in a paribhasasitra of the Candravyakarana
(no. 68): ‘The determination of the desired [word form] results
from pervasion by an intention to express (vivaksavyapter istavasa-
yah).” Hence, according to this developed doctrine, it is the

27 See Larikavatarasiitra ii, p. 78.6—7, and vi, p. 223.3—4. On the concepts of dgoris gZi
and drasi don see D. Seyfort Ruegg, Journal of Indian Philosophy, 13 (1985), pp. 309—25, and
15 (1987), pp. I—4.

28 Patanjali, Mahabhasya V. i. 16, which explains: laukiki vivaksa yatra prayasya
sampratyayah | praya iti loko vyapadi$yate. Here loka = praya is the general, as opposed to
the individual in prayoktri vivaksa.

2% Cf. Mahabhasya 1. 1i. 59: tad yada svatantryena vivaksa tada bahuvacanam bhavisyati,
yada paratantryena tadaikavacanadvivacane bhavisyatah [/ (comment on Panini L. ii. 59 asmado
dvayos ca). Cf. Mahabhasya 111 i. 87 (p. 67.12—13).

30 Nyasa on Kasika 1. i. 16: na hiha SabdaSastre vastunah sattaiva $abdasamskarasya
pradhanam karanam [ kim tarhi | vivaksa ca |.

31 Durghatavriti on 1L ii. 8: vivaksadhina fabdavyutpattih. Cf. on L. iii. 36.
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speaker’s intention to express that is decisive in the domain of
word-formation; and the criterion of vivaksa can also serve the
purpose of justifying an unusual individual word-form (in the
case of prayoktri vivaksa) or frequently met word forms that are,
nevertheless, not covered by the usual rules of grammar (in the
case of laukiki vivaksa).32

As for the Buddhist logicians’ theory, it has beeen summed up
by Dharmakirti who states that vivaksa is the cause linking word
and meaning, and that linguistic convention (samketa) has the
function of revealing this intention.33

The concept of significative intention later came to occupy a
perhaps even more important place from our present point of
view in the Indian theories of aesthetics and poetics (alamkara-
fastra). There the secondary semantic function (gaunavrtti) based
on transfer of meaning (upacira) or metonymy — i.e. laksana
‘indication” — is at least partly governed by the concept of a
speaker’s motive (prayojana) when uttering a sentence. For
example, if in a sentence the primary denotation (abhidha) of a
word gives no intelligible and satisfactory meaning, it may be
supposed that its use in that sentence is figurative or ‘indicational’
(laksanika). Nevertheless, in terms of this doctrine, the assump-
tion of laksana is no mere arbitrary procedure because the
following conditions must operate: (i) the primary meaning of a
word — the mukhyartha conveyed by denotation (abhidha) — must
show incompatibility (anupapatti) with the intended purport of
the sentence in which it is found, so that the former is as it was

32 Cf. L. Renou, Terminologie grammaticale du sanskrit, s.v. vivaksa. See also Helarija on
Vakyapadiya 111 iii (sambandha®). 1 concerning the prayoktur abhiprayah ‘intention of the
user [of speech]’, which is one of the three things conveyed by the use of words, together
with the atmiyam ripam of the word (Bhartghari’s svaripa) and the arthah phalasadhanah
(Bhartghari’s bahyo ’rthah). Bhartghari himself (II1. iii. 1a) speaks of the jiianam prayoktuh.
Helardja observes that the relation between word and the speaker’s intention is one of
effect and cause (karyakaranabhava, rather than the vacyavacakabhava which obtains
between artha and fabda).

33 Pramanavarttika i. 327ab: vivaksa niyame hetuh samketas tatprakasanah. The auto-
commentary explains: vivaksaya hi Sabdo ’rthe niyamyate, na svabhavatah, tasya kvacid
apratibandhena sarvatra tulyatvat |-yatrapi pratibandhas tadabhidhananiyamabhavat | sarvasab-
daih  karananam abhidhanaprasarigat | tasmad vivaksaprakasanayabhiprayanivedanalaksanah
samketah kriyate [ (cf. ii. 16). In i. 65 Dharmakirti contrasts the idea that words (vdcah) are
dependent on vivaksid with the idea that they are dependent on a thing (vastuvasa).
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cancelled by the latter (mukhyarthabadha);34 (ii) then either the
secondary meaning (gaunartha) expressed by a word retains only
a remote semantic connexion with the primary meaning and
significative power of the word and is sanctioned rather by
established and recognized linguistic convention (riidhi); 3% or the
secondary meaning of the word is practically dissociated from
the primary meaning, in which case it will be conditioned by
the specific motive (prayojana) the speaker has when uttering the
sentence in which the word occurs.3® In his Locana on the
Dhvanyailoka (i.1 and i.4) of Anandavardhana (ninth century),
Abhinavagupta (tenth-eleventh century) has enumerated cancel-
lation of the primary meaning (mukhyarthabadha), cause (nimitta)
and motive (prayojana) as the three ‘seeds’ of meaning-transfer
(upacara).

To quote an often-mentioned example of such a motivated
utterance: according to many classical Indian poeticians and
semiologists, the words garigayam ghosah — meaning literally ‘the
herdsmen’s station in the Ganges [river] —is a case of prayojanavati
laksana or motivated indication because the use of the unexpected
and semantically anomalous expression garigayam ‘in the Ganges’
— instead of, e.g., gatigatire ‘on the banks of the Ganges’ or some
other similar expression — has the purpose of conveying the
presence in this herdsmen’s station of a high degree of coolness,
purity and holiness (§italatvapavitatvasevyatva), i.e. the very quali-
ties which characterize the Ganges and which are thus transferred
to this herdsmen’s station by means of this particular ‘indica-
tional’ turn of phrase.??

The concept of prayojana came, finally, to play a fundamental
role in Indian semiology in the doctrine of poetic suggestion
(vyafijand) or resonance (dhvani), i.e. that factor considered by

34 According to some sources, the incompatibility consists in tatparyanupapatti, i.e. in
incompatibility with the true purport of the sentence with regard to the speaker’s
intention. See e.g. ViSanitha Nyiyapaficanana, Siddhantamuktavali 82; Dharmar3jadh-
varindra, Vedantaparibhasa, § iv. 30.

35 tadyogah; mukhyarthasambandha or $akyasambandha; also nimitta. See Abhinavagupta,
Locana (Kashi Sanskrit Series ed., 1940) i. 1 (p. 30) and i. 4 (p. 59).

36 Cf. Mammata (second half of the eleventh century), Kavyaprakasa ii. 9; Vi§vanitha
(fourteenth century?), Sahityadarpana ii. s—7. On these and related points see e.g.
K. Kunjunni Raja, Indian theories of meaning (Adyar, 1969).

37 See Abhinavagupta, Locana i. 4 (p. 60).
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many authorities to constitute a third semantic function addi-
tional to, and distinct from, both primary denotation (abhidha)
and secondary indication (laksana). Indeed, in his famous com-
mentary on the Dhvanyaloka, Abhinavagupta has stated that this
suggestive function of words belongs to the domain of prayo-
jana.38 _

It is of the greatest interest to observe that practically the same
semiological concept and criteria have been applied in Buddhist
hermeneutics to identify and define a scriptural statement that is
intentional (abhiprayika) and in need of interpretative elicitation
in a sense other than the obvious surface one (neyartha) since it is
non-definitive within the frame of a given philosophical system.
Thus, before a scriptural passage can be characterized as being
abhiprayika and mneyartha, its meaning must be shown to be
cancelled by another teaching the meaning of which is, in a
particular doctrinal system, recognized as final and definitive
(nitartha) and non-abhiprayika. In addition, it must refer indi-
rectly, by a kind of philosophical-systematic ‘implicature’,3° to a
certain ‘deep meaning’ which has not been directly conveyed to
the addressed disciple by the statement in question but which is
final and definitive. And, thirdly, the use of a non-definitive
statement requiring further interpretative elicitation in another
sense (neyartha) must be conditioned by a definable and legitimate
motive (prayojana) of the speaker — in the case of a Sitra the
Buddha himself who, in virtue of his expertness in means
(upayakauialya), employs an abhiprayika and neyartha statement as
a device (updya) in order to benefit his listener.4°

3% Abhinavagupta, Locana i. 17: dhvananam prayojanavisayam (p. 148 f). Cf. i. 4
(p. 60—61) and iii. 33 (p. 441-2).

39 For. this use of the term ‘implicature’, see the present writer’s article in Journal of
Indian Philosophy, 13 (1985), pp. 313 and 316 f.

40 The hermeneutical status of the Buddha’s teaching would thus differ significantly
from that of the Vedic $ruti, inasmuch as the latter is considered by the Mimiamsakas to be
authorless (apauruseya). In his Svavrtti on the Pramanavarttika i (Svarthanumanapariccheda)
325, Dharmakirti — followed by Karnakagomin and Manorathanandin — observes that,
according to this assumption of Jaimini’s Mimamsa school, there could be no vivaksa
(linking fabda with artha), no samketa and no abhipraya — in other words no authorial
intention — for the Veda.

In Buddhist hermeneutics as traditionally practised, there can be no question of
radically relativizing the intended purport of a canonical utterance or text (so-called semantic
autonomy) and banishing the idea of authorial intention (so-called authorial irrelevance)
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The Tibetan hermeneuticists have accordingly identified three
characteristic factors that define a scriptural statement as inten-
tional (dgoris pa can = abhiprayika) in the sense that it is of non-
definitive meaning and, hence, in need of further interpretative
elicitation in another sense (drati ba’i don or bkri ba’ i don = neyartha):
(1) the motive (dgos pa = prayojana) impelling the speaker (i.e. the
Buddha) to give the teaching in question; (ii) the ‘intentional
ground’ or intended ‘deep meaning’ (dgotis gZi) not conveyed (to
the addressee) on the surface-level of the teaching in question, but
only as it were by philosophical-systematic implicature and
presupposition; and (iii) an incompatibility between the abhipray-
ika ‘surface’ teaching that is neyartha and the actually intended non-
abhiprayika ‘deep meaning’ that is nitartha. This last factor, known
as drios la gnod byed or incompatibility with the primary meaning, is
clearly very close to the poeticians’ and semiologists’ mukhyartha-
badha ‘cancellation of primary meaning’. And the first of the
above-mentioned three factors, the motive, is equally close to the
poeticians’ and semiologists’ prayojana. As for the second factor,
the dgotis gZi (*abhipreta-vastu), it is parallel to (though probably
not derived from or immediately reducible to) the concept of
vyatigya, i.e. the meaning that is conveyed by the suggestive
function of a word according to the dhvani theory of Indian poetics
(which was itself apparently modelled on that of sphota).4*

Let us now return to our scriptural statements that accept
atman, or that present the tathdgatagarbha and Buddha-nature as
permanent, immutable, blissful, atman, etc. In order to show that

in favour of an interpretation, or ‘reading’, gained against the background of the reader’s
(or listener’s) prejudgement or preknowledge. Buddhist hermeneutical theory, although it
most certainly takes into account the pragmatic situation and the performative and
perlocutionary aspects of linguistic communication, differs accordingly from much
contemporary writing on the subject of literary interpretation and the hermeneutic circle.
For criticisms of these recent trends in hermeneutics, see E. Betti, Teoria generale della
interpretazione (Milan, 1955), and Die Hermeneutik als allgemeine Methodik der Geisteswissen-
schaften? (Tiibingen, 1972); E. D. Hirsch, Validity in interpretation (New Haven, 1967) and
Aims of interpretation (Chicago, 1976).

41 For the dgoris gZi see above, n. 27. And for some applications of this theory in
Tibetan Sitra hermeneutics, see Le traité du tathagatagarbha de Bu-ston Rin-chen:
grub, pp. 83—119, and La théorie du tathagatagarbha et du gotra, pp. 158, 166, 199 n., 208, 212,
221 f., 399.
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they are intentional (@bhiprayika) and non-definitive because their
meaning requires explication and further interpretation (neyar-
tha), it will be necessary to establish three things: (i) that they are
cancelled by the teaching of the non-substantiality of the pudgala
and the dharmas, which is recognized in the Mahiyana to be final
and definitive; (ii) that the non-definitive ‘surface meaning’
relates intentionally —i.e. by systematic ‘implicature’ — to a ‘deep
meaning’, viz. the bhitakoti and $inyata or dharmanairatmya;*? and
(iii) that the use of the intentionally motivated statement proceeds
from certain identifiable and legitimate motives such as the
above-mentioned wish on the Buddha’s part to attract and
instruct those clinging to a Self (atmagraha), to encourage those
who have little confidence in their own spiritual capabilities, and
to eliminate pride based on the idea that one is superior to the
irreligious and ‘damned’ icchantikas constitutionally unable (at
least temporarily) to attain liberation.

The parallelism between the semantic theory of suggestion
(vyafijana) and poetical resonance (dhvani) on the one hand and
the Buddhist hermeneutician’s theory of abhiprayika and neyartha
teaching on the other is, therefore, striking. They seem to have
been fully elaborated about the same time, for the aesthetic
theory of vyafijand and dhvani was developed chiefly by Ananda-
vardhana and his commentator Abhinavagupta from the ninth to
the eleventh century, whilst the Buddhist theory appears in well
worked out form by the time of Ratnikara$anti in the beginning
of the eleventh century. The basic principles of this Buddhist
hermeneutical theory however appear much earlier in the works
of Candrakirti (seventh century);#3 and its germs are indeed
traceable in such works as the Abhidharmasamuccaya of Asanga
(fourth century).

In Asanga’s Mahayanasamgraha in particular, mention is made
of the Buddha’s avataranabhisamdhi (Tib. gZug pa la ldem por dgotis
pa), that is, of that kind of allusive intention by means of which
the Buddha is held by the Buddhist hermeneuticians to introduce
certain non-Buddhists to the Srivakayina through surface-level

42 See Larikavatarasitra ii, p. 78; and vi, p. 223.
43 In addition to Candrakirti’s Madhyamakavatara vi. 95 (already cited above), see ibid.,
vi. 97; and his Prasannapada i, pp. 41—43, and xv. 11, p. 276.
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(samyrti) reference to a personal entity (pudgala), such a provi-
sional teaching being in accord with the inclinations of these still
immature addressees.** And in his Madhyamakakarikas Nagarjuna
has observed that the Buddha sometimes made use of the
designation (prajfiapita) ‘atman’ and sometimes taught (deSita)
andtman — in the manner so to say of the first two positions of a
tetralemma (catuskoti) — whilst on other occasions he taught that
there is neither dtman nor anatman (xviii.6). According to Can-
drakirti’s Prasannapada these three forms of teaching are meant to
accord with the mental inclinations (afayqd) of distinct and
progressively more advanced types of disciples (hinamadhyotkysta-
vineyajana). The form of teaching based on a tetralemma is
regarded by Nigirjuna as an anusdsana (xviii.8), that is, according
to Candrakirti, as a progressive and graded teaching (anupiirvya
fasanam) adapted in each stage to different degrees of addressees to
be trained (vineyajana) by the Buddha.4?

Although only further detailed investigation can perhaps
determine whether the literary or the philosophical application of
these semiological and hermeneutical principles is older, the fact
remains that virtually the same notions have found employment
in both areas. This parallelism underscores once again the
fundamental importance for the history of Indian thought of its
exegetical and hermeneutical methodology based on analysis of
language and meaning, as distinct from particular doctrines
which of course vary considerably from school to school. These
methods employed by the Indian. thinkers appear, then, as a
unifying thread behind the very great diversity of philosophical
schools and even religions.

44 Asanga, Mahayanasamgraha § 2.31 with Vasubandhu’s Bhasya (D, f. 154b), and
*Asvabhava’s Upanibandhana (D, f. 233b) which interprets the allusion to a pudgala in
terms of an upapdduka sattva.

The references to avataranabhisamdhi as a means of reducing the addressed disciple’s
terror (uttrasa) in the Mahayanasitralamkara (xii. 16) and Bhasya — as well as in Sthiramati’s
Vittibhasya (D, f. 240b) and *Asvabhava’s Tikd (D, f. 107a) — concern exclusively the
Srivaka’s introduction to the Mahiyina by the provisional teaching bearing on the
existence of riipa, etc., and not the introduction of the ‘outsider’ by provisional allusions to
a pudgala (or atman). On abhisamdhi and related terms, see D. Seyfort Ruegg in: C. Caillat
et al. (ed.), Formes dialectales dans les littératures indo-dryennes (Paris, 1989), p. 299 ff.

45 Cf. Kafyapaparivarta § s7; Nagarjuna, Ratnavalf ii. 3—4; and Aryadeva, Catuhidtaka
xiv. 21 with Candrakirti’s comment which mentions a tetralemma based on the atman
notion. See the analysis in D. Seyfort Ruegg, Journal of Indian Philosophy 5 (1977), pp. 7-9-
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It is clear, however, that so powerful a hermeneutical instru-
ment as the idea of an intentionally motivated ‘surface’ teaching
of provisional or non-definitive meaning requiring interpretation
in a sense other than the obvious surface one, and opposed to a
‘deep’ teaching of final and definitive meaning, had to be handled
with care and restraint —and no doubt also as sparingly as possible
— in order not to be tainted with arbitrariness and disregard for a
canonical corpus. Moreover, it is plain that the mere existence of
a motive behind a teaching cannot alone suffice to justify the
conclusion that it is ‘intentional’ (abhiprayika) in the technical
sense in question, in other words that it is of provisional or non-
definitive value; for any teaching at all is motivated to the extent
that its author has in view an intended meaning when he
communicates it. This is indeed the reason the hermeneuticians
have insisted that the other two above-mentioned conditions
should also be satisfied.

II

An alternative solution to the problem raised by the status of the
tathagatagarbha and the theory of the absolute in the canonical
texts dealing with it is suggested, however, by a careful analysis
of the doctrine of the Sdtras and Sastras expounding this doctrine
with a view to determining its precise position in relation to the
doctrine of non-substantiality (nairatmya) and Emptiness ($iinya-
ta), which is generally accepted in the Mahayana.

If we examine the form of the tathagatagarbha doctrine that the
Larikavatrarasiitra has described as comparable (at least prima facie)
with the atmavada of the Tirthikas, we in fact notice that it does
not correspond exactly with the tathagatagarbha teaching that has
usually been set out in the Tathagatagarbhasiitra and elsewhere, but
rather with the idea that in all sentient beings there exists a
spiritual principle already having the specific characteristics (la-
ksana) of perfect buddhahood, i.e. with an idea that is very similar
indeed to the atmavada.#® Thus, according to the Larikavatarasitra,
it is this idea that all sattvas are already in the full sense buddhas that
is to be questioned, But the theory of an Embryo-Essence of the

46 See Larikavatarasitra ii, p. 77.15—78.1.



36 THE BUDDHIST NOTION OF AN IMMANENT ABSOLUTE

tathagata usually taught in the majority of the Siitras as well as in
the Ratnagotravibhaga is hardly reducible to this latter idea, which
the Buddhist would have to treat as either metaphorical or
intentional when it appears in a scriptural text.4?

Moreover, the doctrine of $inyata is not repudiated either by
the Ratnagotravibhaga (see 1.156) and its Commentary or by the
principal scriptural sources dealing with the tathagatagarbha and
the doctrines related to it. On the contrary, certain passages of the
Commentary on the Ratnagotravibhaga and of the Srimalasitra it
quotes*® even support a certain kind of assimilation of the
tathagatagarbha with fiinyata (though in these passages the question
of the precise meaning of §inyata remains open).*® Furthermore,
the Commentary on the Ratnagotravibhaga effectively disposes of
the notion that $inyata could be either an entity to which to cling
or the destruction of a previously existing entity. Now the
tathagatagarbha has been presented in these sources in a way
corresponding to this definition of Emptiness (Ratnagotravibhaga
1.154—s and 1.12), so that some commentators consider the
tathagatagarbha doctrine to be in fact a restatement of the $inyata
doctrine.3°

An analysis of the tathdgatagarbha theory in addition reveals
that, if absolute reality on the so-called causal (g2i) level — viz.
the tathagatagarbha — or on the resultant (phala =’bras bu) level —

. 47 Tt is to be noted that this latter form of the tathdgatagarbha teaching, which is on the
face of it comparable with the armavada, seems to be less frequently met with. See for
example Mahabherisitra, f. 181b, quoted in Bu ston’s mDzes rgyan, fol. 6a (translated in
Traité, p. 79). But contrast é.g. Mahaparinirvanasiitra, kha, f. 134b, quoted in mDzes rgyan,
f. 18a (translated in Traité, p. 103). In this connexion, the doctrines of the Tibetan Jo nan
pa school, and the related doctrines of other schools, pose a problem that will have to be
treated separately.

48 Ratnagotravibhaga-Commentary i. 154—S, quoting the Srimaladevisimhanadasiitra, fol.
445a.

49 See also Latikavatarasitra ii, p. 79.8—9, and vi, p. 223.3—4, already cited. The gZan
stoti of the Jo nan pa and similar schools, as opposed to the rati stoti, needs to be considered
in this connexion.

50 See Ratnagotravibhaga i. 160 along with several of the Tibetan commentaries. On the
hermeneutical tradition that assimilates the tathdgatagarbha and $inyata theories, and which
is represented for example by the Tibetan dGe lugs pas, see Théorie du tathagatagarbha et du
gotra, p. 402 f.
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viz. the dharmadhatu, buddhahood, etc. — has been described
cataphatically by the positive terms ‘permanent’, ‘immutable’,
‘blissful’, etc., it is not because this reality is regarded as some kind
of permanent substantial entity endowed with these attributes as
inhering properties, but rather because the paramartha is so
characterized in order to distinguish it from the samvyti level that
is properly characterized by the samskrtalaksanas of impermanent,
painful, etc. It is therefore thought by some interpreters that,
when applied to the unconditioned, this positive definition through
inversion of what is specific to the conditioned does not imply the
existence of the paramartha as a permanent substantial entity
established ‘in truth’, ie. hypostatically (bden par grub pa).
Inasmuch as such a definition uses terms in a descriptive and
systematic context without, however, applying them to a thing
regarded as an entity having self-existence (svabhava), it is perhaps
what might be called metatheoretical; that is, it does not refer to
some objective, first-order entity. And, as noticed above, in the
context of the description of Buddha-nature as atman, our texts
have themselves spoken of a designation (prajfiapti).

The positive description of absolute reality found in certain
Buddhist texts proceeds, in addition, from what might be termed
its gnoseological constitution. For these ‘qualities’ (dharma, guna) are
thought of not as separable properties inhering in an entity as
their substratum, but rather as inseparable (avinirbhaga) and as
therefore constituting, or informing, absolute reality on the level
of gnoseology.?!

In terms of this interpretation — and irrespective of whether its
wording is held to be explicit and literal (sgra ji bZin pa = yatha-
ruta-) or not — the tathagatagarbha teaching is considered by many
authorities to be of certain and definitive meaning (nitartha). That
is, according to the alternative interpretation being discussed here
which has been favoured for example by the Tibetan Prasangikas
of the dGe lugs pa school, because the doctrine of the tathagatagar-
bha relates in the last analysis to $finyata and nairatmya it must be of
definitive meaning (nitartha); for following the definition pro-
vided by the AksayamatinirdeSasiitra, a Sttra in which S$inyata,

51 This gnoseological aspect has been of fundamental importance for the Jo nan pa and
related schools in Tibet.
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animitta, apranihita, anabhisamskara, etc., are taught is nitartha.52
And here, in the frame of this Satra’s definition, the question
whether the teaching is expressed literally and explicitly need not
arise. Therefore, in this hermeneutical system at least, the term
nitartha will mean ‘of definitive meaning’ or ‘of certain meaning’
(Tibetan #ies pa’i don), rather than ‘of explicit meaning’ (a usage
that is appropriate in the hermeneutical system of the Vijfidnava-
dins — who follow the Samdhinirmocanasiitra — and also of the
Yogicira-Miadhyamikas).

The version of the tathdagatagarbha doctrine found in the
Tathagatagarbhasiitra and other Sditras of the same category can,
moreover, probably even be regarded as being in addition of
explicit meaning. For what these texts have spoken of is the
presence of an Embryo-Essence (garbha) or Germ of the tathagata
in the conscious stream of all sentient beings. On the other hand,
in its presently available form at least, the version of the teaching
mentioned in the Larikavatarasitra according to which the tathaga-
tagarbha incarnate in sentient beings is endowed with the thirty-
two perfectly developed characteristics of the buddha (p. 77) raises
very considerable problems for Buddhist thought. And even
though this version of the tathagatagarbha doctrine is stated to
refer to S$amyata, animitta, apranihita, etc., such a purport has
presumably to be taken here as the intentional ground (dgoris gZi)
or ‘deep meaning’ of an intentional (dgoris pa can = abhiprayika)
statement having as its motive (dgos pa = prayojana) the Buddha’s
wish to eliminate the terror that immature people (bala) feel for
selflessness and non-substantiality (nairatmyasamtrasa), in other
words their fear of Emptiness.53

Now, as is well known, Samkéricitya has sometimes been
accused by his Brahmanical opponents of being a Buddhist in
disguise. In the present context what is of special interest is the at

52 See Candrakirti’s quotation of the Sanskrit text of the Aksayamatinirdesasiitra in his
Prasannapada i, p. 43. Compare also the Samadhirajasitra vii. s, also quoted in Prasannapada
i, p. 44.

53 See Larikavatarasitra ii, p. 78. Cf. Le traité du tathagatagarbha de Bu- ston Rin:chen*
grub, Introduction, pp. 32—33, 57 £.; and La théorie du tathagatagarbha et du gotra, pp. 313 ff.,

393, 403.
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least partial parallelism between the Buddhist’s positive descrip-
tion of absolute reality both by means of attributes that are the
reverse of those properly applicable to the relative level and by
means of characterization through inseparable constitutive quali-
ties on the one side, and on the other Samkara’s treatment of satya
‘truth’, jigna ‘knowledge’ and ananta ‘infinite’ as constitutive
qualities of brahman. According to his Bhisya on the Tuittiriyo-
panisad, satya, jiidna and ananta are in fact distinctive characteristics
proper only to brahman, which they thus differentiate from all
else. Hence these essential characteristics are not mere attributes
inhering in brahman as one member of a class; for brahman — the
real — is unique. These epithets therefore define its uniqueness by
delimiting (: niyantrtva) it from all that it is not, i.e. the unreal.?4
Despite very important differences in the philosophical back-
ground and problematics between Samkara and the Buddhist
philosophers in question, the similarity in the procedures and
methods used to define ultimate reality is thus remarkable.

The suggestion that certain Buddhist and Brihmanical notions
of the absolute have some points of contact is therefore not
unworthy of consideration. Indeed, we have already encountered
some passages where the Muhaparinirvanasitra represents the
Tirthikas as readily assenting to that particular formulation of the
Buddha’s teaching in which the existence of the Buddha-nature
or tathagatagarbha is emphasized. And elsewhere the same Sitra
goes so far as to say that Brihmana Tirthikas have borrowed
some of the Buddha’s teachings and incorporated them in their
own scriptures.5% If he may be supposed to have been influenced,
however indirectly, by earlier Buddhist thinking on the problem
of the paramartha, Samkara could be a case in point.

In a remarkable passage the Larikavatarasiitra moreover points
to a certain equivalence between various names and notions of the

54 It has been suggested by M. Biardeau that this theory of the Taittiriyopanisadbhasya
represents a final stage in the development of Samkara’s thought, following on his
apophaticism,; see Indo-Iranian Journal 3 (1959), p. 100 (cf. Journal asiatique 1957, p. 371 £.).
But P. Hacker has placed this Bhdsya in the middle period of Samkara’s philosophical
development; see Wiener Zeitschrift fir die Kunde Siid und Ostasiens 12—13 (1968),
pp. 129—30, 135, 147. Cf. also G. Maximilien, Wiener Zeitschrift fiir die Kunde Siidasiens 19
(1975), p. 117 f. '

55 See Bu ston, mDzes rgyan, f. 22a—b (translated in Traité p. 113—14) and f. 27a
(translated in Traité, p. 123—4).
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supreme, which is called by some svayambhii, buddha, brahman (or:
brahma?), visnu, iSvara, etc., and by others Sinyatd, tathata,
bhiitakoti, dharmadhatu, nirvana, advaya, etc.® And the great
Svatantrika-Madhyamika authority Bhavaviveka (sixth century)
remarks in the chapter of his Madhyamakahydayakarikas devoted
to an exposition of reality (de kho na fiid = tattva) that the great
Bodhisattvas Arya-Avalokite§vara, Arya-Maitreya and others
revere the supreme brahman (neuter) under the apparently para- .
doxical mode of non-reverence (anupasanayoga).3” The commen-
tary on the Madhyamakahydayakarikas, the Tarkajvala, in its
section dealing with the Vedinta, adds that the absolute is
brahman (or brahma?) because it is essentially nirvana (mya #ian las
"das pa’i bdag fiid).58

In the section of the Tarkajvala devoted to Srivakayina
teachings it is nevertheless pointed out that the all-pervasiveness
of the tathagatagarbha and also the Vijfiinavadin’s adanavijéiana
(= alayavijfiana) has been taught for the sake of certain persons
who have not freed themselves from the dogmatic postulation of
a self (atmagraha).5® It may be that the author of this commentary
(just like his later Prasangika counterpart Candrakirti) himself
regarded the tathagatagarbha doctrine as intentional and non-
definitive.®9 It is furthermore remarked in the Tarkajvala that the
proposition that the tathagata has not entered into Nirvina and
that he is not ‘extinguished’ (2i ba = $anta) — an idea found in the
Mahaparinirvanasiitra — would be incompatible with the funda-
mental principles of Buddhist thought (the dharmoddanas).6?

In reply to the suggestion that, in view of parallels between
them, the nairatmya of the Buddhist is really similar to the
Vedantic atman, it is moreover explained in the sections of the

56 Larikavatarasitra iii, p. 192—3.

57 Bhavaviveka, Madhyamakahydayakarika iii. 29o: aryavalokiteSaryamaitreyadyas ca sira-
yah | anupasanayogena munayo yad updsate [|. See also Tarkajvala iii, 289 f. (P. f. 140a) (cf.
Indo—Imnmn]oumal s [1961—2], p. 273).

58 Tarkajvala viii, f. 286bs (Peking ed.). Cf. Indo-Iranian Journal 2 (1958), pp. 177 and
188. The ‘small fault’ (alpaparadha) of the Aupanisadikas has been referred to by
Santaraksita in his Tattvasamgraha (330).

59 Tarkajvala iv, f. 169a8.

60 Cf. Théorie du tathagatagarbha et du gotra, pp. 35, 403—405.

61 Tarkajvala iv, f. 169b1.
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Madhyamakahydayakarikas and Tarkajvala dealing with the Ve-
danta that this is not so. For nairatmya is precisely the absence of
the self-nature characteristic of the Vedantic atman. Nor could
that which is anatman be at the same time atman because of the
incompatibility (virodha) of the two. And no comparison may be
drawn with, for example, horse-nature that is at the same time
not cow-nature (ba lani gi #io bo ma yin pa), that is, with a case of
implicative and presuppositional (paryudasa) negation rather than
of the non-implicative and presuppositionless prasajya-negation
involved in mnairatmya. Accordingly, this bhava-nihsvabhavata
could never be an atman that is either a creator-agent (byed pa
po = karty, as in the theistic systems) or an enjoyer-agent (za ba
po = bhokty, as in the Simkhya), these entities being as unreal as
the proverbial son of a barren woman. In so far as a cognitive
object without self-nature is made the object of thought, it might
perhaps be conceived of e.g. as single and unique; but this will be
a mere mental construction, which is the source of imputation
(samaropa).®2

It is clear, then, that the authors of the basic Mahiyina—S:}stras
were no more ready-to admit any form of substantialism on the
level of the unconditioned than they were on that of the
conditioned: the Mahayanist pudgalanairatmya and dharmanazrat—
mya make this quite impossible.

Moreover, for the canonical texts teaching the tathagatagarbha
and Buddha-nature, the Middle Way eschewing both eternalism
and nihilism remained valid. And the affirmation of an absolute
or atman opposed to andtman or nairatmya in a dichotomously
conceptualized binary pair (vikalpa) based on discursive prolifer-
ation (prapafica) would, therefore, be no more acceptable than the
purely nihilistic position of a dogmatic denial of the absolute.

Therefore, contrary to what has sometimes been suggested —
and despite the undeniable parallels noted above between the
problems treated and the methods used on the Buddhist and
Brahmanical sides — the tathagatagarbha theory, as well as the
theory of the paramartha with which it is connected, can not

82 Tarkajvala viii, f. 305a—b.
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constitute an ‘absolute monism that is more Brahmanical than
Buddhist’.63 Not only is this Buddhist theory not reducible to an
atmavada — i.e. a theory positing a permanent and substantial
atman — but the non-duality (advaya) to which the Buddhist texts
refer is not simply identical with the Vedantic advaita. In fact, in
the perspective of the theory of the non-differentiation of tathata
and dharmadhatu, there is non-duality (advaya) of the dhatu of the
sattva and the dhatu of the tathdgata, just as, according to the
Madhyamaka, there is non-duality of samsara and nirvana, or of
the impure (samald) and the pure (nirmala) tathata. But the sources
do not thereby posit the substantial existence of some kind of
spiritual entity apart from which nothing would be real, in the
sense of the monistic Advaita-Vedanta. (It is true that in the
history of Buddhist thought we occasionally meet an ontological
and more or less substantialist interpretation of absolute reality,
and also of the tathagatagarbha, for example in the tradition of the
‘Void of the heterogeneous’ (gZan stori) taught in the Tibetan Jo
nan pa school and some of its Indian sources. But it should be
noted that the Jo nan pa theory was inspired to a great extent by
the Tantric notion of the immanence of buddhahood, and in
particular by the Kalacakra system; and the Jo nan pas would
appear to have extrapolated when they applied to the original
tathagatagarbha doctrine certain concepts of this Tantric system.

This point is in need of further investigation.) -

To sum up, in Buddhist MahayZnist thought we find both a via
negationis, in which reality is represented negatively and ap-

63 See E. Lamotte L’enseignement de Vimalakirti (Louvain, 1962), p. s6. Comparable
views have been expressed by E. Frauwallner, in Beitrige zur indischen Philologie und
Altertumskunde (Festschrift W. Schubring, Hamburg, 1951), p. 155 (= Kleine Schriften,
p- 644) and Anthropologie religieuse, Supplements to Numen, Vol. I (Leiden, 1955), p. 129
(= Kleine Schriften, p. 699); and by H. Nakamura, History of early Vedanta philosophy, i
(Delhi, 1983), pp. 153—7, and 182 (cf. p. 136).

Such interpretations of the tathdgatagarbha and related doctrines would appear not only
to have largely overlooked the fundamental questions of systematic exegesis and
hermeneutics referred to above, but also to depend on a theory of language and
communication in which non-referring or metalinguistic (and sometimes metatheoretical)
expressions — i.e. ‘counters’ or ‘chiffres’ such as tathagatagarbha and atman as encountered in
the texts quoted above — are treated as if they must necessarily designate substantial
referents of an object-language. Such interpretations thus seem to derive not merely from
historical-philological method, but also from a pronouncedly positivistic view of the
world (and of language).
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proached apophatically, and a via eminentiae, in which it is
represented positively and approached cataphatically. The former
approach is no doubt characteristic of the vast majority of
Buddhist texts of both the earlier and later periods. But the
latter approach is to be found both in the earliest texts (where
we find allusions for example to an amatam padam and to nibbana
as nicca, dhuva, etc.%4) and in the Mahiyana. In neither of these
cases would it however seem justified to assume the survival of
some ‘pre-canonical Buddhism’ radically different from the
canonical forms.®5 The problem is surely more one of philos-
ophy, hermeneutics, and linguistic description than of historical
survivals.

Equally important, it would be quite incorrect to represent
Buddhism as invariably asserting the non-existence of self and
making a dogma of nairatmya and $inyata. While it is of course
true that the known schools of Buddhism (with the apparent
exception of the Vitsiputriya Pudgalavadins) rejected the current
speculative theories concerning a substantial self, an authoritative
Satra has nevertheless warned that the dogmatic view of Empti-
ness ($nyatadysti) is even more dangerous than the individualist
dogma (pudgaladysti). And it is explained that $anyata is in fact
release from all speculative views founded on discursive develop-
ment of the dichotomously constructed conceptual opposition
self/non-self, etc.6® For the Middle Way lies precisely ‘between’

64 See for example Itivuttaka II. ii. 6 (§ 43, p. 37): atthi ... ajatam abhiitam akatam
asatikhatam. no ce tam ... abhavissa ajatam ... asarikhatam, nayidha jatassa ... sarikhatassa
nissaranam pafifiayetha. ...

aharanettippabhavam nalam tad abhinanditum |

tassa nissaranam santam atakkavacaram dhuvam ||

ajatam asamuppannam asokam virajam padam |

nirodho dukkhadhammanam sarikharipasamo sukho ||
ti; and Itivuttaka 111 1. 2 (§ 51, p. 46) and IIL. iii. 4 (§ 73, p. 62): kayena amatam dhatum
phassayitva nirupadhim | ... deseti sammasambuddho asokam virajam padam [/ ti. Compare also
Suttanipata 204; Theragatha 521 and 947, Dhammapada 114; Anguttaranikaya II 247; 111 356;
Majjhimanikaya I 436—7; Samyuttanikiya IV 373; Patisambhidamagga 1 13, 15, 70; and
Saddaniti (ed. H. Smith), p. 70.

65 See for example the present writer’s remarks in The study of Indian and Tibetan
thought (Leiden, 1967), pp. 9—13, 37—38.

66 KaSyapaparivarta §§ s5—57, 64—65. See also Nigirjuna, Milamadhyamakakarika xiii.
8; and Ratnagotravibhaga-Commentary i. 32—33 (p. 28.5—13).
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the extremes included in any such binary pair.67 As between the
respective faults of the eternalist dogma and the nihilist dogma,
then, all the schools of Buddhism would wish to say is probably
that the nihilistic one may, in practice, be even more dangerous
than its opposite because it makes spiritual effort impossible. But
this clearly does not amount to a dogmatic positing of eternalism
or the atmavada.

What is of paramount importance in the last analysis is perhaps
not so much whether absolute reality is to be described positively
or negatively, as whether the theory adopted actually avoids
representing this reality either as the nihilistic destruction of some
(pre-existing) entity or as a real void to which one might cling
dogmatically. This is because the Middle Way consists, as has
been seen, precisely in the cessation of all dichotomous conceptual
constructions (vikalpa) concerning a self as opposed to a non-self,
etc. Hence it has been possible for the Mahiyina Buddhist on
occasion to make use even of the terms nitya, atman, etc., in order
to indicate, through characterization by inversion, or to point to
absolute reality, while at the same time rejecting any view which
posits an atman as an eternal entity. -

THE COGNITIVE STATUS OF THE TATHAGATAGARBHA AND
THE ABSOLUTE

If from the soteriological point of view the tathagatagarbha theory
somehow implies the immanence of the absolute — or, inasmuch
as the.tathagatagarbha is ‘still’ obscured by adventitious impurities
(agantukamala), at least its proleptical presence — in all beings in
Samsara, the question arises as to how a practiser is to realize it
cognitively. For our sources not only state that absolute reality is
beyond the range of ratiocinative thinking (atarkya) and free
from the four extreme positions of discursive thinking (catuskoti)
and that it cannot therefore be expressed verbally (avacya,
anabhilapya), but they also affirm that it is discursively inconceiv-
able (acintya) and even unknowable (gjfieya). In other words, if

87 In Samadhirdjasiitra ix. 27 it is even stated that the wise person does not take a stand in
~ a middle position either. On the rejection of the last two positions of the ‘tetralemma’
(catuskoti), see D. Seyfort Ruegg, Journal of Indian Philosophy s (1977), pp. 1—71.
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paramartha is unthinkable, is not absolute reality in its function of
Base or Support of spiritual practice (pratipatter adharah) — that is,
the prakytistha-gotra or tathagatagarbha — cognitively inaccessible
also? And in this case are we not confronted with a curious, and
indeed somewhat paradoxical, situation in which an absolute that
is (at least proleptically) immanent in all sentient beings from the
soteriological point of view would, nevertheless, be cognitively
transcendent?

Concerning the gnoseological status of the tathagatagarbha, one
point seems to be clear. If the texts affirm that the paramartha is
ineffable, this means that discursive language cannot grasp its very
nature; for such language is inextricably bound up with prag-
matic and discursive usage (vyavahara) and the dichotomizing
conceptual construction (vikalpa) inherent in discursive prolifer-
ation (prapafica). And if these texts add that the paramartha is
unthinkable, this no doubt signifies that it cannot be the object of
such conceptual thinking. But does it then follow that the
paramartha cannot be comprehended (adhigam-, etc.) by any form
of knowledge, and that conceptual thinking and language can
never point to it, by anticipation as it were (as in udbhavana-
samvyti)? Though the sources indeed speak frequently enough of
comprehension (adhigama) of the absolute and state that it is to be
known directly and introspectively (pratyatmavedaniya, etc.), the
replies which the fundamental works on the tathagatagarbha
theory have given to these questions are unfortunately perhaps
not quite as explicit as one might wish. And as a result later
commentators are sometimes in disagreement about the exact
gnoseological status of the paramartha as well as of the tathagata-
garbha. ,

One group of thinkers has held that the tathagatagarbha is in fact
cognitively inaccessible and quite transcendent: not only is it
beyond language (sgra = $abda) and discursive construction (rtog
pa = kalpand), but it cannot even be the object of a cognitive
judgement (Zen pa’i yul).5® This school can of course found its
thesis on the Ratnagotravibhaga,%® and on its commentary which

68 See 'Gos lo tsi ba gZon nu dpal, Deb ther srion po, cha, f. 10b (Roerich, p. 349).
89 Ratnagotravibhaga i. 9 and 153.
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quotes a number of scriptures to this effect.”® The Srimalasitra in
particular states that the Mind which is very pure by nature is
hard to comprehend; it is only accessible to Bodhisattvas en-
dowed with the great dharma, and not to Pratyekabuddhas and
Srivakas who only approach it through confidence or ‘faith’
($raddha) in the tathagata.”!

Another group of thinkers has on the contrary come to the
conclusion that the paramartha is accessible to the practiser, at least
to a certain degree, even on the earlier stages of the path. This
school also considers that it is even possible to indicate — to point
to — it by words.”2 This is indeed what the Siitras and Sistras are
concerned with doing. For their interpretation these commenta-
tors can also find authority in the systematic exegesis of the
scriptures which make the paramartha immanent not only soteri-
ologically but also gnoseologically.

This problem of the transcendence as against the immance of
the absolute is closely connected with the idea of confidence or
‘faith’ ($raddha).

The Ratnagotravibhaga, following Stitras quoted in its commen-
tary, has indeed stated that the paramartha can only be cognitively
approached (anu-gam-) through faith.”? And the commentary
sums the matter up by saying that dharmata is the object of neither
deliberative thinking (na cintayitavya) nor dichotomizing concep-
tual construction (na vikalpayitavya), and that it can therefore be
the object only of convinced adhesion (adhimoktavya).”*

Convinced adhesion (adhimukti, adhimoksa) figures in fact as
one cause of the purification of the tathagatadhatu from the

70 Ratnagotravibhaga-Commentary i. 12, 25 and 153.

7t Srimalasitra, f. 4503, quoted in the Ratnagotravibhiga-Commentary i. 25 (p. 22.1—4).

72 E. H. Johnston in his edition of the Ratnagotravibhaga-Commentary i. 12 (p. 12—14)
— a quotation from the Srimalasiatra — reads sidcyate ‘is indicated, pointed to’. L. Schmithau-
sen has proposed altering this reading to ity ucyate (Weiner Zeitschrift fiir die Kunde Siidasiens
15 [1971], p. 137). The term sicyate is found again in Ratnagotravibhaga~-Commentary i. 93,
where it is applied to the caturakaragunanispattyasambhinnalaksano nirvanadhatuh; and ini. 1,
in connexion with the seven-fold adhigamartha.

73 Ratnagotravibhaga-Commentary i. 153 and i. 1; compare also v. 9.

74 Ratnagotravibhiga-Commentary 1. 153 (avataranika).
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adventitious impurities that obscure it;?% it leads to the attainment
of reality, and it is the antidote against the icchantika’s hostile
resistance (pratigha) to the dharma of the Mahiyina.’¢ And if a
person is so to speak committed (adhimucya) to the immutability
of the dharma, he does not experience fatigue with regard to the
dharma.””? o

The circumstance that absolute reality can be cognitively
approached (anu-gam-, a-gam-) through faith”® holds true, accord-
ing to the sources,”® not only for the worldling (prthagjana), but
also for the Srivaka and Pratyekabuddha, who can comprehend
the inconceivable (acintya) fact of both the naturally pure Mind
(prakgtiparisuddhacitta) — i.e. the tathagatagarbha — and its state of
defilement (upaklistatd) only through faith (§raddha).®® And it also-
holds true for the ‘young’ Bodhisattva newly started on his course
(navayanasamprasthita); for such a young Bodhisattva is not yet
able to know the tathagatagarbha as absolute $iinyata because his
mind is distracted from Emptiness ($inyataviksipta) by reason of
the fact that he mistakenly takes it either to be the destruction of a
previously existing entity or to be some negative entity to which
to cling.8?

It is for these reasons that the transcendence of absolute reality
and of the tathagatagarbha which can only be comprehended
through faith has been maintained by the Tibetan commentators
rNog Blo ldan $es rab (1059—1109), the pupil of the Kashmiri
scholar Sajjana, and by gTsan nag pa (twelfth century), and then
later by Bu ston (1290—1364) (who in any event assimilated the
tathagatagarbha directly with the dharmakaya on the resultant level
of the Fruit, i.e. with the buddha-level).

But other interpreters, especially those of the dGe lugs pa
school, have laid the emphasis elsewhere. They have preferred to

7S Op. ct., 1. 36. 76 Cf. op. cit., i. 12.

77 Op. cit., i. 68, quoting the Sdgaramatiparipyccha.

78 Op. cit., i. 153; cf. v. 9. 79 Cf. op. cit., i. 1 and 25.

80 Srimalasitra, f. 450a, quoted in Ratnagotravibhaga-Commentary i. 25. Cf. f. 4453,
quoted in Ratnagotravibhdga-Commentary i. 154—5.

81 Ratnagotravibhaga-Commentary, avataranika to i. 154—s; and the Srimalasitra quoted
thereafter.

It may be recalled here that these texts too support the assimilation of the tathagatagarbha
to $iinyata: tathagatagarbhajfianam eva tathagatanam finyatajfianam (Srimalasitra, f. 445a) and
tathagatagarbhalanyatarthanaya (Ratnagotravbhaga-Commentary i. 154—S avataranika, p.
75.17). Compare pp. 33 and 36 above.
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regard faith above all as a necessary preliminary that is required to
calm and clarify the mind (cf. cittaprasada) so that one may be able
to understand the paramartha. This shift in emphasis regarding the
gnoseological status of the paramartha and the role of faith is due
to several reasons, some of which evidently proceed from
systematic exegesis. In the first place, these interpreters observe
that $raddha — to the extent that it is based on a communication
received from outside in the form of an instruction from a teacher
or a text — is necessarily bound up with language, and hence with
vikalpa and prapafica. (This is a principle emphasised also by the
Buddhist epistemologists.) Now it is, as we have seen, axiomatic
with all the schools that the ultimate comprehension of absolute
reality must be direct and immediate, and that it is attained finally
through non-conceptual gnosis (jidna = ye $es); and it is therefore
plain that faith could never be considered the direct and immedi-
ate instrument of the ultimate comprehension of the paramartha.
Hence, without in any way minimizing the transcendental
absoluteness of ultimate reality, the advocates of this interpreta-
tion stress a certain immanence of the paramartha. And, needless
to say, faith understood as receptive calmness and clarity of spirit
(prasada) remains highly prized by these thinkers also. It is,
moreover, to be noted that the passage of the Ratnagotravibhaga-
Commentary (i. 153) quoted above does not really stand against
this interpretation; for in it the opposition is not between faith
and direct non-conceptual gnosis, but between faith and
ratiocincative or discursive knowledge.82 The implication, then,
is that the paramartha may indeed have to be approached in the
first instance through faith — that is, with receptive clarity of
mind — but this certainly does not deny that its actual comprehen-
sion ultimately takes place through non-conceptual gnosis.

In the second place, these interpreters differ from certain other
Buddhist schools in maintaining that not only the Nobles (arya)
belonging to the Vehicles of the Bodhisattva but also Nobles of
the other two yanas — the Arya-Srivakas and Pratyekabuddhas —
have also to be able to comprehend the non-substantiality of the
dharmas as well as of the individual (pudgala). Thus, according to
them, the difference between the advanced adepts of the three

82 Cf. Ratnagotravibhaga-Commentary i. 12.
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yanas in this matter rests in the precise mode of their comprehen-
sion of §inyata, which is fuller in the case of the Arya-Bodhisattva
than in the case of the Arya-Srivaka and Pratyekabuddha.83
Following this interpretation, the references in Sitra (the Srimala-
siitra, etc.) and Sastra (the Ratnagotravibhaga and its Commentary)
to the essential réle of faith in understanding the paramartha have
therefore to do with the fact that only the Bodhisattva endowed
with the sharpest faculties (tiksnendriya) is able to understand it in
all its aspects exclusively through his transcending discriminative
knowledge (prajia) without first having to have recourse to faith.
Consequently, faith may properly be said to be a characteristic
feature of the other two ways, that of the Srivaka and that of the
Pratyekabuddha. In sum, although the object of the Sravaka’s and
the Pratyekabuddha’s understanding — nairatmya and $tinyatd — is
the same as the Bodhisattva’s, the mode of their comprehension is
not as full and all-embracing, and their understanding in this sense
is only partial.®4

It thus appears that these thinkers have drawn what we might
call the systematic consequences of the gnoseological implications
of the tathagatagarbha theory by combining it with the theory of
the One Vehicle (ekaydna). In fact, apart from its classificatory or
taxonomic function (and an occasional polemical rdle), the
doctrine of the yanas has a very clearly marked gnoseological
content in Mahiayanist thought. It is very difficult if not impos-
sible to reconcile the theory of the three ultimately distinct
Vehicles of the Srivaka, Pratyekabuddha and Bodhisattva, only
the last of which would lead to buddhahood, with the theory of
the tathagatagarbha, which affirms that the germinal capacity for
buddahood is present in all sentient beings without exception,

83 Cf. D. Seyfort Ruegg, The literature of the Madhyamaka school of philosophy in India
(Wiesbaden, 1981), p. 7 n. 16 and p. 74; La théorie du tathagatagarbha et du gotra, pp. 171,
231 £, 239, 309 f. See also E. Lamotte, Le traité de la Grande Vertu de Sagesse, IV (Louvain,
1976), p. 2135 f. :

84 A rather different view of the réle of faith in the tathagatagarbha literature has been
put forward by S.-B. Park, Buddhist faith and sudden enlightenment (Albany, 1983). There, in
his interpretation of the Ta ch’eng ch’i hsin lun ascribed to A$vaghosa, he opposes what he
terms ‘patriarchal faith’ (Chinese tsu hsin, implying ‘I am buddha’) to ‘doctrinal faith’
(Chinese chiao hsin, implying ‘I can become buddha’).
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and which can therefore be thought to imply that they are all
destined sooner or later to become buddhas. But the ekayadna
theory, which holds that all vehicles ultimately converge in a
single course leading to buddhahood, is quite in harmony with,
and complementary to, the theory of the tathagatagarbha.®®

BUDDHA-NATURE AND PARAMATMAN IN A COMPARATIVE
PERSPECTIVE

If we now consider the Buddha-nature or tathagatagarbha and
the Buddhist paramatman in a comparative perspective, in the
light of the complex relationship seen in the transmitted texts of
the Mahaparinirvanasiitra®® between the dtman idea of the Brah-
man Tirthikas and these Buddhist theories — and, indeed, between
the Brahman Parivrajakas and the Buddha — several explanatory
models suggest themselves.

Are we perhaps confronted here with a quite straightforward
example of historical influence exercised by Brahmanism on
Buddhism? And, if this be the case, do we find here a case of ‘just
use’ — i.e. something comparable to the usus iustus or chrésis of
non-Christian ideas in early Christianity discussed by Paul
Hacker®7 — whereby Buddhists might have sought thoroughly to
transform and reorient for their own needs an idea originally, and
fundamentally, foreign to them? Or was this an attempt on the
part of the Buddhists to take over and incorporate, in the specific
sense of Hacker’s inclusivism,®® a Brahmanical idea with only
superficial modification, subordinating it merely in a formal way
to Buddhism and, perhaps, seeking at the same time to conceal
their debt to a Brahmanical concept? Or, again, do we have here

85 On the gnoseological implications of the ekayana doctrine, see La théorie du
tathagatagarbha et du gotra, especially pp. 177—243.

86 See above, pp. 21-24.

87 See P. Hacker, Kleine Schriften (Wiesbaden, 1978), pp. 338 ff., 798 ff. On Buddhism
and chrésis, see op. cit., p. 351.

88 See P. Hacker, op. cit., Index s.v. Inklusivismus; and his article ‘Inklusivismus’ in
G. Oberhammer (ed.), Inleluswxsmus (Vienna, 1983), pp. 11—28. As examples of inclusiv-
~ ism in Buddhism — which Hacker further characterizes as ‘inclusivism of strength’ —
Hacker cites the Buddhist notion of tapas and Brahmai (p. 23 ff.). It should be made clear
that Hacker has not himself mentioned the Buddhist tathagatagarbha or paramatman theories
as examples of either inclusivism or chrésis.
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a Buddhist effort to find a perhaps syncretistic accommodation
with Brahmanism? Or, on the contrary, might a fundamental
religious and philosophical problem — one that is common,
mutatis mutandis, to so many schools of Indian thought — be
coming here to the surface from a common Indian religious and
philosophical ground while taking on a specifically Buddhist
stamp? (These alternative hypotheses are not all mutually exclu-
sive, and more than one process could conceivably have been
involved in the development of the Buddhist theories in ques-
tion.) A full and detailed study of the Mahayanist Mahaparinirva-
nasitra and all the related texts will be required to enable us to
decide which of these alternatives is (or are) applicable in each
individual case.

One thing seems at all events clear: the antithesis anatman/
atman cannot, in the present context, be used as a criterion for
distinguishing between the Buddhist and the Brahmanical
Tirthika.

Against the first alternative — the hypothesm in its general
form of a Buddhist borrowing from Brahmanical thought as
entertained for example by E. Frauwallner, E. Lamotte and
H. Nakamura8® — arguments have been advanced above based
not only on the fundamentally important place occupied in
Mahiyinist thought by these theories and their relation to
certain concepts found in the old Buddhist canon — e.g. the
natural luminosity of Mind, the notion of a spiritual Germ and
that of a stable, permanent and immortal state (pada)®® — but
also on the distinctive and specific way that these theories have
been taught and explicated in the relevant Buddhist Sitras and
Sastras which makes any simple identification between' them
most difficult and problematic. In these circumstances, then, it
will not do to treat them as foreign imports at some point in the
history of Buddhism under the overwhelming influence of
Hinduism and/or Brahmanical philosophy. The problem of the
natural luminosity of Mind, the ‘buddhomorphic’ Ground of
Awakening and the relation between it and buddahood as the
Fruit of Awakening is in fact too deeply embedded in Buddhist
thought, and it is too significant religiously and philosophically,

89 See above, n. 63. 90 See above, p. 43.
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for such an explanation to be wholly satisfactory. And the
same considerations militate equally against the just use’ ver-
sion of the hypothesis of historical borrowing by Buddhists
from Brahmanism. As for the version of this hypothesis based
on religio-philosophical inclusivism, although (in agreement
with Hacker’s model) a resemblance — or, rather, parallelism —
exists between the atman of Brahmanical thought and the
tathagatagarbha and paramatman theory of the Buddhists, and
although the superiority of the latter to the former is asserted
or assumed by the Buddhists, the fact remains that (contrary to
Hacker’s model) they are not normally identified by the Siitras
and Sistras that teach them; whereas the difference between the
two is not only noted but is considered fundamental by these
same sources. :

Concerning the second main hypothesis of a Buddhist ac-
commodation with Brahmanical thought, it is important to
observe that such a view of the matter is not unknown to the
Buddhist tradition. But its applicability will depend on pre-
cisely what is to be understood by accommodation, and also
on what status is assigned to the relevant theories in Buddhist
systematic hermeneutics. The accommodation model is com-~
patible with the view mentioned above found in important
sections of the Buddhist tradition according to which, in the
Buddha’s allusions to an atman or pudgala, there is involved a
certain avataranabhisamdhi, that is, an ‘allusive intention of
introduction’ effecting the attraction (akarsana), by means of a
provisional and ‘intentional’ (abhiprayika) teaching, of persons
attached to the idea of a permanent atman, who are thus not
yet ready to receive the Buddha’s ultimate and definitive
teaching of non-substantiality (nairatmya) since it inspires terror
(samtrasa) in them.®! According to this view, the intentional
teaching in question will be considered as neyartha and, conse-
quently, as not giving expression to the Buddha’s definitive
(nitartha) doctrine.

" In such a form of accommodation with the Brahmanical atman,
there is no question of a syncretism between Buddhism and

91 See above, p. 38.
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Brahmanism if by syncretism we understand a merging of the
two.92

The problem posed by the theories of the Buddha-nature, the
‘buddhomorphic’ Ground of Awakening and the paramatman
cannot, however, be evacuated by simply treating the Sdtras
teaching them as ‘intentional’ and neyartha. For, as seen above,
such teachings are too well-documented and philosophically
rooted in several strata of Buddhist thought. They are indeed
treated by a considerable part of the Buddhist hermeneutical
tradition as non-intentional and nitartha, for they are explicated in
such a manner as to be consonant with the definitive teachings of
nairatmya and $iinyatd according to the criterion established by the
AksayamatinirdeSasiitra and the Samadhirajasiitra.®3 And, above all,
they have been set out in a specifically Buddhist manner. Hence,
following this view too, there is neither inclusivism nor syncre-
tism, and also no conclusive evidence of usus iustus.

In sum, in its older texts as well as in more recent ones, the
Buddhist canon contains references to what can be regarded as an
absolute on the level of Ground or Fruit. These references can be
neither interpreted away nor overlooked; and it would be as
misleading to assign them an exclusively precanonical or protoca-
nonical status as it would be to regard them as exclusively late and
non-canonical. In the Mahidyina these ideas have found clear
expression in the theories of the Buddha-nature and tathagatagar-
bha as the buddhomorphic Ground of buddhahood expounded in
the tathagatagarbha-Sitras and the related Sistras such as the
Ratnagotravibhaga (ch. i), the Mahayanasitralamkara (ch. ix) and
the Abhisamayalamkara (ch. 1), and also in the Tantras.

Moreover, a positive theory and a cataphatic approach both to
this Ground and to buddhahood are well documented in the
history of Buddhist thought beside the predominant apophatic
theory. Sometimes these two doctrines appear as complementary,
or indeed as incommensurable, theories. (This is the case in
particular when they are developed into the theory of Emptiness

92 For a discussion of syncretism in the Buddhist context see H. Bechert, Buddhism in
Ceylon and studies on religious syncretism in Buddhist countries (Gottingen, 1978), p. 19 ff.;
compare also W. Heissig and H. J. Klimkeit (eds.), Synkretismus in den Religionen
Zentralasiens (Wiesbaden, 1987).

3 See above, pp. 37—38.
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of own-nature [rar stori] and Emptiness of the heterogeneous
[gZan stori].) More often, the one is considered to be of provi-
sional meaning requiring elicitation in another sense (neyartha)
and to be hierarchically subordinate to the other, which is
definitive and of certain value (nitdrtha). (This interpretation is
also available when the rari stori and gZan stori theories are
regarded as antithetical.)

Finally, and most importantly, the tathagatagarbha and paramat-
man theories in Buddhism, together with the procedure of
characterization of the absolute by inversion in relation to the
relative, °# may be seen as intended to neutralize and cancel both
atmavada and anatmavada in so far as they represent a binary pair
of conceptually antithetical positions that the Buddhist Middle
Way is to transcend. Thus, at a certain stage in Buddhist thought,
these theories serve as a sort of metatheory that founds a
metalinguistic description of the absolute — which is itself
inexpressible within the binary structure of discursive thinking
(vikalpa) and the four positions of the tetralemma (catuskoti), and
hence in a language presupposing positive and negative entities.®5

In the light of the available evidence, then, it appears difficult
to maintain that, far from denying the Upanisadic atman, the
Buddha only denied what was mistakenly believed to be the
atman, and that the Mahayanasitralamkara and the Ratnagotravi-
bhaga-Commentary have continued in the line of the Upanisadic
atman doctrine, as has been argued by Kamaleswar Bhattacharya
in his nevertheless challenging and well-documented book on
atman-brahman in Buddhism.®® It may be the case that the Buddha
and the older Buddhist texts did not negate the atman in due
propositional form, and that such a negation belongs to later
sources only. But to conclude that the old Buddhist tradition was
in basic agreement with the Upanisadic atman doctrine is quite
another matter, especially when it is anything but certain that this
older tradition was even familiar with the Upanisads.®” The
overwhelming weight of the Buddhist tradition clearly does not
support this conclusion: And its acceptance would not only imply,

94 See above, pp. 24—25. 95 See above, pp. 41, 44f., 48.
96 Bhattacharya, L’atman-brahman dans le bouddhisme ancien, pp. 3, 69—70, 137-8.
97 See above, p. 20.
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that the majority of Buddhists have misunderstood the Buddha’s
teaching but overlooks the highly important distinctions between
the atman and the Buddhist tathagatagarbha and paramatman made
in the Buddhist Sitras and Sastras treating the latter.

The theories in question accordingly seem to be no less deeply
rooted and motivated in Buddhist thought than is the atman
theory in other forms of Indian thought. But rather than either an
identity or a convergence of the tathagatagarbha doctrine with the
Brzhmanical atmavada we have here a distinct theory that stands
in a highly interesting tension with the atmavada. We have also
found the Buddhists sometimes sharing a common stock of
philosophical and exegetical methods with the Brahmanical
schools. But these methods are variously applied on each side.
Historically they are sometimes even attested for the first time in
Buddhist texts, without it however being possible to prove that
they actually originated there.®® Be this as it may, the Buddhists
have concluded that the Brahmanist Tirthikas’ doctrine of the
atman (as they understood it) was both radically incoherent in
itself °° and incompatible with the Buddha’s intention.

Thus we seem to have distinct, and unconflatable, theories and
treatments of problems which are deeply embedded in Indian
thought. They emerge from a common ground or substratum of
religious and philosophical thinking but remain in a relation of
tension.

When referring to a common ground or substratum, it should
then be clear that it is not being suggested here that Buddhist
thought may be assimilated or reduced to another system called
Brahmanism or (in the narrower sense) Hinduism. What we call
Indian Buddhism is the creation of Indians, and very often of
Brahmans, in the context of Indian civilization; but it is a distinct
creation beside Upanisadic and later Vedintic thought. When
considering the Brahmanical atman and the Buddhist theories in
question, the common ground and the differences have equally to
be kept clearly in mind.

98 See above, pp. 31, 33—34. 99 See above, p. 25.
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The Great Debate between
‘Gradualists’ and ‘Simultaneists’ in
eighth-century Tibet

INTRODUCTION

FOR THE Tibetologist and historian of Buddhism, and equally for
the specialist in comparative religion and intercultural studies, the
remarkable encounter that took place in Tibet in the second part
of the eighth century between the traditions of a non-scholastic,
‘spontaneist’ and more or less quietist Dhyana (Ch’an) Buddhism
— represented by several Chinese and Korean Ho-shangs and in
particular by their best-known protagonist in Tibet, the Ho-
shang Mo-ho-yen!®® — and the scholastically highly developed
and monastically organized Yogacira-Madhyamika tradition of
India — represented by Santaraksita and his disciple Kamalasila — is
a subject of very considerable interest.

This encounter of two traditions and the ensuing confrontation
between its representatives have often been described as a Sino-
Indian or Indo-Chinese controversy, debate or council. And the
debate has been referred to by scholars as the Council of [Ha sa
(Demiéville), the Council of bSam vyas (Tucci) and, more

100 On the name Mo-ho-yen, as well as on the epithet ho-shang (Tib. hva fari) derived
from Skt. upadhyaya ‘master’, see P. Demiéville, Le concile de Lhasa (Paris, 1952), pp. 9 ff.

It should be recalled that other Ho-shangs such as Me 'go/mgo and Kim (Ch. Chin,
below, n. 116) had preceded Mo-ho-yen in Tibet. See e.g. sBa bZed, ed. mGon po rgyal
mtshan (Beijing, 1982) (=G), pp. 6—10, 65, 67—68; ed. R. A. Stein (Paris, 1961) (Zabs
btags ma version =S), pp. 4—6, 810, 55, 57; dPa’ bo gTsug lag phren ba, mKhas pa’i dga’
ston, ja, ff. 11525, 116a4. The Chos ’byusi by Ne'u Pandi ta, the sNon gyt gtam Me tog phreri
ba, ed. T. Tsepal Taikhang, Rare Tibetan historical and literary texts from the library of Tsepon
W.D. Shakabpa, 1 (New Delhi, 1974), f. 152 (p.87), indeed mentions their presence
already at the time of King Sron btsan sgam po in the seventh century; and Bu ston (Chos
"byui, f. 124b6) gives the name Ma hi de va tshe, while the Deb ther dmar po (f. 16b=p.
35) gives the name Ma hi de ba. Cf. P. Demiéville, Concile, p. 11, n. 4, on the Hva 3an
Mahiadeva at the time of Sron btsan sgam po.
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recently, the Council of Tibet (Demiéville and Ueyama). It
should be noted at the outset that in the strict ecclesiastical sense
this confrontation was not, however, a council, nor was it even a
synod. The Tibetan historical sources have most often repre-
sented it as a debate (rtsod pa) in the form of an investigative
discussion (g$ags) between two parties that took place, in quite
classical Indian and Buddhist style, with the Tibetan ruler acting
as witness and arbiter (dpati po = saksin). In the Chinese texts from
Dunhuang, the discussion between the Ho-shang Mo-ho-yen
(Tib. Hva San Mahiyana or Mahi yan) and his interlocutors is
presented mainly in the form of a series of polemical questions
put to Mo-ho-yen with his replies.?®* In the Tibetan Dunhuang
documents (and in the bSam gtan mig sgron),'°2 Mahayana’s
teachings take the form of aphorisms or logia.

At the beginning of the discussion between Kamalasila and
Mo-ho-yen as described in Tibetan sources, the Chinese Master
asks whether, being senior in residence, he will be required either
to put questions or to answer them. Kamala§ila replies that he
should discuss in accordance with his true thinking (dgotis pa Itar
Sags thob cig, sBa bZed, S, p. 57; see also Nan ral, Chos "byuri Me tog
s po, ed. R.O. Meisezahl, f. 430a2), or that he should
formulate his thesis (pratijfia) in accordance with his true thinking
(dgotis pa ltar dam bca’ Zog cig, sBa bZed, G, p. 68), or that he should
discuss his intended theory (dgoris pa’i Ita ba la $ags thob cig, dPa’ bo
gTsug lag phren ba, mKhas pa’i dga’ ston, f. 116b7). According to
a passage of Wang Hsi’s Cheng-li chiieh, Mo-ho-yen requested a
discussion with the ‘Brahman monk’ (f. 128a), but Mo-ho-yen is
later shown describing himself as unfit for debate because of his
advanced years and asking the King to put an end to the
controversy (f. 143a). Indeed, what he was obliged in the

101 See Demiéville, Concile. The source of the questions put to Mo-ho-yen according
to Wang Hsi’s Cheng-li chiieh is the so-called ‘Brahman monk’ (Concile, pp. 39—40),
presumably Kamalasila.

The question and answer form of discussion was evidently used also in cases where there
appears to have been no debate, for example in T’an-k’uang’s ‘Dialogues’ translated by
W. Pachow, A study of the twenty-two dialogues of Mahayana Buddhism (Taipei, 1979), and in
Hung-jen’s ‘Discourse’ translated by W. Pachow, Chinese Buddhism (Washington, 1980),
pp- 35—53. For T’an-k’uang and his r6le in connexion with the problems posed by the
‘Great Debate’, see below, p. 128.

102 See below, p. 66.
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discussions to state, following the Stitras, was, he says, conceived
only as an answer to the questions put to him; it was not the true
system of his Dhyana, which is ineffable (ff. 1532—1552).

In connexion with this encounter Demiéville once wrote: ‘En
matiére d’histoire tibétaine ... il faut se méfier des meéfiances
hitives’.193 In the case of what will be referred to here as the
Great Debate, and of the complex issues occupying the ‘Gradual-
ists’ and ‘Simultaneists’ in their encounter, the sources need to be
studied with great attentiveness and care using every instrument
that philological, historical, religious, philosophical and herme-
neutical analysis can place in our hands. Our sources often differ
as to details, and sometimes they diverge on more important
matters too. Some of them are contemporary with the events
related, or they at least reproduce accounts ultimately going back
to these events. Other sources are on the contrary later, they
certainly contain interpretations and some distortions, and they
may partake of what has been called the ‘invention of tradi-
tion’.1%4 They are all of course the product of intellectual and
historical processes that need to be identified and reconstructed. It
would probably be illusory, however, to think that from any of
these sources we can now retrieve a definitive factual version of
events exactly as they happened. But to say this is not to espouse
historical scepticism or agnosticism. For it is of the greatest
interest to investigate the accounts of these formative events in
the history of Tibetan civilization and thought provided by
Tibetan sources, and especially by the histories written before the
middle of the fourteenth century, and to discover how their
views of the Great Debate relate to Buddhist religious and

103 Concile, p. 18.

104 The invention of tradition is the title of a book of essays, edited by E. Hobsbawm and
T. Ranger (Cambridge, 1983), dealing with rather different situations in modern England,
Scotland, Wales, continental Europe, India and Africa; and the use of the expression here
should not be understood as implying an identification with such situations. For the bSam
yas monastic cantre, one might compare also the concept of ‘Lieux de mémoire’, the title of
a collection of essays edited by P. Nora (Paris, 1986).

On the constitution of tradition in the case of Ch’an Buddhism in the Sung period —
after a break in the clan and school traditions of the T’ang — see H. Schmidt-Glintzer, Die
Identitdt der buddhistischen Schulen und die Kompilation buddhistischer Universalgeschichten in
China (Munich, 1982), p. 27 ff.
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philosophical history.?°5 This is what will be essayed in the
following, and an attempt will be made to see what light these
views throw on religious and philosophical currents in Tibet and
in Buddhism. In this way we shall be able to see how Tibetan
Buddhists received and reacted to two important and distinct
traditions within Buddhism and to the Chinese and Indian
masters who were the transmitters of these traditions.

Although the accounts we find in the extant versions of the sBa
bZed, in the Chos ’byus Me tog siiiri po of Nan Ni ma od zer, in Bu
ston’s Chos ’byuri, and in the mKhas pa’i dga’ ston of dPa’ bo gT'sug
lag phren ba differ in several respects, what happened seems in
broad outline to have been the following according to the
Tibetan sources.

In the third quarter of the eighth century, during the reign of
Khri Sron lde btsan, (rg. ¢. 755—794?),19¢ one of the foremost
Buddhist masters of the time, Santaraksita, was invited to Tibet
with a view to establishing Buddhism on a firm and lasting
institutional and philosophical basis. Sintaraksita was responsible
for the ordination of the first Tibetan monks according to the rite
of the Mailasarvistivida Vinaya (perhaps in 779) and for the
foundation (in perhaps 787 or in 775—779) of bSam yas, the first
monastic centre to be established in central Tibet. In the course of
his work in spreading the Buddhist Dharma and establishing the
Tibetan Samgha, Santaraksita encountered influential Buddhist
masters of Chinese origin who were known in Tibet by the
generic name hva $ari derived from the Chinese word ho-shang
(Skt. upadhyaya). Around the teachers of both Chinese and Indian
origin who were active in propagating Buddhism there then
gathered a number of Tibetan monk-disciples and lay followers.
And as a consequence of this teaching activity lowing from both

105 Extracts relevant to the Great Debate from the sBa bZed (Zabs btags ma version) and
dPa’ bo gTsug lag phren ba’s mKhas pa’i dga’ ston, as well as from Bu ston’s Chos ’byuri and
some later sources, have been assembled by G. W. Houston, Sources for a history of the bSam
yas debate (St. Augustin, 1980).

106 Many contemporary Tibetan historians however place the birth of Khri Sron lde
btsan, or his accession to the throne, in the year 790, and his death in 858 (or 848). See for
example Tshe tan zabs drun, bsTan rtsis kun las btus pa (mTsho siion Printing House, 1982).
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the Chinese and Indian Buddhist traditions (not to speak of
important Central Asian influences) there came to the fore certain
differences between the doctrinal and. monastic traditions of
Santaraksita’s school and the apparently less organized meditative
and teaching traditions of the. Ho-shangs that were linked in
particular with Ch’an (Dhyana) Buddhism. Then, owing appar-
ently to an accident, Santaraksita died in Tibet. And his disciple
Kamalasila, evidently already renowned in India, was invited,
probably in accordance with his master’s recommendation to the
King, to continue Santaraksita’s work in Tibet.

It was probably in the 780s or early 790s that the tension between
the two Buddhist currents of thought mentioned above reached a
critical point. According to a number of Tibetan historical sources,
a full-scale debate was then arranged between the party led by
Kamalasila, the successor of the Acirya-Bodhisattva Santaraksita,
and the Hva $ann Mahayana. It is said to have taken place under the
supervision of the ruler Khri Sron lde btsan himself at the Byan
chub glin temple of the bSam yas monastic centre. In this debate as
reported by our sources, Kamala$ila appears as the leading figure of
the Indo-Tibetan school, which was placed to the monarch’s left in
the debate. And the Hva $an Mahiyana figures as both the
protagonist and main spokesman of a Sino-Tibetan school, which
was placed to the monarch’s right.

As Tibetan supporters of Kamala$ila’s school special mention is
made of Ye $es dban po — a leading monk from the influential sBa
family identified with sBa gSal snan or sBa Ratna, who was appoint-
ed chief monk (riri lugs = chos dpon) by Khri Sron lde btsan — and
"Ba’/sBa dPal dbyans — another monk evidently connected with the
same family, who was named chief monk when Ye $es dban po re-
tired after meeting with certain difficulties.1®7 Mention is also made
of sBa San §i (ta). A certain Vairocana — who despite his name may
have been a Tibetan —is also named as a follower of this school.108

107 Religious from the dBa’(s)/sBa and Myan families were already associated with, or
were disciples of, Santaraksita according to the Turkestan (3a cu) document published by
F. W. Thomas, Tibetan texts and documents, II (London, 1951), p. 85.

108 These names are found in the lists of the sad mi mi bdun, who were to form the first
Tibetan Samgha at bSam yas. See the discussion in G. Tucci, Minor Tibetan texts, II
(Rome, 1958), p. 12 ff. (On a Vairocana who wrote in Sanskrit, and who was presumably
an Indian, see V. V. Gokhale, Annals of the Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute, Diamond
Jubilee Volume [1977], pp. 635—43.)
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On the other side, as supporters of the Hva $an Mahiyina
and/or opponents of Ye $es dban po, special reference is made to a
triad of disciples — a certain mNa’ Bi ma or sNa Bye ma (perhaps
a Vimala[mitra]?),1°° Myan Sa mi (who is known to our sources
also as the associate of another, earlier Ho-shang)1° and an un-
named master from the rNog family?!! — as well as to Co tMa
rma’!2? and the Bhadanta Lan ka.''3 Khri Sron lde btsan’s 'Bro
consort ('Bro bza) and his maternal aunt (sru) are also mentioned
as supporters of the Hva $an Mahiyina.'*4 And as an opponent
of Ye Ses dban po mention is made in particular of Myan/Nan
Tin ne ’dzin bzan po, who was apparently the associate of an
earlier Ho-shang too.115

It is noteworthy that Kamalasila figures here as only one of the
principal debaters on the side opposed to the Hva san Mahiyana,

109 See sBa b¥ed, G, pp. 65 and 68 (sNa Bye ma), and S, p. 55 (mNa Bi ma); Nan ral Ni
ma ’od zer, Chos ’byuri Me tog sfiiri po, ed. R. O. Meisezahl (St. Augustin, 1985), ff. 426b3
and 429b3 (Na Bi ma); dPa’ bo gTsug lag phren ba, mKhas pa’i dga’ ston, ja, ff. 11525 and
116b4 (sNags Bye ma la). Cf. Demiéville, Concile, p. 41.

The rus-name here may be equivalent to gNags (as in the case of gNags Jidna-Kumira,
the disciple of Vimala), in which case the Bi ma/Bye ma in question would of course be a
Tibetan, rather than the Indian Vimala(mitra).

110 See sBa bZed, G. pp. 65 and 67; S, pp. 5s5.1 and §7.11; mKhas pa’i dga’ ston, ja,
f. 11524 and 116b4; Nan Ni ma 'od zer, Chos *byuri Me tog siiiri po, f. 429b3 together with
f. 426b3.

On Sa mi see also G. Tucci, Minor Buddhist texts, 11, pp. 9—10. A certain Myan gSa (?)
mi go cha has been mentioned in connexion with the Bodhisattva (i.e. Sintaraksita) in the
document published by F. W. Thomas, op. cit., p. 85. This document also mentions
another member of the Myan family in the same context.

111 For rNog Rin po che, compare Demiéville, Corcile, p. 33.

112 In the mKhas pa’i dga’ ston, ja, f. 118b7, Co tMa rma is described as the gzims mal pa
or chamberlain (cf. f. 120b6) (cf. Tucci, Minor Buddhists texts, II, p. 38, and Preliminary
report on two scientific expeditions in Nepal [Rome, 1956], p. 89). Compare Chos ’byuti Me tog
sfiiti po, f. 429al.

113 The Bhadanta Lanka is not mentioned in the Chos *byuri Me tog sfiiti po (f. 429a),
which mentions Co ma (?) only.

114 On these two see Demiéville, Concile, pp. 25, 33.

115 See sBa bZed, G, p. 63—64; S, p. 54; and mKhas pa’i dga’ ston, ja, f. 114b4; Chos 'byuri
Me tog siifi po, f. 425’al (=Ms B, f. 237a7).

The Chos ’byur Me tog sfiiti po also refers to his being a disciple of Vimalamitra (f. 472a4)
and to his exile and murder (?) (f. 473a; Ms B, f. 258a) at the time of King Glan dar ma.
This source in addition mentions his connexion with dBu ru (f 472a4). On Tin ne 'dzin
and the Myan. see also the inscription of the dBu ru Zva'i lha khan in H. E. Richardson, 4
corpus of early Tibetan inscriptions (London, 1985), pp. 43 ff. Cf. Tucci, Minor Buddhist texts,
II, p. 52 f; below, p. 75.
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and that in this capacity mention is made also of Ye $es dban po
(in the unsupplemented version of the sBa bZed and in the
‘Alternative Tradition’ quoted in the same text) and of 'Ba’ dPal
dbyans (in the unsupplemented version of the sBa bZed) and/or
(sBa) San §i (ta) (in the supplemented version of the sBa bZed).116
Indeed, Kamalasila — who had reportedly only recently arrived in
Tibet — was presumably still unable to speak Tibetan fluently. But
this circumstance would of course neither prove that he was not
directly involved in the Great Debate nor that he was not present
at it.?17 According to the Tibetan historical texts under consider-
ation, the Great Debate ended with the Hva $an’s conceding
defeat and the Tibetan monarch’s decree that his teachings should
no longer be propagated in Tibet. Several sources also record that
it was further decreed that Nagarjuna’s theory (lta ba) should be
accepted,’*® while in the domain of practice (spyod pa) the Six
Perfections should be kept to.11?

In view of the weighty Tibetan participation in the Great
Debate on Kamalasila’s side and also of the close association of
Tibetans with the Hva $an Mahayana — whose teachings cannot,

116 This San §i (ta) has sometimes been identified with (sBa) dPal dbyans, but the
question of his identity is far from clear. See Tucci, Minor Buddhist texts, II, pp. 11—12, 22,
24; P. Demiéville, in M. Soymié (ed.), Contributions aux études sur Touen-houang (Geneva-
Paris, 1979), pp. 4—7 (referring also to H. Obata).

The sBa bZed (S, p. 5s) mentions a rGya phrug gar mkhan San $§i. And a San §i is
mentioned also in connexion with sBa gSal snan (G, p. 10~ S, p. 9); he seems to have
been linked with Kim Hva 3an (S, p. 10; cf. G, p. 7). Kim — Chinese Chin Ho-shang — was
the name of a Korean Ch’an master, Musang (Ch. Wu-hsiang, 694—762) who taught in
Sichuan (Chengdu). Cf. S. Yanagida, in W. Lai and L. Lancaster (eds.), Early Ch’an in
China and Tibet (Berkeley, 1983), pp. 18, 193; P. Demiéville, in Jao Tsong-yi and
P. Demiéville, Peintures monochromes de Dunhuang (Paris, 1978), p. 47, and in M. Soymié
(ed.), op. cit., pp. 4—5, 7, 11—12 (referring also to Z. Yamaguchi). — Wu-chu (Tib. Bu chu,
717—774), who is known to the rDzogs chen tradition (bSam gtan mig sgron), was in
contact with Wu-hsiang/Musang in Chengdu (Demiéville, Contributions, p. s); but there
were significant differences in their views (p. 7).

117 On the question of the language(s) in which the discussions and debates were held,
their number, and of the participants in them, see P. Demiéville, T’oung-Pao 56 (1970),
p. 42; Y. Imaeda, Journal asiatique 1975, p. 129.

118 See sBa bZed, S, p. 62.6 (the specific reference to Nigirjuna is not in the other
version); Bu ston, Chos *byus, f. 129bs; mKhas pa’i dga’ ston, ja, f. 119a2; Nan Ni ma ’od
zer, Chos 'byuti Me tog siiiti po, f. 435bs.

119 The accounts of the Great Debate differ to a greater or lesser extent in the various
sources, and there seems to have taken place a conflation with earlier discussion(s) in which
a certain Me mgo (?) (rather than Mo-ho-yen) was the leading Ho-shang.
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moreover, be exclusively identified with any specific known
Chinese school of Ch’an and may reflect a version peculiar to
Central Asia notwithstanding elements in common with the
Northern, Southern and Pao-t’ang Schools — it may then be more
accurate to speak not (as has often been done) of a clash in Tibet
between Indian and Chinese Buddhism and of an ensuing Sino-
Indian debate or council, but rather of the encounter, tension and
confrontation between certain Indo-Tibetan and Sino-Tibetan
traditions. (This question of the description of the traditions
facing each other will be discussed in Chap. iii.)

At issue in this encounter, and in the ensuing Great Debate,
were the doctrine of the ‘Gradualists’ (rim gyis pa) known as
gradual engagement (rim gyis ’jug pa) — and also as the (br)tse(n)
mun[min (pa) (Chinese chien men [p’ai]) — of Kamalaila and his
Tibetan followers and the teaching of the ‘Instantaneists’ or
‘Simultaneists’ (cig c¢/h]ar ba) otherwise known as simultaneous
engagement ([g/cig c[h]ar gyis ’jug pa) — and also as the (s)ton
mun/min (pa) (Chinese tun men [p’ai]) — of the Ho-shang Mo-ho-
yen and his Tibetan followers.120

I. ON SomMmE EARLIER TIBETAN HISTORICAL SOURCES ON
THE GREAT DEBATE

For long the best known Tibetan historical source on the Great
Debate was no doubt Bu ston’s Chos ’byuri (f. 128a—129b). In
1935 E. Obermiller — who had already published in 1932 an
English translation of the relevant section of Bu ston’s history —
called attention also to what he supposed to be one of Bu ston’s
main sources on the subject, the third Bhavanakrama by Kamala-
§ila.*2! This work indeed contains many passages that are perti-

120 See sBa bZed, S, p. s4; Neu Pandi ta, Chos ’byusi, f. 22a1; Bu ston, Chos ’byus,
f. 129b; Dalai Lama V, Bod kyi deb ther dpyid kyi rgyal mo’i glu dbyaris, f. 39b (=p. 89);
Thu'u bkvan Blo bzan chos kyi fii ma, Grub mtha’ $el gyi me losi, rGya nag chapter, f. 10 ff.
(with the transcriptions tun men/min and tsi'an men|tsi yan min).

For some pseudo-etymological explanations, based on Tibetan, of the originally
Chinese expressions, see sBa bZed, G, p. 64 and S, p. §4.12—13; dPa’ bo gTsug lag phren ba,
mKhas pa’i dga’ ston, ja, f. 1152; and Nan Ni ma ’od zer, Chos ’byur Me tog siiiti po, f. 426b.

121 E. Obermiller, Journal of the Greater India Society 2 (1935), pp. I—11. See also
Obermiller’s posthumously published facsimile edition of the third Bhavanakrama (Mos-
cow, 1963).
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nent to the Great Debate with Mo-ho-yen; but none of Kamala-
§ila’s three Bhavanakramas actually mentions Mo-ho-yen. And
based as it is largely on quotations from Sitras, Kamalasila’s
treatment of the progressive stages of meditative realization
(bhavana = bsgom pa) involving, beside Quieting of mind ($ama-
tha = Zi gnas), the fundamental factors of exact analytic investiga-
tion (bhitapratyaveksai = yati dag pa’i so sor rtog pa) and its
culmination in analysis of the factors of existence (dharmapravi-
caya = chos $in tu rnam par ’byed pa) or discriminative knowledge
produced from meditative realization (bhavanamayi prajfia =
bsgom pa las byur ba’i Ses rab), and then finally in Insight
(vipaSyana = lhag mthot), refers specifically neither to any particu-
lar debate or to any individual opponent. Kamalasila’s three
treatises are accordingly relevant to Buddhist philosophical the-
ory and practice in general.

As for the historical existence of Kamala$ila and his master
Santaraksita, it is of course very well established by their extant
works available in Sanskrit or in Tibetan translations in the bsTan
‘gyur as well as by many references in original Tibetan historical
and philosophical works. The historical existence of the Ho-
shang Mo-ho-yen/Hva $an Mahayana (or Mahi yan) and of the
debate(s) in which he took part in Tibet — the two matters left
somewhat unclear in Tibetan bsTan ’gyur as well as in the
Sanskrit sources — has, despite some hesitations and obscurities in
the Tibetan traditions, been demonstrated by Wang Hsi’s Tun-wu
ta-cheng cheng-li chiieh or ‘Ratification of the true principles of the
Great Vehicle of Sudden Awakening’ preserved in two Chinese
manuscripts from Dunhuang (Pelliot 4646 and Stein 2672) which
has been translated into French and commented on by Demiéville
in his Le concile de Lhasa and ‘Deux documents de Touen-houang
sur le Dhyana chinois’.122 In addition to Wang Hsi’s Preface, the
Cheng-li chiieh comprises three ‘Memorials’ two of which consist

122 In: Essays on the history of Buddhism presented to Professor Zenryu Tsukamoto (Ky&to,
1961), pp. 1—27.

Pelliot tibétain 823 contains a Tibetan version of a part of Wang Hsi’s Cheng-li chiieh; cf.
Y. Imaeda, Journal asiatigue 1975, p. 127 ff. For further parallels between the Chinese
sources and Tibetan manuscripts from Tun-huang, see L. Gémez, ‘The direct and gradual
approaches of the Zen master Mahayina: Fragments of the teachings of Mo-ho-yen’ in:
R. Gimello and P. Gregory, Studies in Ch’an and Hua-yen (Honolulu, 1983), p. 106 ff.
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mainly of a number of questions put to Mo-ho-yen together with
his replies. On the Tibetan side corroboration is forthcoming
from the Tibetan Dunhuang documents, a number of which have
been recently analysed by L. Gémez in his “The direct and
gradual approaches of Zen Master Mahayana: Fragments of the
teachings of Mo-ho-yen’.123

Modern scholarly study of the Tibetan Dunhuang sources on
Dhyina and Ch’an was inaugurated in 1939 when Marcelle Lalou
published MS BN Pelliot tibétain 996.124 This document con-
tains the lineage of a certain Tibetan Dhyana master named Tshig
tsa Nam (m)k(h)a’i sfiin po which includes a Dhyana teacher
named A rtan hyver, who travelled from India to Kué3, and two
Chinese masters.'25 The same Dunhuang text also contains a
summary of the teachings of another important early Dhyina
master, sPug Ye Ses dbyans.12¢ Subsequently, and especially over
the past decade and a half, there has been a veritable flood of
articles on the Dunhuang documents pertaining to the history of
Ch’an, and on the Ho-shang Mo-ho-yen. The extensive recent
Japanese literature on the subject was inaugurated in 1968 by
Ueyama Daishun, who has since been joined by many other
scholars; this literature has been surveyed in a recent publication
by D. Ueyama.'2?7 Some of the relevant Western and Japanese
secondary literature has also been considered by L. Gémez.128

123 See n. 122.

124 M. Lalou, ‘Document tibétain sur I’expansion du Dhyana chinois’, Journal asiatique
1939, pp. $05—23.

125 Cf. bSam gtan mig sgron or rNal ’byor mig gi bsam gtan (see below, n. 129), f. 9ob3;
Tucci, Minor Buddhist texts, Il, p. 21; R. Kimura, Journal asiatique 1981, p. 187.

126 Cf. R. Kimura, Journal asiatique 1981, p. 183 ff.

127 D. Ueyama, ‘The study of Tibetan Ch’an manuscripts recovered from Tun-huang:
a review of the field and its prospects’ in: W. Lai and L. Lancaster, op. cit., pp. 327—49. See
also P. Demiéville, ‘Récents travaux sur Touen-houang’, T’oung Pao 56 (1970), pp. 1I-95,
and ‘L’introduction au Tibet du bouddhisme sinisé d’aprés les manuscrits de Touen-
houang’ in M. Soymié, Contributions aux études sur Touen-houang, pp. 1—15, together with
G. Mala and R. Kimura, ‘Additif’ in: M. Soymié (ed.), Nouvelles contributions aux études de
Touen-houang (Geneva, 1981), pp. 321—7; G. Mala, ‘Empreinte du Tch’an chez les
mystiques tibétains’ in: Le Tch’an (Zen): racines et floraisons (Hermes 4, Nouvelle série,
Paris, 1985), pp. 387—424.

128 1. Gémez, ‘Indian materials on the doctrine of Sudden Enlightenment’ in: W. Lai
and L. Lancaster (eds.), op. cit., pp. 393—434; and ‘The direct and gradual approaches of the
Zen master Mahiyina’ in: R. Gimello and P. Gregory (eds.), op. cit., pp. 69—167.
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Another major source for the Dhyana tradition in Tibet, as
well as for the Mahiyoga and Atiyoga or rDzogs chen, is the
bSam gtan mig sgron or rNal ’byor mig gi bsam gtan. This text is
ascribed to the rDzogs chen master gNubs chen Sans rgyas ye Ses,
who is reputed to have lived in the eighth or ninth century.2°
What is of importance in the present context is the fact that this
text contains a chapter on the Gradualist’s Tsen min/men — i.e.
the rim gyis pa or rim [gyis] ’jug pa — which is in turn connected
with those Siitras communicated to persons of inferior faculties
(dbati po tha fal, f. 31b) whose meaning moreover requires to be
elicited in another sense (drati ba don : neyartha, f. 12a), and which
is further described as a method that is as it were misleading (rim
gyis sbyoti ba bslu ’drid *dra, . 25b). The next chapter concerns the
more advanced ‘Simultaneist’ sTon mun — i.e. the cig car ba or cig
car ’jug pa — which is connected with the final and definitive sense
(ties don = nitartha, f. 25b), that is, the real intended sense (yati dag
dgoris pa’i don, f. 25b).13% This work contains a veritable mine of

129 bSam gtan mig sgron, or rINal ’byor mig gi bsam gtan, published in 1974 in Leh by
S. W. Tashigangpa in his Smanrtsis Shesrig Spendzod, vol. 74. The date of this text as we
have it is not altogether free from doubt.

Its reputed author, gNubs (chen) Saris rgyas ye Ses, is usually stated to have lived at the
time of Padmasambhava, and to have been a pupil of Vimalamitra and even Srisimha
towards the end of the eighth century. In his gSati sriags stia ’gyur la bod du rtsod pa sria phyir
byuti ba rnams kyi lan du brjod pa, ries don brug sgra (ed. Sanje Dorji, Collected writings of Sog-
bzlog-pa Blo-gros-rgyal-mtshan, Volume I, New Delhi, 1975), f. 9a—b, Sog bzlog pa
(b. 1552/3) has rejected the opinion (apparently maintained by *Bri khun dPal ’dzin) that
sNub (sic) ban Sanis rgyas ye Ses was a contemporary of King dPal ’khor btsan — the son of
gNam lde ’od sruns, son of Glan dar ma, and supposedly the last of the old Central
Tibetan line of kings — which would have put him no earlier than the end of the ninth
century. The bSam gtan mig sgron cites (f. 91b) a bDen gfiis 'jug pa, but this is not the work
by Atifa included in the dBu ma section of the bsTan "gyur. This text knows the Ch’an
succession of seven masters (bdun brgyud) beginning with ‘Darmodhira’ (Bodhi-Dharma)
and culminating in Mahiyina (Mo-ho-yen) (f. 8a), as well as the story of the sandal/boot
of ‘Darmotira’ (f. 12b) (see below, pp. 73, 87—88) but it is uncertain how firm a basis these
references can provide for the dating of the text. Very significant, however, is the
reference to absolute, non-presuppositional and non-implicative, negation (med par dgag
pa = prasajyapratisedha, f. 37a) and, in a note is small letters, to sadhyasama (? sgrub bya
mthun pa, f. 73b); these concepts became common in Tibetan philosophical literature
starting in the eleventh century. *Gos gZon nu dpal refers to the bSam gtan mig gi sgron ma
being studied in the eleventh century (Deb ther stion po, ga, f. 17as; Roerich, p. 137).

130 For the need of superior faculties (dbasi po rnon po) to understand the Hva fan’s
teaching, and for the function of the ultimate and definitive sense (ries don as opposed to
drari don) in this teaching, see Nan Ni ma ’od zer, Chos *byuri Me tog shiiri po, ff. 425'b,
430a—b and 435b. Cf. below, pp. 84, 93, 98, 117, 141—2.
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information on the lineages and teachings of the Ho-shangs,
including Mahi yan who is counted as the seventh master in line
from Bo de dar mo ta ra (sic) in a succession beginning with
Kisyapa ('od sruns, f. 8a, 122, 29a). In this text Kamalasila and the
Hva $an Mahia yan have been mentioned side by side (f. 8a, 17a);
but it is noteworthy that no mention has been made of the Great
Debate in which they are said by the other sources under
consideration here to have been involved. Material very similar
to that of the bSam gtan mig sgron is moreover contained in the gter
ma text known as the bKa’ thati sde lria, in the chapter entitled Blon
po bka’i thati yig. 13! These texts clearly testify to the links between
the Dhyana traditions of the Ho-shangs and the rDzogs chen pas/
rNin ma pas. But it is at the same time notable that the bSam gtan
mig sgron has explicitly distinguished between the sTon mun or
Cig car bas and both the rNal ’byor chen po (Mahiyoga) and the
tDzogs chen and Atiyoga, placing the sTon mun or cig car gyis
’jug pa as a second stage between the first stage consisting of the
Tsen men or rim gyis ’jug pa and the third and fourth stages of
Mahiyoga and the rDzogs chen.

In the wake of the current interest in the history and teachings
of the various forms of Ch’an under the T’ang, what may be
called the Tibetan and Tibetological dimension of the Great
Debate and its background in the Dhyana traditions of India and

_Central Asia have since Tucci’s masterly discussion of 1958
sometimes been relegated to the background.

Moreover, Y. Imaeda has gone so far as to express doubt as to
whether an actual confrontation and debate ever really took place
between Mo-ho-yen and Kamalasila;*32 and the same scholar has
described what is probably in its core our earliest Tibetan
historical record on the subject, the sBa bZed, as a relatively late
work dating from the early fourteenth century.!33 These ques-

131 The Lo pan bka'i thari yig is cited as a source concerning the Hva $an Mahiyina and
the Great Debate by Tshe dban nor bu (1698/9—1755) in his rGya nag hva Sari gi byuti tshul
grub mtha’i phyogs stia bcas sa bon tsam smos pa yid kyi dri ma dag byed dge ba’i chu rgyun
(reprinted in Vol. v of his works, Dalhousie, 1977), f. 7b4. But the text quoted actually
corresponds to that of the Blon po bka’i thati yig, f. 19a (ed. Tucci, Minor Buddhist texts, I,
p. 68).

132 See Y. Imaeda, Journal asiatique 1975, p. 140.

133 Cf. Imaeda, loc. cit., p. 126. For a recently published account of the Great Debate
according to the sBa bZed, see F. Faber, Acta Orientalia 47 (1986), pp. 33—61.
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tions will therefore be investigated in the following on the basis
of some of the older Tibetan sources.

That a true debate took place towards the end of the eighth
century at the Byan chub glin of bSam yas between Kamalasila
and the Tibetan Gradualists on the one side and the Hva San
Mahiyina, i.e. Mo-ho-yen, supported by his Tibetan ‘Simultane-
ist’ followers on the other under the aegis of the Tibetan ruler
Khri Sron lde btsan is stated in both available texts of the sBa bZed
(G, pp. 67—75 and S, pp. s7—62). This chronicle connected with
the first Tibetan monastic centre of bSam yas (see G, p. 82.11)
contains records of the sBa family, members of which are reputed
to have participated in the Great Debate.134 And the sBa records
may well be our oldest chos ’byuri source on the subject; at all
events the sBa bZed has been described as the ‘matrix’ (phyi mo) —
1.e. the textual source — of all Tibetan chronicles (rgyal rabs) and
religious histories (chos ’byuri) as well as the record (bka’ gtsigs,
etc.) of bSam yas.13%

The Supplemented Version (Zabs btags ma) of the sBa bZed
became widely available to modern scholarship only in 1961,
when R. A. Stein published a facsimile edition of it. And another,
unsupplemented version of the sBa bZed was published as recently
as 1980 in Beijing by mGon po rgyal mtshan. The title sBa bZed
appears in Tibetan sources also in the forms rBa bZed, dBa’ bZed,
dPa’ bZed and sPa bZed.3% The reference in each case appears to be

134 The colophon of the sBa bZed G p. 82 mentions the view that, in the title sBa bZed,
sBa refers to sBa gSal snan, as well as to another view that this rus-name refers to sBa San
§i. This colophon then adds that the sBa bZed is in fact widely regarded as the record of
bSam yas (bsam yas bka’ thams [=than?]). A version known as the Mi sPa bZed (sic) is
connected with gSal snan and San $i in Sum pa mkhan po Ye Ses dpal ’byor’s dPag bsam
ljon bzar, f. 10125 (p. 155). .

135 See the title-page of the 1978 Dharamsala edition of the Zabs btags ma version.

136 The form dPa’ bZed is found in Sa skya Pandi ta Kun dga’ rgyal mtshan, sKyes bu
dam pa rnams la spriti ba’i yi ge (sDe dge ed.), f. 72b4, while the Thub pa’i dgotis pa rab tu gsal
ba, f. soba, has both dBa’ bZed (but dPa’ bZed in the N-GMPP Ms from Nepal, f. 72a5) and
'Ba’ bZed; and the same text mentions in addition a rGyal bZed (cf. above, n. 134). 'Gos
gZon nu dpal’s Deb ther stion po, ka, f. 20a4, and Sum pa mkhan po’s dPag bsam ljon bzar,
f. 10125 (p. 155), have sPa bZed (gtsari ma). The spelling rBa bZed is found in Bu ston’s Chos
’byuti (f. 93b2), and in dPa’ bo gTsug lag phren ba’s mKhas pa’i dga’ ston, ja, f. 120as.

As for the family name, the forms sBa, rBa, dBa’, dBa’s 'Ba’ and Bha are all found (as
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to the sBa family — seemingly known earlier as dBa’(s) and also as
"Ba’ — which played so prominent a part in the development of
the bSam yas monastic centre, and indeed in the whole history of
Tibet in the second half of the eight century, starting apparently
at the end of the reign of Mes Ag tshom(s) and continuing
throughout the reign of Khri Sron lde btsan. The sBa bZed is in
fact considered the work of a member of this family, sBa gSal
snan.37 This man, who had once been governor of Man yul
province in southern Tibet and was in contact with a certain Ho-
shang (Me mgo/’go), became closely associated with Santaraksita
by whom he is said to have been ordained under the name of Ye
Ses dban po.138 Another name closely associated with Sintara-

well even as dPa’ and sPa).

Three versions of the btsan po mria bdag gi bka’ gtsigs are mentioned in the sources. One is
said to have been deposited in the Tibetan King’s own hand (rje’i phyag [sbal]); another is
said to have been in IHa sa; and the third is said to have been taken to Khams (see sBa bZed,
G, p. 82~ S, p. 65). Several sources furthermore mention the sBa bZed properly speaking,
presumably the one deposited according to some authorities with the ministers and
officials; the rGyal bZed, presumably the one deposited with the King; and the Bla bZed, in
other words the version deposited with the Tibetan clergy. See Sa skya Pandi ta, Thub pa’i
dgotis pa rab tu gsal ba (sDe dge ed.), f. s0b; Sog bzlog pa Blo gros ryal mtshan, gSari sriags
stia "gyur la bod du rtsod pa stia phyir byusi ba rnams kyi lan du brjod pa, ries don ’brug sgra (in
Collected works of Sog-bzlog-pa, ed. Sanje Dorje, Vol. i, New Delhi, 1975), f. 6a, f.; Sum pa
mkhan po Ye Ses dpal 'byor, dPag bsam ljon bzat, f. 101 (=p. 155); Brag dgon Zabs drun
dKon mchog bstan pa rab rgyas, Deb ther rgya mtsho, 1, f. 4a; A khu Ses rab rgya mtsho,
dPe rgyun dkon po ’ga’ Zig gi tho yig, ed. Lokesh Chandra, Materials for a history of Tibetan
literature, Part iii (New Delhi, 1963), nos. 11015—17. See also A. Vostrikov, Tibetan
historical literature (Calcutta, 1970), pp. 24—26. According to Sog bzlog pa, op. cit., f. 6a4,
the Bla bZed was composed, following the sBa bZed, by Bla chen po (dGons pa rab gsal, or
Ye 3es "od ?). The identity of the Mi sPa bZed mentioned by Sum pa mkhan po, op. cit.,
f. 10125 (p. I55) is not certain.

In connexion with the record of three versions of the King’s commands, of which one
was apparently the sBa bZed, compare the report that the King’s decision after the Great
Debate was preserved in three versions, one of which was deposited in the King’s hand or
archive (phyag dbal/sbal) and another of which was distributed among the ministers (Zati
blon) (sBa bZed, G, p. 76; S, p. 62).

137 This attribution cannot of course hold for the entire Supplemented Version — the
Zabs btags ma — which recounts events from the time of the accession of Khri Sron Ide
btsan’s successor Mu ne btsan po down to the time of Atifa in the middle of the eleventh
century. Even the unsupplemented version recounts the death of sBa Ye $es dban po (G,
p. 78 ff., identified with sBa gSal snan in a note on p. 76) and sBa San §i (identified with
dPal dbyans, G. pp. 76, 78).

138 See Bu ston, Chos ’byur, f. 125b7. (But compare f. 127a3 of the same work which
connects this name with another monk.) See also sBa bZed, S, p. s1; Bu ston, Chos ’byus,
f. 127a5; dPa’ bo gTsug lag phren ba, mKhas pa’i dga’ ston, ja, f. 103b—104a. Cf. Tucci,
Minor Buddhist texts, 11, pp. 17—18.
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ksita is that of sBa Ratna, who is also stated to have become a monk
under the name of Ye Ses dban po (sBa bZed, G, p. 64 note) and who
is mentioned as an associate of Kamalasila during the Great
Debate.}3° According to an alternative view mentioned in the
colophon of the sBa bZed, the name sBa refers to the records of ('Ba’)
San §i (ta). The name San §i alternates in some places with the name
('Ba’/sBa) dPal dbyans, and the two seem in fact to refer to one and
the same person. dPal dbyans — the successor of Ye $es dban po as
chief monk (riti lugs) — is well known as another of the Hva $an
Mahiyina’s main opponents and interlocutors in the Great Debate.

Now it is true that Imaeda, followed tentatively by Demié-
ville, has dated the sBa bZed to the early fourteenth century.40
This dating would seem at first sight to find support in the fact
that the Supplemented Version of the sBa bZed (S, p. 54.11) refers
to the gSun rab rin po che’i mdzod, i.e. to Bu ston’s Chos ’byuti
completed ¢. 1323. But this reference is missing in the other
version (G, p. 64); and Bu ston has himself referred to a rBa bZed
in his own Chos ’byur in another context (f. 93b2). Moreover, Bu
ston’s source for the section in his Chos *byuti on the Great Debate
may well have been a sBa bZed; at any rate, the accounts of it we
find in both texts are clearly closely related. And the later
accounts in many Chos ’byun texts rely on either Bu ston or the
sBa bZed, or on both. In his mKhas pa’i dga’ ston completed in
1564, dPa’ bo gTsug lag phren ba (1504—1566) has quoted an
‘Alternative Tradition’ in a form that is practically identical with
the one found in the unsupplemented version of the sBa bZed
(G, pp. 72—73). Most important in this context, however, is the
fact that Sa skya Pandi ta Kun dga’ rgyal mtshan (1182—1251)
much earlier referred to a dPa’ bZed (or dBa’ bZed) in his
discussions of the Hva $an Madhiyana’s teachings.

139 In the sBa bZed, S, p. 5o, sBa Ratna is mentioned as the first Tibetan monk; but
compare Bu ston, Chos ’byuri, f. 1273, and Tucci, Minor Buddhist texts, II, p. 19.
Z. Yamaguchi (Hirakawa felicitation volume, Tokyd, 1975, p. 641 f.) has identified dPal
dbyans = sBa San §i with sBa Ratna. Bu ston, Chos ’byur, f. 128a, distinguishes between
dPal dbyans and Bha (sic) Ratna. The sBa bZed (S, p. 50) may identify 'Ba’ Khri gzigs with
sBa Ratna, and (S, p. 51) 'Ba’ Khri (b)zer (San §i ta) with dPal dbyans (?). Compare sBa
bZed, G, pp. 58—59, 76, where the equivalences sBa Khri gzigs = sBa dPal dbyans =sBa
San §i (ta) have been indicated in small type; cf. p. 64.

140 Imaeda, Journal asiatique, p. 126; Demiéville in M. Soymié (ed.), Contributions aux
études sur Touen-houang, p. 4.
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In sum, despite the fact that the Supplemented Version of the
sBa bZed published by Stein must for the reasons mentioned above
be considered as a whole to be much later than the eighth
century, and although the recensions of the sBa bZed now
available to us differ in wording and in many details, there would
nevertheless seem to exist no compelling reason to reject as
completely spurious and unreliable the matter on which the
recensions agree in substance. And there is reason to think that
both these recensions contain ancient records or traditions (bZed
lugs) that could go back to members of the sBa family which
played so important a réle at the time of the foundation of bSam
yas and the controversy between the ‘Gradualists’ and ‘Simul-
taneists’ in late eighth-century Tibet, and that we thus have
reflected (however indirectly) in our texts of the sBa bZed the
views of major participants in these events.

Among other important earlier Tibetan historical sources, the
Bod kyi rgyal rabs, an old chronicle in some three folios only by
the Sa skya hierarch Grags pa rgyal mtshan (1147-1216), has not
entered into doctrinal matters, and this very short work contains
no reference to the Hva San and the controversy between
Gradualists and Simultaneists. And in the Chos la ’jug pa’i sgo by
the Sa skya hierarch bSod nams rtse mo (1142—1182), a work that
does include briefly at the end some Chos 'byun type material
relating to Tibet, we also find no mention of these matters. It
seems, then, that in the Sa skya historical tradition Sa skya Pandi
ta (1182—1251) was the first of the great hierarchs to direct his
attention to the controversy between Sintaraksita’s and Kamala-
§ila’s school and the Ho—shangs, which he has done in several of
his writings.

In the history by Ne u/Nel pa Pandi ta Grags pa smon lam blo
gros, the sNon gyi gtam Me tog phreri ba (dated to 1283 or 1343)
which on many points follows traditions different from those
found in the Chos ’byu# of the author’s contemporary Bu ston, 4!

141 Cf. G. Roerich, The Blue annals (Calcutta, 1949); p. viii; H. Uebach, in M. Brauen
and P. Kvaerne (eds.), Tibetan studies (Ziirich, 1978), pp. 219—230; and in B. Aziz and
M. Kapstein (eds.), Soundings in Tibetan civilization (New Delhi, 1985), p. 147 f.
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we find an allusion to the debate (rtsod pa) between the sTon min
and the rTse min (f. 22a1), the Tibetan transcriptions of the
Chinese names of the two opposed tendencies of ‘Simultaneism’
and ‘Gradualism’. Ne’u Pandi ta has however provided no details
about the doctrinal points at issue except to say, very interestin-
gly, that the Hva $an Mahiyana taught a doctrine that was in
agreement with the Mahamudra (phyag rgya chen po ’thun pa’i
grub mtha’ bzur, f. 21bs). This point had already been made
earlier by Sa skya Pandi ta.'4? Ne’u Pandi ta concludes his
account of the matter by stating (f. 22a1) that the monk
Mahiyina was defeated and reporting that it was theréupon
decreed that only Dharma (chos *ba’ Zig) — that is, evidently, the
Dharma taught by Santaraksita and Kamalasila following Nagir-
juna — should henceforth be practised in Tibet, and that non-
Dharma (chos ma yin pa) should not be practised (f. 22a2).

The account of the controversy and ensuing debate between
the ‘Gradualists’ and ‘Simultaneists’ provided by Bu ston Rin
chen grub (1290-1364) in his gSu#i rab rin po che’i mdzod
(ff. 127a—120b) has hitherto been no doubt the best known one
since it has been drawn upon by a number of later Tibetan
historians. Bu ston recounts how, in view of disagreements
between Sintaraksita’s followers such as Ye $es dban po and the
Hva $an Mahiyana, Kamala$ila was invited to Tibet to replace his
master Sintaraksita, who had recently died as the result of an
accident. A debate was then organized with the King sitting in
the centre as witness and arbiter, and with the Hva $an placed to
his right and Kamala$ila accompanied by the Tsen min to his left.
Bu ston explains that the Chinese term tsen min (pa) corresponds
to rim gyis pa ‘Gradualist’, and that the Chinese term ton mun (pa)
corresponds to gcig car ba ‘Simultaneist’. According to Bu ston’s
account, the points at issue were the Hva San’s teaching of the
need for simultaneous engagement (gcig car [du] ’jug pa) while
giving up all activity and thinking and the teaching of Kamala-
§ila’s school concerning the need for gradual engagement (rim gyis

142 See below, p. 101ff. 'Brug pa Kun legs has also spoken of a phyag rgya hva fari gi Ita
ba in his gSun 'bum, kha, f. 142 (quoted by R. A. Stein, Revue de Phistoire des religions 179
[1971], p- 10 note). Compare also the colophon of the bSam gtan mig sgron ascribed to
gNubs Sans rgyas ye Ses (Leh, 1974), . 254a, for references to the relation between the (da
lta’i) phyag chen and the teaching of the Hva $an Mahiyana.
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’jug pa) which is compared with the step-by-step ascent of a
mountain. As part of the ‘Simultaneist’ teaching, mention is made
of primal buddhahood (dari po nas satis rgyas, f. 129a—b).143 As
opponents of the Hva San’s Simultaneist teaching Bu ston
mentions dPal dbyans and Ye Ses dban po beside Kamalasila. And
Co rMa rma is mentioned as an associate of the Hva San. Already
at the beginning of the debate the King is stated by Bu ston to
have ordered that the loser should not remain. And after he had
conceded defeat the Hva $an is accordingly said to have been sent
home (rgya’i yul du brdzaris), at which point he concealed books
of his as ‘treasures’ (gter du sbas so). The King decreed that
henceforth the system (lugs) of Nagarjuna should be observed in
the domain of theory, that in the domain of praxis the ten
Dharma-practices (chos spyod) should be followed, and that the
Ton mun system was not to be permitted. Finally, according to
Bu ston, four Chinese executioners of the Hva san (hva San gi
rgya’i bfan pa mi bZi) killed Kamalasila by squeezing his kidneys;
and Ye Ses dban po then died after having given up food. As
already noted, Bu ston’s account is quite closely related to the
version we find in the sBa bZed, and it is probably based on it.
Another Tibetan history, the Deb ther dmar po (Hu lan deb ther)
composed in 1346 by Tshal pa Kun dga’ rdo rje (dGe ba’i blo
gros), merely mentions Kamala$ila and the Hva San Mahiyina
(f. 17b1 = p. 37) without, however, saying anything about a
controversy or debate between ‘Gradualists’ and ‘Simultaneists’.
The story of the Hva $an, Kamalasila and the Great Debate was
thereafter taken up by other historians of the bKa’ brgyud pa
school. It is true that in his Deb ther stion po completed in 1478 the
Karma pa historian 'Gos gZon nu dpal (1393—1481) does not
mention the Great Debate; nor does he refer to Kamalasila in
connexion with events at that time although he speaks of
Santaraksita. But he alludes to Hva $ans and to the story that one
of them left behind in Tibet one of his boots as a presage of the
spread of the Teaching in Tibet (ka, f. 21a); and he specifies that a
Hva $an prophesied that the conversion of Tibet was to be the
special responsibility (‘dul skal) of Sintaraksita, and that nobody

143 On this point see below, note 164.
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else would be of help in this task (f. 21a5). Another historian from
the Karma pa school, dPa’ bo gTsug lag phren ba (1504—66), has
on the contrary dealt in detail with the Great Debate and with the
role of Kamala$ila in his mKhas pa’i dga’ ston (ja, ff. 114a—122D).
The treatment of the Great Debate and of Kamala$ila’s role in the
Chos ’byuti bstan pa’i padma rgyas pd’i- fiin byed by the 'Brug pa
bKa’ brgyud pa Padma dkar po (1527-1592) is very closely
related to Bu ston’s account and thus to that of the sBa bZed.144

Thus, in the earlier Tibetan historical literature up to the middle
of the fourteenth century as available to us until recently, apart from
the sBa bZed the exact school-links of which are not altogether clear,
the encounter and controversy in Tibet between the ‘Gradualists’
and ‘Simultaneists’ and the Great Debate are found mentioned
above all in sources connected with the Sa skya pa and, probably, the
bKa’ gdams pa schools. Later the subject was treated by bKa’ brgyud
pa authors too such as dPa’ bo gTsug lag phren ba, who-has based his
account on the sBa bZed (including the ‘Alternative Tradition’
reproduced in the unsupplemented recension of the sBa bZed) and
has also quoted (f. 119b) Bu ston’s Chos *byuti.

II. Tee CrHOS 'BYUN ME TOG SNIN PO OF
Nax N1 ma 0D zER

The relative paucity and possible onesidedness of these older
Tibetan historical materials have now been compensated in a
most valuable and important way by the recent publication of the
Chos *byuri Me tog sfiiti po sBrat rtsi’i beud, a history of Buddhism
ascribed to the twelfth-century rNin ma author Nan Ni ma ’od
zer.1#5 For the most part, this work corroborates and supple-
ments the accounts of the encounter between ‘Gradualists’ and
‘Simultaneists’ and of the Great Debate available from the sources
mentioned above. But in certain respects it gives us a different
view of some important details.

144 Ed. Lokesh Chandra (New Delhi, 1968), f. 164b ff. For other later Tibetan sources
on the Great Debate, see G. W. Houston, Sources for a history of the bSam yas debate.

145 See: Chos byuri Me tog shiiri po sBrari rtsi’i bcud, MS A and'B, in Rin chen gter mdzod
chen po’i rgyab chos, Volumes s and 6 (Paro, 1979); and R. O. Meisezahl, Die grosse
Geschichte des tibetischen Buddhismus nach alter Tradition, Monumenta tibetica historica 1/3
(St. Augustin, 1985).
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The date of birth of Nan ral has been variously given as 1124
and 1136, and his death has been placed in either 1192 or 1204. He
is renowned as a master of the rDzogs chen, and as a Discoverer
(gter ston) of both rNin ma and Bon po texts (gter ma).14 He thus
belongs to a tradition quite different from the author(s) of the sBa
bZed, from Bu ston and the other gSar ma pa authors of later
Chos ’byuns who follow the sBa bZed and/or Bu ston in their
accounts of the Great Debate, and from Sa skya Pandi ta.

Ni ma ’od zer’s family name Nan/Myan (both spellings have
the same pronunciation) might possibly suggest a link, however
distant, with the tradition of Myan/Nan Tin ne ’dzin (bzan
po),147 the preceptor of the young Khri IDe sron btsan (Sad na
legs, reigned c. 800—8157), a disciple of Vimalamitra from whom
he received the sNin thig teaching, and hence a very important
early teacher of the rDzogs chen. As already noted above, Myan
Tin ne ’dzin bzan po figures as an opponent of sBa Ye Ses dban
po. Another master evidently connected with the Myan/Nan
tradition, Myar'l/Nar'l Sa mi, is also known as the associate of a
Hva $an sometimes known as Me ’go/mgo and of sNa Bye ma
(sBa bzed, G, p. 67—68, and S, p. 57).

The Chos ’byusi Me tog siiiri po accordingly is one of our earli-
est datable Tibetan sources concerning the encounter between
‘Gradualists’ and ‘Simultaneists’ and the Great Debate. Its author
is senior by at least half a century to Sa skya Pandi ta, who has
hitherto been our oldest securely datable authority on the subject.
The Chos ’byuti Me tog sfiiti po may then be surpassed in antiquity
only by sBa records incorporated in the sBa bZed, and perhaps by

146 On Nan ral and the question of ‘ambivalent’ — i.e. Buddhist (rDzogs chen) and
Bon po — gter stons, see A. M. Blondeau in L. Ligeti (ed.), Tibetan and Buddhist studies
commemorating the 200th anniversary of the birth of Alexander Csoma de Kérés (Budapest,
1984), p. 77 ff., and Meisezahl’s introduction to his facsimile edition of the Chos *byuti.

147 Richardson, A corpus of early Tibetan inscriptions, p. 44, regards such a connexion as
perhaps speculative. The Myari ban Tin fie *dzin (bzan po) founded the dBu ru Zva'i lha
kharn 5o miles north-east of IHa sa on the Mar ra chu. As for the Nati bdag and Nari ral Ni
ma ’od zer, though born in IHo brag, his gdan sa is to be found in Myan stod according to
the *Dzam gliti rgyas bfad (f. 65a; Wylie, p. 71). And the Myan clan to which Tin ne ’dzin
belonged may have originated in the upper valley of the Myan chu around rGya mda’
according to Richardson (Corpus, p. 44; see also Bulletin of Tibetology 4 (1967), p. 19 n. 10
on the location of Myan). Eva Dargyay has listed Myan Tin fie *dzin as an ancestor of Nan
ral Ni ma ’od zer in her Rise of esoteric Buddhism in Tibet (Delhi, 1977), p. 57, but without
clearly giving her source.
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another source stemming from the same school as Nan ral, the
bSam gtan mig sgron ascribed to gNubs Sans rgyas ye Ses the date
of which is, however, not established with certainty and which
does not in any case explicitly mention the Great Debate even
though it has much to say on the two schools of thought that then
confronted each other.

It is at all events very important for the question of the
reliability of the Tibetan accounts of the Great Debate that the
version given in the Chos ’byuri Me tog siiti po is in many parts
close to, and sometimes indeed practically identical in wording
with, the sBa bZed. In particular, this text relates the defeat of the
Hva $an Mahiyana by the ‘Gradualists’ headed by Kamala$ila and
his subsequent departure from Tibet. The only possible conclu-
sion seems then to be that if Nan ral did not actually follow the
sBa bZed in one of its recensions, he was making use of either a
source of the extant recensions of the sBa bZed or of some other
text closely related to it.

The Chos *byun Me tog siiri po thus seems effectively to dispose
of the suspicion that the account of the Great Debate and of the
Hva S$an’s defeat by Kamalasila’s school to be found in the sBa
bZed, in Bu ston’s Chos ’byu#i and in the many later sources that
give this version of events was nothing but a tendentious sectarian
fabrication of Ati$a’s bKa’ gdams pas, and of other gSar ma pas
such as the Sa skya pas and dGe lugs pas, which was concocted in
order to discredit the traditions including the Dhy2na ones
associated with the rNin ma pas/rDzogs chen pas.148 It has to be
recalled also that in his Deb ther dmar po, composed in 1346 after
the Chos byuns of both Ne’u Pandi ta and Bu ston, Kun dga’ rdo
rje has made no point of mentioning the Great Debate or the Hva
$an’s defeat, something he might be expected to have done had
this version of events been a fabrication of the gSar mas pas. It is
equally noteworthy that whereas Sa skya Pandi ta attached
importance to criticizing the Hva 3an’s teachings, the Great
Debate and the Hva 3an’s defeat have been mentioned by neither
of his two great predecessors as hierarchs of Sa skya — Grags pa

148 On the relationship between the sBa b#ed and the rNin ma tradition, see also Sog
bzlog pa, Nes don ’brug sgra, f. 6a f.
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rgyal mtshan in his Bod kyi rgyal rabs and bSod nams rtse mo in
his Chos la ’jug pa’i sgo — although these two authors were
contemporaries of the rNin ma pa Nan ral who has recounted
these things.

The account given by the rDzogs chen pa Nan ral of the Great
Debate and especially of the Hva San’s defeat is all the more
significant for the evaluation of the authenticity and reliability of
the sources containing them because at least as early as the time of
Klon chen rab ’byams pa (1308-1363) rDzogs chen pa authorities
have inclined to look on the Hva $ann Mahayana’s teachings with
favour (see below, p. 102).

On the following points the account found in the Chos *byur
Me tog sfiiti po concerning the Hva San Mahayina and the Great
Debate deserves special mention. Some of them are quite close to
what has been recorded in the sBa bZed and in.the later Tibetan
historical sources, but a few reflect noteworthy divergences from
the hitherto available accounts.

(1) The discussions between the ‘Gradualists’ and ‘Simultane-
ists’ in Tibet at the end of the eighth century are presented as
taking the form of a formal debate (rtsod pa) between two
tendencies, each engaged in trying to reach a decisive conclusion
in investigative argument (g$ags), with the Tibetan ruler himself
acting as the witness-arbiter (dpari po = saksin) between Kamala-
§ila and his Tibetan followers on the one side and the Hva San
Mahiayana and his supporters on the other.14°

That this kind of discussion taking the form of a regular
debate, familiar as it is to us from treatises on the Indian vada-

149 For the réle of the saksin in a debate, see for example Dharmakirti, Vadanyaya with
Santaraksita’s comment (ed. Dwarikadas Shastri, Varanasi, 1972), pp. 69, 107. A king’s
court is recognized as a vadadhikarana or suitable place for debate by Asanga, Abhidharma-
samuccaya, p. 104. The arbiter-witness is also known as sabhapati (e.g. in Vicaspatimisra’s
Nyayavarttikatatparyatika V. ii. 21). For later debates between Buddhists and Taoists under
the Yiian, including one in which the young "Phags pa took part in 1258 and which was
presided over as crown prince by the future emperor Qubilai, see T. Thiel, Monumenta
Serica 20 (1961), pp. 39—46.

That such a debate should have been organized and presided over (at least occasionally)
by a king or prince is accordingly in no way unusual and need not be considered as later
legend, or ‘invention of tradition’, by the Tibetan writers.
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tradition, could have been already known in Tibet at the end of
the eighth century is in accord with the likelihood that a high
degree of scholastic knowledge and skill-had been introduced in
Tibet at that time by Sintaraksita (who indeed commented on
Dharmakirti’s Vadanyaya) and Kamala§ila, and with the fact that
extensive scholastic knowledge is demonstrated a little later by
such an early Tibetan scholar as sNa nam Ye Ses sde.*5°

That just this scenario of a formal debate between Kamalaila
and the Hva $an Mahayana should have been accepted for the
controversy between the ‘Gradualists’ and ‘Simultaneists’ by the
author of the Chos *byusi Me tog sfiiri po, who belonged to a school
for which the use of philosophical debate was however anything
but characteristic, is of considerable significance for assessing the
Tibetan account of these events. This fact could be explained in
various ways. The author may simply have been relying on the
sBa bZed, or on some closely related source belonging to a
tradition that did make extensive use of debate in its philosophical
exercises. Or these traditions may have been current in at least a
section of the rNin ma school too. Or, again, it may be that
events actually took the form described in the above-mentioned
Tibetan sources. All that can be said at present is that this account
of the controversy may reflect one of the earliest Tibetan views of
these events handed down by the sBa family and accepted also by
the author of the Chos 'byusi Me tog sfiiti po, even though this
precise scenario is not known to us from the Dunhuang docu-
ments; or, on the contrary, it may be a more or less dramatized
reconstruction by Tibetan writers of a slightly later period
(possibly at the start of the phyi dar or Second Propagation of
Buddhism in Tibet) in accordance with a standard schema of
Indo-Tibetan philosophical and religious discussion.

150 Cf. for example D. Seyfort Ruegg, Journal asiatigue 1979, p. 207 ff., on sNa nam Ye
$es sde. And for a discussion of other scholastic treatises ascribed to early Tibetan authors,
see Tucci, Minor Tibetan texts, 11, p. 122 ff.

Subsequently, philosophical discussion in the form of debate appears to have been
cultivated at the very latest by the time of Phya pa Chos kyi sen ge (1109—1169) at gSan
phu Ne'u thog. This seminary was founded in 1073 by tNog Legs pa’i ¥es rab, the uncle of
rNog Blo ldan $es rab whose writings also attest a high degree of scholastic knowledge and
who acted as abbot of this seminary. The forms of religio-philosophical discussion and
debate have been set out in some detail by Sa skya Pandi ta in his mKhas ’jug (Ch. iii), the
oldest Tibetan text on the subject that appears to be available at present. Cf. now
D. Jackson, The Entrance Gate for the Wise (Section III) (Vienna, 1987).
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At all events, the fact that the Chos *byuri Me tog siiiri po does
mention a formal debate in which Kamalasila and his followers
prevailed over the Hva San Mahiyina lends no support to the
opinion that the account found in the sBa bZed and in Bu ston’s
Chos ’byufi represents nothing but a deliberate and tendentious
distortion of events by opponents of the ‘Simultaneists’ and of the
rNin ma/rDzogs chen traditions motivated by sectarian bias. An
argument ex silentio based on the absence of an explicit reference
in the Chinese documents to a formal debate between the Ho-
shang and Kamalasila or his Tibetan followers cannot be regarded
as conclusive, especially in view of the clearly polemical character
of Wang Hsi’s Cheng-li chiieh studied by Demiéville.

(2) In agreement with other sources, the Chos ’byuri Me tog sfiiti
po (f. 4332-b) has placed the master dPal dbyans among the
opponents of the Hva San and the cig char ’jug pa or ‘Chinese
theory’ (rgya’i lta ba) of the sTon min pas. This connexion is in
accord with the attachment of dPal dbyans to the 'Ba’/sBa family
(for example in the sBa bZed). Tucci!'! has entertained the
hypothesis that since a (certain) dPal dbyans is stated to have
belonged to the gNan family, and indeed to have been a disciple
of Vimalamitra and gNags Jiznakumira,152 the attachment of
the participant in the debate named dPal dbyans to the party of
Kamala$ila and sBa Ye $es dban po may simply reflect a desire on
the part of the author(s) of the sBa bZed to glorify their own
family. But the fact that the Chos *byuri Me tog sfiiti po also regards
this dPal dbyans as an associate of Kamala$ila and Ye Ses dban po
goes against this hypothesis; and the alternative view considered
by Tucci, namely that we have here two different masters having
the same name, is the likely one. It should be noted, moreover,
that the words ascribed to dPal dbyans in this Chos *byu#i, in one
version of the sBa bZed (G, p. 70) and in the mKhas pa’i dga’ ston
(ja, f. 117b) are ascribed in the Zabs btags ma version of the sBa
bZed (S, p. 59) to a certain San $i, a name (or title) borne by
another member of the 'Ba’ family (S, p. 17.15). (Strangely, the

151 G. Tucci, Minor Buddhist texts, ii, pp. 20—21, 150. Cf. Demiéville, in: M. Soymié
(ed.), Contributions aux études sur Touen-houang, p. 11 (referring to Z. Yamaguchi).

152 See mKhas pa’i dga’ ston, tha, f. 25a (p. 215.7); Deb ther stion po, ga, f. 2a (p. 104). On
gNan dPal dbyans see R. Kimura, Journal asiatique, 1981, pp. 191-2.
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Supplemented Version of the sBa bZed then (S, p. 60) ascribes to
dPal dbyans the intervention in the Great Debate which the
unsupplemented version (G, p. 70—71) attributes to Ye $es dban
po.)

(3) In its account of the Great Debate the Chos ’byusi Me tog
sfiin po (f. 433b2) mentions, in the intervention ascribed to the
master dPal dbyans, a trifurcation of the ‘middle Nikiyas’ (? dbus
sde rnam gsum). What is meant by this enigmatic expression is
unfortunately not clear.152

However, in this connexion both recensions of the sBa bZed —
G (p. 70.16) where dPal dbyans is also mentioned as the speaker,
and S (p. 60.5) where San §i is named as the speaker — as well as
Bu ston’s Chos ’byuti (f. 129a6) and the mKhas pa’i dga’ ston (ja,
f. 118a1) all read dbu ma rnam gsum. Now, if the reference were to
the three well-known schools of the Madhyamaka (dbu ma)
recognized by the later Tibetan doxographers, this passage could
hardly be dated before the eleventh or twelfth century when, as a
consequence of the activity of Pa tshab Ni ma grags (said to have
been born in 1055) and his associates, the *Prisanigika (Thal gyur
ba) branch of the Madhyamaka first became established in Tibet
in addition to the (Sautrintika-)Sviatantrika and the (Svitantrika-)
Yogicira-Madhyamaka branches already recognized by the
ninth century. At all events, it seems highly unlikely that dPal
dbyans (or San §i) should have spoken of three branches of the
Madhyamaka in Tibet at the end of the eighth century, when
none of the known sources of that period seems ever to mention
this third branch.

The reading dbus sde in the Chos *byun Me tog sfiiri po seems to
place the problem in a different light, and it might even be
supposed to reflect an earlier version of the passage in question
(although it is not clear to what the expression dbus sde might
refer). On the other hand, the reading dbus sde might represent a

1522 The problem is compounded by the fact that in another historical work giving an
account of the Great Debate and also ascribed to Nan ral — the Mi tje lhas mdzad Byar
chub sems dpa’ sems dpa’ chen po chos rgyal mes dbon rnam gsum gyi rnam par thar pa, Rin po
che’i phresi ba published in 1980 at Paro — we read dbu ma rnam pa lria ma mthun te ston min 1
char du ’jug mchis te (f. 125b4—5). (The authorship of this work is not clear, and one folio is
missing just before the last page of the reprint.)
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correction, by Nan ral or by a source or a redactor of his, of the
reading dbu ma rnam gsum. For the earlier rNin ma/rDzogs chen
authors did not ordinarily recognize three branches of the
Madhyamaka;*33 in addition, the author (or a redactor) of the
Chos "byur Me tog sfiiri po could well have been aware of the fact
that this triple division of the Madhyamaka was not recognized in
Tibet at the time of the Great Debate. Nevertheless, it must be
noted that our Chos ’byus itself explicitly mentions (f. s12a) both
Candrakirti — the main source of the *Prisangika branch of the
Madhyamaka — and Pa tshab Ni ma grags — reputedly its first:
major Tibetan proponent; but it has done so without mentioning
the Thal "gyur ba (*Prasangika) as a distinct, third branch of the
Madhyamaka.

(4) Concerning the circumstances of Kamalasila’s death after
the Great Debate, the author of the Chos ’byuri Me tog siiiti po
differs from the account we find in the sBa bZed, and he diverges
completely from the version found in Bu ston’s Chos ’byusi and
the related sources.

According to the sBa bZed (G, p. 77—78; S, p. 64) and the mKhas
pa’i dga’ ston (ja, f. 122b6), Kamala§ila was murdered by
executioners (gSed ma) despatched by the mu stegs pa. This name,
corresponding to Skt. tirthika/tirthakara, designates a non-Bud-
dhist, and in particular a Hindu sectarian. What mu stegs pa was
intended to denote in this context is, however, uncertain.'54 And
the difficulty is compounded from the point of view of the

Tibetan tradition by the fact that, in the prophetic testament he is
supposed to have given Khri Sron lde btsan, Sintaraksita is
recorded to have foretold that after his death there would no

153 The *Prasangika school of Madhyamaka is not known to the bSam gtan mig sgron.
Ron zom Chos kyi bzan po (eleventh century) mentions only the mDo sde dbu ma and
the rNal ’byor spyod pa’i dbu ma in his Man riag Ita phreti *grel pa (f. 28b), ITa ba’i brjed
byari (f. 11b—12a) and Grub mtha’ brjed byati (f. sa—6a). However, Klon chen rab ’byams pa
(1308—1363) has recognized the *Prasangika branch, for example in the Grub mtha’ mdzod
(f. 54b f. ~ 40a £).

154 Tucci has supposed that Kamalasila may have been killed by Bon pos (Minor
Buddhist texts, I, p. 45). But since the reference is to executioners from China, could the
mu stegs pa in this case have been Taoists (or even Buddho-Taoists)? On Taoism in Tibet at
this time, see Demiéville in M. Soymié (ed.), Contributions aux études sur Touen-houang,
p. 6. Compare for example the Li’i yul luti bstan pa, translated by F. W. Thomas, Tibetan
literary texts and documents concerning Chinese Turkestan, I (London, 1935), p. 84.
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longer be any mu stegs pas in Tibet, but that instead a split would
develop in the Buddhist Dharma itself.155 Bu ston (or possibly a
source of his) may have noticed this discrepancy between the
account that Kamalasila was murdered by an agent of the mu stegs
pa and what Sintaraksita had foretold in his testament, which he
has recorded in his Chos ’byur.15¢ For according to Bu ston
Kamalasila was murdered by four executioners from China
belonging to the Hva 3an (hva $an gi rgyd’i bSan pa mi bZi,
f. 129b6), a version of events that was later followed by Padma
dkar po (Chos ’byus, f. 16526) among others. In other words, Bu
ston (or a source) may have engaged in a kind of rational
reconstruction of events and concluded — given what Sintaraksita
was held to have foretold — that it must have been the Ho-shang’s
party that was responsible for Kamalasila’s alleged murder. In
these circumstances, fully satisfactory grounds hardly exist for
explaining Bu ston’s version (along with that of Padma dkar po
and others) by simply ascribing to him a desire to denigrate the
Ho-shang.

It is of special interest to observe in this connexion that the
Chos *byusi Me tog siiiri po (f. 138a) not only knows nothing of Bu
ston’s version mentioning executioners sent by the Hva $an as
Kamalasila’s murderers but distances itself from the sBa bZed’s
account of a murder by agents of the mu stegs pa by qualifying it
as a report by means of the verb zer ba ‘it is said’. And it states
instead that Kamala$ila was killed by an Indian servant Dhana$rl
who was looking for gold.

(5) In the Chos ’byusi Me tog siiiri po (f. 429b—430a) it is related
that at the start of the Great Debate at the Byan chub glin of
bSam yas the King decreed that the loser should, as the price of
defeat, receive a punishment (chad pa gcod do), which is however
not specified. But no mention is made in this text of the
banishment from Tibet by royal command of the Hva $an
Mahiyana after he lost the debate. According to this account the

155 sBabzed, G, pp. 66, 72; and S, p. 56; Bu ston, Chos ’byur, f. 127b; dPa’ bo gTsug lag
phren. ba, mKhas pa’i dga’ ston, ja, f. 115b. Cf. Chos "byuri Me tog siri po, f. 427b—428a.

156 Bu ston, Chos ’byur, f. 127b. It should however be noted that the teaching of non-
activity which was Mo-ho-yen’s, and to which Kamalasila refers in his Bhavanakrama (iii,
p. 20), has been connected by Kamalasila with teachings of the mu stegs can (tirthikas) called
kun tu tshol ba, evidently the Ajivikas. See below, p. 142.
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Hva $an left, apparently voluntarily, not for China but for Bodh
Gayi (rDo rje gdan) in India (f. 4362-b).

In the sBa bZed (G, p. 75 and S, p. 62) it is related that the Hva
$an returned to China (slar rgya nag tu gSegs) (ct. mKhas pa’i dga’
ston, ja, f. 119a). The rGyal rabs gsal ba’i me lori (p. 182) too states
that he departed (b2Zud pa) for China. For their part, Bu ston
(Chos ’byuri, f. 128b2) and Padma dkar po (Chos ’byur,
f. 165a3—4) report that already at the very start of the Great
Debate the Tibetan monarch decreed that the loser was not to
remain in his realm; and these two sources relate that after losing
the debate the Hva $an was sent off (rdzo#i ba) —i.e. probably, was
banished — to China (Bu ston, f. 129b6; Padma dkar po, f. 16525).
Wang Hsi’s Cheng-li chiieh on the other hand refers neither to a
defeat nor to the banishment of Mo-ho-yen; and it mentions (f.
120a) an official edict authorizing the practice of his Dhyana
teaching. The Chinese material indicates furthermore that Mo-
ho-yen returned to Dunhuang.157

The discrepancies in the accounts of the fate of Ho-shang Mo-
ho-yen after the Great Debate have given rise to the hypothesis
that he was involved in more than one debate, and that whereas
he won the earlier debate he was finally defeated in a later one.158
This is of course not impossible, but it would be as difficult to
prove as it would be to disprove on the basis of the available
evidence; it is at least equally possible that the divergence between
the accounts reflects not the different outcome of two or more
debates, but differing views of a single set of events.

(6) Of special interest is the account given in the Chos ’byur Me
tog siiri po of the fate of the Hva San Mahayana’s teaching in
Tibet.

Both recensions of the sBa bZed (G, p. 75; 2, p. 62) and the
mKhas pa’i dga’ ston (ja, f. 119a) relate that the Tibetan ruler
condemned the practice of the Hva 3an’s Dharma (known as the

157 See Demiéville, Concile, pp. 253 and 278, who has identified Mo-ho-yen with a
Chinese Bhadanta living at Dunhuang after the time of the Great Debate and occupying a
high post in the local administration there. Cf. Imaeda, Journal asiatique, 1975, p. 140—1I.

158 Demiéville distinguished at least three distinct sessions; see T’ oung Pao 56 (1970),
pp. 40—42. See also D. Ueyama, T6ho gakuhd 35 (1964), pp. 141—214, with Demiéville’s
summary in T’oung Pao s6, pp. 29—43 (and pp. 43—44 on Z. Yamaguchi’s critique of
Ueyama); Imaeda, Journal asiatique 1975, pp. 126, 129, 140.
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ston min pa cig char ’jug). And the Zabs btags ma versisn (S, p. 62),
followed by the mKhas pa’i dga’ ston (f. 119a), further specifies
that the King decreed that henceforth the theory of Nigirjuna
should be accepted and that in the sphere of practice the Six
Perfections should be adhered to. This version is followed in
substance by Bu ston (Chos ’byus, f. 129b) and Padma dkar po
(Chos byusi, f. 165a). In the words of Ne’u Pandi ta’s Chos *byu#i
(f. 22a), after the defeat of the Hva 3an, non-Dharma (chos ma yin
pa) was not to be practised, and Dharma alone (chos ’ba’ Zig) —
that is, evidently, the Dharma taught by Kamalasila following
Santaraksita and, ultimately, Nigirjuna — was to be practised.
Interestingly, the Blon po bka'i thati yig (f. 28a), a section of the
bKa’ thati sde lia which reproduces rDzogs chen traditions (cf.
Pelliot tibétain 116), specifies that it was the Yoga-Madhyamaka
(rnal *byor dbu ma’i gZusi) that was to be followed, but without
mentioning Kamala$ila in this connexion; this source in fact states
that the ston mun cig car ’jug pa is the Madhyamaka.

Now the Chos *byuri Me tog sfiiri po (f. 435b) relates that, after
the Hva $ann Mahiyana had conceded defeat in the Great Debate,
-the debate was reconciled on the side of Dharma (rtsod pa chos
phyogs su ’dum par byas so). And the King declared that in
substance there was no disagreement (don la mi mthun pa tsam mi
’dug ste) between the two parties to the debate, and that with
respect to the method of practising the Path the Hva San’s
Dharma, known as the cig char du ’jug, is a teaching concerning
persons whose faculties are highly developed (dbari po yari rab
sbyatis pa can gyis chos [variant from Ms B: lam] yin la).15° But, the
King added, the ten Dharma-practices had been condemned [by
the Hva $an] starting with the case of those whose faculties are
middling (dbari po ’briti man chad chos spyod bcu la skyon bskal):
Mind thus becomes drowsy (sems ni byin), good equipment
(tshogs = sambhara) is not accumulated, and because others’ men-
tal training is interrupted the Dharma also declines and is
interrupted. And, the King concludes, you [i.e. the Hva $an] must
practise meditative realisation (bsgoms $ig). Henceforth, in the
sphere of theory (lta ba), the theory of Nagarjuna should be

159 On the highly developed faculties (dbari po rnon po = tiksnendriya) required to
penetrate the Hva $an’s teaching, see also above p. 66.
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accepted, and in the sphere of praxis (spyod pa) the Six Perfections
should be practised; the ten Dharma-practices (chos spyod bcu)
should be exercised; in the sphere of meditative realization (bsgom
pa) mental training is through the three kinds of discriminative
understanding (Sfes rab = prajfid); Means (thabs = upaya) and
Prajiii should be yoked together (zu#i du ’brel bar gyis), and one
should engage thus in meditative realization. ‘

This version of the King’s decree does not, it is true, actually
disagree with the words found in the sBa bZed, most of which it
contains while omitting only a few. But by including several
additional phrases the Chos *byuri Me tog sfiiti po has nevertheless
put another complexion on the Great Debate and the King’s
decree following it. Thus, the King’s remark that the Hva San
Mahiyana’s teaching does not disagree in substance with that of
Kamalasila’s school and that it is the teaching (chos) — or,
according to a variant reading, the Path (lam) — followed by
advanced disciples effaces the radical opposition between the
‘Gradualist’ and the ‘Simultaneist’.160

Nevertheless, in the Chos *byuri Me tog sfiiti po there is recorded
the King’s decree to the effect that Nigirjuna’s theory was
thenceforth to be accepted, and that the practice of the Paramitas
and the yoking together in yuganaddha of Upiya and Prajfia
should be observed. v

Interestingly, the bSam gtan mig sgron has quoted (f. 23b—24a) a
verse from the rTen ’brel siiti po, stating that it provides the source
for the meditative realization of the sTon mun, in other words of
the Hva $an Mahiyana’s school. Now this r Ten ’brel siiiri po must
be the Pratityasamutpadakarikas ascribed to Nigirjuna; for the
verse quoted corresponds to verse 7 of this text (which is
paralleled by Ratnagotravibhaga i. 154 and Abhisamayalamkara
v.21, and partially by Asvaghosa’s Saundaranandakavya xiii.
44).1%t It thus appears that an important rDzogs chen text that

160 This view of the matter is similar to the one attested in the bSam gtan mig sgron. And
it is even attested in an intervention in the Great Debate ascribed either to sBa dPal dbyans
or San §i (see below, p. 86).

161 This verse is quoted also in the dMyigs su med pa tshul gcig pa’i gZuri (Pelliot tib. 116),
f. 164 (cf. F. Faber, Acta Orientalia 46 [1985], pp. 71—72), and in Vimalamitra’s Cig car ’jug
pa ram par mi rtog pa’i bsgom don (D, f. 10b). For a recent discussion of the
Pratityasamutpadahrdayakarikas, see C. Dragonetti, WZKS 30 (1986), pp. 109—22 (where
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treats the ‘Simultaneist’ doctrine favourably has gone so far as to
cite a text elsewhere usually ascribed to Nigirjuna as a major
source for the Hva $an’s school.12 This significant linkage is not
weakened, from the point of view of the Tibetan tradition, by
the fact that the results of modern scholarship make it unlikely
that Nagarjuna was actually the author of this verse, which fits
rather into a distinct doctrinal complex (with which the Hymnic
Corpus ascribed to Nigirjuna may, however, be connected).

Finally, the relationship between twenty-one Indian Aciryas
and five (Chinese) Hva 3ans has been described in the Chos *byuti
Me tog sfitri po (f. 437b) as a peaceful one at the Byams pa glin,
after the defeat of the Hva $an Mahiyana in the Great Debate at
the Byan chub glin of bSam yas and his departure for Bodh Gaya
in India.

Even according to the sBa traditions, a leading member of this
family — dPal dbyans or San 51 — remarked during the course of
the Great Debate that although there indeed existed a difference
as to ‘means of access’ (jug sgo) between the ‘Simultaneists’ and
‘Gradualists’ the two were nonetheless broadly in agreement as to
their doctrines concerning the attainment of buddhahood. In
other words, their doctrines of the Fruit ("bras bu) were generally
in harmony; and the disagreement between the two parties in the
Great Debate concerned their respective theories of practice of
the Path.'63 Kamala$ila’s followers also rejected the idea of
original Awakening (dati po nas satis rgyas).164

(7) The Chos ’byuri Me tog sfiiri po (f. 436b) rejects as false

they are tentatively ascribed to a certain Suddhamati, a Midhyamika author of perhaps
before the sixth century).

162 Nigirjuna is quoted elsewhere in texts belonging to the Dhyana-tradition, for
example in Pelliot tibétain 116 (f. 164), where he is placed before a seven-membered line
(bdun rgyud) beginning with Bo de dar ma ta la, and culminating in Ma ha yan.

Compare also Thu'u bkvan Blo bzan Chos kyi fii ma, Grub mtha’ fel gyi me lori, tGya
nag Chapter, f. 11b—13b, on the siiri po don gyi brgyud pa and the tsuri men (pa), a line that
includes the Hva $an Mahiyina at its end, and Nigarjuna, Aryadeva and Rihula towards
its beginning. See below, p. 117f.

163 See sBa bZed, G, p. 70.18~19, mKhas pa’i dga’ ston, f. 118a2, and Chos *byuri Me tog
sfiifi po, f. 433b3—4 (quoting dPal dbyans); sBa bZed, S, p. 60.6—7 (quoting San §i): ’jug sgo
tha dad kyati satis rgyas (thob par *dod par) (g)cig (Zes) ’bras bu (*dod pa) (cig la) (don gyi) (spyi)
mthun pa ... (The reading of the Chos ’byuri Me tog sfiiti po is problematical here.)

164 See sBa bZed, S, p. 60.10 (quoting dPal dbyans); G, p. 70.23; mKhas pa’i dga’ ston,
f. 118a3; Chos ’byuri Me tog siiiti po, f. 433b6 (quoting Ye Ses dban po): cig char (du) ’jug na
(khyed) da duti (ruri) ci byed dari po nas satis rgyas na ci fies...
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rumour the reports that the Hva San Mahiyina immolated
himself in fire after his defeat in debate or, alternatively, that in
despair (yid mug pa) he left for home after leaving behind one of
his boots as a token of the future spread of his teaching in Tibet.

Such a case of self-immolation, followed by death facing in the
direction of the Sukhivati-heaven, of a Chinese master (rgya nag
mkhan po) — according to the context apparently the Hva fan
Mahiyina himself — is in fact reported in part of the ‘Alternative
Tradition’ of the sBa bZed (G, p. 75; but not reproduced in dPa’
bo gTsug lag phren ba’s mKhas pa’i dga’ ston, f. 120). Both
recensions of the sBa bZed have nevertheless elsewhere recounted
that the Hva San left for China after having first constructed a
temple in Tibet (G, p. 76; S, p. 62—63). The false rumour to
which the Chos ’byusi Me tog sfiiti po refers is then perhaps the
account found in the ‘Alternative Tradition’ of the sBa bZed.

Such an auto-da-fé by setting fire to the head carried out by a
Hva $an after having lost an argument is however reported in
both recensions of the sBa bZed (G, p. 68.1; S, p. §7.12), but only
one version specifies that he thereupon died (G, p. 68.1; cf. also
mKhas pa’i dga’ ston, ja, f. 11525 and 116b4). The Hva $an who
thus immolated himself is, however, given the suggestive name,
or probably rather epithet, of Me mgo/Me ’go, literally ‘Fire-
head’ (see also sBa bZed, S, p. 10.1 and p. s52). This appellation
could well be based on the Chinese practice of lighting a lamp on
the top of a monk’s head at the time of ordination,5 and it may
then have been reinterpreted as signifying that the Ho-shang
immolated himself.166 The reports of this Hva $an’s auto-da-fé
are doubtless influenced in addition by the practice of ritual self-
cremation occasionally adopted by monks in East (and South
East) Asia.167

It is interesting to observe that in this context the Chos ’byur

165 Cf. J. J. M. de Groot, Le code du Mahdyina en Chine (Amsterdam, 1893),
pp- 218—220; cf. pp. s0—51I, 220 ff.

166 For such suicides by Tibetans (!) in the Cheng-li chiieh, see Demiéville, Concile,
PP- 41—42.

167 For a bibliography of this practice, see Tucci, Minor Buddhist texts, I, pp. 10, 284;
E. Lamotte, Traité de la Grande Vertu de Sagesse (Louvain, 1949), p. 740 n. I; J. Filliozat,
Journal asiatique, 1963, pp. 21—51, and Arts asiatiques 15 (1967), pp. 65—88; P. Demiéville,
Choix détudes bouddhigues (Leiden, 1973), pp. xxxviii—xxxix, 264—S5. See below, pp. 149—50.
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Me tog siiiti po (f. 429by) relates that the Hva $an Mi/Me go died (?
bro dor),168 while his associates — Nan Sa mi, rNog and sNa1é® —
‘contracted illness’ (na tsha skyed). The Zabs btags ma version of
the sBa bZed (S, p. 57) also states that the three ‘contracted illness’.
Another version of the sBa bZed however specifies that they died
as the result of self~-mutilation (G, p. 67-68; cf. mKhas pa’i dga’
ston, ja, f. 116D).
 As for the report that the Hva San Mahayina departed for
China after leaving his boot behind in Tibet, it is found also in
the ‘Alternative Tradition’ of the sBa b%ed (G, p. 75.8, not
reproduced in the mKhas pa’i dga’ ston, f. 120). The motif of the
boot left behind is known also in connexion with another Hva
$an (perhaps one connected with sBa gSal snan in the sBa bZed,
G, p.9~S, p.8).170 The association of this motif with
Bodhidharma is of course known from the Chinese Ch’an
tradition; and in Tibetan sources it is found in connexion with
the Dhyana-master Bodhi-Dharmottira in the bSam gtan mig
- sgron (f. 12b).171

(8) It is significant that in the Chos ’byuri Me tog siiiri po
(f. 425’a6) the expression dkar po chig thub — a term presumably
borrowed from the vocabulary of Tibetan pharmacology and
denoting in the present context a spiritual sovereign remedy — is
recorded as a description, based on a medical metaphor, of the
Hva san Mahayana’s ‘spontaneist’ and cognitively nativist teach-
ing of face-to-face intuitive confrontation with and comprehen-
sion of Mind (sems #io ’phrod pa, etc.).

The same expression is found in addition in the ‘Alternative

168 See Chos 'byuti Me tog siifi po, f. 426b4, where the expression bro bor is found. In
standard classical Tibetan, bro bor ba and bro dor ba mean ‘to swear an oath’ (mna’ bskyal
ba[skyel ba). In the present context, however, not only does this meaning not fit well but
the corresponding passages in the parallel sources indicate that the appropriate meaning is
‘to die’ (5 in sBa bZed, G, p. 68.1, and in dPa’ bo gTsug lag phren ba’s mKhas pa’i dga’ ston,
ja, f. 116by4; *das in mKhas pa’i dga’ ston, ja, f. 115a5).

169 See above, p. 61.

170 See also *Gos gZon nu dpal, Deb ther srion po, ka, f. 21a3 (Roerich, p. 41); bSod
nams rgyal mtshan, rGyal rabs gsal ba’i me losi (ed. Kuznetsov), p. 182. Cf. bSam gtan mig
sgron, . 12 (in connexion with ‘Bodhidharmottira’); mGon po skyabs, rGya nag chos *byur
(Sichuan ed., 1983), p. 122. See also G. Tucci, Tibetan painted scrolls (Rome, 1949), p. 615
n. 252, and Minor Buddhist texts, Il (Rome, 1958), p. 44.

17t Compare Thu'u bkvan Blo bzan Chos kyi fii ma, Grub mtha’ Sel gyi me losi, rGya
nag Chap., f. 13a.
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Tradition’ of the sBa bZed (G, pp. 72—75), from where dPa’ bo
gTsug lag phren ba has taken it (mKhas pa’i dga’ ston, ja,
f. 120a6—7). And it is known too from Sa skya Pandi ta’s
treatment of the Hva $an’s teaching in connexion with his
criticism of the Neo-Mahimudri (da lta’i phyag rgya chen po) and
Chinese-style tDzogs chen (rgya nag lugs kyi rdzogs chen).172 A
corresponding medical concept is, moreover, found in Wang
Hsi’s Cheng-li chiieh (f. 146b); there, in the context of Mo-ho-
yen’s own presentation of his teaching on non-reflection and
non-examination, the Mahaparinirvanasitra is quoted on the
subject of the medicine called agada, which is said to heal all
illnesses.*73

This attestation in the Chos ’byuri Me tog siiti po — which as seen
above is not unfavourable to the Hva $an Mahayana — of the
expression dkar po chig thub as a description of the ‘Simultaneist’
teaching, supported as it is by the presence of a parallel medical
description ascribed to Mo-ho-yen himself in the Cheng-li chiieh,
disposes of the suspicion that the comparison with the Hva $an’s
teaching of certain other doctrines current in Tibet that also made
use of the image of the dkar po chig thub as a spiritual panacea was
arbitrary and nothing but a transparent polemical device used by
Tibetan opponents of these later teachings such as Sa skya Pandi
ta (see below, Chap. iii).

In sum, largely concordant accounts of the Great Debate
between the ‘Gradualists’ headed by Kamalasila and represented
in addition by Ye Ses dban po and dPal dbyans — both members
of the sBa family — on the one side and the Ho-shang Mo-ho-yen
associated with Myan/Nan Sa mi and other Tibetan followers on
the other side have been handed down in the traditions of the sBa
family (sBa bZed) followed by Sa skya Pandi ta and Bu ston, and
perhaps also by Ne’u Pandi ta, and in the Chos *byuri Me tog sfiiti

172 See Sa skya Pandi ta, sDom gsum rab dbye, f. 25b—26b. Cf. Thub pd’i dgotis pa rab tu
gsal ba, f. 48b—s0b, s9b; and sKyes bu dam pa rnams la spriri ba'i yi ge f. 3a ff.

173 See Fa-hsien’s Chinese translation of the Mahaparinirvanasitra (T 376, p. 893b), a
passage that is however not found in the other Chinese translations according to
Demiéville, Concile, p. 122 n. 7. In the Mahaparinirvansitra it is, moreover, the Siitra itself
that is compared with the agada. Cf. Hobagirin, p. 180, s.v. Akada.
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po by the rDzogs chen master of the Nan family, Ni ma ’od zer.
Assuming that the ascriptions of these texts are not wholly
without foundation — and no reason to think otherwise has so far
emerged — the account of the Great Debate and the issues
addressed in it can be securely traced back at least as far as the
early thirteenth century, in other words to no less than a century
before Bu ston and to a time just before Sa skya Pandi ta. No
cogent reason has appeared either for supposing that sBa tradi-
tions, at least in their core, are not even older. Indeed — except of
course for the supplemented version of the sBa bZed, which
continues down to the time of Atifa, and the very end of the
unsupplemented version, which records events after the death of
Ye Ses dban po — the sBa traditions may go back essentially to the
time of sBa gSal snan (identified with Ye Ses dban po) and dPal
dbyans, two of Mo-ho-yen’s main opponents in the Great
Debate.

As for the Chos *byusi Me tog sfiiti po, the question arises as to
whether its author, Na#i ral Ni ma *od zer, could have made use of
records going back as far as Nan/Myan Sa mi — an early advocate
of ‘Simultaneist’ teachings and apparently an associate of the Hva
fan known as Me mgo/Me ’go, of sNa Bye ma la/mNa’ Bi
ma,!74 and perhaps of Mo-ho-yen himself?75 — and Myari ban
Tin ne ’dzin bzan po — a supporter of the Ho-shangs and an
opponent of Ye Ses dban po.

Now, if the sBa bZed and sources such as the writings of Sa skya
Pandi ta, Bu ston’s Chos ’byuri and the mKhas pa’i dga’ ston which
agree with it have transmitted records of the sBa family going
back to the time of the Great Debate whilst the Chos *byusi Me tog
sfiti po might perhaps be conjectured to reflect, at least to some
degree, ancient traditions of the Myan/Nan family, it will be all
the more significant that the account of the events surrounding
the Great Debate found in the latter Chos ’byusi agrees fairly
closely with the account in the sBa traditions. At all events, on
several points of importance in the present context, the Chos
"byuti Me tog siifi po hardly differs more from one or the other of
the sBa bZed versions than these differ from each other. Hence, if
Nan ral was not actually following a version of the sBa records, it

174 See above, pp. 61, 88. 175 See sBa bZed, G, pp. 65—68, and S, pp. 55—57.
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must be concluded that he was drawing either on a closely related
text or on some older common source.'76

Therefore, and despite some-important differences such as the
ones noted above, the very considerable degree of agreement
between the sBa records and the Chos *byuri Me tog siiiri po lends
support if not to the assumption that the controversy and debate
between Kamalaéila’s school and the Hva 3an(s) actually took
place in exactly the way related in these sources, then at least to the
likelihood that these accounts are not mere fabrications by post-
twelfth-century gSar ma pa writers motivated by hostility to the
teachings of the eighth-century ‘Simultaneists’ and the rDzogs
chen pas.

It has to be borne in mind too that if Kamala$ila and the Hva
$an Mahayana figure in a kind of complementary theoretical-
opposition to each other, Sintaraksita and Padmasambhava — a
major source of the rNin ma tradition — stood in a relation of
complementary suppletion according to the sources. Thus, in our
sources there can be no question of an undifferentiated blanket
rejection of all that is rINin ma or rDzogs chen; and it will not be
possible either to hold that the rejection of the Hva 3an and his
teachings was simply inspired by hostility to rDzogs chen with
which his teachings bear a certain typological affinity that did not
go unrecognized by rNin ma pa authorities (see below, p. 102).

In the historiography of Tibetan religion and philosophy
matters are seldom so simple as-to be explainable merely by a
conspiracy theory. If alterations and distortions of historical
events have actually taken place, then both the causes and the

176 In his rGya nag hva Sari gi byuti tshul grub mtha’i phyogs sria beas sa bon tsam smos pa,
f. 14a, Tshe dban nor bu has referred also to the sBa bZed in connexion with the differences
between the Chinese Ho-shangs and the Indian Siddhintas, as well as to the bSam gtan mig
gi ’grel pa (i.e. the bSam gtan mig sgron) of gNubs Rin po che.

Furthermore, as already noted, monks of the dBa’/sBa and Myan families were already
linked as disciples of Sintaraksita according to the Turkestan (Sa cu) document published
by F. W. Thomas (see above, n. 107 and n. 110). Later, a certain sBa sgom was the disciple
of Myan Ses rab *byun gnas of the dBu ru Zva’i lha khan founded by Myan Tin rie *dzin,
and a contemporary of Myan Byan chub grags (Myan Sa ba can); see gZon nu dpal, Deb
ther stion po, ga, f. 33b (=p. 173—4). -

For a later rNin ma view of the Great Debate as reported in the sBa b#ed and as discussed
by Sa skya Pandi ta, in addition to Tshe dban nor bu’s work already cited above see Sog
bzlog pa Blo gros rgyal mtshan, gSari stiags stia ’gyur la bod du rtsod pa stia phyir byuti ba
rmams kyi lan du brjod pa, ties don ’brug sgra, ff. 6a ff. and 1172—120b.
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processes of these changes are probably fairly complex. Much
historical, religious and philosophical analysis remains to be done
on the eighth-century encounter in Tibet between ‘Gradualism’
and ‘Simultaneism’ for which the documentation is multifarious
and sometimes opaque. An attempt in this direction will be made
in the two following essays.
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Models of Buddhism in Contact and
Opposition in Tibet: Religious and
Philosophical Issues in the Great
Debate of bSam yas

WHAT then were the fundamental questions at issue in the
encounter between Sintaraksita’s and Kamalasila’s Yogicara-
Madhyamaka school on the one side and on the other the
doctrines of the Ho-shangs teaching in Tibet and the Dunhuang
area with Mo-ho-yen (Mahayina/Mahi yan) amongst the best
known of them?

In his Bhavanakrama (Ill, ed. Tucci, pp. 13—14) Kamala$ila has
given the following summary of some teachings that represent
the views of an unnamed opponent:

A certain [teacher] has the following opinion: ‘It is because
of the force of good and bad deeds (Subhasubhakarman),
produced through mental construction (cittavikalpa), that
sentient beings (sattva) revolve in the round of existences
(samsara), experiencing the fruits of deeds (karmaphala) such
as heaven (svargadi).'”7 Those who on the contrary neither

' think on anything (na kimcic cintayanti) nor perform any
deed whatever are completely freed (parimuc-) from the
round of existences. Therefore nothing is to be thought on
(na kimcic cintayitavyam), nor is salutary conduct (kusalacarya)
consisting in generosity and the like (danadi) to be practised.
It is only in respect to foolish people (mirkhajana) that
salutary conduct consisting in generosity and the like has
been indicated (nirdista).’

177 Cf. Wang Hsi’s Cheng-li chiieh, f. 134a ff. (translated by Demiéville, Concile,
pp. 75 ff.); Stein 468 (cf. L. Gémez, in R. Gimello and P. Gregory [eds.], Studies in Ch’an
and Hua-yen [Honolulu, 1983], p. 107); Pelliot tibétain 21 (cf. L. Gémez, Studies, p. 124).
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Several lines further on in the same text Kamala$ila again cites
(p. 14) the assertion that the practice of generosity and the other
virtues is not to be carried out, and he later quotes the thesis
(p.-20): ‘No deed whatever, salutary or otherwise, is to be
performed’.

Kamala$ila also cites (p. 15) the teaching according to which
one ‘enters’ all factors through non-mind and non-mentation
(sarvadharmesy asmytyamanasikarena pravifati).!78 And in another
" Bhavanakrama (I, ed. Tucci, p. 212) Kamalaila quotes the
Avikalpapravesadharani’s observation that ‘by non-mentation one
sets aside the phenomenal marks of visible matter and so forth’
(amanasikarato ripadinimittam varjayati). According to Kamala-
§ila’s explanation, what is here intended by the term amanasikara is
not simple absence of mentation (manasikarabhavamatra) but,
rather, that non-objectifying or non-apprehension which belongs
to him who analyses through discriminative knowledge (prajfiaya
nirdpayato yo 'nupalambhah = Ses rab kyis brtags na mi dmigs pa gan
yin pa).t7°

178 Cf. Cheng-li chiieh f. 135a f. (Demiéville, p. 76 £.); Stein 468 (Gémez, p. 108) and 709
(Gémez, p. 114); Pelliot tibétain 823 (Goméz, p. 126). Cf. bSam gtan mig sgron, f. 73af.

179 Kamala§ila has taken up this point in his Avikalpapravesadharani-Tika (P,
f. 156b—157b). There he observes first that when something is perceived by being
presented in cognition (snati bar "gyur bas mrion du ’gyur pa), it is something that may then
be removed through non-mentation (amanasikara). Next he argues that such amanasikara is
not mere absence of mentation [in the sense of absolute, non-presuppositional and non-
implicative, negation, or prasajyapratisedha]. For, non-existence being no thing (drios po
med pa), it cannot serve as the cause for anything at all; and without correct analytical
examination (bhitapratyaveksa) it is impossible not to attend (manas-k-) to the phenomenal
signs (nimitta) of matter (riipa) and the other [skandhas] presented in cognition. Nor,
however, does something other than this mentation constitute amanasikara [in the sense of
relative, presuppositional and implicative negation, or paryudasa]; for it would then follow
that some other thing such as ripa and the other [skandhas] too could be amanasikara,
[amanasikara] being then not the counter-agent (pratipaksa) against them [as is required by
the theory]. Accordingly, what was intended [when amanasikdra was spoken of in the
Avikalpapravedadharani] is that an amanasikara that is the characteristic (laksana) of
bhiitapratyaveksa — the contrary of that manasikara [which is to be counteracted] —
constitutes amanasikara.

Alternatively, because amanasikara is a product (phala) [of analytical examination], it has
been stated that bhitapratyaveksa is to be designated metonymically by the term
‘amanasikara’. That is, by merely indicating its product, it becomes evident by implication
(arthasamarthya) that [analytical examination as the cause of amanasikara] is to be effected.
So it is possible fully to remove the phenomenal signs (nimitta). For, granted that the
Yogin thus analytically examines phenomenal signs such as ridpa presented in his cognition
[even though] in a form that is erroneous (viparyasta) owing to the force of misknowledge
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In his Bhavanakrama (III, p. 25—26) Kamalasila also cites the
thesis that the Six Perfections (paramita) are contained in Dhyana,
so that through the cultivation (sevana = bsten pa) of the latter all
the Perfections are cultivated, whereas generosity (dana) and the
others should not be cultivated separately.18° This thesis contrasts
with the view (based on the Prajfiaparamita-Satras) according to
which, in order to be true Perfections, the other paramitas must be
under the direction of the Perfection of discriminative under-
standing (prajfiaparamita).

Now, he who suitably joins together dhyana and prajfia is called
prajiiottaradhyayin (Yes rab mchog gi bsam gtan pa), i.e. a meditator
for whom discriminative understanding is paramount.'8! At this
high stage of attainment, mind (manas) — or manasikara according
to Bhavanakrama 11 (ed. Goshima, p. 47) — characterized as it
henceforth is by the cessation of analytical reflection (uparatavica-
ra) is wholly without linguistic conceptual construction (nirjalpai-
karasa = brjod pa med pa tiati gcig tu gyur pa);182 and it operates of
itself (svarasavahin = rani gi tiari gis ’jug pa), so that the Yogin will
then abide in determining reality without conceptual effort
(anabhisamskaratas).*®3 When Mind (citta) is thus svarasavahin and
proceeds in balance (samapravrtta = mfiam par ’jug pa) there will be
equanimity because of the relaxation of mental inflexion (abhoga-
Sithilikaranad upeksaniyam).184 This is what is known as the Path

(avidya), once they are not cognitively objectified (alamb-) [any longer], conceptual
attraction (abhiniveéa) [to them] is removed. When they have been removed, absence of
phenomenal sign (animitta) is comprehended ... [157bs]. In this way, the characteristic of
bhiitapratyaveksa is considered in this connexion to be amanasikara. Although it is [indeed]
of the nature of dichotomizing construction (vikalpa), it will [nevertheless] be consumed
by the fire of correct Gnosis (yari dag pa’i ye Ses = samyagjfiana) produced by it, just as e.g.
two fire-sticks are consumed by the fire produced by rubbing them together. Thus, he
who Wishes to produce Gnosis free from vikalpa must first cultivate Insight (vipa$yana),
the characteristic of bhiitapratyaveksa. Thereby phenomenal signs will be fully removed.

This image of the fire-sticks burnt up by the fire that issues from them is taken from the
Kafyapaparivarta § 69; see Bhavanakrama III, p. 20, and below, pp. 114, 206. And on the
nirvikalpalavikalpa(praveSadharani), in addition to Kamalasila’s Bhavanakramas (I, p. 212
and III, p. 11), compare Sthiramati’s Trimfikabhasya 22d, 28—30. See also K. Matsuda,
Bukkys semina 34 (1981), pp. 40—49.

180 Cf. Pelliot tibétain 116 (171 f.) and 117; Stein 709 (Gémez, pp. 80, 87).

181 Bhavanakrama III (ed. Tucci), p. 8; II (ed. Goshima), p. 47. (This concept has to be
distinguished from dystyuttaradhyayita in Asanga’s Abhidharmasamuccaya, p. 68, which
constitutes a ground for Affects [samklesa].)

182 Bhavanakrama 111, p. 5.6—7. 183 Bhavanakrama 111, p. 8.

184 Cf. Bhavanakrama 1 (ed. Tucci), pp. 266—7; II, pp. 49—53.
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where Quieting and Insight operate in conjunction ($amathavipa-
$yanayuganaddhavahi margo nispannah = Zi gnas dati lhag mthoti zuti
du ’brel ba’i lam grub pa).185

The concept of the balanced process of Mind i in $amatha and
vipaSyana, as a consequence of which there is neither drowsiness
(laya = byiti ba) nor excitation (auddhatya = rgod pa) of Mind, is
further illustrated by the image of a pair of oxen going along
yoked together (yuganaddhavahibalivardadvaya = glati griis zuri du
"brel ba).186 Crucial in this context is exact analysis (bhiitapratya-
veksa = yari dag par so sor rtog pa) leading to analysis of the factors
of existence (dharmapravicaya = chos Sin tu rnam par ’byed pa) and
discriminative understanding (prajfia = $es rab), and to Insight
(vipasyana = lhag mthoti).

According to Kamalasila, then, there should indeed be a
simultaneous operation (cig car ’jug pa) of Means (thabs = upaya)
consisting in generosity, etc., and of Prajiia, this being the Path of
their joint processing (yuganaddhavahi margah).t87

Such practice leads to the Bodhisattva’s achievement of objec-
tifying the entirety of things (vastuparyantatalambana = drios po’i
mtha’ la dmigs pa),'8® to his birth in the Tathigata-Family
(tathagatakula), to his entry into faultless determination (skyon med
pa = niyama),*®° and thus ultimately to buddahood.

The opposed doctrines, which are found most clearly reported
in the third Bhavanakrama and which Kamala$ila has rebutted in
detail by means of a very extensive array of quotations from the
Sitras and some Sistras, are not, as already mentioned, explicitly
ascribed by him to the Ho-shang Mo-ho-yen or to any other
contemporary. Indeed, as is frequently the case in Indian philo-
sophical treatises, no explicit information is provided as to
whether they were the actual views held by some particular
contemporary of the.author. The fact that they are envisaged in
the Mahayanist canonical texts cited by Kamalasila leads one to
suppose that they are quite old opinions. However, there are

185 Bhavanakrama 111, p. 9. 186 Bhayanakrama III, p. 10; cf. 1, p. 207, and II, p. 35.
187 Bhavanakrama 11, p. 71. 188 Cf. Bhavanakrama Ill, p. 30.6.
189 Bhavanakrama 11, p. 77, quoting the DaSabhamikasitra i, p. 12.
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clear links between Kamalasila’s Bhavanakramas and Avikapla-
praveSadharani-Tikd and Mo-ho-yen’s views as found in the
Tibetan fragments from Dunhuang and in Wang Hsi’s Cheng-li
chiieh.

The two tendencies confronting each other have regularly
been described, and clearly contrasted, in the older Tibetan
historical texts by means of the designations rim gyis pa or'rim gyis
’jug pa for Kamalasila’s school and (g)cig ¢(h)ar ba or cig c(h)ar [du]
’jug pa for Mo-ho-yen’s school. The term rim gyis pa, a noun
derived from the locution rim gyis ‘gradually’, corresponding to
Skt. kramena, may accordingly be rendered by ‘gradualist’, the
emphasis in this tendency being on the step-by-step serial
cultivation (bhavana) through reinforcement (abhyasa) of the Path
of Awakening with its successive gradations (rim pa = krama).
And rim gyis ’jug pa can be rendered as ‘gradual engagement’ or
‘gradual process’ (’jug pa= pravyt-). To render accurately the
second term (g)cig c(h)ar ba is somewhat more difficult. Since in
this tendency emphasis is put on the immediate, instantaneous,
simultaneous and holistic — i.e. the single-moment — nature of
Awakening, and because the term employed is derived from the
expression cig ¢(h)ar du ‘in one instant, simultaneously’ which is
used to render the Sanskrit words yugapat and sakyt and which
may be glossed by dus gcig tu ‘at one time, at once’ (Skt.
ekavaram), the term can be rendered either as ‘instantaneous/
instantaneist’ or as ‘simultaneous/simultaneist’. The frequently
employed renderings ‘sudden’ for cig ¢(h)ar and ‘Subitist’ for cig
¢(h)ar ba are of course appropriate also to the extent that these
words — together with Skt. sakrt and ekavaram — are additionally
associated with the idea of suddenness; but only occasionally (see
below) is the word cig c(h)ar actually used to describe actions that
are sudden and abrupt (glo bur) as distinct from those that are
either simultaneous with each other or instantaneous.

In our Tibetan sources ‘Gradualism’ is in addition often
referred to by the expression (br)tse(n) min/mun, and the ‘Gradu-
alist’” by the word (br)tse(n) min/mun pa. And ‘Simultaneism’ is
known as the (s)ton min/mun, and the ‘Simultaneist’ as a (s)ton
min/mun pa. These words, which are clearly not Tibetan in origin,
correspond respectively to the Chinese expressions chien men
(p’ai) ‘(school of) gradual entrance’ and tun men (p’ai) ‘(school
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of) immediate entrance’.19® Another contrasting pair of expres-
sions in Chinese are chien wu ‘gradual Awakening’ and tun wu
‘sudden Awakening’. It is however not certain that simultaneity
and suddenness are in fact totally identical notions in the history
of the Dhyana schools; but the clarification of this point is crucial
for the history of Ch’an rather than for that of the Tibetan
doctrines being considered here.191

The ‘Gradualist’ procedure is compared in Tibetan sources
with a progressive, step-by-step ascent toward a mountain peak,
or with a monkey’s gradual climbing to the top of a tree from
below (mas ’dzeg). On the contrary, the ‘Simultaneist’ procedure
is compared with an eagle’s sudden or abrupt (glo bur) descent on
to the top of a tree from above (yas babs, yas *bab).192 This pair of
metaphorical descriptions is thus intended graphically to illustrate
a distinguishing feature of two contrasting procedures.

The Hva san Mahayana is stated to have said that not thinking
on anything whatever, not conceptualizing anything whatever
and not practising anything whatever constitute an objectifying
that involves simultaneous engagement (dmigs pa gcig char ’jug pa),
so that this is as (one) on the tenth Bodhisattva-stage (sa = bhii-
mi).193 He is also shown as sometimes asserting that his method is
taught for persons whose faculties are superior (dbari po rnon
po = tiksnendriya), whereas the Dharma-practice based on gener-
osity and so forth (danadi) has been taught rather for those whose
faculties are blunt.1%4

190 Cf. n. 120.

191 On this terminology cf. Demiéville, Concile, pp. 10, 14—15, 18—19, 35; n. 50—S5I,
74—75, 184, and 279; R. A. Stein, Revue de I'histoire des religions 179 (1971), pp. 3—30. (See
now also P. Gregory [ed.], Sudden and Gradual [Honolulu, 1987].)

192 This comparison is placed in the mouth of the Hva fan in the ‘Alternative
Tradition’ of the sBa b "ed (G, p. 74), and in Nan Ni ma ’od zer, Chos *byuri Me tog siiiti po
(ed. R. O. Meisezahl) f. 430b. See however the critique of these examples, as well as of the
corresponding meanings, in the ‘Alternative Tradition’ of the sBa bZed (G, p. 74); in dPa’
bo gTsug lag phren ba, mKhas pa’i dga’ ston, ja, f. 120b2—3 and f. 122a—b (which refers to
the ‘Alternative Tradition’); and in the Chos ’byuri Me tog sfiiti po, f. 432a. These examples
are also mentioned by Sa skya Pandi ta in his sDom gsum rab dbye, f. 25b, and (together
with Kamalafila’s critique) in his Thub pa’i dgoris pa rab tu gsal ba, f. 49b.

193 sBa bZed, G, p. 68.20; S, p. 58.7; Chos "byuri Me tog sdiiri po, f. 430bs.

194 Cf. sBa bZed, G, p. 68.17; S, p. 58.5; Chos *byuri Me tog sfiiti po, f. 425'bs, 430b3, and
435b3. See pp. 66, 84, 93, 117, 141—2.
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A feature characteristic of the teachings ascribed in our Tibetan
sources to the Hva $an Mahiyana is the eradication of all
discursive thinking in any and every form and an emphasis on
non-mentation (yid la mi byed pa= amanas(i)kara) and non-
minding (dran pa med pa = asmyti) as the necessary — and indeed
sufficient — condition for achieving the meditator’s goal of
understanding (rtogs pa) or .face-to-face recognition (rio ’phrod|
sprod pa) of Mind (sems).

~ This denial of the fitness of mental activity and analysis for the
understanding of reality is the more remarkable as the Buddha
himself is regularly presented as having enjoined his disciples to
attend (Pali: sunotha) and apply their-minds (Pali: manasi karotha)
to his teaching; indeed, thorough application of mind (yoniso
manasikaro) has been one of the salient and most highly prized
features in Buddhism. In the Abhidharma manaskara has been
defined as inflexion of thinking (cetasa abhogah), and it is listed
among the cittamahabhiimika-dharmas alongside mati (defined as
prajiia dharmapravicayah, ‘discriminative understanding and analy-
sis of the dharmas’), smyti (defined as alambanasampramosa, ‘non-
forgetting of the object of thought’), and samadhi (defined as
cittasydikagrata, ‘one-pointedness of mind’).1°5 A negative valua-
tion of manas(i)kara was, however, a characteristic of the Siddha
movement, especially for example with Maitripada (c. 1000 CE),
as well as of Dhyana/Ch’an. It can be accounted for by its
association with discursive thinking and mental construction
(vikalpa), which have to be brought to a stop before direct and
immediate understanding of reality can be achieved, and perhaps
also by the fact that mentation is absent in certain superior forms
of Samipatti and Vimoksa meditation. Clearly, what the Hva San
was seeking was a ‘return’ to inborn and spontaneous Mind, in
the form of its immediate face-to-face recognition, rather than an
application of mind to what is communicated from outside, even
if this communication be from the Buddha himself; for such
mediated, ‘other-conditioned’ (parapratyaya) verbal-conceptual
communication is inextricably tied up with mental construction

195 Vasubandhu, Abhidharmako$abhasya ii. 24. Compare Asanga, Abhidharmasamuccaya
(ed. Pradhan), p. 6.
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(rtog pa = kalpanad) and binary conceptualization (rnam par rtog
pa = vikalpa). '

A noteworthy metaphorical description of the Ho-shang Mo-
ho-yen’s teaching was, as already mentioned above, by means of
the expression dkar po chig thub found in both the ‘Alternative
Tradition’ of the sBa bZed and Nan ral’s Chos *byur Me tog sfiiri po,
as well as in later Tibetan sources. In the vocabulary of Tibetan
pharmocology, this term evidently designates a certain substance
(either mineral or vegetable) considered as a sovereign remedy,
or at least as a pre-eminent antidote effective all by itself.19¢ Just
so, according to the ‘Alternative Tradition’ of the sBa bZed,
understanding of Mind in face-to-face recognition was regarded
by the Hva San as a spiritual dkar po chig thub that acts alone, like a
panacea (sems rtogs na dkar po chig thub yin pas des chog zer nas, G,
p- 72). In dPa’ bo gtsug lag phren ba’s mKhas pa’i dga’ ston it is
further specified that the doctrine of pure understanding of Mind
(sems rtogs pa) known as dkar po chig thub, which suffices for the
achievement of Awakening, involves the denial (skur pa ’debs
pa = apavada) of both salvific means (thabs = upaya) and discrimi-
native knowledge (Ses rab = prajfia; ja, f. 120a7); and it is added
that the teaching according to which Awakening results from
‘recognition in confrontation’ of Mind is stated to have been
described as this same dkar po chig thub (deri sati chos rnal ma rnams
bor nas sems rio *phrod pas ’tshati tgya bar *dod pa dkar po chig thub tu
"gro ba’i rgyu mtshan de yin gsu, ja, f. 120b6).197 This description
is confirmed by Nan ral’s Chos ’byuri Me tog siiiri po, which cites.
the teaching that when there is understanding issuing from face-
to-face recognition there is Awakening, and that it is therefore
necessary to recognize Mind face-to-face, this mode of knowing
being the dkar po chig thub (rati tio Ses nas rtogs na savis rgya/ de’i
phyir sems tio ’phrod dgos| de Ses ma dkar po chig thub yin, f.
425’a5—6). As already noted above, Wang Hsi’s Cheng-li chiieh
(f. 146b) includes a passage where Mo-ho-yen compares his

196 Cf. L. van der Kuijp, Journal of the International Association of Buddhist Studies 9
(1986), p. 149.

197 Elsewhere in the mKhas pa’i dga’ ston, the expression sems tio rtogs pa has been used.
The Tibetan expressions sems rtogs pa, etc. — as well as sems la blta ba, etc., in the Dunhuang
documents — correspond to Chinese k’an hsin, on which see Demiéville, Concile, pp. 43
n. 1, s1—s2, 78, 125—6, 158. Cf. below, n. 461.
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teaching of non-reflection and non-examination with the agada-
medicine mentioned in the Mahaparinirvanasiitra, which describes
itself as this antidote that heals all illness.

The idea of the understanding and face-to-face recognition of
Mind being a sort of spiritual medicine that is self-potentiating
and effective entirely by itself — the dkar po chig thub — has been
discussed and severely criticized by Sa skya Pandi ta Kun dga’
rgyal mtshan (1182—1251) in his Thub pa’i dgotis pa rab tu gsal ba
(ff. 48b, s0a, 56b)1°8 and sDom gsum rab dbye (ff. 25b—26a), as well
as in his Phyogs bew’i satis rgyas dari byati chub sems dpa’ rnams la Zu
ba'i ’phrin yig (f. 6b), sKyes bu dam pa rnams la spriri ba’i yi ge
(ff. 3a—4a) and Epistle to Glo bo Lo tsi ba Ses rab rin chen
(f. 28a—b). With the exception of Nan Ni ma ’od zer’s Chos ’byur
Me tog siiiri po (and Byati chub sems dpa’ sems dpa’ chen po chos rgyal
mes dbon rnam gsum gyi rnam par thar pa rin po che’i phresi ba?), these
works of Sa skya Pandi ta appear to be the oldest securely datable
Tibetan sources discussing the Hva San Mahiyina’s teachings
now available.

In the account of the Hva 3an’s teachings in the sDom gsum rab
dbye (ff. 25b—26a), this unique ‘medicine’ is even mentioned in the
prophetic testament that Santaraksita is deemed to have delivered
to Khri Sron lde btsan and in which he recommended that after
his death his disciple Kamala$ila should be called to Tibet when a
split would occur in the Dharma, so that he might then combat
the teaching of the Hva $an described as the dkar po chig thub. For
his version Sa skya Pandi ta seems to have relied on the
‘Alternative Tradition’ of the sBa bZed, where Sintaraksita’s
prophecy is quoted by Ye Ses dban po and in which the dkar po
chig thub is also expressly named (G, p. 73.3).1°°

In his account of what he termed the method (gZu# lugs) of the
Chinese Bhiksu and Master (mkhan po), Sa skya Pandi ta has

198 Cf. R. Jackson, Journal of the International Association of Buddhist Studies 5 (1982),
pp- 91-93.
_ '9% The expression dkar po chig thub does not, however, appear in the version of
Sintaraksita’s testament given in Bu ston’s Chos ’byuri (f. 127b), in dPa’ bo gTsug lag
phren ba’s mKhas pa’i dga’ ston (ja, f. 115b), and in Padma dkar po’s Chos "byui (ed. Lokesh
Chandra, f. 164b). (See however mKhas pa’i dga’ ston, ja, f. 120a).
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joined what he called ‘today’s Mahamudra’ (da Ita’i phyag rgya
chen po) — described as almost (phal cher) a Chinese Dharma
system (rgya nag chos lugs) — and the Chinese-style rDzogs chen
(rgya nag lugs kyi rdzogs chen).2°° And using the metaphor of (the
eagle’s sudden) descent from above (yas ’bab) along with the
designation cig char ba, he has pointed out defects in all three
doctrines together.20t

Exactly what Sa skya Pandi ta had in mind when speaking of a
‘Neo-Mahimudra’ is perhaps not altogether clear from this
passage of the sDom gsum rab dbye. His purpose was evidently to
contrast it with an older Mahiamudra teaching, that is, probably,
with the classical one he accepted (ff. 26a—b); and his criticism
does not therefore appear to be indiscriminately directed against
all forms of Mahimudri. Indeed, in this connexion, he has
explicitly recognized the version connected with Nagirjuna; and
he has also separately mentioned both Naropa’s and Maitripada’s
Mahimudra teachings (f. 26a5s).

Now we know that sGam po pa bSod nams rin chen
(1079—1153) — an early Tibetan master who combined the bKa’
brgyud pa traditions, one of whose fundamental teachings is

200 [t is to be noted that the rDzogs chen master Sri Simha is sometimes described as
rgya nag po’i slob dpon ‘the master of/from China’.

201 A connexion between the Hva 3an Mahiyina’s teaching and the phyag chen
(mahamudra) has been mentioned in Ne'u Pandi ta’s Chos 'byur (f. 21b: hva fari ma ha ya na
byon pas| phyag rgya chen po ’thun pa’i grub mtha’ bzun). ’Brug pa Kun legs (1455—1529) has
also spoken of a phyag rgya ha fari gi lta ba in his gSun 'bum (kha, f. 14a), quoted by Stein,
Revue de Ihistoire des religions 179 (1971), p. 10. (And a connexion with the [da lta’i] phyag
chen is at least suggested in the colophon of the bSam gtan mig sgron [f. 254a).)

On the rDzogs chen side, Klon chen rab 'byams pa (1308—1363) has mentioned the
closeness of the Hva $an’s teachings to aspects of rdzogs chen (see the gNas lugs mdzod 'grel,
f. 33b~23b). See also the Blon po’i bka’i thati yig of the bKa’ thari sde ltia. And Tshe dban nor
bu (1698/9—1755), rGya nag ha $ari gi byuti tshul grub mtha’i phyogs stia bcas sa bon tsam smos
pa (Volume V of his collected writings, Dalhousie, 1977), ff. 8b, 10b and 12b, has
distinguished in the Hva ans teachings between what is correct and what is not. In
particular, Tshe dban nor bu alludes to a partial similarity (cha ’dra ba, f. 8bg—s), as does the
bSam gtan mig sgron (f. 93b3). According to an opinion rejected by Sog bzlog pa
(b. 1552/3), gNubs Sans rgyas ye Ses conflated (sres pa) the doctrine of the Hva San with
that of the Man riag lta ba’i phreti ba ascribed to Padmasambhava (see the gSari stiags stia
"gyur la bod du rtsod pa’i sria phyir byur ba rnams kyi lan du brjod pa, Nes don ’brug sgra [New
Delhi, 1975], f. 9a—10a). Further, A ro Ye 3es 'byun gnas held both the seven-fold lineage-
tradition of India and the seven-fold lineage-tradition of the Chinese Hva 3an(s), which he
taught to two disciples who then passed them on to Ron zom Chos kyi bzah po (eleventh
century) (see *Gos gZon nu dpal, Deb ther siion po, ga, f. 30b).
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precisely the Mahimudra, with the tradition of Atifa — in fact
made use of the expression dkar po chig thub for his teaching. Thus,
in his Dus gsum mkhyen pa’i Zus lan, dkar po chig thub is a name for
a form of spiritual realization (fiams) that is undetermined as to
the length of its preparation and cognitive origin, and which
remains constant and is linked with the yogic signs of hyperther-
mia.?%2 And in his Phag mo gru pa’i Zus lan sGam po pa has
referred to the dkar po chig thub as that by the knowledge of which
alone total freedom ensues (gcig Ses kun grol); through it the fetters
of grasping at the cycle of existences ("khor bar ’dzin pa’i sgrog)
burst of themselves, and the level of Great Bliss in Own-Mind is
attained (rari sems bde ba chen po’i sa non bya ba yin).2°3 This
passage on the dkar po chig thub follows one in which the
‘Gradualist’ (rim gyis pa) and the ‘Simultaneist’ (cig car ba) are
distinguished as to the degree of their spiritual practice, the cig car
ba being described as more advanced on a continuous scale of
development than the rim gyis pa. Here the concept of the dkar po
chig thub does not appear linked specifically and exclusively with
the Mantra domain of Tibetan Buddhist thought.

Zan Tshal pa brTson ’grus grags pa (1123—1193) was another
early bKa’ brgyud pa master who made use of the expression dkar
po chig thub in his teachings.?°4 He is in fact considered as the
main propagator of the dkar po chig thub in the bKa’ brgyud pa

202 Collected works (gSuti *bum), Delhi, 1975, tha, f. 187b £.; r Tsibs ri’i spar ma (La dvags
khrid dpon ’Khrul zig Padma chos rgyal, dKar riiiri gi skyes chen du ma’i phyogs rdzogs kyi
gdams tiag gnad bsdus fier mkho rin po che’i gter mdzod), caf3, f. 1b—2b.

203 Collected works, da, f. 236b; rTsibs ri’i spar ma, ca/2, f. 4b.

For Phag mo gru pa in this connexion, see also Sog bzlog pa, Nes don ’brug sgra, f. 1182;
D. Seyfort Ruegg, ‘A Karma bKa’ brgyud work on the lineages and traditions of the
Indo-Tibetan dBu ma (Madhyamaka)’, in Orientalia Iosephi Tucci memoriae dicata, III
(Rome, 1988), p. 1259.

204 See the Phyag rgya chen po lam zab mthar thug (in the rTsibs ri’i spar ma, na/2),
f. 26b1 = Phyag rgya chen po’i lam mchog mthar thug (in Kon sprul’s gDams fiag mdzod,
fia/21), f. 13b7. This text deals also with the bKa’ brgyud pa theory of the three kinds of
person (gati zag), the rim gyis pa, the thod rgal ba and the gcig char ba. Cf. Padma dkar po
(1527-1592), Phyag rgya gan mdzod.

On Zan Tshal pa/*Tshal pa/mTshal pa brTson ’grus grags pa (Zan rin po che), see Tshal
pa Kun dga’ rdo tje, Deb ther dmar po, p. 126 £.; 'Gos gZon nu dpal, Deb that sron po, fia,
f. 136 f;; Thu'u bkvan Blo bzan Chos kyi fii ma, Grub mtha’ fel gyi me loti, bKa’ brgyud
chapter, f. 19b and f. 25b. Cf. Stein, Revue de Phistoire des religions 179 (1971), p. 10 n. and
M. Broido, Journal of the International Association of Buddhist Studies 8 (1985), p. 49 n. 3. For
his works, see Writings (bKa’ thor bu) of Zari gYu brag pa br Tson ’grus grags pa (Palampur,
1972) (e.g. p. 712 for the dkar po chig thub).
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school.295 *Gos gZon nu dpal mentions in particular his teacher
sGom pa’s instruction on setting aside all conceptual and analyti-
cal investigation when engaging in true meditative realization
(brtag dpyad ma byed par bsgoms $ig).206

Now Sa skya Pandi ta has expressed the view that the
Mahiamudra is to be realized only on the basis of Mantra sources
(sDom gsum rab dbye, f. 25bs), and he thus appears to exclude the
validity of anything like a Satra-based version of Mahimudra.
When speaking of a Neo-Mahamudr3, then, Sa skya Pandi ta
may have been adverting to sGam po pa’s Satra-based form of
the Mahimudri.2°7 And if it was indeed to these teachings of the
bKa’ brgyud pa tradition of sGam po pa that he was referring
under the name of da Ita’i phyag rgya chen po, Sa skya Pandi ta was
then presumably not directly criticizing the highly problematic
would-be Mahimudra that was propagated in the Kingdom of
Western Tibet in particular in the tenth and eleventh centuries,
and which AtiSa was invited there to help combat. According to
the *Bodhipathadipa-Parijika ascribed (perhaps incorrectly) to
AtiSa himself, this deviant and pernicious doctrine, which was
sometimes known under the name of Mahamudr3, would seem
to have had a strong — and in this case totally unauthentic —
‘spontaneist’ and ‘innatist’ tendency. (Nevertheless, Sa skya Pandi
ta might be expected to have wished in particular to attack this
infamous doctrine — one with which sGam po pa’s Satra-based
form of Mahimudra could have had nothing in common,
especially in view of the fact that sGam po pa belonged also to
Atifa’s bKa’ gdams pa lineage. See below, p. 121.)

In his extensive commentary on the sDom gsum rab dbye — the
sDom pa gsum gyi rab tu dbye ba’i rnam bfad (f. 104a ff.) — Go rams
pa bSod nams sen ge (1429—1489) has contrasted the authentic
Buddhist Mahamudri and the Neo-Mahamudra criticized by Sa
skya Pandi ta, describing the first — his school’s own (rari lugs) — as

205 See for example 1Can skya Rol pa’i rdo tje, Grub pa’i mtha'’i rnam par bZag pa gsal bar
biad pa thub bstan lhun po’i mdzes rgyan, kha, f. 21a (=p. 300).

206 Deb ther sron po, na, f. 137b (G. N. Roerich’s translation, Blue annals, p. 714, is
misleading here). This sGom pa Tshul khrims sfiin po (1116—1169) was the nephew and
disciple of sGam po pa (fia, f. 27a=b).

207 Cf. D. Seyfort Ruegg, ‘A Karma bKa’ brgyud work on the lineages and traditions
of the Indo-Tibetan dBu ma (Madhyamaka)’, in: Orientalia I. Tucci memoriae dicata, 111,
pp. 1256, 1258—62.
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an Indian system (rgya gar gyi lugs) and the second — a doctrine
held by others (gZan lugs) — as a Chinese system (rgya nag lugs).
The last doctrine he has in fact defined as a specious Insight (lhag
mthoti ltar snati) because it is a view that posits the Empty alone
(stoti rkyari du Ita ba). This consists in the suppresssion of thought-
construction in a sort of cataleptic fixation on the Empty (stori pa
had de ’jog pa’i rtog pa kha tshom pa fiid) (ff. 104b1). In this context
Go rams pa, quoting the sBa bZed (f. 106a1), devotes a long
discussion to the teachings of the Hva $ans and the Great Debate
of bSam yas between Kamalasila and Mahayina (ff. 105b—1104a).
His evaluation of the Hva San’s doctrine is basically in agreement
with that of the sBa bZed (G, p.73), which alludes in this
connexion to the impurity of view (lta ba’i sfiigs ma = dystikasaya)
consisting in taking pleasure in Emptiness.?°”7* Go rams pa
however goes further, connecting (f. 110a) the doctrine of the
Hva $an criticized by Sa skya Pandi ta with the deviant doctrines,
also known under the name of Mahimudri, which spread at the
time of Kings Yum brtan and ’od sruns after the breakdown of
the old Tibetan kingdom consequent on the death of Glan da ma.
In view of this connexion it may then be that Go rams pa even
linked in his mind the debased pseudo-Mahimudra combatted in
Western Tibet by Atisa and Rin chen bzan po with the Hva San’s
teachings which, he says, were recovered at that time from their
places of concealment (gter sa), although he has not explicitly
made this connexion in his comment.

Sakya mchog Idan (1428-1507), another master of the Sa skya
pa school, has proceeded in a more complex (and also somewhat
more conciliatory) fashion when discussing the Hva San’s teach-
ing and the Neo-Mahamudra. This creative and rather innovative
thinker was also an advocate of the theory of the Emptiness of the
heterogeneous (gZan stoi), which he describes as being in har-
mony with the Mahimudra in contradistinction to the doctrine
of the Emptiness of own-nature (ra#i stori).2°7> He was thus linked

2078 Sa skya Pandi ta, Thub pa’i dgoris gsal, following the sBa bZed, mentions both the
drstikasaya of taking pleasure in Emptiness (f. 49a3) and the rejection of all activity (bya
byed) on the path to Awakening (f. 40b2). Bu ston’s reference to the Hva $an’s nihilism
(chad Ita) in his Chos *byuti (f. 128a1) relates rather to quietism and ataraxia.

207> S3kya mchog dan, Lus rigs giiis kyi phyag rgya chen po bzed tshul la’khrul pa sel ba’i
bstan bcos, zuri ’jug gi gru chen (gSun ’bum, vol. tsa/14), f. 14b2—3.
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with the Tibetan tradition of tathagatagarbha-exegesis that inter-
preted the Buddha-nature in a ‘spontaneist’ and ‘innatist’ fashion.

Now, in several works Sikya mchog ldan distinguishes be-
tween Fixation-Bhivani (’jog sgom) and Inspection-Bhivani
(dpyad sgom), pointing out that it is necessary to determine
whether Fixation is to be preceded by Inspection or not.2°7¢ The
dpyad sgom used in dispelling imputation (sgro ’dogs = samaropa) is
connected roughly with Prajiidparamita-philosophy and the Ma-
dhyamaka, the bKa’ gdams pa Po to ba being cited as a master of
this method (tsa/14, f. 24b). As for ’jog sgom, it would correspond
mainly to intuitive awareness (fiams myotr), the coincidence of
Bliss and the Empty (bde stori) in Mantrayina and the Mahamu-
dra. And while noting that still other systems of meditation have
been developed based on traditions that are neither Mahamudra
nor Madhyamaka, Sikya mchog Idan points to the fact that they
have been rejected by Sa skya Pandi ta in his Thub pa’i dgotis gsal
(tsa/18, f. 43). Sikya mchog ldan furthermore connects analytic
Inspection (dpyad pa) with the scholar-pandit, i.e. the specialist in
scholastic philosophy (mtshan #iid pa) who engages in pratyaveksa;
Fixation-Bhavani is on the contrary linked by him with that kind
of Yogin who takes everything just as it is, without engaging in
mental construction and analysis, 1.e. with the type of practiser
known as the ku sa li pa (tsa/18, f. 4b; tsa/14, ff. 15b—16a; tsa/21,
f. 7a-b).

With regard to the problem of the kinds of Mahimudri, Sikya
mchog ldan concludes that the theory of the non-duality of
samsara- and nirvana as explicated by Sa skya Pandi ta and the
Mahiamudra-teaching of ‘Candraprabhi-Kumaira’ (i.e. sGam po
pa) are, notwithstanding the difference in their names, one in
sense and import (don gcig). This is so in spite of the fact that the
former doctrine as described by Sikya mchog Idan is concerned
with the eradication and stoppage of imputation (samdaropa: sgro

207¢ S3kya mchog ldan, Phyag rgya chen po’i $an ’byed ces bya ba’i bstan beos (Phyag rgya
chen po gsal bar byed pa’i bstan beos, Tshatis pa’i ’khor lo), gSun *bum, vol. tsa/14), ff. 8b—13a
(addressed to a certain Sa skyon mchog, i.e. the Rin spuns pa ruler); Luri rigs griis kyi phyag
rgya chen po bZed tshul la ’khrul pa sel ba’i bstan bcos, zur ‘jug gi gru chen, gSun ’bum, vol.
tsa/14), ff. 13a—25a (addressed to Karma dBan phyug dpal); and mKha’ spyod dbari po’i
spyan druti du *bul ba’i mol mchid, gSun *bum, vol. tsa/18, ff. 1b—sa (addressed to Zva dmar
IV, Chos grags ye 3es, 1453—1524?); and Replies to the Rin spuns sde pa Sikya rgyal
mtshan and sDe pa gar pa, gSun ’bum, tsa/21, f. sb ff.



THE TRANSMISSION AND RECEPTION OF BUDDHISM 107

"dogs chad pa, ’gog pa) by means of analytic inspection and
reasoning (rigs pa) based on learning and reflection, and that it
follows in particular the second of the Buddha’s three turnings of
the Wheel of Dharma (i.e. the Prajhdparamiti) and its teaching of
the Emptiness of own-nature (ra#i stori) as explicated by Can-
drakirti; whereas sGam po pa’s Mahimudr2 is concerned rather
with intuitive awareness in Gnosis (ye Ses kyis fiams su myoti ba)
born of the Consecrations and is in accord with the last of the
Buddha’s three turnings of the Dharma-Wheel which is of
definitive sense (ies don) and where Emptiness of the heterogene-
ous (gZan stori) has been taught (tsa/18, f. 2b). Indeed, Candrakirti
is considered the author not only of the analytical-philosophical
Madhyamakavatara but also of the mystical-philosophical Pra-
dipoddyotana (tsa/18, f. 4a2).

It thus appears that Sikya mchog ldan sought to harmonize the
whole of the authentic Mahimudri with the doctrinal position
adopted by Sa skya Pandi ta in his Thub pa’i dgotis gsal and sDom
gsum rab dbye, and also to re-establish the gZan stori tradition
known from the hermeneutics of the tathagatagarbha-doctrine and
the Kilacakra beside the rati stori of the main line of the
Madhyamaka school (after an early version of the gZan stos,
anterior to that taught-by the Jo nan pa Dol bu pa [1292—1361],
had been rejected by Sa skya Pandi ta).

It has at the same time to be borne in mind that the Neo-
Mahamudra has been criticized by Sa skya Pandi ta and his
followers in the main line of the Sa skya school on the ground
that it was based in large part on the non-Tantric Prajfiaparamita
tradition rather than on the authentic pure Tantric tradition of
the ‘standard’ Mahimudri. Now, given that Sikya mchog ldan
fully accepted sGam po pa’s Mahimudra, it is perhaps not clear
how, as a follower of Sa skya Pandi ta, he considered that the two
prongs of the latter’s criticism of the Neo-Mahamudri — viz. as
not based on the authentic pure Tantric tradition and as close to
the Hva 3an’s teaching — combine to constitute a compelling
refutation of this Neo-Mahimudri. Sikya mchog ldan’s reorga-
nization of the doctrinal categories and his shifting of the
hermeneutical frame accepted by Sa skya Pandi ta and the main
line of the Sa skya school indeed makes it difficult fully to
reconcile the views of this fifteenth-century Sa skya pa with the
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position of the thirteenth-century Sa skya hierarch on the Neo-
Mahimudra and its connexions with the Hva $an’s teachings. Go
rams pa’s critique of the Hva 3an’s teaching together with the
Neo-Mahimudra may accordingly be considered typical of the
main-line Sa skya school.

Sikya mchog ldan’s above-mentioned attempt to harmonize
Sa skya Pandi ta’s teaching with that of sGam po pa in the matter
of the Mahimudra would seem to suggest at all events that he
considered that it was indeed the latter’s Mahamudra doctrine
that was the object of the Sa skya hierarch’s criticism.

As for the Hva 3an, according to Sikya mchog ldan his mistake
lay in having failed duly to differentiate between surface-level
samvyti and ultimate paramartha, theory and practice, jiiana and
vijiiana, the level of learning and reflection (thos bsam) and that of
meditative realization (bsgom pa), and the indirect provisional
neyartha and the definitive nitartha, as a consequence of which he
came to believe that mere non-mention (ci yari yid la mi byed pa
tsam: amanasikara-matra) —constitutes the essential (tsa/14,
f. 10bs—6; tsa/21, f. 5b). Sakya mchog ldan concludes that in the
true Mahimudra freedom from conceptual construction and
non-mentation are altogether unlike the Hva San’s meditation
(tsa/14, f. 11a1—2) and are not dull quietude (lteris po’i gZi gnas,
tsa/18, f. 3b; tsaj21, ff. sb, 6b).

Mi bskyod rdo rje (1507-1554) — the eighth hierarch of the
Karma branch of sGam po pa’s bKa’ brgyud pa school — however
evidently understood Sa skya Pandi ta’s ctiticism of Neo-
Mahimudra as being directed against the non-mentation (yid la
mi byed pa) teaching of Maitripada and also Saraha, sGam po pa’s
great predecessors in this Indo-Tibetan lineage. Like sGam po
pa’s, their teachings were considered to be linked also with the
Sitra and not solely with the Mantra department of Indo-Tibetan
thought.208 Nevertheless, as already noted above, it would seem
that Sa skya Pandi ta wished rather to distinguish the Neo-
Mahiamudri he was criticizing from Nigirjuna’s and evidently
also from Naropa’s and Maitripada’s (sDom gsum rab dbye. f. 26a).

With regard to Zan tshal pa as the propagator of the dkar po

208 See D. Seyfort Ruegg, ‘A Karma bKa’ brgyud work ... (n. 203), pp. 1258—62.
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chig thub in the bKa’ brgyud pa school,2°° Thu’u bkvan Blo bzan
Chos kyi fii ma writes in his Grub mtha’ el gyi me lori that up to
the time of Zan Rin po che dkar po chig thub had not been well
known as.a term (tha sfiad) in that school, but that from his time
onwards it became very well known (bKa’ brgyud pa chapter,
f. 19b). And he adds (f. 25b) that of the many refutations found in
Sa skya Pandi ta’s sDom gsum rab dbye the chief ones turn out to be
directed against the dkar po chig thub teaching of Zan Tshal pa and
the dgoris gcig teaching of 'Bri gun pa; indeed, he notes, many
writers have emulated Sa skya Pandi ta and concluded that this
teaching of Zan Tshal pa had the meaning of non-mentation (yid
la mi byed pa). Very interestingly, however, Blo bzan Chos kyi fii
ma then observes that if an impartial person considers the sayings.
of Zan Tshal pa, it becomes apparent to him that they do not in
fact belong to the position (phyogs) of non-mentation; hence the
refutation in the sDom gsum rab dbye was clearly an over-hasty
statement (thub chod kyi gsur). As for the fundamental view of
Mar pa, the source of the Dvags po bKa’ brgyud, Blo bzan Chos
kyi fii ma describes it as Prasangika-Madhyamaka (f. 17b4).

The fact that the Hva $an Mahiyana is represented as having
upheld at the Great Debate the principles of non-mentation and
of not thinking on anything (ci ya#i mi sems pa) probably accounts
for Sa skya Pandi ta’s association of him with what he terms the
‘almost’ Chinese Dharma-system of Neo-Mahamudr3, and also
with Chinese-style rDzogs chen.?? As he has written in his sDom
gsum rab dbye, despite the fact that the Neo-Mahamudra and the
Chinese-style rDzogs chen have different names they are in
substance without difference with respect to their simultaneism
(cig char ba) and subitistic procedure (yas ’bab) (f. 25b); and the
Neo-Mahimudra based on the literal wording of the tradition of
the Chinese Master (rgya nag mkhan po’i g2un lugs kyi yi ge tsam)
was for the most part (phal cher) a Chinese Dharma-system
(f. 262). It is not impossible that in his account Sa skya Pandi ta |

" was thinking as much in terms of typological strands and family
resemblances between teachings as in terms of direct and immedi-
ate historical influences. That he may not have meant to reject all

209 See above, pp. 103—04.
210 See also the discussion of Sa skya Pandi ta's view in Sog bzlog pa, Nes don *brug sgra,
ff. 117a—120b.
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the teachings of Chinese Buddhism is perhaps suggested by the
fact that with respect to the rejection of the Hva $an Mahayana’s
teachings in Tibet he has written ‘that Chinese system’ (rgya nag
lugs de, f. 26a3).

As for the doctrine of the Hva $an Mahiayana as criticized and
rejected by the main line of the Sa skya pa school, what was at
issue was clearly not only quietism in the sense of the abandon-
ment of praxis and the first four perfections (paramita) — though it
was this too — but also a faulty form of vipa$yana consisting in the
drstikasaya of taking pleasure in Emptiness — that is, in a frozen
and more or less unconscious or cataleptic fixation in the Empty.

The current of thought in Tibet, and earlier in India, that thus
emphasized, to the practical exclusion of all other exercises, the
cultivation of non-construction (akalpa[na), avikalpa, etc.) and
the spontaneous and gnoseologically innate recognition of Mind
together with its Quieting ($amatha) was opposed by a school of
thought that laid much stress on correct analysis (bhiitapratyave-
ksa = yari dag par so sor rtog pa) leading to the full development of
the investigation of the factors of existence (dharmapravicaya
= chos rnams $in tu rnam par ’byed pa) and of discriminative
knowledge born from meditative realization (bhavanamayi
prajfia) together with Insight (vipa$yana = lhag mthoti).

Among the early bKa’ gdams pa masters, Atisa’s disciple Po to
ba Rin chen gsal (10317—1105) has stated in his Be’u bum that if,
after having determined non-substantiality (bdag med = nairatmya)
by reasoning on the stages of learning and reflection (thos bsam =
éruta and cintd), one then simply realizes non-construction (mi
rtog) on the stage of meditative realization (sgom pa = bhavana),
this would represent a faulty realization of Emptiness which is
irrelevant ("brel med = asambaddha) and cannot function as the true
counteragent (gfien po = pratipaksa) against the positing of a
hypostatized entity like a personal self (gari zag = pudgala).?'?
Another early bKa’ gdams pa who considered that the extreme
form of the non-mentation doctrine was incompatible with the
Madhyamaka is Gro lun pa, the disciple of rNog Blo ldan 3es rab

211 This passage is quoted from Tson kha pa, Lam rim chen mo (IHa sa ed.), f. s10b.
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(1059—1109).212 It should nevertheless be noted that Dipam-
karadrfjidna’s Ekasmytyupadesa (Dran pa gcig pa’i man #iag) is
described as an instruction on simultaneous engagement (cig car
'jug pa = yugapadvytti); both discriminative understanding and
means are involved in this instruction, as is the sequence (krama)
of objectification followed by non-objectification (dmigs pa med
pa) described as effortless and spontaneous (anabhoga).

In his classical treatise on the Path of Awakening, Tson kha pa
has devoted much discussion to the relationship in meditative
realization (sgom pa = bhavana) between the settling function of
Fixation-Bhavani (’jog sgom) and the analytical function of
Inspection-Bhavani (dpyad sgom) derived from analysis (dpyod
pa =vicara).?1® Typologically speaking, it is no doubt true that
non-mentation and non-analysis as advocated (according to
Tibetan accounts) by ‘Simultaneists’ such as the Hva $an Mahiya-
na bear a resemblance to Fixation-Bhivani and to Quieting (2i
gnas = Samatha). The distinction lies in the fact that alongside
Fixation-Bhavana and Quieting the procedure for philosophical
thought and meditation adopted by Kamalasila and his Tibetan
followers requires in addition the application of the discrimina-
tive understanding of investigative analysis (so sor rtog pa’i Ses
rab = pratyaveksa-prajfia) and Insight (lhag mthori = vipaSyana).

For Tson kha pa the essential point is then that these two forms
of bhavana should be treated as complementary. For otherwise
there might be simple acquaintance (go ba tsam), but there could
be no full realization of the theory (lta ba) of non-substantiality
and Emptiness, i.e. the ‘analytically inspected sense’ (dpyad pa’i
don) (Lam rim chen mo, f. sorbz2). Neither acquaintance (go ba) not
followed by analytical inspection nor the mere assertion (dam bca’
ba tsam) of impermanence and the like can be effective alone;214

212 For Gro lun pa’s understanding of non-mentation (yid la mi byed pa), sec his bDe bar
glegs pa’i bstan pa rin po che la’jug pd’i lam gyi rim pa rnam par b¥ad pa (bs Tan rim), . 377a=b
etc. Cf. D. Seyfort Ruegg, in: Orientalia I. Tucci memoriae dicata, iii, p. 1257, for Karma Mi
bskyod rdo rje’s view of the matter.

213 Tson kha pa, Lam rim chen mo, ff. 495a6—516a2. (Cf. A. Wayman, Central Asiatic
Journal 21 [1977], pp. 139—44 [and Journal of the American Oriental Society 78 (1958),
pp- 214—16].)

214 On the problem of the thesis (dam bca’ = pratijia) in the Madhyamaka and
Mahiyana, see D. Seyfort Ruegg, ‘On the thesis and assertion in the Madhyamaka/dBu ma’,
in: E. Steinkellner and H. Tauscher (ed.), Contributions on Tibetan and Buddhist religion and
philosophy (Vienna, 1983), pp. 205—41, especially pp. 223—4 with reference to the Hva fan.
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and ascertainment (ries pa) of non-substantiality must therefore be
firmly and repeatedly established by means of both fixation and
inspection in co-ordination (f. s02b—s503a)., Only from effecting
the serial alternation (re mos su byed pa) of fixation and inspection
can there arise the Gnosis that is free from conceptual construc-
tion (mi rtog pa’i ye Ses = nirvikalpaka-jiiana) (f. s04bs).

Tson kha pa’s gnoseological model for understanding reality is
derived from his interpretation of a distinction made many
centuries earlier by Dharmakirti**5 between a cancelling or
sublating counteragent (badhaka) whose function is ascertainment
(niscaya) and a mental construction to be cancelled (badhya, as
being mere imputation, samaropa), and from Dharmakirti’s fur-
ther distinction between negative determination (vyavaccheda =
rnam par gcod pa ‘exclusion’) and positive determination (paricche-
da = yotis su gcod pa ‘delimitation’).?% Now, in Tson kha pa’s
model, the settling Fixation-Bhavana corresponds to the phase of
cancellation (gnod byed = badhaka : vyavaccheda) whilst the analyti-
cal Inspection-Bhivani corresponds to the phase of positive
determination (sgrub byed = sadhana: pariccheda). The first, repre-
senting as it does only the non-construction of a hypostatized
entity (bden par yod pa mi rtog pa), cannot effect the ascertainment
of non-substantiality (nairatmya); and in addition there is re-
quired, as the ascertaining counteragent against conceptual con-
struction, the understanding (rtogs pa:adhigama) of non-hypo-
statization (bden med) and of the non-substantiality (bdag med) of
both a personal self (i.e. pudgalanairatmya) and the factors of
existence (i.e. dharmanairatmya) (f. 504b—s05a).

In support of this type of philosophical and meditative realiza-
tion in two co-ordinate phases, Tson kha pa has quoted many
passages from Kamala$ila’s Bhavanakramas. In addition, he has
cited Madhyamakahydayakarika iii. 21 where Bhavaviveka has
spoken of prajiia following on concentration of mind; Madhyama-
kavatarabhasya vi. 120 where Candrakirti has described how
stoppage (‘gog pa:nirodha) of hypostatization is followed by

215 Dharmakirti, Pramanavarttika i. 49ab.

216 See Dharmakirti’s Hetubindu (ed. E. Steinkellner), p. 25* f. For a further application
of this model by Tson kha pa to the case of understanding reality, see D. Seyfort Ruegg in
E. Steinkellner and H. Tauscher (eds.), Contributions on Tibetan and Buddhist religion and

philosophy, pp: 225—7.
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analytical inspection (rnam par dpyad pa : vicara); and Bodhicaryava-
tara viii. 4 where, following the Prajiipiramita-Satras, Sintideva
has treated successively the Perfections of Dhyana and Prajfia
(f. s03a-b).

Now, on the ground that by following the Hva San’s instruc-
tions (as widely understood by the Tibetans) one would be trying
to reach the signless (mtshan med: animitta) and non-construction
(mi rtog pa:akalpa[na]) merely by suppressing all mentation
involved in the proliferating activity of mind (sems ’phro ba : cittam
prasarati) without ever engaging in deconstructive analysis (rigs
pa’i dpyod pa), Tson kha pa has rejected the Hva San’s view as
being contrary to what has been recommended in the Ratname-
ghasiitra, as interpreted by Kamalasila in his Bhavanakrama 11
(pp. 29 and 45—46) and III (pp. 3, 7, and 18) (f. s03b—504b).217

In sum, according to Tson kha pa, not only is there to be non-
construction of any hypostatized entity and of substantiality in
the form of a pudgala and dharmas, but there must be comprehen-
sion of non-hypostatization (bden med) and two-fold non-sub-
stantiality (bdag med). Accordingly, (negative) absence of con-
struction of a hypostatized entity and twofold substantiality must
be carefully distinguished from (positive) understanding of non-
hypostatization and non-substantiality (f. so4b—s05a).-

Now, the nirvikalpa-jiana of the Arya is of course immediate
understanding (mron sum du rtogs pa) of the sense of non-
substantiality, empty of the cognitive object (yul = visaya) that is
falsely hypostatized in the one or other form of substantiality, i.e.
of pudgala or dharmas. Nevertheless, even though it is conceded
that the required meditative realization by means of the post-
analytical (dpyad nas) understanding that a hypostatically posited
entity does not exist does in fact involve conceptual construction,
the latter still proves to be an altogether homogeneous cause (§in
tu rjes su mthun pa’i rgyu) for non-constructive Gnosis (nirvikalpa-

217 Interestingly, however, the bSam gtan mig sgron ascribes to the Hva $an Mahiyana
the teaching that one should not suppress notions ('du Ses dgag par yari mi bya, . 83a4). This
version of his teaching appears at first sight different from what is usually found in other
sources, both Tibetan and Chinese. It may refer to his rejection of the Srivaka's mere
suppression of notions (samyjfia) and feeling (vedita). See Pelliot tibétain 117 and Stein 709 (cf.
L. Gémez in R. Gimello and P. Gregory (eds.), Studies in Ch’an and Hua-yen, pp.
110—112); and Demiéville, Concile, pp. 63 n. 67, 71 (cf. pp. 75—76, 130, 140); below,
p. 202 f.
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jhana) (f. sosb4—6). The procedure may therefore be illustrated
by the idea suggested in the Kasyapaparivarta (§ 69) that exact
analysis (bhiitapratyaveksa) gives birth to prajia and is then
consumed by this prajiia, just as fire created by attrition of two
pieces of wood is as it were consumed in the blaze thus produced
(f. s052).218

If on the contrary, following the Hva 35an’s instruction, one
were to suppose that any and every conceptual construction (rtog
pa) —inclusive, therefore, of pratyaveksa (so sor rtog pa) — binds one
to Samsara, and then to request the Hva $an’s instruction (gdams
tiag) on non-conceptualization (mi rfog pa) with the sincere
intention of realizing it meditatively, this procedure could, in
terms of the Hva San’s own assumption, only result in binding
one to Samsara (cf. Bhavanakrama 1II, p. 15) (f. 506b). In other
words, if taken seriously, the Hva 3an’s method will be self-
defeating.

Even if we hold mental cognition (blo) to be in error, the point
is to discover how we are to know this unless and until we realize
that the cognitive object perceived by it is not substantially real.
This unreality of the cognitive object, grasped hypostatically,
cannot be established by mere assertion (dam bca’ ba tsam); and the
realization of reality depends on bringing together unalloyed
scriptural sources (luri = dgama) and arguments (rigs pa = yukti)
establishing it. What is required, therefore, is non-construction
preceded by already accomplished inspection through prajiia
pertaining to pratyaveksa (so sor rtog pa’i Ses rab kyi dpyad pa stion du
soi ba’i mi rtog pa), mere non-construction alone being quite
inadequate for this (f. s07a). '

Tsonn kha pa has referred as well to Sdatras such as the
Samadhiraja and the Samdhinirmocana where the synergic co-
ordination of Quieting ($amatha) and Insight (vipa§yana) have
been taught. Chapter viii in particular of the last Saitra is regarded
by the Yogicira-Midhyamika Kamala$ila as a locus classicus on
the subject of this co-ordination or syzygy. Tson kha pa has

218 This highly important theme, mentioned by Kamala$ila (Bhavanakrama IlI, p. 20),
is discussed also in the Madhyamakaratnapradipa, a work ascribed to Bhavya, in Chapter
VII entitled bhavanakrama (P, f. 352b), which also alludes to the question of non-
mentation. See above, pp. 94—95 note; below, p. 206.
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elsewhere referred to the account of the Great Debate?*® accord-
ing to which this very Sfitra was contemptuously rejected by the
Hva 3an (f. 306a).

" Itis therefore concluded by Tson kha pa that settling Fixation-
Bhivani consisting in retention free from dispersal (mi ’phro bar
’dzin pa’i ’jog sgom) and Inspection by prajfia consisting in analysis
(so sor rtog pa’i Ses rab kyis dpyod pa) should first be made to
alternate in meditative realization. In this way S$amatha and
vipa$yana reach equilibrium (cha mfiam), where there is an excess
of neither the settling aspect (gnas cha: sthiti) nor of analytical
investigation (f. sogb). Tson kha pa observes that $amatha and
vipafyana are realized separately, and are made to alternate (spel
mar byed pa) with each other, there being no rule at this stage that
Inspection and Fixation should be realized [together] in a single
‘mental continuum (rgyun gcig) (f. s10a5).

But in a later stage there follows the yoking together (zu# du
’brel ba: yuganaddha), or syzygy, of Samatha and vipaSyana, when
they merge and operate together (samapravytta : mfiam du ’jug pa).
The Path being then characterized by this yoked pair functions of
itself (rati gi fiati gis ’jug pa = svarasavahin), without effort (mrion
par byed pa= abhisamskara) and mental inflection (rtsol ba =
abhoga) (f. s14a—b). Here the force of analytical Inspection-
Bhivania (dpyad sgom) consisting in pratyaveksa makes it possible
to achieve Quieting ($amatha) (f. 514b6). And whilst inspection
(dpyod pa) is vipaSyand, this inspection once brought to perfect
completion (dpyad pa mthar thug pa) is apprehension of Emptiness
($anyata) qualified by Samatha (f. s15a1).

This Fixation-Bhivanai that initially alternates and then finally
coincides with analytical Inspection, in the form first of a regular
sequence and then of a syzygy of $amatha and vipaSyana, is not,
therefore, to be confused with ‘Darkness-Bhivana’ (mun sgom)
and with non-construction known as tsom ’jog gi mi rtog pa
(f. 49626). These last two expressions are used to describe that
one-sided form of totally non-analytical, and practically catalep-
tic, non-mentation and non-construction so often attributed in
the Tibetan treatises to the Hva $an, when asmyti and amanasikara

219 See sBa bzed, G, p. 66.16 ~ S, p. 56.8; dPa’ bo gTsug lag phren ba, mKhas pa’i dga’
ston, ja, f. 116a2.
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are advocated to the exclusion of exact analytical inspection
(bhiitapratyaveksa) and the resulting transcending discriminative -
understanding ( pra]na)

In Tson kha pa’s opinion, Nagarjuna Bhivaviveka, Can-
drakirti, Sintideva, Kamalasila and AtiSa Dipamkara$rijfiana have
all agreed on the matter of guidance in meditative realization
(’khrid tshul) concerning the linkage that should obtain between
Fixation-Bhivania and Inspection-Bhivani. And according to
him the same fundamental method was, in addition, taught by
Maitreya(natha) and Asanga, and finally by Ratnikaradanti
(eleventh century) who faultlessly upheld their method in his
Prajaaparamitopadeda (f. s11a),

The doxographer Blo bzan Chos kyi fii ma (1737—1802) has
stated in his Grub mtha’ $el gyi me lori that the Hva $an Mahiyana
figures not as a sTon mun pa (as he does in the sources considered
above) but as a special kind of Tsun men pa. Yet Blo bzan Chos
kyi fil ma observes straightaway that the Hva $ann Mahiyina’s
doctrine does not prove to be identical with the general theory
(spyi’i lta ba) of the Tsun men pa.22°

The same author then remarks that, according to the Tsun men
pa, the results of wholesome and unwholesome karman sustained
by neither release (ries ’byu#i = nihsarana) nor the bodhicitta can
respectively engender bliss and pain, but that they nevertheless do
not differ in so far as neither turns into the cause of Liberation and
Omniscience. In the same way, black and white clouds are
different in colour; but still they do not differ in their effect of
obscuring the sky.22! Not observing the appropriate distinction,
however, the Hva $an Mahayina has mistakenly asserted that
good mental construction (bzari rtog) and evil mental construc-
tion (rian rtog) are alike in being fetters. In the instruction on the
meditative practice of real Tsunl men pa theory, there is mention

220 Thu’u bkvan Blo bzan Chos kyi fii ma, Grub mtha’ Sel gyi me losi, tGya nag Chapter,
ff. 11b—13b. | am indebted to Professor R. A. Stein for pointing out to me that Tib. tsur
corresponds here to Ch. tsung ‘school’, i.e. to the Ch’an as the school par excellence.

221 Cf. sBa bZed, G, p. 68.18 and S, p. 58.5—6; Stein 709, f. 7a3 (cf. Gémez in Studies in
Chan and Hua-yen, p. 114); Chos *byuri Me tog siiiri po, f. 430b4; Chos *byuti mKhas pa’i dga’
ston, ja, f. 117a2.
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of inactivity (ci yati mi bya) and non-mentation (gari yati mi bsam);
but they concern the person who has attained direct understand-
ing of reality (gnas lugs mtion du gyur pa’i gati zag gi dbati du byas pa
" yin pa). However, the Hva $an Mahiyana has asserted that
starting already with the level of the beginner (las dati po pa=
adikarmika), liberation results from total absence of thinking (ci
yati yid la mi byed pa).222 The assertion made by this one Hva $an
is therefore wrong. But it is nevertheless impossible to hold that
all theories of a Ho-shang (hva Sati gi lta ba thams cad) are
consequently false.223

According to Blo bzan Chos kyi fii ma (f. 11b ff.), the tsuri men
belongs to the tradition (brgyud pa) of the sfiri po don.224 The
term tsuri men is explained (f. 14a) as designating a tradition of
realization in practice (sgrub brgyud), as distinct from a Vinaya one
or an exegetical one (bSad brgyud).?25

The sgrub brgyud sfiivi po don gyi brgyud pa is said by Blo bzan

222 See Demiéville, Concile, p. 77, and above, pp. 66, 84, 93, 98. But compare Concile,
pp. 76, 86—88, 120—1, 157, 162, 164, as well as Stein 709, f. 40b.

223 Grub mtha’ $el gyi me loti, tGya nag chapter, f. 13b. Blo bzan Chos kyi fii ma seems
to have followed an account found in the rGya nag chos ’byuri of mGon po skyabs
(eighteenth century), f. 72a ff. (of the sDe dge ed.; p. 118 ff. of the Sichuan People’s
Publishing House ed. of 1983).

224 While the expression sfiti po don or sfiifi po’i don is often used in Tibet to refer to the
Doha traditions of the Siddhas and the bKa’ brgyud, according to mGon po skyabs
(p- 118) — who also mentions the Mahimudra (phyag rgya chen po) — the allusion is to a
teaching given to Aryadeva by Nigirjuna; see Taranitha, rGya gar chos *byuti (p. 67), who
adds that the sfiiri po’i don was passed on to Rihulabhadra by Aryadeva (p. 68). Tshe dban
nor bu (rGya nag hva $ari gi byuri tshul, f. 9a) relates the reference to the ries don siiiri po’i mdo
sde, i.e. to the Sitras of the Third Cycle teaching the tathdgatagarbha, such as the
Mahaparinirvanasitra, which deal with don bsgom (ff. 9a, 15a). This is also the tsuri men
tradition going back, through the Hva $an Mahdyana, to Ka§yapa and Bodhidharma, even
though it is sometimes referred to as the tun min (e.g. in the bSam gtan mig sgron, f. 8b). It
resembles in part the rDzogs chen according to Tshe dban nor bu (f. 8b); however, it has to
be distinguished from the latter in so far as it belongs to the mdo lam rather than the sriags
lam (f. 9b—10a). Tshe dban nor bu nevertheless concludes that the don bsgom pa, the
amanasi(kara) method of India and the two bsam gtan gyi ’jug sgo of the rGya nag mkhan po
are virtually without difference (phal cher mi mthun pa med do, f. 12a).

225 It should be noted that mGon po skyabs differentiates between the tsuri men
(pp. 118—123 of the Sichuan ed. of his rGya nag chos *byuri) as a bka’ yi brgyud pa comprising
the twenty-eight Ch’an masters from Mahikiasyapa to Bodhidharmottara (see below) —
and to which he has attached the sfiti po don also known as rig stori phyag rgya chen po — and
the zab mo lta ba’i brgyud pa in connexion with which he has discussed the tun min (= gcig
char ’jug pa’i sgo) as opposed to the tsi yan men (= rim gyis ’jug pa’i sgo) (pp. 123—4). mGon
po skyabs (p. 119) furthermore associates the tsuri men tradition with the Ratnagunasamca-
yagathas, Kambala’s Alokamala, and Digniga’s Pramanasamuccaya.
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Chos kyi fii ma (f. 12a) to descend through Bodhidharmottara
(or Dharmo), the twenty-eighth in a line of spiritual transmission
starting with KaSyapa.?2® However, since in China Bodhidhar-
mottara did not expound his doctrine literally (sgra ji bZin pa), but
only by means of indirect allusion (Idem dgotis kyi gsuri : samdhava-
cana) and symbols (brda:samketa), it is related that those who
heard him did not have confidence (mos pa) and that they took
him to be a teacher of nihilism (chad lta mkhan); and so he did not
remain in China but went away to the North. The story of
Bodhidharma’s single shoe is also mentioned, as is the relevant
iconography (f. 13a). And it is noted that by some he was
identified with Pha dam pa rgya gar or Dam pa sans rgyas, an
Indian master of the Zi byed doctrine who is reputed to have also
gone to China. Our author nevertheless expresses uncertainty
about the value of this identification because he knows of no
reliable source for it (f. 13a).

In agreement with mGon po skyabs, Blo bzan Chos kyi fii ma
then adds that the sfiiri po don (or tsuri men) appears as a Tradition
of Symbol-Mahamudra (phyag rgya chen po brda’i brgyud pa), one
that is moreover in substantial agreement with the Tibetan bKa’
brgyud pa (f. 13b). He thus approaches what Sa skya Pandi ta has
said in his critique of ‘Chinese-style’ rDzogs chen and Neo-
Mahimudr3, but apparently without a critical (or polemical)
intent.

It is to be noted furthermore that, like mGon po skyabs, Blo
bzann Chos kyi fii ma distinguishes this s#ir po don — and with it
the tsusi men — from the tun men/min (cig car ’jug pa’i sgo) — the
correlate of the tsi’an men/tsi yan min327 (rim gyis ’jug pa’i sgo) —
which he attaches to the distinct tradition of Profound Theory
(zab mo Ita ba’i brgyud pa) descending through Nigirjuna and the

226 This information concerning the Hva $an Mahiyina’s connexion with Bodhidhar-
mottara’s lineage and the tsuri men is found also in Tshe dban nor bu, rGya nag hva ari gi
byuri tshul, ff. sb, 8a, 10b. On f. 9 Tshe dban nor bu describes ‘Bodhidharmottara’ as the
source of the tsuri men (see also f. 10b2: bsam gtan [?] mkhan hva fari tsuri men rnams). But, at
the same time, Tshe dban nor bu maintains the connexion of Bodhidharma and his brgyud
’dzin Hva $an Mahayina with the cig char ’jug pa following what he refers to as the Lo pan
bka’ thari (in fact the Blon po bka’i thari yig, f. 19a); see also f. 7b—8a. On the question of the
line of twenty-eight Dhyana masters, see further below, pp. 152—3.

227 The spellings tse ya(n) men/man are found in Tshe dban nor bu, rGya nag hva fari gi
byuti tshul, ff. 3b and 10b.
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younger Bhavya (f. gb—112).228 It is in addition of great interest
to see that this author considers (f. 11b) it incorrect to regard the
latter two traditions as opposed doctrinal systems (grub mtha’
= siddhanta); according to him they are rather to be seen as
methods of spiritual instruction (’khrid tshul) by which a disciple
may be guided in accordance with his nature.?2® The same was in
addition said by a great teacher cited by Blo bzan Chos kyi fii ma
to apply to the distinction between cig car ba and thod rgal, which
have been counted as two types in the practice of the Path (lam
gyi rim pa) (f. 11b).

This linking of the Hva $an Mahiyina with a form of the tsus
men is clearly of considerable interest. Study of Mo-ho-yen’s
school-affiliations has suggested that, at least to begin with, he
may have been a follower of the somewhat more gradualist
Northern School of Ch’an linked with Shen-hsiu (seventh
century), and that he only later moved closer to the Southern
School represented by Shen-hui (670—762 or 684—758). How-
ever, the fact that he is sometimes listed as the seventh master in a
line beginning with Dharmottara/Bodhidharma can be inter-
preted as indicating rather that he in fact belonged strictly
speaking neither to the Northern School, where it was P’u-chi
(651—739) who was counted as the successor of the sixth Chinese
Patriarch Shen-hsiu, nor to the Southern School, where Shen-hui
is counted as the successor of the sixth Chinese Patriarch Hui-
neng. Moreover, affinities between Mo-ho-yen and the Pao-t’ang
School of Ch’an in Sichuan have also been noted by scholars.
And it appears that his teaching was not wholly that of any of the
well-known schools of Ch’an and that it was close to Ch’an
movements in Sichuan and the Dunhuang area.23°

In the records studied by Demiéville, furthermore, Mo-ho-
yen is shown relativizing, and transcending, instantaneous (tun) and
gradual (chien) tendencies within Ch’an.?3! Indeed, in a source

228 See below, pp. 206—09.

229 See also mGon po skyabs, rGya nag chos byusi, p. 173.

230 Cf. S. Yanagida, in W. Lai and L. Lancaster (eds.), Early Ch’an in China and Tibet, pp.
20 ff,, 36—37; D. Ueyama, op. cit., pp. 327—49; J. Broughton in R. Gimello and P. Gregory
(eds.), Studies in Ch’an and Hua-yen, pp. 1-68; G. Mala, ‘Empreinte du Tch’an chez les
mystiques tibétains’ in Le Tch’an (Zen) (Hermés 4, Nouvelle Série, Paris, 1985), p. 387 ff.

231 See Demiéville, Concile, p. 75; in Essays in the history of Buddhism presented to
Professor Z. Tsukamoto (Kydto, 1961), pp. 5, 26—27; T oung Pao 56 (1970) pp. 83—86; and
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often used by him, the Larkavatarasitra, we already find a
relativization of the pair yugapad ‘simultaneous’ and kramavrtti
‘progressive engagement’ (ii, pp. 55—56, 82 and 84). Vimalamitra
is credited furthermore in the bsTan 'gyur with one treatise on
the cig car ba doctrine and another on the rim gyis pa doctrine; and
to the extent that these two works are attributable to a single
author (whether he is named Vimalamitra or not), this too could
attest an attempt at relativizing and reconciling the opposition
between ‘Simultaneism’ and ‘Gradualism’ (or, eventually, at
more or less inclusivistically integrating and ‘recovering’ the one
in the other). At all events the Cig car ’jug pa rnam par mi rtog pa’i
bsgom don ascribed to Vimalamitra contains materials correspond-
ing to Kamala$ila’s Bhavanakramas.?32

In its furthest consequences the innatist and ‘spontaneist’
doctrine — especially if misunderstood — could, in certain circum-
stances, lead to ethical relativism or antinomianism.

It is interesting to observe that in connexion with the twin
practices of ritualized sexual union and mactation (sbyor sgrol) —
associated in the eleventh century in the Kingdom of Western
Tibet with the so-called Ar tsho Ban de (or A ra mo Ban de) —
antinomianism did in fact rage in tandem with immanentism

in: M. Soymié (ed.), Contributions aux études sur Touen-houang, pp. 1—7, I10—II;
S. Yanagida, loc. cit., p. 16; D. Ueyama, loc. cit., p. 343; J. Broughton, loc. cit., pp. 3, 8—10.
Cf. J. McRae, The Northern School and the formation of early Ch’an Buddhism (Honolulu,
1986).

L. Gémez (in: R. Gimello and P. Gregory, Studies in Ch’an and Hua-yen, p. 95) has
compared Mo-ho-yen’s teachings with Tsung-mi’s doctrine of sudden enlightenment
followed by gradual cultivation. Tsung-mi belonged to the lineage of Shen-hui and hailed
from Sichuan (cf. Yanagida, loc. cit., p. 31). Wu-chu (Tib. Bu cu) of the Pao-t’ang Ch’an
school of Sichuan inclined towards ‘Subitism’, whereas Master Kim (Chin Ho-shang, i.e.
‘Wu-hsiang/Musang), the Korean master who taught in Sichuan, inclined towards
‘Gradualism’ (see Demiéville, in M. Soymié [ed.], Contributions aux études sur Touen-
houang, pp. 3—7). On the ‘sudden’ tendency in the Northern School, in particular with
Chih-ta who was a disciple of Shen-hsiu (rather than a later, and perhaps fictitious, master
to be placed after Shen-hui), see B. Faure, Cahiers d’Extréme-Asie 2 (1986), pp. 123—132.

232 Tucci, Minor Buddhist texts, II, pp. 117, 120—1, speaks of interpolation. And Gémez
in Studies in Ch’an and Hua-yen, p. 147 n. 8, regards ‘all Bhavanikrama passages in the Cig
car [’jug pa rnam par mi rtog pa’i bsgom don] as interpolations, and not as instances of
plagiarism or concessions to the gradualists’; see also Gémez, in Early Ch’an in China and
Tibet, p. 397 and p. 430 n. 21. F. Faber has argued against attributing this treatise ascribed
to Vimalamitra to (his) Vimalamitra (Acta orientalia 46 [1985], p. 49—50).
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according to historical sources which tell us that Atifa was invited
to Western Tibet in the middle of the eleventh century in order
to combat this pseudo-Tantric doctrine in collaboration with Rin
chen bzan po. In this case the aberrations in theory and practice
were apparently connected not with Chinese Ho-shangs but with
a debased form of Mahimudri-teaching that was current in the
border land with Ka$mir, where a syncretism had evidently
developed between Sivaism and Buddhism in which the doctrine
and practice of both are said to have become perverted.233
Still, it is perhaps significant that the Supplemented Version of
the sBa b¥ed, the Zabs btags ma, which has in its first part devoted
so much space to the Great Debate and the circumstances
surrounding it, deals at the end of its supplement (S, p. 90) with
Ati$a’s confutation of those deviant Tantriks who — not having
understood the intended purport (dgoris pa = abhipraya) of texts
the meaning of which requires to be elicited (drari don = neyartha)
but clinging rather to the bare words (sgra = vyafijana) — held that
there was no need to have recourse to generosity (sbyin pa = dana)
and the other salvific means (thabs=upaya); for it is, they
maintained, by Emptiness alone that one is Awakened. And in
view of the resemblance between some of the problems at issue in
the Great Debate and in the false doctrines propagated in Western
Tibet by the Ar tsho Ban de which Ati$a was called on to combat
—and in particular the idea of dispensing with means as antidotes
and the emphasis laid on the spontaneous innateness of buddha-
hood — it might even seem that the supplement to the sBa bZed
was meant as it were to update this older text with a view to
confronting a new, but in some respects comparable, situation.

233 Cf.D. Seyfort Ruegg in: Tantric and Taoist studies in honour of R. A. Stein (Mélanges
chinois et bouddhiques 20 [1981]), pp. 212—26; and Acta indologica 6 (1984), pp. 369—81.

Such antinomianism could, it is true, be derived from ‘over-interpretation’ of what has
been said in even such classical texts of Buddhism as the Kafyapaparivarta (§§ 48—49, on the
wise and skilful Bodhisattva’s being untouched by the pain of the passions) and Asanga’s
Mahayanasamgraha (§ 10.28.11—12, on the theory of the destruction of the klefas through
the klefas themselves), which have in fact been cited in just this connexion by the bSam
gtan mig sgron (see below p. 122). See also Mahayanasitralamkara xiii. 11, and Sthiramati,
Madhyantavibhagatika ii. 14 (p. 76) on klesa as a factor of Awakening (bodhyatiga). See in
addition dPal brtsegs, [Ta ba’i rim pa (cf. Tucci, Minor Buddhist texts, II, p. 139); and
passages from Vimalamitra discussed by L. Gémez in W. Lai and L. Lancaster (eds.), Early
Ch’an in China and Tibet, pp. 403—4.
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However, it is important to note that no comparison has actually
been drawn in the Zabs btags ma between the religious situation
prevailing in Central and Eastern Tibet at the end of the eighth
century, at the time of the Great Debate, and the dangerous
debasement that menaced the Dharma in Western Tibet in the
first part of the eleventh century. At most there may have been a
kind of conflation of the problematics of each case.

It is nevertheless very curious to find cited in the bSam gtan mig
sgron (f. 9oa) a passage from a certain rGya lusi (‘Chinese
Treatise’) according to which even murder is a sin (sdig pa) only if
the murderer conceives of the murdered person as a sentient
being (sems can). On the contrary, if one does not do so — that is,
in so far as one is able to recognize that all sentient beings are
maya-like and dream-like — there can, in the absence of any real
sentient being, be no murder. This is compared with the case of
killing in dream, where actually there is no killing at all of
anybody; and dream and waking are then held to be alike in
terms of the view in question. This doctrine seems, however, not
to be often met with in our sources connected with the eighth-
century Great Debate of bSam yas.234

In other words, despite a certain similarity in ideas, the actual
practices and events in the two cases under consideration no
doubt appeared altogether different to the authors of our sources.
And they therefore did not equate the Hva $an’s rather ethereal-
ized spontaneous and innatist spiritualism and quietism — which
dispensed- with the difficult and prolonged ‘allopathic’ technique
of the ‘Gradualists’ in favour of a spontaneous ‘Nature-cure’ of
Mind?35 — with the deviant ideas and debased practices ascribed
to the Ar tsho Ban de, who are reported to have engaged in ritual
sexuality and mactation in the guise of a method that also
repudiated the customary doctrines and praxis of ‘Gradualist’
Buddhism.

234 Compare the citation from the mkhan po Phag do $an §i published by K. Okimoto,
Indogaku bukkyogaku kenkyii 24/2 (1976), p. 994, who also has some information on a 7gya
lun (chen po) (pp. 993—2). In the bSam gtan mig sgron, f. 10a2, Dar mo ta ra is credited with
a rGya lusi chen po.

235 Cf. the comparison of the rDzogs chen Man nag sde with moxabustion by Klon
chen rab 'byams pa, Grub mtha’ mdzod, f. 126a5 (~p. 348.4—5): yin siiam yid dpyod du ma
lus par gnad thog tu phebs pas me btsa lta bu’o.
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In many Tibetan historical writings, and above all in philo-
- sophical and doxographical works, the expressions theory (lta ba)
of the Hva $an, Dharma-system (chos lugs) of the Hva $an and
tradition (g2uti lugs) of the Hva San have come to be used in a
sense that is for all practical purposes dehistoricized and universal-
ized. These expressions have thus come to be widely employed as
generic designations for a type of theory or teaching that is
characterized as quietist, spontaneist, innatist and simultaneist.236

Since disagreement may exist as to the extent to which Mo-ho-
yen (and Ch’an) actually adhered exclusively, or mainly, to such
views, this typological use of the expressions is perhaps not
entirely justified historically. Yet it can be convincingly derived
from the view, reliably ascribed to Mo-ho-yen, that all sentient
beings are by their nature buddhas and that in coming to an
awareness of their intrinsic and innate buddhahood — i.e. the
Buddha-nature or tathagatagarbha — any activity or ‘reinforce-
ment’ of a religious and ethical as well as of an intellectual and
discursively philosophical character is therefore altogether super-
fluous and irrelevant,?37 and may even be a hindrance on the
level at least of the advanced practiser.238 In this perspective, the
Triple Vehicle (triyana) is set aside in favour of the Unique
Vehicle (ekayana) — or even the Non-Vehicle (ayana) — free from
all verbalizations and conceptualization.?3? This interpretation of
the Ho-shang’s teaching is underpinned by his statements that
liberation is achieved in immediate and face-to-face recognition
of Mind free from all discursive and ratiocinative mentation, that
is, in pure tranquillity unaccompanied by analysis and discrimina-
tive understanding.

Under this analysis, the Hva $an’s doctrine of the Buddha-
nature and tathagatagarbha would not issue in the eternalist view —

236 1. Gémez in Early Ch’an in China and Tibet, p. 428 n. 14, describes the term
quietism to refer to Ch’an as an unfortunate legacy of Demiéville’s Concile. However, if
not taken as referring specifically to seventeenth-century European thought, the word
does not appear to be unsuitable. The hesychast too does not eschew all activity.

237 See Demiéville, Concile, pp. 95, 10708, 116—19, ISI.

238 See above, p. 117.

239 See Demiéville, op. cit., pp. 66, 119, I5I.
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with which these concepts have elsewhere been associated —and it
could easily be (mis)understood as practically nihilistic. In Bu
ston’s Chos ’byusi, the Hva San’s teaching is in fact assimilated to
the nihilist view (chad Ita = ucchedadysti).?4°

In sum, virtually irrespective of its primary historical reference,
the expression ‘Hva $an’s theory’ (or the like) has been used at
least from the time of Sa skya Pandi ta in the thirteenth century
up to the present by Tibetan writers as a standard fopos, and as a
convenient typological designation for what a historian of religion
and philosophy might call gnoseological nativism, soteriological
spontaneousness, philosophical ataraxia (without of course pre-
supposing any specific reference to Pyrrho or Stoical Pyrrhon-
ism) and ethico-religious quietism (again without any specific
reference to Molinos and Madame Guyon and to seventeenth-
century European thought). In a large section of the Tibetan
tradition it has in this way acquired currency as a term in the
description of spiritual theory and practice.

Were it not for the fact that the historical existence of the Ho-
shang Mo-ho-yen is established by Chinese and Tibetan docu-,
ments from Dunhuang and that Kamalasila and his teacher
Santaraksita are well-known figures in the history of Buddhism
many of whose writings are extant in the original Sanskrit as well
as in Tibetan translation, a historian might indeed have been
excused for inferring from the available rather schematic accounts
of the Great Debate, and from the almost paradigmatic rdles
played in it by the Hva $an Mahiyina and Kamalasila, that this
event and these names correspond not to historical facts and
persons, but to emblematic figures embodying so to say a pair of
contrasting religio-philosophical positions in typological and
structural opposition. Certainly, in not a few Tibetan historical
and doxographical traditions, the Ho-shang Mo-ho-yen has been
partly dehistoricized and has developed into a practically emble-
matic figure occupying a paradigmatic, and structurally antitheti-
cal, position as the ‘Simultaneist’ par excellence in opposition to the

240 See Bu ston, Chos ’byur, f. 128a1; compare the ‘Alternative Tradition’ of the sBa
bZed (G, p. 73) on stori pa fiid la dga’ ba. See however, bSam gtan mig sgron, f. 83a—b, on not
falling into annihilation (chad pa = uccheda) and on not suppressing samjfia and not falling
into absence of samja.
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‘Gradualist” Kamalasila. And even though the historical docu-
mentation available to us of course excludes such an inference, we
still have to bear in mind that the figures in question have come
to exemplify two important, and old, positions that have often
been in tension, either virtual or actual, in the history of
Buddhism. (Compare the cases of Musila and Narada, and of
Mahikotthita/Mahikotthika and Sariputta, in the old Buddhist
canon mentioned below, Chap. iv)

The fact that, for the Tibetan historical and doxographical
traditions, important facts concerning the Ho-shang Mo-ho-yen
were uncertain and wrapped in the mists of time and legend must
have greatly contributed to his becoming a somewhat shadowy
and emblematic figure. For example, it was evidently not clear to
the rNin ma master Tshe dban nor bu (1698/9—1755) whether he
should be placed in the time of Khri Sron Ide btsan or earlier, at
the end of the reign of this king’s predecessor Mes Ag tshom(s)
and whether it was he or a disciple of his who debated with
Kamalasila.24! Furthermore, as already noted, although the Hva
$ann Mahiyana is usually regarded by the Tibetan traditions as a
‘Simultaneist’, there seems to have been some uncertainty as to
whether he should be identified as a ston mun pa or as a tsuri men
pa.

Originally, and historically, ‘Simultaneism’ was possibly just as
much complementary with as antithetical to ‘Gradualism’. Nan
ral’s Chos ’byuti Me tog sfiiti po has presented the teachings of the
Hva San Mahiyana and Kamalasila as being without difference in
substance, notwithstanding the fact that they were pitched at
different levels (f. 435b).24? And in the bSam gtan mig sgron
ascribed to gNubs Sans rgyas ye $es, simultaneous engagement
(cig car ’jug pa) is a stage that follows on gradual engagement (rim
gyis ’jug pa) and leads on first to Mahayoga (rnal *byor chen po) and

241 See Tshe dban nor bu, rGya nag hva far gi byuri tshul, f. 8a—b, where Mahiyina is
placed in the latter part of the reign of Mes Ag tshom can (i.e. Khri IDe gtsug btsan, the
father of Khri Sron lde btsan) together with his disciples sBa gSal snan (!) and Myan Tin
ne ’dzin bzan po and is therefore tentatively distinguished from the Hva $an who debated
with Kamalasila and who would then have been Mahidyina’s disciple. For an account of
ho-shangs in Tibet at the time of Mes Ag tshoms, see for example the sBa bZed. And on the
Hva $an Me ’go/mgo at that time see Chap. ii above.

242 See above, pp. 84—85. On the similar opinion of dPal dbyans see above, p. 86.
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then to Atiyoga and rDzogs chen; and although this work
mentions the Hva San Mahi yan and Kamalasila in parallel, it
does not refer to the Great Debate, nor does it present these two
masters as opponents.?*3 Kamalasila has, moreover, himself
admitted the simultaneous operation (cig car ’jug pa) of prajfia and
updya in his Bhavanakrama (I, p. 71).

CONCLUSION

The encounter in late eighth-century Tibet between two
distinct, and contrasting, religio-philosophic currents has some-
times been presented in the Tibetan sources as well as by modern
scholars as a confrontation between Indian and Chinese Bud-
dhism. And by some modern scholars it has been described as a -
Sino-Indian or Indo-Chinese controversy, a conflict between
Indian and Chinese culture, and sometimes even as a struggle at
the Tibetan court between Indians and Chinese pursuing their
respective political or religio-political interests.24* The question
arises as to whether such descriptions define the nature of the
issues involved as precisely as is possible given the documentation
available to us. .

To take the last description first, although it is not impossible
that political factors did play a part in these developments, it
seems likely that the opposition between the two parties at the
time of the Great Debate stemmed as much, if not more, from
rivalries and conflicts between Tibetan magnates and their fami-
lies (such as the sBa and Myan, members of which had become
Buddhist monks) as from national or ethnic rivalry between
Indians and Chinese as such. The sBa family with which we have-
so often been concerned in the course of this discussion for
example included some members — sBa gSal snan and perhaps the
enigmatic San 3i (ta) — associated with Chinese and Korean Ho-

243 In Don dam smra ba’i sen ge (15th—16th century ?), bSad mdzod yid bZin nor bu (ed.
Lokesh Chandra, New Delhi, 1969), f. 163a, there is a reference to Kamala§ila and the
Tsen min pa, as well as to the need to yoke together {amatha and vipafyana and to follow
the theory of Nigirjuna; but there is no mention of the Hva San Mahiyana as Kamalasila’s
opponent. The rdzogs chen and atiyoga are, however, mentioned.

244 Compare recently Demiéville in M. Soymié (ed.), Contributions aux études sur
Touen-houang, p. 7, who refers back to his views expressed in his Concile.
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shangs,?4% and other members — Ye Ses dban po (who is,
however, identified as gSal snan once he had become a monk)
and dPal dbyans (who may or may not be identical with San $1) —
who were closely linked with Kamalasila. As for Mo-ho-yen,
two of his main supporters are reported to have been Khri Sron
Ide btsan’s 'Bro consort (the 'Bro bza’ Jo mo Byan chub rje) and
his maternal aunt (sru Yan dag), while other supporters of the
Hva San were the chamberlain (¢zims mal pa) Co rMa rma and a
member of the rNog family.2#¢ Myan Tin ne ’dzin bzan po is
also sometimes numbered as one of Ye Ses dban po’s chief
opponents. '

In the eighth century Tibet was in fact a major independent
Central Asian power in its own right, especially after imperial
power in China was shaken by the An Lu-shan rebellion. And
there is no concrete evidence to show that the Tibetans, who
figure so prominently in this encounter and the associated
controversies, were pursuing anything but their own religious
concerns, along perhaps with the political interests of their
families and regions. At all events, and contrary to what has
sometimes been suggested or implied, there is no reason to
suppose that the Tibetans then represented nothing but the
proverbial tabula rasa merely waiting to be converted or manipu-
lated by Chinese or Indians. For their part, the Indians and
Chinese in Tibet at the time would presumably have derived any
political influence they may have possessed above all through the
Tibetans with whom they were associated. And it is not evident
that they would have been on their own in a position to further
their national or ethnic interests in Tibet under the guise of a
religio-philosophical controversy in which many of the points at
issue had a long history in Buddhist thought. In sum, no
conclusive evidence has been adduced to demonstrate that this
controversy was essentially an eighth-century expression of Sino-
Indian geo-political or politico-ideological rivalries and conflicts.

As to the view that the controversy was the consequence of
cultural confrontation between Indian and Chinese Buddhism,
and ultimately between Indian and Chinese civilization, it has to
be borne in mind that there then existed no totally homogeneous

245 See sBa bZed cited above, n. 100. 246 See above, p. 60 ff.
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and monolithic Indian and Chinese Buddhism. On the one side
the Chinese Ch’an traditions — which today are usually regarded
as so typically Chinese —not only differed among themselves, but
they had their origins, at least in part, in Dhyana teachings from
India and Central Asia and their counterparts in the teachings of
certain Indian Siddhas and Yoga-masters. On the other side, the
scholastic traditions of India had their Chinese extensions and
equivalents, before and during the T’ang, in the San-lun (Ma-
dhyamaka) School, in Paramartha’s She-lun (Mahayanasamgraha)
School, in Paramartha’s and Hslian-tsang’s Chii-she (Abhidharma-
kosa) traditions, and in Hsiian-tsang’s Fa-hsiang (dharmalaksana)
School, as well as more generally in certain component strands of
such major Chinese Buddhist schools as the T’ien-t’ai and Hua-
yen. Furthermore, T’an-k’uang — an (elder?) contemporary of
Mo-ho-yen at Dunhuang who evidently was in communication
by correspondence with Khri Sron lde btsan himself — was linked
for example with the Abhidharma and Dharmalaksana (i.e.
Vijfianavada) traditions in China.24”

What the student of comparative religion and intercultural
transmission finds here is, then, neither a straightforward case of
political conflict in Tibet between India and China, nor even a
clear-cut case of cultural confrontation and hostility between
homogeneous and monolithic national forms of Buddhism con-
tending for the minds and hearts of Tibetans more or less
passively waiting to be converted to the one or the other. Rather,
we discover a complex of currents and trends — many of them old
and respectable in the history of Buddhism — represented, in
varying proportions, in the Buddhist traditions of India and
China, and of course subsequently in Tibet itself.

Now, as already noted above, it is quite true that Tibetan
sources have themselves underscored the fact that the two
tendencies facing each other in Tibet arrived there in the main the
one directly from India and the other through China, and that
they were propagated respectively by Indian and Chinese
masters. And the question of historically Chinese and Indian

247 For the réle of T’an-k’uang in the context of the Great Debate, see D. Ueyama in
W. Lai and L. Lancaster (eds.), Early Ch’an in China and Tibet, p. 327; W. Pachow, A study
of the twenty-two dialogues on Mahayana Buddhism (Taipei, 1979).
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components in Tibetan Buddhism does unquestionably arise.
Moreover, according to Tibetan sources, a certain ho-shang
endowed with clairvoyance (mrion Ses can) foretold early in the
reign of Khri Sron lde btsan that Tibet was to be the special
domain of teaching (‘dul skal) of Santaraksita (rather than of the
ho-shangs) 248

It would however appear that the Tibetan authors were
thinking in terms neither of religio-political and politico-ideolog-
ical interests and hegemony nor of national forms of Buddhism —
a modern concept that would probably have been scarcely
intelligible to these authors — but of lines of magisterial transmis-
sion and of doctrinal traditions differentiated according to their
connexions with regions and lineages. Such classifications are of
course well known within India and China; and in Tibet many
schools (chos lugs) and teaching transmissions (brgyud pa) have
been differentiated in just this way according to the names of
places and regions (e.g. Sa skya pa, Jo nan pa, dGa’ ldan pa, etc.).
In other words, geographical regions and family lineages are very
likely to have been involved to a degree now difficult precisely to
determine in the encounter between currents and tendencies of
thought with which we are here concerned. But to see this
involvement as basically and essentially reducible to putative
ethnic or national forms of Buddhism, or to great-power rivalry
in Tibet, is to go beyond the evidence and to impose on it
categories of thinking and analysis that are largely anachronistic.
On the evidence available, such factors (to the extent that they
existed) appear as incidental to the central issues at stake.

In the course of the later development of the Tibetan Buddhist
traditions, nevertheless, the connexion of the Hva $an Mahiyana,
and of the other hva $aris, with China may well have had an
impact on the reception of their doctrines in Tibet. For the fact
that the ston mun pa or ‘Simultaneist’ teachings are known to have
been transmitted by Chinese and Korean Ho-shangs may have
resulted in their being questioned or rejected by Tibetan writers
on the ground of not being part of the main stock of Buddhism
and its lines of transmission to Tibet. This would at the very

248 See sBa bZed, G, pp. 7-8; S, pp. 6—7 (cf. G, pp. 11-12; S, p. 12.5); 'Gos gZon nu
dpal, Deb ther stion po, ka, f. 21as.
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least have made it easier for any Tibetan masters disposed to do
so for reasons of theory or practice to take their distance from
them. A .

Already at the end of the eighth and the beginning of the ninth
centuries, the Tibetan rulers were evidently striving toward a
normalization of the Buddhist teachings being propagated in
their realm. This effort is reflected in the decrees attributed to
them according to which the (Mila)Sarviastivada should be the
standard Nikaya-tradition in Tibet,24° the philosophical theory
of Nagirjuna’s Madhyamaka should be followed there,25° and
the dissemination of the Vajrayana should be restricted.?5! These
decisions — whether they were actually made by the monarch
himself or by his advisers in the Dharma, or are part of some
subsequent Tibetan ‘invention of tradition’ — do not, however,
amount to the anathematization of all other Sriavakayanist Nika-
yas apart from the (Miila)Sarvastivadins, of all schools of philos-
ophy other than Nagarjuna’s Madhyamaka, and of the Buddhist
Tantras. And, similarly, the monarch’s decree forbidding the
dissemination of the Hva 3an’s teachings, assuming again that
such a decree was actually issued by him, can perhaps be best
understood as part of a further attempt at standardization rather
than as an anathematization inspired by Kamala$ila and his
Tibetan followers. It has also to be recalled that at this time
Tibetan civilization was in many of its aspects combining Chinese
with Indian and Central Asian elements.?’2 And in the ninth
century translations of important Sitras and major Sistras (such

249 See Bu ston, Chos ’byuti, f. 130a—b (Obermiller, p. 197), referring to the time of Ral
pa can. On the réle of the Milasarvistivada Nikaya in Tibet, see D. Seyfort Ruegg, ‘Uber
die Nikiyas der Srivakas und den Ursprung der philosophischen Schulen des Buddhism
nach den tibetischen Quellen’, in H. Bechert (ed.), Zur Schulzugehirigkeit von Werken der
Hinayana-Literatur, Part I (Symposien zur Buddhismusforschung III, 1. Géttingen, 1985),
pp. 121 f.

250 See above, pp. 62, 73, 84—86. Khri IDe sron btsan’s decree, reproduced in the sGra
sbyor bam gfiis (ed. N. Simonsson, Indo-tibetische Studien, i, Uppsala, 1957), p. 244 (compare
Padma dkar po, Chos ’byuri, ed. Lokesh Chandra, f. 166b), names both Nigirjuna and
Vasubandhu as authorities.

251 See sGra sbyor bam gfiis, p. 260 (compare Padma dkar po, Chos "byur, f. 168b), in the
time of Khri IDe sron btsan; Bu ston, Chos ’byuri, f. 130a—b, in the time of Ral pa
can = Khri gTsug lde btsan (!).

252 See recently R. A. Stein, ‘Tibetica antiqua’ I-III, Bulletin de I’Ecole frangaise
&’Extréme-Orient 72 (1983), pp. 149—236, 73 (1984), pp. 257—72, and 74 (1985), pp.
83—133.
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as the Samdhinirmocanasiitra-Tika by the Korean Won ch’uk
[613—696], P 5517 =D 4016) were being made from Chinese,
notably by ’Go(s) Chos grub (Fa-cheng).?%* But the norm
accepted for Tibetan Buddhism from the eighth century onwards
has tended to be the twin criteria of the existence of an original
Indian canonical source and of a valid Indo-Tibetan tradition of
transmission.254

A further interesting point of difference between the Indian
(and Indo-Tibetan) tradition and the Chinese tradition of Bud-
dhism was that the former relied at least as much on Sistra as on
Sttra sources whereas the latter was perhaps based more on
Sdtras. It is no doubt to this tendency that Mo-ho-yen was
referring when he contrasted his own Siatra-based teachings and
the predominantly Sistraic content of the Buddhism being
propagated by the ‘Brahman monk’ (p’o-lo-men seng).25%

In sum, on the basis of the materials discussed above it appears
appropriate to distinguish within Buddhism a ‘Gradualist’ current
characteristic of the Sitras and Sastras that set out what might be
termed the ‘allopathic’ use of counteragents (grien po = pratipaksa
‘antidote’) and salvific means (thabs = upaya) in a progressive
course of gnoseological and soteriological reinforcement (bha-
vana, sevana and abhyadsa); a gnoseologically ‘innatist’ and a
soteriologically ‘spontaneist’ tendency characteristic in particular
of the Siddhas and some Dhyana-masters who followed above all
certain Satras which dispense with ‘allopathic’ means and tend to
have recourse mainly, or exclusively, so to say to a ‘Nature-cure’
based on the holistically immediate and face-to-face ‘recognition’
of Mind; and, finally, a current best known from the Vajrayana
(but not altogether absent from certain Sdtras and Sastras) that
makes use of what might be called ‘homoeopathic’ procedures by
which obstacles such” as the defilements/afflictions (klesa = fion

253 Cf. S. Inaba in L. Kawamura and K. Scott (eds.), Buddhist thought and Asian
civilization (Festschrift H. V. Guenther, Emeryville, 1977), pp. 105—13.

254 For the use of this criterion in editing the canon, see D. Seyfort Ruegg, The life of
Bu ston Rin po che (Rome, 1966), pp. 27—28.

255 See Demiéville, Concile, p. 160 and pp. 25, 39—42.
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mons) are overcome or cured through themselves.25¢ And it is
necessary to differentiate these currents — which have existed
within Buddhism in a relationship of both suppletive and
antithetical complementarity — from deviations and aberrations in .
theory and practice that arose from misunderstanding, debase-
ment and misuse of either of the last two currents, and which are
therefore distinct from them.

Although one or the other of these currents has no doubt
predominated at a given place and time, it would be excessive to
maintain that quintessentially and typically the first is Indian and
the second is Chinese, and accordingly to represent the Great
Debate and the encounter of theories and practices that ac-
companied it as a conflict between an Indian (or Indic) and a
Chinese (or Sinitic) Buddhism. Similarly, however typical the
‘Left-hand path’ (vamacara) and the Cinakrama may have been of
certain Himalayan areas, it would not seem possible to consider
the grave difficulties that arose in the Kingdom of Western Tibet
in the eleventh century, and which led to Atisa’s being invited
there to combat them, only as a clash between Indian and
‘Himalayish’ tendencies; for the problems involved extended far
beyond these geographical and cultural areas.

In terms of any debate between ‘nature’ and ‘nurture’ — and in
gnoseology and soteriology between nativism and reinforcement
— the ‘Simultaneist’ with his principle of immediacy, spontane-
ousness and holism and his theory of the innateness of buddha-
hood would appear to stand on the side of ‘nature’ and gnoseo-
logical nativism, whereas the ‘Gradualist’ with his method of
progressively eliminating all obscurations and defilements by
means of counter-agents clearly emphasizes the need of ‘nurture’
and the reinforcement in meditative realization and cultivation of
the factors conducive to buddhahood. These two approaches can
also be applied to the understanding of the doctrine of the
tathagatagarbha, that is, the buddhomorphic nature of all sentient
beings. For according to the ‘Simultaneist’ this teaching signifies

256 Concerning the confluence of the last two currents in the teachings of Ta-mo-to-lo
(*Dharmatrita) according to Pao-t’ang Ch’an, see P. Demiéville, Peintures monochromes de
Dunhuang (Paris, 1978), pp. 47—48.

For European thought, a connexion has been made between quietism and affectivity in
A. Lalande, Vocabulaire technique et critique de la philosophie® (Paris, 1962), p. 874.
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that all sentient beings are already buddhas; whilst according to the
‘Gradualist’” who insists on the need for methodical cultivation the
same teaching signifies that on the ‘causal’ level (gZ2i) beings are
all potentially buddhas, that is, that their inborn capacity of
achieving the ‘fruit’ ("bras bu) of buddhahood is proleptic and still
unfulfilled. Nevertheless, as said in the Mahaparinirvanasiitra
quoted by Kamalaéila in his Bhavanakrama (II, p. 19), the Matrix
or Germ (gotra) of the tathagata (de bZin gegs pa’i rigs) is perceived
only when Quieting (famatha) and Insight (vipa$yana) are in
balance, as is the case with tathdgatas or buddhas. For when the
mental tranquillity of concentration (samadhi) predominates and
the discriminative function of prajfia is weak, as in the case of an
Auditor (Sravaka), one does not see the tathagatagotra at all;
conversely, if prajiia predominates and samadhi is weak, as is the
case with Bodhisattvas still on the Path of Awakening, it is seen
only indistinctly. That Kamala$ila has thus called attention to the
relevance of the tathagatagarbha and gotra theories to his other
concerns in his Bhavanakrama is in keeping with the fact that in his
Madhyamakaloka — which he is reputed to have composed in
Tibet for the benefit of the monarch?57 — he introduced this
theory into the main Madhyamaka tradition.

As regards the Vajrayana, it appears to combine elements of
the rapid way of ‘nature’ and nativism with a recognition that
means, both ritual and cognitive, have to be brought into play
gradually.

It is of special importance to note that both ‘Gradualism’ and
‘Simultaneism’ can find support in the Satra literature of Bud-
dhism, and that in the Sistras also many traces can be found of the
idea of gnoseological nativism and soteriological spontaneousness
as well as of holism and instantaneousness or ‘Subitism’.

In Tibetan literature noteworthy indications are found con-
cerning the manner in which the Tibetans have themselves
regarded the interrelation and classification of the component
elements of their religion and culture in terms of architectural
organization in space.

257 See sBa bzed G, p. 77 and S, p. 63; Ni ma ’od zer, Chos byuri Me tog siiiri po,
f. 437a6.
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In the plan of the great temple complex of bSam yas — where at
least part of the Great Debate took place in-the Byan chub glin,
which was constructed as a cosmogram. on the model of the
Indian temple of Otantapuri, and where for centuries members of
the various Tibetan religious communities have found their
monastic centre and have congregated?5® — the exposition of
Dharma (chos ’chad pa) was kept up in the western temple (gliz)
of Vairocana, the Dhyina (bsam gtan) tradition of the ‘Chinese
Hva $an’ was cultivated in the western temple Mi g-yo bSam
gtan glin, Tantric rituals comprising Mandalas and Abhiseka
were performed in the southern temple of bDud ’dul snags pa
glin, Discipline (khrims) was placed in the eastern rNam dag
khrims khan temple, and the grammatical and literary arts were
studied in the eastern Tshans pa temple.?3° Here, then, we find a
kind of diagram horizontally co-ordinating the various compo-
nent traditions constituting Tibetan Buddhism.

In the vertical disposition of its successive storeys and their
decoration, the central temple (dBu rtse) of bSam yas is said to
have reflected a sort of symbiosis — or at all events a collocation —
in ascending order of Tibetan, Chinese and Indian modes.25°
Thus, whilst the Tibetan style was represented on ground level in
this sanctuary built in Tibet for the benefit of the Tibetan people,
and whilst the Indian style characterized the pinnacle, the Chinese
style is said to have been used in the middle storey. In this way,
the component elements of Tibetan religious culture appear

258 See G. Tucci, To Lhasa and beyond (Rome, 1956), p. 120.

259 Bu ston, Chos *byur, f. 127b; cf. bSod nams rgyal mtshan, rGyal rabs gsal ba’i me loti,
Chap. xviii, f. 83b—84a.

The classical Tibetan tradition has usually co-ordinated scholastic instruction (bSad pa)
and spiritual realization (sgrub pa), meditation being associated with the former as well as
with the latter. As for the grammatical and literary arts, they are regarded as general and
‘exterior’, i.e. as not specifically Buddhist, sciences (vidyadsthana) and accomplishments of
the Bodhisattva. Cf. Bodhisattvabhiami i. 8 (p. 105) and i. 14 (p. 212).

260 See sBa bzed, G, pp. 38—45, and S, pp. 31—36; Tshal pa Kun dga’ rdo rje, Deb ther
dmar po (Hu lan deb ther), f. 17b (p. 37); Padma bka’i thari yig, Ch. Ixxxvi (transl. Toussaint,
p- 342—3); rGyal rabs gsal ba’i me lori, Ch. xviii, f. 82b—83a. Cf. A. Ferrari et al., mKhyen
brtse’s guide to the holy places of Central Tibet (Rome, 1958), p. 113; Tucci, To Lhasa and
beyond, p. 119 f.; R. A. Stein, La civilisation tibétaine® (Paris, 1987), p. 201. Reference can
also be made to the remarks on the plan and models of the P’u-ning-ssu of Jehol
(Chengde) in A. Chayet, Les temples de Jehol et leurs modéles tibétains (Paris, 1985), pp. 29,
67; and to P. Mortari Vergara Caffarelli, Rivista degli studi orientali 53 (1979), pp. 163—96
(with a bibliography of the question).
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vertically ordered in a synthesis. However, no connexion appears
to have been specified between the middle storey in Chinese style
of the dBu rtse and the teachings of Dhyana and the Hva $an
Mahayana.

The ground-plan of the bSam’ yas temple-complex thus
suggests a horizontal co-ordination of philosophical exposition
and Dhyina, and even their structured complementarity and
integration. And although the storey in Indian style was placed
vertically above the one in Chinese style in the central temple, it
is noteworthy that the elevation of this sanctuary has been
interpreted by the sources cited as symbolizing neither a subordi-
nation nor an inclusivistic subjection of the Dhyina propagated
by Mo-ho-yen to the type of Buddhism taught by Sintaraksita
and Kamalasila, or to that represented by Padmasambhava. It is
to be recalled that, similarly, the teachings of Santaraksita and
Padmasambhava are traditionally regarded in Tibet as being in
complementary harmony in the sense that their different methods
serve the same end. And the close association of both Sintaraksita
and Padmasambhava with Khri Sron Ilde btsan has been symbol-
ized for the Tibetan tradition by the sdom brtson dam pa device at
least since the time of Sa skya Pandi ta, who painted on a wall of
bSam yas this emblem in which Sintaraksita is represented by a
bird, Padmasambhava by a lotus and the Tibetan monarch by a
flaming sword.

In summary, when we attempt to piece together from the
Tibetan sources the circumstances in which the Great Debate of
bSam yas took place, we find no clear and conclusive evidence to
show that either Kamala$ila or Mo-ho-yen was seeking a con-
frontation. Rather, having become aware of the presence in Tibet
of tensions and polarized approaches within the Buddhist tradi-
tions connected on the one side with the teachings of certain Ho-
shangs and on the other with the doctrines of Santaraksita, the
Tibetan monarch and his advisers are said to have taken the
initiative in bringing representatives of the two currents together
in a discussion because of their concern for the sound establish-
ment and regularization in the kingdom of Buddhist theory and
practice. And with this end in view Kamalasila was invited to
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Tibet, supposedly in accordance with the advice that his master
Santaraksita had given just before his death.

It would moreover seem that, on the levels of both Ground
(g2i) and Fruit (’bras bu), there was little in Mo-ho-yen’s teaching
(to the extent to which it is available to us to judge) that could
have been totally unfamiliar to Kamalasila from recognized
Indian sources, despite the Chinese garb in which it was being

" presented by its propagators.2! Equally, much of what Kamala-

sila’s teaching stood for was well known to large sections of the
Chinese Buddhist traditions, and thus it may not have been quite
unfamiliar to Mo-ho-yen. It is however unlikely that Mo-ho-yen
and Kamala§ila could discuss or even converse directly with each
other; and it is practically certain that interpreters, presumably
Tibetans for the most part, would have had to act as translators in
any meeting between them.

In this situation there lay the risk that what was a polarity —and
a well-recognized and more or less creative tension — between
two currents of thought and two approaches to the Buddhist Path
could become magnified in a way not fully explained by any
fundamental contradictions in either the commonly held canoni-
cal sources or in philosophical doctrine. And the ensuing rift
would then have focused less on philosophy, or even on a theory
of spiritual and philosophical praxis, than on methods and
formulations bearing on the Path. In this way a polarity and
tension present even in some of the oldest sources of Indian
Buddhism could have assumed the proportions of the radical
cleavage that we find in a large number of Tibetan accounts of
the Great Debate starting with the sBa bZed and continuing in the
discussions by Sa skya Pandi ta and his successors.

It has at the same time to be borne in mind that part of the
tradition of Tibetan Buddhism was markedly less critical of Mo-
ho-yen’s teachings. This attitude we find partially reflected in the
Chos ’byusi Me tog siiiri po by the rDzogs chen master Nan ral Ni
ma ’od zer. And another rDzogs chen pa, Klon chen rab ’byams
pa, called attention to the similarity between certain of the

261 See the remark on the basic agreement between the two parties in the Great Debate
in regard to the Fruit ("bras bu) and the attainment of buddhahood, and on the difference
between them as to the method of procedure (‘jug sgo), in sBa bZed, G, p. 70.18~19
(attributed to dPal dbyans) and S, p. 60.6—7 (attributed to San 3i).
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teachings of the Hva $an Mahiyina and the doctrine of rdzogs
chen, as did in a slightly less pronounced way Tshe dban nor bu
also. These masters have done so notwithstanding their recogni-
tion of the fact that whereas rdzogs chen is deeply Mantrayanist
the teachings ascribed to the Hva San Mahayina are basically
Satrayanist.262

In addition, a closeness in certain respects between somie of the
Hva $an Mahiayana’s teachings and Mahimudra (phyag rgya chen
po) was admitted by some bKa' brgyud pa masters, though
certainly not by all. A link is indeed suggested by a convergent
use of the metaphor of the Sovereign Remedy (dkar po chig thub)
for the Hva San’s teaching on non-mentational face-to-face
recognition of Mind and the non-mentation (yid la mi byed pa)
teaching of the bKa’ brgyud pa, which with sGam po pa and
some of his followers had a Satra branch in addition to the
generally recognized Mantra branch.

It however remains true that neither all the rNin ma rDzogs
chen pas nor gSar ma bKa’ brgyud pas such as dPa’ bo gTsug lag
phren ba and Padma dkar po have identified themselves with the
Hva $an’s tradition. The closest approach to such an identification
is perhaps to be found in the bSam gtan mig sgron ascribed to
gNubs chen Sans rgyas ye Ses and in the Blon po bka’i thati yig of
the bKa’ thari sde lra. That differences in fact existed between the
Hva $an Mahiayana and the forms of Buddhism adopted in Tibet
appears to be recognized by most of the Tibetan Buddhist
tradition; nevertheless some representatives of this tradition have
placed greater emphasis on the differences, taking them as the
grounds for a radical cleavage, whereas other Tibetan masters
have adopted a noticeably more conciliatory stance toward the
teachings they connected with the Hva San.

262 Some ‘Tantric’ features however already appear in certain forms of Ch’an; cf. for
example R. Kimura, Journal asiatique 1981, p. 192 (after gNan dPal dbyans); D. Ueyama,
in W. Lai and L. Lancaster (eds.), Early Ch’an in China and Tibet, p. 349 n. 30; B. Faure, in
P. Gregory (ed.), Traditions of meditation in Chinese Buddhism (Honolulu, 1986),
pp- 115—16, 121. Moreover, the tathagatagarbha theory, which is of such great importance
in these traditions, is in some respects ‘proto-Tantric’, while some of its later developments
are very clearly Vajrayanist.
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The Background to Some Issues in the
Great Debate

KaMALASILA’s treatment of the progressive Path of meditative
realization (bhavand) and Awakening combining Quieting. and
Insight strongly suggests that he considered what might be
described as the problem of innateness, immediacy, holism and
spontaneity in relation to his theory of gradual development and
reinforcement — in a sense of ‘nature’ in relation to ‘nurture’ — to
be both an old and a recurring one in Buddhist thought.
Concepts such as manifestation or revelation (abhivyakti, etc.)
in contrast to production or creation (drambha, utpatti, etc.), the
pre-existence of an effect in its cause (satkaryavada) as opposed to
production for the first time of a not previously existing effect
(asatkaryavada, arambhavada), and of simultaneous, non-sequential
immediacy as distinct from sequential progressiveness in verbal
knowledge and in the meaning of a poem are familiar from
Indian philosophical thought, the semantics of the sphota-theory
and the aesthetics of the dhvani-theory.253 In the Vedanta as the
JjAianakanda, activity — the ritual works and duties (karman, dharma)
of the karmakanda — has often been denied real soteriological
value, gnosis (jfiana) alone being regarded as constitutive of
deliverance; whereas by other authorities (e.g. Mandanamisra)
the conjunction of gnosis and works (jfianakarmasamuccaya) has
been recognized as conducive to deliverance. In the Vedinta too
the direct instrumentality, for immediate intuitive gnosis (aparo-
ksajfiana) of brahman, of both mental reflection (manana) and
meditative practice (nididhydsana) in addition to $ravana — i.e. the

263 In the ‘resonance’ (dhvani) theory of the Indian poeticians, for example, there is an
opposition between the asamlaksyakramavyarigya and the samlaksyakramavyatigya, the two
divisions of the vivaksitanyaparavacya which is abhidhamila. As for progressiveness as
opposed to sudden immediacy in the sphota-theory of the philosopher-grammarians, see

- K. Kunjunni Raja, Indian theories of meaning (Adyar, 1969), p. 124 f.
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‘auditive assimilation’ of the sense of the authorless and immemo-
rial scriptural mahavakyas inducing knowledge of brahman and
immediate deliverance (sadyomukti, as opposed to kramamukti) —
has been a subject of discussion. Repeated meditative practice
(prasamkhyana) subsequent to this $ravana has been held (by
Suresvara) to be superfluous in the face of $abdajfiana or Word-
generated knowledge. Another notion germane to theé present
enquiry is immediate recognition (pratyabhijia) — the ‘recollec-
tion’ as it were of reality?64 — to which may be added the
soteriological concept of the abrupt onset of spiritual realisation
(sahasa). Mention may also be made of the state of anupaya
‘absence of means’ which — in so far as it corresponds to the
ultimate state of the turydtita where all means are excluded — is
free from all mediacy, as opposed to the three successive levels
involving means and mediacy of the anava (kriyopaya), the $akta
(jfianopaya) and the $ambhava (icchopaya). These terms and ideas —
though not identical historically with the questions directly at
issue in the Great Debate of bSam yas, and despite the basic
difference between Buddhists and the Vedanta with regard to
Word ($abda) and Word-induced knowledge (Sabdajiiana) as
constituting immediate intuitive gnosis (aparoksajfiana) — never-
theless provide in their problematics a number of interesting
parallels and points of comparison with the issues considered by
Kamalasila and Mo-ho-yen and so merit the attention of the
comparativist.

The fact that the authoritative sources cited by Kamalasila —
mainly Mahiyina Siitras — have a direct or indirect bearing on
this subject indicates at all events that the problems at issue go
back a long way in the history of Buddhist thought. Kamalasila
was clearly not dealing with issues that had arisen for the first
time during the eighth century in the specific historical context of
the encounter in Tibet between Indian and Chinese ways of
thinking and of a confrontation between Indian and Chinese
masters. That this was so seems moreover to have been recog-
nized in the ‘Alternative Tradition’ of the sBa bZed,2°5 where

264 For some references see D. Seyfort Ruegg, Le traité du tathagatagarbha de Bu ston Rin
chen grub (Paris, 1973), p. 78 n. 1.
265 See sBa bzed, G, p. 73.5-8.
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Kamala$ila’s master Santaraksita is shown referring to the under-
standing of Mind known as the Sovereign Remedy (dkar po chig
thub) as a ‘stain in theory’ (drstikasaya) that consists in taking
pleasure in Emptiness (sto#i pa fiid la dga’ ba), and which was to be
found not only in Tibet but also very widely among persons who
are tainted by these ‘stains’ and take pleasure in the notion of
Emptiness.26¢

Since the evidence available to us indicates that this complex of
problems has repeatedly arisen in one form or the other in the
history of the Buddhist traditions in South, Central and East Asia
— none of which has been entirely homogeneous and monolithic
and each of which has included various currents of theory and
practice — contrary to what has been suggested in Demiéville’s
masterly study?%7 it does not seem appropriate to see in Kamala-
§lla’s treatment of the issues merely a dehistoricization of the
Great Debate. For Kamalasila the Great Debate was probably
rather one more occasion when this set of religious and philo-
sophical problems embedded in the history of Buddhist thought
came once again to be focused upon and to raise acute difficulties.
And it was then in the later Tibetan traditions, as already
observed, that the expression ‘teaching of the Hva $an’ was taken
from its specific historical context and came to be employed as a
dehistoricized topos and as a generic designation for a type of
quietistic and innatist teaching.

What the comparativist has to study here are not so much
abstract entities like ‘Indian Buddhism’, ‘Chinese Buddhism’ or
‘Tibetan Buddhism’ — which are to a certain degree merely
convenient constructs for the scholar — but rather the structural
and typological features subsumed under these designations. This
is of course not to deny that certain features are, at particular
times and places, predominant in a given geographically delim-
ited form of Buddhism, and that they may characterize and

266 On the lta ba’i siigs ma= dystikasaya, see Vasubandhu, Abhidharmako$abhasya iii.
94ab with Yaomitra’s Vyakhya. It is one of the five kasayas, on which see e.g. Lalitavistara
p- 248.13; Saddharmapundarika ii, p. 43.4, 56.8, $8.11; Bodhisattvabhiami i.17 (p. 252);
Mahavyutpatti 2336—40. These stains characterize especially the last soo-year period of the
Dharma (cf. sBa bZed, G, p. 66.8; S, p. 56.2—3). On the dkar po chig thub see above,
pp- 88—89, 100 ff.

267 Demiéville, Concile, p. 18.
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constitute it: if there were no overarching structures and continu-
ities, but only innumerable discrete features, the termis ‘Bud-
dhism’, ‘Indian Buddhism’ and the like would be mere empty
names of no use to an historian. But the richness and diversity
within the Buddhist traditions militate against taking even such
serviceable terms as names of single and homogeneous individual
entities. In sum, such constructs can fulfil a useful and legitimate
heuristic and descriptive purpose for an historian provided that he
does not reify them in historical and comparative work.

In the following, several themes typical of the ideas at issue in
the Great Debate, and ascribed either to the ‘Gradualists’ or the
‘Simultaneists’, will be considered with a view to identifying
earlier examples or prefigurations of these themes and to situating
them in the Buddhist (and non-Buddhist) traditions of India.

1. THE GIVvING UPr OF ACTIVITY AND KARMAN

While it is recognized that Mo-ho-yen considered the activity of
conceptual and discursive thinking (rnam par rtog pa’i sems, etc.) to
be the root of involvement in the round of existence,2°8 he is held
by Tibetan authorities to have in addition advocated the total
relinquishment — at least by all advanced practisers — of not only
all unsalutary activity but of all religious and philosophical
activity of a salutary kind also.2%° For according to him this kind
of activity is inextricably bound up with dichotomizing construc-
tion (rnam par rtog pa) and unreal notions (m[y]i bden pa’i *du Ses)
and thinking (m[y]i bden pa’i sems).270

268 See Stein 468 (cf. Gomez, Studies, p. 107); Stein 709, f. 28; Cheng-li chiieh, ff. 129b,
131b, 134a=b, 135b, 138a—b.

269 On the giving up of the ten forms of Dharma-practice which was reputedly taught
by the Hva $an Mahiyana, see sBa bZed, G, p. 68 (cf. p. 73—74); S, p. 58; mKhas pa’i dga’
ston, ja, f. 117al; and Nan Ni ma ’od zer, Chos ’byuri Me tog siiiti po, f. 430b2 (where the
practice of the ten is compared with gradual ascent, mas ’dzeg pa). And for the Tibetan
King’s command that they should be practised, see sBa bZed, G, p. 75 and S, p. 62; mKhas
pa’i dga’ ston, ff. 119al; and Chos ’byuri Me tog siiri po, f. 435b6. For a list of ten
dharmacaryas, see Mahavyutpatti 903—912.

270 See sBa bZed, G, p. 64 (lus tiag gi chos bya mi dgos| lus riag gi dge bas saris mi rgya); S,
p- 54 (lus riag gi chos spyod dge ba byas pas satis mi rgya); mKhas pa'i dga’ ston, ja, f. 1152l (lus
tiag gi chos spyod mi dgos| lus tiag gi dge bas ’tshari mi rgya); G, p. 68 (thams cad sems kyi rnam
par rtog pas bskyed pas| dge mi dge’i dbari gis las dge mi dge mtho ris dati rian sori gi "bras bu myori
2iti ‘khor ba na ’khor ro) ~ S, pp. 57—58; mKhas pa’i dga’ ston, ja, f. 116b7—117al (... gati Zig
ci la yati mi sems Ziti ci yati mi byed pa de ’khor ba las yoris su thar par 'gyur ro); etc. But
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In his third Bhavanakrama Kamalasila has ascribed to an
unnamed opponent the teaching that no salutary activity consist-
ing in the virtues of generosity and the like should be accom-
plished, such activity having been taught solely for the foolish
(napi danadikulalacarya kartavaya: kevalam miirkhajanam adhikrtya
danadi kufalacarya nirdista, ed. Tucci, p. 14). No action, salutary or
otherwise, should be carried out (na kimcit kufaladikarma karta-
vyam), for it would lead to the round of existences (samsaravahaka,
pp. 20—21). That Kamalasila considered as ancient this idea that
karman, salutary as well as non-salutary, should be abandoned is
shown by the fact that he has ascribed to the old Sramana-school
of the Ajivikas the doctrine that deliverance results from the
exhaustion of deeds (karmaksayan muktih, p. 20).271 And he has
observed that no such doctrine is to be found in the teaching
(pravacana) of the Buddha, who taught rather that liberation
results from the exhaustion of the defilements/afflictions (klesa-
ksaya, pp. 20—21).

Now, in some old Buddhist canonical texts also there are in
fact found certain references to the idea that liberation from Ill
(duhkha) results from, and consists in, the non-production of any
future kdrman at all and from the ending, often through austerities
(tapas), of any existing bad karman. This idea is there usually
ascribed to the Nigantha Nitaputta (Nirgrantha Jiatrputra), in
other words to Mahavira and the Jainas.?2’? We also read that
immobility of body and renunciation of speech bring Ease

compare Cheng-li chiieh, ff. 133b, 135b, 136b—138a, 140b, and 151b. See below,
Pp- 203—04.

271 For ajivika, the Tibetan translation reads mu stegs can kun tu tshol ba, although the
usual Tibetan equivalent is kun (tu) ’tsho (ba). The doctrine usually associated with the
Ajivikas, and with their reputed founder Makkhali Gosila/Maskarin Gosila, is that of
determinism and ‘destiny’ (niyati); cf. A.L. Basham, The Ajivikas (London, 1951),
p- 224 f. However, the avoidance of action (karman) in favour of a kind of ataraxia ($anti)
is already mentioned, in connexion with Maskarin, by Patanjali, Mahabhasya V1. i. 154
(ma kyta karmani ma kyta karmani, fantir vah Sreyasity aha, ato maskari parivrajakah); see also
the Kasika ad loc. (and Basham, op. cit., p. 79). (The commentators on the Mahabhasya
consider that the actions to be avoided are the kamyakarman alone; for even one desirous of
liberation must, according to them, perform the nitya and naimittika actions [see Nigesa ad
loc.].)

Another resemblance between Makkhali and Mo-ho-yen could then have been thought
to lie in the former’s denial of the usefulness of moral effort in view of his doctrine of
niyati.

272 See Majjhima Nikiya I 92—95 and II 214; Anguttara Nikiya I 220-1.
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(sukha).?273 Moreover, in a couple of Buddhist canonical texts the
idea that no new karman at all should be generated, and that any
existing karman should be ended, has even been connected with
the Buddha himself in a sermon he once addressed to a Nirgran-
tha and in another one he addressed to Vappa, a disciple of the
Nirgranthas.274

The connexion of such a teaching with the Buddha himself
seems nevertheless to be rare. When it does occur, it is evidently
to be explained by the fact that his auditor was a Nirgrantha and
that the teaching was thus intended as an introductory salvific
device, a circumstance that would lend support to Kamalasila’s
statement denying that such relinquishment of all activity was the
Buddha’s own teaching. In the majority of other places where it
has been mentioned in the Pali canon, this doctrine has in fact
been severely criticized. It is patently inconsistent with such basic
principles of Buddhist doctrine as the four correct efforts (sam-
mappadhana| samyakprahdna) whereby the exercitant seeks to
generate an impulse (chanda) with a view both to the production
of still non-present salutary dharmas and to the increase of already
present ones, while also generating an impulse for the non-
production only of non-present bad and non-salutary dharmas and
for the elimination of already present ones.

Certain passages of the old canon have, however, referred to
the idea that both good and bad karman binds one by leading
respectively to good and evil states in the round of existence. And
there are accordingly traces in it of the notion of a special kind of
karmic intention (cetand) that is neither good nor bad, and which
would thus obviate any form of maturing karman binding one to
Samsara. It is thus said that cetand having in view the elimination
of black (kanha), white (sukka) and partially black and partially
white (kanhasukka) acts constitutes a fourth kind of act that is
neither wholly nor partially black or white (akanhasukka) and
which is indeed conducive to the exhaustion of acts (kammakkha-
ydya samvattati).275

273 See Majjhima Nikidya I 94—95.

274 See Anguttara Nikdya I 221 and II 196-8.

275 See Anguttara Nikdya II 230—37; cf. Dighanikdya III 230, and Majjhimanikiya I
389—91. The four kinds of karman are the black which has a kanhavipaka, the white which
has a sukkavipdka, the black-and-white which has kanhasukkavipaka, and that which is
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This last notion of what may be termed deconstructive, or
counteractive, karman as the fourth variety in a tetralemmatic
structure does not, however, appear to be identical with Mo-ho-
yen’s Mahiyanistically inspired idea of non-activity and quietism;
nor indeed is it even totally incompatible with Kamalasila’s own
theory of spiritual practice. But the teaching ascribed to Mo-ho-
yen concerning the relinquishment of all action is clearly compar-
able with the above-mentioned idea of deliverance through the
exhaustion of all karman, wholesome as well as unwholesome,
which Kamalasila has ascribed to the Ajivikas, and which is found
connected chiefly with the Nirgranthas in the old canon.

In this connexion attention may be called also to the interesting
reference to the question whether exhaustion of action (karma-
ksaya) can, alone, lead to liberation in the Pramanasiddhi chapter
(ed. Miyasaka, 272c—280b) of Dharmakirti’s Pramanavarttika and
in the commentaries on this passage. There — in the frame of a
discussion of what has been taken by commentators to be the
Nirgrantha doctrine of liberation, which may therefore be
compared with the Devadahasutta of the Majjhimanikiya (Il 214
ff.) cited above — Dharmakirti has stated that, without a course of
spiritual practices as a remedy (vipaksa = gfien po) against desire
(trsna, and its associated atmagraha or atmadysti), there can be no
freedom from karman; and any effort (yatna) directed toward
karmaksaya is futile so long as tysna remains. Indeed, faults (dosa)
do not result from karman, but it is the person who is ‘defective’
(dusta) that acts; and without false conceptions (mithyavikalpa)
there is no craving (abhilasa) even because of pleasure (sukha).
Manorathanandin has accordingly remarked that the cause of the
dosas is not karman but inexact mental activity (ayoniSomanaskara).

Mo-ho-yen’s teaching on the subject may be compared too
with a doctrine such as that of the Vajracchedika (§ 6, p. 32). There

neither black nor white and which has akanhasukkavipaka and thus leads to the exhaustion
of action (kammakkhayaya samvattati). Examples of this fourth kind are the eight factors of
the Path, from sammaditthi to sammasamadhi, and the seven factors of Awakening
(sambojjhatiga), from sati and dhammavicaya to samadhi and upekha (Anguttaranikiya II
236—7). Concerning this kind of karman, see L. Schmithausen in R. W. Neufeldt (ed.),
Karma and rebirth: post-classical developments (Albany, 1986), pp. 207, 222 n. 30.
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we read that the Bodhisattva~Mahiasattva should not ‘take up’
(udgrah-) either dharma or adharma; hence, with this in mind
(samdhaya), the Tathigata has declared that those who fully
understand the raft-like Dharma-text (kolopama dharmaparyaya)
should abandon (praha-) dharmas and a fortiori adharmas.27¢ This
text would, however, have been known to and recognized by
Kamalasila, who composed a Tika on the Vajracchedika. Besides,
the comparison of the Dharma with a raft, which one abandons
once one has used it to cross over to the further bank of a stream,
is a classical one found in the old canon.?77 But as understood by
Kamalasila — and as attested by passages of the Cheng-Ii chiieh —
Mo-ho-yen went appreciably further than this classical view of
the matter.

Nigirjuna has furthermore analysed and deconstructed the
notions of action (karman), its agent and its fruit in Chapter xvii
of his Madhyamakakarikas. And the question of giving up both
demerit and merit — in the wide sense as well as in the traditional,
Vedic sense — is a topic discussed in the first chapter of the
*Sataiastra ascribed to Arya-Deva; in the same place also the
progressive arising of the Way is mentioned.??® This discussion
has to do with the idea of merit and demerit as interconnected
concepts in binary thinking (vikalpa), and as coimplicates (prati-
dvandvin ‘contrapletes’), and with the fact that the postulation
(graha) of the happy and virtuous (sukha) and the pure ($ubha,
$uci) has to be eliminated together with that of the permanent
(nitya) and self (atman).27°

In a verse of his Catuhlataka (viii. 11) Aryadeva has further-
more written:

akurvanasya nirvanam kurvanasya punarbhavah/
niscintena sukham praptum nirvanam tena nétarah||

‘For one who is inactive [there is] Nirvana [whilst] for one who is
active [there is] renewed existence: for one free from concerns

276 Cf. Larikavatarasitra i, p. 17; E. Lamotte, Le traité de la Grande Vertu de Sagesse, |
(Louvain, 1944), p. 64. )

277 See the kullipama parable applied to dhamma in the Majjhimanikiya I 134—s5.

278 See G. Tucci, Pre-Dirinaga Buddhist texts on logic (Baroda, 1929), pp. 15—1I9.

279 See e.g. Aryadeva, Catuhsataka, Chap. i-iv.
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(niScinta = sems khral med pa) Nirvana is easy of achievement,
[but] the other [viz. existences] not’. A doctrine of non-activity
and ataraxia pure and simple could however be founded on this
statement only if the total context of Aryadeva’s treatise is left
out of account. (In his comment Candrakirti supposes that
Aryadeva has formulated this (apparent) paradox in reply to
those who point out how difficult — indeed how virtually
impossible — it would be to achieve all the infinite wholesome
factors which together constitute the means of achieving Nir-
vana, the Best Ease (bde ba dam pa), whereas to achieve birth
requires no effort at all.) It is true that ‘participation’ in the
Tranquil can only exist when there has been produced a turning
away in distaste from the here and now [i.e. Samsira according
to Candrakirti] (viii. 12ab: udvego yasya ndsttha bhaktis tasya
kutah $ive). In a teaching concerning the worldly level (laukiki
de$ana) it is engagement (pravrtti) that is spoken of, whereas
disengagement (nivytti) is taught when speaking of ultimate
reality (paramarthakatha) (viii. 8). And it is necessarily dharma as
something involving activity (pravartaka) that the foolish prac-
tise, while fearing through lack of familiarity (anabhyasata) that
very dharma which leads to the cessation of activity (nivartaka)
(xii. 9). Aryadeva has also specified that for the least able
generosity (dana) and for the middling discipline (§7la) have been
taught; for the best it is the Tranquil (Zi ba) that has been
indicated (viii. 14). Indeed, by somebody desiring the whole-
some (punyakama) no mention should be made of Emptiness,
for as a medicine unsuitably used $inyata could become a poison
(viii. 18). Still, the non-wholesome (apunya) has first to be
eliminated, and the [dogma of a] self next; only then may all
[postulation and positions relating to entities (cf. viii. 16, 20)] be
eliminated (viii. 15).

It is only natural to consider Mo-ho-yen’s devaluation of
activity, ethical as well as mental, in the frame of Ch’an
contemplation of Mind (k’an-hsin ~ kuan-hsin) and what De-
miéville has termed anoetism (wu-hsin, wu-nien; pu-kuan; wu-tso-i
‘not planning’), perhaps also of ‘One-practice Samiadhi’ (i-hsing
san-mei) understood as a quietistic development of S$amatha,
and of course of the Chinese idea of non-activity (wu-wei).
And this has in fact been done by historians of Chinese
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Buddhism.?8° It however needs to be recalled that, alongside the
cases of rejection of karmic activity noted above from early
Indian sources, the question of the combination of knowledge
and activity (jfianakarmasamuccaya) was also a major problem and
point of controversy in classical Vedanta. Thus, whereas Man-
danamisra accepted in his Brahmasiddhi a particular conjunction of
karman and jfiana, Samkara and Sure§vara denied all soteriological
value to karman and recognized only jiana (or vidya) for the
achievement of this goal.28' Moreover, in his comment on the
Bhagavadgita (iv. 21), Sambkara has gone so far as to write that, for
one seeking liberation, even dharma constitutes a fault because it
brings about bondage, so that freed from both dharma and its
opposite (pdpa ‘evil, sin’) one is free from Samsira (dharmo ’pi
mumuksoh kilbisam eva bandhapadakatvat| tasmat tabhyam mukto
bhavati, samsaran mukto bhavati). These words of Samkara’s were
written at a time that was probably not very far removed from
that of the Great Debate of bSam yas; and they demonstrate that
one of the points that Kamalasila has severely criticized in his
opponent’s teaching has a very close parallel in the thought of a
leading Hindu authority of nearly the same time.

Hence, while the teachings of Kamalasila’s opponents in the
Great Debate may indeed have been strongly influenced and
reinforced by the milieu in which the Dhyana schools evolved in
China, it is not necessary to account for rejection of activity solely
by reference to Chinese developments.

2. VOLUNTARY DEATH, SELF-IMMOLATION AND THE
SAMASISI(N)

The Pali Patisambhidamagga and Puggalapafifiatti recognize a cate-
gory of persons (puggala) called samasisi(n) ‘equal-headed’ be-
cause, for them, exhaustion of the impurities (dsavapariyadana)

280 See Demiéville, Concile, Index s.v. sans pensée. On ‘One-practice Samadhi’ see
B. Faure in P. Gregory (ed.), Traditions of meditation in Chinese Buddhism (Honolulu, 1986),
pp. 99—128.

281 See Mandanamxsra Brahmasiddhi (ed. S. Kuppuswami Sastri, Madras, 1937), pp. 13,
26-26, 36, with Kuppuswami’s Introduction, p. xxxi ff. On the relation between karman
and vidya/jfiana in Samkara, see his Brahmasitrabhasya 111, iv. s, 11, 13 (with reference
“especially to Brhadaranyakopanisad IV. iv. 2 and Tavasyopanisad 2).
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and of life (jivitapariyadana) are simultaneous.?®2 This type of
person is listed also in the Nettippakarana, where he occupies a
position after the types known as saddhavimutta, pafifiavimutta,
sufifiatavimutta and ubhatobhagavimutta, and before the paccekabud-
dha and the sammasambuddha.?®3 Such a puggala represents then a
special case of simultaneousness that consists in the co-occurrence
of spiritual realization and the end of life.

In several cases of accelerated or precipitate achievement of the
state of an Arya and Arhat alluded to in the Pali tradition,
spiritual realization supervenes immediately on a self-inflicted
death decided on as a result of a feeling of shock (samvega)
springing from a person’s sense of spiritual inadequacy or failure.
Examples cited are Godhika Thera and Channa Thera — who cut
their own throats because of dissatisfaction with their spiritual
progress — and Mahanama Thera, Sappadisa Thera and Siha
Therl — who in disgust prepared to kill themselves. However, in
other cases the ‘shock’ in question is evidently one of pure
rapture, resulting from a sense of the beauty of the environment,
as in the case of Usabha Thera who was transported by the
loveliness (ramaneyyaka) of the season’s fullness in forest and
mountain.?®4 In still other cases, spiritual realization is said to
have been abruptly precipitated by a physical shock brought
about by slipping and falling, as in the cases of Bhagu Thera or
Dhammai Theri. The phenomenon in question is therefore not
exclusively confined to cases of suicide, or near suicide, due to a
feeling of inadequateness and depression.?85 A common factor in
many if not all cases of shock suddenly precipitating (without

282 Patisambhidamagga 1 101; Puggalapafifiatti, pp. 2, 13. This category of person —
connected with the naivasamjiianasamjiia level — is not accepted by the Sarvistivadins; cf.
A. Bareau, Les sectes bouddhiques du Petit Véhicule (Paris, 1955), pp. 175, 184, 198, 262.

283 Nettippakarana, p. 190.

284 Theragatha 110 and Atthakatha I 217 f. (cited by G. Malalasekera, Dictionary of Pali
proper names [London, 1937], p. 439, and W. Rahula, Zen and the taming of the bull
[London, 1978], p. 22).

285 Such cases have been studied by P.-A. Berglie and C. Suneson in E. Kahrs (ed.),
Kalyanamitraraganam (Festschrift N. Simonsson, Oslo, 1986), pp. 13—47. To the bibli-
ography cited by them one may add R. Fick, Der indische Weise Kalanos und sein
Flammentod, Nachrichten von der Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften zu Gdttingen, Philolo-
gisch-historische Klasse, Gottingen, 1938; and K. Bhattacharya, L’atman-brahman dans le
bouddhisme ancien (Paris, 1973), pp- 29, 113, I57—9.
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exactly causing) spiritual realization seems to be a sense of
impermanence (anicca), either as an immediately preceding condi-
tion in the case of Paticira Theri (and perhaps Usabha Thera), or
as a more remote condition.?86

The case of Gautika (or: Bhautika) is known also to the
Abhidharma. In his Abhidharmakosabhasya Vasubandhu has men-
tioned this Saiksa’s killing himself because of the disgust he felt
(nirvinna) for having repeatedly fallen away (parihiyamana) from
conditional release (samayiki vimuktih) owing to delectation
(asvadana) and the weakness of his faculties (mrdvindriyatva).287
The reference to his attaining Arhatship in these circumstances
occurs in connexion with Vasubandhu’s exegesis of the technical
term cetanadharman (Tib. ’chi bar sems pa’i chos can), which
designates in the soteriology of the Abhidharma a category of
Arhat interpreted by YaSomitra as one having the quality of
killing himself (atmamaranadharman).288

Whether the self<~immolation reported for a Ho-shang and his
followers in Tibet after their defeat in debate could be even
remotely linked with any of these cases of suicide coinciding with
the achievement of spiritual realization is difficult to determine in
the absence of clearer and more decisive evidence.?®® The cases
reported from Tibet of self-immolation may ultimately be
connected rather with a distinct set of ideas that go back to
Mahiyana Sttras such as the Saddharmapundartka (Ch. xxii) and
the Samadhirajasiitra (Ch. xxxiii), where the Bodhisattvas Sarva-
sattvapriyadar§ana and Ksemadatta are related to have burnt an
arm or the entire body as a mark of respect for a Tathagata and
his Caitya. These ideas seem then to have been reinterpreted, and
to have been literally put into practice as an act of protest and
moral pressure, mainly in the Buddhist traditions of East Asia
including Vietnam. In its account of the events leading up to the

286 The case of Vakkali Thera does not, however, easily fit this description. On these
persons see G. Malalasekera, op. cit., with references to the sources in which they are
mentioned. See also E. Lamotte, Traité de la Grande Vertu de Sagesse, 11 (Louvain, 1949),
p- 740 n. 1; Rahula, op. cit., p. 22—23; and Bhattacharya, op. cit., pp. 29, 157-9.

287 Abhidharmako$abhasya vi. s8b.

288 As though the word cetana ‘intention’ were equivalent to chedana ‘destruction’ and
derived, by a Prakritic development, from the root chid- rather than from cit- (?). See
Ya$omitra, AbhidharmakoSavyakhya vi. s8b (p. 582).

289 See above, pp. 86—88 with the references cited in n. 167.
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Great Debate between the Ho-shang Mo-ho-yen and Kamalasila,
the sBa bZed has actually cited the example of a certain sage (drari
srori =151) bZod pa (Ksanti?) who set fire-to himself and thus
made himself a living offering; however, it has done so not in
connexion with the Ho-shang and the ‘Simultaneist’ ston min pas
(or cig car bas) but with reference to a Tibetan folk-etymology,
based on brtse ba ‘compassion’, of the term brtse(n) min pa, the
word of Chinese ‘origin denoting the.‘Gradualist’ (rim gyis pa)
school of Kamala$ila.29°

3. THE GRADUAL AS OPPOSED TO THE
SIMULTANEOUS/INSTANTANEOUS AND THE PROCEDURE OF
LeariNG

The Problem in Early ‘Dhyana’ and ‘Maitreya-traditions’

Mo-ho-yen’s teaching concerning the ultimate irrelevance of
good deeds and the virtues for the achievement of liberation and
Awakening is evidently closely linked with the notion of an
Immediate or Sudden Way either leaping over or simply sup-
pressing stages of the Path that was developed by masters of India
and Central Asian ‘Dhyina’ and East Asian Ch’an. The contrast
between the Gradual (Ch. chien) Way and the Immediate or
Sudden (Ch. tun) Way in Indian, and in particular Ka$mirian,
Dhyina traditions has been traced, on the basis of sources now
available only in Chinese, at least as far back as the Mahayanist
supplement to Samgharaksa’s Yogacarabhiimi, and to Dharmatrita
and Buddhasena both of whom lived in Ka$§mir c. 400 cE.2°1
This Mahayanist supplement to the Yogacarabhiimi (Taishd 606)
by Samgharaksa — a master of the Ka$mirian Sarvastivida school
who lived in the second century — which was translated into
Chinese by Dharmaraksa was touched on already in 1926 by
J. Rahder;?°2 and it has since been studied in detail by Demiéville

290 sBa b%ed, G, p. 64.19 and S, p. 54.13; mKhas pa’i dga’ ston, ja, f. 11523. The
possibility of a link, however indirect, with the tejodhatusamadhi and associated ideas
should probably also be borne in mind. On these ideas see J. Dantinne, La splendeur de
PInébranlable, i (Louvain-la-Neuve, 1983), pp. 272—4.

291 See P. Demiéville, ‘La Yogacarabhimi de Samgharaksa’, Bulletin de I'Ecole frangaise
&’ Extréme-Orient 44 (1954), pp- 339—436.

292 J. Rahder, Dasabhimikasiitra (Louvain, 1926), pp. xxi—xxiv.
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in his substantial monograph of 1954.293 Demiéville has dated the
addition of this Supplement to the period between Dharmaraksa’s
translation of the main text of the Yogacarabhsimiin 284 and Tao-an’s
Catalogue of 384.2°¢ And he has pointed out the relevance of the
section of this Supplement on the Bodhisattva’s practice to the
history of Dhyana in India and Serindia and to the question of
‘Subitism’ in China.2°5 Moreover, in connexion with this same
Supplement, Demiéville has studied the procedure of leaping (Ch.
cW’ao-hsing: *vyutkrantaka-carya) by which the Bodhisattva is ena-
bled to skip over several stages of the Path,?°6 the concept accordmg
to which the Bodhisattva achieves the stage of non-regression in
virtue of his first production of.the bodhicitta,?°7 and the link
between the technique of leaping and innate purity of mind
(prakrtiprabhasyarata of citta).2°8 Demiéville has in addition investi-
gated Samgharaksa’s own connexion with the Maitreya traditions.

As for Buddhasena (early fifth century),?°® he was in fact the
author of the so-called *Dharmatila-Dhyanasiitra (Ta-mo-to-lo
W’ an-ching, Taishd 618) translated into Chinese by his disciple
Buddhabhadra,?°® who also translated the Mahaparinirvanasitra
with Fa-hsien (Taishd 376)3°! and was himself connected with a
Maitreya-tradition.®°2- And from what is recorded in the Chinese
sources, it appears that the teachings associated with the name of
Dharmatrata — identified as a Yogacara who lived in Kasmir c.
410 CE — were also closely linked with the idea of the immediate
Sudden Way.303

293 See also Z. Tsukamoto, History of early Chinese Buddhism (Tokyd, 1985), p. 214.

294 Demiéville, loc. cit., p. 349. 295 Demiéville, loc cit., pp. 3401, 429 n. I.

296 Demiéville, loc. cit., p. 429—31. 297 Demiéville, loc. cit., p. 430.

298 Demiéville, loc. cit., p. 432. Compare the notions of the tathagatagarbha and
prakytisthagotra.

299 Cf. Lin Li-kouang, L’aide-mémoire de la vraie loi (Paris, 1949), pp. 342—350.

300 See Lin Li-kouang, op. cit., pp. 341—51; Demiéville in M. Soymié (ed.), Contribu-
tions aux études sur Touen-houang, pp. 1 ff., and in Jao Tsong-yi, Peintures monochromes de
Dunhuang, i, pp. 46—47; S. Yanagida in W. Lai and L. Lancaster (eds.), Early Ch’an in
China and Tibet, p. 27. See further Z. Tsukamoto, History of early Chinese Buddhism,
PP. 452—3, 814, 879—88, 893—4; R. Shih, Brographzes des moines éminents (Louvain, 1968)
pp- 90—98.

301 See Tsukamoto, History, pp. 438—9.

302 See Demiéville, BEFEO 44 (1954), pp. 377-8.

303 See Lin Li-kouang, op. cit., pp. 315—5I (esp. pp. 317, 347). — On Dharmatrita, see
P. Yampolsky, The Platform Sutra of the Sixth Patriarch (New York, 1967), pp. 6-8;
S. Yanagida in W. Lai and L. Lancaster (eds.), op. cit., pp. 27—28; P. Demiéville in Jao
Tsong-yi et al., Peintures monochromes de Dunhuang 1, p. 43.
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 In other words, questions concerning the immanent, immedi-
ate, spontaneous, and sudden were evidently already an issue in
Ka$mir and Serindia by the early fifth century. Indeed, differences
between the tun and chien approaches have been noticed in the
preface to Taisho 618 ascribed to Hui-yiian (334—416).3%4

Dharmatrita, to whom the above-mentioned Taisho 618 was
wrongly attributed, has often been conflated with a certain
Dharmatila (?), and also with the great Ch’an patriarch Bodhi-
dharma/Bodhidharmatrata.3%% In a Chinese tradition there is a
curious record of the latter’s leaving behind one of his shoes as a
token of the future spread of his teaching,3%¢ a motif found also
in the Tibetan traditions which relate inter alia that a certain
Chinese Master (rgya nag mkhan po) — i.e. one of the Ho-shangs
active in Tibet in the eighth century — left one of his boots behind
in Tibet after being defeated in a controversy as a sign that his
teaching would survive and later spread in that country.3°7

In the Tibetan iconographic and ritual traditions, moreover,
the Upasaka (dge bsfien) Dharmatala/Dharmatrita figures, to-
gether with a certain Hva $an counted also as an Upasaka,
alongside the sixteen Arhats in a well-known group that thus
consists of a total of eighteen figures.3°® The Hva $an in this
group is often identified with the Hva $an Mahiyana, even
though the latter is usually regarded as a monk; and an identifi-
cation is made in addition with Pu-tai/Mi-lo (Maitreya) of the
Chinese tradition.3°® Dharmatira/Dharmatala/Bodhidharma
figures in Tibetan sources as an authority of the sTon min pa/Cig
car ba tradition, or of the T'su# men, that originated with Kasyapa,

304 See Lin Li-kouang, op. cit., pp. 342—3.

305 On the Ta-mo ch’an shik lun discovered in Dunhuang, see P. Yampolsky, op cit.,
p. 21, and in W. Lai and L. Lancaster, Early Ch’an in China and Tibet, p. 3; B. Faure, Le
traité de Bodhidharma (Paris, 1986).

306 See Yampolsky, Platform Sutra, p. 41.

307 See sBa bZed, G, p. 75.8; G, p. 9 and S, p. 8; and the other sources cited above,
n. 170.

308 For the history, iconography and iconology, see S. Lévi and E. Chavannes, Journal
asiatique 1916/ii, pp. 189—304, especially pp. 288—90, 297; G. Roerich, Tibetan painting
(Paris, 1925), pp. 29, 31—32; F. Lessing, Yung-ho-kung (Stockholm, 1942), pp. 35—37;
P. Demiéville, in Jao Tsong-yi, op. cit., p. 45 f; Z. Yamaguchi, Acta indologica 6 (1984),
PP. 393—422.

309 For Pu-tai/Mi-lo (Maitreya), see Demiéville, Concile, p. 12 n.; R. Edwards, ‘Pu-tai
Maitreya’, Ars orientalis 14 (1984), pp. 5—50.
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passed through Nagirjuna and Aryadeva and culminated, in the
seventh generation of the Chinese lineage, with the Hva san
Mahiyana, i.e. the Ho-shang Mo-ho-yen.31°

In the traditions outlined above we thus find mixed together
reasonably tangible historical and doctrinal material and more or
less vague associations or recollections. Tenuous though the latter
may be, they still reflect connexions that have been made by the
traditions in question; and they accordingly deserve mention
beside the properly historical data.

Gradual Understanding and Single-moment Understanding according
to the Abhisamayalamkiara

When considering the background to the controversy that
opposed Kamalasila and the Ho-shang Mo-ho-yen, it is of the
greatest interest to turn to Haribhadra — a contemporary of
Kamalasila, and also a follower of Santaraksita, who flourished in
the latter part of the eighth century — to see what light he can
throw on the question.3!?

310 See bSam gtan mig sgron, f. 8a: rgya nag por bdun brgyud tha ma ha $ari Ma ha ya na la
thug. Cf. Blon po bkd’i thati yig (in the bKa’ thasi sde lria, IHa sa ed.), f. 19a: rgya nag sprul
bdun brgyud pa'i tha: hva $ari maha ya na fiid la thug (a passage quoted by Tshe dban nor bu,
rGya nag hva Sari gi byuri tshul grub mtha’i phyogs sria beas sa bon tsam smos pa yid kyi dri ma dag
byed dge ba’i chu rgyun [collected works, Vol. V, Dalhousie, 1977], f. 7b4, as from the Lo
pan bka’ yi thaii yig). See also Pelliot tibétain 116 (164), 121 (40), 813; and compare Pelliot
tibétain 996 and Stein 689, 710.

For the seven Ch’an patriarchs in China, see Yampolsky, Platform Sitra, p.7, and
B. Faure, Cahiers d’Extréme-Asie 2 (1986), p. 123 ff. In his Grub mtha’ Sel gyi me lori (rGya
nag Chap., f. 12a), Blo bzan Chos kyi fii ma speaks of a line of 28 patriarchs from Kisyapa
to Bodhi-Dharmottara, perhaps following mGon po skyabs, rGya nag chos byun,
p- 118—19, or a closely related source, which may be based on the Pao lin chuan (for which
see Yampolsky, op. cit., pp. 47—48, 51). For the number 28, see Yampolsky, op. cit., pp. 9
and 48 ff.,, and H. Schmidt-Glintzer, Die Identitit der buddhistischen Schulen und die
Kompilation buddhistischer Universalgeschichten (Wiesbaden, 1982), p. 46; S. Yanagida in W.
Lai and L. Lancaster (eds.), Early Ch’an, pp. 27—28. Tshe dban nor bu, rGya nag hva Sasi gi
byuti tshul, f. 8b, appears rather to speak of the logia or traditions of 25 Masters down to
Mo-ho-yen. .

311 These masters have all been classified as Yogicira-(Svitantrika-)Miadhyamikas by
the Tibetan doxographers. By some doxographers Haribhadra is further described as an
Alikikiraviadin; and his predecessor Arya Vimuktisena (sixth century), whose Vrtti is the
earliest available commentary on the Abhisamayalamkara, is further described as a
Satyakiravidin. See for example, 1Can skya Rol pa’i rdo rje, Grub mtha’, kha,
f. 115sb—116a, p. 401; D. Seyfort Ruegg, The literature of the Madhyamaka school of
philosophy in India (Wiesbaden, 1981), p. 101.
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In his fundamental comments on the Prajiidpiramiti and on
the Abhisamayalamkara-Prajfiaparamitopadeia contained both in his
shorter Sphutartha Vrttih and in his very extensive Abhisamayalam-
karaloka Prajniaparamitavyakhya, this master has discussed at length
not only progressive activity (anupirvakriya = mthar gyis pa’i bya
ba) — i.e. progressive intuition (anupirvabhisamaya) — but also
single-moment awareness (ekaksanavabodha = skad cig ma gcig pa’i
rtogs pa) which is also known as ekaksanabhisambodha and ekaksan-
abhisamaya. This pair of understandings constitute the sixth and
seventh main topics (padartha = dros po) in Prajidparamitd phi-
losophy as expounded in Chapters vi and vii of the
Abhisamayalamkara ascribed by tradition to Maitreya(natha).

In the Abhisamayalamkara (vi. 1) it has been specified that
progressive activity is comprised of a series of good qualities
extending from generosity (dana) up to discriminative under-
standing (prajfia), as well as of ‘commemoration’ (anusmyti) of the
Buddha, etc., and lastly of a nature consisting in non-existence of
the factors of existence as hypostatized entities (dharmabhavasva-
bhava).

This anupiirvabhisamaya has then been explicated as thirteen~
fold3!2 inasmuch as it covers the six Perfections (paramita), set
out in terms of non-attachment to all factors of existence
(sarvadharmasatiga) mentioned in the Astasahasrika Prajfiaparamita
(p- 893); six ‘commemorations’ pertaining to the Buddha,
Dharma and Samgha as well as to discipline (§ila), renunciation
(tyaga) and deities (devata), set out in terms of the non-differentia-
tion of all factors of existence (sarvadharmasambheda) in the same
Satra (p. 893); and the non-substantial nature of all factors of
existence, set out in terms of the Satra’s teaching (p. 893)
concerning the non-existence of all these factors (sarvadharmasam-
bhava).313 At the outset Haribhadra has pointed out that, as
Perfections (paramita), the qualities of generosity, discipline,
energy, and receptive perseverance are comprised in the Perfec-

312 See Abhisamayalamkara i. 17; Arya Vimuktisena, Abhisamayalamkara-Vytti, P,
f. 221b6.

313 Cf. Ratnikara$inti, Saratama (ed. P. S. Jaini) vi. i, pp. 163—s, referring to the
Astasahasrika Prajfiaparamita (ed. Wogihara), p. 893.
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tion of discriminative understanding (prajfiaparamita).314 In con-
sequence of this the three components of any of the relevant acts
— viz. the agent, the intended beneficiary and the activity of
giving, etc. — are relativized and cancelled as hypostatic entities
through what is known as triaspectual purification (trimandalavi-
fuddhi).

Haribhadra has next explained that comprehension (adhigama)
results, inter alia,

(i) from ‘commemoration’ (anusmarana) of the Buddha finding
expression progressively in the factors of the three Paths of
preparation (prayogamarga, i.e. the four nirvedhabhagiyas),
vision (darSanamarga) and meditative realization (bhavana-
margay);

(i) from ‘commemoration’ bearing on Dharma, i.e. the factors
that are categorized as wholesome (kusala), unwholesome
and undetermined (avydkrta); and

(iii) from ‘commemoration’ bearing on the Samgha, which
Haribhadra here understands as the community of non-
retrogressing (avaivartika) Arya-Bodhisattvas.

Now, very significantly for the purpose of this study, Haribha-
dra has specified that, in reality (paramarthatas), buddhanusmarana
is characterized precisely by non-recollection (asmaranalaksana).
And comprehension (adhigama) has been stated by him to consist
in understanding that the very nature of all dharmas is precisely
their ‘entitylessness’ (dharmabhavasvabhava), i.e. their non-sub-
stantiality as hypostatized entities.3*5

Haribhadra has further explained that anupiirvabhisamaya con-
sists in cultivation with a view to stabilization consequent on the
progressive ordering of the matter, which is then understood
both in disconnexion and in connexion (vyastasamastatvenidhiga-
tan arthan anuptirviketya sthirikaranaya vibhavayati).

Such then, according to Haribhadra, is progressive compre-

314 It is to be noted that — unlike Ratnikara§anti (Saratama, p. 163.19) — Haribhadra
does not here refer to dhydna as comprised in the prajfiagparamita; and he speaks (vi. 1,
p- 908) of four Perfections (pdramitacatustaya) being comprised in prajfiaparamita. The
significance of this restriction, which distinguishes Haribhadra from Kamalaiila for
example, remains to be clarified in detail.

315 Cf. Bhadanta Vimuktisena, Varttika, P, f. 180a—181a.
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hension, the sixth main topic in the Abhisamayalamkara’s exposi-
tion of Prajidparamiti philosophy.

The next main topic in Prajfiaparamita philosophy, which
makes up Chapter vii of the Abhisamayalamkara, is known as
single-moment awareness (ekaksanavabodha). As comprehension
in a single moment (ksanendikenddhigamah), this awareness is
known to Haribhadra in addition as ekaksanabhisambodha and
ekaksanabhisamaya. Then, for one who has fully realized this
ekaksanabhisambodha there ultimately arises, in a second moment
(dvitiye ksane), the eighth awareness relating to the dharmakaya as
the culmination of Prajfidpiramiti philosophy and practice, i.e.
the final main topic treated in Chapter viii of the Abhisamaya-
lamkara.316 ‘

In the philosophy of Prajiaparamiti as expounded in the
Abhisamayalamkara and in Haribhadra’s Vytti and Aloka — works
which are rightly regarded as veritable monuments of the
‘Gradualist’ current in Buddhist thought — what exactly is meant
by single-moment awareness or understanding?

Following Chapter vii of the Abhisamayalamkara, Haribhadra
has explicated the concept under the following four headings.?!”

(i) Ekaksanabhisambodha is to be understood first in terms of the
fact that each pure factor (anasravadharma) is included in the
multitude of dharmas, and also of the fact that these anasrava-
dharmas are themselves all comprised in each single dharma
extending from generosity (dana) up to the eighty marks
(anuvyafijana) of the Buddha. This is so in virtue of a
particular Gnosis (jiiana) free from the error of grasping each
object separately, and which is accordingly termed single-
moment (ekaksana) Gnosis. The concept of a jiiana by which
all is realized simultaneously and at once, in virtue of the
Dharma-Sphere of totality (dharmadhatu),3*® has been illus-
trated in the Abhisamayalamkara (vii. 2) by the image of the
noria or Persian wheel (araghatta = zo chun gyi rgyud ~ zo
chun brgyud) the entire mechanism of which is set in motion

316 Compare also Abhisamayalamkara i. 18.

317 Haribhadra, Abhisamayalamkaraloka vii; cf. 1. 17.

318 The Sanskrit texts reads (p. 909): pirvapranidhanadhanavedha-dharmadhatusamarthyat
(Tib. sron gyi smon lam gyi 'phen pad’i Sugs dar chos kyi dbyiris kyi mthus).
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simultaneously and at once (sakgt = cig car, glossed as ekavar-
am = dus gcig tu) by a single impulse of energy. In this way,
in the first form of ekaksanabhisambodha, the single pure
Gnosis (anasravajfiana) ‘presents’ (abhimukhikarayati), in one
single moment, all that is in its scope as homogeneous
(sajatiya = ri[g]s mthun pa). It is defined by Haribhadra as
characterized by the single-moment comprehension of all
pure, non-fruitional factors (avipakanasravadharma).

The next aspect of ekaksanabhisambodha is described as
consisting in the fact that, once all obstacles have been
removed in the Bodhisattva’s meditative realization of the
appropriate counteragents (pratipaksa), there arises the state
of ‘reality of fruition’ consisting in the aspect of total
purification (sakalavyavadanapaksavipakadharmatavastha).
And through comprehension of all andasravadharmas that
have therewith reached, in one single moment, this state of
fruition, there arises the Gnosis that corresponds to prajia-
paramita. This second aspect of ekaksanabhisambodha has
accordingly been defined by Haribhadra as characterized by
the single-moment comprehension of all pure factors in the
state of reality of fruition. Haribhadra’s forerunner Arya
Vimuktisena (sixth century) had earlier specified that frui-
tion (vipaka) through understanding (abhisamaya) in a single
momeént arises and ceases all at once (cig car du = sakyt or
yugapad?).31°

The following aspect of ekaksanabhisambodha is defined as
being characterized by the single-moment comprehension
of all dharmas as devoid of characteristic marks (alaksanasar-

- vadharmaikaksanalaksana), this marklessness also being

known in one single moment. Indeed, as had been explained
by Arya Vimuktisena, were dharmas on the contrary differ-
entiated from each other by distinct characteristic marks,
their required inclusion within one single dharma would be
impossible; and it would then wrongly follow that there
could be no realization (abhisamaya) in a single moment.32°
According to the later commentator Ratnikarasinti
(c. 1000), because of the absence of characteristic mark,

319 Arya Vimuktisena, Vytti, f. 225al. 320 Arya Vimuktisena, Vytti, f. 22523—4.



158 BACKGROUND TO ISSUES IN THE GREAT .DEBATE

Gnosis at this level is of one value (ekarasa).32! In this regard
the Abhisamayalamkara (vil. 4) refers to the Bodhisattva’s
taking his place in ‘dream-like’ dharmas through the practice
of generosity and the associated series of other qualities.

(iv) Finally, the fourth aspect of ekaksanabhisambodha is defined as
being characterized by the single-moment comprehension
of all dharmas as marked by non-duality (advayalaksanasarva-
dharmaikaksanalaksana). With regard to this the Abhisamaya-
lamkara (vii. 5) compares the non-duality of what is dreamt
(svapna) and its cognition in dream.

In all its many ramifications and applications this seventh topic
is as important, and as complex, as any in the philosophy of
Prajidparamita; and a full explication and analysis of the above-
mentioned four aspects of the ekaksanabhisambodha on the basis of
the Prajfiaparamitisiitras and the extensive exegetical literature
that relates to them could well fill a monograph. For our present
purpose it will be sufficient to observe that single-moment
comprehension here occupies a critical, and pivotal, position in
the transition from the step-by-step cultivation of the Path by the
Saiksa-practiser to the climactic comprehension of dharmakaya as
a culminating awareness on the ASaiksa-level of a buddha.

At an even earlier stage of practice of the Path, following on
the transition from the final moment of the mundane (laukika)
Path of preparation (prayogamarga) of the worldling (prthagjana)
— that is, from the laukikdgradharmas — to the supramundane Path
of vision (dar$anamarga) of the Arya, mention has also been made
in Haribhadra’s Aloka of this Darfanamirga as a single-moment
understanding (ekaksanabhisamaya).322

This concept is to be understood in the following way. The
Darsanamirga is regularly represented as consisting of sixteen
thought-moments (citta[-ksana]). In it the following four factors
are then identified: (i) a preliminary externally objectified re-
ceptive perseverance in knowledge (dharmajianaksanti) and (ii) a
full externally objectified knowledge (dharmajfiana) bearing on

321 Ratnakara$anti, Saratama vii, 4, p. 171.1.
322 Haribhadra, Abhisamayalamkaraloka ii. 12 (ed. Wogihara, p. 171; =P, f. 120b).
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the objective (grahya) factors of existence, beside (iii) a prelimi-
nary consequent receptive perseverance in knowledge (anvayajiia-
~ naksanti) and (iv) a full consequent knowledge (anvayajiiana)
bearing on the subjective (grahaka). This set of four factors is
brought into relation with each of the four Principles or Realities
of the Nobles (aryasatya). _

Quoting one view of this matter in his Aloka,>?3 Haribhadra
has explained that, in the exact moment when Il (duhkha, i.e. the
first aryasatya) is eliminated following on its recognition, the
other three satyas also are all simultaneously involved, viz. in the
form of elimination of the origin of Il (i.e. the second aryasatya),
the realization of the cessation of Ill (i.e. the third aryasatya), and
the practice of the Path (i.e. the fourth aryasatya). And the same
applies mutatis mutandis in the case of each of the following three
satyas. Hence, according to this view, the Mahayanist intuition of
the DarSanamirga is to be regarded in this respect as a single-
moment intuition (ekaksanabhisamaya) with respect to its intuition
of a single effect (ekakaryabhisamaya).3?* According to another
view of the matter also mentioned by Haribhadra, intuition of
the DarSanamarga is an ekaksanabhisamaya because there here
arises a pure knowledge (andsravajfiana) making known the
nature of all modes (sarvakarasvaripaprativedhakarijfiana); and this
knowledge has within its scope the totality of all factors (sarva-
dharmavisaya), thus bearing a certain (at least formal) resemblance
to the two aspects of the ekaksanabhisambodha at the very end of
the Path.

In sum, there are recognized in the tradition of Prajiidparamita
philosophy to which Haribhadra belonged — a tradition very
closely connected with the Yogicira-Madhyamaka of Santara-
ksita and Kamalasila and ultimately with a Maitreya-tradition —
both a progressive, serial form of understanding involving inter
alia forms of commemoration which are characterized as being in

323 Abhisamayalamkaraloka ii. 12, p. 171 (=P, f. 120b).

324 Abhisamayalamkaraloka ii. 12, p. 171: ity ekakaryabhisamayad ekaksanabhisamayo
mahayane darfanamarge drastavyah (Tib., P, f. 120b: de Itar ’bras bu’i mrion par rtogs pa la bltos
nas theg pa chen po’i mthoti ba’i lam la mron par rtogs pa skad cig ma gcig yin no). On the
karyabhisamaya see Abhidharmako$abhasya vi. 27 (below, pp. 177-8).
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reality non-recollective (asmaranalaksana) and without mentation,
and also a single-moment understanding aspects of which involve
simultaneous (sakrt) realization. This ekaksanabhisambodha leads,
in the following and culminating moment, to ultimate compre-
hension of the dharmakaya. In addition, at an even earlier stage of
the Path, the pivotal transition from the mundane (laukika)
Prayogamairga of the worldling (prthagjana) to the transmundane
(lokottara) Dar$anamirga of the Arya, reference is made to a
single-moment intuition (ekaksanabhisamaya) on the DarSana-
marga.

The above-mentioned transitions appear to parallel what has in
the Vijidnavida school been termed margasrayaparivytti (so long
as one remains a Saiksa) and cittaérayaparivrtti (when one attains
the afaiksamarga).325

The notion of the momentary or instantaneous (ekaksana) as
attaching to a crucial and pivotal point where a leap — a veritable
saut-de-plan — is made from the conditioned level to the uncondi-
tioned — from the samskyta level of the Bodhisattva under training
(Saiksa) to the asamskrta level of the ASaiksa in Buddhahood (or
Arhathood) — is thus a critical one. It is essential to underscore the
fact that both these aspects, the Gradual and the Instantaneous/
Simultaneous, have been recognized by the school that taught the
progressive Path.

From the foregoing it therefore emerges that a classical school
of Indian Prajidparamiti thought embraced a complex of typolo-
gically ‘simultaneist’ ideas and terms that figured also among the
points at issue in the controversy that took place in Tibet at the
end of the eighth century between the ‘Gradualists’ with Kama-
lasila at their head and the ‘Simultaneists’ with the Ho-shang Mo-
ho-yen as one of their leading proponents. That the issues are
even older in Prajidparamita thought than the second half of the
eighth century is demonstrated by the fact that the Abhisamaya-
lamkara (of uncertain date) and its early commentator Arya
Vimuktisena (sixth century) already clearly recognized both these
forms of understanding or awareness as complementary, and also
by the fact that several of the problems in question are implicitly
or explicitly touched on in the canonical sources quoted by

325 See Abhidharmasamuccayabhasya (ed. N. Tatia), p. 93.
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Kamalasila in his Bhavanakramas and in his commentary on the
AvikalpapraveSadharani.

The Hva $an Mahiyina is recorded to have said that the
simultaneous engagement (gcig char ’jug pa) he taught is like the
tenth stage (sa = bhami).326 It may be that he was thus referring
to a state comparable to what we have just seen recognized for
the ekaksanabhisambodha in relation to dharmakayabhisambodha in
Prajfiapiramita thought.

It is moreover in connexion with the buddhabhiimi that the
Maiadhyamika master Candrakirti has evoked the instantaneous-
ness of the buddha’s Gnosis (jfiana). In his Madhyamakavatara we
read (xii. 2, p. 356):

Just as space is not differentiated according to differences in
the containers [in which it may be enclosed], so there is in
reality no differentiation whatever caused by things (bhava)
[i.e. by the skandhas such as matter and feeling]. Therefore,
when correctly comprehending [this reality] as being of one
single value (ekarasa) — oh Thou of highest understanding! —
Thou didst understand the knowable (jfieya) in one instant
(ksana).’

In his autocommentary Candrakirti has explained that, once he
achieved Awakening in the Akanistha-sphere (see Madhyamaka-
vatdra xil. 1), Bhagavat attained the Gnosis of the Omniscient
(thams cad mkhyen pa ye Ses) in one instant. And it is by this
understanding, in just a single knowledge-moment (mkhyen pa’i
skad cig gcig kho na), that Bhagavat attained the Gnosis of the
Omniscient in precisely that single knowledge-moment (mkhyen
pd’i skad cig gcig kho nar).

Here then the single-moment character of Gnosis on the stage
of the buddha is éxplained in terms of the one value (ekarasatva) of
reality, that is, the fact that on the supreme and final level of
Buddhahood all is understood to be of one single value only. This
single value is liberation along with Emptiness ($iinyata).

326 See sBa bZed, G, p. 68.20 and S, p. $8.7; mKhas pa’i dga’ ston, ja, f. 117a2; Chos ’byuri
Me tog sfiiri po, f. 430bs.
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This theme has been alluded to also in the Trifaranasaptati
ascribed to (a) Candrakirti (verse 14):

chos rnams fiid kyi rio bo ni|[thams cad yod pa ma yin te]|

de phyir skad cig gcig gis ni|[bde gSegs thams cad mkhyen par
*dod || ‘

‘A nature does not exist at all for the dharmas. Therefore it is

held that, in one single moment, the Sugata knows all.’

This treatise was known to Haribhadra, who has quoted its
verse 33 in his Abhisamayalamkaraloka (i. 3, pp. 8—9).

According to a much earlier source, the basic Commentary on
the Ratnagotravibhaga-Mahdyanottaratantrasastra (i. 25, pp. 21—22),
the fact that stained Thusness (samald tathata) is simultaneously
and at once (yugapad ekakalam = cig car dus gcig) both [naturally]
pure (visuddha) and [adventitiously] Affected (samklista), is to be
regarded as an inconceivable matter (acintyasthana), as is declared
in the Srimaladevisimhanadasitra. And the further fact that stainless
Thusness (nirmala tathatd) is un-Affected by previous stains
(phrvamalasamklista), even though it is later purified (pascad
visuddha), is also an inconceivable matter. Hence it is declared in
the Dharani$vararajasitra that Mind (citta) is by nature luminous
(prakytiprabhasvara), and is knowledge ‘just so’ (tathaiva jian-
am = de kho na bZin Ses so). As a consequence, it is also stated that
Perfect Awakening (samyaksambodhi) is Awakened to (abhisam-
buddha) in virtue of that understanding which is endowed with
the characteristic of being a single-moment one (ekaksanalaksana-
samayukta prajiia) (1. 25, p. 22).

A related idea is also expressed in another passage of the basic
Commentary on the Ratnagotravibhaga (i. 15), where it is ex-
plained that the pair (dvaya) represented by what is termed
‘natural luminosity of mind’ (cittasya prakytiprabhasvarata) and its
sub-defilement/affliction (upakle$a) is very hard to comprehend.
For no second citta in fact intervenes (anabhisamdhana = mtshams
sbyor ba med pa) because of the single flow (ekacaratva = gcig rgyu
ba) of both salutary and non-salutary cittas in the Pure Sphere
(andsravadhatu). Hence, as is declared in the Srimaladevisimhanada-
sitra, salutary thought (kusalacitta) is instantaneous (ksantka): it
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does not become Affected by defilements/afflictions (na kleSaih
samkliSyate). And non-salutary thought (akulalacitta) is instan-
taneous: it is not in a state of Affection by the defilements/afflic-
tions, and no defilements/afflictions touch this citta.

Still another ‘inconceivable matter’, as pointed out in the
DharaniSvarardjasitra, is represented by the fact that Buddha-
activity (jinakriya) functions spontaneously (anabhoga) and with-
out binary mental construction (avikalpatas) for sentient beings —
in accordance with their predispositions and the way they are to
be trained — simultaneously (yugapat = cig car), everywhere (sar-
vatra = thams cad la) and at all times (sarvakalam = dus thams cad du)
(1. 25, p. 24; cf. Ratnagotravibhaga iv. 67).

Here in the Ratnagotravibhaga-Commentary and in its Sitra
sources, then, the notion of instantaneousness and simultaneity
marks not exactly a critical and climactic transition from one
stage of the Path to another (such as from the Prayogamarga to
the Dar§anamarga) or from the Path to the Fruit of Buddhahood
(as in the cases from Prajiaparamita philosophy studied above),
but instead the so to speak non-rational ‘co-relationship’ of the
buddha-level with the level of sentient beings. This co-relationship
(if such it may be called) is in effect that of bondage and liberation
in the classical Buddhist perspective of the ultimate non-duality
of Samsara and Nirvina/Bodhi, or of samala tathata and nirmala
tathata. And in view of the fundamental principles of non-
substantiality (non-hypostatization) and non-duality (but not
monistic identity), this ‘relationship’ is non-rational because, in
reality, there exist no separate and opposed hypostatic entities, in
other words no ultimately real relata. In -the conventional
discourse of philosophical analysis and of the description of the
Path, the positions and sequences sattva : buddha, bondage: libera-
tion, samsara : nirvana, samala tathata : nirmald tathata and so on no
doubt all have their pedagogical and heuristic usefulness and
legitimacy; but they lack any ontologically or gnoseologically
real foundation as hypostatizable entities that could be related and
opposed. This is why the ostensible terms of this non-rational
‘relationship’, which goes beyond the frames of space and time,
are described as instantaneous, and also why the understanding
‘that pertains to them is itself characterized as being a single-
moment prajfia. Position in space and succession in time of the



164 BACKGROUND TO ISSUES IN THE GREAT DEBATE

two levels are thus neutralized and cancelled in philosophical
description by atemporal instantaneity and simultaneity.

That Kamala$ila was not unfamiliar with these ideas ex-
pounded in the Ratnagotravibhaga and its Commentary and Siitra-
sources — and connected with the doctrines of the natural
luminosity of Mind, the tathdgatagarbha, and the prakgtisthagotra
which is also a topic of Chapter i of the Abhisamayalamkara — is
suggested by the fact that in his Madhyamakaloka he incorporated
the tathagatagarbha doctrine in the Yogicira-Madhyamaka.

Leaping and the Samapatti or Samadhi called Avaskanda(ka),
Viskanda(ka) and Vyutkrantaka

Associated with various forms of rapid way and immediate access
to Awakening, we find the Tibetan concepts of thod rgal and
khregs chod.3%7 The latter is known from the rDzogs chen
tradition, where it is described as ka dag; and no Sanskrit original
for this term has so far been identified.328 On the other hand, the
term thod rgal, well-known in rDzogs chen literature too, is
amply attested elsewhere.32° In rDzogs chen literature it is
glossed as lhum grub ‘spontaneous’ (Skt. anabhoga),33° but it
actually means leaping or skipping. The Sanskrit words translated
by thod rgal are avaskanda(ka) and viskanda(ka), meaning jumping
over, and vyutkranta(ka), used in the sense of striding over.331

327 On these two terms, see H. V. Guenther, Tibetan Buddhism in western perspective
(Emeryville, 1977), p. 151; G. Tucci, Religions of Tibet (London, 1980), pp. 85—87, I131;
R. A. Stein, Revue de I’Histoire des Religions 179 (1971), pp- 23—28; and M. Broido, Journal
of the International Association of Buddhist Studies 8 (1985), p. 35 (concerning the types of
person known as cig car ba, thod rgal ba and rim gyis pa). Thod rgal has often been regarded
as an essentially gradual, even though accelerated, process as opposed to khregs gcod. But in
some cases thod rgal too can be extremely rapid and for all intents and purposes sudden.

328 In the Bod rgya tshig mdzod chen mo (Zang-Han daicidian, Peking, 1985), khregs chod is
defined as (1) sria ’gyur ba’i lhag mthori gi brda chad (i.e. an expression used by the rNin ma
pas for lhag mthori = vipasyana), and (2) ka dag khregs chod kyi bsdus tshig.

329 In Sakaki’s edition of the Mahavyutpatti the spelling thod rgyal is found under no.
1496.

330 Cf. Bod rgya tshig mdzod chen mo, s.v.

331 1t should be noted that ava-skand- means not only ‘to jump down’ but also ‘to
assault, storm’. The latter meaning would be appropriate when the avaskanda(ka)
technique designates an accelerated and very rapid process. )

As for the term viskanda(ka), the word viskanda is attested in the meaning of ‘dispersing,
moving away’.



THE TRANSMISSION AND RECEPTION OF BUDDHISM 165

In the Mahavyutpatti (no. 1496), the vyutkrantakasamapatti (or
vyatikrantakasamapatti) = thod rgyal (sic) gyi sfioms par ’jug pa
follows on brief descriptions of the four Arfipyas — i.e. the
Samipattis relating to the Akd§anantyiyatana, the Vijidnanan-
tydyatana, the Akimcanyiyatana and the Naivasamjfianasamjfia-
yatana (nos. 1492—s) — and it precedes the vydaskandaka- or
vyatyasta-samapatti (= snrel 21’1 sfioms par ’jug pa, no. 1497).332 It
is usually contrasted with the nine Samapattis of progressive and
sequential residence (anupfirvaviharasamapatti = mthar gyis gnas
pd’i sfioms par ’jug pa, no. 1498) consisting of the four Dhyanas
(nos. 1478—81) and four Samipattis (nos. 1492—5 already men-
tioned together with, in addition, the samjfiavedayitanirodha,
no. 1500).

The notion of leaping or skipping stages of the graded Path is
known in the Dhyana-tradition of Buddhism.?33 And since it is
relevant to the ston mun pa and cig ¢(h)ar ba techniques at issue in
the Great Debate in Tibet, it will be of interest to see to what
extent, and where, these ideas are attested in the main sources of
the classical schools of Indian Buddhism and, especially, in those
of Santaraksita’s and Kamalasila’s school.

After briefly describing in both the forward (ascending,
anuloma) and reverse (descending, pratiloma) directions the nine
sequential Attainments in absorption (anupirvasamapatti) — i.e.
the four Dhyinas relating to the ridpadhatu and the five Samipattis
relating to the four Ayatanas of the aripyadhatu and the Samjfhi-
vedayitanirodha — the Astadasasahasrika Prajiiaparamita (ed.
Conze, Ch.lIxii, pp. 108-10) describes the Simhavijrmbhita
Samidhi, which is shown to consist in ascending through the four
Dhyanas and four Ayatanas to the Nirodhasamapatti and then
descending from this high Samapatti to the first Dhyana in a
progressive and sequential fashion. Next, this Satra takes up the
Viskandaka (‘jumping’, or ‘dispersing’?) Samadhi, which is prac-
tised once the Simhavijrmbhita Samidhi has been worked

332 On vyatyasta|yamaka see E. Lamotte, Artibus asiae 24 (1961), pp. 307—10, and
L'enseignement de Vimalakirti (Louvain, 1962), pp. 33—34. In the samadhi-list of the
Mahavyutpatti (no. s34), the vyatyasta follows the simhavijymbhita.

333 See Demiéville, BEFEO 44 (1954), pp. 429—31; Hobdgirin, s.v. chigyd; above, p. 151.
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through. This Concentration — otherwise referred to in the same
Sitra and elsewhere as the Avaskandaka (‘jumping’, and perhaps
also ‘storming’?) Samidhi — consists in the practiser’s first
ascending progressively through the Dhyinas and Avyatanas to
the Nirodhasamapatti, gaining (samapad-) each stage in sequence.
Then, from the Nirodhasamipatti he jumps back to the second
Dhy3na, thence again to the Nirodhasamaipatti and back down to
the third Dhyina, thence again to the Nirodhasamapatti and back
down to the fourth Dhyina, thence again to the Nirodhasami-
patti and back down to the Aka$inantyayatana, thence again to
the Nirodhasamiapatti and back down to the Vijiininantyaya-
tana, thence again to the Nirodhasamapatti and back down to the
Akimcanyayatana, and thence again to the Nirodhasamipatti and
back down to the Naivasamjfianisamjfidyatana. Then the prac-
tiser ascends once more to the Nirodhasamapatti and descends
back down to the Naivasamjfianasamjfiiyatana, from which he
this time arises to remain in a state of non-concentration
(asamahitacitte®34 ’vatisthate). Next, the practiser arises from the
state of non-concentration and gains (samdpadyate) the Nirodhasa-
mipatti, from which he arises to remain in a state of non-
concentration. The same procedure is followed by the practiser in
descending order for each of the four Ayatanas of the ariipyadhatu
and for each of the four Dhyanas of the ripadhatu, so that having
finally arisen from the first Dhyana he remains in a state of non-
concentration. This Sttra-passage concludes by stating that stand-
ing (sthita) in the Avaskandaka Samiadhi one thus achieves
(progressively) the Equality of all factors of existence (sarvadhar-
masamatam anuprapnoti), and that it is in this way that a Bodhi-
sattva-Mahasattva standing in the prajfiaparamita takes up (pari-
grhnati) the Perfection of dhyana.

The Satasahasrika Prajiiaparamita (ed. Ghosa, i, pp. 272-3),
using the expression viskadya samapadyate, describes a process by
. which Bodhisattva-Mahisattvas cross (samkramanti) to a Buddha-
field (buddhaksetra) in virtue of their very first production of the
Thought of Awakening (prathamacittotpada). This procedure con-
sists in such Bodhisattvas who achieve the four Dhyinas and

334 In his edition of the Astadalasahasrika prajfiagparamita (Rome, 1962), Conze prints
asamahitacitta throughout. But the Astasaharikd and other texts have asamahita®.
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Arfipyasamipattis attaining the first Dhyana and then, having
arisen from it, the Nirodhasamaipatti. Thence the practiser attains
the second Dhyina, thence again the Nirodhasamiapatti, thence
the third Dhyana, thence again the Nirodhasamipatti, thence the
fourth Dhyana, and thence again the Nirodhasamapatti. Next,
attaining once again the Nirodhasamaipatti, and following a
similar procedure, the practiser ascends through the four Ayata-
nas. And arising from the fourth Ayatana — the Naivasamjfiana-
samjfia — the practiser attains the Nirodhasamiapatti finally. The
description of this procedure of jumping in the Satasahasrika
follows a statement (p. 272) as to how Bodhisattva-Mahasattvas
awaken to supreme and perfect Awakening (anuttarasamyaksam-
bodhi) in virtue of their very first cittotpada.

A similar procedure is also described in the version of the
Paficavimiatisahasrika published by N. Dutt (pp. 70—71), where it
is stated that Bodhisattva-Mahisattvas attain samadhi by jumping
(avaskandaka) and then awaken to supreme and perfect Awaken-
ing in the various Buddha-fields. One who proceeds thus is then
referred to as a kayasaksin (p. 71).33%

Pertinent to this matter too is the statement in the version of
the Paficavimiatisahasrika published by Dutt that the Bodhisattva-
Mahisattva, having attained the Diamond-like Concentration
(vajropamasamadhi)®3 immediately after the Bodhicitta, acquires
the Omnimodal Gnosis of a buddha by means of discriminative
knowledge conjoined with a single thought moment (ekacittaksa~
nasamayuktayd prajfiaya sarvakarajfiatam anuprapnoti, p. 82).

Concerning the kayasaksin (Pali kayasakkhi[n]), he is one of
several kinds of psychological and spiritual types recognized in

335 See below, pp. 168—70. )

336 On the vajropamasamadhi, see AbhidharmakoSa vi. 44d (=anantaryamarga, on the
level of the bhavagra, for a candidate for Arhatship, followed by the vimuktimarga and
dsravaksayajfiana), and YaSomitra’s Vyakhya ii. 16c (where the bhavanamarga is described as
extending from the anvayajfiana relating to marga to the vajropamasamadhi, where the Fruit
of Arhatship is attained). See also Sravakabhimi iv, p. 506 £. (cf. L. Schmithausen’s ed. in:
L. Hercus et al. (eds.), Indological and Buddhist studies [Festschrift J. W. de Jong], Canberra,
1982, p. 460f), where (p. s10 [=p. 472]) the vajropamasamadhi consists in the
prayoganistha manaskdra, one of the seven forms of the ‘act of mentation’ listed in the
Sravakabhimi. Cf. also L. de La Vallée Poussin, L’ Abhidharmakota, i, pp. 227-9, and
Vijfiaptimatratasiddhi (Louvain, 1929), p. 667; below, p. 200.
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the Buddhist traditions as being worthy of honour (dakkhi-
neyya);>37 he is characterized by the faculty of concentration
(samadhindriya).®38 By extension (pariyayena) the name Kayasa-
ksin is used for one who has ‘contacted’ the four Dhyanas and the
four Artipyas; and strictly (nippariyayena) this designation applies
to one who has attained the Samjfiavedayitanirodha, in which
case the impurities (dsava) are exhausted by discriminative
knowledge (pafifia, which is to say that the Kayasaksin is then an
Arhat).33° When his mental attention (manasikara) focuses on Ill
(dukkha) the samadhindriya predominates in him; and his realiza-
tion, or ‘attestation’ (sacchikar-), is described as being by bodily
contact, for he first ‘contacts’ Dhyana and then Stoppage and
Nirvina (jhanaphassam pathamam phusati, paccha nirodham nib-
banam sacchikaroti).34° Moreover, the designation Kayasiksin
applies both to a person who attains the sotapattimagga by the
power of the samadhindriya and to the persons who by the power
of this faculty of concentration attain the sotapattiphala, the Paths
and Fruits of the Sakadigimin and the Anigamin, the Path of
Arhathood and the Fruit of Arhathood; while the samadhindriya
predominates in this type, the other four faculties (saddha, pafina,
etc.) nevertheless play a subordinate part in his spiritual constitu-
tion.34! The Kiyasiksin is described as one who abides having
contacted ‘in the body’ the tranquil Vimoksas — the Aripyas
beyond the Ripas — and some of whose dsavas are exhausted by
discriminative knowledge; the restriction ‘some’ (ekacce) is also
applied to the asavas in the cases of the spiritual types of the
Drstiprapta, the Sraddhivimukta and the Dharminusirin, but
significantly it is not so applied in the cases of the Ubhayatobhi-
gavimukta (who also abides in bodily contact with the tranquil
Ariipya Vimoksas) and the Prajiavimukta (who however does
not abide in bodily contact with the Ariipya Vimoksas).342 In the

3

[

7 Dighanikiya III 105; 253—4; Majjhimanikiya I 439, 477-8; etc.

338 Anguttaranikdya I 119. 339 Anguttaranikaya IV 451—2. -

340 Patisambhidamagga 11 s1—52. 341 Patisambhidamagga 11 s4.

342 Majjhimanikiaya I 478. (In the Nilanda edition, the negative na is missing before
kayena phussitva[phassitva in the case of the paffiavimutta.) On this and parallel passages,
and on the relationship between samjfiavedayitanirodha and prajiia, see L. Schmithausen in
K. Bruhn and A. Wezler (eds.), Studien zum Jainismus und Buddhismus (Gedenkschrift

L. Alsdorf, Wiesbaden, 1981), p. 216 f.
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Puggalaparifiatti, the Kayasaksin is clearly connected with the eight
Vimoksas.343

The Kayasiksin thus figures alongside the person released
through confidence (§raddhavimukta, saddhavimutta), the person
released through discriminative knowledge (prajaavimukta, pafifi-
avimutta) and the Drstiprapta (ditthippatta). And in the Anguttar-
anikidya there is found an interesting discussion as to which of
three psychological and spiritual types is superior; Savittha/
Samiddha — who figures as the interlocutor of Musila and Niarada
in a comparable context (see pp. 191—2) — holds that the saddhavi-
mutta is best because of the predominance in him of the faculty of
confidence (saddhindriya), Mahakotthita/Mahakotthika — 2 monk
known elsewhere for his skill in patisambhida — holds that the
kayasakkhi(n) is best because of the predominance of the faculty
of concentration, and Siriputta holds that the ditthippatta is best
because of the predominance of the faculty of discriminative
knowledge (pafifiindriya). When approached to resolve this dif-
ference of opinion the Buddha is said, however, to have remarked
that it is not possible to decide unilaterally (ekamsena); for any one
of these three types may become not only a Sakadigimin and
Anigimin but also an Arhat.344

In the Abhidharmako$a (vi. 43cd), the Kayasaksin has been
defined as an Anagamin who reaches nirodha; and Ya$omitra has
specified that the Anagamin in question may be either $raddhadhi-
mukta or dystiprapta. According to the Vaibhisika theory summa-
rized here by Vasubandhu, the Kayasaksin attests ‘in the body’ a
dharma that is a simulacrum of Nirvina; and he does this because
the body serves him as his @éraya in the absence of mind (citta) in
the state of nirodha (Bhasya vi. 43cd). According to Vasubandhu’s
own (Sautrantika) view, however, on arising from concentration
the Kayasaksin attains a previously unattained conscious bodily
tranquillity (tasmad vyutthayapratilabdhapirvam savijfianakam kaya-
Santim pratilabhate), thinking: ‘Tranquil is the Nirodhasamapatti,
Nirvana-like is the Nirodhasamipatti’.34% It is in this way, then,

343 Puggalapafifiatti, pp. 14—15, 29, 72.

344 Anguttaranikaya I 118—20.

345 Cf. AbhidharmakoSabhasya ii. 44d (p. 72) and 61d (pp. 98—100) on the samantarapra-
tyaya for the vyutthanacitta when a meditator arises from the nirodhasamapatti.
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that tranquillity (Santatva) is ‘attested’. ‘Attestation’ has been
defined (Bhasya vi. 43cd) as immediate perception by the attesta-
tion of ‘connexion’ or ‘knowledge’ (praptijfianasaksatkriyabhyam
pratyaksikaro hi saksatkriya). According to YaSomitra, at the time
of samadhi there is attestation through prapti of a suitable aéraya,
and on arising from samadhi there is attestation through jfiana that
is awareness of the preceding. Alternatively, it is through having
attained conscious ‘bodily tranquility’ that prapti ‘connexion’
with this state is understood in the state of unconscious bodily
tranquillity (savijianakakayasantipratilambhena va avijiianakakaya-
Santyavasthayam tatpraptir gamyata iti).34°

In Asanga’s Abhidharmasamuccaya (p. 88), the Kayasiksin has
been defined as a Learner (faiksa) who meditates in the eight
Vimoksas.

The process of jumping stages is further treated in the
Abhisamayalamkara (v. 24—25) and its commentaries just after the
Simhavijrmbhita Samidhi. These texts have not hitherto been
examined in connexion with the notion of skipping stages of the
Path, presumably because these works are not included among
the sources of the Sino-Japanese Buddhist tradition on which
discussion has so far been mainly concentrated.

In Abhisamayalamkara v. 23, the Simhavijrmbhita Samadhi is
mentioned in connexion with the DarSanamairga that involves the
vision of the twelve members of the chain of origination in
dependence (pratityasamutpada) in both the forward direction
(anulomam), beginning with nescience (avidya) as the condition
for the arising of the constructions (samskara), and in the reverse
direction (pratilomam), beginning with the cessation of ageing
and death as a consequence of the cessation of birth.347

Then, on the level of the highest supramundane Path of
meditative realization (bhavanamarga), mention is made first of
the nine successive Attainments in absorption (anupfirvasama-

346 As noted by Vasubandhu (Abhidharmako$abhasya viii. 34), saksatkarana ‘attestation,
realization’ is connected specifically with the third Vimoksa (of $ubha) and the eighth
Vimoksa (of samjfiavedayitanirodha).

347 In the samadhi-list of the Mahavyutpatti (no. 533), the simhavijymbhita immediately
precedes the vyatyasta (snrel 2i).
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patti =mthar gyis gnas pa’i sfoms par ’jug pa) and then of the
Avaskanda-Samaipatti (v. 24-253):

kamaptam avadhikytya vijiianam asamahitam|

sanirodhah samapattir gatvagamya nava dvidhal|
ekadvitricatuhpaficasatsaptastavyatikramat|

avaskandasamapattir a nirodham atulyagal|

‘Having taken as a terminal the unconcentrated conscious-
ness belonging to [the level of] desire, and having gone
[upwards] and returned [downwards], doubly, through the
nine attainments including the Nirodha[samipatti], by pass-
ing over one, two, three, four, five, six, seven, and [finally]
eight [stages in the series of the mnine succes-
sive Samipattis] the Attainment of Jumping, without
even(ness), proceeds up to Cessation.’

According to Haribhadra, the Avaskanda-Samapatti comprises
the nine successive Samapattis that make up the Bhivanimarga.
The procedure of jumping consists to begin with in ascending in
sequence from the first Dhyina to the Nirodha and then
descending in sequence back to the first Dhyana, thus describing a
forwards and backwards sequence (anulomapratiloma-krama)
through the four Dhyinas, the four Ariipyas and the Nirodha(sa-
mipatti). Next, the practiser attains (samapadyate) the first Dhya-
na and then, arising from it, he attains the Nirodha. And he
follows this method through the Dhyinas and Ayatanas until
from the Naivasamjianasamjhayatana he at last attains the
Nirodha once again. Next, after arising from the latter, he takes
as his support (alambya) the ‘adjacent attainment’348 and, fixing
(avasthapya) as his terminal (maryada) the consciousness in the
sphere of desire (kamavacaram vijianam) and then arising from
Samaipatti through the strength of his expertness in means
(upayakaufalya), the practiser ‘faces’ (amukhikr-) the unconcen-
trated consciousness (vijiianam asamahitam). Then, from this state
of non-concentration he attains the Nirodha, thence again the
non-concentrated state, and thence — leaving out (parityajya) only
the Nirodha — the Naivasamjfianisamjfidyatana. Thence he again

348 anantarasamapatti = Tib. de ma thag pa’i sfioms par ’jug pa (P, f. 382b).
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reaches non-concentration and — leaving out this time two stages
— he attains the Akimcanyayatana, and thence non-concentration
once again. Finally, leaving out eight stages, he attains the first
Dhyina, and thence non-concentration once more. Thus, by the
leaving out (paritydga) of from one to eight stages, the practiser
proceeds as far as the Nirodha. And it is in this way that one
wishing to take up the Avaskanda-Samipatti which is without
even progression (atulyaga) — and which is characterized by the
practiser’s mastery (vaSitva) and has as its nature the Bhavana-
mirga and expertness in means — should course in prajaaparamita.
Haribhadra cites the Paficavimiatisahasrika with regard to’ this
procedure.34°

Haribhadra then compares and contrasts the related theory of
the Abhidharmako$a where, instead of avaskanda(ka)samapatti, the
term used is vyutkrantakasamapatti (viii. 18c—19b):

gatvagamya dvidha bhimir astau Slistaikalarighitah] |
vyutkrantakasamapattir visabhagatytiyagal

‘Having gone [upwards] and returned [downwards],
doubly, through the eight stages, [either] consecutively [or]
jumping one [at a time], the Vyutkrantaka-Samaipatti pro-
ceeds to a third [stage from the starting one] of a heterogene-
ous kind.’

According to Vasubandhu’s Abhidharmakosabhasya, the word
‘doubly’ relates to the stages that are either impure (sasrava) or
pure (anasrava). The word ‘consecutively’ ($lista) refers to a
progressive sequence (anukrama), whilst the word jumping one’
(ekalarighita) refers to the skipping of one stage in each move-
ment. The meditator who proceeds thus has been called a
vyutkrantakasamapatty.35°

The procedure (prayoga) in question consists, according to the
Bhasya, in the practiser’s first passing over in ascending and
descending sequence eight sasrava stages, and then seven andsrava
stages.3>! Next, he attains the third sasrava Dhyana from the first,

349 Cf. the analysis of the Paficavim$atisahasrika Prajiiaparamita in Hobagirin, pp. 356—7.

350 Abhidharmako$abhasya viii. 15ac (p. 444.2).

351 According to La Vallée Poussin, L’Abhidharmakosa, viii, pp. 145 and 175, the
naivasamjfianasamjiia (bhavagra) level is never andsrava, so that only the seven preceding
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and thence the Akasinantyayatana (i.e. the first Samapatti), and
thence the Akimcanyiyatana (i.e. the third Samaipatti), thus
skipping one stage in each movement. And having next passed
over these stages in a backwards and downwards direction
(pratilomam), the practiser goes on to attain the andsrava stages
first in a forwards and then in a backwards movement, skipping
one stage in each movement. But when, starting from the first
sasrava Dhyina, he gains the third andsrava Dhyana, thence the
sdsrava Akisinantydyatana, and thence the andsrava Akimcanyiy-
atana, and then descends once more, owing to the fact that one
proceeds to a third stage from the starting point which is of a
heterogeneous kind (visabhagatytiyadravya), the attainment is
complete (abhinispanna). One does not, according to the Bhasya,
attain a fourth stage from the starting point (thus skipping two
stages instead of one), for it is too distant. It is, moreover, only
the Asamayavimukta — i.e. the Arhat who is unconditionally
released®52 — who proceeds in this way; for he is without
defilements/afflictions (kle$a), and he has mastery over concentra-
tion (samddhau vaSitvam). Sequentiality as opposed to skipping is
on the contrary the rule (niyama) that applies for the beginner
(prathamakalpika); and only those who have acquired mastery at
will (praptakamavasitvah) can gain the stages by skipping one.3%3

In the Pali tradition, the technique of skipping one stage at a
time in the sequence of Concentrations and Attainments is
attested under the name of jhanukkantika in Buddhaghosa’s
Visuddhimagga (xii. 2 and s) and in the Atthasalini (§ 3.388,
p. 187), which also mention the jhananuloma and the jhanapati-
loma. The technique of skipping one stage only is known in
addition from a number of further Srivakayanist sources, and
also from the Yogacarabhiimi.3%4

levels may be counted as andsrava; see below, pp. 195, 200.

In the bhavagra the bodhimargarigas are lacking (Abhidharmakoia vi. 73a). In the
Abhidharmasamuccaya (p. 69) and its Bhdsya (p. 81), this level is stated to be exclusively
mundane (laukika) and not to belong therefore to the aryamarga; the reason given is that
(see below, pp. 199—200).

352 Abhidharmakosa vi. s7a.

353 Abhidharmakosabhasya ii. 44d (p. 72), a passage which also mentions the vyutkranta-
samapattis. .

354 See Hobagirin s.v. chdjé and chootsusho.
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The *Vyutkrintaka-Samadhi has been discussed in the Ta-chih
tu-lun ascribed to Nagirjuna in the context of the Perfection of
dhyana.?5 Since in this treatise the practiser s not a Srivakayanist
but a Bodhisattva-Mahasattva of the Mahiyana, he is considered
able to skip not only from the first to the third Dhyina-level for
example, but from the first to the fourth Dhyina-level or to one
of the last five Samipattis including the Samjfiavedayitanirodha.
In other words, unlike the Srivakayanist, the Mahayanist is not
restricted to skipping only one stage at a time as is prescribed in
the Abhidharmakofa (ekalarighita, viii. 18d).359

In sum, in the Mahayana the notion of leaping over a large
number of stages of the Path can be followed fairly far back in the
Vijfiznavida school and even further in the Madhyamaka. As
already noted, the concept is attested also in the Mahiyinist
supplement to Samgharaksa’s Yogacarabhiimi (Taishd 606) dealing
with the practice of the Bodhisattva. And very interestingly the
*Vimuttimagga (Taisho 1648) also recognizes the possibility of
skipping more than one stage at a time.337

It thus appears that a standard Srivakayanist method of
skipping differs in an important respect from the Mahiayanist ones
in so far as the technique taught in the Abhidharmakosa as well as
in the Pali tradition allows a practiser each time to jump over
only one stage in the sequence of stages, whereas the technique
mentioned in the Abhisamayalamkara for example allows for up to
eight stages to be skipped at a time. This possibility that exists for
the Bodhisattva-Mahisattva may be connected with his ability,
mentioned in the Satasdhasrikd Prajiaparamita, to awaken to
anuttarasamyaksambodhi in virtue of his very first production of
the Thought of Awakening (prathamacittotpada). However, the
Mahayanist methods noted above differ among themselves in
certain significant respects. Not only are some clearly more rapid

355 See Lamotte, Le traité de la Grande Perfection de Sagesse, II, p. 1048. Cf. La Vallée
Poussin, Vijiiaptimatratasiddhi, pp. 733 and 779 f.; May, Hobdgirin, p. 358.

356 This important difference has been discussed in the Habdgirin, in the articles chdjo
and chootsushs, by J. May, who has also pointed out (pp. 358, 369) that the leap over
several stages is attested in the Abhidharmasamuccayavyakhya. May considers that the notion
of the attestation of the Fruits by leaping prefigures the idea of Sudden Awakening
(tongo = tun wu) in Ch’an (pp. 356 and 371).

357 See N. R. M. Ehara, Soma Thera and Kheminda Thera, The path of freedom of the
Arahant Upatissa (Colombo, 1961), pp. 130—31; cf. Hobsgirin, p. 356.
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than others, but one involves the Bodhisattva’s returning, in a
final series of movements, to a state of non-concentration
(asamahitacitta) while the other does not. The former method of
leaping — known sometimes also as Viskandaka Samidhi —
appears to emphasize the Bodhisattva’s resolve to remain in an
ordinary, unconcentrated state of consciousness in Samsara (com-
pare the Bodhisattva who refrains from entering Nirvana, apra-
tisthitanirvana);35® whereas the latter method is directed toward
the highest Samapattis culminating in the cessation of notions and
feelings (samjfiaved[aylitanirodha). The Mahayanist method of
leaping moreover differs from that of the Srivakayina by
including this ninth stage of samjfiavedayitanirodha, which the
Srivakayinist technique has left aside.

It has furthermore to be noted that in Haribhadra’s comment
on the Abhisamayalamkara, as well as in Vasubandu’s Abhidharma-
kola, the procedure of leaping seems to have less to do with a way
of instantaneous and immediate access to the highest than with a
particular technique in meditation. In the Satasahasrika Prajiiapar-
amitd on the contrary, the notion of rapidity and instantaneous
access seems to be implicit in what is said about the Bodhisattva’s
very first cittotpada bringing on anuttarasamyaksambodhi.

The comprehension (abhisamaya) of the four Principles or
Realities of the Nobles (aryasatya) and the acquisition of the four
Fruits (phalaprapti) of the Noble’s religious life — viz. those of the
Stream-winner (srotaapanna), the Once-returner (sakydagamin),
the Non-returner (andagamin), and the Arhat — are said by some
Buddhist schools to be sequential and by others to be simultane-
ous.

In many passages of the old canon, the gradualness of training
(anupubbasikkha), spiritual activity (anupubbakiriya) and of the
Path of insight (anupubbapatipada) has been affirmed.35° And it is
stated that the wise person proceeds gradually and little by little

358 On the question of dispersal beside concentration, compare Demiéville, BEFEO 44
(1954), pp. 397 n. 3 and p. 429 n. 1; Hobagirin, pp. 357 and 359.

359 See Cullavagga, Vinaya II 238; Udana, p. 54; Majjhimanikaya I 479—80, III 1; and
Anguttaranikdya IV 198, 201, 207; cf. below, p. 180.
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in each moment, in the same way that a metal-worker would
remove impurities from silver-ore.?$° The comprehension of the
aryasatyas is furthermore compared withr the gradual construc-
tion, storey by storey, of a lofty mansion (kdtagara).361

A theory of both the gradual development and then the final
instantaneousness of the Path of preparation (prayogamarga) has
been set out in Chapter vi of Vasubandhu’s Abhidharmakosa.
There mention has specifically been made of the gradualness of
the Salutary Root (kuSalamiila) of Heat (usmagata) — i.e. the first of
the four factors of penetration (nirvedhabhagiya) — which is said to
be nurtured in progressive stages (kramabhivyddha) in its three
degrees, viz. the slight (mydu), the middling (madhya), and the
superior (adhimatra);3%2 and the usmagata is further described in
terms of serial prolongation (prakarsikatva = prabandhikatva)
when having as its object the four satyas.>® A similar gradualness
is stated to apply to all three degrees of the Head-stage (miirdhan),
the second of the four nirvedhabhagiyas.3%4 As for the third
nirvedhabhagiya, receptive perseverance (ksanti), in contradistinc-
tion to its middling degree where Ill (duhkha) is the object of
mental attention lasting through two moments (ksana), its su-
perior degree is stated to comprise one single moment only
(ksanika) and not to be serially prolonged (prakarsikt).3¢3 Finally,
the fourth factor of penetration, the laukikagradharmas, are all
described as momentary (ksanika).366 .

In the section of Vasubandu’s AbhidharmakoSabhasya treating of
the sequential process of comprehension (abhisamayakrama) of the
four aryasatyas — each of which has four aspects (akara) making a
total of sixteen mind-moments (sodalacittaka) — this abhisamaya
has been specifically described as taking place gradually (kram-
ena). Accordingly it is stated that a Sttra-reference to single-

360 See Dhammapada 239; cf. Suttanipata 962cd.

361 See Samyuttanikiya V 452. For the Sanskrit version, see Yasomitra, Abhidharmako-
$avyakhya vi. 27, where two further relevant Sitras from the Samyuktigama are also
cited.

362 Abhidharmako$abhasya vi. 15b—17.

363 Abhidharmakosabhasya vi. 17b.

364 Abhidharmako$abhasya vi. 18b.

365 Abhidharmakosabhasya vi. 19ab; duhkham dvabhyam ksanabhyam manasi karoty esd
sarvdiva madhya, ksantir yadaikam eva ksanam tad adhimatréti| ksanika cisau, na prakarsiki.

366 Abhidharmakosabhasya vi. 19c. Compare Vasumitra’s view mentioned below,

P- 179-
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comprehension (ekabhisamaya)3%”7 will need to be understood
with regard to an (unexpressed) intention (abhipraya) of the
Buddha.3%8 Such a mention of ekabhisamaya may then have to be
interpreted by taking this comprehension to concern the effect
(karyabhisamaya) of the four satyas — viz. parijfiana, prahana
saksdtkarana and bhavana — in contrast to comprehension as vision
(dar$anabhisamaya) achieved through pure discriminative knowl-
edge (anasrava prajfia);° for when it is stated in a Sttra that
abhisamaya is gradual this is what was really aimed at (laksyate) in
respect to darfanabhisamaya. (Yet another Sitra-reference to
ekabhisamaya might according to some involve an allusive utter-
ance (abhisamdhivacana)3’® to singleness, as when absence of
uncertainty concerning duhkha is stated to include absence of
uncertainty in respect to the Buddha.371)

The transition from the stage of a worldling (prthagjana) on the
mundane (laukika) level of the Prayogamairga to that of a Noble
(arya) on the transmundane Dar§anamirga depends on receptive
perseverance with a view to dharma-knowledge concerning Ill
(duhkhe dharmajiianaksantih) — that is, the stage of entry into
determination (niyamavakranti) in view of Exactness (samyaktva
=nirvana) — in association with the laukikagradharmas at the
culminating point of the Prayogamarga. Here the laukikagradhar-
mas may be seen as fulfilling the function of an anantaryamarga,
the anasrava dharmajiianaksanti having then the function of a
vimuktimarga.37?

The Dar$anamarga proper has been described by Vasubandhu
as consisting in fifteen moments (ksana) beginning with this
dharmajfianaksanti concerning Ill and culminating in the anva-
yajfianaksanti concerning the Path (marga). For the sixteenth and
final moment — i.e. consequent knowledge concerning the Path

367 As with the Dharmaguptas, according to YaSomitra.

368 Abhidharmako$abhasya vi. 27a. On the notion of abhipraya, see D. Seyfort Ruegg,
Journal of Indian Philosophy 13 (1985), pp. 309—25, and 16 (1988), pp. 1—4, with the
literature cited there.

369 Abhidharmako$abhasya vi. 27bc.

379 On the notion of abhisamdhi, see D. Seyfort Ruegg, ‘Allusiveness and obliqueness in
Buddhist texts’, in C. Caillat et al. (ed.), Formes dialectales dans les littératures indo-dryennes
(Paris, 1989), p. 299 ff.

371 Abhidharmakosabhasya, vi. 27bc

372 Abhidharmakosabhdsya vi. 26a.
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(marge 'nvayajfianam) — represents the pivotal instant of transition

from the Darfanamirga to the Bhivanimairga.3”3 And it is

reckoned to belong to the Bhivanamarga because, inter alia, it

cultivates (bhavanat) the eight jfianas of the DarSanamairga and the

sixteen aspects (akara) of the satyas, and because it pertains to
_continuation (prabandhikatvat).>7*

Vasubandhu has specified that the Bhivanamirga is like the
DarSanamairga in respect to the gradualness of reflection on the
sixteen aspects of the satyas.37% Nevertheless, a reference has been
made by both Vasubandhu and YaSomitra to acquisition by
single attainment (ekapraptilabha) of the total elimination of all
that is to be eliminated by vision (dar$ana) when the Srotaipanna
achieves the Fruit of entry into the stream; and to the acquisition
simultaneously (yugapad) of the eight jaanas — viz. the four
dharmajfianas pertaining to the Kamadhitu and the four anva-
yajianas pertaining to the Ripa and Ariipya levels — when the
Fruit of the Once-returner (sakydagamiphala) is achieved by
eliminating what is to be eliminated by dar$ana as well as all that is
to be eliminated by the Bhiavanimairga.376

In his comment on the Abhisamayalamkara Haribhadra has also
explained how, by force of proper method (nyayabalat) in virtue
of a specific intention (abhiprdya), the DarSanamarga, even
though it consists in single-moment abhisamaya, has nevertheless
been stated to consist of sixteen discrete moments from the point
of view of the Candidates for and the Achievers of the Fruits of
the Arya (pratipannakadi), in contrast to comprehension as effect
(karyabhisamaya).377

As was observed by Vasubandhu in his Abhidharmakosabhasya
(vi. 27), opinions have differed in the Sravaka schools (nikaya)

373 Abhidharmakosabhasya vi. 28—29. The eight ksantis have the function of anantarya-
margas, and the eight jAanas that of vimuktimargas, according to Abhidharmakosabhasya
vi. 28a.

374 Abhidharmakosabhasya vi. 28cd. Compare prakarsiki as the antonym of ksanika in
vi. 19b (above, p. 176).

375 Abhidharmako$abhasya vi. 27bc.

376 Abhidharmakosabhasya and Vyakhya vi. sa—s3c. Cf. vii. 22.

377 Haribhadra, Abhisamayalamkaraloka ii. 12—16 (p. 171 =P, f. 12124): prativedhabhisa-
mayad ekaksanabhisamayo darSanamarga ity apare (see above, p. 159).
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concerning the gradualness as against the simultaneity of com-
prehension. These differences figure prominently among the
doctrines the doxographers of these schools have ascribed in
particular to the Mahasamghikas and their branches, the Lokotta-
ravidins and the Ekavyidvahirikas.378 And a connexion between
the Mahisamghikas (phal chen sde) and the Simultaneous Engage-
ment (cig car ’jug pa) of KaSyapa as transmitted by the school of
(Bodhi-)Dharmottarala (sic) is seemingly suggested in a chapter
of the bKa’ thati sde ltia, the Blon po bka’i thati yig.37°

According to Vasumitra’s Samayabhedoparacanacakra, in the
view of the Mahisimghikas it is by a single thought that [a
buddha] knows all (sems gcig gis chos thams cad rnam par mkhyen to);
and it is through discriminative knowledge (prajfia) conjoined
with single thought-moment that [a buddha] fully knows all
dharmas (sems kyi skad cig ma gcig dati mtshutis par ldan pa’i Ses rab
kyis chos thams cad yors su mkyen t0).38° A branch of the
Mahisimghikas, the Ekavyavaharikas, are so named according to
Bhavya’s Nikayabhedavibhatigavyakhyana because they have in this
way accepted one single procedure (ekavyavahara).381

According to Vinitadeva’s *Samayabhedoparacanacakre Nikaya-
bhedopadarsananama-samgraha, moreover, in the view of the Lok-
ottaravadin-Mahisamghikas, the four Principles of the Nobles
(aryasatya) are realized all at once (bden pa ni cig car mthor rio).382
And in the view of the two subschools of the Mahisimghikas in

378 Cf. Lamotte, Le traité de la Grande Vertu de Sagesse, V (Louvain, 1980), pp. 2328-35.

379 ]Ha sa edition of the bKa’ thari sde lia, f. 19a: *od srutis cig car ’jug pa phal chen sde:
mkhan po dharmotta ra la’i brgyud pa ni ... ‘the Simultaneous Entry of KiSyapa,
Mahisimghika: the line of the Master Dharmottarala ...". The standard Tibetan
equivalent of Mahasamghika is dge "dun phal chen po(‘i sde), and Tucci’s translation in his
Minor Buddhist texts (II, p. 81) differs from the one offered here. There is no correspon-
dence in the parallel passage of the bSam gtan mig sgron, f. 8.

380 Vasumitra, Samayabhedoparacanacakra (Tibetan translation ed. E. Teramoto and
T. Hiramatsu, Kydto, 1935), p. 5. For ekacittaksanasamayukta prajfia, see Mahavastu (ed.
E. Senart), I, p. 229 and II, p. 133, 285, 416. Cf. Lalitavistara (ed. Lefmann), p. 350.13—14;
Siksasamuccaya, p. 278.12.

381 Bhavya, Nikayabhedavibhatigavyakhyana (Tibetan transl., ed. E. Teramoto and
T. Hiramatsu), p. 19: satis rgyas bcom ldan ’das rnams kyi chos thams cad thugs gcig gis rnam par
mkhyen citi skad cig gcig dari ldan pa’i Ses rab kyis chos thams cad yoris su mkhyen to Zes tha sfiad
’dogs te des na tha sfiad gcig gis pa Zes bya’o. On the interpretation of the term ekavyavahara
see A. Bareau, Les sectes bouddhiques du Petit Véhicule (Saigon, 1955), p. 78.

382 Vinitadeva, *Samayabhedoparacanacakre Nikayabhedopadariana-nama-samgraha (Ti-
betan translation, ed. E. Teramoto and T. Hiramatsu), p. 4I.
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Bhavya’s account — the Ekavyavaharikas and Gokulikas — the
Bodhisattva fully knows the four aryasatyas by a single jiana (ye
Ses gcig gis bden pa bZi rnams yotis su Ses s0).383

According to Vinitadeva’s account of the doctrine of the
Mahisasakas (an offshoot of the Vibhajyavadin Sthaviras and the
Sarvistivadins), too, the satyas are realized all at once (bden pa cig
car mthoti rio).384 But according to Bhavya this view was rejected
by the Sarvastividins, who taught that the four aryasatyas are
known gradually (rim gyis rtogs par ’gyur ro); and the Sitra-
reference to simultaneous comprehension may then be non-
definitive and require further elicitation (drasi ba’i don =neyar-
tha).385 For the Sarvistivadins, the laukikagradharmas belong,
however, to a single thought-moment.386

Controversy concerning simultaneousness as against gradual-
ness is reported in the Kathavatthu also. There (ii. 9) we find a
lengthy discussion as to whether comprehension is gradual
(anupubbabhisamaya) or not. According to the Atthakatha, the
Andhakas, Sabbatthikas, Sammitiyas and Bhadrayanikas main- '
tained the thesis of the anupubbabhisamaya by Candidates for the
four Fruits in virtue of their seeing the four Principles of the
Nobles, etc. These schools are said to have done so on the basis of
canonical texts such as the Dhammapada (239), Udana (p. 54),
Cullavagga (Il 238), Samyuttanikiya (V 452), Majjhimanikaya
(I 1), and Anguttaranikaya (I 162).287 On the contrary, accord-
ing to the Theravidins — and notwithstanding what is stated in
the canonical passages cited above — this comprehension is not
gradual. Indeed, as is said in Suttanipata 231, because of the
attainment of vision (dassanasampada) the three fetters (samyojana;
namely sakkayaditthi, vicikicchita and silabbata[paramasa)) are all
simultaneously (saha) eliminated, a text corroborated by others
that declare that the three fetters are all simultaneously (saha)
eliminated by the Noble Srivaka with the arising in him of the

383 Bhavya, op. cit., p. 24.

384 Vinitadeva, op. cit., p. 43. See Bareau, op. cit., p. 183.

385 Bhavya, op. cit., p. 27. See above, p. 177, for Vasubandhu’s references to abhipraya
and abhisamdhi in Siitra-statements.

386 Vasumitra, op. cit., p. 10. See Abhidharmakoabhasya vi. 19c (above, p. 176).

387 See also the Patisambhidamagga 11 105—07; and A. K. Warder’s introduction to
Nanamoli’s translation, The guide (London, 1977), p. xxv.
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‘Dharma-eye’, i.e. the knowledge that whatever originates (sam-
udayadhamma) ceases (nirodhadhamma).388 A closely related point
is made in Kathavatthu 1. 4, where there is a discussion as to

whether Candidates for the four Fruits of the Nobles eliminate
defilement (kilesa) piecemeal (odhisodhiso), through their vision of
the aryasatyas. (According to the Atthakatha [p. 43] the doctrine
discussed in 1. 4 was that of the Sammitiyas and some others.)
And according to another section of the Kathavatthu (xxii. 8) and
its Atthakathi, two branches of the Mahisamghikas — the
Pubbaseliyas and the Aparaseliyas — maintained that all dhammas
belong to a single mental moment (ekacittakkhanika). The same
two sources further mention (xi. 6) the opinion — ascribed to the
Sabbatthivida and Uttaripathaka — that samadhi pertains to a
single mind-moment (ekacittakkhaniko samadhi).38°

According to Asanga’s Abhidharmasamuccaya,3°° the Stream-
winner (srotaapanna) — that is, the first of the four Nobles (arya) at
the pivotal point of the sixteenth moment of the Daranamirga
and the first of the Bhiavanamirga — may be either one who
obtains release gradually (rim gyis pa) or one who obtains release
all at once (sakynnairyanika = cig car ties par *byin pa). The first type
is said to be of the kind described earlier (p. 89). The sakrnnair-
yanika is on the contrary defined as one who, having achieved the
comprehension of the four satyas, takes the threshold-meditation
(anagamya = mi lcogs pa med pa)3°* as his base and eliminates all at
once (sakyt = cig car) all the defilements/afflictions of the three

388 Samyuttanikidya IV 47, 107; Anguttaranikiya IV 186.

389 Compare also the discussion in the Kathavatthu-Atthakatha v. 9 (p. 86).

390 Abhidharmasamuccaya (ed. Pradhan), p. 92 (Tibetan translation, D, f. 110a).

391 Pradhan reads apraptasamapatti. The four Dhyanas and the four Ariipyas each have a
threshold called samantaka (fies bsdogs), the one before the first Dhyana being known
specifically as the anagamya. The anagamya is deficient in famatha, while the Ariipyas are
deficient in vipafyana according to Abhidharmakosabhasya vi. 66b.

On the anagamya see Abhidharmako$a iv. 18, v. 66, vi. 20, 47; viii. 22, as well as La Vallée
Poussin, L'Abhidharmakosa vi. p. 235 n. 3, and viii, pp. 166—7, 179 n. 6; P. Jaini,
Abhidharmadipa, p. 415 note; E. Lamotte, Le traité de la Grande Vertu de Sagesse, 11, p.
1036 ff;; E. Frauwallner, ‘Abhidharma-Studien iii’, WZKS 15 (1971), p. 100; L.
Schmithausen in K. Bruhn and A. Wezler (eds.), Studien zum Jainismus und Buddhismus,
pp- 240, 246. Cf. below, p. 190.
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levels (traidhatukavacarah sarvaklesah) by means of the trans-
mundane Path (lokottaramarga). In his case only two (rather than
the usual four sequential) Fruits are achieved, namely those of
the Stream-winner and the Arhat. The person in question is then
stated mainly to reach full liberating knowledge (dj7ia, of the
Arhat) in the present existence (dgsta-dharma) or at the time of his
death.392

It thus emerges clearly that the sakrnnairyanika type of Srotaa-
panna can achieve his goal rapidly, without acquiring successively
all four Fruits of the aryamarga.

4. Tue CONJUNCTION OF QUIETING AND INSIGHT AND
OF MEANS AND DISCRIMINATIVE KNOWLEDGE

One of the most important points repeatedly made by Kamala-
§ila in his Bhavanakramas is that Quieting ($amatha) and In-
sight (vipaéyana) should be conjoined (yuganaddha), that they
must operate so to speak in conjunction like a pair of oxen
teamed together (yuganaddhavahibalivardadvayavat). The perfect
Path is accordingly described as operating as a syzygy of
Quieting and Insight (SamathavipaSyanayuganaddhavahi margo
nispannah).393

Quieting, defined as one-pointedness of mind (cittaikagrata),94
involves observing the nine ‘positions’ or ‘stations’ of mind
(cittasthiti) which are known from a number of sources such as the
Sravakabhiimi and the Abhidharmasamuccaya.3®® As for vipaSyana,
it is defined as exact analytical investigation [of the real] (bhiita-
pratyaveksa, Bhavanakrama, 1II pp. 3, 5). This bhitapratyaveksa
consists in the analysis of the factors of existence (dharmapravi-
caya), which is otherwise known as discriminative knowledge
(prajaa) (Il pp. 14—15). The bhita is here explained as the non-

392 When this is not so, the reason is one’s resolve (pranidhanavasena); in that case,
being born in the Kamadhitu because of this resolve, one becomes a pratyekajina at a time
when there is no buddha.

393 Kamalasila, Bhavanakrama III (ed. G. Tucci), pp. 1, 9—10. Compare the discussion in
G. Bugault, La notion de ‘Prajiia’ ou de sapience selon les perspectives du ‘Mahayana’? (Paris,
1982), pp. 56 ff., 75 fE.

394 Bhavanakrama 111, p. 3.

395 Sravakabhimi (ed. Shukla), pp. 363—s; Asanga, Abhidharmasamuccya, p. 75; cf.
Petakopadesa, p. 122, for an expanded list.
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substantiality or essencelessness of both an individual self and the
factors of existence (pudgaladharmanairatmya, 111, p. s).

The process of analytical investigation is no doubt associated
with recollective attention (smyti) and mentation (manasikara) (cf.
ITI, p. 16); but when brought to its highest point, bhitapratyaveksa
is the necessary condition for the absence of both recollection
(asmyti) and mentation (amanasikara) in the sense of non-construc-
tive Gnosis (nirvikalpam jfidnam) and the ceasing of all mental and
verbal proliferation (prapaficopasama).3%6

If $amatha is in excess, the mind of the meditator will be
blunted and dull and prgjfia will then have to be especially
cultivated. But if prajfia is in excess, his mind will be agitated and
$amatha will then have to be cultivated in particular. When -
famatha and vipaSyana are on the contrary in balance, the mind is
in equilibrium (samapravytta). And in view of the absence then of
both dullness (laya) and agitation (auddhatya) citta proceeds
naturally of itself (svarasavahin). It is then also stated to be in its
natural state.3°7

It cannot therefore be maintained that the Perfections (param-
ita) are all comprised in dhyana, and that by cultivating the latter
all of them are cultivated (III, p. 25). All the Bodhisattva’s virtues
inclusive of dhyana are in fact to be controlled by prajiia, and it is
because of this prajfia that these qualities become true paramitas.
To proceed in accordance with this principle is referred to by
Kamalasila as being prajfiottaradhyayin.®°® Such dhyana in which
prajfia is supreme is opposed to the ‘Dhyana’ which is said to
subsume all paramitas in itself (III, pp. 25—26) — in other words,
apparently, the ‘Dhyina’ of Kamalasila’s opponent Mo-ho-yen.
And the exclusive observance of non-recollection (asmyti) and
non-mentation (amanasikara) —i.e. the method advocated by Mo-
ho-yen — would merely lead to a state like that of the cataleptic
cessation of thinking (cittanirodha) by the worldling (prthagjana)
on the level of the fourth Dhyana (IIl, pp. 16-17) — i.e. the
attainment of unconsciousness (asamyjfiisamapatti) which is, how-

396 Bhavanakrama 111, pp. 15—17; cf. pp. 94—95.

397 Bhavanakrama 1II, p. 9—10. Here Skt. pradathavahin is translated by Tib. rnal du
jug pa.

398 Tib. Ses rab mchog gi bsam gtan (pa). See Bhavanakrama Il (ed. K. Goshima), p. 47; III,
p. 8; above, p. 95.
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ever, not to be practised by the Buddhist Arya.39°

Kamalasila has supported his teaching concerning the co-
ordination of famatha and vipaSyana by quoting a large number of
Mahiyanasitras. Among them is the Samdhinirmocana, Chapter
viii of which is devoted to a detailed discussion of the subject. It
was this Sttra that the Hva $an Mahayana cast aside accordmg to
a Tibetan tradition recorded in the sBa bZed.#0°

Beside this syzygy of $amatha and vipasyana (or dhyana and
prajiia), and in a position of no less importance, Kamalasila has
placed the conjunction of Emptiness (Siinyata) and Means (upaya)
and of discriminative knowledge (prajiia) and practice (carya)
through means. Practice (carya) is stated to consist in generosity
(dana) and the other virtues, as does salvific means (upaya).*°!

Now, when $finyata is thus correctly and indissolubly bonded
with upaya, it is known to Kamalasila as Emptiness endowed with
all excellent modes (sarvakaravaropeta~Siinyata). This notion is
contrasted with an isolated emptiness, that is, an ‘emptiness-
method’ ($iinyatanaya) that makes of $inyata something that is a
self-sufficient and independent principle (ekanaya).4°2 Because of
such a method of isolation, however, practice (carya) would no
longer be purified; and those who thus cultivate $inyata in
isolation ‘fall’ in Nirvana, like an Auditor (kevalam $anyatam eva
sevamanah {ravakavan nirvane patanti).*°3> When the need for
conjoining prajia and dhydna is not appreciated and dhyana is
overemphasized, the meditator’s practice would, moreover, be
like that of a Sriavaka who attains the concentration of cessation
(nirodhasamadhi)*°4

The correct method for a practiser involves then a gradual
(kramena) procedure of purification (viuddhi, I, p. 2), one in
which the mind-continuum (cittasamtati) is purified in a way
compared with the purification of gold by a metal-worker (III,

399 See below, p. 202—03. Compare sBa bZed, G, p. 69; S, p. 58—59; Nan Ni ma ’od zer,
Chos *byuri Me tog siiiri po, f. 431a—b; dPa’ bo gTsug lag phren ba, mKhas pa’i dga’ ston,
f. 117a.

400 See above, pp. 114-I5.

401 Bhayanakrama 111, pp. 14, 27—29.

402 Bhavanakrama 1 (ed. G. Tucci), p. 196; 11, pp. 59—61 111, pp. 27—28.

403 Bhayanakrama 111, p. 27.

404 Bhavanakrama III, p. 26.
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p- 25). In this way one enters the buddha-stage (tathagatabhiimi)
after having progressively cleansed the preceding stages (piirva-
bhimi) (II, p. 25), each of which is purified (pariSuddh-) in a way
similar to gold (ITI, p. 30). It has been noted above that the idea of
the gradualness of the process of spiritual development is well
attested in texts from the old canon, where it is sometimes
compared with the metalworker’s treatment of his material. 403

The idea of the yoking together of Quiet (samatha) and Insight
(vipassana) is also well attested in texts of the old canon,*%® and in
Pali treatises such as Buddhaghosa’s Visuddhimagga (xxiii. 43).

Thus, in its description of the practiser who perfects the eight-
fold path, the constituents of Awakening, etc., the Majjhimanika-
ya (III 289) states that for him samatha and vipassana are yoked
(yuganaddha).#°®* And in his comment on this passage in the
Papaicasidani Buddhaghosa has defined this pair as yoked in a
single-moment syzygy (ekakkhanikayuganaddha), for concentra-
tion (samapatti) and insight belong on the ariyamagga to one single
moment (ekakkhanika). This case he contrasts with the one where
the two belong to different moments (nanakkhanika).#°%® In the
same commentary Buddhaghosa has also spoken of the serial
(patipatiya) attainment of the three marks (viz. dukkha, anicca and
anatta) and production of vipassand whereby the practiser attains
the path of Stream-winning; at this moment, he then adds, the
practiser penetrates the four saccas by a single penetration (ekapati-
vedha) and comprehends by a single comprehension (ekabhisama-
ya)_406c

405 See above, pp. 175—6, 180.

406 See for example Dighanikiya III 213 and 273; Majjhimanikaya I 494 and 289. For
Anguttaranikaya II 1567, see below, pp. 187-8.

4062 S0 read, instead of ‘yuganandha’ in the Pali Text Society edition.

406b Papajicasiidani V 104: “yuganaddha’ ti ekakkhanikayuganaddha. ete hi afifiasmim khane
samapatti afifiasmim vipassand ti evam nanakkhanika pi honti, ariyamagge pana ekakkhanika.
For nanakkhana and nanarammana opposed to ekakkhana and ekarammana, see also
Buddhaghosa’s commentary on the Samyuttanikiya (Sdratthappakasini I 158), and
Dhammapila’s on the Itivuttaka (Paramatthadipani [11], I 132). The Paramatthadlpam IT also
deals with samatha and vipassana as yuganaddha (Il 29).

408¢ Papaficasidant 1 73: evam tini lakkhanani aropetva patipatiya vipassanam pavattento
sotdpattimaggam papunati. tasmim khane cattari saccani ekapativedhen’ eva pativijjhati, ekabhisa-
mayena abhisameti. For ekabhisamaya see also pp. 176—7.
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The Petakopadesa has defined (p. 122) samatha in terms of
samadhi, non-distraction and non-dispersal of thought, as well as
of calming and one-pointedness of citta. And vipassana has been
defined there as analysis bearing on the dhammas, analytical
reflection (vimamsa), weighing, fiana, vijja and pafifia as well as
various forms of illumination (obhdsa, aloka, abha, pabha). This
text then goes on to remark (pp. 123—4) that by developing
samatha one comprehends the material (riipa), thereby eliminating
desire (tanhd) and so realizing cetovimutti by detachment from
passions (ragaviraga). And by developing vipassana one compre-
hends the ‘mental’ (nama), thereby eliminating nescience (avijja)
and so realizing pafifiavimutti by detachment from avijja. Correla-
tions on the one hand between Quieting, cultivation of citta,
elimination of the passions, ragaviraga and cetovimutti, and on the
other between Insight, cultivation of pafifia, elimination of avijja
and pafifiavimutti are also to be found in the Anguttaranikiya
(I 61), where both samatha and vipassana are described as
pertaining to knowledge (vijjabhagiya). In the Visuddhimagga,
nama is associated with the person whose Vehicle is Quieting
(samathayanika, xviil. 3—4); and ripa is linked with the person
whose Vehicle is pure Insight (suddhavipassanayanika), this corre-
lation being however possible also for the samathayanika (xviii. s).
It is further stated in the Petakopadesa (pp. 134—s5) that samatha and
vipassana together constitute the fourth ariyasacca, the Path. And
the Nettippakarana (pp. 110—11) has specified that samatha consists
in both the silakkhandha and the samadhikkhandha of the Eight-
fold Path, whilst vipassana is made up of its parifiakkhandha.

It is also explained in the Petakopadesa (pp. 133—s) that the
intuition (abhisamaya) of the four ariyasaccas takes place in a single
time (ekakala), a single moment (ekakkhana) and a single thought
(ekacitta). In a single time, moment and thought, too, the syzygy
of samatha and vipassana accomplishes four functions, namely
comprehension of Ill (by parififiabhisamaya), comprehension of its
origin (by pahanabhisamaya), comprehension of its stoppage (by
sacchikiriyabhisamaya), and comprehension of the Path (by bhavan-
abhisamaya). This is followed by the stage of vision (dassanabhiimi)
where the Stream-winner (srotapanna) does not fall back (avinipa-
tadhamma) and is fixed (niyata, in Rightness).

In the Petakopadesa (p. 249) it is moreover explained that
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vipassand preceded by samatha is for one who understands
through a mere mention (ugghatitafifiu) — i.e. for the person
receiving the ‘soft’ (muduka) teaching and training in higher
discriminative knowledge (adhipafifiasikkha); that samatha pre-
ceded by vipassana is for one to be trained gradually (neyya) —i.e.
for the person receiving the ‘sharp’ (tikkha) teaching and higher
training pertaining to citta (adhicittasikkha); and that the conjunc-
tion of samatha and vipassana is for one who understands through
expatiation (vipaficitafifiu) — i.e. for the person receiving a teach-
ing that is both ‘sharp’ and ‘soft’ (tikkhamuduka) and training in
higher ethics (adhistlasikkha).

The correlations thus made of samatha with ripa and the
adhipafifiasikkha and of vipassana with nama and the adhicittasikkha
are noteworthy.

The Nettippakarana confirms (p. 125) the correlation of samatha
with the ugghatitafifiu and of vipassana with the neyya type of
person. And it specifies (p. 100—01) that samatha was taught by
Bhagavat to the person of sharp faculties (tikkhindriya, who
receives the adhipafifiasikkha), vipassana to the person of dull
faculties (mudindriya, who receives the adhisilasikkha), and both
samatha and vipassana to the person whose faculties are middling
(majjhindriya, who receives the adhicittasikkha). The three teach-
ings in question are perhaps to be understood here as serving as
antidotes for the use of the three types of person mentioned.
However this may be, the question arises as to how these
correlations might relate to Mo-ho-yen’s view that his teaching
of understanding Mind, with its quietistic and non-analytical
tendency, is especially suited to advanced disciples whose faculties
are sharp.

In its typology of persons (puggala) the Puggalapafifiatti has
proposed a fourfold categorization according to which some
persons achieve cetosamatha without achieving adhipafifiadhamma-
vipassand, some do the reverse, some achieve both together, and
others achieve neither.4°7

An interesting classification in the present context is the one
found in the Yuganaddhasutta of the Anguttaranikiya.4°® There
Ananda says that whenever a monk or nun declares having

407 Pyggalapafifiatti iv, pp. 61—62. 408 Anguttaranikaya II 156—7.
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achieved Arhathood, he or she is endowed with one of four Paths
(magga), namely the Path cultivating vipassana preceded (pubbari-
gama) by samatha, the Path cultivating samatha preceded by
vipassand, the Path cultivating samatha and vipassana yoked
together (yuganaddha), and the Path where the monk’s ‘mental’ is
seized by agitation with respect to the dhammas.#°° In his
translation of the Visuddhimagga Nanamoli has translated: ‘A
bhikkhu’s mind is seized by agitation about highest states’;#*° but
in his translation of the Patisambhidamagga the same writer has
rendered this by ‘A bhikkhu’s mind is agitated by overestimation
of ideas [manifested in contemplation]’.#*! While the first three
maggas are obviously based on the principle that Quieting and
Insight are cultivated either successively or together, the last
magga poses a problem. Yet, with regard to this fourth Path too,
the text continues by saying that there exists a time when (the
meditator’s) mind internally comes to rest, settles, becomes one-
pointed and is concentrated.4? For him the Path is then
produced. And (just as with the first three Paths) for the person
who observes, cultivates and practices this fourth Path, the fetters
(samyojana) are thrown off and the traces (anusaya) cease.

These four Paths are reproduced and explained in the Patisam-
bhidamagga (Il 92—103), and then commented on in the Saddham-
mappakasini (pp. $85, 589 f.) and Buddhaghosa’s Visuddhimagga
(xx. 105—12). According to the Patisambhidamagga (Il 101-03), in
the description of the fourth Path the word dhamma refers to an
illumination that arises when one reflects on things as imperman-
ent (aniccato manasikaroto obhaso uppajjati), 11l (dukkhato) and not-
self (anattato). And in each case agitation (uddhacca) — that is,
distraction (vikkhepa) — results from adverting to this illumina-
tion. Hence, a ‘mental’ that is thus seized, or ‘seduced’, by
agitation does not correctly know what 1s presented (upatthana) as
impermanent, Ill and not-self. This ‘illumination’ is counted as

409 The PTS ed. reads dhammuddhaccaviggahitamana, and the Nilandi ed. reads
dhammuddhaccaviggahitam manasam.

410 Nanamoli, The path of purification (Colombo, 1964), p. 739 n. 33.

411 Nanamoli, The path of discrimination (London, 1982), pp. 287, 204.

412 Anguttaranikiya II 157: tam cittam ajjhattam eva santitthati sannisidati ekodi hoti
samadhiyati. Compare for example Mahasufifiatasutta and Cilasufifiatasutta (Majjhima-
nikaya III, pp. 105 ff,, 111 £).
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one of the ten ‘Sub-Afflictions of Vipassana’ that are said to affect
an inexperienced meditator. Buddhaghosa has explained this
obhasa as vipassanobhasa ‘illumination from Insight’.#13

Although the full implications of this fourth Path are perhaps
not altogether clear, the obstacle formed by agitation with respect
to the dhammas (dhammuddhacca) may be relatable to the case
where, in meditation, discriminative knowledge (prajfia) be-
comes excessive and overwhelms $amatha. This situation — which
could affect the person described as dhammayoga in the Anguttar-
anikidya (III 355), as opposed to the jhayi(n), and also the
sukkhavipassaka or ‘dry inspector’#'4 — has of course been fully
and explicitly recognized by Kamalasila, for example in his
Bhavanakrama I (pp. 9—10). Nevertheless, Mo-ho-yen’s depreci-
ation of analytical investigation may be a later example of the
attitude just mentioned of meditators who were especially on
their guard against the mental agitation that can arise in a person
given to analysis of the dharmas. Although this danger has been
noted in the Pali texts just cited, there is in them no rejection or
condemnation of analysis and inspection in favour of dhyana and
Quieting alone.#13

This yoking together of Quieting and Insight is known equally
from Vasubandhu’s Abhidharmako$a (viii. 1d; cf. v. 59). And in
the four (maula)dhyanas the Path (pratipad) is described as being
easy (sukha) owing to the effortless procedure (ayatnavahitvat)
that is due to equilibrium of $amatha and vipaSyana; but it is

413 Visuddhimagga xx. 107.

It is possible that it is such a light-experience that was criticized by the Hva San
Mahiyina, quoted in the bSam gtan mig sgron, as being characteristic of the Srivaka and
Pratyekabuddha, and as being linked with a condition of notionlessness (asamjfia) that a
practiser should ot fall into through his practice of non-objectification (f. 83a: mi dmigs
bZin du snan 2in| gsal bar Ses pas fian thos dati rari satis rgyas Zi ba phyogs par mi lhu/ ci yar fes
pa mi dmigs pas’du fes med par mi ltusi| mi g=yo Zini yotis su gsal lo sfiam pa’i rtog pa med pas rtag
par mi *gyur|).

414 See Visuddhimagga xxxiii. 18.

On the sukkhavipassaka (and suddhavipassanayanika), see Visuddhimagga viii. 237 and
xvill. s5; Saddhammappakasini, pp. $63, $84. Cf. Nyanatiloka-Nyanaponika, Buddhist
dictionary* (Colombo, 1980), p. 215; and S. Z. Aung, Compendium of philosophy (London,
1910), pp. 55, 75- On vipassana as ‘rough’ or ‘brittle’ (likhabhiita), in contradistinction to
samatha as ‘soft’ or ‘malleable’ (siniddhabhiita), see Saddhammappakasini, p. 281.

415 On samatha and vipassana in Pali sources, see L. Cousins in Buddhist studies in honour
of H. Saddhatissa (Nuregoda, 1984), pp. 56—68.
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difficult (duhkha) on the threshold-stage (andgamya) preliminary

to the first dhyana, on the interval-stages (dhyanantara) between
dhyanas, and, very significantly, in the (thtee) aripyas also (vi.
66).416 In the anagamya and the dhyanantaras, procedure requires
effort because $amatha is deficient there; conversely, in the aripyas
the need for effort is due to deficiency in vipaSyana (vi. 66).417

A related theory is found in the Abhidharmasamuccayabhasya
(p- 84) in connexion with the viSuddhinairyanika marga, where a
link is established between a deficiency in either $amatha or
vipaSyana and the difficulty of the Path based on either the
andgamya or the driipyas. On the contrary, the Path based on
dhyana is easy owing to the fact that there Samatha and vipasyana
proceed in a syzygy (yuganaddhavahitvat).

The yoking of $amatha and vipasyana is similarly known from a
number of further Mahayanist treatises such as the Mahayanasii-
tralamkara (xiv. 8—10) and its Bhasya (iv. 19, xi. 8—12 and 67, xviii.
49 and 66), the Bodhisattvabhiimi (xiii, p. 207), and Prajnakara-
mati’s Bodhicaryavatarapafijika (viii. 4).

The conjunction of Emptiness and Means is furthermore
known under the name of sarvakaravaropeta $iinyata to Santideva,
who has quoted the Ratnaciidasiitra on the subject in his Siksasa-
muccaya (xv, pp. 272—3). This Stitra — which is quoted in this
connexion also by Kamalasila (Bhavanakrama 11, p. 59, and III,
p. 27) — emphasizes that dhyana is to be accompanied by all modes
—such as generosity and the other virtues and salvific means —and
is realized through the mode of Emptiness (sarvakaravaropetam
fanyatakarabhinirhytam dhyanam dhyayati, p. 272.11).4*® In the
Sitra the sarvakaravaropeta $inyata is described as lacking neither
in generosity (dana) nor salvific means (updya), etc.

This Emptiness endowed with all excellent modes is thus the
opposite of the isolated emptmess—prmaple mentioned above

(p- 184).

416 See also the Abhidharmadipa (ed. P. S. Jaini, Patna, 1959) vi. 4, n. 440.

417 Or vidarfana: Abhidharmadipa vi. 4, no. 440, with the Vibhasaprabhavrtti.

For one whose faculties are sharp (tiksnendriya), furthermore, super-knowledge (abhijfa)
too is rapid (ksipra) since there is no procedure with effort (ayatnavahitvat). But when a
person’s faculties are weak (mydvindriya) super-knowledge is slow (dhandha). See Vibhasa-
prabhavytti on Abhidharmadipa vi. 4, no. 44o.

418 For the parallel notion of sarvikdradhyana, see Bodhisattvabhimi i. 13, p. 209
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The theoretical contrast and the tension in practice between a
- scholar-philosopher who concerns himself with the analysis of the
factors of existence — the dhammayoga — and the pure concentrated
meditator — the jhayi(n) — is one that has been made clear in a
Siitra of the Anguttaranikaya (III 355—6). It is parallel to, and at
least in certain cases closely linked with, the distinctions made in
the Buddhist tradition between a person concerned principally
with philosophical and religious learning and teaching (Pali
pariyatti; cf. Tib. bfad pa) and a person who devotes himself above
all else to spiritual practice and realization (Pali patipatti and
pativedha; cf. Tib. sgrub pa, etc.), between the teacher (dhammaka-
thika) and the ascetic (pamsukiilika, tapassi(n)), or even between
the cenobitic monk dwelling in or near a village (gamavasi(n);
compare the vargacarin), and ministering also to the religious
needs of laymen, and the reclusive and perhaps idiorhythmic
forest-dwelling anchorite (drafifiaka; cf. the type of the khadgavi-
sanakalpa). (In one place, furthermore, the Atthakathid on the
Anguttaranikdya has recorded a difference between Pamsukdlikas
and Dhammakathikas, in which the latter prevailed.41?)

Such contrasts reflect the antithesis, well known in Indian
thought, between analytical thinking (pratisamkhyana, samkhya)
and spiritual exercise (yoga, bhavana). It is related to the pair of
spiritual types — identified by La Vallée Poussin after the
Samyuttanikaya (II 115-18) — of on the one side the monk Musila
(Musila, Masila) who silently assented to being regarded as an
Arhat all of whose impurities are exhaused (khindsava) after he
had declared that he ‘knew’ and ‘saw’ that the cessation of
existence (bhavanirodha) and Nirvana are equivalent, and on the
other side the monk Narada who, even though he knew this
equivalence, still did not agree to being regarded as an Arhat
because he did not reside in actual and immediate ‘bodily contact’
(kayena phusitva vihar-) with the highest state of spiritual realiza-
tion.#20 The distinction between knowing about the highest and

419 Cf. W. Geiger, Culture of Ceylon in Mediaeval times (Wiesbaden, 1960), pp. 201-03;
'W. Rahula, History of Buddhism in Ceylon (Colombo, 1956), pp. 158—61.

420 T de La Vallee Poussin, Mélanges chinois et bouddhiques s (1937), pp. 189—222.

For the sense of ‘in the body’ (kayena), see Ciilasufifiatasutta, Majjhimanikaya III 107—08
on the animitto cetosamadhi. Cf. L. Schmithausen in K. Bruhn and A. Wezler (eds.), Studien
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directly realizing it is compared in this Satra with the difference
between a traveller in a wasteland who, when seeing a well,
identifies what is in it as ‘water’ (that is, a concept or word) anda
traveller who drinks the water.

A comparable tension and contrast (but not necessarily contra-
diction) between meditative enstasis and intellectual analysis is to
be found in the discussion reported in the Anguttaranikaya
between Mahikotthita/Mahiakotthika, who held that the kayasa-
ksin is best because of the predominance in him of the faculty of
concentration (samadhi), and Sariputta, who held that the dysti-
prapta is best because of the predominance in him of the faculty of
discriminative knowledge (prajfia).42!

5. ABSENCE OF NOTION (SAMJNA) AND NON-MENTATION
(AMANASIKARA)

Another fundamental teaching ascribed by Kamaladila to an
unnamed opponent in the passage of the third Bhavanakrama
quoted above,*?2 namely that nothing at all should be thought on
and that there should be neither recollective attention (smgti) nor
mentation (manasikara) — a teaching attributed to Mo-ho-yen/Ma-
hiyina in the Chinese and Tibetan documents from Dunhuang
and in the later Tibetan historical and doxographical tradition —,
cannot fail to evoke types of meditation in the form of the
Samaipattis and Vimoksas that are well known from the Buddhist
tradition. Some aspects of this topic have already been touched on
above in connexion with the method of leaping with respect
especially to the naivasamjfianasamjiidyatana and the samjfiaved[ayita-
nirodha, the last two of nine sequential stages in meditation.423

zum Jainismus und Buddhismus, pp. 214, 223, 236; above, p. 168 f.; below, pp. 194, 198.

For the notion of ‘contact’ in connexion with religious ‘wellness’ (sometimes free of
vedana or citta), and the spiritual achievement of salvation (e.g. in cetosamadhi or amata
‘immortality’) in the context of the expression phasuvihara (= Skt. sparfavihara), etc., see
C. Caillat, Journal asiatique, 1960, pp. 4155, and 1961, pp. 497—s02 (cf. R. L. Turner,
Collected papers (London, 1975), p- 430 ff.). :

In the Majjhimanikiya I 480 we find a juxtaposition of direct realization of supreme
reality by the ‘body’ and the penetrative seeing of it by discriminative knowledge (kayena
c'eva pdaramam saccam saccikaroti pafifidya ca nam ativijjha passati).

421 Anguttaranikaya I, pp. 118—20. See also above, p. 169.

422 Bhavanakrama 111, p. 14—15 (above, p. 93).

423 The factors samjiid, smyti and manas(i)kara are classified as mental (caitta or cetasika),
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In the first Ariipya-attainment (samapatti) corresponding to the
fourth Liberation (vimoksa) and the seventh Sovereignty-sphere
(abhibhvayatana), the meditator — who at this stage has trans-
cended all apperceptive notions relating to the visible-material
(rapasamjfiah) and has ceased to take as his object of mentation
(manasikara) the apperceptive notions of multiplicity (nanatva-
samyjfiah) — reaches the sphere of the infinity of space (akas$anantya-
yatana).#?4 Later, in the fourth Arfipya-Samaipatti corresponding
to the seventh Vimoksa, the meditator reaches the sphere de-
scribed as comprising neither (distinct) notions nor total absence
of (indistinct) notions (naivasamjfianasamjfiayatana) at the ‘peak of
existence’ (bhavagra).4?5 Finally — and of particular importance in
the present context — the meditator reaches the Attainment of

along with e.g. vedana; see Abhidharmakoa ii. 24.

An association of manas(i)kara with safifid/samjfia is to be found in the old canon, as is
also the amanasikara of sets of safinia (e.g. Cilasufifiatasutta, Majjhimanikiya III 104—09).
Amanasikara of the notion of the multiple (nanattasafifia) is set forth as a goal in the
akasanancayatana in the Majjhimanikiya (I 436) and Anguttaranikiya (IV 425). In the
Upasiva section of the Suttanipata (1070—2), the person endowed with attention (satima) is
associated with both akificanfia and sanfiavimokkha; and in the Tuvatakasutta of the
Suttanipata (916, 933), the sato is associated on the one hand with the eradication of
papadicasarikha (on which see 874) and on the other with examination (vicinam) and
knowledge (afifidya) of dhamma. Compare Udanavarga xxix. 3 for mati and safinia. The
Sitra quoted in the AbhidharmakoSavyakhya iii. 12 (p. 273) places manasikara in dhyana;
compare L. Schmithausen in Studien zum Jainismus und Buddhismus, p. 226.

On the seven forms of manaskara, see Sravakabhimi (ed. Shukla), iv, pp. 439—510; ed.
Schmithausen, in: L. Hercus et al. (ed.), Indological and Buddhist studies (Felicitation vol. for
J. W. de Jong, Canberra, 1982), p. 460 ff. Abhidharmasamuccaya (ed. Pradhan), p. 68;
Abhidharmasamuccayabhasya (ed. Tatia), p. 8o.

The Suttanipata contains much that is relevant to the problem of samjfia, smyti and
understanding (prajfia). In addition to the passage from the Upasiva section just cited, see
the Migandiyasutta which associates the safifiaviratta, who is free from the ganthas, and the
pafifiavimutta, who is free from mohas (: ditthi) (Suttanipata 847); and the Kalahavividasutta
(especially 874, on safifianidana papaficasarikha and the avoidance not only of safifid but also
of its negative). Some aspects of the question have been interestingly discussed, with
reference to ‘proto-Midhyamaka’ and Ch’an, by L. Gémez, Philosophy East and West 26
(1976), pp. 137-65.

424 While Ratnikara$inti, Saratama viii. 2—6, describes (the first) three vimoksas as
ripin, he characterizes (the last) five as ariipin (ed. Jaini, p. 175). The same author also states
that while the first three are Liberations from the nirmanavarana, the last five are
Liberations from the fantaviharasamapattyavarana. (On the samapattyavarana, cf. Ratna-
gotravibhaga ii. 45 with iii. 29.)

On the eight vimoksas, see L. Hurvitz in: A. K. Narain (ed.), Studies in Pali and Buddhism
(Delhi, 1979), pp. 121—69.

425 This stage is sometimes described as involving safifid, as in the compound
nevasafiiandsafifidyatanasanfia; see Anguttaranikiya IV 414 and Majjhimanikiya III 107.
Compare L. Schmithausen in: K. Bruhn and A. Wezler (eds.), Studien zum Jainismus und
Buddhismus, pp. 224 n. 87, 225 n. 95, 229—32, 235 n. 130.
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Stoppage or Cessation (nirodhasamapatti), i.e. the ninth and final
consecutive stage (anupirvavihara) in meditation corresponding
to the eighth Vimoksa,#2® where he transcends that stage which -
was still bound up with notions, however subtle and indistinct,
and realizes immediately — ‘in the body-aggregate’ (kayena)*2” —
the stoppage of all notions and feelings (sam-
JjAaved[aylitanirodha).*?® In this final stage, then, the exercitant is
regarded as one who has achieved a simulacrum of Nirvana
(nirvanasady$a, Bhasya vi. 43).4%°

Now it is of very considerable significance that the samyjfiave-
dayitanirodha, together with the four preceding Samapattis which
make up the non-material (aripya) levels of the Bhavanamirga
and follow on the four Dhyinas making up the material levels, is
not regarded in the whole of the Buddhist tradition as leading
directly to supreme and perfect Awakening and Nirvina. Thus,
in some standard accounts of his Awakening, the Buddha is stated
to descend from the Arfipya-Samipattis (when he is even said to
have attained them at all) and to achieve Awakening directly
from the fourth Dhyana belonging to the ripadhatu.#3° And
according to the Mahiyina and Mantrayana, anuttarasamyaksam-
bodhi is attained by a buddha on the level of the Akanistha-sphere
(or Ghanavyiiha) of the Suddhavisa, the highest of the riipavacara,
where he then abides in his sambhogakaya, that is, in one of the
two ripakayas. It is thus clear that the final five (or four)
successive Ariipya-Samipattis- — the last of the nine (or eight)
consecutive stages — occupy a place somewhat apart in the plan of
meditative exercises leading to the attainment of Nirvina and the
supreme and perfect Awakening of a buddha.

426 Cf. Abhidharmako$a viii. 33. For the anupubbaviharas, see Dighanikaya III 265 £., 290;
Anguttaranikaya IV 410 f; Samyuttanikaya, II 210-12; IIl 235—8. Cf. F. Heiler, Die
buddhistiche Versenkung (Miinchen, 1922), p. 27 f; E. Lamotte, Le traité de la Grande Vertu
de Sagesse, iii (Louvain, 1970), p. 1308 ff.; L. Schmithausen, loc. cit., p. 215.

427 For the meaning of kdyena see pp. 168, 191—2, 198.

428 For the meaning of samjfia see D. Seyfort Ruegg, Le traité du tathagatagarbha de Bu
ston Rin chen grub (Paris, 1973), pp. 76 n. and 116 n. (‘notion différenciatrice, appercep-
tion’); L. Schmithausen, loc. cit, p. 214 n. s1 (‘ideation’).

On the place of samjfiavedayitanirodha in Buddhist soteriology and gnoseology, see
L. Schmithausen, loc. cit., pp. 214—19, 230—9.

429 See L. Schmithausen, loc. cit., p. 214 £.

430 Cf. L. Schmithausen, loc. cit., pp. 203—04 (on the ‘stereotyped detailed description’
of the Path of liberation).
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The supreme degree of Samapatti and Vimoksa, the samjfiagve-
dayitanirodha which is recognized in classical Buddhist literature as
“belonging to the Arya alone,*3! is moreover very clearly distin-
.guished both from the attainment of unconsciousness (asamjfii-
samapatti, asamjfiasamapatti) and from the unconsciousness of the
asamjfiika state, that is, from two states that are not counted as
Vimoksas forming part of the dryamarga and which are not
cultivated by the Buddhist Arya as components of his consecutive
stages (anupiirvavihara) of splrltual practice.432
As for the Bhavanimirga, in Buddhist soteriology it may be
either mundane (laukika) or transmundane (lokottara), quite
unlike the DarSanamirga which is always transmundane and
pure.*33 The transmundane Bhavanamarga is of course the pure
(andsrava) one practised by the Arya, which includes the four
Ariipya Samipattis culminating in the ‘peak of existence’ (bhava-
gra) and then issuing in the nirodhasamapatti. On the contrary, for
the practiser of the mundane Bhiavanimirga, detachment from
the bhavagra is not possible because he has no access to a state
higher than it on the basis of which he could so detach himself.434
This mundane and impure (sasrava) Bhavanamarga is accordingly
one that is not specific to the Arya, though it may once have been
practised by him too; it can precede the Arya’s Dar§anamirga and
does not have as its object the four Noble Principles (aryasatya) as
such (Bhisya, vi. 1). An Arya may have acquired detachment
(vairagya) previously by means of this laukikamarga, but the
acquisition of such detachment is then a mundane one (vi. 46ab).
The fruits of asceticism (§ramanyaphala) of a Sakrdigamin and an
Anigimin can even be obtained by this laukikamarga (vi. s3cd).
According to YaSomitra, Quieting ($amatha) is characteristic of
this laukikamarga, full liberating knowledge (djia) being on the

431 Abhidharmakoia ii. 43.

432 See Abhidharmakofa ii. 41~42; cf. E. Lamotte, Le traité de la Grande Vertu de Sagesse,
iii, p. 1299; below, p. 196 f.

433 Abhidharmakosabhasya vi.1, 45c; and vil. 22. Cf. Asanga, Abhidharmasamuccaya,
pp- 68—69; L. de La Vallée Poussin, L’ Abhidharmakofa, ii, p. 117; viii, pp. 144—6; Lamotte,
Le traité de la Grande Vertu de Sagesse, ii, p. 1027; iii, p. 1274. See however Kathavatthu i. s,
-which denies that the worldling (puthujjana) eliminates kamaragavyapada. It is to be
recalled also that the naivasamjfianasamjfiayatana is not counted as anasrava and lokottara; see
above, note 351 and below, p. 200.

434 Abhidharmakosabhasya and Vyakhya vi. 45; cf. viii. 20.
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contrary a distinctive feature of the supreme transmundane
Path.435 )

The practiser of the Path then either acquires its fruits consecu-
tively in the manner of the anupiirvika, attaining in order (kramat)
the Srotaipattiphala (when the DarSanamirga turns into the
transmundane Bhivanimarga) and the Sakrdagimiphala (on the
Bhivanamirga).43¢ Alternatively, before entering the Dar$ana-
mairga, he may have practised a mundane Bhavanimairga in the
condition of a worldling (prthagjanavastha) and have thus freed
himself from the defilements/afflictions (klesa) of the Kimadhatu,
becoming either a Bhityovitaraga or a (Kama-)Vitariga.#3” The
Buddha himself is cited as an example of one who has followed
the latter procedure.438

In Buddhism three distinct states are characterized by the
absence of notions, or unconsciousness.

The factor termed ‘the notionless’ (asamjfiika) is classified in the
dharma-theory of the Vaibhisika-Abhidharma as a cittaviprayukta-
samskara that brings to a stop both mind (citta) and the mental
factors (caitta) for beings known as asamjfiisattvas (Abhidharmako$a
ii. 41bc).#3? Its fruition (vipaka) is located in the sphere of the
Brhatphala-deities (ii. 41d) — i.e. on the level of the fourth
Dhyina (Bhasya iii. 2cd and 6¢) — and it is described as one of the
nine residences of beings (sattvavasa, iii. 6d). Another factor, also
classified as a cittaviprayuktasamskara and located on the level of
the fourth Dhyana (iii. 6¢), is the asamjfiisamapatti; and it too has

435 Abhidharmakosavyakhya ii. 16d and vi. 46ab. For $amatha and manaskara on the
laukika level according to Asanga, see Abhidharmasamuccaya, p. 68.

436 Abhidharmakosabhasya vi. 33; cf. 11.16 and viii. 14 on the anupirvika.

437 Abhidharmakosabhasya ii. 16cd, vi. 30cd, 55. Cf. L. de La Vallée Poussin, L’ Abhidhar-
makola, ii, pp. 117, 134—6, 180, 205; iii, p. 196 note 3; v/vi, pp. vi—ix, 119, 194, 233, 243,
266, 288; Mélanges chinois et bouddhiques s (1937); p. 192 ff.; Vibhasaprabhavytti on
Abhidharmadipa ii. 2 [92] (ed. Jaini, pp. 57—58).

438 Cf. L. de La Vallée Poussin, Mélanges chinois et bouddhiques s, pp. 197 note 1,
219—22; Lamotte, Le traité de la Grande Vertu de Sagesse, ii, p. 1035 n. I.

439 In the Mahavyutpatti (Sakaki’s ed., § 104, nos. 1987—9), the asamjfiika, together with
the asamjfiisamapatti and the nirodhasamapatti, appears in the list of caitasika-dharmas. This
may be an error of redaction, for they are preceded by the viprayuktasamskaras prapti and
aprapti and followed by jivita and nikayasabhaga, etc. However, the question as to what
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the function of stopping both citta and the caittas (ii. 42). The
difference between these two forms of unconsciousness is that the
asamijiiika, as fruition (vipaka), is neutral (avyakyta), whereas the
a.s‘am:iﬁisam&patti is wholesome ($ubha = kulala, ii. 42). The latter is
cultivated by ordinary worldlings (prthagjana), who take it to be
release (nihsarana) and liberation (moksa), whereas the Aryas
consider it a vinipatasthana (ii. 42d). It is furthermore described as
being the product of great mental effort (mahabhisamskarasadhya,
ii. 42d). These two states are in the Buddhist tradition clearly not
thought of as being characteristic of the Buddhist Path.

These two forms of notionlessness are accordingly carefully
distinguished from the cittaviprayuktasamskara already mentioned
above termed ‘attainment of cessation of notions and feelings’
([samjAaved(ay)italnirodha-samapatti) — the ninth of the Samapattis
which follows on the four Ariipyas after the ‘peak of existence’
(bhavagra) and the eighth Vimoksa — which also has the function
of stopping both citta and the caittas.#4° It differs from the two
forms of notionlessness just mentioned by being cultivated only
by the Arya. Following on the fourth Ariipya — the naivasamjiia-
nasamjAdyatana sphere where notions are so subtle that it can be
described as neither with nor without notions — it is defined as
‘born of the peak of existence’ (bhavagraja), and as good (Subha
= kusala, ii. 43bc). This stage is attained through a mental act
relying on the notion of residence in quietude ({antaviharasamjfia-
piirvaka manasikara, ii. 43b). However, even though it is described
as a simulacrum of Nirvana (nirvanasadiéa, vi. 43cd),**! one can
still fall away from the nirodhasamapatti (ii. 44d); for it is acquired
by effort (prayogalabhya) rather than by pure dispassion (vairagya,

kind of consciousness may subsist in the nirodhasamapatti is an old one (see n. 440).

The Mahavyutpatti also evidently counts (no. 2297) the asamjrisattvas in the ninth
sattvdvdsa — i.e., apparently, on the level of the samjfiavedayitanirodha — rather than in the
fifth sattvavasa pertaining to the fourth Dhyina of the Riipivacira (cf. Dighanikiya III
263). See also Abhidharmako$a iii. 6. (The Mahavastu (I, p. 127.5) seems in addition to
imply a criticism of the samjfidvedayitanirodha. See Edgerton, Buddhist Hybrid Sanskrit
Dictionary, s.v.)

440 Abhidharmakofa ii. 43a; cf. ii. 44d, vi. 43cd, 64a and viii. 33. On the persistence of
subtle thought in this nirodhasamapatti, see L. de La Vallée Poussin, L’ Abhidharmakosa viii,
p. 207 n. 6, and i, p. 211 n. 3; Vijfiaptimatratasiddhi, La Siddhi de Hiuan-tsang, pp. 204 ff.,
400 ff.

441 Cf. Vibhasaprabhavytti on Abhidharmadipa, p. 93.5.
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il. 442).442 And only in the case of a buddha — for whom there is
nothing produced through effort (prayogika) — is the nirodhasama-
patti acquired in virtue of Awakening. (bodhilabhya, ii. 44a).
According to the Vaibhisikas, furthermore, because in the
nirodhasamapatti there is no citta, the Non-returner (andgamin)
Arya who attains this Samapatti takes a ‘body-aggregate’ (kaya)
as support; and he is then termed a kayasiksin in so far as he
- realizes this Nirvina-like factor through a ‘body-aggregate’
(kayena, vi. 43cd).#43

The nirodhasamapatti has also been defined in Asanga’s Abhi-
dharmasamuccaya (pp. 10—11), where it is distinguished from the
asamjfiisamapatti on the ground that the latter issues from a mental
act relying on the notion of release (nihsaranasamjiiapiirvaka
manasikara) on the part of one free from passion (vitardga) on the
Subhakrtsna level of the third Dhyina, but not yet free from
passion above this level; whereas the nirodhasamapatti issues from a
mental act relying on the notion of residence in quietude
($antaviharasamjfiaparvaka manasikara) for a Vitariga on the level
of the Akimcanyiyatana. As for the dsamjfiika, it differs according
to the Abhidharmasamuccayabhasya (p. 9) from both the asamjfiisa-
mapatti and the nirodhasamapatti in so far as it lacks manaskara;
whereas the latter are both specified with respect to several factors
one of which is manaskara. 444

442 In the Cilasufifiatasutta (Majjhimanikaya III 107—08), the animitto cetosamadhi —
which (like the nirodhasamapatti) follows on the nevasafifianasafifidgyatana and is the object of
manasikara — is said to be deliberately constructed (abhisarikhata) and intentionally formed
(abhisaficetayita), so that it is impermanent (anicca) and subject to cessation (nirodha-
dhamma). But it nevertheless leads to pacification and stabilization of citta, and finally to
the freedom of citta from the kamasava, bhavasava and avijjasava, and thus to liberation.
Compare the Atthakanagarakasutta (Majjhimanikaya [ 350—2) on the contemplation of the
successive stages up to and including the akificafifidyatana as abhisarikhata and abhisaficetita,
and accordingly as anicca and nirodhadhamma.

The Mahamalusikyasutta (Majjhimanikaya I 436—7) lists neither the nevasafiianasafifidya-
tana nor the safifiavedayitanirodha as a basis for liberating knowledge; and it mentions the
amatd dhatu as the final goal. ’

In Majjhimanikiya I 333, one who has entered this state of safiidvedayitanirodha is said to
look like one who is dead (kalakato). Cf. N. Hakamaya, Journal of Indian and Buddhist
Studies (IBK), 23/2 (1975), p. 1083.

443 See above, pp. 168—70, 191—2, I94.

444 On the nirodhasamapatti in the Vijfiinavida, see Hakamaya, loc. cit., pp. 1081—1074,
where attention is called (following Asanga’s Mahayanasamgraha i. 7) to the absence of the
manovijfidna and the klistamanas, and to the presence of the alayavijiiana, in this samapatti.
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In a Siitra of the old canon found in the Anussativagga of
the Anguttaranikiya, it is furthermore stated that the expert,
‘thoroughbred’ person (purisdjaniya) does not rely in his
meditation on the elements earth, water, air and fire and on
the four Arfipya-spheres. For such a meditator, each notion
(samjfia) — beginning with that of earth and extending to the
nevasasafifianasafifidyatana — is dissolved (vibhita) in earth and so
forth.445

It is worthy of notice that although the Samipatti and
Vimoksa attainments have been accepted by Mahiyanasitras in
their treatment of Dhyina,##¢ they are in no way specifically
linked with the Mahiyina. They are also acknowledged in such
Mahayanist treatises as the Ratnagotravibhaga — where the tranquil
Dhyinas and Samaipattis are mentioned in passing (i. 73) — and in
the Abhisamayalamkara — for example in the section (viii. 2)
dealing with the qualities of the advayajiianatmaka dharmakaya
(where it is specified that the nine Samapatus are successwe) and
in the commentaries on Chapter ii.

In certain respects the final Samipatti of the Stoppage of
notions and feelings (samjfiavedayitanirodha), not to speak of the
lower states of ‘notionlessness’ known in the Buddhist tradition
as the asamyjfiisamapatti and the dsamjfiika, seems to correspond to
what is known in Pitafijalayoga as cittavyttinirodha (Yogasiitra 1. 2),
in other words to what Erich Frauwallner termed the Yoga of
suppression (Unterdriickungsyoga) in contradistinction to the
eight-membered (astariga) Yogic path described in other parts of
the Yogasitras. 447

Now it is to be observed that in the old canon it has been
explicitly stated that penetration with full liberating knowledge is

445 Anguttaranikiya V 353—s; cf. Bodhisattvabhimi i. 4, pp. 49—so. Compare also
Samyuttanikdya II 153—4.

446 See for example Paficavim$atisahasrika Prajfiaparamita (ed. N. Dutt), p. 19; Satasahas-
rika Prajfidparamita (ed. Ghosa), pp. $8, 1445.

447 See E. Frauwallner, Geschichte der indischen Philosophie, 1 (Salzburg, 1953), p- 436 f.
On connexions between Pitafijalayoga and Buddhism, see L. de La Vallée Poussin,
Meélanges chinois et bouddhiques s (1937), pp. 223—42.
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achieved only to the extent that there is meditative absorption
involving an apperceptive notion (ydvata safifidsamapatti tavata
afifidpativedho).#48 .

This principle has been specifically invoked in Asanga’s Abhi-
dharmasamuccaya and its Bhasya, where it is concluded that the
naivasamjiianasamjfayatana — viz. the fourth Ariipya described as
neither involving the total absence of all notions nor as compris-
ing (distinct) notions — is mundane (laukika) rather than trans-
mundane (lokottara), and that the aryamarga is not to be found at
its level. While the naivasamjfianasamjfiayatana is thus not regarded
as transmundane, the samjfiavedayitanirodha is classified as lokottara
in so far as it is the outcome of the daryamarga involving liberating
knowledge.44?

According to the Abhidharmasamuccaya, the Aripya-attain-
ments are totally infused with Quieting ($amathaikarasa). Yet,
according to this same source and its commentary, a set of seven
mental acts (manaskara) makes for the attainment not only of the
four Ripa-Dhyinas but also of the four Ariipyas up to and
including the sphere where ideation subsists in a form that can be
described as neither total absence of notions or as containing
(distinct) notions (naivasamjiianasamjfidgyatana). The Abhidharma-
samuccayabhdasya moreover specifies that the second of these seven
forms of mental act, the adhimoksika manaskara, transcends learn-
ing ($ruta) and reflection (cinta) and realizes both Quieting
($amatha) and Insight (vipaSyana) having as object the phenom-
enal sign of the characteristic of gross quiet (audarikaSantalaksana-
nimittalambana).*5° In the relevant summary verse (uddana) of the
Sravakabhiimi, the Dhyinas and Ardpyas are connected with
mental acts; and the vajropama-samadhi is identified as the sixth
kind of mental act, the prayoganistha manaskara.*5* This placing of
vipaSyana as well as $amatha in the four Arfipyas is noteworthy.

448 Anguttaranikaya IV 426. For the Sanskrit version of this Sitra-text, see Asanga,
Abhidharmasamuccaya, p. 69, and Abhidharmasamuccayabhasya, p. 81. And for a discussion of
this, and of the meaning of the compound afifidpativedha, see L. Schmithausen, loc. cit., p.
224 and p. 229.

449 See Asanga, Abhidharmasamuccaya, p. 69; Abhidharmasamuccayabhasya, p. 81.

450 See Abhidharmasamuccaya, p. 68; Abhidharmasamuccayabhasya, p. 8o.

451 Srayakabhimi, ed. Shukla, p. s1o; ed. Schmithausen in: L. Hercus et al. (ed.),

Indological and Buddhist studies (J. W. de Jong Felicitation vol., Canberra, 1982), p. 472.
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As mentioned above, the state of samjfiavedayitanirodha has been
described as being perceived as a simulacrum of Nirvana (nirvana-
sady$a) and as tranquil ($anta) on the level of the Anigimin and
Kiyasaksin. Now Buddhist tradition knows of a path which,
independently and taken all by itself, leads exclusively to quietude
(Samaikayana).

In the old canon, the ekdyano maggo was of course the way of
the four Applictions of mindfulness (satipatthana = smytyupastha-
na) that, uniquely, leads to the realization of Nirvana.452 In some
places, however, the term Samaikayana came to be used in
connexion with a class of persons who seek a more or less
cataleptic calm, that is, with persons attached, in terms of the
Three-Vehicle (triyana) theory, to the §ravakagotra considered as a
‘genus’ fundamentally different from the bodhisattvagotra. A
Srivaka of this particular class would therefore be unable ever to -
attain the supreme Awakening (anuttarasamyaksambodhi) of a
buddha, unlike the type of Srivaka who on the contrary turns
towards bodhi.433

Now, according to the Ratnagotravibhaga (ii. 58-59), those
persons who, being established on the path of calm, conceive the
notion that they have achieved Nirvina (praptanirvanasamjiin
=myari 'das thob ’du Ses can) are deflected from their earlier
postulation (pirvagraha) by the teachings of the Saddharmapunda-
rikasiitra; and being thus made to mature in the supreme Vehicle
(uttama yana, viz. the Mahiyana), they receive the prophecy
(vyakarana) that they are to achieve supreme bodhi. Furthermore,
according to a text quoted by Haribhadra in his commentary on
the section of the Abhisamayalamkara that treats of the Single
Vehicle (ekayana) — a text close to the Bodhicittavivarana ascribed
to Nigarjuna — those persons whose minds are tormented by
Samsiric existence (bhavad uttrastamanasah), and who conceive the
notion that they have achieved Nirvina (praptanirvanasamjfin)
once their life-span is spent, have in fact not really achieved
Nirvana but merely the cessation of birth in the three realms of

452 See for example Dighanikaya II 290; Samyuttanikiya V 167, 185.
453 See Samdhinirmocanasiitra (ed. Lamotte) vii. 14—15.
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existence. They therefore require to be awakened by the buddhas
so that they may eliminate undefiled nescience (aklistajfiana) and
thus also finally become buddhas. 54

Mo-ho-yen’s teaching, which lays so much emphasis on the
elimination of discursive thinking (sems pa), recollective attention
(dran pa) and mentation (yid la byed pa), presents some very
noteworthy parallels to what a practiser achieves in the Samapat-
tis and Vimoksas, and in particular in the Samapatti where
notions and feelings have come to a stop (samjfiavedayitanirodha).
For clarifying the background to his teachings, and in order to
appreciate the criticisms that Kamalasila and his school have
directed against what they considered to be an unbalanced and
disproportionate stress on eradicating any and every trace of
analytical thinking, the above-mentioned theories of meditative
practice need to be borne in mind.

Kamala$ila and his school may in addition have feared that the
Hva $an’s meditative methods approached perilously closely the
cataleptic state of notionlessness (asamjfiisamapatti) that arises for a
worldling (prthagjana) on the level of the fourth Dhyana, as a
result of his desire for deliverance (moksakamata) when he
conceives the idea of release (nihsaranasamjfiin), but which (as
already noted) has not been accepted by Buddhist tradition as
forming an integral part of the Arya’s Path of meditative
realization.#55 What Kamalasila has stated in his Bhavanakrama
regarding the resemblance between his unnamed opponent’s
view concerning the absence of recollective attention (asmyti) and
mentation (amanasikara) and the suppression of thinking (cittaniro-
dha) which a worldling can achieve on the level of the fourth
Dhyiana seems indeed to have to be understood in this way.456
Kamala$ila has furthermore called attention to the resemblance

454 Haribhadra, Abhisamayalamkaraloka ii. 1 (ed. Wogihara, p. 134). See D. Seyfort
Ruegg, La théorie du tathagatagarbha et du gotra (Paris, 1969), pp. 178, 189 ff., 194, 242.

455 See above, p. 195 f.

456 Bhavanakrama 111, pp. 15—17. This can refer to the state of the Brhatphala-gods of
Abhidharmako$abhasya ii. 41 and iii. 2 (cf. above, p. 196). See also Abhidharmako$abhasya ii.
41bc on the dsamjfiika as cessation of citta and the caittas among the asamjfiisattva (cf. i. 28
and iv. 84) gods.
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that would apparently arise between a Srivaka absorbed in the
meditation of cessation (nirodhasamadhisamapanna), where no
phenomenal signs (nimitta) are present, and a Bodhisattva who
would accomplish together all six Perfections (paramita) without
cultivating generosity (dana) and the like when undue emphasis is
placed on dhyana alone as embracing in itself all other parami-
tds. 457

In the account of the Great Debate given in the sBa bZed and
related sources, moreover, Kamala§ila is reported to have ob-
jected against the Hva 3an’s teaching the argument that if one
were entirely to eliminate thinking, etc., one would not differ
from a person who has fainted or fallen into senselessness, or from
certain gods of the higher spheres (khams gori ma’i lha), so that it
would be necessary to conclude that, if not thinking really were
to lead to Awakening, beings in these states of unconsciousness
would equally have to be considered as liberated.#58

In one respect this question of nirodha and the suppression of all
notions recalls the distinction made in the Abhidharma between
nirvana as pratisamkhyanirodha — that is, liberation consciously
achieved through knowledge defined as a specific prajiia (cf.
Abhidharmako$abhasya i. 6a) — and apratisamkhyanirodha, which is
mere cessation due to the absence of the necessary conditions
(pratyaya). This point arises in the theory of meditation of the
animittanimittasamadhi with respect to apratisamkhyanirodha in the
aspect of quietude (Santikdra, Abhidharmakosabhasya viii. 26cd).

A further basic teaching of Mo-ho-yen, frequently mentioned
in the Cheng-li chiieh as well as in the Tibetan Dunhuang
documents, was that all (false) notions (hsiang, wang hsiang)
should be abolished.#5® The expression ‘(false) notion’ is ex-
plained in the Cheng-li chiieh as designating all movements of

457 Bhavanakrama II1, p. 26.

458 See sBa b¥ed, G, p. 69; S, p. 59; mKhas pa’i dga’ ston, ja, f. 117a—b. Compare Nan Ni
ma ‘od zer, Chos ’byuri Me tog shii po, f. 431a—b (with variants). Cf. for example
Vasubandhu, Trimsika 16.

459 Cheng-li chiieh, ff. 131a, 131a—132a, 133b—134b, 148a—149a, 1502 (P. Demiéville,
Concile, pp. 62, 66—71, 75—77, 130—41, 158). For myi bden pa’i sems, myi bden pa’i *du Ses,
etc., see Pelliot tibétain 21 (1), 116 (245), 117, 812r, Stein 709 (14b), 710 (242—252, 333, 35b,
52a). See also Pelliot tibétain 823 (cited by Y. Imaeda, Journal asiatique 1975, pp. 142—3), an
old Tibetan text from Tun-huang closely related to the Cheng-li chsieh. Cf. L. Gémez in:
R. M. Gimello and P. Gregory (eds.), Studies in Ch’an and Hua-yen, p. 125.
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thinking that grasp objects; while ‘all’ is explained as covering
everything from infernal existences up to just below the level of a
buddha.*69 But by ‘watching Mind’ (k’an. hsin), which eliminates
the Impregnations, these notions are made to disappear according
to Mo-ho-yen.#6?

Apart from the scriptural sources cited in the Cheng-li chijeh,
this doctrine could of course find support for example in a
passage from the KaSyapaparivarta (§ 144): ‘For the monk
absorbed in the attainment of the stoppage of notions and
feelings, there is nothing further that needs to be accom-
plished’.462 '

Parallels to Mo-ho-yen’s teaching are to be found in particular
when a Sitra is referring to the level of ultimate reality
(paramartha) and to non-duality (advaya). Thus, in Chapter viii of
the Vimalakirtinirdesa, the Bodhisattva *Bhadrajyotis proposes a
description of entry into non-duality in terms of the absence of
both movement (of thinking, g-yo ba) and of (false) mentation
(rlom sems:manyand), and also in terms of the absence of any
(karmic?) qualification/entitlement (lhag par bya ba: adhikara?)
and freedom from the same (lhag par bya ba dasi bral ba). And
further on in the same chapter the Bodhisattva *Simhamati
proposes a description of entry into non-duality in terms of the
non-production of any notion (samjfia), pure or impure, and even
of the non-arising of absence-of-notion ('du $es med par gyur pa).

In reply to a question as to whether Auditors fond of quietistic
cessation can have access to the Mahayina, Mo-ho-yen is never-
theless stated in the Cheng-Ii chiieh to have said that, for a person
residing in the notionless, there is no seeing of the Mahiyana, so
that one should keep from -attaching oneself to absorption
without notions.463

460 Demiéville, Concile, p. 75 and n. 7.

461 Cheng-li chiieh, ff. 120a, 135a f., 150a f. On k’an hsin, see P. Demiéville, Concile,
PpP- 43, SI, n. $2, 78, 125, 158. The corresponding Tibetan expressions are sems la blta
(attested in the Tibetan Dunhuang documents, e.g. Pelliot tibétain 823r (1); Stein 468 (1b),
689), sems rtogs pa, and sems rio *phrod pa (attested in dPa’ bo gtsug lag phren ba’s mKhas pa’i
dga’ ston, ja. f. 120b6). See above, p. 100.

462 samjiiavedayitanirodhasamapattisamapannasya bhiksor ndsty uttarikaraniyam (quoted
e.g. in Candrakirti’s Prasannapada i., p. 48).

463 Cheng-li chiieh, f. 132a (Demiéville, Concile, p. 71).
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It is furthermore to be noted that the bSam gtan mig sgron has
also ascribed to the Hva $an Mahi yan the teaching that notions
(samjfia) are not to be stopped ('du Ses dgag par yari mi bya, f. 83a4).
In the same context, the recognition through awareness of the
nescience-related mental factors that (mental) instability is faulty
and the stoppage of the latter are both described as the ‘Srivaka’s
nirodha’ (ma rig pa’i sems byuri ba tshor bas g-yo ba skyon tu rig ste
bkag na fian thos ’gog pa’o, f. 83a2). Hence one should not fall into
notionlessness through objectiﬁcation of the anoetic (ci yati Ses pa
mi dmigs pas’du Ses med par mi Itun, f. 83a5—6). In a parallel passage
from Pelliot tibétain 117 the restriction ‘of the Sravaka’ is also to be
found.4%* According to statements reproduced in Stein 709 (f.
4a—b), the Mahiyanist way of no-mind is said to be like that of
neither the non-Buddhist nor the Sravaka.465

Wang Hsi’s Cheng-li chiieh has moreover repudiated the
suggestion that the state of not thinking taught by Mo-ho-yen
could be legitimately equated with either the unconscious state of
the Brhatphala-gods, who are placed immediately below the
Suddhivisa level in the fourth Dhyina, or with any unconscious
state reached by a worldling by means of a mundane, non-
lokottara path.46¢

It is finally of special importance to observe that for Mo-ho-
yen — and indeed for so much of the classical tradition of later
Buddhism (whether or not it postulates either an alayavijfiana or
an amalavifjfiana) — the Bhivanimarga and the state of cessation of
notions and feelings (samjfiavedayitanirodha) is not strictly speak-
ing entirely ‘mind-less’: the discursive and proliferating activity
of thinking has indeed been brought to a stop at the highest level
of the Path, but Mind (sems [#iid] = citta[ta]; Chinese hsin) subsists
in some more or less fine form. According to Mo-ho-yen it is
then discursive thinking (sems pa), as connected with recollective
attention (dran pa) and mentation (yid la byed pa), that is to be
relinquished; but (innate) Mind is to be recognized in face-to-face
confrontation (sems la blta ba = Ch. k’an hsin; sems rtogs pa, sems tio
"phrod pa).

464 Cf. Goémez in Studies, p. 112.
465 Cf. Stein 710, f. sb.
466 Cheng-li chiieh, ff. 131a—b, 148a—b (Demiéville, Concile, pp. 62 ff., 130 ff.).
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6. ON A BHAVANAKRAMA IN BHAVYA’S
MADHYAMAKARATNAPRADIPA

After considering $amathavipaSyana-yoga in Chapter vii of his
Madhyamakaratnapradipa (P, f. 351a) which is described as a
bhavanakrama — and in connexion with the statement taken from
the Bhavasamkranti ascribed to Nigirjuna that the world proceeds
from conceptual construction (vikalpa) which in its turn issues
from mind (citta), and that mind proceeds from bodily-structure
(lus = kaya) which has therefore to be analysed*6” — Bhavya has
observed (f. 352a—3s53a) that knowledge (fes pa = jfiana) rests
nowhere, that [in reality] there is no mental construction as
anything at all (cir yari mi rtog), no thinking on anything (ci la yar
sems pa med pa), no dwelling in any extreme positions, no arising
of cognition in the form of anything whatever ($es pa ci’i tio bor
yati ma skyes pa), and that non-predication as anything at all is to
be realized in meditation (ci yati ma yin par bsgom par bya’o). This
text specifies that analytical prajfia (so sor rtog pa’i Ses rab) is itself
free from appearance (snati ba med pa: nirabhasa).

To illustrate the point that at this level knowledge itself no
longer exists (Ses pa rati fiid kyari med par gyur pa), the Madhyama-
karatnapradipa (f. 352b) refers to the KaSyapaparivarta’s compari-
son of analytical investigation (pratyaveksa) and the faculty of
transcending discriminative understanding (prajiiendriya) with
fire produced from rubbing together two pieces of wood which
both consumes the wood from which it is produced and is thus
itself extinguished, a comparison cited also by Kamalasila. So the
‘fuel’ of philosophical theory (Ita ba = darana, dysti) is declared to
be consumed; and when theory thus comes to a stop, the fire of
knowledge itself no longer arises, while all afflictions/defilements
(klesa) are then consumed.*%® The Madhyamakaratnapradipa de-
scribes this process as a Gross Yoga (rags pa’i rnal ’byor) that it

467 Bhavasamkranti 7. Compare Section ii of the Tika ascribed to Maitreyanatha (ed.
N. Aiyaswami Sastri, Adyar, 1938, p. 89 £.). Cf. C. Lindtner, Nagarjuniana (Copenhagen,
1982), p. 13. On the relation between citta and kaya, see Abhidharmako$abhasya ii. 44d
(p- 72), as well as the sources on the nama-ripa concept.

468 Kasyapaparivarta § 69, cited by Kamaladila in his Bhavanakrama (II, p. 20). Also
cited are the Ghanavyiha and *Mahiasukhanitha (on whom see C. Lindtner, Wiener
Zeitschrift fiir die Kunde Siidasiens 26 (1982), p. 176 and Indologica taurinensia 12 (1984),
p- 178). Cf. above, pp. 94—95 note, 114.
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contrasts with the Subtle Yoga based on #nirabhasa and maya-like
Mind, for which it refers to the Larikavatarasiitra (Sagithaka
256—7).

Later the Madhyamakaratnapradipa takes up again the themes of
non-mentation (amanasikara, f. 354b7), single-moment Awaken-
ing (ekaksanabhisambodhi, f. 3s55a2) and single-moment. under-
standing (ff. 358b—359a, 360a6), and refers as well to Awakening
in the vajropamasamadhi (ff. 35624, 359a1) and progressive engage-
ment (kramavytti) on the Path of the Bodhisattva (f. 358a6,
following the Dharmadhatustava ascribed to Nigarjuna, verse 9I).
In particular, it is stated that bhavana should be cultivated by
freeing oneself from both smrti and manasikara (f. 354b7). Con-
sideration is given also to the question as to how one avoids
becoming a person exclusively given to quiet (27 ba phyogs gcig
pa) by taking recourse in the complete ripakdya and in the
apratisthitanirvana (f. 360a, by which the Bodhisattva does not
enter into Nirvina in order to be able to work for the benefit of
living beings by making use of salvific means or upayas).

It thus appears that the Madhyamakaratnapradipa belongs to the
long line of treatises concerned with the question of amanasikara
and asmrti, and that in its treatmeht of a Madhyamika’s bhavana-
krama it addresses certain problems also discussed in Tibet at the
time of the Great Debate of bSam yas.

The question thus arises of the date and exact authorship of the
Madhyamakaratnapradipa. In the bsTan ’gyur catalogues, this
work has been attributed implicitly to Bhivaviveka/Bhavya, the
(sixth-century) Midhyamika author of the Prajiiapradipa and
Madhyamakahydayakarikas; and this ascription has been explicitly
made by some modern scholars.#%® This attribution is however
far from being certain. In the first place, the Madhyamakaratna-
pradipa mentions favourably, and cites as authorities, Dharmakirti
and Candrakirti — two masters who have usually been placed in
the seventh century — even though the latter was the chief

469 See C. Lindtner, Wiener Zeitschrift fiir die Kunde Siidasiens 26 (1982), pp. 172—84;
Indologica taurinensia 12 (1984), pp. 163—84; Adyar Library Bulletin 50 (1986), p. 84 n. 65.
See however the contrary opinion of Y. Ejima, Journal of Indian and Buddhist Studies (IBK),
28/2 (1980), pp. 37—43, and Chiigan-shisé no tenkai — Bhavaviveka kenkyi (Tokyd, 1980);
D. Seyfort Ruegg, The literature of the Madhyamaka school of philosophy in India, p. 66, and
‘Towards a chronology of the Madhyamaka school’, in L. A. Hercus et al. (eds.),
Indological and Buddhist studies (Felicitation vol. for J. W. de Jong, Canberra, 1982), p. 513.
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opponent and critic of Bhavaviveka, the author of the Prgjfiapra-
dipa. Moreover, it quotes a verse (f. 354a3—4) to be found in the
Apabhrams$a Dohakosa of Saraha, and it describes the author of
this doha as ‘teacher’s teacher’ (bla ma’i bla ma);*7° in other words,
the author of the Madhyamakaratnapradipa may have been the
grand-pupil of Saraha, the teacher (also known as Rahulabhadra)
of Arya-Nigirjunapida, who lived perhaps in the seventh
century.*’! Finally, beside many other texts often placed at the
earliest in the seventh century such as the Bodhicittavivarana (also
ascribed to Nigirjuna), it quotes (f. 361b) a ‘prophecy’ on
Naigarjuna from the Mafjusrimilatantra, whereas the Rijavyi-
karanaparivarta of the Mafijusrimiilakalpa in its form now known
to us contains — in addition to a differently worded vyakarana on
Nigarjuna — another ‘prophecy’ relating to King Gopila who
founded the Pila dynasty in Bengal (rg. ¢. 770-810 or
775—812).#72 In other words, it is possible that the Madhyamaka-
ratnapradipa was composed by an author who lived after the
seventh century, and perhaps as late as the ninth century, and that
he was either a contemporary or perhaps even a successor of
Santaraksita and Kamalasila.#73 It was indeed in the eighth
century that the bhavanakrama-theme attracted special attention
among Midhyamikas, as is demonstrated not only by Kamala-

470 P, mi, f. 77a2. This has been noted too by Lindtner, Wiener Zeitschrift ... 26 (1982), -
p- 175.

471 See Seyfort Ruegg, in Indological and Buddhist studies, p. s11. If this is so, the author
of the Madhyamakaratnapradipa could have been a disciple of the Deutero-Nigirjunapida
since the latter was a disciple of Saraha = Rahulabhadra.

472 Magjuérimilakalpa (ed. T. Ganapati Sastri), liii. 628, 816 (=ed. Rihula Simkgtyay-
ana, verses 683 and 883, in K. P. Jayaswal, An imperial history of India, Lahore, 1934). The
Mafijusrimilakalpa was translated into Chinese by T’ien hsi tsai at the end of the tenth
century, and into Tibetan in the eleventh century by Kumirakalasa and Sikya blo gros at
the command of Byan chub "od at Tho lin. On the date of the Ma#ijusrimilakalpa, and on
earlier Chinese versions, see Y. Matsunaga, Mélanges chinois et bouddhiques 20 (Mélanges
R. A. Stein, iii, Brussels 1985), pp. 882—93.

It is of course possible that the version of the Tantra quoted in Bhavya’s Madhyamaka-
ratnapradipa did not contain the vyakarana relating to King Gopala, which could be a later
interpolation; and the date of Gopila is not therefore necessarily a terminus d quo for dating
the Madhyamakaratnapradipa. But the references to other texts, such as Saraha’s Doha and
the Bodhicittavivarana, as well as the citation of both Dharmakirti and Candrakirti as
authorities would seem to suggest a very late seventh-century date at the earliest, and
more probably a date in the eighth or even ninth century.

473 This is the opinion of Y. Ejima, as quoted by Lindtner in Wiener Zeitschrift fiir die
Kunde Siidasiens 26 (1982), p. 183.
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§ila’s three Bhavanakramas but also by the *Bhavanayogamarga (or
*Yogabhavanamarga?) of Jiianagarbha which insists too on the
need to examine Mind alone (ran gi sems kho na la brtag par
bya’0).474

Hence, although our knowledge of the history of Madhya-
maka thought is admittedly fragmentary and partly based on
hypothetical reconstruction, the Madhyamakaratnapradipa might
be thought to fit especially well into a period later than the sixth
century when Bhivaviveka, the author of the Prajfiapradipa and
Madhyamakahydayakarikas, in all likelihood lived. (On the con-
trary, were it possible to demonstrate that this text belongs to the
sixth century too, this would show that important points at issue
in the Great Debate were being discussed in bhavanakrama-form
by Indian Madhyamikas two or three centuries earlier than the
time of Kamala$ila and Mo-ho-yen.) Thus the bhavanakrama
section of the Madhyamakaratnapradipa is of very considerable
interest in considering Indian views on the points being discussed
at the Great Debate of bSam yas.

7. SILENCE

Following the example of Vimalakirti to which he has explicitly
referred,*”’5 Mo-ho-yen was an advocate of the philosopher’s
silence: ‘“Tout ce que jai dit, avant comme apres, n’était congu
que pour répondre aux questions, en me référant aux textes de
siitra; et ce n’était nullement le vrai systéme de ma méthode de
Dhyana. Mon systéeme est sans attribut de parole, sans attribut
de différenciation due a notre propre esprit; c’est la vérité vraie,
qui ne se transmet et ne se confere que par le silence, le chemin
~ du langage étant coupé. Si I'on se met a débattre du pour et du
contre, du juste et du faux, il n’en résulte que dispute. Le
recueillement est comme une eau de saveur unique, mais les vues
de chacun sont différentes ...’476

According to the Mahiyina as a whole, ultimate reality is in

474 D, f. 4a3. A Bhavanakrama is also ascribed in the bsTan ’gyur to (a) Nigirjuna.
A Yogabhavanamarga, or Bhavanayogamarga, by Kamalasila is included in the bsTan 'gyur.

475 See Cheng-li chiieh, f. 143b (Demiéville, Concile, pp. 113—14). Cf. Vimalakirtinirdeia,
Chap. viii.

476 Cheng-li chiieh, ff. 154b—155a (Demiéville, Concile, p. 156).
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itself inexpressible discursively (anabhilapya, nirabhilapya) and con-
ceptually unthinkable (acintya). Silence is thus so to speak the only
adequate way of signifying reality. As said by Candrakirti (Prasan-
napada i. 1, p. §7), ultimate reality (paramartha) corresponds to the
silence of the Nobles (aryanam tusnibavah). And according to the
Tathagataguhyasiitra, between ‘the night of his awakening to su-
preme and perfect Awakening and his Parinirvana, no syllable
(aksara) is uttered by the Tathagata.#”7 This principle of inexpressi-
bility and silence is mentioned in a number of texts such as the
Samadhirajasiitra and Nagarjuna’s Madhyamakakarikas. 4”8

In the old canon, Noble Silence (ariyo tunhibhavo) is praised on
the same level as speech relating to Dhamma (dhammi katha);*7°
either one preaches the Dhamma, or one enquires of another, or
again one does not disdain Noble Silence (ariyam va tunhibhavam
natimanifiati).*8° This Noble Silence — placed on the level of the
second Dhyina and described as resulting from the cessation of
reflection and investigation (vitakkavicaranam vipasama) — in-
volves internal quiet (gjjhattam sampasddanam), concentration of
mind (cetaso ekodibhavo), freedom from reflection (avitakka) and
investigation (avicdra), and origination from samadhi.#8! More-
over, the Dharma to which the Buddha awakened is so subtle and
profound that it can barely be communicated, as a consequence of

which the Buddha at first hesitated to teach it until requested by -

Brahmai for the sake of people.#82

Not altogether unconnected with this principle of the concep-
tual and verbal inexpressibility — that is, the non-discursiveness —
of reality may have been the idea that it was by a single sound
only that the entire Dharma was communicated. The thesis of the
‘univocality’ of the Buddha’s speech was maintained by all

477 See the Tathagataguhyasitra quoted in Candrakirti’s Prasannapada xviii. 7 (p. 366)
and xxv. 24 (p. 539). Cf. Prajadkaramati, Bodhicaryavatarapafijika ix. 36.

478 Samadhirajasitra, Chap viil and xxxii; Nagirjuna, Madhyamakakarikas, Chap. xviii;
cf. Niraupamyastava 7 and Acintyastava 23. See also Larikavatarasitra iii, p. 142—4;
Vimalakirtinirdesasiitra (ed. Oshika), iii, p. 24 (Lamotte, L’enseignement de Vimalakirti,
p- 147); viil, p. 75 (Lamotte, p. 317); X, p. 86 (Lamotte, p. 342); Candrakirti, Prasannapada
i, p. 57; Santideva, Bodhicaryavatara ix. 35—36.

479 Udana, p. 11. 480 Anguttaranikiya IV 153.

481 Samyuttanikaya II 273.

482 Mahavagga pp. 4—5; Majjhimanikiya I 167—168; Samyuttanikiya I 136; Anguttar-
anikdya II 131; Mahdvastu 111, p. 314. Cf. Nagirjuna, Milamadhyamakakarika xxiv. 12, and
Ratnavalf ii. 18.
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branches of the Mahisimghika school according to Vasumi-
tra;#83 it was rejected, however, by the Sarvastividins,“®4 who
also (unlike the Mahasamghikas who held the Buddha’s speech to
be in accordance with reality)435 did not accept that all the
Buddha’s Sttras are definitive in sense (nitartha).*®¢ In a similar
context, the idea of a single sound as ‘expressive’ of the Buddha’s
teaching is attested in the Bhadracaripranidhanardja (verse 30: eka-
svara) and in the DaSabhimikasiitra (ix, p. 79: ekaghosodahara). In
the VimalakirtinirdeSastitra we find gsusi gcig ‘single utterance’.487

This notion of ‘univocality’ probably stands to that of silence,
and to that of the inexpressibility or ineffability of absolute
reality, as does the notion of the Single or Unique Vehicle
(ekayana) — so often alluded to by Mo-ho-yen — to that of the
ultimate non-existence of any Vehicle at all (aydna) in the
Latikavatarasiitra*8® — also emphasized by Mo-ho-yen.48°

In his preference for Noble Silence and for the Single Vehicle
or even the Non-Vehicle, therefore, Mo-ho-yen clearly stands in
one major line of Buddhist thought attested in older Satras and
then stressed by the Mahayana.#°% Assessments may differ as to

483 Vasumitra, Samayabhedoparacanacakra (Tibetan translation, ed. E. Teramoto and
T. Hiramatsu), pp. 4—5. (Cf. A. Bareau, Journal asiatique 1954, p. 239; Les sectes bouddhiques
du Petit Véhicule, p. 58.) Compare Bhavya, Nikayabhedavibhatiga-Vyakhyana (Tibetan
translation, ed. E. Teramoto and T. Hiramatsu), p. 23.

484 Vasumitra, op. cit., p. 12. Cf. A. Bareau, Sectes, p. 145 (no. ss).

485 Vasumitra, op. cit., p. §: don ji lta ba bZin fiid du: yathartha; see also Bhavya, op. cit.,
p. 23. Cf. A. Bareau, Journal asiatique 1954, p. 239; Sectes, p. 58 (no. s).

486 Vasumitra, op. cit., p. 12; Bhavya, op. cit., p. 27. Moreover, according to
Vasumitra’s account, buddhas are always in absorption (msiam par bZag pa), which accounts
for their not uttering any name (mis, p. 5). But Vinitadeva states that according to the
Lokottaravadin-Mahisimghikas even one who is samahita speaks; see his *Samayabhedo-
paracanacakre Nikayabhedopadariana-nama-samgraha (Tibetan translation, ed. E. Teramoto
and T. Hiramatsu), p. 41. Compare Kathavatthu xviii. 2 (Vetullavida), p. 560, on dhamma
being taught by an ‘emanation’ (abhinimmita) — i.e., so to say, by xenoglossy/xenophony.
See also Hobdgirin s.v. bonnon, butsugo and button.

487 Vimalakirtinirdefasitra i, p. 13; cf. Lamotte, L’enseignement de Vimalakirti, p. 109—10.
See also on the pratibhanapratisamvit in the Ta-chih-tu-lun (Lamotte, Traité de la Grande
Vertu de Sagesse, iii, p. 1622).

488 Larikavatarasitra ii. 131; iii. 1; vil. 1; Sagathaka 188, 245 and 315.

489 Demiéville, Concile, pp. 66, 119, 151.

490 Since these doctrines are well known and have been frequently studied, there is no
need to insist further on them here. See for example G. M. Nagao, Studies in Indology and
Buddhology (S. Yamaguchi felicitation volume, Kydto, 1955), pp. 137—s1; Lamotte,
L’enseignement de Vimalakirti, pp. 44—46, 317—18; D. Seyfort Ruegg, ‘On the knowability
and expressibility of Absolute Reality in Buddhism’, Journal of Indian and Buddhist Studies
(IBK), 20/1 (1971), pp. 1—7; The literature of the Madhyamaka school, pp. 34—35.
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the extent to which the current of thought which Mo-ho-yen
represents adopted an extreme ‘ideoclasm’ and was essentially
logophobic or misologic. Mo-ho-yen would seem in any case to
have wished that his silence should on no account be some kind of
‘learned ignorance’.

‘When Mo-ho-yen cites the eschewing of disputes and learned
strife as one motive for adopting silence,*°! he is also standing in
a main line of Buddhist thought. Eirenicism is in fact already
mentioned in passages of the old canon. Moreover, the Madhy-
amika’s rejection of any dogmatic assertion (pratijfia), in terms of
the binary positions of conceptual thinking (vikalpa) or of the
‘tetralemma’ (catuskoti), was connected at least in part with his
refusal to engage in vain disputes (vivada) about entities.*%2
Nevertheless, whilst the Madhyamika seeks to eschew assertions
of the kind just mentioned together with the related antagonistic
positions without necessarily rejecting all philosophic expres-
sion,#°3 Mo-ho-yen appears to have been inclined to distance
himself from all philosophical and religious discourse in favour of
a form of quietism (verging sometimes on ataraxia) combined
with the pure experience and non-discursive awareness of an
ineffable and unanalysable reality (perhaps verging sometimes on
pleasure in the empty).4%4

491 Cheng-li chiieh, f. 155a (Demiéville, Concile, p. 156).

492 See for example Nagarjuna, Yuktisastika 47, 51; Ratnavalf ii. 4.

493 See D. Seyfort Ruegg, ‘On thesis and assertion in the Madhyamaka/dBu ma’, in
E. Steinkellner and H. Tauscher (eds.), Contributions on Tibetan and Buddhist religion and
philosophy (Vienna, 1983), p. 205 ff.

494 On Zi ba phyogs gcig pa and stoti pa bag la fial (ba), and on the true Dhyana (bsam
gtan) of Ma ha yan, see for example Pelliot tibétain 117 as well as 116 (116 and 190), 121,
812r, and 813 (8a—b). (For the allusion to this theme in Bhavya’s Madhyamakaratnapradipa,
see above, p. 207.) Mo-ho-yen and his followers no doubt intended to steer clear of any
desire for mere tranquillity and of nihilistic emptiness. Cf. above, pp. 201—202
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lokottara 160, 182, 195, 200

laukika 9, 158, 160, 173, 177, 180, 195, 200

vajraydna 12, 121, 130, 132—3, 137

vajropamasamadhi 167, 200, 207

vikalpa 41, 44, 45—46, 48, 54, 93, 99—100,
141, 144—5, 206, 212

vineyajana 34

viparyaya 25, 37

vipaSyand|vipassand 4, 6, 10—11, 64, 96,
105, 110f, 114f, 126, 133, 138f, 164,
182—90, 200, 206

vimoksa 9, 99, 168, 192f, 202

vivaksd 28—29

vivada 212

viskanda(ka) 164f.

visny 40

21§

veddnta 19—21, 40—42, 55, 138
vyatigya 32

vyafijand 30, 33

vyatyaya 165, 170

vyavahdra 45

vyutkrantaka 151, 164—S5, 172—4

Samatha|samatha 4, 6, 10—11, 64, 96, 108,
110f, 114f, 126, 133, 138 £, 146,
182—90, 195, 196, 200, 206

Samaikdyana 201

$anta 170, 200

Santavihdra 193, 197

Santdkadra 203

$asvata 19

$dnya 4, 22. See also ran ston, gZan stor

Sunyata 4, 8, 10—11, 28, 33, 36, 37, 40, 43,
47—49, $3—54, 115, 146, 161, 184, 190

Sraddhalsaddha 46—49, 148, 168f.

Sravaka 46, 48—49, 201, 205

samvyti 3, 6, 34, 37, 108

sakgt 47, 157, 160, 181

sakgnnairyanika 1812

samketa 29

samjfid 113, 124, 141, 189, 192—205§

samjfidved(ay )itanirodha 8, 165f, 170,
174—5, 192f, 195, 198, 200, 201, 202,
204

samtrdsa (nairatmya®) 38, 52

samdhdvacana 118

Samdhinirmocanasitra 38, 114—15, 131,
184

samapravytta 95, 115, 183

samathayanika 186

samasisi(n) 147f.

samdpatti 9, 99, 170f, 192f, 197f, 202

sarvakdravaropeta 184, 190

saksin 57,77

simhavijymbhita(samadhi) 165, 170

siddha s, 12, 99, 117

sukkhavippassaka 189

sukha 19, 22

suddhavipassandyanika 186, 189

sphota 32, 138

smyti 99, 183, 192

svarasavdhin 95, 115, 183
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ku sa li pa 106
dkar po chig thub 4—53, 7, 13—14, 88,
100—01, 103, 108-09, 137, 140

kha tshom pa 105
khregs gcod 164
'khrid tshul 116, 119

glo bur 97, 98

dgoris gcig 109

dgoris pa 22. See also abhiprdya

dgotis pa can 26—27, 32. See also abhiprayika
dgonis g2i 18, 22, 28, 32, 38

dgos pa 22. See also prayojana

sgra ji bZin pa 37. See also yathdruta.

sgrub brgyud|pa 117, 134, 191

sgrub byed 112

tio "phrod pa (sems) 4, 6, 88, 99, 100, 137,
204, 205§

(g)cig c(h)ar (ba), cig char ’jug pa 4—s5,
12—-13, 63, 66, 67, 72, 79, 84, 96, 97,
103, 109, 117f, 120, 125—6, 150, 152,
157, 161, 164, 165, 179, 181

’jog sgom 106, 111
sfiint po don (gyi brgyud pa) 86, 117f.

stofi rkyar du lta ba 105

stoti pa fiid la dga’ ba 124, 140

stont pa bag la fial 212

stoti pa had de ’jog pa 105

(s)ton[tun min|mun (pa) 63, 66, 72, 97, 117,
125, 129, 150, 152, 165

thod rgal 119, 164

dari po nas saris rgyas 73, 86
bdun brgyud 66, 86, 153

bden par grub pafyod pa 37, 112
bden med 112

’dul skal 73, 129

rnam par gcod pa 112

dpyad sgom 106, 111, 115

phyag (rgya) chen (po) 12—13, 72, 89, 102f,
117f.

bon po 75, 81 .

Blon po bkd’i than yig 67, 84, 118, 137, 153,
179 '

dbu ma 8o. See also madhyamaka

dbus sde 80

sBa bZed 13—14, 56f, 67f, 75f, 78f, 87f,
90—91, 100f, 121, 139f, 150, 184, 203

sbyor sgrol 120

mas 'dzeg(s) 13, 98

m(y)i bden pa’i *du Ses 141, 203
m(y)i bden pa'i sems 141, 203

mu stegs pa 81—82. See also tirthika
mutt sgom 11§

me btsa 122

tsi ’an men|tsi yan min 63, 118

tsuri men (pa) 86, 116—18, 125, 152
(br)tse(n) min/mun (pa) 63, 66, 72, 97, 150
tsom ’jog 115

rtsod pa 57, 72, 77, 84

rdzogs chen (pa) 14, 62, 66, 67, 75f, 89—91,
102, 109, 117f, 122, 125—6, 136—7, 164

2i ba phyogs gcig pa 207, 212

Zi byed 118

Zen pa'i yul 45

gZan ston 4, 8, 10, 36, 42, $4, 105, 107
g3i 6, 36, 133, 136

zab mo lta ba’i brgyud pa 117f.

yas babs[’bab 13, 98, 102, 109
yoris su gcod pa 112

ran stori 4, 8, 10, $4, 10, 107

riri lugs 60

rim gyis (pa), rim gyis ’jug pa s, 12—13, 63,
66, 72, 97, 103, 117f, 125, 150, 164, 181
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(g)Sags 57, 77
biad brgyud|pa 117, 134, 191

sanis.rgyas kyi ran bZin 5, 23
sems 100, 103, 141, 203—04
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bSam gtan mig sgron 57, 62, 66—67, 72, 76, 85,
88, 102, 113, 121—2, 137, 153, 189, 205

hva San 56, 59, 102, 117—118, 123, 140,
152, 153



INDEX OF NAMES

Abhinavagupta 30-31, 33

Anandavardhana 30-31, 33

Aryadeva 25, 34, 86, 117, 145—6, 152

Asanga 33, 34, 116, 170, 181, 198, 200

AtiSa Dipamkaraérijiana 66, 76, 103, 104,
111, 116, 121

Avalokite§vara 40 -

sBa sof, 68f, 79, 86, 89—91, 126

Bhartrhari 29

Bhivaviveka 21, 40—41, 112, 116, 207 (cf.
Bhavya) )

Bhavya 114, 119, 179, 206—09, 212 (cf.
Bhivaviveka)

Bodh Gayi 83, 86

Bodhidharma (etc.) 66—67, 88, 117,
1523, 179

'Bro bza’ 61, 127

"Brug pa Kun legs 72, 102

Buddhaghosa 173, 185, 188

Buddhasena 151

Bu cu Hva fan. See Wu-chu.

Bu ston Rin chen grub 21f, 27, 47, 59, 63,
70, 72f, 81f, 84, 89, 90, 105, 124

Byan chub glin (bSam yas) 6o, 82, 86

Candrakirti 27, 33, 34, 107, 112, 116, 146,
161—2, 207

Dharmakirti 29, 31, 112, 144, 207
Dharmatila/Dharmatrita 132, 150—2
Digniaga 117

Dipambkarasrijana. See Atifa

Dol bu pa 107

Dus gsum mkhyen pa 103

sGam po pa bSod nams rin chen 102f,
107-08, 137

dGe lugs (pa) 36, 37

mGon po skyabs 117f, 153

Go rams pa bSc/>d nams sen ge 104—0§

’Go(s) Chos grub (Fa-cheng) 131

’Gos gZon nu dpal 73

Grags pa rgyal mtshan 71, 76-77

Gro lun pa 110-11

Haribhadra 153f, 162f, 171f, 175, 178, 201
Harivarman 27

Jo nan pa 36, 42, 107

Kamalaiila 4, 13, 21, 56f, 63f, 82, 91, 93f,
120, 124f, 130—1, 133, 135, 1381, 153,
164, 165, 182, 184, 189, 190, 192, 202,
208, 209

Kambala (pida) 117

Kisyapa 67, 117—18, 1523, 179

Khri Sron lde btsan s9f, 69, 125, 127,
128-9, 135

Kim Hva san. See Wu-hsiang.

Klon chen rab ’byams pa 77, 102, 122, 136

Mahideva 56

Mahikotthika/Mahikotthita 125, 169, 192

Mahiyina/Mahi yan. See Mo-ho-yen

Maitreya 40, 116, 150f, 154, 159

Maitripida 99, 102, 108

Makkhali Gosila/Maskarin Godala 142

Mandanamisra 138, 147

Me ’go/Me mgo 56, 62, 69, 75, 87—88, 90

Mes Ag tshom(s) 69, 125

Mi bskyod rdo rje (Karma) 108

Mo-ho-yen (Mahiyina/Mahi yan) 46,
13, 56f, 63f, 72f, 82-83, 86f, 93f, 102,
108—11, 114, 116f, 123f, 127, 131, 135,
137, 141, 146, 150—3, 160, 183f, 187,
189,.192f, 202—05, 209, 211, 212

Musila (etc.) 125, 169, 191

Myan/Nan 6061, 75, 89—90, 126

Myan Tin ne ’dzin (bzan po) 61, 9o, 125,
127

Naigirjuna 10, 34, 62, 72—73, 84—86, 102,
108, 117, 126, 130, 145, 152, 174, 201,
206—1I0

Nar. See Myan/Nan.

Nan (ral/bdag) Ni ma *od zer 14, 57, 59,
74—89, 100f, 125, 136

Nirada 125, 169, 191

Niropa 102, 108

Ne’u/Nel pa Pandi ta 71f, 76, 84, 89, 102
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rNog Blo ldan $es rab 47, 110
gNubs (chen) Sans rgyas ye 3es 66, 76, 91,
102, 125, 137

Padma dkar po ('Brug pa) 74, 82, 83, 84,

137 :
dPal dbyans (sBa) 60f, 70f, 79, 86, 89, 127
Pao t’ang 63, 119, 120, 132
Pataijali 28, 142
Pa tshab Ni ma grags 8081
Pha dam pa 118
Phag mo gru pa 103
Po to ba 110

Ratnikaradanti 31, 116, 154, 155, 157, 193
Ron zom Chos kyi bzan po 81, 102

Sikya mchog ldan 105—08

Samkara (icirya) 21, 38—39, 147

bSam yas s, 14, 56f, 68—69, 86, 134f.

Santaraksita 40, s6f, 73, 81—82, 91, 93,
101, 129, I35, 140, 153, 165, 208

Saraha 108, 208

Sariputra 125

Sa skya Pandi ta Kun dga’ rgyal mtshan 7,
12—14, 27, 68, 70f, 75, 89—90, 101f,
104f, 109—10, 118, 124

Savittha/Samiddha 169

Shen-hsiu 119—20

Shen-hui 119—20

bSod nams rtse mo 71, 77

Sog bzlog pa 66, 69, 102

érisimha 66, 102

Sron btsan sgam po 56
Sure$vara 147

T’an-k’uang 57, 128

Taranitha 117 -

Thu’u bkvan Blo bzan Chos kyi fii ma 63,
109, I116—19, 153

gTsan nag pa 47

Tshal pa Kun dga’ rdo tje 73, 76

Tshe dban nor bu 67, 91, 102, 117, 118,
125, 137, 153

Tson kha pa 112—-16

gTsug lag phren ba (dPa’ bo) 59, 70, 74,
90, 137

Tsung mi 120

Vairocana 60

Vasubandhu 149, 169, 172, 175, 176f, 178,
189

Vimalakirti 209

Vimalamitra 61, 66, 75, 79, 85, 120

Vimuktisena (Arya) 153f, 157, 160

Vimuktisena (Bhadanta) 155

Wang Hsi 571, 64f, 79, 83, 89, 93, 97, 100,
203—0§

Won-ch’uk (Yiian-tse) 131

Wu-chu (Tib. Bu cu) 120

‘Wu-hsiang (Tib. Kim) 56, 62, 120

Ye Ses dban po (sBa) 60of, 69of, 79f, 89, 127

Zan tshal pa 12, 103—04, 108—09





