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Preface

The present study has grown out of a lecture held in the winter
term 2003-04, in which my aim was to present my view on the prob-
lem of the sentience of plants in early Buddhism to the participants of
a series of lectures on various aspects of Buddhism, past and present,
which were arranged by the Department of Indian and Tibetan studies
of the University of Hamburg over about a decade.” In the materials
distributed beforehand to the participants, I had included Ellison’
Banks FINDLY’s paper on plants as borderline beings (FINDLY 2002),
in which she suggests, taking my monograph on the problem
(SCHMITHAUSEN 1991a) as a kind of stepping stone, that in early Bud-
dhism plants may have been borderline beings not, as I had proposed,
on the lower margin, but rather on the upper one: She advances the
idea that they are saintly beings close to nirvana. Naturally, I had to
tell my audience why I found this suggestion fascinating but, alas, not
really convincing from a historical and philological point of view. In
the autumn of 2005, as a guest professor at Kyoto University, I had a
chance to present revised versions of my lecture, now in English, be-
fore audiences at my host university as well as at Komazawa Univer-
sity in Tokyo, and a year later, when I was a guest professor at the
International College for Buddhist Studies in Tokyo, at Taisho Uni-
versity. In all these places, I benefited greatly from the comments and
suggestions of the audience, and I seize the opportunity to express my
heartful thanks to the discussants as well as to the colleagues who
organized the lectures.

On the above-mentioned occasions, the focus of my lecture was on
- the status of plants in earliest Buddhism, and especially on defending

* “Zur Stellung der Pflanzen im Buddhismus”, in: Buddhismus in Geschichte und
Gegenwart, vol. X (winter term 2003/4). The lecture is accessible on the homepage
of the Center for Buddhist Studies of the University of Hamburg (http://www.bud-
dhismuskunde.uni-hamburg.de).



Preface

my position that in the earliest Buddhist sources there are, to be sure,
no statements of an express dogmatic rejection of plants as sentient
beings (as in later Buddhist works), but no statements of dogmatic
affirmation either, and that the early textual material points to practi-
_ cal flexibility and theoretical non-commitment, treating plants as a
kind of borderline case on the lower margin. The first part of the pre-
sent study is a revised and enlarged version of this main part of my
lecture.

The lecture also contained, however, a kind of supplement. Already
Ellison Banks FINDLY had suggested that her idea of plants as saintly
beings in early Buddhism may be supported by the fact that eminent
representatives of Far Eastern Buddhism “describe plants as beings
who have already reached enlightenment” (FINDLY 2002: 261).
Mamiko OKADA (1999) had argued in a similar vein for the con-
tinuity of an early Buddhist belief in the sentience of plants and had
even adduced two passages from Mahayana siitras as evidence. Fu,
this reason, I found it appropriate to conclude my lecture with some
critical remarks on the alleged continuity between the early Buddhist
view on plants and the Far Eastern idea of their Buddha-nature. These
remarks comprised, on the one hand, a brief examination of the pas-
sages adduced as evidence for the alleged continuity. On the other
hand, it included a preliminary attempt to take a closer look at the
structure of the Far Eastern idea, the direction of its historical devel-
opment and its connection with practical concerns, in order to com-
pare it with the (alleged) early Buddhist view and to find out whether
from this perspective continuity seems likely or not. Unfortunately, I
am anything but a specialist of Far Eastern Buddhism. Thus, I could
not but realize that this attempt was somewhat rash. When starting the
revision of my draft, I almost decided to omit this part, but at the
same time I felt that a glance at the Far Eastern developments from
the point of view of Indian Buddhism might not be superfluous.
Therefore, I took some pains to improve upon my former attempt.
This time, I decided to start from an ‘emic’ analysis, by the Japanese
Tendai monk Shoshin (E5(E, active 1153-1207), of the idea of the
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Preface -

Buddha-nature, or Buddhahood, of plants (or rather all so-called in-
sentients), and to check the facets distinguished by him against the
Indian background. The result is contained in Pt. II.B of the present
study. At the same time, in Pt. II.A the discussion of scriptural pas-
sages used as evidence for a continuity of an early Buddhist view of
plants as sentient beings has been supplemented by an investigation,
from the Indologist’s point of view, into the original purport of a
number of passages from authoritative texts hailing from India (or at
least from an Indianized milieu in Central Asia) that were adduced by
Chinese and Japanese masters in support of the thesis of the Buddha-
nature of plants or of the so-called insentient. I must apologize for the
fact that in some cases, this investigation has become somewhat dis-
proportionate, to the effect that Pt. II.LA has grown into the largest
section of the present study.

As for Pt. II.B, I would like to emphasize that my intention was
merely to put into relief, for the sake of contrast, what I understand to
be the main facets involved in the idea of the Buddha-nature or
Buddhahood of the insentient, and to discuss the question of an Indian
background of each of these facets. An exhaustive reconstruction of
the various strands and stages of the development of this complex
idea as well as an elaboration of its points of contact with indigenous
Chinese and Japanese thought or of the question to what extent it may
have been influenced or motivated by indigenous cultural patterns or
social concerns is entirely beyond the scope of this study and outside
my competence.

Likewise, at least some of the interpretations of single passages
from Mahayana siitras in Pt. II.A are admittedly provisional. A defini-
tive judgement, if possible at all, would presuppose an in-depth study
of each work from which the passages are taken — a task that in
some cases (like the Buddhavatamsaka) would require years. An in-
vestigation concerned with a particular subject diachronically is al-
ways confronted with the difficulty that one has to make use of pas-
sages from a large number of texts without being in a position to enter
upon an exhaustive study of each text as a whole in a synchronical

11
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perspective. On the other hand, in a synchronical study of a single
text one normally has to deal with such a variety of subjects that one
will hardly be able to clarify the specific contribution of this text to
all these issues in a diachronic perspective. Unless one is working in a .
large and well-coordinated team, we must normally be content with
working in just one of these ways and leave it to others to supplement
or correct our results from the complementary perspective. The same
is true with regard to, e.g., the study of the history of ideas and their
social background, motives or consequences. For a full picture, it
would surely be indispensable to study the problem at all these levels,
but I had to confine myself mainly to aspects of the history of ideas,
leaving an approach from other angles to scholars familiar with the
respective source material. '

It was only when the present study had almost been completed that
I obtained, thanks to the kind help of Dr. Felix Erb and Dr. Ram
Prasad Bhatt, a copy of FINDLY’s recently published monograph on
"Plant Lives (2008). In this book she has enlarged her earlier article
- (2002) on the status of plants in early Buddhism into a comprehensive
treatment of the issue in a pan-Indian perspective, including not only
the Vedic, Jaina and later Hindu traditions but also areas like medi-
cine and horticulture or ‘tree-medicine’ (vrksayurveda). Though ac-
knowledging the existence of differences between the various tradi-
tions, she seems more interested in elaborating, as much as possible, a
“trans-traditional” Indian consensus, in the hope that it might serve as
a basis for an appropriate nature ethics with special reference to
plants, so urgently needed in our age of global destruction of nature.
In this connection, the book also includes detailed information on
views on plants among contemporary Hindu, Jain and Buddhist envi-
ronmentalists, the latter pertaining to the Thai Sangha. The subject of
part I of the present study is, however, only the early Buddhist view
on plants, with regard to which FINDLY’s opinion does not seem to
have significantly changed. I have therefore decided to retain, more
or less, my summary of her position which I had outlined on the basis
of her earlier paper, but references to the respective pages of her re-

J
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cent book have been added. In my discussion of her views, however,
some issues have been added and some points have been reconsidered.

Let me emphasize once more that in this study I am concerned with
the status of plants in early Buddhism only from a doctrinal perspec-
tive and as a historian of ideas working on a philological basis, which
means that one tries one’s best to come as close as possible to the
original meaning of the available sources (in this case: texts). My
conviction is that in an age of historical awareness such an approach
is indispensable even in the context of an attempt to delineate an ade-
quate ethics of nature, if such an attempt includes resorting to the re-
sources of old traditions. In this case, neglecting historical and philol-
ogical accuracy is bound to detract from the persuasiveness of the
attempt, at any rate in the eyes of critical readers. I am fully aware of
the fact that many readers will have the impression that this study is
too destructive, and I myself regret that this impression is not unjusti-
fied. But my conviction is that in a historical perspective we have to
refrain from wishful, arbitrary assumptions and rash conclusions and
keep to what, to the best of our ability, can be established as being
supported by the sources; and since nobody is perfect, clarification is,
in many cases, only reached through a process of critical discussion,
to which the present study is intended to contribute. After all, the In-
dian traditions themselves were, on the whole, not so much commit-
ted to a concept of trans-traditional harmony as to a culture of dispute
and debate among each other and even internally.

In view of the wide range of primary sources and secondary litera-
ture relevant for the present investigation it may be next to impossible
to discover and read everything that is, in some way or other, perti-
nent. I therefore had to be content with being selective, and it is cer-
tain that I have overlooked quite a few important passages and contri-
butions, a fact for which I can only apologize. But for several reasons
I have to conclude this study in its present form. I can only hope that
in spite of its imperfections it has some merits and that it will encour-
age further research.

13
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From a formal point of view, some readers may be annoyed with
the large number and the size of the footnotes. Yet, since readers who
are not specializing in the subject may prefer to concentrate on the
main thread, I have tightened up the presentation by normally relegat-

_ing textual material, supplementary evidence, discussions of acciden-
tal problems or details, digressions, etc., to the footnotes.

The present study would not have been completed without the help
of so many kalyanamitras to whom I should like to express my heart-
ful thanks. Important information I owe to Professors Noritoshi
Aramaki, Fumio Enomoto, Shiido Ishii, Shiro Matsumoto and Kodo
Yotsuya. Special thanks are due to Prof. Takashi Ogawa for pointing -
out to me pertinent passages in the Tsu-t’ang-chi on the occasion of a
meeting where Mr. Mikiyasu Yanagi read a paper on insentient be-
ings preaching the Dharma in the early Ch’an tradition (of which he
kindly let me have a copy), and to Prof. John McRae for acting as an
interpreter on this occasion, to Dr. Siglinde Dietz for her comments
on the Uigur fragment on the Buddha Vairocana dealt with in §§ 139
and 157.2-3 of the present study, to Prof. Florin Deleanu for precious
hints concerning the chapter on the ‘Suyama gathas’ (Pt.ILA,
ch. 1.5.2) and some other sections, and to Profs. Michael Friedrich
and Tilmann Vetter for having read through a previous version of the
present study and for their invaluable suggestions and their help and
encouragement. Needless to say, the responsibility for all mistakes
that have remained is solely mine.

I'am also deeply obliged to Profs. Margarita I. Vorobyova-Desya- -
tovkaya and Tatyana Oranskaya for kindly making the manuscript of
the final portion of the Samantabhadracaryd-nirdesa accessible to me,
to Prof. Jonathan Silk for kindly sending me an important publication
in the very last minute, once more to Prof. Florin Deleanu for untir-
ingly making a number of Japanese publications accessible to me, and
to Dr. Ram Prasad Bhatt, Dr. Felix Erb, Dr. M. Maithrimurthi, Mrs.
Ayako Nakamura, MA, and Dr. Barbara Schuler for constant support
in procuring materials and in solving other problems of organization,
and to Dr. Christoph Anderl for kindly providing me with a copy of

14
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his article on the semantics of ging (&). Most heartily I should like to
thank Dr. Anne MacDonald for most carefully correcting my English.
If any blunders should have remained or crept in afterwards, it is my
mistake. :

Finally, I should like to express my sincere thanks to Dr. Christoph
Ciippers for his generous offer to include the present study in the se-
ries of publications of the Lumbini International Research Institute,
for helping me with the index (responsibility for any errors is, of
course, entirely mine) and for his patience, to my daughter, Felicitas,
for the cover design, and last but not least to my wife, Helga, for her
patience with a terrible husband who even after his retirement cannot
stop spending a lot of time researching abstruse things.

15



- Technical Remarks

1. When quoting texts according to page and line, I use the pat-
tern X,y (page X, line y; “f”’ = only one more page or line, “ff” = more
than one), without normally prefixing “p.”. When quoting text ac-
cording to chapter and paragraph or chapter and verse-number, I use
the pattern x.y (chapter x. paragraph or verse y).

2. The abbreviation “fn.” (pl. “fns.”)is used only in references to
footnotes of the present studies; in the case of other works, I simply

[T 1)

use “n.” (pl. “ns.”).

3. T use “§” only when referring to paragraphs of the present study;
“#” refers to paragraphs in other works.

"4. Cross-references to éhapters (ch.) refer to chapters of the same
part (I, IL.A, I1.B) of the present study unless marked otherwise.

5. Chinese texts are mostly quoted from the Taisho Tripitaka (FIE
HHEAJEAR, abbrev. T) and the Hsii-tsang ching or Zokuzokyo (FH¥t
EiEw %) (CBETA version, abbrev. X). As for Tibetan texts (in the
present study mostly from the Kanjur), 1 ought to have used Peking
and sTog throughout, but until recently the only version continuously
available to me in full was Derge. I therefore apologize for being in-
consistent in my references.

6. Especially in the Tibetan version of the Buddhavatarisaka, the
Peking and the Derge block prints sometimes preserve traces of old
orthography like myin or myed (for min and med), or 4 (< sprind kyi)
for sprin gyi. I have retained them when my quote is from the respec-
tive block print. On the other hand, technical obstacles prevented me
from faithfully reproducing the variant writings of Chinese characters
in the original of the Tsu-t’ang-chi, so I had to replace them with the
standard characters available in my font. For a list of variant graphs,
see ANDERL 2004a: 83 ff.



Technical Remarks

7. My references to primary sources are normally to the original
texts. References to translations into modern languages have been
added only exceptionally.

8. When capitalized, Satra (no italics) is part of a translated title or - -
refers to the literary genre, while the non-capitalized term (siitra) is
used with reference to single sermons. Likewise, Vinaya (capitalized
but not in italics) refers to the genre or to the area of monastic disci-
pline, whereas Vinaya (italics) is used when emphasis is on the text as
such or on specific passages or when a specific Vinaya collection (e.g.
that of the Sarvastivadins, or that of the Theravadins) is meant. Simi-
larly, Dharma is capitalized when referring to the Buddhist Doctrine
(or to Hindu law), but dharmas in the sense of properties or elements
of existence are not capitalized or italicized. In order to reduce the
use of italics, I have also desisted from employing them in the case of
grammatical or metrical Indian terms like ‘bahuvrihi’, ‘§loka’, ‘pada’,
etc., as well as in the case of the terms nirvana, sarhsara, arhat,
§ravaka, pratyekabuddha, and bodhisattva. The latter word is capital-
ized only when referring to the historical Buddha before Awakening
or in his former lives, but not when used as a generic term. An
analoguous distinction in the case of the term ‘Buddha’, however,
turns out to be impracticable. Therefore, in this case capitalization is
kept throughout.

9. Small caps are used only for the family names of modern authors
(and monks’ names in an analogous function).

10. The index refers to the paragraphs and (after the sign “fn.”) to
footnotes. Footnotes belonging to a listed paragraph are not normally
listed separately. Occasionally, reference is to whole sections or chap-
ters (bold italics). Sets of references preceded by an asterisk are de-
liberately selective. References to modern authors are only listed if
their opinion is criticized or made use of, though the selection is ad-
mittedly somewhat arbitrary. This hold good also for references to
primary sources (including abbreviations), which have been included
only selectively. For more complex issues, the reader is referred to
the table of contents and to the résumés.

18



Pt. I: Recons1der1ng the Status of Plants
in Early Buddhism

1. Plants as a Borderline Case between Sentient
and Insentient

1. Asis well known, in the course of doctrinal consolidation, Indian
Buddhist thinkers, or at any rate non-Tantric Indian Buddhist thinkers,
in contrast to the Jains and a strong current of Hindu thought,' came
to regard plants (and seeds) as insentient beings, not participating in
the process of reiterated individual rebirth (sarsara).” This does not
necessarily exclude that plants are somehow recognized as living

' For exceptioﬁs, see, €.g., HALBFASS 1980: 291 f = 1991: 317 f; 2000: 201 £;
WEZLER 1987b: 126-130. '

% Plants pp. 82-94. Cf. also AKBh 221,1: sentient beings (sattva) have previous
lives and afterlives, plants (trnadi) do not; AKVy 381,27 f and 30 f: “[An action that
is] blameable by nature referring to a sentient being is, e.g., the killing of an ani-
mate being (like a man or an animal). ... [An action that is] blameable by declara-
tion (i.e., because the Buddha has declared it to be so) referring to something insen-
tient is [e.g.] when a monk cuts off the leaves, etc., of a tree” (prakrtisavadyam
sattvadhisthanam prantvadhadz ... prajiiaptisavadyam asattvadhisthanam vrksa-
pattradicchedo bhiksoh.). — Accordlng to SrBh Sh 212,10-11 (Tai II 72,18-20) and
482,13 + 483,2-3, plants form part of the external element earth (bdhyah prthivi-
dhatuh) or of external things (bahyam vastu), contrasted by Sthiramati (SAVBh P
mi 133a1-3) with sentient béings (sems can) as internal (nang gi dngos po). — In his
Fo-hsing lun (ff&1E3%: T 31.1610: 788a11-12), Paramartha (1569) bases a reductio
ad absurdum on the undisputed presupposition that plants are, like stones, insentient:
“If [the alleged beings] lack the six sense-faculties and were nonetheless sentient

. beings, then insentient [things] like grasses, trees and stones, too, would all be sen-
tient beings, because [both groups] are equal in lacking the six sense-faculties” (3
AR MRREE, AI—UIREEAEE EBRE, AERL). — Cf also
in. 291, and the Buddhist position as against that of the Jains in SRINIVASAN 2007:
1-26.



Pt. I: Status of Plants in Early Buddhism

things in the context of everyday conceptions.’ But on the doctrinal
level they came to be strictly distinguished from living beings proper,
i.e., from sentient beings, beings “capable of sensation and of at least
rudimentary consciousness”,* especially in the form of experiencing, '
somehow, pleasure and/or pain. And it is, as far as I can see, sen-
tience, or sentient life, that is ethically relevant in the early Indian
context.” It is sentient living beings that are, in Buddhism as well as in

3 Cf., e.g., Sp 898, explaining, in the sekhiya rule (no. 74) that a monk should not -
defecate or urinate on green plants (harita), the expression ‘harita’ as referring to
parts of living trees (jivarukkha), more precisely: to roots that visibly spread on the
[surface of the] soil (yam ... milam pathaviyam dissamanar gacchati) and to
branches that grow close to the ground (bhiimilagga). The Vinayavinicchaya-tika
(CSCD: # 1950) adds that corresponding parts of living herbs, creepers, etc., should
be included. Similarly, Sp 1037 states that a tree as a mark (nimitta: Vin I 106) of
the boundary of a monastic community (sima) must be alive (jivamanaka). Jagara’s
Pdcityadiyojana (a traditional commentary written in Burma in 1869: VON HINUBER
1996: 194, n. 694) makes clear that “alive” means alive according to the everyday
way of speaking, i.e., in the sense of its roots, sprouts, etc., [being] green/fresh
(CSCD: Mahavaggayojana # 138: jivamanako ti lokavoharavasena milankuradi-
haritasankhatajivamanako).

* WEBSTER 20693, s.v. 'sentient (1).

3 Cf. SRINIVASAN 2007: vii (“... the view implicit in traditional Indian thought
that ethics regards but the sentient”); 113 (“... violence and nonviolence regard the
sentient, and the implication, one pan-Indian, is that morality concerns only the
sentient”); 126 (“... in Indian thought morality concerns only the sentient, with no
reflection as to whether insentience means moral irrelevance ...”). Cf. also FINDLY
2008: 370. — The importance of the distinction between living and non-living enti-
ties is emphasized in BUTZENBERGER 1999 (esp. 18 ff). According to BUTZEN-
BERGER’s stimulating article, the basic characteristic of life is spontaneous, unpre-
dictable motion (ibid. 19; 22; 18). This criterion works well in the case not only of
animals but also of wind, fire and water, but creates problems in the case of the
earth (ibid. 50) — unless we take earthquakes into consideration — as well as in the
case of plants, traditionally labelled “stationary” (sthavara). As for plants and seeds,
one may take phototropism (ibid. 25 n. 78), hydrotropism or just their sprouting and
growing as an (albeit imperceptible) form of spontaneous motion-(cf. FINDLY 2008:
227; 365), but it is most probably growth as such (cf. Ayar 4,29 [JAG #45]: vuddhi-
dhammayarin; Sv 1 161,21-22: tesu ... virihanabhavena jivasafifi), intake of food
/nutrients (Ayar 4,30: aharagani), withering (especially when cut: cf. Ayar 4,31:
chinnariv milai) and reproduction that qualify them to be viewed as alive. In the case
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Jainism, the object of the basic commitment not to kill or injure ani-
mate beings (pana, pranin)®.” This is evident from the Indian formula-
tions of the Golden Rule according to which one should not kill or
hurt other beings because they are afraid of death and dislike pain just
as oneself.® It even seems to me that in early Indian thought life and
sentience almost’ coincide. In early canonical Buddhism, the presence

of the earth, the main point for its being considered alive may have been its fertility
(cf. § 17 with fn. 100). In the practical context of ahirisa, however, the decisive
criterion is sentience, as is obvious from the fact that for the Jains all living beings,
regardless of their capacity to move or grow, possess at least one sense-faculty, viz.,
the sense of touch.

6 My rendering of pana/pranin as “animate being” is deliberate, with the primary
aim of leaving open the possibility of understanding it either [1.] in the sense of
“breathing being” — which in most pre-modern systems (but not in doctrinally.
consolidated Jainism: see VON GLASENAPP 1925: 172; FINDLY 2008: 82) would
exclude plants (cf. THIEME 1971: 377 n. 5) —, or [2.] in the wider sense of “living
being”, as in the present paragraph. At the same time, this rendering allows me to
reserve “living being” for jiva and “sentient being” for sattva.

7 Cf. Sv III 986,9-12, stating that — in contrast to thoughts of desire or aversion
— thoughts of injuring (vihirasa-vitakka) arise only with reference to sentient be-
ings (satta) but do not arise with reference to ‘things’ (sankhara), because ‘things’
cannot be caused to suffer (sankhdaro hi dukkhdapetabbo nama n’atthi).

8 See, e.g., Sn 368 and 705 (= MVu III 387,12-13); Ud 5.1 (p. 47); Dhp vs. 129—
130 (cf. Uv V.18); SN V 353,29-354,5; cf. SCHMITHAUSEN 2007b: 796. The oppo-
site, i.e., that insentient things (in this period definitely including plants) are not the
object of the commitment not to kill animate beings, is evident from passages like
MPSDh 460b17-19: “Just as by digging in the earth, mowing grass, cutting trees or
dissecting a corpse, or insulting or whipping it, one does not commit the misdeed
[of killing, etc.,] or earn its karmic result, ...” (BEA0¥E# XETE BrEtR EE
HEEE R TR :

°In doctrinally consolidated Buddhist thought, two exceptions come to mind.
One is living plants, nonetheless regarded as insentient; in this case, the attribution
of life could be relegated to the everyday world-view or way of speech (cf. fn. 3).
The other exception is the ‘unconscious heavenly beings’ in Theravada Abhi-
dhamma, for which see § 21. In the Sarvastivada system, however, these heavenly
beings do possess consciousness at the moment of birth and death, and are entirely
unconscious only in between, becoming immersed, so to speak, in a life-long swoon
or deep sleep (AKBh 68,10-15 and 19-22, ad I1.41b-d). In the Yogacara system (cf.,
e.g., MSg 1.7.5 and 1.50), even during this time they are, unlike plants, endowed
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of sensitivity (vififiana)' in the body guarantees both life and sen-
tience. In doctrinally consolidated Buddhism, there is even a tendency
to disregard the peculiar features of vegetal life and put plants on a
par with the mineral world. At any rate, when arguments against the
sentience or in favour of the insentience of plants are produced, Bud-
dhist philosophers, like Bhavya (Bhaviveka), tend to play down the
features plants have in common with man and animals and to empha-
size the distinguishing features, which bring them closer to the inani-
mate world."

2. In a small monograph, published nearly 20 years ago (SCHMIT-
HAUSEN 1991a), I tried to find out whether this denial of the sentience
of plants in the consolidated doctrinal position of later Buddhist au-
thors could be traced back to the early period. In other words, did
Buddhism from the outset discard the view, apparently quite common
at that time," that plants, too, are sentient beings, or did this happen
only later, in the course of time? As far as I know, the canonical texts
of early Buddhism do not contain any specific discussion of the mat-

with subliminal individual forms of ‘consciousness’: a subtle ego-feeling (manas)
and the ‘store-consciousness’ (alayavijiana) as a kind of subliminal sentience
which keeps life going and enables the re-emergence of full consciousness.

12 On the various facets of meaning of this term see VETTER 2000: 63-73.

" Plants #30-34. 1 take the opportunity to make clear that in Plants n. 494 it
was not my intention (as Chr. LINDTNER, Madhyamakahrdayam of Bhavya, Adyar
1997: 169 seems to assume) to propose an emendation of the Sanskrit text of MHrd
IX.146d; my aim was merely to point out the variants which the Tibetan translation
seems to presuppose, with no intention to give preference to one reading or the
other.

12 Indisputable examples are the position of the Jainas (Plants # 2.2 with n. 18)
and, for Vedic religion, the story of ‘Bhrgu in the yonder world’ (Satapatha-
brahmana X1.6.1; Jaiminiyabrahmana 1.42-44; cf. SCHMIDT 1968: 644 f; further
evidence ibid. 646—649). The Vedic material is, however, not uniform; cf., e.g.,
Aitareyaranyaka (Anandasrama series, 1959) I1.3.2, where plants, animals (prana-
bhrt “supporting [human] life” = pasu; see WEZLER 1992b, esp. 401 f) and man are
(hierarchically) distinguished: in plants only sap (rasa) is observed, animals have
also consciousness (citta), but only man is, additionally, endowed with understand-
ing or intelligence (prajiana).
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ter or any explicit doctrinal statement in either direction: there is nei-
ther any express assertion in the form “plants are sentient beings” nor
a straightforward denial stating that they are not. The latter fact is, by
the way, also expressly recognized by the Sarvastivada master
Sanghabhadra when he asks the rhetorical question: “Where in the
Scriptures is it clearly and unambiguously taught that trees, etc., do
not have [sentient] life?””">

3. Still, a few passages, mainly in comparatively old verse texts, de
facto include plants among animate beings (pana), thus almost cer-
tainly presupposing their sentience. The most indubitable one is found
in the Vasettha-sutta of the Suttanipata,' which in the context of clas-
sifying the species of animate beings starts with “grasses and trees”
(tinarukkha). To be sure, the main purport of this text is not to offer a
classification of animate beings but to demonstrate the unnaturalness
of caste distinction by contrasting it with the verifiable distinctiveness
of biological species or classes.”” But even so it includes plants, as a
matter of course, among animate beings. Other passages speak of
mobile (tasa) and stationary (thavara) beings, occasionally expressly
animate beings, which one should not kill or injure but rather include
in one’s cultivation of benevolence.'® The “mobile and stationary

T 29.1562: 489a27-28: T (ApRHE T ERRIBIEE AN, This shows that
leaving the matter undecided is not a peculiarity of the Theravada scriptures but
appears to hold good for the Sarvastivada canon as well.

'.Sn pp. 112121, esp. verses 600-606; cf. Plants #21.1, and # 21.2 for com-
mentarial exegesis.

1t is in this context that the phraseology of verse 601 (... na capi patijanare |
lingam jatimayam tesarn ...) reveals its full purport: Although they do not, as the
brahmins do, vociferously pretend to be something special by birth, they are, unlike
the brahmins, endowed with distinctive features accruing to them by birth, naturally.

16 Plants ## 20.2-20.3. The pair trasa—sthavara is also attested to in the existing
remains (or translations) of the canons of other schools (see Plants ns. 347 and 357).
For the Pali verse texts that expressly use the pair to qualify animate beings (prana)
no parallels are known to me, but in the Sanskrit Upasena-siitra (see fn. 134) the
expressions trasa and sthavara refer to sattva, i.e., sentient beings (Plants n.364).
Here, the Tibetan translation of the Milasarvastivada Vinaya (Kj P che: 113a2)
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animate beings” (Skt. trasa and sthavara) are well known from early
Jaina and also Hindu sources,"” and there the stationary animate be-
ings are, in the first place, the plants, or plants and seeds. It is hard to
believe that in the early times the authors or reciters of the verses,
“simply using this expression without any indication of a departure
from the current meaning, understood it in a different sense.'®

4. Whereas the passages adduced thus far obviously presuppose, or
take for granted, that plants, too, are living and hence, in the context
of the ascetic movement and its preoccupations, somehow sentient
beings, there are other materials that require a more careful assess-
ment. One of these is the Kiitadanta-sutta of the Dighanikaya,"” where
a kind of ideal sacrifice, arranged by a king of the past, is described.
In this sacrifice the only offerings were things like butter, curds and
molasses; no cattle were killed (hafifiirisu), no animals (pana) slain
them as sacrificial posts, and no darbha grass was cut (liyimsu) to
strew over the sacrificial ground. According to a couple of other ser-
mons,” sacrifices performed by kings or brahmins were, normally,
characterized by exactly these actions of slaughtering animals, felling
trees and cutting grasses. It is clear from the differentiating -terminol-
ogy that the texts somehow distinguish between killing animals and
destroying plants. But even so they seem to regard destroying plants

renders the terms with mgul (for ’gul) and gnas, the Chinese translation by I-ching
(635-713) with T and {F (T 23.1442: 657a28), i.e., both have preserved the original
meanings “mobile” and “stationary”. Cf. also the rendering of the two kinds of
sentient beings (&, sattva) as “sentient” (&, for trasa) and “container” (2§, i.e.,
environment, for sthavara!) in T 14.505: 773029, a separate Chinese translation of
the Upasena-siitra produced by Danapala, active between 982 and 1017.

"7 See Plants ns. 368 and 375. Cf. also INOUE 1998: 55-56; MORI 2005:181
(Mhbh V1.5.10-17); PREISENDANZ 1994: 429 (Nyayabhdsya ad Nyayasitra 111.2.36:
trasasthavarasariresu).

'8 Cf. NORMAN 1992: 68; 1997: 163 f.
" DN 1141; cf. Plants # 19.

MN no. 50 (I 344; cf. also no.60: I 412,13-20 [text abbreviated]); AN
no. 4.198 (11 207).
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— at any rate in the context of a religious ceremony — as unwhole-
some karma, a judgement that from an early Indian viewpoint hardly
makes sense unless plants were presupposed to be, somehow, sentient
beings. It cannot, perhaps, be excluded that the text merely argues
from the point of view of the Vedic ritualists for whom plants, too,
were indeed living, sentient beings.?’ But there is no proof for such a
kind of argumentation either. Significantly, the reference to trees and
grasses is missing in the extant versions of other schools.”” It is hard
to imagine a reason why the Theravada redactors should have in-
serted the reference to trees and grasses. It would seem to make more
sense to assume that the reference was cancelled in the other versions
because its implication, the sentience of plants, was felt incompatible
with the consolidated Buddhist doctrinal position.

5. Another important issue concerns the rules of behaviour for
monks (and nuns, by way of implication). In a number of sermons,
the basic principles of correct behaviour start with “abstention from

21 As is most obvious in the “story of Bhrgu in the yonder world” (see fn. 12),
since plants’ taking revenge, in the yonder world, on the people who injured them
in this world hardly makes sense unless they were considered to suﬁer when being
cut, etc., and as bearing a grudge against the injurer(s).

2 Dirghdgama of the Dharmaguptakas (T 1.1) 100b5-6: “On the occasion of the
great sacrifice of that king, one did not slaughter cattle or sheep or any other sen-
tient being; one only used butter (*sarpis), milk, sesame oil, honey, ‘black honey’
and ‘stone honey’ (crystallized cane sugar: Hob 252a) as sacrificial offerings” T
RETERE, TRFF MEERE. WERER - 2L fil - & - BE - 7E, DREIE
No corresponding passage is found in the fragments of the Sanskrit Kitatandya-
sitra in SHT V no. 1290 b and c (pp. 207-210), but in the manuscript of the
Dirghagama of the Sarvastivadins (fol. 406V), where the text is complete, there is
no reference to trees and grasses either (this information courtesy of Prof. Jens-Uwe
HARTMANN). As for the Majjhima and Anguttara passages indicated in fn. 20, nei-
ther AKANUMA 1958 (166 and 302) nor ANALAYO & BUCKNELL 2006 (224-225)
indicate any Chinese siitra parallels, and the fragments in SHT listed in the latter
work do not cover the passage under discussion. Even so, there is reason to assume
that the reference to trees and grasses was missing in the (Mila-?)Sarvastivada
version not only of the Kitatandya-siitra but also of this text since it is lacking in
the corresponding paragraph of the Sargitiparyaya (T 26.1536: 406b27-28; STACHE-
ROSEN 1968: 123 (IV.44)).
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killing any animate being (p(r)anatipata)®™”. The basic rules are often
followed by a succinct set of mainly ascetic observances, the first of
which is, in the Theravada tradition, “abstention from violent treat-
ment (samarambha) of seeds and plants (bijagama-bhitagama)”,** a
formulation that is also found at the beginning of another, much more
elaborate set of guidelines for the proper behaviour of Buddhist ascet-
ics.” As in the Kiitadanta-sutta, in these passages, too, the separate
registering of “killing animate beings” and “violent treatment of seeds
and plants” seems to indicate awareness of a certain difference be-
tween humans and animals on the one hand and seeds and plants on
the other. But the verbal noun used in connection with seeds and
plants, viz., samarambha (“violent treatment”), though certainly less
specific than atipata (“killing”), is occasionally also used for slaugh-
tering cattle (Sn 311), and in early Jaina sources (sam)a-rabh- is
closely associated with committing acts of violence® against any kind
of living, sentient beings, including plants and seeds. Hence, though
registered separately and thus clearly distinguished from humans and

% On this term cf. CAILLAT 1993: 213-216.

**DN 1 5,4-5; 64,16; 100,6-7, etc. (abbreviated); MN I 180; 268; III 34; AN II
209; V 205; cp. SN V 470; Plants #4.3. This commitment is, as far as I can see,
missing in the parallel versions of this set (see Plants n. 42), except perhaps T 1.21:
264c6-7 T4ELEE: (“he does not cut/break off living/raw cereals/grain”), which
looks like a blend of the abstention from injuring plants and seeds and the absten-
tion from accepting raw grain. — For the use of ‘bhiita’ in the sense of “plants”, see
Plants # 4.2.1. Cf. also the explicit reference to the meaning rukkhadi for ‘bhiita’ at
Ps132,1. .

DN 1 5,28-34; 64,34-65,2; cf. 100,6-7, etc. (abbreviated); parallel text at
Sanghabh IT: 234,3-7 and T 1.1: 84a9-11 = 89a17-19 (cf. MEISIG 1987: 212; RA-
MERS 1996: 126-133). In the case of the latter passage, the decisive part (F&5& [/fE]
BIR FBHFTHR) is translated by MEISIG as “séen und pflanzen Biume, verkehren
mit Ddmonen und Geistern”, but surely WELLER’s rendering (MEISIG 212 n. 1: “...
Béume ..., in denen ddmonische Geister ihre Bleibe nehmen”) is preferable (52.{H#
[“spirits”] = bhita, Firff [“where they settle”, “inhabited by”] = grama; for similar
reinterpretations of the expression ‘bhiitagrama’ see Plants ##5.2-5.3). Anyway,
the Chinese translation is a far cry from the original meaning of the rule.

26 Plants n. 51; CAILLAT 1993: 212-213.

26



-Pt. I: Status of Plants in Early Buddhism

animals, plants and seeds may not yet have been regarded as being
entirely excluded from the realm of sentient beings. Actually, in Jaina
sources, too, the term “animate beings” (pdna) is not infrequently
reserved for humans and animals (i.e., used in the narrower sense of
“breathing beings”), in spite of the fact that seeds and plants are as-
serted to be living and even sentient as well.”

6. In connection with killing or injuring, a similar distinction be-
tween humans and animals on the one hand and plants (and seeds) on
the other is also found in the code of monastic discipline, the Pati-
mokkhasutta, which seems to be a more developed collection of rules
than the succinct set of ascetic observances in the sermons discussed
in the preceding paragraph.? In the Patimokkhasutta of the Theravada
school as well as in the preserved Pratimoksasiitras of other schools,
monks (and nuns) are prohibited from killing animals as well as from
destroying plants (and seeds)®, but only animals are termed “animate
beings” (pana: Pacittiya 61) — humans are treated separately because
killing a human being is a more serious offence according to the crite-
ria of the Vinaya (Parajika 3). Moreover, in contradistinction to the
killing of an animal which is called “depriving it of its life” (jivita
voropeti) — which is the same term the text had also used for killing
a human —, in the case of plants the Theravada version (Pacittiya 11)
uses the archaic term patavyata, probably meaning something like
“uncontrolled, ruthless behaviour”.* Other versions show the same

%7 Plants # 6.2.2.

% yON HINUBER 1999: 22-31, esp. 30 (“Dieser Abschnitt enthilt also gleichsam
die Rohmaterialien, aus denen Regeln fiir das Patimokkhasutta gewonnen werden
konnten.”).

% Seeds are not mentioned in some Pratimoksasiitra versions, including that of
the Theravadins (Vin IV 34 [Pacittiya 11]: bhiitagamapatavyataya pacittiyan), but
are present in others (see Plants n. 21 and # 4.4).

%0 The obscure term patavyata is not only used with reference to plants but also

with reference to animate beings (panesu) and sensual pleasures (kamesu) (see
Plants # 4.2.2). In view of the fact that in a parallel situation we find asaffiata (“un-
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contrast but have replaced the obscure term patavyata by patana
“felling”, “destroying”.*! One may be tempted to deduce from this
terminological difference that in this text plants are no longer con-
sidered to have life (jivita), or are at any rate regarded to be a doubt-
ful case. One might argue that from a moral point of view the rule
that at least monks (and nuns) should not behave ruthlessly towards
plants just as they should not behave ruthlessly towards animate be-
ings (ie., animals)® would make much better sense if plants, too,
were somehow living, sentient beings. However, the Vinaya is not so
much concerned with morality (much less than the rules for monks
referred to in the preceding paragraph) as with preserving harmony .
within the Order and, above all, its reputation in society.” Hence, the

restrained”) for patavya (Sn 243a and 247a: kamesu/panesu asafifiata jand), 1 tenta-
tively understand patavya to have a meaning coming close to that of asafifiata.

3! For Chinese equivalents, see Plants n. 40: most of them mean “felling”, “de-
stroying”, etc., but some versions have “killing” (%), viz., T 23.1436: 474b7
(thkgu-Prattmoksasutra of the Sarvastivadins, translated by Kumarajiva), a Tun-
huang fragment of the Bhiksuni-Pratimoksa of the same school, probably also by
Kumarajiva (see YUYAMA 1979: 4 # 1.12.C.2; cf. Plants p. 5 n. 21), and, partly, the
Vinaya of the Mahidasakas (VinMi 41c17 and 23 f; c¢f. also T 22.1422: 203a10),
transl. by Buddhajiva, Hui-yen and Chu Tao-shéng between 422 and 423 (YUYAMA
1979: 37 f).

2 Cf. Vin 1T 42: ma ... Jjanata panesu patavyatar dpajji. The context here is that
a monk fired a large amount of clay in order to build a hut. The Buddha reproaches
him for lacking in mercy toward the animate beings that are injured by the act of
firing (cf. VinMa 238¢c7: ... FEERRAE; VinMi 5bi1-12: BILESE BEYS M
#EEL; VinDh 572b24- 25) and orders the hut to be destroyed. According to Sp II
288, the animate beings injured are tiny (khuddanukhuddaka) creatures (panay),
probably insects, worms, etc. According to the Sarvastivada and Miilasarvastivada
Vinayas (VinSa 3b27-28: E{f/EHEME,; T 23.1442: 636a25-27), however, the
Buddha gives the order to destroy the hut because he wants to prevent criticism
from non-Buddhists (#}3&). If this is taken into consideration, the animate beings
injured by the process may also be the earth beings constituting the fresh clay that is
regarded as sentient by some non-Buddhists (Jains). Even so, my argument would
not be invalidated.

* See Plants p. 16 with n. 94. Cf. SCHOPEN 1997: 218. Cf. also MPPU 648b1-9,
emphas1zmg the difference of perspective in evaluating an action from a Vinaya
point of view or under the aspect of karmic consequences, and pointing out that the
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rule may as well merely take into account views or expectations
prevalent among the people of the time or possible criticism from
rival groups. ‘

7. Since so far no consensus has been reached with regard to a de-
tailed stratification of the (earlier) canonical texts, the evidence pre-
sented above may admit of different hypothetical explanations. If one
is of the opinion that the verse texts referred to in § 3 represent the
oldest stratum of the Buddhist textual heritage, one might conclude
that in earliest Buddhism acceptance of the sentience of plants was
still a matter of course. If these texts are instead regarded as a more
popular, doctrinally less rigid strand, one might interpret them as bor-
rowings from pre- or non-Buddhist ascetic poetry, borrowings which
need not exactly represent the Buddhist view on plants, which might,
in this case, have been more reserved from the outset. In any case, the
above-mentioned evidence, together with the lack of fully explicit
docirinal statements in either direction, seems to exclude the exis-
tence of a clear-cut, binding dogmatic position with regard to the sen-
tience of plants in earliest Buddhism. My own suggestion® was that
plants (and seeds) were probably regarded as a kind of borderline
case, on the boundary between sentient and insentient beings, and that
a theoretical, doctrinal decision with regard to their status was not
found necessary, or was even deliberately avoided. As a borderline
case, plants (and seeds) could be dealt with pragmatically. In the con-
text of developing a mental attitude of all-encompassing peacefulness
or benevolence towards all animate beings, e.g., it made good sense
to include even borderline beings, or at least no need was felt to can-
cel a reference to them if it was part of an inherited formulation. In
connection with rules or guidelines for physical behaviour, however,
it was useful to make distinctions in order to underline the difference.
Thus, the separate mention of refraining from injuring plants (or

criterion of the Vinaya is the protection of the Buddhist Dharma [as an institution
embodied in the Buddhist Order] (B:E{#LH) and the avoidance of criticism or
irritation an action may arouse in society (I E SR ABRHEE).

** Plants # 24.
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seeds and plants) in the case of a monk’s correct behaviour is in-
tended to make clear that monks (and nuns) are expected to avoid vio-
lence even against borderline beings, whereas in the case of lay fol-
lowers the lack of such an additional rule® makes tacit allowance for
the fact that such a requirement would render their life impractica-
ble.*

2. Alternative Proposals

8. Since the publication of my study, several scholars have taken up
the issue of the sentience of plants in earliest Buddhism, pointing out
further pertinent source material but partly also proposing diverging
interpretations of the evidence. Of particular interest I find, apart
from most valuable supplements contributed by Nalini BALBIR (2000),

% That the precept not to injure plants is not expected to be observed by lay fol-
lowers is, later on, clearly implied in the fact that even in the case of monks break-
ing it is classified merely as “blameable because [the Buddha] has declared it [to be
so] or has interdicted it [specifically for monks and nuns]” (pannatti-vajja,
prajiiapti- or pratiksepana-savadya, see fn. 2 and Plants # 5.5 with n. 93). A Chi-
nese text (Ch’ing kuan-yin ching shu 5521 #% 5, ascribed to Chih-i but spurious
according to NG 1993: 9) explicitly states that since lay persons have not committed
themselves to this precept, acting against it does not result in an offence for them
(T 39.1800: 974b18f: ... FERIZA ML LEATK, ZF JUERE, 7% JUNESE; of.
also 39.1801: 994¢25-29: ... IARAZ S ZHEMESE). According to another Chinese
source (Chih-yiian’s [%[E], 11022] subcommentary on Chan-jan’s VKN commen-
tary), acting against the precept not to cut plants (#7%) does not involve an “of-
fence by nature” (prakrti-savadya, i.e., a blameable action entailing undesirable
karmic retribution by its immoral character as such), since plants are not sentient
beings (T38.1779: 793b15: BEIEE %, JLMENMETE).

% Cf. Plants #26.1. Cf. also DHARMASIRI 1986: 1747, stating, with reference to
the Patimokkha rules prohibiting monks from injuring plants and digging the
ground: “He [sc. the Buddha] did not enjoin these rules for laymen because of the
practical difficulties. ... [TThe Buddha did not preach an extreme form of non-
violence or Ahirisa as the Jains did, because of its impracticability.”
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two articles by Mamiko OKADA (1998 and 1999),” a paper by Ellison
Banks FINDLY (2002) as well as her recently published book on Plant
Lives (FINDLY 2008), in which the ideas of her paper have been fully
developed and integrated into a broader perspective, and, finally, an
article by Akira FurMoTo (2003).%

9. OKADA admits that in the Northern tradition and in Mahayana
sources plants are on the whole not regarded as living, sentient be-
ings,” but she thinks that in earlier and Theravada Buddhism they
were considered to be living beings with at least one sense-faculty
(ekindriya), viz., the sense of touch.* She substantiates her view by
means of an exhaustive and most valuable examination of the Jataka
literature. As she points out, she could not find any Jatakas where the
Bodhisatta is reborn as a plant,*! but in the Pali Jataka collection there
are quite a few stories describing him as having assumed rebirth as a
plant deity (mostly, but not exclusively, as a tree deity).” Although
the relationship of the deity to the tree is usually that of an inhabitant
to his abode, so that the deity is able to move to another tree in case

37 Cf. also OKADA 2002, briefly repeating the main points of the preceding pa-
pers but on the whole dedicated to other aspects which, though very interesting, do
not concern the present paper.

38 An (obviously approving) report in Japanese of the main points of my essay is
found in HORIBATA 2006: 48—61, though my name has been changed to “Lambert
Stein”. TATSUGUCHI 2009 is rather brief and mainly descriptive.

* OKADA 1998: 285, #2.2.
“0 OKADA 1999: 105, English summary; 106, # 1.10.
“1 OKADA 1998: 284 #3.2; 1999: 106 #1.7. Cf. also SHIRATO 1998: 15b4.
According to the *Upasakasila-sitra (T 24.1488: 1042a13-15; SHIH 1994: 45), at
* the time of epidemics, the bodhisattva makes a resolve (pranidhana) through which
his body becomes a medicinal tree, so that when sick people see, smell or touch him
or consume his skin, blood, flesh, bones and marrow, their diseases are cured (&%

fiths HILARE. DR SRR, HARE RFBER REKMIAEH W
" BRAZ.). It is, however, obvious from the phraseology that this is not rebirth as a tree
but rather deliberate metamorphosis. Cf. also § 107.1 with fn. 592.

*> OKADA 1998: 284 # 3.3 and 281 ns. 9 and 10. Cf. also the list in ZIN 2003: 219
n. 26.
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of emergency, OKADA presents three cases where the cutting of the
tree is regarded as entailing the death of the deity.* In these cases, the
relationship between the. deity and the tree is obviously much closer,
looking more like that between a tree-spirit or tree-soul and its
body.* It seems that OKADA considers this relationship to be the
genuine one and that she takes it as additional support for her as-
sumption that in earlier and Theravada Buddhism plants were consid-
ered sentient.”’ In this way, the potential for becoming a Buddha
attributed to tree or plant deities by virtue of their identification with
the Bodhisatta*® would, practically, accrue to the trees or plants them-
selves. It is all the more remarkable in this connection that OKADA
herself observes that in the narrative literature of the Northern tradi-
tion stories in which a tree deity, not to consider a tree, is equated
with the Bodhisattva seem to be entirely missing.*’

10.1. FINDLY, too, though accepting my suggestion that in earliest
Buddhism plants were treated as a kind of borderline beings, assumes
a standpoint different from that presented in my analysis in taking,
like OKADA, early Buddhists to have shared the view that plants are
living beings with one sense-faculty (ekindriya jiva), viz., the sense of
touch (252a; 254a/124; 165; 253; 369),” and that they are thus sen-
tient (252b /370). She tries to support this idea by adducing further

3 OKADA 1999: 106 ## 1.8 and 1.9.
* OKADA 1998: 283 # 3.7; 1999: 105, English summary.

* OKADA 1998: 283 #3.7: ZD X S ICEABMELTHZ LICE>T, —
VX — I BRERE, EMEORT A DMIEBELTWEEELLND, (‘T
seems that in this way, by establishing plant deities, the Pali Jatakas have included
plants in the paradigm of living organisms.”)

46 Cf. also SHIRATO 1998: 15a21-b2.

“7 OKADA 1998: 285 # 2.2 and 284 # 3.4. Cf. also SHIRATO 1998: 15b5-6. Worth
mentioning in this connection is a passage in the autobiography of the So6td Zen
patriarch Keizan Jokin, according to which he attained arhatship in a previous exis-
tence as a tree deity (FAURE 1996: 30; RAMBELLI 2001: 81).

“% The references in §§ 10.1-3 refer first to the pages (a = left column, b = right
column) of FINDLY 2002, and then (after the slash) to the pages of FINDLY 2008.
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evidence from the canonical texts for the assumption that plants were
indeed regarded, by the early Buddhists, to be sentient beings (satta)
endowed with the sense of touch (256a—257a /127 f; 130-133; 136—
142; 183).

10.2. However, FINDLY does not stop here. She rather suggests that
the sense of touch somehow implies or includes the other sense facul-
ties. Touch is “the one sense faculty that pervades all the others” and
underlies them as the “base sense serving as the foundation of the
other four” (2008: 144) or as the “foundation of all reception of sense
data” (2008: 147), to the extent that “at base there is only one sense
organ, that of the skin” (257b/142-165). By these assumptions, she
tries to make sure that the sense of touch in plants is sufficient to es-
tablish contact (phassa) between sense organ(s) and objects, involv-
ing consciousness (vififiana: 260a/147; 151; 153 f; 227 f) and entail-
ing feeling (vedand) or experience of pleasure and/or pain (260a
/155-160) in the sense of the twelve-linked formula of origination in
dependence (paticcasamuppada) (258a /161). Consequently, plants
should, in spite of what textual evidence suggests (2008: 209), by im-
plication (2008: 227) also be considered as subject to ignorance, de-
sire, and attachment (258a/161), and hence to participate in the proc-
ess of kamma-directed rebirth in the sarhsaric cycle (258a /207 ff, esp.
223 f and 227-229), including having the capacity to develop (2008:
-161), even spiritually (2008: 162; 165). In this connection, FINDLY
suggests that since ‘kaya’ is used for both the faculty of touch and the
body as one of “the three channels by which kamma is made” and
since “such dual usages are not ordinarily coincidental”, it would
seem that plants being endowed with kaya would also be kamma-
producing (258a-b/223). Though FINDLY herself seems to have some
doubt about this conclusion, conceding that “early Buddhists do not
admit to kammic endowment in plants” (259a), she nonetheless sug-
gests that they could not but recognize some kamma-like features in
plants, viz., “that they grow luxuriantly with constant change and va-
riety, and that they have ongoing lineages like human families” in the
form of the seed—plant—seed—plant sequence (259b /230 f).
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10.3. As an alternative, FINDLY then proposes to integrate plants
into the sarhsaric scheme as a form of rebirth where karma is.only
consumed but not accumulated (259b /231; 233 f; 252).* This, she
continues, need not mean that they are lowly beings reborn in a state
of “darkness” (tamas) — inertia, stagnation, helpless suffering — due
to previous bad karma, as in Jainism and some Hindu sources (261a
/158 f; 195-198; 230; 234 f). She rather suggests placing them at the
top: “The critical location in early Buddhism where a sentient being
does not accumulate kamma ..., but does consume it, is the post-
nibbana and pre-parinibbana stage, when the adept is unable to beget
new kamma, but is still living out the residue of old” (259b—260a
/234 £, 254). What she thus describes is, in other words, the state of
an arhat. FINDLY thus proposes to understand plants in early Bud-
dhism as liberated, Awakened beings, spontaneously bountiful and
compassionate (2008: 253 f; 360 f). In order to render her hypothesis
plausible, she refers to “some East Asian Buddhists who not only be-
lieve plants to be sentient beings, but who ... describe plants as of a
sattvic nature, and as beings who have already reached enlighten-
ment” (261b/248; 253; 262-264 n. 202). In support of her suggestion
that a similar view “may be present already for early forms of Bud-
dhism” (263a /248 f), she points to three aspects of the treatment of
plants in early Buddhist texts. First, “the centrality of renunciants
dwelling at the root of trees” (262a/237; 242-244), second “the use
of trees in metaphors for spiritual growth” or models of ascetic be-
haviour (262a-b /237; 245-247; 250), and third the fact that plants are
referred to as thavara, which means “stationary” in the first place but

* For this possibility, FINDLY (2002: 259b n. 59; 2008: 230 f) refers to Plants
p. 101. In order to avoid misunderstandings, I should like to point out that I neither
suggested nor excluded that this possibility was actually adopted by Buddhists but
merely wanted to show that the reason (etu) adduced by later Buddhist sources to
prove that plants are not sentient beings, viz., that they do not engage in wholesome
and unwholesome actions, is not conclusive from a historical perspective (even if
we accept the presupposition that all sentient beings are eo ipso participants in
karma-directed saris@ra) because there is a tradition according to which in non-
human destinies karma is only consumed but not accumulated (cf. fn. 180).
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is interpreted in the sense of spiritual and emotional stability in the
commentaries (262b /248 f). In this connection, FINDLY also points to
the analogy between plants as stationary beings and the immobility
and inactivity of the advanced Jain ascetic (263a /249). Thus, for
FINDLY, plants may, to be sure, be called a “borderline case”, but not
necessarily in the sense of rudimentary beings of doubtful sentience;
rather, they are at the upper end of the scale, “so advanced that they
no longer move about and need only dissipate a few kammic remains
before final enlightenment™”’ (263b/254).

11. FUnMOTO, in an interesting attempt to clarify the position of
plants in early and Theravada Buddhism, seems to take for granted
that already in early canonical Buddhism plants are de facto regarded
as insentient and not participating in karma-conditioned sarhsara
(87,12-16).°" At the same time, he stresses the fact that monks are pro-
hibited from injuring them just as they are from injuring animals,
both being pacittiya offences (93,4-5; 102,4-6). He admits™ that there
is no explicit statement in the Sutta- and Vinayapitaka according to
which this is based on the fact that seeds and growing plants, too, are
regarded as living beings (90,3-4; 93,9-14). But he tries to prove that,
according to the Theravada Abhidhamma, plants, although insentient,
i.e., lacking sense-faculties and mind, are nevertheless living beings
because of being endowed with material life-faculty (ripa-jivitindriya:
96,16 ff; 101,14-16), just like the so-called unconscious heavenly be-
ings (asafifia-satta: 96,22 ff, esp. 97,3-5). It is, according to FUIIMOTO,
on this view (which he thus takes to have been a tacit assumption in
the earlier period as well) that the prohibition to injure seeds and
plants (102,4-8) as well as their inclusion into the cultivation of
benevolence towards all living beings in the Metta-sutta of the Sutta-

%1 am not sure what “final enlightenment” is intended to mean, but since plants
are assumed to have already attained a state in which karma is no longer accumu-
lated, i.e., the state of an arhat, “final énlightenment” should probably be final Nir-
vana (at death).

3t Unspecified references in § 11 are to FUIMOTO 2003.

32 Suggesting only one possible exception, for which, however, see fn. 105.
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nipata (102,11 ff) is based. According to him, what is ethically rele-
vant is thus not sentience but /ife, and life is not more or less coinci-
dent with sentience, not even in earliest Buddhism. And instead of
having a precarious borderline status between sentient and insentient,
plants have an unambiguous nature: they are insentient but living or-
ganisms (101,10-17).

12. Though very much appreciative of the above-mentioned publi-
cations as stimulating and sympathetic contributions, I still cannot
help having some doubts with regard to the conclusions and to the
arguments adduced in support. Since progress and clarification in
research takes place through critical discussion, allow me to recon-
sider the matter.

3. Plants as Living Beings with One Sense-
Faculty in the Vinaya

13. My first problem concerns the designation of plants as “living
beings with one sense-faculty” (ekindriya jiva), which both OKADA
and FINDLY treat as an early Buddhist or Theravada view on plants.
But in all passages in the canon where the expression occurs in con-
nection with plants® it is only “people” (manussa) — ordinary people

% Vin 1 137,16, 138,5 and 293,20 (on which VON HINUBER in StII 2/1976: 34);
189,14 f; IIT 156,1 f; IV 34,22 f; (cf. Plants ## 5.4-5 and 8-10.1; other versions: ibid.
ns. 77, 78, 122, 130 and 146). The only parallel to these passages in a non-Thera-
vada Vinaya which contains an exact equivalent to the expression ekindriya jiva 1
have noted is in the Vinaya of the Sarvastivadins (see fn. 87). — In Vin I 137 and
138, the phrase ekindriyam jivam vihethenta follows after the accusation that by
wandering around in the rainy season the monks crush green herbs (haritani tinani)
and precedes the accusation that they cause the death of many tiny (khuddaka) ani-
mals (pana). FINDLY (2008: xxxi n. 12) remarks that in this case “the one-facultied
beings may not be the plants themselves at all, but instead the beings who reside in
the plants”. These beings- would, however, be somewhat enigmatic (cf. BRUHN 2007:
24 f), for they could hardly be tiny animals since these are mentioned separately
and since animals proper, even the tiniest, are regarded as having at least two sense-
faculties (Utt 36.126 ff; Tattvarthadhigama-sitra 11.23-24; thus also FINDLY 2008:
117 and 120). What is more, such an assumption would not solve the main problem
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or householders,™ who are not necessarily affiliated with Buddhism,
and surely not doctrinally trained Buddhists® — or even representa-
tives of other religious groups® who think that trees and other plants

of the passage, viz., the somewhat surprising use of the singular ekindriyam jivam.
‘(Plant-)life’ in a collective sense? Or could the phrase ekindriyam jivam vihethenta,
which in this passage has no correspondence in any of the other Vinayas (see Plants
n. 130), perhaps be a redactional addition, added in order to explain why the crush-
ing of green herbs upsets the householders, and borrowed from the commentary on
Pacittiya 11 without fully adapting it to the context by replacing the singular with a
plural? '

% See Plants n.90. Cf. also VinDh 586b9-10; 830b10-14 and 24-25; 847b13-14
(B4 “householders™); VinMi 41c14-15 (A “people”); T 24.1463 (*Vinayamatrka):
823b25-26 (E&thEE A “all the people in the country”).

55 As FINDLY puts it in the case of Vin I 189, where monks are reproached by
people because they had young palmyra palms (tala-taruna) cut (probably: stripped
of leaves)” in order to use the leaves (tala-patta) as sandals, with the effect that the
palmyra palms withered up (cf. also SYED 1990: 315 n. 7: ... durch das Abreifien
der Blitter wurden die Bdume zerstort.”). FINDLY remarks (2008: 159 f; cf. 2002:
256b): “We see the early Buddhist attribution of this capacity to experience pain in
the important Vinaya passage 1.189 ... The specifically horrific evidence for this
prohibition is that when cut ... the young palmyra palms wither up — suggesting
that they are feeling pain ...”. Similarly 2008: 364: “... the canonical Buddhist
injunction against wearing palmyra leaf sandals due to the withering and bleeding
of the leaves after being cut, which suggests to Buddhist observers that the plant
feels pain.” [Emphasis mine.] There is, however, definitely no reason to assume that
the “people” (manussa) or “householders” (JEZ1: VinDh 847b13) who blame the
monks are specifically affiliated with Buddhism. They are most probably lay per-
sons who would support all ascetics with proper behaviour. In any case, their belief
in the sentience of plants does not prove anything for Buddhism on a doctrinal level.
Nor does the passage actually say that when the palmyra leaves were cut off these
leaves (or rather the young palms) bled. It merely says that the young palmyra
palms withered up. This may indeed have been associated with dying and pain by
* the householders, but not necessarily by the Buddhist monks.

* I take talataruna to mean young palmyra trees (like bodhitaruna “young bodhi
trees” in Mahavamsa [ed. W. GEIGER, PTS 1958] 19.58). Cf. VinDh 847b12-
13, where it is stated that certain monks “tore off the leaves (v. l.: bark) of a
tala (= palmyra) tree in order to make sandals, with the result that the tree

withered up” (H| % EBRIEE (v LK) {EE. BHEMES).
% Cf. Plants # 5.5 with n. 91.
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are living beings (jivasaifiino rukkhasmim),”” and who therefore re-
proach Buddhist monks who had cut down a tree or damaged some
other plant (or had ordered others to do so) for having injured a living
_ being with one sense-faculty (ekindriyarm ... jivarh vihethenti). The
Samantapasadika expressly specifies this sense-faculty as the sense of
touch,”® which means that plants are seen as endowed with rudimen-
tary sentience.” Later commentaries expressly ascribe this view to the
Jains or Ajivikas.® Hence, the references to plants as living beings

57 For further discussion of this phrase, see § 16.

58 Sp'575: ekindriyan ti kayindriyari sandhaya vadanti. Cf. HARVEY 2000: 175.
Cf. also BALBIR 2000: 23 (Vajirabuddhi-tika).

» Implying sensations of pleasure (SRINIVASAN 2007: 3 and 10: contentment; 4
and 17: happiness) and pain (11: pains from some diseases; 17: suffering in winter)
as well as some form of desire (ibid. 9—11). For all the six kinds of living beings
(jiva) being subject to pain cf. also Siy 11.1.48 (JAG 2.2 # 679; cf. CAILLAT 2007:
91) and Viyahapannatti XIX.3 (JAG 4.2: 840 ## 33-37; DELEU 1970: 250; 2007:
104).

% Cf. BALBIR 2000: 23, quoting the Vajirabuddhi-tika (6"~7* cent.) and a
commentary on the Abhidhanappadipika ascribing the view to the Niganthas and
Khapanakas, respectively, i.e., to the Jains (cf., e.g., SCHUBRING 1935: 133; JAINI
1980: 223 f; DELEU 2007: 104; METTE 2007: 115; SRINIVASAN 2007: 12 f; 22; 90;
cf. also 24 and 36). On the other hand, Sv I 161,18-22 refers to the idea of animate
beings with one sense-faculty and to an interpretation of sabbe jiva as plants (cf.
also Ps IIT 120,7-12 and 11-12; Spk II 341,4-8) in connection with the views of
Makkhali Gosala (DN I 53, 24 and 31 f). — The view that plants (and other external
things) are living beings endowed with one sense-faculty is ascribed to the Nir-
granthas (= Jains) also in the Sarvastivada-affiliated Mahavibhasa (T 28.1547:
439b27—2; T 28.1546: 270c26-271a2; Vi 729a13-18). Here, however, this sense-
faculty is, somewhat surprisingly, defined not as the sense of touch but as the life-
faculty (€5%R = jivitendriya, — life) or as the mana-indriya (B4R, — sentience), or
both (!). This looks like a (somewhat unfortunate) attempt to describe the Jaina
view that they are living beings (jiva) with a rudimentary sentience in terms of Bud-
dhist abhidharmic concepts. From a Buddhist point of view, every living being (in
the sense of beings participating in karma-directed sarhsara), even the unconscious
heavenly beings (asafifia-deva: cf. § 21), must have a life-faculty. If consciousness
is involved (cf. fn. 9) and/or if the issue of faculties is narrowed down to sense-
faculties, the most basic and indispensable one is the mana-indriya (cf. Vi 793a7 f;
AK[Bh] 50,9 f), i.e., consciousness as a faculty. In Jainism, on the other hand, con-
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with one sense-faculty, interpreted in their context,® rather suggest
that the authors of these Vinaya passages did not share this view.”
This is explicitly stated in the Mahasanghika version: “Although [in
reality] they (i.e., trees) have no life, one should not cause people to
become upset.”® These passages cannot therefore be used for ascer-
taining the position of the Buddhists (or at least doctrinally tramed
Buddhists) themselves.*

14. That the concept of living beings with one sense-faculty
(ekindriya jiva) refers to a non-Buddhist view is also corroborated by
the fact that throughout the earlier texts of the Pali canon, ‘jiva’ as.a

sciousness is an inborn property of the soul (FRAUWALLNER 1956: 271 f), and life-
span (ayus) is not reckoned among the faculties (indriya) but among the life-
functions (prana) (ibid. 270). Therefore, the characterization of sentient beings as
ekindriya must refer to yet another property (i.e., the sense of touch).

é1 L., in connection with the statement that people regard trees, or plants, as liv-
ing beings (]zvasannmo ... manussa rukkhasmirn), for which see § 16.- The mere
statement that it is “people”, or “householders” who charge the monks who had cut
(or had ordered others to cut) a tree with injuring a living being would not
necessarily imply that the monks themselves did not regard trees, or plants, as
living beings, for in other Vinayas people make similar accusations also in
situations where the monks had injured animals.* In the case of plants, however, the
express ascription of the belief that plants are living beings to “people” and the use
of the term ‘ekindriya jiva’ (which occurs only in the speech of “people”, and never
in expositions of a specifically Buddhist point of view) suggest that the monks did
not really share this belief.

? Cf. §28.2; VinMIi 44c24-45a3; 58a20-25; VinMa 344c27-29. In the Pali
Vinaya, however, and partly also in other Vinayas (e.g., VinSa 79¢3-7; 97b6-
10), in cases of injury to animals the monks are reproached by other monks:
see Vin IV 48, 124 and 125 (mtroductory stories ad Pacittiya 20, 61 and 62,
respectively).

, 82 Cf. Plants #5.5; BALBIR 2000: 23; HARVEY 2000: 175; HARA 2003: 472;
OBEYESEKERE 2006: 96. Another explanation also points in the same direction:
monks should not cut down trees because the trees are inhabited by deities or by
animals who may be hurt or even killed or would at any rate lose their abode
(Plants ## 5.2 and 5.3).

% VinMa 339a13: ErEEEEAy NEE AL

* For Pacittiya 88 see § 28.2.
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general term for “living beings” seems to be largely avoided, except
when a non-Buddhist view or popular belief is characterized.® In this
connection, the occurrences of the pattern “all sentient beings (satta),
all animate beings (pana), all creatures (bhiita), all living beings
(jiva)”-— originally surely a list of quasi-synonymous, i.e., more or
less overlapping expressions® — are revealing: In its complete form,
which corresponds (apart from the position of the element ‘satta’) to

8 <Jiva’ in the sense of “soul” (e.g., DN I 56,26; II 333 ff) is non-Buddhist
terminology. The same holds good for the alternative question tam jivam tarm
sariram udahu anfiam jivam anfiam sariram (e.g., DN I 157-160, with unusual
neuter jivam, < Eastern *se jive se sarire?; cf. DhSk 56,5-6 or AKBh 469,14: sa
Jivas tac chariram), which the Buddha refuses to answer. In the first alternative,
‘jiva’ would seem to denote the living being (mistakenly) reduced to the body, in
the second alternative ‘jiva’ points to a hypostatized life-principle or soul distinct,
and separable, from the body. I am not concerned here with ‘jiva’ in everyday
usage: in the sense of “alive” (as an antonym to mata “dead”,® or as in jivagahar
gahetvana “having captured alive™ OBERLIES 2001: 268), “the living” (as in
Jivaloke “in the world of the hvmg”) or even “life”.° At Ja V 239,18 (no. 528,
vs. 26) ‘jiva’ does mean “living being” (de facto: “man”), but the speaker is a non-
Buddhist. — In later texts, the reticence to use ‘jiva’ as a quasi-synonym of
‘satt(v)a’ or ‘pana’[‘pranin’ seems to diminish; cf., e.g., DhSk 81,1-2 (19v10:
pranini pranisamjii jive jivasamyjii sattve sattvasamyjiii), or Mahaniddesa 13 (macco
ti satto naro manavo poso puggalo jivo ...). In the latter passage, the focus seems to
be on human beings, as is still more obv1ously the case in 112, where the
explanandum is actually “man” (naro ti).

*Ja 101 263,2. »
® = manussaloke Ja 11 318,1-2; = imasmim sattaloke Ud-a 294,5.
E.g., Sn 432; Ja VI 304,27 [no. 545, vs. 207].

6 Thus explicitly even the Jaina commentator Stlanka, who states, in connection
with a differentiating explanation, according to which ‘pana’ refers to lower ani-
mals (with two to four senses), ‘bhiita’ to plants, ‘jiva’ to beings with five senses,
and ‘satta’ to element-beings (AyarViv 47,33-36; cf. also the quotation ibid. 47,36-
37), that he proposes this explanation “although in reality there is, in this passage,
no difference between the terms ‘prana’, etc., [as regards the range of entities they
denote]” (AyarViv 47,36: iha ca pranadisabdanam yady api paramartha-
to 'bhedah ...).
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that of the early Jaina texts,” this pattern occurs in the Buddhist Ser-
mons® only in connection with non-Buddhist views. When the pattern
is, exceptionally, used in a Buddhist context,” the item “living be-
ings” (jiva) is significantly missing. The reason may well have been
that the term ‘jiva’ was felt to be typical of traditions in which forms
of life (like plants) which the Buddhists found problematic were con-
sidered to be sentient. This seems to be confirmed by Buddhaghosa,
who in fact, when commenting upon the aforementioned four-
membered pattern, explains ‘jiva’ as referring to plants.”” By contrast,
in the case of ‘pana’ and ‘bhiita’ no such inherent tinge seems to have
been felt, in spite of the sporadic use of ‘pana’ as including plants in
early Buddhist verse texts (see § 3), and of the particular use of
‘bhiita’ for plants in the compound ‘bhiitagama’ (see §§ 5-6).

15. If the passages referring to plants as living beings with one
sense-faculty (ekindriya jiva) are nonetheless used as evidence for the
Buddhists’ own opinion, one would likewise have to accept that, in
contrast to FINDLY’s preference for a biocentric approach including
plants but not the elements,” the Buddhists themselves also shared
the view that the earth is a living being with one sense-faculty, since
this idea is, in connection with the prohibition to dig the ground, re-
ferred to in precisely the same pattern as the belief in trees as living

6 Ayar 17,18-19 (JAG # 132): savve pana savve bhitya savve jiva savve satta; cf.
also 5,6-7 (#49); 18,18-19 (# 136), etc.; Siiy I1.7.13 and 15 (JAG ## 852 and 854 =
pp- 241,15 and 243,11-244,10). )

58 DN 1 53,31; MN I 407,34; SN III 210,8: sabbe satta sabbe pana sabbe bhiita
sabbe jiva.

® ANTI73,4.

Sy 161,20-22 (cf. Ps I 120,11-12; Spk II 341,6-8): “With ‘all living beings’ he
(i.e., Makkhali Gosala) refers to rice, barley, wheat, etc., for he thinks that these are
living beings because they grow” (sabbe jiva ti saliyavagodhimddayo sandhaya
vadati | tesu hi so virihanabhavena jivasafii). Cf., however, the completely differ-
ent distribution of the four terms as proposed by Silanka (see fn. 66).

"LCf. FINDLY 2008: 372; cf. also 253 (terming the inclusion of inanimate things

like stones and rocks in the Far Eastern idea of universal Buddhahood “bad news”)
and 376 f.
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beings with one sense-faculty is in the introduction to the prohibition
to injure plants.”” However, since both passages occur only in the
commentarial stratum of the Vinaya, which, though canonical, is
definitely not from the earliest period,” it cannot be taken for granted
that the view they presuppose for the Buddhist monks of their time is
identical with the way plants, or even the earth, were viewed in the
earliest period or by the Buddha himself.”*

Philological Excursus on the phrase ‘jivasafifiino manussa
rukkhasmim’ (§ 16)

16.1. The expression jivasafifiino manussa rukkhasmim (/pathavi-
yarir) cannot mean that people think™ that there are living things in a
tree (or in the soil),’ for such an idea would not have had to have
been ascribed to people since the Buddhist monks, too, would, of

™ Vin IV 32-33 (Pacittiya 10). Cf. Plants pp. 46 ff. In this case, the expression
ekindriya jiva has an equivalent in the Chinese version of two other Vinayas (see
fn. 87). Cf. also the use of the same phrase at Mil 259,7-8 with reference to water;
here, the position of its being a living being with one sense-faculty is expressly
ascribed to “certain non-Buddhists” (ekacce titthiya). Similar to the case of plants
(cf. § 13), in the case of the earth the Vinaya of the Mahasanghikas expressly states
that from the Buddhist point of view the earth is not a living being but that ascetics
should nevertheless not dig the ground (VinMa 384c¢16-17; cf. FuimvoTo 2003: 105
n. 14).

73 SCHLINGLOFF 1963; VON HINUBER 1996: 13. Likewise, the other references to
people regarding plants as living beings with one sense-faculty occur either in the
canonical commentary to the Patimokkhasutta or in analogous portions of the
Khandhakas.

" For this reason, I should be less assertive than GOMBRICH (2005), who states
(733): “That monks and nuns should avoid destroying plants has no rationale in
Buddhist doctrine.” He is right as regards doctrinally consolidated Buddhism, and
probably also for the authors of the Suttavibhanga. But in the absence of express
and unambiguous doctrinal statements in the early canonical texts we can hardly be
sure that the issue was settled from the outset.

7 For the semantic sphere of sarjfia/safifia see VETTER 2000: 24-27.

76 And it definitely cannot imply that people, or even Buddhists, see “trees as liv-
ing beings who have perception, discernment or cognition ... (samjfia)” (FINDLY
2008: 153).
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course, have agreed that in a tree as well in the soil there are living
things, viz., animals or spirits. There can thus be no doubt that we
must understand the phrase in the sense of people thlnkmg that the
tree or the soil itself is a living being (jiva).

16.2. Actually, the syntactical pattern “noun'” noun-safifiin” is
rather common, especially in the Vinaya. In most occurrences, the
noun in the locative and the noun compounded with °sa7ifiin are iden-
tical (in the form ‘A" A-safifiin’, or ‘non-A" non-A-safiiin’), or one
is the negated form of the other (‘A'* non-A-safifiin’, or ‘non-A'® A-
.saifiin’).” In these cases, the meaning of the phrase is regularly that
someone has, with regard to A, the notion that it is A, etc., i.e., the
locative is to be understood as a visayasaptami and the complement of
°safifiin as indicating the content of the notion or idea.”® The same
holds good if the noun compounded with °safifiin is different from the
noun in the locative (‘A" B-sagisiin’), provided that B is an adjective™
or, if it is a substantive, something that can, rightly, deliberately or
(more often than not) by mistake, be equated with A in a statement
“A is B”.* For the sentence under discussion, this requirement would

E. g., Vin IV 33,22-28 (ad Pacittiya 10): pathaviya pathavi-safifii, etc.; 35,14-19

(ad Pacittiya 11): bije bija-saiifii, etc.; AN 1 84,19 akappiye kappiya-safinit and
kappiye akappiya-safifil.

" Cf., e.g., Mp II 155,20-21 (ad AN I 84,19, see fn. 77): “Having, with regard to
something unsuitable [for renunciants], like lion’s meat, the notion ‘this is
suitable’” (akappiye sthamamsadimhi “kappiyam idan” ti evam-safifii), or Mp V
2,7-9 (ad AN V 7: na pathaviyam pathavi-safifii assa): “He may not have a notion in
terms of a notion that has arisen in the form ‘earth’ after having made earth its ob-
ject” (pathavim arammanam katvda pathavi ti evam uppanndya saifidya Saifii na
bhaveyya).

» E.g., Vin IV 40,25: sanghike puggalika-safifii (“having the [wrong] notion
‘personal [property]’ with regard to what is [in reality the property] of the
community”); AN V 109,3: sabbasarikharesu aniccasaiifia (“the [correct] notion
‘impermanent’ with regard to all conditioned things”); MN I 336,23: ahdre
patikila-safifiino (“having the [deliberate] notion ‘disgusting’ with regard to [esp.
delicious] food”).

80 . . L
. E.g., Sp Il 536: itthiya pandaka-purisa-...~safifiissa (“of [a person] who
mistakes a woman for a eunuch or a man”); or Ps I 70,3-4: manussa pi ca rajano
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be met as long as ‘jiva’ is understood in the sense of “living being”.
We could then translate the passage as:

[1] “People have, with regard to a tree (/the soil), the idea [that

it is] a living being.”
There are, however, also instances of the pattern ‘A B-sadfin’
where B denotes a concept that cannot, rightly or wrongly, be equated
with A but can, e.g., only be attributed to A or located in'A. Such
cases amount to statements like “A has B” or “there is B in A”.*' Such
an interpretation would be required if ‘jiva’ is, in the passage under
discussion, taken to mean “life-force”, “soul”. A translation would
then run as follows:

[2] “People have the idea that in a tree (/in the soil) [there is] a

life-force (or soul).”®?

16.3. Can we decide which of the two interpretations deserves pref-
erence? Let us consider the problem from three angles: a) context, b)
explanatory materials in the Buddhist tradition, and c) linguistic us-
age in early Jaina texts.

16.3.1. As for the context, we could ask which of the two interpreta-
tions would better fit in with the preceding accusation that the Bud-
dhist monks, by felling the tree, injure a jiva with one sense-faculty.
Doubtless, it would seem more natural to speak of injuring a living
being than of injuring a soul, because the soul is, strictly speaking,
invulnerable. But since in Jainism consciousness is a property of the
soul,® it must be the soul that experiences the pain of its body being

viya attani deva-safifiino honti (“[certain] humans, like kings, consider themselves
as heavenly beings”); VisM XVII.62: anirodhabhiite pi gativisese dukkhanirodha-
saffi (“thinking a certain destiny to be the end of suffering although in reality it is
not”). i
8 Cf., e.g., DN I 22,20-21 anta-safni lokasmim, which clearly means “having the
notion that the world has an end (i.e., is spatially limited)”, or VisM II.111, where
a kalavinka bird (cuckoo) in a room with mirrors on all sides is described as
thinking that there are kalavinka birds in all directions (sabbadisasu karavika-safiii).

82 Or: “... that a tree (/the soil) %as a life-force (or soul).” Cf. HARVEY 2000: 175.

8 See fn. 60.
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cut, and therefore it may not be inappropriate to say that by cutting
down the tree the monks hurt the soul* whose body it is.

16.3.2. As regards Buddhist explanatory materials, the Samanta-
pasadika explains ‘jiva’ as ‘satta’® and thus seems to support its in-
terpretation as “living being”, provided that ‘satta’ is used in the or-
dinary sense of “sentient being” and not in the sense of a metaphysi-
cal principle of sentience, as is the case in a similar discussion of the
sentience of water in the Milindapafiha. In this text (259,1-5), the king
Milinda argues that certain non-Buddhists (ekacce titthiya: no doubt
the Jains) believe that “water is alive” (udakam jivati), a formulation
that suggests taking water itself as a living being (jiva), but in his re-
ply the monk Nagasena actually uses the term ‘jiva’ in the sense of
“life-principle” or “soul”: “Water is not, of course, alive: there is no
life-principle or principle-of-sentience in water” (na hi ... udakam
jivati, n’atthi udake jivo satto va). In other words, he uses ‘jiva’ not in
the sense of a living organism as a whole but in the sense of the life-
force or soul that is embodied in this organism and constitutes it as a
living being, as in interpretation [2]. The phrase under discussion is,
in connection with the rule not to dig in the soil, understood in a simi-
lar way in the Vinaya of the Sarvastivadins: “There were
householders who, being pupils of the non-Buddhists, said that in
~ earth there is a life-faculty.”® But the phrase accusing the Buddhist
monks of injuring a jiva with one sense-faculty is translated in the

8 Cf. HENRICHS 1979: 92 and FINDLY 2008: 158 for a similar idea in Maniche-
ism and in the Puranas, respectively.

Sp 575 jivasafifiino ti sattasafifiino.

8 VinSa 117b17 (on Pacittiya 10): HF+ ZINERTF R HEHIE. In the
case of plants (Pacittiya 11), the text is ambiguous: “At that time, there were house-
holders who with regard to plants had (4, lit. produced, formed) the notion of their
being endowed with life” (VinSa 74c24: 2iEE B+ MNERF 4FHw7E). Still less
unambiguous is VinMi 41c14 f: “With regard to plants, people had the notion of
life” (BEARKZrh A4 n#8). Similarly T 24.1463 (*Vmayamatrka) 823b25 f:

“Throughout the country, people all had, with regard(?)® to this tree, the notion of
life” (B (IEP;%)\ vk

*BLis puzzling here; one expects .
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same Vinaya as: “They take the life of a living being [possessing only]
one sense-faculty”,*” which means that in this case ‘jiva’ is under-
stood in the sense of interpretation [1]. Similarly, in the discussion of
the monastic rule not to injure plants the 77kds have somebody raise
“the objection that this rule does not make sense in the Buddhist con-
text because trees, etc., are not living beings (jiva) since they lack
consciousness, and that even growth is not a sufficient reason for as-
suming that they are living beings (tesam jivabhave) since growth is
observed also in coral, crystals or salt.®® Here, ‘jiva’ is clearly used in
the sense of “living being”, applied to the plant as a whole, as in in-
terpretation [1]. And in a passage of the Paparicasiidani, we hear of
non-Buddhists (probably the Jains) who insist on the view that iron is
a living being (jiva).® The explanatory material is thus not unanimous.
16.3.3. 1t is well-known that in doctrinally developed Jaina texts

‘jiva’ is used in the technical meaning of “soul”, but to what extent
can this usage be taken for granted in the case of the earliest Jaina

87 VinSa 117b19-20: Z—fR R4y, Similarly, with reference to cutting grass and
picking flowers, VinSa 74c25: “The Buddhist monks are takers of life: they kill a
living being [possessing only] one semse-faculty” (WFIfET EEMA, F—IRR
£)". Ambiguous is the Vinaya of the Mahasanghikas: “But now, digging the ground
with their own hands ..., they deliberately injure life [possessing only] one sense-
faculty” (VinMa 384c12-13: i< B FHEH ... iE—1REm)"

* In both passages, — (“one”) is given as a v.l. in T, whereas in the text itself
we have /] (“to cut”) and F¥ (“‘to break”), forming binominal expressions with
#% (“to kill”) and {%& (“to injure”), respectively. But these are clearly secondary
alterations by Chinese transmitters who, being unfamiliar with the Indian
background of the concept ekendriya, tried to make sense of the passages.

8 Sv-pt I 157: nanu ca rukkhadayo cittarahitataya na jiva, ... vuddhi pana
pavala-sila-lavananam pi vijjatiti na tesam jivabhave karanam.

% ps 127,18-19: aye jivasaifii hutva pana ayam jivo ti abhinivisati. Though one
could understand aye jivasaninii as “having the idea of a soul (life-principle) in iron”,
‘jiva’ cannot be rendered as “soul” in the second part of the passage, which can
only mean “he tenaciously declares iron to be a living being (jivo i)”. It would thus
seem preferable to keep to this meaning of ‘jiva’ for the whole passage and to
understand it as describing two steps of misconception (viz., safifia- and ditthi-
vipallasa): “Having formed the idea that iron is a living being, he then insists on
[this status of] iron [by expressly asserting:] ‘[It is] a living being’ (jivo #).”
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sources? Translations present a sometimes confusing oscillation be-
tween “soul” and “living/animate being”, and the issue would seem to
be in need of critical revision, which, however, would exceed the lim-
its of this study. Even so, I have the impression, provisional as it
might be (I am anyway not a specialist of Jain studies), that in the
first part of the Ayaranga and the Sityagada as well as in the Dasa-
veyaliya there are few if any occurrences of ‘jiva’ where the meaning
“soul” is necessary, but many where “living/animate being” fits best.
As already mentioned (§ 14), ‘jiva’ occurs, along with ‘pana’,
‘bhitya’ and ‘satta’, in a scries of (originally quasi-synonymous) ex-
pressions for living, animate, sentient beings. In other passages, it
alternates with such expressions,” and like them it may denote living
or animate beings in the perspective of their present existence® as
well as in the perspective of subjects of reiterated rebirth and, possi-
bly, liberation.”” What is, however, most important in the present con-
text is that as in Buddhism and in the ASoka inscriptions”, in the
early Jaina sources the object of the verb “to injure” ((vi-)v'hims) is

O E.g., Utt 3.1=7: jantu, paya (= praja), panino (pl.) and jiva (pl.), all rightly
rendered as “living being(s)” by JACOBI (1995/1968: 15 f). Sometimes (e.g., Dasav
8.2 or Suy 11.7-8), ‘jiva’ is used as a comprehensive category including the ele-
ments, the plants and the mobile animate beings (tasa pana), like animals and man.
With “animate beings” (pana) as a sub-category, ‘jiva’ can hardly mean “soul” but
only “living being” (i.e., in the perspective of the developed Jaina system: bodies
animated by an enduring soul that constitutes life and sentience: cf. METTE 1991:
186 £ (s.v. jiva)). ’

*! Thus especially in connection with injuring, or not injuring, them (see fns. 94
and 95). :

%2 E.g., Utt 3.7 (see fn. 90). Cf. the analogous use of satta (etc.) in Buddhist texts
(e.g., DN I 82 1). It is, of course, especially in the context of accumulating karma
and undergoing reiterated rebirth that in the mature Jaina system the understanding
of ‘jiva’ as “soul” (as the transmigrating entity in a doctrinal perspective) is of cen-
tral importance, but in the beginning of Ayar (1,7-13) the transmigrating entity is
(still?) called aya (atman).

% Major Rock Edict IV.A (Kalsi: E. HULTZSCH: Inscriptions of Asoka, Oxford
1925: 30 f): panalambhe vihisa ca bhitanari; cf. also IV.C (ibid.) and Pillar Edict
7.NN (ibid. 133 and 137).
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normally living, animate beings (pana, panin, bhitya, panabhiiya).”*

Therefore when ‘jiva’ occurs as the object of a verb denoting in-
jury,” we can be fairly sure that it has the meaning “living, animate
being”, and not “soul”.

4. Plants as Insentient Living Beings (FUJIMOTO)

17. FunmMoToO (see § 11) is well aware of the parallelism of phrase-
ology in connection with plants and the earth (see § 15), and also of
the fact that in both cases it is probably the Jaina point of view that is
alluded to (90,24-91,6).°° At the same time, he insists on a Buddhist

o4 Ayar 2,10-11 and 21-22 (pane); Sty 1.5.1.4 (tase panino thavare ya); 5.2.24
(karicana, explained by Silanka as kam api praninam: StyViv 94,28); 7.5 (bhiitaim);
Dasav vs. 4.1, etc. (panabhiiyai); 5.1.5 (panabhiiyaim tase aduva thavare); 6.28
(pudhavi-kayari ... tase ya ... pane); 6.42 (vanassaim ... tase ya ... pane); 8.12
(tase pane); Utt 5.8 (bhiitagamam, here including the mobile and the stationary
[living] beings); 12.39 (panpai bhityai); 25.23 (tasapane ... ya thavare).

® E.g., Utt 32.27: jive cardcare himsai (JACOBI 1895/1968: 188: “will kill many
movable and immovable beings”). In Utt 35.11 we read that through cooking, jivas
that live in the water, in the grain, in/on the ground and in/on the fuel are killed
(hammanti), which clearly does not make sense in connection with souls but does
with respect to living beings (small animals?). In Sty 1.7.5-7 it is stated that by
using fire one kills or injures creatures (bhiita) or animate beings (pana), including
flying insects and vermin living in the fuel as well as earth and water, which also
consist of living beings (pudhavi vi jiva ai vi jiva). Similarly, in Sty I.11.7-9 the
beings not to be injured comprise mobile animate beings (tasa pana, i.e. animals),
plants and seeds and the living beings (jiva) [the bodies of] which consist of earth,
water, wind and fire (pudhavijiva, aujiva, agani, vaujiva). In both passages, the
parallelism of jiva and pana is obvious, as is the parallelism of jiva and jaga(t) at
Dasav 5.1.68: pudhavi-jive vi himsejja je ya tam-nissiya jaga (SCHUBRING: “souls in
the earth or upon it”, but improbable in view of passages already adduced and the
material assembled in fn. 94). Likewise, in Dasav 4 (p. 6,20 f) where it is asserted
that a monk should not perform acts of violence towards the six jiva-nikayas, ‘jiva’
hardly means “souls” (SCHUBRING) but rather “living beings” (i.e. animate bodies
or embodied souls), the six groups being indeed specified as the elements (as long
as not made lifeless), the plants, and the mobile animate beings (fasa@ pana), viz.,
insects and other animals, men and heavenly beings.

% Unspecified references in ch. 4 are to FUIIMOTO 2003.
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background for the prohibitions.” In the case of plants he suggests
that the prohibition is based on the nature of plants themselves, on
their being, to be sure, insentient but nonetheless endowed with life
(102,4-8). In the case of the earth or soil, on the other hand, he sees
the reason for the prohibition not in the idea of its being alive but in
the fact that by digging the ground small living things in the soil
would be injured (91,7-11). As proof, he refers to the fact that the ca-
nonical commentary confines the prohibition to ‘living’ (jata) soil,
which he interprets as “soil in which many small living things and
worms/insects are likely to live”.”® The situation would thus be the
same as in the case of water, the drinking or pouring out of which is
prohibited only if it contains tiny animals (91,12-16). But this assump-
tion seems rather arbitrary. In contrast to the prohibitions concerning
water, the rule prohibiting digging the ground does not mention ani-
mals,” nor does the canonical commentary refer to them when defin-
ing the expression ‘living (jata) soil’. The expression jata pathavi
_seems to mean something like fertile, undamaged, ‘living’ soil, capa-
ble of producing plants,'® contrasted with ajata pathavt, which is ex-
plained as comprising both stony or sandy (i.e., barren, ‘dead’) soil
and soil that has been burnt (i.e., ‘killed’) or disturbed and not yet
recovered.'” The distinction between these two kinds of soil is thus

7 Cf. ibid. 93,11-12, where FUIMOTO states that the Vinaya aims at keeping
monks from committing bad actions b7z HIZBEZIL IRV EEBRE
T D RRK).

®Ibid. 91,8: ... AW R b 1% BATVE 5 724 H.

% Cf. Plants # 15.1-2. Reference to the danger that one may injure animals in-
habiting the ground when one tills it comes in only in later sources (cf., e.g., I-
ching’s Record of the Buddhist Religion: T 54.2125: 213b9 and b14-15, transl.
TAKAKUSU 1966: 61-62; SrighT 16,16: krmi-...-adinar vihimsanar ... karsane sati;
KLIMKEIT 1977: 206), just as the prohibition to injure plants is justified only in later
sources by referring to the animals inhabiting them (cf. Plants # 5.2).

10 Cf. T 23.1440: 559b20: BEABAN L EHE.

YL CE. Plants # 15.4 (with ns. 289-291). The terms may be taken from everyday
language and seem to be used by the authors of the Suttavibharnga without any doc-
trinal implications on their part.
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comparable to that between ‘living’ and ‘dead’, i.e., green and with-
ered, plants,'”and between germinable and non-germinable seeds.
Thus, there is, at the level of the canonical Vinaya commentary, no
reason to interpret the implications of the prohibition to dig the
-ground in a way different from those of the precept not to damage
plants. In both cases, it is only people who have the idea of a living
being with one sense-faculty. If this does not imply that the monks
themselves (or rather the authors of the canonical Vinaya-
commentary) held a similar view in the case of the soil (i.e., did not
regard the soil as a living being of ethical relevance), there is no rea-
son why it should imply such a view in the case of plants. Nor is there
any need for either rule to be based on ethically relevant presupposi-
tions shared by the Buddhist monks themselves. As stated above (§ 6),
the Vinaya is not so much concerned with ethical or spiritual issues as
with safeguarding the reputation of the Buddhist Order in society.'®
Hence the fact that if monks fell a tree or dig the soil (or have others
do so) people would be scandalized because they think that plants or
the earth are living, sentient beings and that at least ascetics should
refrain from injuring them constitutes a sufficient reason for prohibit-
ing the monks from damaging plants or digging the ground.

18. There is thus no need to postulate, in order to explain the prohi-
bition of damaging plants and seeds, that they were from the outset
considered, in a doctrinal sense, to be endowed with a material life-
faculty (rigpa-jivitindriya), and hence might be designated as
ekindriya jiva, “living beings with one faculty”, even from a Buddhist

12 ¢t e.g., VinMi 42a7 f (knowingly cutting a living plant is a pacirtiya offence;
cutting a dried up or withered plant when one knows that it is dried up is no of-
fence); VinMa 340a12-14; VinDh 641c22-642a1; 642a12 f (cutting a dried up plant
is no offence); VinSa 75¢7-11. Cf. also Sp 761, defining the plants not to be dam-
aged as “green grass, trees, etc., [as long as they are] rooted (i.e., not cut off or
uprooted?)” (patitthita-harita-tina-rukkhddi).

19 In this regard, I fully agree with GOMBRICH (2005: 733) when he states that
“one of the reasons for formulating rules for the Sangha is to avoid public criti-
cism.” -
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point of view.'” In view of the total lack of textual evidence in the
earlier sources,'® such an assumption appears unwarranted. It would
even seem to be at variance with the fact that the terminology used
with regard to humans and animals, i.e., “to deprive of life” (jivita
voropeti), is not used in the case of plants (see § 6).

19.1. What is more, even the foundation of FUJIMOTO’s thesis,
namely, the ascription of a material life-faculty to plants in systema-
tized Theravada Abhidharma, appears doubtful. In fact, FUIIMOTO’s
assertion rests on one single passage from the Kathavatthu com-
mentary.'® Actually, however, the passage merely says that the oppo-
nent, who had first refused to ‘accept the existence of a material life-
faculty (rilpa-jivitindriya), assents to a life-span (@yu),'”” duration
(thiti), continuation (yapana), etc., of material factors in the sense of
the serial continuity of both ‘acquired’ matter (upddinna-ripa)'® on -

104 As far as I can see, FUIIMOTO does not expressly draw this latter conclusion,
but it strongly suggests itself in view of his remark that the common feature due to
which both the killing of animals and the destroying of plants are declared to be a
- pacittiya offence is their being endowed with a material life-faculty (FUIMOTO
2003: 102,6-7), as well as in view of his putting plants on a par with the uncon-
scious heavenly beings (ib. 97,3-5; 99,20-22), who are indeed expressly stated to
have only one sense-faculty in the Vibharga (see fn. 119).

15 FumvoTo’s (104 n. 9) suggestion that in the Chinese rendering of the words
of the indignant people in the Vinaya of the Mahasanghikas (VinMa 339a9-10: ... i
BHREE E£5¥7en), the characters %4y may perhaps correspond to the ripa-
Jivitindriya of the Theravadins, is not convincing. The expression #J#y is not of rare
occurrence and rather means “life of creatures”, i.e., of sentient beings. Cf,, e.g.,
T 23.1442: 735¢6-20, where monks who have manufactured mats from fresh silk
are reproached for having killed many sentient beings (viz., the silk-worms) and are
therefore called “destroyers of the life of creatures” (735¢13: Ef#7dn&).

106 gy a 112,14-18 (see fn. 109), quoted on p. 96,3-8 of FUIIMOTO’s article.

10 - 3 b 3
" The opponent seems to have taken ayu metaphorically in the sense of “span
of duration”.

108 “Action-generated” (CPD s.v.) or “produced (as a result of previous kamma)”
(CONE s.v.) fits the Theravada Abhidhammic definition (see below) but hardly the
literal meaning; neither does the rendering “animate” (CPD, CONE). For the literal
meaning, CPD proposes “grasped at, clung to”, which seems adequate for the early
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the one hand and grass, wood, etc. (tinakatthadi) on the other.'® Fuil-
MOTO (96,11-15) is right to take ‘acquired’ matter as confined to the
bodies of sentient beings, but it seems. impossible to refer “grass,
wood, etc.” to living plants as such because kattha (Skt. kdastha) only

canonical use of the expression (MN I 185,21 and 32 f: imassa ... kayassa tanhupa-
dinnassa, etc.; cf. KARUNADASA 1989: 105 f). In the Vaibhasika system, ‘upatta’
means appropriated by mind and mental factors as their [physical] basis, i.e., it
characterizes the material components of sentient beings as far and as long as they
are qualified by sentience (AKBh 23,16 f). In Theravada Abhidhamma, however,
the use of ‘upadinna’ is not restricted to material factors, but as far as the latter are
concerned, in a strictly technical sense (nippariyayato) only those material compo-
nents of sentient beings that are the result of one’s former karma are upadinna (see
fn. 114) and not, e.g., those produced by food. In this sense, ‘upadinna’ could be
rendered as “(karmically) earned”. However, even in Abhidhammic texts ‘upd-
dinna’ is sometimes also used in a wider, less technical sense comprising all factors
located in or belonging to the body (sariratthaka) of a sentient being, because they
are appropriated, grasped at, clung to (adinna-gahita-paramattha): e.g., Vibh-a 55 f;
Asl 338 (# 673) and 361 (# 735); Ps I1 222 (# 18; cf. KARUNADASA 21989: 106; for
the adjective sariratthaka cf. also Spk III 9,9-10 catiisu asivisesu sariratthakesu
[text corrected in acc. with CSCD] and Ja VI 58,2 f sarira-ttha ti ... sarira-tthaka).
In this sense, upadinna includes even insensitive parts of the body like hair and
nails. Yet another definition of upddinna is “bound up with sense-faculties”
(indriyabaddha: e.g., Ps-pt [Milapannasa] # 388; cf. CPD II: 305a), in its turn de-
fined as “sentient” (savififianaka: Ps IV 151,2; V 36,20 f) and as “belonging to the
personal continuum of a sentient being” (satta-santana-pariyapanna: Ps-pt ad Ps I
26 ajjhattika; cf. Sv-pt I 511). My rendering “acquired” is an attempt to find a
common denominator for these different applications.

»109 Kv-a 112,14-18 (ad Kv VIII.10): “As for the question ‘Is there no life-span of
material entities?’, the opponent takes, [in the case] of ‘acquired’ matter as well as
of grass, wood, etc., [their] mere continuity in terms of a series [of moments] to be
[their] ‘life-span’, duration, ...; therefore, he rejects [the negation of life-span in
material entities]” (‘natthi ripinar dhammanarm ayi’ ti panthe upadinnaripanan pi
tinakatthadinarm pi santanavasena pavattaii c’eva [B®: pavattim eva] ayu thiti
yapand yapand iriyanda vattand paland ti icchati, tasma patikkhipati). I read the B°
variant as pavattim eva (acc.) and take it as the object of icchati. Another possibility
is to read pavatti-m-eva (nom.) and take ti icchati to govern a nominal sentence
with a@yu, etc., as the theme and santanavasena pavatti-m-eva as the comment (“... is
of the opinion that life-span ... is nothing but continuity in terms of ...”). The E°
reading, too, can be understood in both ways, if pavatta is taken as an action noun
(= pavatti), and c’eva as practically equivalent to eva.
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means “piece of wood” or just “wood, timber” or “wooden things”
like sticks, poles or rafters, at best “branch, twig”,110 and hardly a liv-
ing tree as such, as FUIIMOTC contends (106 n. 26), while even tina
(Skt. trna) can mean not only grass as it grows but is frequently used
for dry grass or straw as well.""! The passage thus merely states that
the opponent accepts continuity for both animate and inanimate mate-
rial things. As a statement concerning the opponent’s view, it has no
bearing on the Theravadin’s own position, let alone on whether he

assumes a material life-faculty in (living) plants or not.

19.2. But let us take FUIIMOTO’s interpretation of “grass, wood,
etc.” (tinakatthadi) as living plants for granted. Even so, the statement
that the opponent, though admitting, in the case of ‘acquired’ matter
(upddinna-riipa) as well as in the case of grass, wood, etc., a ‘life-
span’ in the metaphorical sense of serial continuity, rejects the exis-
tence of a material life-faculty does not imply that the Theravadin
accepts the latter in both cases. This is indeed impossible because by
being contrasted with ‘acquired’ matter (upadinna-riipa), grass, wood,
etc., regardless of whether they are dead stuff or living plants, are
anyway by implication characterized as ‘unacquired’ (anupadinna)
matter. That this is what even living plants are held to be in doctri-
nally developed Theravada is clear from other passages, where
“grasses and trees” (tinarukkhd) — not “wood” (kattha), hence
clearly living plants — are explicitly qualified as ‘unacquired’ (an-
upddinnaka) [matter]."” Yet, all material faculties (indriya), including

"0 cpp TI: 45, s.v. kattha. Even in the case of the meaning “branch, twig”
(kattha 2.a), some examples, especially those with tinaii ca katthaii ca, clearly do
not refer to living branches, the context (demolished huts, fuel) rather suggesting
dry brushwood; explicitly so in the example from SN II 85,5: sukkhani ... katthani.

et e.g., SN II 85,1-7: dry grass (sukkhani tinani) as fuel, along with dry
wood (kattha), or MN III 129,22: “These [animals] feed on both fresh and dry
grass” (te allani pi tinani sukk¢hyani (piy ... khadanti).

"28n-a 464,8-9 (ad Sn 601: see § 3): “Although what should be set forth is the
distinction of species of animate beings, [the Buddha], with the words ‘consider
grass and trees’, starts with setting forth [the distinction of species] of ‘unacquired’
(i.e., inanimate) [material things]” (... pananam jativibhange kathetabbe “tinarukkhe
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the material life-faculty, are, in the Theravada doctrine, ‘acquired’
(upadinna),'™ more precisely: ‘acquired’ in the strict sense of the
term, viz., in the sense of “originating from karma” (kammaja,
kammasamutthana).""* In other words: they are invariably an effect of
-one’s own previous wholesome or unwholesome actions. This would
seem to imply that this kind of matter, and hence also a material life-
faculty, is found only in the body of beings participating in karma-
directed sarnsara, i.e., in the body of sentient beings. Since, as FUII-
MOTO, too, admits (87,12-16), plants are, in Theravada Abhidharma,
not regarded as stages of karma-directed rebirth, it is hard to see how
they can have a karma-conditioned material life-faculty. FUIMOTO,
who is indeed aware of this difficulty (100,7-10), suggests that plants
and their material life-faculty may be conditioned by the common
(sadharana) karma of sentient beings as a kind of by-product
(adhipati-phala), just as in Sarvastivada Abhidharma the external
world as a whole is (100,11-15). But this suggestion is hardly convinc-
ing because, as far as I can see, it is only in post-Buddhaghosa com-
mentaries that a view comparable to the position of the Sarvastivadins

pi janatha” ti anupadinnakanar tava kathetwn araddho). Similarly Ps III 433,10.
There are more passages connecting anupadinnaka with plants, e.g., Ps II 293,9-12
(see § 31); Mp I 353,15-19; Asl 343,4-6; 378,29-379,1; Vibh-a 356-357. For plants
being comprised in what is not bound up with sense-faculties (anindriyabaddha, cf.
fn. 108), see fn. 160 and § 31 (VisM XX.73).

3 Dhs 146,4-6: kataman tari rijpari upadinnam? cakkhayatanam ... jivitindri-

yam.
U4 Dhs 211,33-36: katame dhamma updadinnda? ... yam ca ripam kammassa
katatta. Cf. also VisM XIV.79: indriyaripam kammajam eva; VisM-mht # 448:
kammato jatan-ti ettha yam ekantakammasamutthanam atth’ indriyani hadayar ca ti
navavidham ripar ...; KARUNADASA 1989: 59 (+ n. 6); 107; 109; 161. All matter
that does not form part of the body of a living, sentient being originates, in Thera-
vada Abhidhamma, from season/temperature (utu-samutthana) (ibid. 161), and this
includes also plants (cf. Asl 343,5-8: utusamutthano nama valahako, utupaccayd
nama vutthidhara, deve pana vutthe [CSCD] bijani virihanti, ... evam utupaccaya-
utusamutthanam nama).
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is occasionally found.'” Moreover, in view of the fact that according

to this view the whole external world is a kind of side-effect of the

karma of sentient beings, it is difficult to see why this should result in

a karma-conditioned life-faculty for plants but not for other parts of

the environment."® Actually, to my knowledge, the idea that plants

possess a material life-faculty is nowhere attested in traditional
- Theravada literature, at any rate not on a doctrinal level.

20. NARADA’s view that plants are endowed with a material life-
faculty that differs from that of sentient beings by not being karma-
conditioned"” would rather seem to be an innovation, perhaps in-
spired by a passage like Milindapaiiha 151,18-21. Here, a person
whose life-span is exhausted (khinayuka) is compared with a tree
which is dead, dried up and sapless, the life of which has been de-
stroyed (uparuddhajivita), the life-span impulses of which are gone
(gatayusankhara); just as it is impossible that such a tree will again be
fresh, sprouting and green, so is there no hope that this person can be
kept alive. One might indeed be tempted to deduce from this passage
that plants have a kind of material life-faculty (rijpa-jivitindriya), but
I suspect that this would amount to over-interpreting the text and that

115 The most interesting passage I have come across is Patis-a (by Mahanama in
AD 559: VON HINUBER 1996: 149) I 290,16-19: “Even the material things (visible,
etc.) not bound up with sense-faculties ... have arisen from temperature conditioned
by the common karma of all sentient beings” (anindriyabaddha-riipddayo ’pi ...
sabbasatta-sadharana-kamma-paccaya-utu-samutthand). In the Kathavatthu (VIL7),
‘however, the view that the earth is the result of the maturation (vipaka) of karma is
rejected, but a decisive reason for this rejection is probably the fact that for the
- Theravadin the meaning of ‘vipaka’ is restricted to the primary result of a karmic
action, which is exclusively connected with the individual agent.

116 This argument would also hold good if FUIMOTO’s (100,15-101,6) reference
to the Aggafifia-sutta (DN III 80 ff, esp. 84—-88) as virtually presupposing a causal
function of the common karma of sentient beings on the external world were ac-
cepted.

" A Manual of Abhidhamma (Abhidhammattha Sangaha), Colombo 1975, 88.
Cf. Plants p. 82.
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the terminology of the comparison is merely conditioned by the mat-
ter to be explained.''® ’

21. Being devoid of even a material life-faculty, plants are also dif-
_ferent from the so-called unconscious heavenly beings (asafifia-satta
nama deva). As FUsIMOTO (98,11-14) rightly points out, the latter are,
in the Theravada doctrinal texts, explicitly defined as living bodies
endowed with a material life-faculty conditioned by their previous
karma. This being the case, they are, albeit entirely lacking mental
factors as well as sense-faculties including even the sense of touch
throughout their existence in that state, even in Buddhist terms none-
theless living beings with one sense-faculty (ekindriya), namely, the
material life-faculty."” Although they are indeed, from the very first
moment, insentient during their existence as unconscious heavenly
beings, this existence was preceded by an existence in which they
were sentient, and when their existence as unconscious heavenly be-
ings comes to an end they will return to sentient existence (cf. also
FumMoTo p. 99,14-19). They are thus, in contrast to plants, virtually
sentient beings, their insentient existence being, in spite of its long
duration, merely an episode in their odyssey in karma-driven sarnsara.

118 This is also true of the verse SN I 154 (no. 6.2.2; SoM. 332 f, vs. 597) com-
paring the fact that being honoured ‘kills’ a bad person just as the fruit kills the
plantain tree, the bamboo and the reed, or as the embryo kills the mule. Comparison
does not presuppose equality in every regard. The use of the word “to kill” with
regard to plants, animals and men need not imply that all three are alive and sen-
tient in the same way, and in the case of the bad person the expression that he is
*killed’ by being honoured would anyway seem to have a metaphorical meaning. At
Ja III 493,14 (no. 429, gatha!) the wish of the parrot that the withered tree might be
revived (ayar rukkho punar d@yum labheta) just mirrors the perspective of daily life;
the text is a eulogy on loyalty to friends, not a doctrinal disquisition.

Y9 yibh 419,2128: asaffiasattanam devanar upapattikkhane ... ekindriyam
patubhavati: rigpajivitindriyam. It should, however, be noted that ekindriyari is not
a bahuvrihi here, and in view of parallel phrases (esp. 417,12-18: ... upapatti-
kkhane-... cattar’ indriyani patubhavanti) probably not a compound at all but rather
a sandhi-form for ekam indriyam (cf. OBERLIES 2001: 117: kath’ ajja for katham
ajja), so that we ought to write ek’ indriyar.

56



Pt. I: Status of Plants in Early Buddhism

22. Even if the hypothesis of a material life-faculty in plants were
established as a doctrine of systematized later Theravada, its tacit
assumption, without conclusive evidence, for early canonical Bud-
dhism or even for the earliest period is surely unwarranted from a
historical perspective.'*’

23. Finally, I am not at all sure whether establishing plants as being
endowed with mere vegetative, insentient life would actually have
sufficed, from an early Buddhist or early Indian point of view, to in-
clude them, for their own sake, in the range of beings that should not
" be killed or injured, since, lacking emotions, they would neither be
afraid of death or fond of life nor feel pain or pleasure. Nor would it
make sense to include them into the cultivation of benevolence unless
for the sake of purifying one’s own mind; for what kind of happiness
could one wish for organisms that do not have any feelings or emo-
tions at all? And even if we disregard these problems, we must still be
aware that if in early Buddhism plants were, as living beings, defi-
nitely included in the range of creatures the killing or injuring of
which is an evil (papa) or unwholesome (akusala) action (cf. Fuil-

120 This holds good a fortiori for an interesting comment on the prohibition re-
garding the cutting of plants (“grasses and trees”) by an important Chinese monk of
the Ming dynasty, viz., Chu-hung (#k%, 1535-1615: H6bRép 280b), who promoted
" a synthesis of Ch’an and Pure Land doctrines. According to him (T 40.1820:
847a11-13), the non-Buddhist thesis that plants possess life () means that they
possess consciousness (4, i.e., sentience). As against this, the Buddha would at-
tribute to them life (£7) only in the sense of vegetal life or growth (4). They have
vegetal life but lack consciousness. Since they have vegetal life, they should not be
killed. To this extent the Buddha agrees with people (i.e., the non-Buddhists). But
he does not agree with them as regards the view that plants possess consciousness.
. Obviously, this view comes very close to FUIMOTO’s. But its terminology is, as
Prof. Michael FRIEDRICH convincingly pointed out to me, strongly reminiscent of
the Hisiin-tzii, book 9: Wang chih (E#(): “Water and fire have energy, but no life
(%); grasses/herbs and trees have life but no consciousness (4[]); birds and quadru-
peds have consciousness but no sense of right and wrong” (ZK: X RIMELE, B
HAEMEESD, BEEAIMAS; of. UNGER 2000: 65-66). Perhaps this is also the
background for Kumarajiva’s and Buddhajiva’s (/Tao-sheng’s) occasional render-
ing of Pacittiya 11 in terms of a prohibition of “killing of living plants” (Fx4EIK,
see fn. 31). .
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MOTO 2003: 88,8), it would, in the early Indian context, have been
very difficult for ordinary lay persons to survive without amassing a
huge amount of bad karma. From a Jodoshinshii point of view, this
may be just the true state of affairs from which only Amida’s grace
- can save us, but as far as I can see the tendency in early Buddhism
was to keep the life of both monks and lay people practicable, ena-
bling monks to concentrate their efforts on meditative practices and
giving lay people a chance to meet moral standards without neglect-
ing their everyday duties. To my mind, this is the main reason why
early Buddhism, even in the early period, tended to disregard the
question of the animateness and sentience of plants, or to leave it un-
decided.

5. Additional Arguments for the Sentience of Plants
Revisited

24. Let me now turn to the evidence adduced by OKADA and
FINDLY, in addition to the Vinaya phrase discussed in ch. 3, in support
of their thesis that in early (and Theravada) Buddhism plants were
regarded as sentient, endowed with, at least, the sense of touch, or
even with a more complex set of faculties. I shall first discuss
FINDLY’s arguments (ch. 5.1) and then OKADA’s (ch. 5.2).

5.1. FINDLY’s Arguments

25. Among the arguments adduced by FINDLY in order to prove her
view that in early Buddhism (and not merely in the very beginning
but, it seems, more or less throughout the canonical period) plants
were still regarded as sentient beings, I shall first (ch. 5.1.1) examine
two passages adduced by her as referring to plants in terms of sentient
beings, and three more where she thinks the belief in plants as sen-
tient beings is presupposed. Thereafter (ch. 5.1.2), some remarks will
be made with respect to the evidence on which FINDLY bases her
view that in early Buddhism plants were considered to possess the
sense of touch. Finally (ch. 5.1.3), I shall discuss her thesis that there
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is, in view of their being endowed with the sense of touch, good rea-
son to assume that plants were considered to be even more complex
beings and to participate in karma-directed sarnsara. Her suggestion
that they may even have been regarded as saintly beings will be dealt
with later (ch. 6).

5.11. Additional Passages Referring to Plants as Sentient Beings

26. As far as I can see, the expression “sentient being” (satt(v)a) is
not normally used in the Pali canon in a way that explicitly includes
plants from a Buddhist point of view. A phrase adduced by FINDLY
(2008: 43) from the Dighanikaya as evidence for ‘satta’ denoting
plants is surely inconclusive. In this phrase, an area donated by the
king to a brahmin is characterised as “abounding in sattas, [well]
equipped with grass (i.e., fodder), wood and water, and having
[plenty of] cereals”."”” There is no reason to understand “abounding in
sattas” as being specified by the subsequent qualifications, but even if
we do so, the sartas would have to comprise not only living plants but
also [dry] wood (kattha)'® and water (udaka). Buddhaghosa is no
doubt right in understanding satta as referring to human population
and useful animals (cattle and game).' It is true that from a historical
point of view we cannot take for granted that later commentarial ex-
planations always correspond to the original meaning of earlier texts,

121 E.g., DN I 87,8-9; 111,7-8; 127,8-9: sattussadarin satinakatthodakam sa-

dhafifiam. The Sarvastivada version reads sotsadam instead (Dirghdgama ms. fol.
395V, 397R, 401R and 410R), which according to Gudrun MELZER’s still unpub-
lished dissertation on the Ambastha-siitra the Tibetan translators have understood as
“along with the tax yield” (this information courtesy of Prof. Jens-Uwe HART-
MANN). The parallel in the Divyavadana (Divy 319,11 and 21) has (sa)saptotsadarn,
on which see BHSD s.v. utsada(3).

12 See § 19.1 with fn. 110.

oy 245,20-22: satt-ussadam ti ... bahujanarn akinna-manussam posavaniya-
hatthi-assa-mora-migddi-aneka-satta-samdkinnari ca ti attho. Buddhaghosa draws
on the ideal, frequently met with in the canonical texts (e.g., DN III 75,7-18), of a
densely populated, largely urbanized world (cf. SCHMITHAUSEN 1991b: 15; 1997:
24; HARVEY 2000: 183).
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but we should not lightly discard them uniess we have strong argu-
ments. In any case, it is not advisable to base innovative doctrinal or
semantic assumptions on ambiguous passages or arbitrary interpreta-
tions. When looking for an occurrence of ‘satta’ that may include
‘plants, the most promising candidate would seem to be the old verses
mentioning mobile and stationary animate beings, the latter being,
most probably, the plants (see § 3). What comes to mind is the Metta-
sutta."* Here, too, it is, to be sure, animate beings (panabhii(ta) <
pranabhrt) that are divided into mobile and stationary, but the pas-
sage is framed by the wish that all sentient beings (satta) may be
happy, suggesting the inclusion of the stationary beings, and thus of
plants, into this category as well. This supposition is confirmed by the
Upasena-siitra of the Northern tradition, where we find indeed the
mobile and stationary, as the object of benevolence (maitri), sub-
sumed under the “sentient beings” (sattva).'”

27. Another problematic reference to plants is adduced by FINDLY
from the verses of the so-called Khandha-paritta.'® In this text, the

124 5p 145c~147d. The early date of the text is confirmed by its metre (old arya).
'3 See fn. 134.

126 AN 4.67 (II 72-73), discussed in FINDLY 2008: 392-394. FINDLY criticizes
the remarks I made on this text in SCHMITHAUSEN 1997a: 18 f, but I am afraid she
has missed my point. I did not say that “historically maitrf or metta was ‘an alliance
or ... contract with’ ... wild animals” but “did not ... entail an appreciation ... of a
species, tribe, or group of individuals who were ‘deserving to be valued’” (FINDLY
2008: 392). What I actually said is that even in the Vedic antecedent of the Buddhist
maitrT, viz., “alliance” or “friendship contract” (mitra, mitradheya, n.), animal spe-
cies are not envisaged in their aspect of species that have an inherent value as such,
as a constitutive part of natural diversity or of an eco-system, but, in the first place,
like other tribes, as, groups of potentially dangerous (or at least, e.g., in the case of
domestic animals or plants, potentially uncooperative) individuals, and that it seems
doubtful to me that this attitude was, in the course of its transformation into the
Buddhist attitude of benevolence, developed in such a way as to take species of
animals as deserving to be valued as species, the Buddhist attitude of maitri being
directed towards individual sentient beings, not species as such. — For a detailed
discussion of the Khandhaparitta and related materials, the reader is referred to

60



Pt. I: Status of Plants in Early Buddhism

speaker (any monk — the text is addressed to bhikkhus — who wants
to protect himself from poisonous snakes or other dangerous crea-
tures), after [1] declaring his friendship (FINDLY: kindness) with the
Virtipakkhas, etc. (i.e., the four families or tribes of snakes), [2a] de-
clares his friendship with the footless, the two-footed, the four-footed
and the many-footed, and [2b] subsequently expresses his hope or
wish that none of them might injure him. FINDLY (2008: 393) sug-
gests that in this text the “preemptive diplomacy” of the first declara-
tion (viz., [1], referring to the snakes) is, in [2a-b], “in the process of
reinvention into a ‘self-other’ process in which both parties are trans-
formed”. Although such an understanding is by no means a matter of
course — [2b] merely expresses a hope or wish or invocation —, it is
not excluded either.'” But FINDLY’S main reason, viz., that in [2a]
and [2b] the “footless” are the plants and that the inclusion of plants
makes little sense in the context of protection from danger (2008: 394:
“for how hostile can a plant be anyway?”) is hardly conclusive. For
the presupposition of this argument, viz., that the “footless” are the
plants, is at best a mere possibility, and it is only based on the some-
what remote lexical evidence that a certain parasitical (or rather epi-
phytic) plant'® is called apadaruha or apadarohini (2008: 97), which
FINDLY apparently takes to mean “growing on what is footless”, i.e.,

SCHMITHAUSEN 1997b (not used by FINDLY), MAITHRIMURTHI 1999: 55-63, and

HARA 2000:15-18.

127 The introductory prose merely shows that the practice is considered to be ef-

fective. It does not tell us how it works. In the case of animals, there is good reason
" to assume that it is normally considered to work by way of influencing and chang-
ing their attitude, as in the case of the Buddha taming the furious elephant Nalagiri
(Vin II 194 1), or in the case of hermits whose irradiation of benevolence is believed
to transform all animals in the vicinity into peaceful creatures (e.g., Ja VI 73,11-13;
520,27-28). But metta/maitrf is also thought to protect automatically against forces
of nature or weapons (AN IV 150,15-16; V 342,8-9). Cf. SCHMITHAUSEN 1997b:
3942, -

128 Epidendron tesseloides (MW 49b) or Vanda roxburghii (pw I: 70b).
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on a tree. Be that as it may,'” there is by far more textual support for
understanding the “footless” not as trees (which are after all, in epic
and later texts, even called pddapa, “drinking with the foot”) but as
footless animals like fish and, especially, snakes. Since this evidence
is found in Vedic'*® and Buddhist'' sources, including the explanation
of the verses under discussion én the Jataka commentary,’* it is, in
addition, much closer to the Khandha-paritta. Also from the point of
view of the context, viz., preventive protection against snake-bite, it is
much more natural to assume that the “footless” are, in the first place,
the snakes of the preceding verse, now viewed as one category among
dangerous creatures as a whole. There is, of course, no reason why
- plants should not be included in the cultivation of benevolence (cf.
§ 7), as they indeed seem to have been in the early period,® but in
the context of the Khandha-paritta this is made explicit only in the

129 One could, in this connection, also refer to PaiaSM 54c, according to which
apaya (apada) may refer to any footless thing like a tree, an object (dravya) or the
earth (bhimi). Actually, the passage indicated, viz., Nayadhammakahdo 1.8 [80]
(Suttag I 1024,27; ROTH 1983: 106 and 107, # 115), is unspecific (a painter is able
to paint the complete picture of any two-footed, four-footed and footless being even
when he has seen only a small part of it), and a reference to footless animals can
hardly be excluded.

0 Cf. Rgveda 1.32.7 (see WITZEL and GOTO 2007: 61 and 535), 3.30.8 and
Satapatha-brahmana 1.6.3.9 (referring to the mythical snake Vrtra).

1 vin 111 52,18: apada = snakes (ahi) and fish (maccha), as a category of things .
not to be appropriated unless given. Snakes are not, perhaps, the first thing that
comes to mind in connection with stealing, but the Vinaya is notorious for its casu-
istry: a monk must not set free a snake owned by a snake-charmer (Sp 362 f). Yet
precisely the fact that such a case may sound somewhat far-fetched shows that the
category of the “footless” was firmly associated with snakes. On the other hand,
one would surely expect plants to be mentioned in connection with stealing, had
their designation as “footless” beings been customary. Actually, however, they are
only mentioned under other categories like vanappati. For “footless” sentient beings
defined as snakes and fish, see also Mp III 74,5 (apada ti ... ahimacchadayo) on AN
1I 34,13-14 (satta apada va dipada va catuppada va bahupada va).

32531 146,3-4: apadakesu dighajatikesu c’eva macchesu ca (snakes and fish).
133 Sn 967 and 145c-147d (see § 26); cf. also SN IV 351 (see Plants n. 347).
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Upasena-siitra,' provided that at the time of its compilation the as-
sociation of the “stationary beings” with the plants was still alive.

28.0. FINDLY also tries to corroborate her view with some other
passages where according to her interpretation the recognition of the
sentience of plants in early Buddhism results from the fact that the
injuring of them is reproached.

28.1. One of these passages is MN III 157 (FINDLY 2008: 83),
where monks are described who correctly dispose of their meal
scraps by throwing them out in a place where there are few or no
green plants (appaharite; FINDLY: no crops) or by dropping them into
water that is free from (small) animals (appanake udake). FINDLY
thinks that the parallelism between green plants and animals proves
that “plants must be among the living”. This is obvious, but we can-
not be sure to what extent, or how long, this idea was fully alive
among the Buddhist monks,™ and not rather a rule of ascetic deco-

rum, the more so if the “green plants” are restricted to “crops”.'*

28.2. The same holds good for the Vinaya rule that a monk should
not upholster a couch or seat with cotton [wool] (tila; FINDLY, fol-
lowing HIRAKAWA: “some kinds of grass”)."” FINDLY (2008: 46)
takes such an action to have been interdicted “presumably because ...
it involves the killing of plants.” Tiila no doubt means cotton and
similar fluffy seeds. In the introductory story of the Pali Vinaya, there
is no trace of cotton fibres being considered as sentient. Rather, peo-
ple are upset because by upholstering their couches with cotton, the
monks enjoy a life of luxury like householders or, according to other
Vinayas,"® like a king or minister, i.e., deviate from the standards of

134 WALDSCHMIDT 1967: 342, vs. 26: sarvvandagesu me maitri ... | sarvvasatvesu
me maitri ye ttrasah sthavaras ca ye |).
135 Cf. the discussion in Plants # 11.1-2.

1% As is indeed the case, in a similar context, at Vin IV 264,1-2 (see Plants
#11.3 with n. 198).

7 Vin IV 169,29-30 (Pacittiya 88). Parallels: HIRAKAWA 1982: 264 n. 66.
"8 VinSa 127c18-20; similarly VinMa 392a15-16.
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ascetic life.”*” To be sure, in the Dharmaguptaka Vinaya, household-
ers reproach the monks for killing living beings for want of compas-
sion,*® but we cannot be sure that it is the cotton itself that the house-
holders have in mind when they refer to living beings, for the same
-phrase occurs also in connection with householders reproaching
monks for using water containing tiny animals'* and for killing ani-
mals.'*? Actually, in the Vinaya of the Mahisasakas, what the monks
would injure is tiny animals: “This stuff is filthy and tends to produce
insects /worms.”'® Even if we assume that in the Vinaya of the .
Dharmaguptakas the householders reproach the monks because they,
i.e., the householders, believed the cottonseeds to be living, sentient
beings, this would not necessarily imply that the monks themselves
shared such a view (see §§ 13 and 15).

28.3. Inapposite is, in my opinion, FINDLY’s (2008: 44) reference
to the Magandhiya-sutta (MN 1 501 f). According to' this text, the
Buddha was staying with a brahmin, spending the night on a spread
or mat of grass (tina-santharaka). In his absence during the daytime,
a wandering mendicant, Magandhiya, visits the brahmin and, seeing
the spread of grass, asks the brahmin for whom it has been prepared.
When he hears that it has been prepared for the Buddha, this, so
FINDLY, “elicits charges from Magandhiya that the Buddha is a killer
of plants”, a bhiinahu, translated by 1.B. HORNER, following Buddha-
ghosa,'** as “destroyer of growth”. Even if this interpretation were
accepted, it would only prove that the non-Buddhist ascetic regarded
the cutting of grass as an act of killing sentient plant beings. It would
not prove that the Buddha, or Buddhist monks, shared this view. But

13 A couch or seat stuffed with cotton-wool (tilapicu-pirita) as an example of a
comfortable seat: Sp 424 (= Patis-a II 497).

10 VinDh 693b10-12: B %) BT B £ 5.

1 VinDh 954¢10-12; cf. 646b28—c1 (with Z for [#); cf. also 677b16-17.
2 VinDh 677a2-5, with %% for 4.

% VinMi 70a28-29: HE¥)ER 1A SE .

144 ps 111 211,4: bhiinahuno ti hatavaddhino.
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FINDLY’s interpretation rests on faulty assumptions. First, bhiinahu
has convincingly been demonstrated to represent Skt. bhrinahan,
which literally means “killer of embryos”,'” and has thus nothing to
do with destroying plants. Second, there is no reason to derive
Magandhiya’s irritation from the use of a “spread or mat of grass”.
The “grass” (tina) is, in this case as in many others, surely not fresh
grass but dry grass or straw, and using a spread or mat of dry grass or
straw for sleeping was allowed even to the rigid Jain monks.'*¢ After
all, Magandhiya himself states that the tina-santharaka looks like an
ascetic’s sleeping place (samanaseyydaripa), implying that it con-
forms to ascetic decorum.'” Magandhiya’s irritation rather has to do
with the Buddha’s spirituality of controlling the senses (cf. MN I
503,14 ff) and discarding sensual pleasure, and calling him an “embryo
~ killer” may just be an insult™®,

5.1.2. Additional Arguments for Plants Possessing the Sense of
Touch

29. The cornerstone in FINDLY’s argumentation in favour of a full
recognition of the sentience of plants in early (i.e., canonical) Bud-
dhism is the assertion that they were regarded as being endowed with
the sense of fouch. In ch. 3, I tried to show that the Vinaya references
to plants as living beings with one sense-faculty, viz., the sense of

145 WEZLER 1994: 643 f, n. 120; VETTER 2000: 132 (with n. 45); OBERLIES 2001:
82 (with n. 4). Further references ibid.

146 SCHUBRING 1935: 167.

7 Thus explicitly Ps III 210,22-23: iman tinasantharakam samanassa anu-
cchavika seyya ti mafifiami. Cf. AN IV 251,21-23.

¥ In the context of the Magandhiya-sutta, VETTER (2000: 132 with n. 45) takes
“embryo-killer” to refer to the fact that the Buddha’s insistence on control of the
senses involves abstention from sexual intercourse and thus prevents children from
being conceived (cf. WEZLER 1994: 640, referring to a strand in brahminical law in
which even the failure to attempt procreation during the time of a woman’s cycle
favourable for conception (rtu) is regarded as ‘embryo-killing’ (bhriinahatya)). The
problem is that this interpretation is hardly possible for Sn 664 (cf. ANALAYO 2006:
285, n. 96).
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touch, cannot be taken as eVideﬁc_:e for a Buddhist position. However,
as already indicated (§ 10.1), FINDLY adduces further evidence from
the canonical texts for her assertion. The problem with this additional
evidence is that it is, as FINDLY herself is well aware (2002: 256a;
2008: 124),"* mainly taken from descriptive canonical passages, i.e.,
from passages describing observable properties of plants which, ac-
cording to FINDLY, show that they possess the sense of touch. Such
properties she finds expressed, e.g., when plants are described as
growing, withering and dying (256a /130 f), for they prosper in re-
sponse to the warmth of the sun and wither in response to the cold of
the winter (256a-b /133), and they react positively to contact with
water and negatively to drought (256b /136)'* or to the different
qualities of the soil (2008: 139-140; cf. 2002: 257a). In a sense, they
even move towards light or towards the sun (heliotropism) and, with
their roots, towards water (hydrotropism) (2008: 227; 365). Therefore
they must be endowed with the sense of touch and, argues FINDLY,
presumably even experience pleasure and pain (256b /159 f). Yet,
these conclusions result, inasmuch as they are based on passages that
merely describe observable phenomena, only by way of implication,
and this is the problem. From a methodological point of view I find it
highly questionable to argue that because we, or common people, or
non-Buddhist authors for that matter, think that X implies Y, Buddhist
masters, too, must have thought so.”! It is true that in Jaina texts and
in some Hindu sources we can indeed find passages where the above-
mentioned phenomena are adduced in a doctrinal setting in order to
prove that plants are sentient beings endowed with the sense of touch
or even other sense-faculties and hence prone to experience pleasure

9 For unspecified references in ch. 5.1.2 and ch. 5.1.3 see the remark in fn. 48.

50 FNpLY (256b /137 f) even tries to derive the presence of a sense of touch in
plants from the fact that they respond to variations in weight, for a heavy fruit low-
ers a tree branch, and when the fruit is dropped the branch rises up again. But if this

_is accepted even an elastic would have the sense of touch.

151 This was, many years ago, emphasized by Claus OETKE, but I cannot remem-

ber where. -
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and pain.”** But FINDLY does not point out any such passage in a Bud-
dhist source that expresses the Buddhist point of view.'” Rather, the
evidence she offers'* is confined to passages which merely mention
or describe empirical properties of plants like growing and withering,
or flourishing and becoming stunted under certain conditions — facts
which no Buddhist can, of course, deny —, but as far as I can see
none of the passages contains a doctrinal statement interpreting these
properties as somehow indicating that plants possess a sense of touch
or sentience.

30. Moreover, much of her evidence is gathered from comparisons.
But comparisons merely make use of empirical facts or common
ideas in order to illustrate doctrinal or spiritual issues. Taken on their
own they simply mirror the way things were looked at, or expressed,
in daily life by unsophisticated people. They are not normally in-
tended to make doctrinal statements on the very matter that is used as
the basis for the comparison or simile, and it would thus seem me--
thodically inadmissible to interpret them in such a way. To give just
two examples:'® When in SN V 46 (no. 45.150) we read that a monk
who cultivates the eightfold Path on the basis of virtuous conduct
(sila) attains growth with regard to the [wholesome] factors or states
(dhamma) just as seeds and plants attain growth with the earth as their

152 Thus, e.g., in Ayar 4,28-32 (I.1.5.6-7; JAG ## 45-47; cf. FINDLY 2008: 130)
with AyarViv 43,32-44,29, or in the famous passage Mhbh XII.177.10-18, which
tries to prove that trees possess all the five senses: cf. HARA 2003: 472—474 (further
references: ib. 473 n. 4); id. 2007: 55-56; FINDLY 2002: 260b; 2008: 121-122.

"% For Vin I 189 (FINDLY 2002: 256b), see fn. 55. At DN IIT 44,6-12 (FINDLY
2002: 256a n. 35) the five kinds of reproductive parts of plants (bija) may indeed be

» presupposed to be living beings (cf. T 1.1: 48a16: FAE[Z]#) = “things that may
grow again”, i.e., are capable of reproduction), but the person who is speaking is a
misguided (non-Buddhist, cf. DN III 40,27-42,8) ascetic (tapassin).

1 Most of the material is indicated in FINDLY 2002: 256a~257a, ns. 35, 36, 38
and 39, corresponding to FINDLY 2008: 174-176, ns. 124, 142, 167 and 195, with
some Jataka material added.

155 Both examples are taken from passages listed in FINDLY (256a n. 35 /174
n. 124).
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basis, the tertium comparationis is clearly only the fact that just as in
nature, so in spirituality growth requires a solid and suitable basis, but
I do not see how we can, from this reference to the everyday phe-
nomenon of the growth of seeds and plants, derive anything with re-
-gard to the doctrinal status of plants, such as, e.g., that they are sen-
tient beings endowed with the sense of touch. And when in SN III
137 f (no. 22.93; cf. VETTER 2000: 239 f) the unreliability of the
khandhas is compared to grasses, reeds and trees growing along a
rapid mountain-river and hanging down onto it but breaking off when
a drowning person grabs them, the common point is just unreliability,
and surely no doctrinal statement on the issue of the sentience of
plants is intended.

31. I do not at all deny that descriptive passages as well as compari-
sons may point to an emotional bond with plant life, but such a
perspective should be clearly distinguished from a doctrinal assess-
ment of the status of plants. This becomes especially clear in one of
the passages listed by FINDLY,"® viz., Visuddhimagga XX.74 f. Even
though in this passage the process of sprouting, growth, withering and
dropping leaves is not described in the context of a comparison but is
set forth as a possible objective support for meditating on imper-
manence, it has no doctrinal implication concerning the sentience of
plants. On the contrary, the preceding paragraph (VisM XX.73) ex-
pressly enumerates grasses, trees and creepers along with minerals,
jewels, soil and stones as instances of external (bahiddhd) matter “not
bound up with sense-faculties” (anindriyabaddha), i.e., inanimate.
Another instructive case, not mentioned by FINDLY, is Ps II 293
(#34). In connection with the remark of the Buddha that he remem-
bers once having fallen asleep after the daily meal in the hot season
(MN T 249,33-36), the commentary points out that it is only mental
torpor and sloth (thinamiddha)'®’ that is eliminated by attaining

158 Ibid. (“Vism 625, referring to the PTS-ed.).
57 On this term and its history, see SAKAMOTO-GOTO 2005.
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arhatship, but not fatigue of the body (kayadaratha)'*®. This kind of
fatigue, states the text, can be observed even in plants: lotuses open
their blossoms at one time (e.g., at daytime) but close them at another
(e.g., during the night), and some trees contract their leaves in the
evening and unroll them in the morning. But far from concluding that
plants must therefore be endowed with the sense of touch and with
sentience, the text expressly classifies them as ‘unacquired’ (anupd-
dinnaka), i.e., not bound up with sense-faculties (anindriyabaddha)'”
and hence insentient.'® These examples show that even later authors,
for whom plants are definitely not sentient beings, have no problems
using the everyday perspective on a descriptive level. Descriptive
- passages as such, and still more so comparisons, are doctrinally neu-
tral.

5.1.3. Arguments for Plants as Complex Sentient Beings

32. If in this way the evidence adduced for proving that in early
Buddhism plants are understood to have the sense of touch is uncon-
vincing, FINDLY’s conclusion that on account of being endowed with
the sense of touch they must also have been regarded as endowed

38 cf. Ps-pt (Milapannasa) # 388: kayadaratho ti paccayavisesavasena riipa-

kayassa parissamakaro.
139 Thus Ps-pt (Miilapannasa) # 388.

180 of, also Sv III 976,26-30, where it is stated that plants (tinadini, tinarukkha-
latadini) wither when it does not rain and become green when it rains, but where
they are at the same time expressly subsumed under what is not bound up with
sense-faculties (anindriyabaddha), hence insentient. An unambiguous doctrinal
interpretation of the everyday view that plants die is Vibh-a 101: “What we [nor-
mally] call (nama) ‘dying’ holds good only for what is bound up with sense-
faculties; in the case of what is not bound up with sense-faculties, there is no[thing
to be called] ‘dying’ [in the ordinary sense of the word]. To say ‘the crops have
died, the tree has died’ is merely common usage. In reality such expressions indi-
cate only that crops, etc., are subject to decay and annihilation” (indriyabaddhass’
eva maranam nama hoti, anindriyabaddhassa maranam nama natthi .... ; “sassari
matam, rukkho mato” ti idam pana vohdramattam eva; atthato pana evaripani
vacanani sassadinari khayavayabhavam eva dipenti.). Cf. also VisM VIIL.1: rukkho
mato loham matam ti-adisu sammutimaranar.
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with more complex faculties and as participating in the process of
karma-directed sarhsara (see § 10.2) turns out to be baseless. But even
if her presupposition, viz., that plants possess the sense of touch, were
accepted, at least some aspects of her conclusion would remain prob-
lematic. I shall first (§ 33) discuss her assumption that the sense of
touch somehow involves the other sense-faculties, and then (§ 34) her
thesis that plants, being endowed with at least the sense of touch and
hence sentient, must have been regarded as partlclpatmg in the
karma-directed sarhsara.

33.0. After having admitted that the “five sense faculties are ordi-
narily thought to be mutually exclusive” and that this is the usual way
they are portrayed in the Nikayas (257b /144), FINDLY goes on to
contrast this with the “more pronounced Buddhist belief ... that touch
is the one sense faculty that pervades all the others, that touch under-
lies all the other senses, and that at base there is only one sense organ,
that of the skin ...” (2002: 257b).'* Yet this sentence juxtaposes, or
even tacitly equates, quite different views. Regarding the sense of
touch as pervading the other senses is hardly the same as taking it to
underlie the others in the sense of being presupposed by them, and to
consider it as being in reality the only sense organ, fulfilling the func-
tions of all senses, is yet another thing.

33.1. In post-canonical Theravada Abhidharma the sense of touch is

indeed stated to pervade the whole body or at any rate all ‘acquired’
matter (upadinna-riipa)'® in the -body,'® comprising the other mate-

161 Cf. FINDLY 2008: 145: “... touch is said to be the one sense faculty that per-
vades all the others. As the sense that underlies all others, the only sense organ at
base, then, is that of the skin.” Or 147: “... touch ... is the foundation of all recep-
tion of sense data ...”.

12 See §§ 19.1-2 with fns. 108 and 114.

163 visM XIV.52 (= Asl 311,7-11; cf. FINDLY 2008: 128; 146): yavata pana ima-
smiri kdye updadinparipam nama atthi, sabbattha kayo [Asl: kayayatanam, i.e.,
kayindriyam] kappasapatale sineho viya ... titthati; XIV.58: “[The faculties of male
and female sex] both pervade the whole body, just as the sense of touch does” (tad-
ubhayam pi kayappasado [= kayendriyam) viya sakalasarirabyapakar). For a simi-
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rial sense faculties,'® but it does not underlie the other senses as a
conditio sine qua non for their presence, for in the Theravada system
the heavenly beings of the ripadhatu are endowed with the senses of
sight and hearing but not with the sense of touch.'®

33.2. In the Vaibhasika system, on the other hand, the sense of
touch not only pervades the other senses'® but also underlies them in
the sense of being presupposed by them'®’ and never being absent
where they are present.'® But this is not meant to imply that a sentient
being possessing the sense of touch must also be endowed with the

lar definition in the Yogacara tradition, see the Paficaskandhaka-bhdsya by Sa'i rtsa
lag (*Prthivibandhu, or rather *Vasubandhu?): “The atoms of the [sense of touch]
constantly envelop the whole body like a skin or hide” (de’i [= kayendriyasya] rdul
phran ni pags pa’am ko ba bzhin du lus thog thag khyab par gnas so: Tj P hi: 108b1-
2).

164 The pervasion is to be understood only as an intermingling of the respective
‘molecules’ (kalapa), not in the sense that a sense-of-touch-‘atom’ is integrated into
each ‘molecule’ of the other senses, as in the Vaibhasika theory (see fn. 166): cf.
KARUNADASA 1989: 157.

165 K ARUNADASA 1989: 162. Cf. Kv VIIL7.

166 According to AKBh 53,1-7, the “molecules” of all the other bodily sense-
faculties include a sense-of-touch-atom. Cf. KARUNADASA 1989: 157.

167 AKVy 123,25-26: yatra hi caksuh Srotradi va, tatra kayendriyena bhavitavyam,
tatpratibaddhavrttitvac caksuradinam.

18 i 792¢9-10 and 25: “Who is endowed with the faculty of sight (caksur-
indriya), is necessarily endowed with five faculties (indriya); with the remaining
[faculties], not necessarily. ‘Endowed with five’, viz., the faculties of sight, touch,
life, mind (manas) and neutral feeling (upeksa). ... As [one who is endowed with]
the faculty of sight, so also [one who is endowed with the faculty of] hearing, smell-
ing or tasting [is necessarily endowed with five faculties, viz., this faculty plus the
faculties of touch, life, mind and neutral feeling]” GEECELIRIR, IMEMRI . 8T
B ¥, 3B RS ERIR. .. (RR, EEERIE.; see also AKBh 51,2-3);
Vi 793a7-12, esp. 9-12: “As for the faculties of sight, hearing, smelling and tast-
ing, ... when one is born in the k@madhatu, one is either endowed or not endowed
[with them]. ... As for the faculty of touch, when one is born in the kama- or rijpa-
dhatu ..., one is [necessarily] endowed [with it]” (EE&FR, ... £4U7 siEkEt
BNEER ..o BAR, EARES BIRGEE.).
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other sense faculties.'” Anyway, if this were implied in the case of
plants, their characterization as ekindriya would be misleading, for
this expression would not convey any specific information about them
unless understood, as in Jainism,'” in the sense of “having only one
gense faculty”, in contrast to other sentient beings who have more
than one.'”

33.3. This argument (viz., that no specific information on plants
would be conveyed) would also work under the presupposition of a
general ekendriya-vada, i.e., the theory that there is basically only one
sense organ, viz., the skin (or the sense faculty residing in it), differ-
ent parts of which perform different functions like seeing, etc.'” Le.,
it would not make sense to characterize plants specifically as
ekindriya unless what is meant is that in their case only one function
of the multifunctional skin, viz., receiving impressions of touch, is
working. Moreover, no such theory is, to my knowledge, attested to

1% Vi 792¢26-293a1: “Who is endowed with the faculty of touch (kayendriya), is
necessarily endowed with four faculties (indriya); with the remaining [faculties],
not necessarily. ‘Endowed with four’, viz., the faculties of touch, life, mind and
neutral feeling (upeksa). ‘With the remaining [faculties], not necessarily’: with the
remaining 18 faculties, one is either endowed or not endowed. As for the faculty of
sight (caksurindriya), if one has the faculty of sight, one is endowed with it; if one
lacks it (i.e., is blind), one is not endowed with it. ...” GERELEIR HERFT. &
TE. HEEE, 38 SwmEiel. BT EE, sfT/UR B 8T EE. IRIE, IR
REZE HiEEt. NEE T, ; see also AKBh 50,22). Cf. also the fact that at the
moment of rebirth (/conception) the only material sense-faculty is the sense of
touch, with the others arising later (Kv-a 148,1-3; AKBh 47,18-19; AKVy 285,2-4;
cf. also YBh 24,10-13). Even so, FINDLY’s (2002: 257a; cf. 2008: 144) statement
that the sense of touch “survives the scattering of faculties at death” sounds prob-
lematic, suggesting as it does that the sense of touch is a kind of transmigrating
entity.

79 BALBIR 2000: 22-23.

'"! The Mahabharata passage (crit. ed. 12.177.10-18) proving that trees have all
the five senses (see fn. 152) significantly does not label them ekendriya.

172 For this theory and its presumable advocates, see the exhaustive discussion in
PREISENDANZ 1994, pt. 2: 609-622 (n. 206).
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in Buddhist sources.'” Still less is there any clue for assuming an
ekendriya-vada of this kind specially for plants, according to which,
in contrast to humans and animals endowed with five different mate-
rial sense-faculties, plants would have only one multifunctional sense
organ like the skin in the aforementioned theory. The main reason for
FINDLY’s speculation in this direction seems to be that she deliber-
ately conflates the sense of touch, i.e. the specifically tactile ‘body-
sense’ (kayindriya), with the unspecified contact of any sense-faculty
(including even the faculty of thought, manas) with its respective ob-
jects, because the term deriot'mg this kind of contact, viz. ‘phassa’, is
derived from the same verbal root (Skt. ¥sprs) as the terms for the
function of the tactile sense, viz., to touch (phusati), and its objects,
viz., tangibles (photthabba)." But such a conflation seems quite arbi-
trary and is, as far as I can see, not supported by the Buddhist tradi-
tion. :

34. Let me now turn to FINDLY’s thesis that plants, having at least
the sense of touch, must also have sentience or consciousness, contact
(phassa) with objects and hence feelings (vedana) of pleasure or pain,
desire, etc., in the sense of the (ten- or twelve-linked) chain of origi-
nation in dependence (paticca-samuppdda), and should therefore be
regarded as participating in the karma-directed sarsara. As in the
case of the sense of touch, FINDLY tries to support her conclusion
mainly'” by adducing observable facts and casual textual references,

173 Cf, also PREISENDANZ 1994: 612-615.

174 Cf., e.g., FINDLY 2008: 147 (emphasis mine): “One conclusion from this, then,
is that if plants are in fact endowed with touch ..., and if touch or contact is the
foundation of all reception of sense data, then plant experience must be seen as
belonging to the Buddhist scheme of the paticcasamuppada ...”.

"5 For an infelicitous attempt to derive consciousness or cognition (sarmjid) in
plants from textual evidence see fn. 76. Likewise, FINDLY’s (2008: 154; 226) refer-
ence to the Abhidhammic distinction of ajjhatta and bahiddha (Dhs 187 f: ## 1044—
1045) in order to characterize plant consciousness as “inward” or “interior” (in the
sense of the brahminical concept of antahsamyjiia, for which see WEZLER 1987b) is
misleading. Both corporeal and mental factors are ajjhatta in so far as they are per-
sonally (ajjhattari) and individually (paccattam, not “self-referable” in an epistemic
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mostly in similes, to phenomena which she takes to imply the pres-
ence of consciousness, feelings or needs and desires'’ in plants, of by
taking passages mentioning the growth and variety of plants or their
reproductive continuity to suggest their participation, somehow or
-other, in karma-directed sarhsara (259a /230 f),”" as in Jainism and

sense!) owned (niyaka etc.) by the respective sentient being itself (or, in the context
of the practice of mindfulness: by the respective person himself or herself), and
“external” (bahiddha) are the same corporeal and mental factors in so far as they
are personally and individually owned by another sentient being (or person). In this
passage, only ‘acquired’ (upddinna: see fn. 108) factors, i.e., factors forming part of
sentient beings, are taken into consideration, hence no constituents of plants, which
are reckoned among the ‘unacquired’ (see § 19.2 with fn. 112). When they are in-
cluded, they fall exclusively under the category “external”, as is made explicit in
Dhs 241,33-34 (# 1418): “matter not bound up with sense-faculties (i.e., ‘unac-
quired’ matter, including plants: see fn. 112) is [exclusively] ‘external’” (anindriya-
baddha-riiparm ... bahiddha, corr. with Asl 423,6).

176 E.g., according to FINDLY, the empirical fact (“we can observe”) that plants
respond to sun and water in that “leaves turn toward sun and roots turn toward wa-
ter” suggests the presence of consciousness (vififidna) in plants (2002: 260a-b), with
the tacit implication that even the Buddhists could not but realize this. And canoni-
cal passages according to which seeds, in order to grow, must be planted in a fertile
field and receive a continuous water supply imply that plants were taken to have
needs or even desires (257a with n. 40 /161 with n. 301), while the fact that they
adapt to the soil and to weather conditions indicates “intention” (cetana) and “culti-
vation” (bhavana) (257a/164).

1t is, 1 might note, not quite correct to say that Thi vs. 499 “compares the suc-
cession of leaves, twigs, and grasses to that of fathers”. Rather, the verse has to be
interpreted in line with SN II 178 (no. 15.1; cf. NORMAN, 1971: 173). In this ser-
mon, the unfathomableness of a beginning of sarhsara is illustrated by pointing out
that the series of one’s mother, mother’s mother, etc. (the Sanskrit version at YBh
197,6-198,1 adds: father, father’s father, etc.), could not be measured even by the’
number resulting from all grasses, pieces of wood, branches and leaves growing in
our continent Jambudvipa when they are cut into bits of four inches. There is no
mention of a series of plants. And at Mil 269 it is the king, not the Buddhist master,
who illustrates his thesis that nibbana must have a cause by pointing to various
chains of cause and effect from everyday experience: son — father — grandfather,
pupil — teacher — teacher’s teacher, or sprout — seed — seed of the seed. In none of
the illustrations is karmic causality involved; the sequence of generations is, of
course, something quite different from the karma-directed sequence of rebirths of
one individual. I do not see how any clue for a doctrinal position of plants being
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most strands of Hinduism.'” I have already (§ 29) stated my objec-
tions to deriving doctrinal positions from descriptive passages and
similes referring to empirical facts as expressed in everyday language
unless this is explicitly done in the Buddhist texts themselves. But
even if we accept the presupposition that in earliest Buddhism plants
were somehow still tacitly believed to have rudimentary experi-
ences'” and perhaps even appetitions, this need not necessarily mean
that they were regarded as capable of free decisions and morally
qualified actions;'® FINDLY herself admits that her conclusion for

involved in karma-directed sarisara could be gathered from these passages, even if
the caveat against using similes for this purpose were ignored. By way of contrast,

at VisM XXII.87 (PTS-ed. p. 688; transl. NANAMOLI p. 715) the tree propagating

over generations is indeed paralleled with the khandhas of a certain individual

which reproduce themselves in the process of rebirth, but what the simile wants to

demonstrate is that just as the sap pervades the whole tree so the defilements (kilesa)
cling to all the five khandhas. We are not entitled to stretch the simile beyond this

and derive from it that plants are bodies of ‘transmigrating’ sentient beings.

78 Cf. FINDLY 2008: 209-219. Cf. also, e.g., HALBFASS 2000: 25; 60; 71 f; 139;
171 £; 201 £. On the early Upanisads: SCHMITHAUSEN 1995a and 1995b.

1% The ascription of the sense of touch to plants would indeed not make sense
unless it leads to some kind of experience of tangibles and of pain or pleasure, i.e.,
in Buddhist terms, some kind of sensation (vijiiana) and feeling (vedana). This is
made explicit (in Buddhist terminology, cf. fn. 60!) in Vimativinodant (CSCD) 1
#365 (Sanghadisesa-kando 7), where it is stated that “[in Sp 575] the expression
‘having [only] one sense faculty’ is referred to the sense of touch because when it is
stated [in the Sustavibhanga] that [people consider a tree] to have only one sense-
faculty this is meant to [point out] which among the material sense faculties is [re-
garded by people to be] present [in a tree],” and that those who regard plants as
living beings of course assume that they have also manindriya, i.e., some form of
mind, probably tactile perception (ripindriyesu vijjamanam sandhdya ekindriyata
vuccatiti aha “kayindriyam sandhayd”ti. te hi manindriyam pi bhitagamanam
icchanti).

"0 EINDLY’s argument that because plants have the sense of touch (kayindriya)
they should also be capable of bodily action (kdyakamma) because the use of the
same word (i.e., kdya) in both cases is hardly coincidental (258a—b /223) is not
convincing. The idea that in some (non-human) existences karma can only be con-
sumed but not accumulated is not rare in Indian thought (cf., e.g., HALBFASS 2000:
168; P.V. KANE: History of Dharmasastra, vol. IV, Poona 21972: 176 f with n. 419;
cf. also Plants # 36.5.5 with n. 568, actually referred to by FINDLY [259b /231], but
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consciousness in plants (and a fortiori for their participation. in
karma-directed sarhsara) rests on implication (260a /227; cf. 230). It
would rather appear that this issue was simply not considered or even
deliberately left undecided.'® Logically, it is true, the mere possibility
of sentient beings helplessly suffering without being karmically re-
sponsible for their status appears incompatible with the fundamental
assumption that one’s present predicament is not a matter of mere
chance or divine arbitrariness but due to one’s own former whole-
some or unwholesome actions. But, to say it again, we must be care-
ful to distinguish between what logically follows (or what we think or
realize to follow) from a position and what people at a certain period
thought or realized to follow from it. To be sure, in doctrinally con-
solidated Buddhism (at least Indian Buddhism) the problem was real-
ized and solved by rejecting the existence of primitive sentient beings
not (or not yet) participating in karma-directed sarhsara. In Jainism,
on the other hand, such beings were expressly admitted in the form of
the micro-vegetal nigodas.'™ In-earliest Buddhism, however, a sys-
tematic alignment of borderline areas may have been felt unnecessary
or even inexpedient.

5.2. OKADA’s Arguments for Plants as Sentient Beings

35. OKADA, too, incidentally adduces similes in order to show that
there are exceptions to the usual treatment of plants as insentient even
in Mahayana narrative literature; she refers, e.g., to a passage from
the Srimalasitra of the Mahdaramakita collection, which states that

see fn. 49). This view would seem to be characteristic of karma theories with a
strong ritual component, but it is not entirely incompatible with ethicized theories
either.

181 As FINDLY herself states (260b /229): “It makes most sense, then, to argue
for an agnostic position.”

82 More precisely: the nitya-nigodas. Cf., e.g., SCHUBRING 1935: 131; 133 f;
JAINT 1980: 224-228; BUTZENBERGER 1998: 43-45 (with further references in
n. 164); HALBFASS 2000: 71 f; BRUHN 2007: 25 (with further references); FINDLY
2008: 118. No Pkt. equivalent of the term ‘nigoda’ seems to occur in the earliest
Jaina scriptures.
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all wholesome dharmas of the §ravakas and pratyekabuddhas are
based on the mahdyana just as all seeds and plants sprout and thrive
with the earth, or soil, as their basis.'®* But on the whole she is con-
cerned with evidence that deserves to be assessed more carefully. We
may divide this evidence into two categories: 1. The cases where the
relation of a tree deity to the tree is so close that it suggests a soul—
body relation'®* (ch. 5.2.1), and 2. cases where plants react to extraor-
dinary spiritual achievements (ch. 5.2.2).

5.2.1 Tree Deities and Numinous Trees

36. OKADA is perfectly right in highlighting the close connection of
the tree deity or tree spirit with the tree in the Bhaddasala-jataka
(no. 465). In this text, as I had also pointed out in Plants # 5.4, the
tree spirit has to die when his tree is felled, and he even calls the tree
his body (sarira). But although a similar close connection is ex-
pressed or presupposed in a couple of other Jarakas as well,'™ it is,
contrary to what OKADA seems to suggest,'®® surely not typical of the
Theravada Jataka literature as a whole. Above all, it is indispensable
to distinguish the various textual layers, especially the garhdas and the
various prose sections.'®” As far as I can see from an admittedly very
cursory inspection of the material, the general idea expressed in the

'8 T 11.310: 67529-11, quoted in OKADA 1998: 282 n. 2 (1). For another exam-
ple, see § 88.

184 See § 9 with fns. 43-44.

185 OKADA 1999: 108 n. 10 mentions the Kofisimbali-jataka (no.412) and the
Phandana-jataka (no. 475). Perhaps one could add the Hatthipala-jataka (no. 509)

where the tree deity is threatened with destruction (nitthana) through the cutting of
the tree (IV 474,16-21 and 475,16-19).

1% OKADA 1998: 283 #3.7: \—1) ¥ +—% 7 DEAHNIL Z DRI EARE Sk
ELTEL, BHg EMOKERDH X L1722 B D> Tivd, (“The plant deities
of the Pali Jataka, in this way, have the plant as their body and are thus completely
different from the ocean deity and similar divine spirits.”).

'8 For detailed information on the structure and literary history of the Pali
Jataka collection see VON HINUBER 1998, and, briefly, id. 1996, pp. 54-58.
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prose is that tree deities dwell in trees'® — occasionally also minor
plant spirits dwelling in bunches of grass, etc., are mentioned'® — or
in palaces (vimana) located in trees or in orie of their parts.'”® The tree

188 Cf., e.g., Ja IlI 397,16: Bodhisatto kotisimbaliyam rukkhadevata hutva nibbatti,
1T 34,2 f; 1 223,23 f: varanarukkhe adhivattha devata; 11 385,27 f: tasmim rukkhe
adhivartha devata. Cf. MN 1 306,4 f (sale adhivattha devata) and AN III 370,11
(nigrodharaje adhivattha devatd). Also Mil 173,14 and 27 f.

189 Kusanali-jataka (no. 121; of. OKADA 1998: 283 #3.6, last item; FINDLY 2008:
275): kusandaligacche devata (Ja1441,19). Cf. also MN I 306,7-8 and SN IV 302,22-
23, mentioning, besides the deities of parks, groves and [special] trees, deities
/spirits inhabiting herbs, grasses and forest trees (osadhi-tina-vanappatisu adhi-
vattha devata).

90g, g., Ja I 328,16-25 (tree deities exhorted not to move into vimanas in [soli-
tary] courtyard trees but nonetheless doing so). Cf. also Ps II 373,3-6 and SaraSg
237,5-19: tree deities live in vimdnas that are invisible to human eyes; if the vimana
is located in the branches, it is destroyed to the extent the branches are broken or
cut; if it is located in the tree as a whole, it persists as long as at least the root is
intact. The Mahayanist Mahaparinirvana-sitra (MPST S 209b4-5; Dh 415a12-13;
Fa 889b23-24) states that tree deities dwell in trees but that one does not know in
which part. OKADA (1998: 283; see fn. 186) stresses that the conception of other
nature deities/spirits is entirely different from that of plant deities. As evidence she
points out (281 n. 13) that ocean and river deities do not dwell in the ocean or river
but are only guardians of these spheres, not in the sense of protecting the ocean or
river itself but rather in the sense of protecting sentient beings from harm. However,
this matter seems to require further study. At any rate, at Ja VI 555,22 deities dwell-
ing in the river (nadiya adhivattha-devatd) are mentioned (same terminology as in
the case of tree deities, cf. fn. 188!), and in the Kimchanda-jataka (no. 511) at least
the commentary (Ja V 6,15-16) takes the river deity (nadi-devata) to live in a palace
situated in the Ganges, and her (fem., cf. V 4,16-22) appearance in the air above the
river (V 3,22) is entirely in agreement with how tree deities may manifest them-
selves (see fn. 193). Cf. perhaps also SaraSg 246,25-27 (= Sv-pt II 202), explaining
the compound pathavi-devata: “They say that there is a deity dwelling in (but v. L.:
[presiding] over) the Great Earth similar to the ocean deity [dwelling in the ocean]"
(ettha samuddadevata viya mahapathaviya adhivattha [v. 1. and Sv-pt only: adhi-]
devatd nama kira arthi). The same notions obtain even in the case of deities residing
in artefacts like a ‘gate-room’ (dvarakotthaka: Ja 1 228,25-29) or a parasol (chatta:
Ja VI 4,13). And in the Samudda-jataka (Ja II 441 f = no. 296) the ocean deity does
not protect people but, if anything, the ocean itself (by chasing away the crow
which wants to empty it, though this is of course impossible), whereas at Ja II
308,8-13 the tree deity is summoned to resume her function of protecting human
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deities are not locked up in their trees. They may appear to humans in
heavenly splendour or otherwise,'’ either in some part of the tree'
or in the air,'” or may even visit humans at home (as the tree deity in
the Bhaddasala-jataka does)™. Tree and plant deities may. also as-
semble or visit each other.” Tree deities dislike the destruction of
- their trees because it involves the destruction of their palaces'*
(though not necessarily the destruction of their lives)'’. Sometimes
they are described as searching for another abode.'® In other cases, as
in the Bhaddasala-jataka, the life of the tree deity is, to be sure,
closely connected with the tree and the palace the tree constitutes or
contains, but even in this case the prose text merely states that the life

beings who have entered the forest. Cf. also the story in the Chinese Dharmapada
commentary (T 4.211:591c17 ff, esp. ¢23-27; SHIRATO 1998: 15a) of a tree deity
feeding travellers.

By v 475,20-21 (rukkhadevata mahantendnubhavena khandhavivarato nik-
khamitva ...); Dhp-a II 16,3-4 and 13 (tree deity is advised to step out of the tree in a
red garment and actually does so); Ja I 442,20-25 (grass-bunch deity appears in the
form of a chameleon); Sv III 941,14-16 ~ Sn-a II 419,21-22 ~ Ps II 135,5-6 (tree
deity approaches a king in the appearance of a squirrel). Cf. also Ja I 69,4-15 (with
Sv II 572,7-9), suggesting that a tree spirit may illuminate the tree with the splen-
dour of his body, although in the given case it is the Bodhisatta shortly before his
Awakening who does so.

192 E.g., Ja I 169,14: khandhavitape thatva; IV 475,20-21 (khandhavivarato nik-
khamitva: see fn. 191).

193 E.g., JaI168,2-3: akase pallamkena nisiditva.

1% Ja IV 154,10-13.

B3 357,27-358,5: One tree deity approaches another (cf. 356,17) and then
goes to a different forest; cf. Ja I 442,14-18: Forest deities and a grass-bunch deity
‘(cf. 441,19) visit a tree deity; cf. also 442,29-443,1. Every fortnight tree deities
assemble in the Himalayas and are asked whether they have kept to the “dhamma of
trees” (Sp 759; cf. Plants p. 74 with n. 418).

1% E.g., Ja I 209,25-26 and 210,10-11; Ps II 373,3-9.

7 Thus clearly Ja I 328,25-329,1. Cf. also AN III 370,4-9 (tree deity stands
weeping (rudamand, fem.) beside her tree, which had been overthrown by a thun-
derstorm).

198 13 1 328,30-31. Cf. also fn. 205.
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of the deity lasts only as long as the palace does,” and does not call
the tree the body of the tree deity.” It is only in the gdathas that the
tree deity states that by the cutting of the tree he will be separated
from his body, and asks to be cut piece by piece in order to avoid
crushing his offspring growing around him.**' OKADA is right in as-
suming that the speaker of these verses is obviously a numinous sen-
tient being embodied in a tree, or the tree itself as a numinous sentient
being.? Yet it is surely not a rudimentary sentient being possessing

199 72 1V 154,5-6: vimanapariyantikam eva kho pana mayham jivitam. -

200 Similarly in the Phandana-jataka (no. 475: IV 209,26-28): “... he destroys my
palace, and I myself shall perish” (... mama vimanar naseti, aham ca nassissami).
In this Jataka, the tree deity, retaliating enmity, is not identified with the Bodhisatta;
the deity living in that forest who witnessed the event and who is identified with the
Bodhisatta in the samodhana must be another deity. On the other hand, in the
Palasa-jataka (no. 307) even in the gathas (Ja III 24,1 and 9) the tree is said to be
acetana (not necessarily insentient but in any event lacking cognitive faculties like .
understanding speech: Plants n. 459) and characterized as an abode of a spirit or of
spirits (bhiita-nivasa).

2013 465 vs. 6-7 and vs. 10-11 =1V 155,26-156,2 and 156,23-26.

22 In the gathas of the Phandana-jataka (no.475), too, it is the tree itself that
speaks to the woodcutter and is stated to have retaliated enmity (Ja IV 210,19
[vs. 20] and 23 [vs. 22]). In the Kotisimbali-jataka (no. 412: III 397—400), the tree
itself is addressed (vs. 122; comm. 398,20 explains: the deity is addressed by the
name of the tree!), trembles (vs. 121; comm. 398,7-8: the deity trembles with fear
and thereby the tree, too, trembles!)? and realizes (vs. 124) that the parasitic trees
“will strangle me and will make me a non-tree (arukkha)”. As the commentary
(399,9-10: mara arukkham eva karissanti sabbaso bharijissanti) suggests, the latter
expression would seem to mean: will completely destroy me. Even if we take
arukkha as a bahuvrihi, it may be understood in the sense of: will make me treeless
= bodiless, i.e., will kill me (cf. rukkhase ... hata in vs. 125). Cf. also the gathas of
Ja no. 370 (Palasa-jataka). — Also in Tamilnadu (SCHULER 2009: 227-229 with
ns. 37-39 and 50; cf. ibid. 258), certain trees are regarded as the abode of female or
male spirits (devata or pey, i.e., preta: cf. § 38 with fn. 208), and when the tree is
felled the spirit loses his or her home or is even bodily injured. The latter notion
suggests that the tree is sometimes almost viewed as the pey’s body. And like the
tree spirits in the Jatakas, the pey whose tree has been felled becomes angry and
aggressive. :
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only one sense-faculty, viz., the sense of touch, as in Jainism, but
rather a complex, rational being, able to understand and use speech,
and capable of compassion and self-sacrifice but also, as other stories
suggest,”” of fear and enmity.

37. However, many Jataka-gathds are not specifically Buddhist
creations but rather gathered from a stock of old Indian narrative and
gnomic literature’®, It is not always easy to decide whether ideas ex-
pressed in them were shared by the learned members of the early
Buddhist community or just folerated by them in a popular genre like
the Jatakas. If my interpretation of the evidence of the early Sttra and
Vinaya materials is correct, it is conceivable that, in view of the un-
decided status of plants in earliest Buddhism, stories in which trees or
other plants played a part were not, as a matter of principle, precluded
from being incorporated in the Jataka genre. In the course of doc-
trinal consolidation, however, the situation changed. When viewed as
rudimentary borderline beings, plants could easily be excluded from
the range of animate, sentient creatures. But when emphasis was on
their numinous, more - anthropomorphic aspect, the matter was not
that easy. In this case, the Buddhist solution was to clearly detach the
numinous aspect of trees and plants from their natural aspect and to
conceive it as a deity or spirit inhabiting the tree or the plant.**® Con-

* For a similar interpretation with regard to earthquake, cf. SaraSg (see fn. 190)
246,25-29 (= Sv-pt I1 202).
203 See fns. 200 and 202. Similarly the tree-inhabiting peys in Tamilnadu (see
fn. 202),

204 Cf. voN HINUBER 1998: 190-191.

1 this perspective, WODILLA (1928: 4-21) is doubtless right in taking the
idea of the tree as the abode of a deity to be a more developed stage than the belief
in the tree or plant itself as a numinous being. But it may well be that on a popular
level the belief had been less clear-cut, oscillating between both concepts as two
facets of a more dynamic belief in the numinous nature of plants, especially old and
large trees (cf. also NUGTEREN 2005: 170). The Buddhists would then merely have
eliminated the ambiguity by unequivocally distinguishing the numinous being from
the tree or plant. From a practical point of view, this clear-cut distinction between
the tree or plant and the numinous being made it possible to conceive of the latter as,
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sequently, the stories in which a tree or plant played a part had either
to be omitted or had to be explicitly interpreted in terms of the tree
deity concept, reducing the tree or plant itself to a mere abode of the
deity or spirit. Exceptions as in the Bhaddasala-jataka would seem to

-have survived due to the constraints of the narrative in which they
were embedded.

38. Whether the fact that in the Northern tradition(s) there are,
according to OKADA’s important observation (see § 9), no Jatakas in
which the Bodhisattva is identified with a tree deity has something to
do with this shift, requires further investigation. There may have been
other reasons as well. For example, in the Northern tradition(s) tree
deities may not have been considered a suitable type of being for the
Buddha’s former existences because, being related to the ambivalent
gandharvas® and, above all, to the yaksas or yaksinis,”’ who in the
Peta- and -Vimana-vatthu are exceptionally fortunate and powerful

principally, independent of a given tree or plant, so that in felling the tree or cutting
the plant one does not necessarily kill the spirit. Actually, at least in the case of
larger trees, the spirit is usually asked to move to another tree: cf. BECHERT 1984:
563; TOKIYA 1985: 169; Plants # 39.1.2 with n. 584; SCHOPEN 1997: 233; SOBISCH
2005: 112 and 131 n. 53. Cf. also the passage from the Brhatsarnhita cited in
FINDLY 2008: 272. Since according to SCHOPEN (1997: 232) the Tridandaka is a
kind of formulary adaptable to different occasions, its employment in the context of
the ritual of felling a tree on the one hand and in funeral rités on the other can
hardly be used as evidence for trees being regarded as sentient beings.

206 Cf, OBERLIES 2005: 102 n. 22 (gandharvas believed to live in trees). As for
the ambivalence of the gandharvas, see ibid. 106-107 (# 8): on the one hand helpful,
on the other greedy for women and a cause of possession and madness. For the
connection of gandharvas with trees, see also SN IIT 250.

27 For malevolent tree spirits regarded as yaksas, cf. Ja no. 398: III 325,19-21
(prose) and 328,14 (vs.). In Ja no. 402, the tree spirit (III 343,16 f) addressed as
yakkha in the gathas (IIT 345,4) merely announces mortal danger. In the Bhadda-
sala-jataka, even the benign tree deity identical with the Bodhisatta is called a
yakkha in one of the gathas. Similarly Ja IV 4,3 (v.l. B%: rukkhadevata) with 4,11
and 6,7. Cf. also HARA 2007: 54 and 59; ZIN 2003: 219 (concluding that ‘devata’
and ‘yaksini® were exchangeable terms in the Bharhut period).
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spirits of the dead (mahiddhika peta)* but in the course of time came
to be regarded more and more as evil demons,”” they often appear as
fierce and dangerous beings, who devour men or must be propitiated
with bloody animal and even human sacrifices.”’ Besides, in the ma-
jority of the Jatakas in which the Bodhisatta is a tree deity® he is,
significantly, not an actor in the plot. He rather appears to have been
introduced merely as an eyewitness to the events,”' especially in sto-
ries which take place in the wilderness and in which none of the ac-
tors seems to be suitable for being identified with the Bodhisatta. It
may well be that introducing the Bodhisatta as a tree deity was a de-
vice, of only one part of the tradition, to integrate such stories into the

genre.”?

?%% STEDE 1914: 41-43. Cf. also SCHULER 2009 (see fn. 202) and FINDLY 2008:
276-278.

209 7IN 2003: 219-220 and 256. Cf. also SCHULER 2009, ch. 7.3.1: yaksis, who
may also be tree spirits, devour babies.

20 of., e.g., the Dummedha-jataka (no. 50: 1260,8 ff), the Sutano-jataka (no. 398:
II 325,20 ff) and the Dhonasakha-jataka (no. 353 : III 159,25-160,8). Buddhist
commentarial literature presupposes this custom but in several places has tree dei-
ties (in conformity with Buddhist ethics) dissuade people from such bloody offer-
ings: e.g., Ja no. 19 (I1169); no. 113 (1425,11-13); Dhp-a II 14-19; cf. also Ja
no. 537 (V 472,20-23 and 473,25 ff). See VIENNOT 1954: 114-117; NUGTEREN 2005:
173.

21 Gee fn. 42.

212 OKADA 1998: 282 # 3.3.

2B If it is true that tree deities were (in contrast to the Bodhisatta tree deities in

the Theravada Jatakas; cf. OKADA 1998: 230 n. 11) more often than not conceived
of, and artistically represented, as females (cf. ZIN 2003: 219; FINDLY 2008: 304;
but ibid. 273: of both genders), this may furnish yet another explanation for the
reticence of the Northern tradition to have the Bodhisattva reborn as a tree deity. In
this connection, it is interesting that in the Bhaddasala-jataka the tree deity appear-
ing to the king is first addressed as a female (Ja IV 154,15 = vs. 1: ka tvam ... thita),
and that it is only after the tree deity has introduced himself that the king uses mas-
culine forms (e.g., 155,13 = vs. 4: abhiriipo si).
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5.2.2. Plants Reacting to Extraordinary Events

39. In connection with exceptions to the standard view on plants as
insentient, OKADA (1998: 282 n. 2(2)) also refers to a number of pas-
sages in which plants are described as reacting to extraordinary spiri-
tual achievements or to events of extraordinary significance. Accord-
ing to a first set of passages,” plants and trees bow their heads in
reverence before the Bodhisattva on the occasion of (or after) his
Awakening or on some similar occasion. In a further passage (from a
Chinese version of the Syama-jataka)” plants are, according to
OKADA, stated to have raised their voices and wept (AR % _EiF
THLVNTZ) when Syﬁma, the Bodhisattva in a former life, had been
killed by a hunting king, although the text merely says that when the
king and his entourage approached the hermitage of Syama’s blind
parents there was a rustling noise in the trees, unusual and thus an-
nouncing the arrival of strangers.?'® To these passages, one might add

24T 11.310: 103b18-20; 3.187: 596¢20-22; 3.160: 343b6-7. The pertinent mate-
rial could easily be increased; cf., e.g., Ast 255,10-12: grasses, shrubs, herbs and
trees bow before Dharmodgata and shower him with flowers produced out of sea-
son; similarly Druma-kinnara-raja-pariprccha-sitra (ed. Paul HARRISON, Tokyo
1992) 45,7 ff.

20T 3.152: 24c12-13: EURS EAMAEY. —HMZ FEEA B .. Cf
the French translation in CHAVANNES 1962: 158: “... le cortége du roi était nom-
breux et les herbes et les arbres faisaient un bruit de froissement; les deux parents
percurent (ce bruit) et, supposant qu'il y avait 14 quelque étranger, ils dirent: ...”.

216 Cf. the parallel at T 3.174: 437b19-21 (E{TEIE: MBEIEA F(v. L DB A
B, RGBS, IEMAA. JERTFIT.) = T 3.175: 44122527 (ET{ER BBIEAR
BEEE, ...) ~ 443a14-15 (B for {iff, with v. 1. i, but Bf “to hasten” makes better
sense). I understand this to mean: “The king’s going being rapid, he stirred the
grasses and trees [along the path, so that] there was a rustling sound” (T 174: “...
[producing] a rustling sound [indicating that] there was a man [coming]”). I take &
EfF as an onomatopoetic, equivalent to F#8 (cf. HDC 9: 257a, s. v. FEEE@; cf. also
CHAVANNES’s rendering [see fn. 215]). Cf. T 3.174: 437c13-14 = T 3.175: 441b18 =
443b6-7: “The spirits (including tree spirits, cf. 437a28) all became afraid and
moved [producing] a rustling [sound]” GEMEE #EEmEY). Cf. also T4.203:
448b25-26: “Then [Syﬁma’s] blind parents heard the sound [produced by] the king’s
walking [in the form of] a rustling. In their hearts, anxiety arose: ‘[This] is not [the
way] our son walks!”” (FFE AR BIETERR. LERM. FFEFT.). For X
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the episode of the twin sala trees blossoming out of season on the
occasion of the parinirvana of the Buddha and strewing flowers on
his body (DN II 137,20-22). But it should be clear that the aim of these
passages is not to make a doctrinal statement on the sentience of
plants or trees, but rather to extol the spiritual supremacy of the -
Buddha or the Bodhisattva®’ or the extraordinary nature of his
achievements: not only sentient beings, but, as one of the passages
adduced by OKADA*"® explicitly remarks, even the insentient cannot
but miraculously show their reverence.””® In a slightly more extended

see HDC 9: 748b 5. v. E®: like B3 “rustle”; DKWJ 8: 989(9125)c: description of
a sound, exemplified by the rustling of branches, of the wind and of the wings of
birds. —The Syama-jataka in the Haribhatta-jatakamala, too, merely mentions the
noise of the dry leaves crushed by the feet of the king (HAHN 1976: 46 and 59
[vs. 42]).

27 1n this sense we must surely also understand vs. 223 of the Vessantara-jataka
(Ja VI 513, = Cariyapitaka 1.9.35), which states that the high (ubbiddha) and broad
fruit-trees in the forest, seeing Vessantara’s (= the Bodhisatta’s) children weeping
with hunger, spontaneously bend down towards them so that the children might
pick their fill. According to one reading (accepted by FINDLY [2008:138] following
COWELL and ROUSE but rejected by CPD II 531a and CONE 500b), the trees are
even characterized as sorrowful or agitated (ubbigga instead of ubbiddha). In any
case, the presentation of the trees acting like humans is poetic license, with no doc-
trinal purport. And the real force at work is, as both verses (vs. 225¢) and prose (VI
513,18) explicitly state, the Bodhisatta’s miraculous power or charisma (teja, anu-
bhavay). :

218 Viz., T 3.160: 343b6-7: “When [the Bodhisattva] has succeeded in becoming
a Buddha, sentient and insentient beings all incline when the Buddha passes by,
bow their heads and show respect” ((FEHE. [BFFIEE HAHRTHF EAAMEN EER
#0); cf. also b3-4: “(When the Buddha is walking,) even insentient things [like] the
ground and the trees all bow [to him]; how could sentient beings ever fail to show
their respect?” (fE[ELRK MEESE, EWERE MHETHL). It must, however, be
added that T 3.160 is a 12" century pseudo-translation of the Jatakamala (BROUGH
1964).

% Even so, it is natural that such passages were taken as support for the sen-
tience of the so-called insentient by Far Eastern authors; cf., e.g., GRONER 2000:
489 = (30). Cf. also Li t’ung-hsiian’s (Z=38¥, see § 116.1c) remark (T 36.1739:
973b27-29), in connection with Gv 128,17-26 (BAVS 357b22-28), that sentient and
insentient beings all have a common essence (FEEE &% ). In the Gv pas-
sage we read that when the king Mahaprabha (one of Sudhana’s kalyanamitras) had
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Chinese version of the Syama-jataka, not only birds and quadrupeds
cry and flowers wither when Syama is hit by the arrow of the king but
a storm also comes up, breaking even trees, the sun eclipses, and
fountains dry up.?® There is surely no reason to deduce sentience
from these miraculous reactions, either for the elements or for plants.
If any passage in these Syama-jataka versions could be taken to imply
the sentience of what is normally considered insentient, it would be
the statement that Syama’s behaviour was so compassionate and be-
nevolent that even when treading upon the earth he was afraid she
might feel pain.”*! But even this passage should surely not be taken as

entered a special samadhi characterized by Great Benevolence (mahamaitri), not
only people and animals bowed their heads in his direction, but also the summits of
the mountains as well as trees and herbs did so, and even fountains, ponds and riv-
ers directed their current towards him. In the Indian context, these effects are
merely intended to underscore the miraculous power of the cultivation of benevo-
lence, and nothing would justify us deriving from them that plants or even moun-
tains and rivers were still regarded as sentient — still less so since a few lines ear-
lier the text points out that the king’s samdadhi even made the whole city and the
surrounding area quake and caused all kinds of artefacts to move or resound (Gv
128,10-16).

220 T 3.174: 437a11-14; 3.175: 440c17-21; 442¢5-9. Cf. also the Syama-jataka of
the Haribhatta-jatakamala: The sounds produced by the water rushing down from
the rocks gives the impression that even the river was grieving (HAHN 1976: 48 and
62 [vs. 52]).

21 T3.174: 436c22 (B0 [EHIETHRE), = 3.175: 440c3 f = 442b20 f:
“Syama was a person of utmost filial piety and humanity (Confucian concepts!), his
benevolence (maitri, Buddhist concept!) was unsurpassed. [Even] when treading
upon the earth, he was always afraid that the earth might feel pain” (BsZE (" X
BB, IEHIE M), As is typical of high-standard hermits, Syama’s over-
whelming maitri spreads to his natural environment and creates an atmosphere of
friendship and harmony, to the effect that not only deer and birds flock around him,
but even predators like lions, tigers, etc., are affected: far from attacking the young
ascetic (cf. T 3.174: 437a10f; 3.175: 442c4f), they even develop benevolence to-
wards one another (T 3.174: 436¢19 f; 3.175: 442b17 ), to the extent that they be-
come vegetarians: “They all drank [only] water and ate [only] fruits”, i.e., did not
even injure the plants themselves, like the ascetic (T 3.175: 440c1 = 442b18 f; not in
T 3.174). Even the vegetation, springs and ponds, wind and rain become bounteous
and delightful (T 3.174: 436¢14-17; 3.175: 442b12-16), but this hardly implies that
they are regarded as sentient on a doctrinal level.
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having a doctrinal import but ought rather be seen as a literary device
to highlight Sydma’s all-embracing sympathy.?”? At best, it may be
taken to mirror the way in which ideal pre-Buddhist ascetics were
considered to have thought and behaved.

40. Although not made use of by FINDLY and OKADA, another
couple of canonical passages deserve to be discussed in connection
with the problem of the sentience of plants in early Buddhism.”” At
AN II 194,22-25, the Buddha underlines the efficacy of his teaching
with the concluding remark that even these big sala trees (standing
around him) would attain welfare and happiness for a long time if
they were stimulated by his teaching to abandon the unwholesome
mental factors and modes of acting and to turn to the wholesome ones
— supposing they could think or were endowed with intelligence or
rationality (sace ceteyyum) —; how much more so will this hold good
for human beings (who are endowed with rationality). At AN IV
259,19-23, the same phrase is used to underscore the efficacy of the
eightfold uposatha observance. Similarly, at SN V 377,25-27 the
Buddha states that he would even declare that these big sala trees
would become ‘stream-enterers’ (sotapanna) if they were able to un-
derstand [the distinction between] good (i.e., salvific) and bad (i.e.,
misleading) speech (i.e., if they were able to understand his preach-

22 The same holds good for the Bodhisattva’s mourning at the sight of plough-

ing, by which not only worms and insects are killed but also the soil and the young
grass are torn up, as described in BCar V.4-5, cited in FINDLY 2008: 49.

2 My attention was drawn to these passages, years ago, through the kindness of

Dr. Mudagamuwe MAITHRIMURTHI. He also mentioned the related idea expressed
in Chandogya-Upanisad 5.2.3, where we read: “Even if one were to impart this
[doctrine] to a withered stump, it would certainly sprout new branches and grow
new leaves” (yady apy enac chuskaya sthanave briiydj jayerann evasmifi chakhdh
praroheyuh palasani; transl. OLIVELLE 1996: 139, slightly modified). The purport
of this passage is obviously to extol the extraordinary power of Truth or its formu-
lation. Its effectivity is clearly automatic, ‘magical’, not presupposing under-
standing, for the object affected is a withered stump, hence a lifeless, insentient
thing; the effect occurs regardless of whether living plants were considered sentient
or not.
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ing). It does not, however, appear justified to deduce from these pas-
sages a doctrinal judgement on the sentience or insentience of trees
(let alone plants in general). The purport of the passages is rather to
stress that by correctly understanding and practising the teaching of
the Buddha everybody without exception will attain welfare or salva-
tion,”* and this would even hold good for trees and plants if they
were intelligent, rational beings. The addition of this condition®
would not make sense if the rationality of trees had been taken for
granted. It makes sense only if rationality in trees was a matter of
doubt, or was believed to be absent, as is made explicit by the com-
mentary on AN IV 259*° as well as by the Chinese version of SN V
377.%" In either case, the question of a lower, sub-rational or border-

224 Cf. Spk-pt (CSCD) Mahavagga # 1020: “‘[The Buddha] said [this] while
pointing out to [four] very strong trees’ (sara- looks like a hyper-Palicism for sala-,
cf. also T 2.99: 240b6 EX[Eff and Spk III 288,13, reading mahdasale sara-rukkhe):
- [i.e.,] in order to show that whosoever is of intelligent nature — when he ap-
proaches (or: associates with) the Buddha (mama), no one’s coming is futile [or] in
vain” (mahasararukkhe dassento aha — “yo koci vififiujatiko mama ce gocaram
gacchati, ekassa agamanam avaiijharin amoghan”ti dasseturi).

In AN I 194, the parenthetic addition is missing in the Burmese edition
(CSCD), and it is commented upon by the Mp (IV 129) only in AN IV 259. In any
case, the condition expressed by the main protasis (which anyway presupposes
rationality) — viz., that trees are stimulated to spiritual practice by the teaching of
the Buddha — may well have been regarded as unreal, or at best as doubtful. There
is no clue for assuming that it was considered to be as a real possibility.

226 Mp IV 129,20: ime tava mahdsala acetand. The reference to the sala trees is
called a “simile based on a hypothetical assumption” (parikappopama: ibid. 129,19).

27T 2.99: 240b5-7; “It is not possible that these strong (*sara, cf. fn. 224) trees
are able to understand the meaning of my teaching; but if they were able to under-
stand [it], then I would predict [those spiritual attainments for them as well]” (JIEEX
e FAERFTER RERIEE, B, B REANE, FAIETER. ). Cf. also T 46.1937 (by -
Tsung-hsiao 5=HE, 1151-1214): 890b8-10 (= T 38.1778: 639a26-28): “The Nirvana-
sitra (passage not located) says: If a nyagrodha tree were endowed with mind (and
hence capable of practising morality, meditative concentration and insight), I should
bestow [on it] the prediction of Supreme Awakening. But since it is not endowed
with mind, I do not bestow [such a] prediction [on it]” (JREAET: HHIFEREE O,
FERHEMIFEERT. DIEA T TEEFE ).
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line form of sentience is not necessarily concerned, unless we take
ceteyyur .in a broader meaning comprising both rationality and mere
sentience. But this is not necessarily required by the present context.

5.3 Résumé

41. The evidence offered by OKADA and FINDLY is thus hardly suf-
ficient to prove that in earliest Buddhism, not to mention doctrinally
consolidated Theravada Buddhism, plants were unambiguously and
on a doctrinal level classified as sentient beings with one sense-
faculty, viz., the sense of touch, as in Jainism, let alone as more com-
plex sentient beings (see ch. 5.1.3). Some of the passages adduced are
expressly marked as the view of “people” or non-Buddhists (§ 13),
while others make use of everyday notions concerning plants in con-
texts like comparisons, which must not be interpreted as doctrinal
statements (ch. 5.1.2), or are inconclusive for other reasons (ch. 5.1.1).
Others, again, have to be taken as a literary device intending to extol
the charisma of holy persons or the extraordinary significance of an
achievement or event (ch. 5.2.2). As for the couple of Jataka gathas
that seem to treat trees themselves as numinous beings, their recep-
tion into the collection is hardly more than an additional indication
that in the early period the question of the sentience of plants had not
yet been definitely settled at a doctrinal level (ch. 5.2.1).

6. Plants as Saintly Beings?

42. Let us now turn to FINDLY’s idea that in early Buddhism plants
might have been regarded as borderline beings in the sense of sentient
beings at the top or upper end of sarhsara, viz., as saintly beings, or
arhats, consuming their last karmic residues (§ 10.3).>! It is by no
means my intention to deny that in the context of contemplative prac-
tice intended to generate a respectful attitude towards plant life this is

28 One might ask whether such a status is claimed for all plants or only for some,

e.g., trees or certain majestic trees. FINDLY, though sometimes focussing on trees,
on the whole seems to think of plants in general.
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surely an attractive suggestion. But in a historical perspective and on
a doctrinal level, I have considerable difficulties with FINDLY’s pro-
posal. First, I do not think that her arguments (see § 10.3) are conclu-
sive (ch. 6.1). Second, her suggestion would seem to entail serious
systematic problems (ch. 6.2).

6.1 Discussion of FINDLY’s Arguménts

43. To begin with the argument of the “centrality of renunciants
dwelling at the root of trees”: The fact that large trees or forests are,
in a tropical country, the ideal place for meditation since they offer
both shade and solitude is hardly a sufficient reason for regarding
trees as spiritually accomplished sentient beings.”” Nor do I under-
stand how any doctrinal position regarding the sentience or spiritual
status of trees could be derived from symbolism, e.g., that of the tree
as “a vertical axis connecting the ordinary to the transcendent” (262a
/243 £)*°, provided this idea is indeed attested to in early Buddhism.
Moreover, this kind of argument would only concern the status of
trees, and not that of plants in general. And when the bodhi tree is
ritually venerated (2008: 389), it is venerated not so much as a sen-
tient being of its own as because of its association with, or as a sym-
bol of, the Buddha’s Awakening.'

44.1. As for the argument of the “use of trees in metaphors for
spiritual growth”, or as a model of spiritual practice, there can be no
doubt that such metaphors have considerable poetical quality, emo-
tional impact and didactic significance, but it is surely methodically
inadequate to interpret similes or metaphors in terms of a wholesale

22% Could one not, with similar right, argue for the sentience of empty houses,
mountain caves, or charnel grounds, since they too offer shade and solitude and
actually figure among the ideal places for meditation (see, e.g., MN I 56,12-13:
arafifiagato va rukkhamiilagato va suanagaragato va; DN 1 71,16-17: arafifiam
rukkhamiilam ... giriguharm susanari ...)?

20 For unspecified references in ch. 5.1.2 and ch. 5.1.3 see the remark in fn. 48.

2! For a circumspect discussion of the various facets associated with the bodhi
tree, see NUGTEREN 2005: 166 ff.
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equation. One has to confine oneself to the common feature actually
aimed at'in the text, and even this feature may have to be taken cum
grano salis. The comparison, e.g., of a perfected saint living alone in
the wilderness and patiently enduring gnats and mosquitoes with a
tree cast away in the woods does not in any way imply that the tree,
too, is a sentient or even saintly being — still less so if the “tree” is,
as in the verse (Th 62) adduced by FINDLY (262a /245 with n. 192),
obviously an abandoned dead (hence anyway insentient) trunk or
piece of wood (apaviddhar ... darukar).”* Or, if one insists in de-
ducing, from plants being endowed with an exemplary property
which the ascetic shares or should share, that they are saintly beings,
why should one not draw the same conclusion also with regard to
animals like a lion or an elephant bull? Why should one not, from the
fact that these animals, too, are described as possessing exemplary

22 Cf. Th-a I 153,12-13: vane chaddita-daru-khandari viya. — At Th 1137 (262b
n. 82 /245 with n. 193), too, the combination of the tree with the verb v'§7 “to lie”
suggests a fallen, dead trunk. At Th 110 (ibid.) no comparison is expressed, but
according to the commentary (Th-a I 232,3-5) the growing vegetation stimulates the
Thera to strive for spiritual growth. That this does not of course imply that the
vegetation is sentient is made explicit by the commentary where the trees growing
in season are expressly called “insentient” or, at any rate, “lacking cognitive facul-
ties” (acetana). Among the other verses adduced by FINDLY in the same footnote
(262a n. 81 /262 n. 192), Th 2 does not compare a saintly person or ascetic with a
tree but with the wind, Th 244 does so with an elephant in battle, and FINDLY her-
self adds that “there are many other objects used as metaphors for renunciant life”,
like fire, cotton, a rock, or a sharp sword, to which she would certainly not be will-
ing to ascribe sentience or saintliness. — Likewise, the passage adduced by FINDLY
(2008: 246 f) from the Vimalakirti-nirdesa (VKN VII vs. 5) as indicating “spiritual
maturity in trees” is only a simile, comparing the bodhisattvas’ ability to memorize
innumerable teachings and their meaning (dharant, cf. BoBh 185,7-13) with a gar-
den, where the riches of the Doctrine (dharmadhana) are the trees and the factors of
Awakening (bodhyarga) are the flowers. And when Santideva (BCA VIIL.26)
praises living with trees because they are not indignant and no effort is required to
propitiate them, what may appear to point “to an ethical or behavioral quality of
trees” (2008: 250) is of course not intended to ascribe sentience to trees on a doc-
trinal level (note also the negative formulation: “trees ... are nor indignant ...”), for
Santideva ‘merely wants to contrast the worriless life in the forest with the constant
social stress one is exposed to in human communities.
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virtues to be imitated by the renunciant, like fearlessness or living in
solitude (e.g., Sn 53 or 71-72), deduce that they are also saintly be-
ings? This is, of course, hardly acceptable, since these animals also
have less commendable properties, and since at least from a tradi-
tional Buddhist point of view animal existence is an evil destiny
(duggati).® Apart from this, plant behaviour is sometimes also used
to illustrate spiritually detrimental attitudes. Thus, in the Saryutta-
nikaya®* the way certain giant trees like Ficus indica (nigrodha) or
Ficus infectoria (pilakkha), though growing from minute seeds, fi-
nally overgrow and destroy other trees, is used to illustrate the ten-
dency of spiritual obstacles (nivarana) to overgrow and suppress in-
sight. Or in the Buddhacarita® we read that only a thoughtless per-
son can remain unmoved at the sight of another person’s falling prey
to old age, disease and death in the way a tree remains unmoved when
another tree is shorn of its flowers or fruit or is cut down. Therefore,
comparisons and similes alone are not sufficient for proving plants to
be arhat-like saintly beings.

44.2. A somewhat different case is the function of plants as dis-
closing, in the course of contemplation or all of a sudden, the true
nature of things. According to the Visuddhimagga (11.58-59), e.g.,
one of the advantages of meditating under a tree is that the frequent
observation of the gradual change of its leaves gives rise to the under-

standing of impermanence. Or in the Manorathapiirani*® we read that

3 Even exceptional animals as portrayed in the Jatakas are only identified with
the Bodhisattva, i.e., the Buddha-to-be, who is still on his way to Awakening and
Liberation and not yet an arhat.

24 SN V 96 f (no. 46.39; cf. HARA 2007: 52), cited FINDLY 2008: 296 but mis-
understood as expressing the idea that “just as the great tree grows up, grows old,
and dies, so the Buddhist practitioner does as well, regardless of whatever achieve-
ments he’s made in his own cultivation.” '

235 BCar IV.60-61. FINDLY’s (2008: 246) remark that in this passage “the
contemplative renunciant is urged to be unattached to the loss of pleasurable things
around him like a tree who loses its flowers, fruits, and companions” is misleading.

236 Mp I 353. For similar stories, see SCHMITHAUSEN 1999: 249-251. See also
§ 109.
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a group of princes, seeing new lotus flowers opening while the old
ones fall off, realize that the same thing will happen to their own bod-
ies and thus attain Awakening as pratyekabuddhas®’. Such an intui-
tion does not, of course, require any activity or intelligent participa-
tion, let alone a state of being Awakened, on the part of the plants,
still less so since it may happen as well through the observation of
similar phenomena in animals, e.g., upon seeing a bull that was pre-
viously bursting with energy but is now old and decrepit.**®

44.3. In both this function and in that of being a model for renunci-
ant behaviour trees or other plants might even be called to ‘teach’ the
Dharma. This idea has been developed in different ways in Indian
Mahayana and in Far Eastern Buddhism,*’ but it is also popular with
some contemporary Thai monks like Ajahn Chah.** I am not, how-
ever, aware of an occurrence of this metaphor — and a metaphor it
surely would be — in the Pali canon.

45. FINDLY’s third argument (262b-263a /248 f) is based on the
designation of plants as stationary (thavara) living beings. Starting
from the old meaning “stationary” in a physical sense, she suggests
that in early Buddhism this may not have been understood as a low-
level state of helpless suffering but as a state comparable to that of the
advanced Jain ascetic who (deliberately) sits motionless, not stirring
from his place and patiently suffering hardship in order to annihilate
old karma without accumulating any new. But the Jains themselves
do not understand plants in this way, and in early Buddhism such an
ascetic practice of complete immobility is not appreciated but would
rather fall under the heading of unnecessary, exaggerated austerity.**!

27 On the original meaning of this term (“Awakened through a fortunate coinci-
dence”) see VON HINUBER 2001: 193; OBERLIES 2001: 96 n. 5.

238 Cf. SCHMITHAUSEN 1999: 250.
29 See Pt. ILA, ch. 2.1, 2.3 and 2.4; Pt. ILB: §§ 129.3.3; 140-141; 145.
40 See FINDLY 2008: 539-548.

241 Cf. BRONKHORST 2005: 73. — There is, to be sure, a highly valued state of
immobility, viz., the “attainment of the cessation of conscious ideas and feeling”
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For want of textual support, FINDLY’s suggesﬁon is mere speculation,
interesting but hardly persuasive.

6.2. Systematic difficulties

46. 1t is, however, not only the lack of compelling or at least per-
suasive evidence that makes me disinclined to accept, for early Bud-
dhism, FINDLY’s suggestion that plants are liberated, enlightened be-
ings consuming the remaining karmic residues, but also the serious
systematic and practical difficulties this idea entails if v1ewed in the
framework of early Buddhism.

47. a) As far as I can see, the canonical texts are unanimous in de-
claring that a person who has attained arhatship is not reborn any-
where anymore. Thus such a person cannot become a plant by way of
rebirth. Nor is there any mention in the texts of arhats metamorphos-
ing into plants before dying. Even if we admit this possibility, the
enormous number of plants (and even trees), as compared with the
rarity of arhats, would require explanation, especially in times when a
Buddha has not yet appeared in the world.

b) If plants were not considered to have attained arhatship or
Awakening in a previous, human existence but were thought to attain
it only after having been reborn as plants, those plants which have not
yet attained Awakening would not yet be arhats, and for these plants
FINDLY’s assumption that plants are sentient beings that merely con-
sume the residues of previous karma would not work. Besides, attain-
ing Awakening in a non-human existence is not normally admitted in
Indian Buddhism (or in Jainism)*?.

c¢) Theoretically, a third possibility (cf. Kv IV.2) would be that
plants attain arhatship just at the moment of being reborn as plants. In

(sanifa-vedayita-nirodha-samaparti). But in this state plants would by definition be
devoid of feeling and hence incapable of experiencing the results of their remaining
karmic residues, which is, however, precisely what FINDLY suggests to be the pur-
pose of their existence as plants (see § 10.3).

242 AINT 1979: 29.
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view of the great number of plants and even of trees, this would sug-
gest rebirth as a plant to be a short-cut or easy way to arhatship, obvi-

ously much easier than the traditional eightfold Path, but unfortu-
nately not testified to by any textual evidence.

d) In any case, attaining Awakening or possessing “full W1sdom
(2008: 253)** would presuppose, in early Buddhism, not just sen-
tience but higher cognitive faculties. But as far as early Buddhism is
concerned, neither textual evidence nor conclusive arguments are
available for the presence of such faculties in plants (ch. 5.1.3). The
comparatively few passages, mainly in old verse texts dealing with
the spirituality and behaviour of renunciants, where plants are, ex-
pressly or implicitly, included among animate beings (pana) (§ 3),
hardly serve the purpose. For the phraseology of these passages
shows their close connection with the ascetic strand, i.e., the ambi-
ance to which also early Jainism belongs, and this suggests that they
rather presuppose a view on plants as animate beings towards the
lower end of the scale, with only rudimentary sentience. On the other
hand, the idea of numinous trees, met with in a couple of Jataka
verses of probably pre- or at least non-Buddhist provenience,** may,
to be sure, point to plants, or at least trees, as beings with higher fac-
ulties, but to judge from the nature of the closely related*” tree spirits,
trees as numinous beings were not normally regarded as saintly be-
ings. Rather, though sometimes benign, they can also be malevolent
and vengeful®* or, unlike arhats, afraid of death.”"’

23 ¢f. fn. 250.
244 Cf. § 36 with fn. 185 and § 37.
25 Cf. fn. 205.

26 Cf. the Phandana-jataka (no. 475): rukkhadevata (Ja IV 209,26) ... veram
appesi (210,17); verse: phandanarukkho ... veram appesi (210,23), or Vin IV 34
where the tree spirit desists only on second thought from killing the monk who had
felled the tree. On a tree about to be pruned threatening revenge in a Manichaean
text, cf. HENRICHS 1979: 92.

M7t e.g., the Kotisimbali-jataka (see fn. 202), or MN I 306,1 ff, esp. 4-5 (cf.
FINDLY 2008: 273).
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48. Another difficulty resulting from regarding plants as arhat-like
saintly sentient beings are the practical consequences this view would
seem to entail for everyday life. In view of the commitment not to kill
any animate beings, even the mere sentience of plants, if taken seri-
ously (as in Jainism), is bound to create considerable complications
for the life of lay followers (cf. § 7), and indirectly also for monks
and nuns. If plants were not just simple sentient beings but arhats,
wouldn’t this aggravate the situation even further, since in this case
the cutting of plants for food, fuel or timber, inevitable for most lay
people of the time, would involve the murder of innumerable arhats
— one of the gravest evil deeds according to the Buddhist tradition?
But FINDLY’s conception of plants as spiritually perfected beings im-
plies that they are benign and compassionate, giving “themselves up to
use by other sentient beings” (2008: 252 £; cf. 360), somehow compa-
rable to a bodhisattva in Mahayana, who assumes the body -of a me-
dicinal tree®*® or takes rebirth as a fish®® in order to satisfy the needs
of people, willingly consenting to being cut up and eaten by them.*°
But as far as I can see there is no textual evidence for such an idea in
early Buddhism. In the much-quoted verse™' where a person breaking
the branch of a tree in whose shade he has rested is charged with be-

248 See fn. 41. Cf. also § 107.1 with fn. 592.
249 Cf. LAMOTTE 1980: 2298-2300; BoBh 247,6-9.

2% According to FINDLY (2008: 252 f), the compassionate activity of plants does
not mean that they “consciously perform actions that are non-violént and compas-
sionate” in order to acquire ‘merit” but rather act “spontaneously and naturally in a
manner seen by others to be good — given the general cultural assumption that
having full wisdom naturally gives rise to what is seen as good behavior”. The
problem is the ascription of full wisdom to plants as an element of the early Bud-
dhist doctrine, where such wisdom could only be understood as a-cognitive state
(see § 47d), and hardly in terms of the Far Eastern idea of ‘original Awakenmg
undisturbed by deluded thoughts and emotions (cf. § 129.1).

5133 IV 352,24-25 (no. 493, vs. 18); Petavatthu 11.9.3 (cf. also vs. 5). Cf. Plants
74 n. 414. The verse is also alluded to by FINDLY (2008: 361).
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ing a “friend-deceiver/harmer” (mittadiibha)™?, the tree is, to be sure,
styled a friend and, implicitly, a benefactor. But the main purport of
the verse is surely to condemn ingratitude, and not to posit the sen-
tience or even saintliness of the tree on a doctrinal level. And even if
we take the idea of the tree as a bountiful sentient being for granted in
this case, it does not easily lend itself to generalization; for not all
plants submit to being eaten without offering resistance: some have
thorns, others are poisonous. And even in the case of a fruit-tree, the
prototype of a bountiful plant, feeding others is only one aspect of the
matter; the other, probably the primary one, is its own propagation.

49. Personally, I appreciate FINDLY’s suggestion of plants as
saintly beings as a sympathetic view on plants, one that is much more
appealing than the sombre picture of plants as helplessly suffering
lowly creatures; and as already indicated (§§ 31 and 44.1), I do not at
all deny that descriptive passages and comparisons may point to an
emotional bond with plant life, not only on the part of ordinary people
but also on the part of doctrinally educated monks and nuns, and that
such a bond can be fruitfully cultivated in connection with a con-
scious ethics of nature. But I do not find it easy to reconcile such a
view with the undeniable fact that even in the vegetable kingdom
there is a great deal of competition and struggle for survival. The de-
cisive point from the perspective of this study is, however, that I am
definitely unable to follow FINDLY from a historico-philological per-
spective. Her thesis is, as far as I can see, neither corroborated by the
evidence available in canonical texts of early Buddhism nor in tune
with the basic structure of their soteriology, and to postulate such an
" idea for an initial, pre-canonical period would seem to me entirely
speculative.

2 Cf. SCHMIDT 1978: 358. Cf. also OBERLIES 2001: 12 and 56 (3d).
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7. Résumé

50. To sum up the results of the preceding investigation: There is
no conclusive evidence showing that in early Buddhism plants were
regarded as animate, sentient beings on a doctrinal level. In the early
period, the issue appears to have remained unsettled. Probably a deci-
sion was deliberately avoided. In a few passages, most of which make
use of pre-Buddhist notions or phrases, plants are de facto included

-among animate beings, expressly or implicitly (§ 3). Other passages,
however, clearly distinguish plants from animate beings proper (§§ 4-
6), suggesting that they were considered to have a kind of borderline
status between the animate and the inanimate, i.e., were situated at the
lower end of the range of sentient beings (§ 7), and that there was a
growing tendency toward an attitude of strong reserve against any
explicit classification of plants as sentient beings in a doctrinal sense
(cf. § 13).** Though green living plants are distinguished from dried
up or withered ones in an everyday sense,”* there is no conclusive
evidence proving that they were — not only by the Jains but also by
early Buddhists — definitely regarded as living, sentient beings with
one sense-faculty, viz., the sense of touch (OKADA, FINDLY: ch. 3 and
ch. 5.1.2), or that the borderline status of plants was defined, in the
Abhidhammic period or even earlier, as their being insentient but in
possession of a material life-faculty and that this was the reason why
monks and nuns were prohibited from injuring them (FUJIMOTO:
ch. 4). Still less successful appears the attempt (FINDLY) to conclude,
from the alleged fact of their being endowed with the sense of touch,
that in early Buddhism plants were, in a doctrinal sense, regarded as
fully conscious, complex sentient beings participating in karma-
directed sarnsara (ch. 5.1.3); the additional arguments adduced in fa-

2% In this connection, it may be of interest to refer to FINDLY’s (2008: 562 f) re-
port on the views on plants of some present-day Thai Buddhist monks, the scope of
which ranges from tending to deny their sentience to ascribing them “some level of
primitive form of awareness and sensitivity” including some experience of pleasure
and pain but no conception of an ego.

?** See § 1 with fn. 3; § 17 with fn. 102.
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vour of this thesis are likewise hardly convincing (§ 34). Nor is there,
to the best of my knowledge, evidence which might justify the deduc-
tion of a doctrinal acceptance of the sentience of trees (or plants in
general) from the belief in their seemingly sentient reaction to ex-
traordinary events or in their numinous character (OKADA); for the
former belongs to the realm of miracles and poetic license (ch. 5.2.2),
and the latter is confined to a couple of Jataka verses of presumably
pre- or non-Buddhist origin, whereas in texts of genuinely Buddhist
- origin the numinous aspect of a tree or plant is consistently conceived
of as a spirit or deity essentially distinct from the tree or plant itself
(88 36-37). Finally, the suggestion that plants may have been re-
garded in early Buddhism as borderline beings not on the lower but
on the upper end of the scale, i.e., as Awakened, saintly beings who
have reached the other shore and are merely consuming the remnants
of their previous karma (FINDLY), is neither corroborated by the evi-
dence available in the canonical texts of early Buddhism nor in har-
mony with the basic structure of their soteriology (ch. 6).
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tween the Idea of the Buddha-Nature of
Grasses and Trees and Early Buddhism

51. Both OKADA®* and FINDLY** consider their understanding of
the early Buddhist view on plants — as sentient or even saintly beings
— to be confirmed by the emergence of a comparable idea in Far
Eastern Buddhism, viz., that plants, too, possess Buddha-nature (f#4)
and may become, or turn out to be, Buddha (Ff#),”’ i.e., may attain
Awakening or already be in the state of Awakening, an idea which, at
least at first glance, would seem to imply their sentience. The prob-
lem is, of course, that the emergence of this idea in the Far East
(probably in the sixth century A.D.)** is separated by many centuries

255 OKADA 1998: 282 # 4.2; 1999: 107-108 # 4.

256 FINDLY 2002: 261b; 2008: 248 with n. 202. A few pages later (2008: 253) she
suggests, cautiously, that “the attribution of a Buddha-nature, and even final
Buddhahood, to grasses, plants, and trees ... might seem a positive development of
the Buddhism originating in Indian-influenced cultures.” But then she goes on to
connect this idea even with the Vedic period: “But, in the end, it functions as a re-
capitulation of an idea present already in Vedic times, that of rta”, admitting herself,
however, that with this conclusion she moves “in the land of inconclusiveness”.

27 For the ambiguity of the expression ch’eng fo Ff# see § 143 with fn. 898.

28 That is, if we take its ‘weak’ formulation by Hui-yiian (523-592: see § 127.2)
as the starting point. As far as I can see, it is only after Chi-tsang (549-623: see
§ 127.3) that the idea of the Buddha-nature of plants or the insentient — whatever
facets (see Pt. IL.B, ch. 1) this label may involve in a given case — becomes, in a
sufficiently explicit form, a kind of high-level doctrinal issue, especially in T’ien-
t’ai (cf., e.g., KAMATA 1965: 442 f) and (though less conspicuously) Hua-yen (see
§ 116) as well as in part of the Ch’an traditions (see § 129.1 with fn. 788). For
analogous conceptions in Taoist sources, see KAMATA 1965: 459 and 1968: 86 f;
NAKATIMA 1983: 398-400; SHARF 2002: 249. — In Ch’an sources, the idea of the
" Buddha-nature of plants or the insentient is often (cf. MATSUMOTO 1994: 100) as-
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from the early (perhaps pre-Asokan) period of Indian Buddhism in
which it was not yet felt problematic, in certain contexts, to reckon
plants among the animate beings, or in which at least the tendency to
ignore their sentience had not yet solidified into a doctrinal denial. It
is thus hard to maintain any continuity between the early Buddhist
treatment of plants and those Far Eastern developments after such a
long period of tacit or explicit doctrinal rejection of their sentience,
not to mention their alleged status of perfected saints. To bridge the
gap, one would have to assume that the Far Eastern masters had tex-
tual materials at their disposal that gave them direct or at least indi-
rect access to the postulated early Buddhist view on plants. In the ab-
sence of such material, we would at least expect a structural similarity,
a persuasive coincidence of characteristics, between the Far Eastern
idea of the Buddha-nature of plants, especially its earliest formula-
tions, on the one hand and, on the other, the early Buddhist view on
plants, either as proposed by myself or as posited by OKADA and
FINDLY. In the following two sub-sections, I shall first discuss the
question of textual continuity (Pt.II.A), and then the problem of
structural similarity (Pt. IL.B).

sociated and equated with an earlier statement (referred to in § 54), ascribed, in one
source, to Tao-sheng (GE4E, T434), though the ascription is not beyond doubt (see
fn. 303). If this ascription were to prove correct, we would have to assign a consid-
erably earlier date to the origination of the idea of the Buddha-nature of plants. But
even in this case we would still have to try to find out which facets of the complex
idea of Buddha-nature of the insentient the statement anticipates, and to what extent
these facets are inherited from Indian Buddhism or rather innovations due, perhaps
to the influence of indigenous Chinese (e.g., Taoist) thought.
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52.0. As for textual continuity, there are two possibilities: either
the Far Eastern masters deliberately. picked up scraps of the early
view according to which plants were still tacitly accepted, somehow,
as animate (though hardly saintly) beings, or they had access to later
Indian sources that had preserved or re-vitalized the early view in
spite of its rejection by the mainstream.

52.1. The first alternative seems to be excluded by the fact that the
only text in the Theravada canon that expressly takes plants to be
animate beings (though not focussing on the question of their sen-
tience as a doctrinal issue), viz., the Vasettha-sutta of the Suttanipata
(see § 3), does not seem to exist in Chinese translation,” and by the
fact that most of the passages in other works which speak of station-
ary animate beings or suggest a borderline status of plants in the ear-
liest period have no counterpart in their Chinese versions.*®® The Bud-

2% An argument similar to that of the Vasettha-sutta is found in the Sardila-
karnavadana (Divy 325,6-326,7). However, this text merely adduces animals as
well as various groups of trees, shrubs and flowers in order to illustrate the criteria
for distinguishing between various species, but does not subsume them under the
heading “animate beings”. This holds equally good for the Chinese versions
(T 21.1300: 402c10-14, which mention only various species of lotuses, and
T 21.1301: 413b13—c4).

20 Most Chinese parallels either disregard (T 4.210: 572¢25 = Dhp 405) or seri-
ously misunderstand (T 4.212: 772a27 = Uv 33.36) trasa and sthavara, or render
trasa as “afraid" and sthavara as “at ease” (see Plants ns. 347 and 364), thus pre-
supposing a commentarial reinterpretation of the two terms in the sense of spiritual
immaturity and maturity, respectively (cf. Plants #20.4.1). An exception is the
translation of the Upasena-siitra in the Milasarvastivada Vinaya (see § 3, fn. 16),
made by I-ching in the beginning of the 8" century and therefore too late for a
seminal function. The same holds good for Danapala’s still later translation (see
ibid.), which would seem to have in its turn been influenced by the Far Eastern idea
of the Buddha-nature of the insentient. The Pratimoksa-siitra is too ambiguous with
regard to the status of plants (see § 6), especially in view of its being embedded in
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dhist narrative literature transmitted to China does not seem to in-
clude Jatakas in which the Bodhisattva figures, the way he does in the
Theravada Jataka collection, as a tree deity (cf. §§9 and 38), let
alone a tree-soul-like numinous being. Thus, it is difficult to see how
such stories could have contributed to the formation of the Far East-
ern idea of the Buddha-nature of plants. What may have had some
impact are passages describing plants as reacting to extraordinary
events or paying reverence to the Bodhisattva or to the Buddha, but as
has been pointed out, the function of this fopos in the Indian context is
rather to highlight the outstanding significance of the event or person
(cf. § 39), and it is hard to say whether such passages contributed in
some way to the formation of the idea of the Buddha-nature of plants
or rather came to be re-interpreted in its light and to be used as a con-
firmation only afterwards.*®!

52.2. The second alternative would be arbitrary unless substanti-
ated by some evidence.” Actually, OKADA tries to offer such evi-

the canonical commentary, which mentions the sentience of plants merely as some-
thing people or non-Buddhists believe in (see § 13; cf. also Plants # 5.5 with ns. 90
and 91).

261 Cf, . 219.

262 Upon coming across a passage of the Chinese version of the Saddharma-
smrtyupasthana-siitra, 1 first thought it might offer such evidence. The passage
(T 17.721: 162c12-14) deals with the conditions for rebirth in the realm of the
thirty-three gods (=—+=7), and one condition is avoidance of killing living, sen-
tient beings. The question how this condition is to be understood in this connection
(=T 4%) is answered as follows: JhZEZ5(v.LE)IE FEykeh Rz, E2
B, EREK SEOREER. At first glance, one may be tempted to follow the analogy
of the definition of not stealing (adattadana) given a few lines later (162c20-21: =
AR, THEEZE JRRIEE, , i.e.: “What is meant by ‘not stealing’? That one does
not intentionally take away even as much as a blade of grass.”) and to take J5ZEZ8
ZE as referring to vegetables as an object of consumption (i.e., of killing): “Even as
much as a leaf of a vegetable, [or] if one perceives tiny animals in the [drinking-]
water: one spares them and does not consume [the vegetable or the water]. One
never intentionally drinks water without having strained it.” In view of the context
(viz., the precept not to kill any living, sentient being), this interpretation would
imply that like the animalcules so also vegetables are regarded as (border-line)
sentient beings. But it is more likely that ZSZ£ is to be understood as an unmarked
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dence for the aspect of the sentience of plants by adducing two pas-
sages from Mahayana sttras (see §§ 55 and 88) which she seems to
regard as representing a kind of undercurrent that continues an early
Buddhist view according to which plants were still regarded as sen-
tient. But already many of the medieval Chinese and Japanese mas-
ters who discuss the question of the Buddha-nature of plants (or any
insentient things, for that matter) refer to passages from Mahayana
stitras that were considered to support such an assumption. In the pre-
sent part of this study, I shall critically examine a number of these
passages and try to clarify their original purport in the context of the
source from which they are taken (if available: the Indic original),
with a view to determining their conclusiveness as evidence for a rec-
ognition of plants as sentient or Buddha-natured beings in Indian

locative, parallel to the following fA7kH: “Even if one perceives tiny animals on a
leaf of a vegetable or in the [drinking-]water, one spares them and does not con-
sime [either].” This understanding of the passage seems to be supported by the
Tibetan version (Kj P yu 182b2; S khi 179b6-7: ’di la lo ma sngon po’am chu dag gi
nang na srin bu shin tu phra mo yang mthong nas za bar mi byed la| chu la
yang 'thung bar mi byed do|| yongs su 'tshag par byed de| ...), which, in view of the
plural-marker dag, is best translated as “In this [connection, one has to commit
oneself to abstention from killing to the extent that], having perceived, on green
leaves or in water, animalcules, however tiny they may be, one does not eat [them]
and does not drink the water. [Rather,] one strains it, ...” Fortunately, this interpre-
tation is unambiguously confirmed by the Sanskrit manuscript of the text, the tran-
scription of which I owe to the kindness of Prof. Michael HAHN and his wife, Dr.
Mitsuyo DEMOTO-HAHN: iha Sakaharitodakanam susitksmany api krmini drstva na
bhaksayate, salilam api na pibate napi parisravayate, i.e.: “In this [connection ...,]
when one sees that vegetables and greens or water have (i.e., contain, are full of)
animalcules, however tiny they may be, one does not consume [these vegetables];
nor does one drink the water without straining it.*” This is in fact what is expected
of a pious lay person also according to the Yu-p’o-sé wu-chie-hsiang ching {F¥ZE
AFAERLE (Shtra on the characteristics of the five precepts of an Upasaka:
T 24.1476) 941b23-24: “If a lay follower uses water containing animalcules or kills
insects in/on herbs and trees, in all such cases he commits an offence” CE{EZ£ZE F
HEvk REARPHZES, HI0E.).

* Cf. Chin. (see above); Skt. ndpi parisravayate appears, in this sense, syntac-

tically unusual, but the finite verb is confirmed by Tib. yongs su ’tshag par

bved de, whereas napi is not represented.
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Mahayana sources. In case the examination shows that a passage is

indeed conclusive evidence or that at least the possibility of its being

such evidence cannot be ruled out, I shall try to assess the probability

of its representing a survival or re-vitalization of the early Buddhist
view.

Excursus: Remarks on ‘Buddha-nature’ (§ 53)

53.0. Before entering into the discussion of those passages, a clari-
fying remark on the term ‘Buddha-nature’ (fo-hsing %) may be
required. The use of the word hsing (%) seems to take up the thread
of an earlier Chinese (especially Confucian) discussion on human
nature.”® A concise analysis of the facets conveyed by the term
‘Buddha-nature’ in its Buddhist context from the ‘emic’ point of view
of a Far Eastern Buddhist master will be introduced in Pt. II.B, ch. 1.
I therefore can limit myself here to very briefly summarizing some
aspects of its Indian background that are relevant to my investigation.
The Chinese expression {#4 may translate several Sanskrit terms.*
It does indeed occasionally render the abstract buddhatva (in the
sense of [accomplished] Buddhahood),?® but more important for the
present context is that in the overwhelming majority of occurrences
of ###%E the character 4 renders Skt. °gotra or °dhatu, sometimes
even °garbha.’® In these meanings, which overlap, the expression

23 KING 1991: 5. On f4 in early Chinese philosophy, see UNGER 2000: 95-98.
For a Chinese Buddhist analysis of the meanings of {4 in {#{4, see Hui-yilan’s Ta-
sheng i chang KFezxZ= (T 44.1851: 472a-b; cf. LU 1985a: 188 n. 26): 1. seed,
cause, or root (a9: FEFHA); 2. essence (al5: §5); 3. immutability (a23-24: 2Q),
and distinction (b9: 7).

241 BAVB, e.g., [k usually seems to render buddhavamsa (cf. 676c17 = Gv
4,2; 693a13 = Gv 59,26; 717¢6 = Gv 157,11).

263 My evidence for this use is from Hsiian-tsang’s translations: cf. T 7.220:
895b27, etc., in a series corresponding to Ast 138,7-8, or T 31.1606: 748a21 =
ASBh 105,10.

268 Cf. MIZUTANI 156; SHINODA 1963; OGAWA 1963. In the Chinese versions of
the MPS, f#4 mostly corresponds to Tib. sangs rgyas kyi khams, confirming £ =
dhatu.
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‘Buddha-nature’ is thus closely related to the concept of tathagata-
garbha (Ch. Z175).

53.1.1. The common meaning of gotra®® is (apart from “cattle-stall”)
“family”, “lineage”, or simply “kind”, “class”, but it is also used in
the sense of “mine” or “matrix” (of gems or metals). In Buddhist texts,
gotra is often employed to denote, metaphorically, a ‘family’ or ‘line-
age’ in a spiritual or soteriological sense (the disciples or bodhisattvas
as spiritual children of the Buddha, heading for liberation) as well as
the property or disposition due to which one belongs to such a spiri-
tual ‘family’. In a more abstract sense, gotra acquires the general
meaning of “source” or “cause” and is stated to be quasi-synonymous
with bija (“seed”, in a metaphorical sense) and dhatu (see § 53.2) as
well as with prakrti,*® which combines the aspects of “source” and
“[original] nature”. Thus, buddhagotra (or tathdgatagotra) could
mean either “[spiritual] family or lineage of the Buddhas” or “source
Jcause of the Buddhas (or of Buddha[hood])”, the latter even in the
sense of an original nature inherent in individuals. If it is used as an
adjective,””” it can denote someone who belongs to that lineage (albeit,
perhaps, not yet mature) or possesses that source or cause. As for the

27 Cf. §§ 53.2.2 and 53.3. For detailed information on the history of rathagata-
garbha thought in India cf., above all, SEYFORT RUEGG 1969 and TAKASAKI 1974.
For the connotation of family affiliation, see HARA 1994. As for Tibetan develop-
ments, it may suffice here to refer, apart from SEYFORT RUEGG 1969 and 1973, to
MATHES 2008. Regarding the hermeneutical problems involved in the interpretation
of the tathagatagarbha complex, see SEYFORT RUEGG 1989: 17-55. For the purpose
of the present study, however, it will suffice to simply follow, by and large, the
phraseology of the sources, without getting involved with the problem of how to
interpret this phraseology and its purport in the broader context of Buddhist thought,

- or with the question of its relationship to brahminical thought.

268 Cf. BHSD 216; SCHMITHAUSEN 1969: 114; TAKASAKI 1974: 751-754; SEY-
FORT RUEGG 1976, esp. 341-344 and 354-356.

M cf. BoBh 2,7-8: tat punar gotrarm bijam ity apy ucyate, dhatuh prakrtir ity api;
similarly SrBh Tai 2,21-22.

g g., BoBh 55,17: buddhagotrah (sc. pudgalak); MSABh 48,5-6: buddha-
gotrah sattvah.
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gotra as the source of Buddhahood, some texts distinguish between a
naturally inherent or undeveloped (prakrtistha) one and an acquited
or developed (samudanita, paripusta) one,”’ the latter being con-
nected with the actual practice of the Path (cf. also § 53.4).

* 53.1.2. As for the precise nature of the naturally inherent gotra,
there are, very roughly speaking, two basic patterns (not always
clearly distinguished, esp. in Siitra texts):*”* either it is understood as
a specific feature or potential of an individual or of this individual’s
mind, to be realized through being developed or actualized, or it is
conceived of as the hidden presence of some timeless reality that
merely has to be realized in the sense of revealing or unveiling it, to
the effect that one becomes aware of it so that it can unfold its salvific
efficacy. In the first case, the gotra as the cause of Buddhahood may,
but need not, be present in every sentient being (some may have a
gotra corresponding to the lesser ‘vehicles’ or even none at all), and
its presence in plants is hard to conceive unless these are regarded as-
somehow sentient, and not as part of the insentient world. In the sec-
ond case, there is a tendency to equate the gotra with omnipresent
True Reality or Suchness (tathata, dharmadhatu), which in its turn is,
in texts like the Ratagotravibhaga, equated with Buddhahood. In this
case, a sentient being can be excluded from actually becoming a
Buddha only if it lacks the capacity to become fully aware of its. own
Buddhahood, which has always been present within, absolutely per-
fect but veiled by extrinsic defilements. Theoretically, the same
would hold good for insentient beings like plants (unless they are re-

Y1 E.g., BoBh 2,4-7; MSABh 11,12 (ad IIl.4a). Similarly the distinction, in the
later part of the MPS found only in Dharmaksema (530c15-17; L1U 1982: 74), of the
Buddha-nature (f4, here for *buddhagotra?) of sentient beings as the direct cause
(IEEX), here consisting in the sentient being as such, and as the auxiliary cause (¥
A), viz., the six paramitas. Cf. also the discussion in Chi-tsang’s Ta-sheng hstian
Iun KX (T 45.1853: 38b8-23, 39228-b3 and b15-17; cf. KOSEKI 1980: 20-21).

22 For details cf. SEYFORT RUEGG 1969, esp. 71 ff and 277 ff. Similar divergen-
cies of opinion are reflected in the various interpretations of Buddha-nature re-
ported by Chi-tsang in Ta-sheng hsiian lun (T 45.1853) 35b20—19 (cf. KOSEKI
1980: 18-19).
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duced to mere epiphenomena of sentient beings): omnipresent True
Reality must be present in them as well, but in order to realize this
they would have to be, or become, sentient. To my knowledge, how-
ever, the issue is not discussed in Indian sources.

53.2.1. The meaning of dhatu is still more complex.””” It may,
among other things, denote a layer, a sphere (e.g., of the world), a
spiritual level or realm (e.g., of nirvana, or the amalo dharmh®* as the
level of accomplished Buddhahood), a mass or totality (e.g., of water,
or of sentient beings), an element or comnstituent, or a natural disposi-
tion or inclination, but also an invariable rule or principle (like origi-
nation in dependence), or ore or a mine, and hence a source or cause,
like gotra, and like the latter it is also equated with “[original] nature”
(prakrti).”” In addition, dhatu was also used in the sense of “relic”,
not exclusively but, of course, especially of the Buddha.

53.2.2. The latter meaning is, according to SHIMODA’s thorough
investigation,”® of crucial importance also for the formation of the
term buddhadhatu, which seems to have been coined by the (Maha-
yanist) Mahaparinirvana-sitra®’ in what SHIMODA *® has called
“Group 27, i.e., layer or strand 2 (more particularly: 2-2), of the
‘common part’ of this text, i.e., of that part which is represented in all

“the three translations,” in contrast to the voluminous second part
contained only in Dharmaksema’s version. In this common part of the

213 Cf., e.g., BHSD 282-284; EncB IV.4 (1989): 566—574; SCHMITHAUSEN 1969:
82 f (n. 7B); 114 (footnote c); 117 f (n. 58); 134 f (n. 97b); 146 f; TAKASAKI 1974:
758-763. Cf. also SEYFORT RUEGG 1989: 19, where it is stressed that in contrast to
tathagatagarbha confined to the level of ordinary sentient beings, tathagatadhatu
may also refer to the level of Buddhahood itself.

2 MSA IX.26 and 36; RGV I1.39.

15 See fn. 269.

276 SHIMODA 1997, esp. 278-298; English summary 22-24.

21T TAKASAKI 1974: 133; 177-181; English summary p. 10.

%78 SHIMODA 1997, esp. 163 ff and 256 ff; English summary 13 ff.
" Viz., MPST, MPSFa and MPSDh.
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text, the message of the Tathagatagarbha-siutra that all sentient be-
ings have a Tathagata within themselves (sarvasattvas tathagata-
garbhah (bahuvrihi))* has been re-formulated into the thesis that in
all sentient beings, or in their bodies, there exists a ‘Tathagata em-
bryo’ (tathagatagarbha, now tatpurusa), or ‘Buddha-element’
(buddhadhatu).®®' Basically following SHIMODA, we may attribute this
re-formulation to two main motives:

a) First, by stating that in all sentient beings there exists not a
Tathagata but merely the ‘embryo’ of a Tathagata, the Mahaparinir-
vana-sitra would seem to emphasize the fact that the Buddha-nature
inherent in sentient beings is not yet fully developed but requires
some kind of growth or actualisation, to be achieved, as the text vari-
ously indicates,”® by means of spiritual and ascetic practices.?®® The

280 Cf. TGS # OM (end) (ZIMMERMANN 2002: 252-253; transl.: 105) and RGVV
26,7: sarvasattvas tathagatagarbha ity uktarn Bhagavata; similarly 68,13. Cf. also
TGS # 1B (beginning), quoted RGVV 73,11-12. For a discussion of the term tatha-
gatagarbha with special reference to the TGS, see ZIMMERMANN 2002: 39-46.

281 Cf., e.g., MPST S 156b6 (sems can thams cad la de bzhin gshegs pa’i snying
po yod do = tathagatagarbhah sarvasatvanam: HABATA 2007: 87), 175a5 (sems can
thams cad la ni sangs rgyas kyi khams yod la| khams de rang rang gi lus la tshang
[P: ’chang S] ste]), 175b1 (bdag gi lus la sangs rgyas kyi khams ni yod do), and
199b7-200al (rang gi lus la de bzhin gshegs pa’i snying po yod), corresponding,
respectively, to P tu 86b2, 99a6, 99a8-b1, and 117al, to MPSFa 877¢6-7 (R4E K&
B3 BAsE), 881b24-25 (—YIRE ERMHIE FENE ), 881028 (BT BEMH
%), and 887b8-9 (FAE Hh[v.1. k] Ba0zk%), and to MPSDh 399a6-7 (R4 BH
1), 404ca-5 (—YIRE EHHEHM), 404c8 (FSEF EFHNE), and 412a24-25
(A2 & BAN#). The terms tathagatagarbha and buddhadhatu are unambigu-
ously equated in passages like MPST S 193b1 or 194b4-5 (P 112a7 and 113a6).—
For a more exhaustive conspectus of pertinent passages, see TAKASAKI 1974: 137 ff,
and SHIMODA 1997: 267 ff.

22 Cf. e.g., MPST S 175b3-4 and 67 (P 99b2-3 and 4-6): “Even though the
[Buddha-]element is present [in sentient beings], it is [effectively] present only in
those endowed with liberality, impeccable behaviour, wisdom, and [salvific] teach-
ing (? dharma). ... Only after having abandoned the appropriation of improper
things and having continuously practised being content with little and perfect aus-
terity for eighty kotis of eons, and after having meditated on the presence of the
tathagatagarbha, I have attained full Awakening ...” (khams yod du zin kyang sbyin
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term buddhadhatu, too, would seem to indicate this aspect if the
meaning “ore” or “mine”, i.e., “source”, for dhatu is taken into ac-
count, and according to another passage the ‘Tathagata embryo’ or
‘Buddha element’ is but the ‘seed’ (bija) for actually becoming a
Buddha.?® Still, these biological metaphors may not be intended to
establish a process of real growth in deliberate contrast to a pattern of
setting free what has already fully been there from the beginning in a
hidden, latent form.*® Actually, practice is occasionally stated to be

pa dang | tshul khrims dang | shes pa dang | chos dang ldan pa rnams la yod par zad
do ...| ... ngas bskal pa bye ba phrag brgyad cu’i bar du rung ba ma yin pa’i dngos
po yongs su 'dzin pa spangs te [P : spong ste S]| chog shes pa dang| yo byad
bsnyungs pa’i mchog la gnas nas de bzhin gshegs pa’i snying po yod par bsgoms te |
mngon par rdzogs par sangs rgyas nas ...). Cf. SHIMODA 1997: 267-269 and 594—
596 (ns. 59 and 62); L1U 1982: 71-72.

283 SHIMODA 1997: 289. 1 do not, however, think that spiritual practice was
deemed superfluous by the authors of the TGS. Actually, there are a few passages
that indicate that sentient beings are expected to actively participate in the process
of purification (ZIMMERMANN 2002: 66—67). It is merely that the focus of the text is
on other issues: on the idea of the presence of Buddha-nature within all sentient
beings (described as a hidden presence to be set free or ‘revealed’, not so much as a
potential to be developed, though there is some oscillation of the phraseology, cf.
ibid.: 50 ff) and on the salvific role of the (accomplished) Buddha in this connection.
But I think that SHIMODA is right in pointing out that the MPS lays more stress on
the fact that the Buddha-nature of sentient beings is not yet actual Buddhahood and
requires diligent practice on their part, and it may well be that this shift of emphasis
was due to some concern about a possible misunderstanding of the message of the
TGS.

4 MPST S 179a1-2 (P 101b8; MPSFa 882a25-26; MPSDh 405¢12-13 is some-
what different): bdag la sangs rgyas su ’gyur ba’i sa bon de bzhin gshegs pa’i
snying po zhes bya ba yod do. Cf. also fn. 359 and fn. 360.

5 The pattern of latency and manifestation (elaborated, as is well known, in a
philosophically reflected form in the Sankhya system) may perhaps even be under-
stood as being, originally, just an archaic way of expressing the more abstract con-
cepts of potentiality and actualization. On the other hand, it may have suggested
itself in connection with Buddhahood being regarded as permanent (nitya; the eter-
nalness of the Buddha is a central issue of layer 1 of the MPS: see § 65.1 with
fn. 355), for traditionally what originates (i.e., is caused, conditioned) is bound to
cease. — LIU (1982: 82; 88), although admitting the existence of passages in the
MPS that suggest the idea of Buddha-nature as a hidden presence or potency, gives
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required merely in order to remove the extrinsic defilements
(klesa).®

b) Second, a decisive motive for coining the term buddhadhatu was
obviously the intention to internalize the veneration of the Buddha’s
relics and the cult of the stiipa containing them. For the group that
created layer 2(-2) of the Mahaparinirvana-siitra, the salvific pres-
ence of the Buddha in the world was secured not so much by the fact
that he left the relics (dhatu) of his material body as a kind of more
stable, surviving bodily element, but rather by the presence, in the
body of every sentient being, of an uncreated,” indestructible®®

preference to an interpretation of Buddha-nature as a mere perspective in the future,
open to sentient beings on the condition that they practise the path of Awakening. It
is, however, worth noting that (in contrast to most of the material that suggests a
hidden presence or potential: ib. 77-80) all the passages LIU adduces in favour of
his view (ib. 83-86; cf. also 70-71[above] and 81) stem from the part of the text
that is only found in Dharmaksema, and from the latter half of this part at that. As
L1U himself points out and exemplifies convincingly in his discussion of the icchan-
tikas in the MPS (LIU 1984), the doctrinal positions and patterns of thought in these
different parts do not necessarily agree. The statements in the later parts (i.e., those
found only in Dharmaksema) may therefore be meant as an adjustment of a pattern
of thought or phraseology that was found problematic from a more decidedly anti-
substantialist point of view. But I agree with L1u (1982: 87-88) in that also in the
‘common part’ the main concern is with soteriology and that its phraseology is
hardly aimed at establishing a particular ontology in a theoretical perspective.

26 MPST S 177b4-5 (P 101a2; MPSDh 405b3-11; MPSFa 882a11-13): “Those
who speak thus: ‘In my body, there is the Buddha-nature; [therefore,] I shall attain
Buddhahood. But [for this purpose] I must eliminate the defilements (klesa),” they
are my [true] disciples” (gang dag bdag gi lus la sangs rgyas kyi khams yod de |
bdag gis sangs rgyas thob par ’gyur mod kyi | nyong mongs pa zad par bya dgos so
zhes de skad zer ba de dag ni nga’i nyan thos yin no |). — MPST S 175a5-6 (P 99a6-
7): “This ‘[Buddha-Jelement’ is completely present in the body of each individual,
but [only] when sentient beings have eliminated the various [adventitious] defile-
ments (*klesagata?) [by which it is covered] do they become [actual] Buddhas”
(khams de rang rang gi lus la tshang [P : ’chang S] ste| sems can rnams kyis [P :
kyi S nyon mongs pa’i rnam pa zad par byas nas sangs rgyas su 'gyur te|). — Simi-
larly S 197a7-b1 (P 115a4-5).

2T MPST S 197a7 = P 11524 (bcos ma ma yin pa = *akrtrima; cf. MPSDh
411b28; MPSFa 886¢14-15); S 199a1 = P 116a6 (ma byas pa = *akrta).
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‘element’ (dhdtu) essentially identical with, and thus in a sense an-
ticipating; their own. future actual Buddhahood, due to which they are
like living stiipas, containing an ‘element’ (dhdtu) comparable and
even superior to a relic (dhatu).*

53.2.3. 1t is obvious that the treatment of the ‘Buddha element’ in
the ‘common part’ of the Mahaparinirvana-sitra is only concerned
with its presence in sentient beings,” hence not in plants, for their
sentience is expressly rejected in this text:

“[If there are texts] stating [things like] ‘Having seen that all
trees (here surely pars pro toto for plants) have life and
consciousness (*samyiid), [the Buddha] entered into pari-
nirvana’, then such kind [of texts] must be recognized as Siitra
and Vinaya [texts] promulgated by Mara. Texts making
statements like ... ‘I prescribe (*anujanami) to have, with
regard to trees, the notion (*samy7ia) that they are devoid of

28 MPST S 189a3-4 (P 109a3-4; MPSDh 408b28—c1; MPSFa 884al7-18; cf.
SHIMODA 1997: 276-277): the jiva = tathc'zgamgarbha = (buddha-)dhdtu cannot be
destroyed, killed, or annihilated. '

%9 SHIMODA 1997, esp. 278-298 and 301-303, and English summary 22-24.
SHIMODA takes the buddhadhdtu in the MPS as an internalization not only of the
Buddha relic but also of the stipa (i.e., the building containing the relic), but T must
admit that I have problems with the latter correspondence because dhatu does not
seem to be used as a designation of the stipa (the equation of dharmadhatu and
stiipa adduced by SHIMODA on p. 610-611 can, not least in view of the late date of
the source, viz., the Kriyasarmgraha [12" /13™ century], hardly be regarded as perti-
nent evidence). When the MPS has the bodhisattva declare that he wants to venerate
the Buddha’s relic (dharu) and the stipa without abandoning the dharmakaya, or
that he wants to become himself like a stiipa (or both the true stiipa and the true
‘relic’: Fa) for all sentient beings (MPST S 192a1-2 = P 111a5-6; MPSFa 885a6-7;
cf. SHIMODA 1997: 279 and 605 n. 84), this may well mean that his body (cf. S
192a2 bdag gi lus and MPSDh 410a8 53R 4 fAF B #EFEERAE) is, or will be, like
a stifpa because it enshrines the relic-like Buddha-element (buddhadhatu), the latter
being, in essence or in the future, identical with the dharmakaya. But perhaps my
problems are merely due to my insufficient familiarity with the subject.

%0 Cf, MPSDh 524¢8-9 (only Dh): “All those endowed with mind will attain the
anuttard samyaksambodhi” (LB E TEBRITIELE =5 =518).
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life (or: a life-principle, soul: *nirjiva?), and not to have the

notion that they are sentient’ ... [or:] ‘I do not teach that the

four elements have life and consciousness (*samy7id)’: such

kind of Stitra and Vinaya [texts] must be recognized as spoken
* by the Buddha.”®"

! MPST P 103a3-4 and 6-8 (S 180b5-6 and 181al-4; D 100b1-2 and 4-6; cf.
SHIMODA 1990: 105b and 109 n. 20; no Skt. acc. to HABATA 2007: xxxviii f): ...
shing ngo cog la srog dang ’du shes yod par gzigs nas [PD : na S] yongs su mya
ngan las ’das so zhes zer ba de lta bu ni | bdud kyis smras pa’i mdo sde dang ’dul ba
yin par rig par bya ste| ... shing thams cad la srog med pa’i ’du shes dang | sems
pa’i [DS : sems pa med pa’i P] 'du shes med par ngas gnang ngo // ... khams bzhi la
ni srog dang ’du shes yod ces nga mi zer ro zhes zer ba de lta bu’i mdo sde dang
"dul ba ni sangs rgyas kyis gsungs pa [S : pa’i mdo sde DP] yin par rig par bya’o |.
The expression ‘srog med pa’i ’du shes dang | sems pa’i ’du shes med par’ is
somewhat strange. The reading of P would yield the opposite sense, which would
render the teaching of the Buddha equivalent to that of Mara, unless we substitute
yod par for med par at the end. I would expect an original like *nirjiva-samjiiam
acetana-sarjiiari ca anujanami, i.e., “I prescribe [to have], with regard to trees, the
notion that they are devoid of [a] life[-principle] and the notion that they are insen-
tient”. This would, in content, be the expected opposite of what is taught with re-
gard to trees in the pseudo-scriptures promulgated by Mara. Cf. also the Buddha’s
teaching regarding the four elements, which from a formal point of view is pre-
-cisely parallel to the negation of the statement on trees ascribed to Mara. However,
in view of the equivocal use of ’du shes (*samjfid) in the Tibetan translation as it
stands, I am not sure about the correctness of the formulation srog dang ’du shes
yod either (might it perhaps go back to *sajivasamjfa, i.e., “the notion of their pos-
sessing [a] life[-principle]”?). — In the Chinese versions, the opposition between
the statements of the pseudo-scriptures and the genuine scriptures with regard to
plants (“grasses and trees”) is unambiguous, but they mention only life, not sen-
tience. Cf. MPSFa 882b19-29: “If [someone] says: The Tathagata has allowed ... to
form the notion of life with regard to grasses and trees ..., then you must know that
this is [from] a siitra or a Vinaya promulgated by Mara. If [somebody] declares me
to have allowed ... to form the notion of life with regard to grasses and trees: such a
statement has not been allowed by me. Whoever makes such a statement, such peo-
ple should be known to be disciples of [misguided] non-Buddhist [teachers]” (...
UIZREE ... AEEECRMERGE ..o ... BEAERERCE, ZERE . —VERESR
il MRRERFTE. FERE EMBHEIERTF). Similarly MPSDh
406223-b1: FHRE ... EAZBERSRG ..« SECEERRE, EMAEEL
Fidft. 2ORATEE .. BEARR, EE HBFIIRR, EMRRIEER, FFBT
Cf. also the parallel in 408c29 f and 409a8-9 (not in MPST, MPSFa and not even in
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From this perspective, it is not very surprising that in a famous pas-
sage, which, however, belongs to that part of the text that is found
only in Dharmaksema, indisputably insentient things like walls and
rubble are expressly excluded from Buddha-nature.”?

53.3. This limiting, as a matter of course, of the naturally inherent
Buddha-nature to sentient beings*’ continues into more systematic
Indian texts. In this connection, the analysis of the term fathagata-
garbha in the Ratnagotravibhaga is quite helpful because it clearly
distinguishes different aspects of the relation between individual be-
ings and the Buddha (or Buddhahood).” Starting from the famous
statement of the Tathagatagarbha-sitra that all sentient beings are
tathagatagarbha, it proposes a threefold interpretation. The first in-
terpretation takes the compound as a tatpurusa, the second and the
third are based on an analysis of it as a bahuvrihi:

1. All sentient beings are inside the Tathagata (like an embryo (gar-
bha) in the womb) because they are all enveloped and pervaded by
the ‘meta-physical’, true ‘body’ (dharmakaya) of the Tathagata;*”

T 12.375), where the correct position is formulated as “grain and rice, grasses and
trees have no life, have no self (*atman); they are not reckoned among sentient
beings” (B KB ARMATIEE:, JER4#,). Cf. also MPSDh 460b17-19 (in the part
found only in Dharmaksema), referring to mowing grass and cutting trees on a par
with digging in the earth and dissecting a corpse.

22 MPSDh 581a22-23: “Not Buddha-natured are all insentient things [like] walls
and rubble” GEMIESE, FTEB— VB L AREZY.).
% Cf,, e.g., also RGV .52 or 156.

24 RGV 1.27 and 28; RGVV 26,7-9 and, most explicitly, 70,16-18, etc. (see fns.
295-297). Cf. TAKASAKI 1966: 197 f; 284-290; SEYFORT RUEGG 1969: 272-278;
1976: 345.

%5 Most clearly RGVV 70,16-17 (ad 1.146 f): tathagatadharmakayena nirava-
Sesa-sattvadhatu-parispharandrtham adhikrtya “tathagatasyéme garbhah sarva-
sattva” iti. If parispharana is understood as merely expressing the aspect of perva-
sion, garbha could, in this case, also be taken to mean “womb”. But the next sen-
tence of the passage makes clear that the purport is rather that all sentient beings are
inside, i.e. encompassed by, the dharmakaya (RGVV 70,18 f: na hi sa kascit sattvah
sattvadhatau sarvidyate yas tathagatadharmakayad bahih). Likewise, in RGV 1.27
the corresponding phrase buddhajfianantargamat sattvaraseh is more likely to be
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2. all sentient beings contain the Tathagata in the sense that his true
nature or Suchness (tathatd) is also their true nature, Suchness ad-
mitting of no division (avyatibheda);”*® -

. 3. all sentient beings contain a Tathagata in the sense that they con-
tain the tathagatagotra, i.e., their own Buddhahood as a potential or
in a hidden form.*’

The alternative (viz., “as a potential or in a hidden form”) in my ex-
planation of the third interpretation is deliberate, being aimed at indi-
cating the two different ways of conceiving the realization of Awak-
ening, viz., as a development of a potential on the one hand and as an
unwrapping or a manifestation of something already fully present™®
on the other (cf. § 53.1.2). Both require spiritual practice, if only in
order to remove misconceptions.

53.4. As for the process of unfolding the inherent Buddha-nature,
Paramartha’s (active in China between 546 and 569) “Treatise on

understood as “because the crowd[s] of sentient beings are [all] inside the Buddha’s
wisdom” (cf. TAKASAKI 1966: 197; SEYFORT RUEGG 1969: 273); cf. also the Chi-
nese version, which in its rendering of the commentary on RGV 1.146 f adds the
remark that there is not a single living, sentient being that is separated from or out-
side the Tathagata’s wisdom (T 31.1611: 838c4-6: FARAFR+ HH—R4E B
E5 FERIES L, BERIIZRE TEANZRE 4R ). :

PO RGVV 71,11 tathatavyatibhedartham adhikrtya “tathagatatathataisam gar-
bhah sarvasattvanam” iti ... (ed. °gatas tatha®, but see SCHMITHAUSEN 1971: 157).

¥TRGVV 72,8-9: trividhabuddhakayotpattigotrasadbhavartham adhikrtya “ta-
thagatadhatur esam garbhah sarvasattvanam” iti ... (ed. °svabhava®, but see
SCHMITHAUSEN 1971: 157). In this case, the designation of the result (phala, i.e.
‘tathagata’) is ‘metaphorically’ applied (upacdra) to the cause (gotra = hetu) (RGV
1.27c; cf. SEYFORT RUEGG 1969: 273). For the common phrase hetau phalopacarah
and vice versa cf., e.g., AKBh 260,14 and 25,13.

8 Cf. the TGS (see fn. 283). A nice example from an early Chinese Ch’an text
is the alleged quotation from the Treatise on the [Sitra of the] Ten Stages (i.e.,
T 26.1522, i.e., DBhVyC) in the Hsiu-hsin yao lun {&(E5% ascribed to Hung-jen
AL (MCRAE 1986: 121-122): “Like the sun, it (i.e., the Buddha Nature within the
bodies of sentient beings) is essentially bright, perfect, and complete ... merely
covered by the layered clouds of the five skandhas. Like a lamp inside a jar, its light
cannot shine.” Similarly the fourth illustration in the Mahabhert-siitra passage
quoted in SEYFORT RUEGG 1973: 78 f.
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Buddha-nature” (Fo-hsing lun {#45%) is instructive. According to
this text, the basic presupposition is the unconditioned (*asariskrta)
“cause to be attained” (FE7S[X), i.e., inherent Buddha-nature consist-
ing in Suchness (fathata) to be revealed by [comprehending] the two-
fold emptiness [of person and dharmas] (—ZEFTEREA0).>P It has al-
ways been present in its original state (*prakrtistha). Due to the
“cause for practising (*prayoga) [the Path]” (JIfTA), i.e., the resolve
for Awakening (bodhicitta)®®', and the “cause for perfection” ([l
X)), i.e., the actual practice, the inherent Buddha-nature gradually
unfolds on the bodhisattva path until it manifests itself as the
dharmakaya.

-54. Among the passages adduced or discussed by medieval Chi-
nese and Japanese masters in connection with the Buddha-nature, or
Awakening, of plants (or insentient things: see § 119), I disregard
those which can be safely regarded as being of Chinese origin, since I
am, in this chapter, only concerned with the question of possible In-
dian antecedents of the Far Eastern idea of plants possessing Buddha-
nature. Thus there is no need, in this context, to discuss the meaning
or implications of dicta of earlier Chinese masters like Seng-chao (f&
E& t414)*7 or the statement, ascribed, in one source, to Tao-sheng
GE4=, 1434),°" that the vividly emerald green bamboos are, all of

299 T31.1610: 794a10-24. Cf. KING 1991: 40-41; TAKASAKI & KASHIWAGI 2005:
119-120.

300 Cf. also T 31.1610: 787b4-5: i, B Ak~ ZeFrEE AN

31 On the history of this term in Indian and Indo-Tibetan Buddhism, see WANG-
CHUK 2007.

32 Cf, the reference to Chao-lun £z (T 45.1858) 153a4-5 in the Ta-sheng
hstian lun -5 (T 45.1853: 40c7-9).

393 Viz., in the Tsu-t'ing shih-yiian TAFEEE%E (X 64.1261: 387b13), compiled by
Mu-an shan-ch’ing BEREZH in 1108 (FK 4241a; SBDJ 907b). But OKUNO (2002:
372) points out that in the Tsu-t’ang-chi (ch. 15, fol. 12, 21-22; Taiw. 291b7-8),
which was compiled in 952, it is ascribed to Seng-chao (f&%%, t414), and that in a
passage of the much earlier Chiiron shoki (F1E&Frac) of the Sanron scholar Anchd
(Z¥&, 763—-814) — based on a lost commentary by the Sanron master Chikd (&,
middle of the 8 century) — that is missing in T 65.2255 but found in an old ms.
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them, dharmakaya, and the densely growing chrysanthemums [the
Buddha’s] gnosis (prajiia).** Likewise, I need not discuss the Yiian-
chiieh ching [BZ#E (T 17.842), a passage from which is sometimes
interpreted to express the view that insentient things, too, attain
Buddhahood,* because this text is nowadays regarded as having
been compiled in China in the last decade of the seventh century or
around the beginning of the eighth.*® Nor am I going to deal, in this

from the T6daiji library (OKUNO 2002: 377 n. 38), a slight variant of the statement
is connected with a quotation from “[the one living] in the mountains” (LLj7), i.e.,
according to OKUNO, Seng-ch’iian (f&%%, 6™ century acc. to KRAUSE 2003: 403),
the teacher of Chi-tsang’s teacher Fa-lang (3%§f, 507-581 acc. to KRAUSE 2003:
407; cf. also MAGNIN 1979: 143). None of these attributions or connections can be
verified, because the statement cannot be traced in the extant works of Tao-sheng
and Seng-chao and because no work of Seng-ch’iian has been preserved, but the
ascription to Seng-ch’iian appears most likely.

34 Cf., e.g., Tsu-t'ang-chi ch. 3 fol. 13,13-14 (Taiw. 63al13-14; cf. YANAGIDA
1990: 168 # 259 and 393 f; ANDERL 2004a: 626, quoting an occurrence in the Shen-
hui yii-lu € 5E$%) and ch. 15, fol. 12, 21-22 (see fn. 303); Ch’uan-teng lu 247c15-
16 and 441b21; T 47.1998A: 875a3-4 and 13-14: “The vividly emerald green bam-
boos: all of them are the dharmakaya (v.l.: tathata); the densely growing ‘yellow-
flowers’ (i.e., chrysanthemums): there is none that is not prajAa” (55 27T 221
(vl EMN), BEEE MIHEE). For further information, cf. also SUEKI 1993a
709,14-15 and 740-741, n. 8; GRONER 2000: 481480 11, n. 22.

T 17.842: 917b6-7: MR E HEWPL. AMEEYN BRME., transl in
MULLER 1999: 162: “Hell and heaven are both the Pure Land; those having
Buddha-nature and those not having it equally accomplish the Buddha’s enlighten-
ment.” Cf. SHIRATO 1998: 18. The natural interpretation of this passage would
rather be that even those sentient beings that are regarded as being devoid of
Buddha-nature, i.e., the icchantikas, are, after all, not definitively excluded from
attaining Buddhahood. This is in fact how the passage is explained by Tsung-mi 5=
7 (T 39.1795: 556a29-bl: BiEE, =Fpth, MEiEE, MEMEH.,). But there are
also commentators who explain the terms “having nature” (%) and “devoid of
nature” (#&M) in the sense of having sentience (51{%), i.e., sentient beings capable
of spontaneous movement (“wriggling beings”: Z£&:2#7), and “lacking sentience”
(#%[%), i.e., insentient beings like grasses and trees, tiles and pebbles (cf. X 10.254:
407c11-13 [Chih-ts’ung %FH#]; X 10.253: 312b17-19 [Chou-ch’i E3H]; see MULLER
1999: 311).

306 Cf., e.g., BUSWELL 1989: 115 with n. 126, referring to MOCHIZUKI 1946:
509-519; MULLER 1999: 3 and 12 + 289 1. 14. See also SHIRATO 1998: 18b3-8.
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connection, with the Chung-yin ching H[&f& — another text the In-
dian origin of which is doubtful®” — because the passage referred to
by Japanese Tendai masters like Annen (ZZ8X, 841? to ca. 890)*® and
Shoshin (F5IE, active 1153-1207)** as evidence, or alleged evidence,
for plants becoming Buddhas is not found in the extant Chinese
text.?'?

55. From the aforementioned point of view, I could also disregard a
passage OKADA®' adduces from the so-called Sirargama-sitra
(T 19.945) as evidence for the continuity of the idea of the sentience
of plants in Indian Mahayana. According to this passage, “the plants
(‘grasses and trees’) in the ten directions all [deserve to be] called
sentient [beings]; [essentially,] they are not different from humans.
Plants become humans, and humans after their death again become
the plants of the ten directions.”* Actually, this SiFramgama-sitra, a
Tantric text allegedly translated into Chinese in 705, is of doubtful
authenticity and now generally considered to have been composed in

307 SUEKT 1991: 167 n. 25: “Although it is said to be a translation by Chu Fo-nien,
there are doubts” (Z{LERE SN B b, D V).

308 Bodaishin 484¢7-9: “When Sakyamuni attained Awakening, all grasses and
trees [likewise] attained Buddha-bodies. The bodies’ height was a ch’ih (= 10 feet)
and six [feet], and they all expounded the Dharma” (F&MEGEZ R —UJER BE
B8, BRI, BERIE. ); similarly Shinjo shiki 713,16, with “grasses and trees"
and the land” (2K 1) instead of “all grasses and trees”. Cf. SUEKI 1991: 45,2-3
and 1995a: 749,7-9; SHIRATO 1998: 16b. )

309 Shikan shiki 249a14-16 (quotation) and 249a16-b8 (discussion). Cf. SHIRATO
1998: 16b.

30 ¢f, e.g., MIYAMOTO 1961: 674-678; HANANO 1976b: 156; SUEKI 1991: 167
n. 25; 1995a: 751 n. 13; SHIRATO 1998: 16b; MATSUMOTO 2000: 56-58. On the
problem of invented texts or passages, see the well-considered remarks in STONE
1999: 158-159.

311 ORADA 1999: 107a # 3.5.

*12 Sur 153¢10-12: +HEA HEEIE BAER, BEABA AFCERT AL,
The last sentence is reminiscent of Ayar 41,7 (JAG #267): “The stationary [turn]
into mobile, and the mobile living beings [turn] into stationary ones” (... thavara ya
tasattde tasajiva ya thavarattae).
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China at the beginning of the 8" century.’® Post-dating the emergence
of the discussion about Buddha-nature in the insentient, it cannot be
adduced as evidence for an undercurrent that would bridge the gap
I:zetweén these developments and the earliest period of Buddhism. But
even if we disregard this basic difficulty, the passage adduced by
OKADA will not serve the purpose. It occurs in a paragraph describing,
like the surrounding paragraphs, a yogi who has thoroughly investi-
gated (85) the voidness of the samskaras (i.e., the fourth skandha,
including wholesome and unwholesome drives and karmic forces)
and has thus removed [future] arising and vanishing (.54 35" but
— not yet having transcended the realm of the fifth skandha, viz.,
consciousness or sentience (vijiidna) — has still not completely real-
ized the subtle, marvellous nature of quietude (FiJ#, i.e., true
nirvana). All the paragraphs then continue with a conditional clause
(3 ... #) describing some misconception of the yogi that makes him
fall into a wrong belief equal to that of certain misguided non-Bud-
dhists, so that he misses true Awakening and forfeits true insight.

313 Detailed discussion in DEMIEVILLE 1952: 43-52. Cf. also BUSWELL 1990: 8~
9 and 1989: 115 (in n. 125, BUSWELL refers to the dissertation of Ronald EPSTEIN
as an attempt to prove the Indian provenance of the text, but states that he finds
EPSTEIN’s argument unconvincing); SUEKI 1991: 187 n. 147; MATSUMOTO 2000:
433 ff; BENN 2008. As DEMIEVILLE (1952: 45) points out, the authenticity of the
text was controversial in Japan already in the Nara period, immediately after the
introduction of the text from China.

314 . . . . . . .
The precise meaning of the expression requires further investigation (for

which an earlier passage of the Sirarmgama-siitra, viz., Stur 128b19-21, may be im-
portant). To judge from the present context according to which “the sariskara-
skandha has come to an end” (153b4: {TR&ES), the “removal of arising and vanish-
ing” would seem to refer to a state in which the [future] cessation of sarhsaric exis-
tence is secured due to the extinction of its cause, i.e., the samskdaras. This is con-
firmed by the commentator Tzii-hsiian (T 39.1799: 956c4), who explicitly states
that the samskara-skandha is the source of arising and vanishing (fTF&RE4EIHIT)
and that if one is able to eliminate the cause -of sarhsira one ‘removes arising and
vanishing’ (856¢5: EiE K HReE=gE ENFAI). In this connection, it may be
worth mentioning that early translators like An Shih-kao even use the expression 4
JE to render Skt. samskara, probably in a causative sense (“that which causes one to
be [re]born and die [again]”: T. VETTER, oral communication).
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Now, it is precisely in this conditional clause formulating the miscon-
ception of the yogi that the sentence quoted by OKADA is embedded,
and it is by adhering to the idea that plants are sentient, etc., that the
yogi is stated to fall into the “wrong belief of ascribing awareness to
what has no awareness” (&IfE40%h), so that Va(sis)tha (ZE) and
Sreni(ka) (828),” who believe that everything is sentient (5, i.e.,
cetana),”* become his companions.*’ Tzii-hsiian’s (85, 9657-10382,
Hua-yen) commentary on the passage is quite explicit: “Plants lack
awareness; yet he takes them to have awareness.”'® At another place,
the Saramgama-siitra itself regards plants as lacking feeling (5% =
vedand) and conscious experience (38 = samjaa).’”

56. The passage just discussed aside, I shall, however, confine my-
self, though without claiming exhaustiveness, to passages adduced
~ from texts whose Indic*® origin is certain or at least arguable. Among
them, two groups may be distinguished. The first group are passages
of a more general type, i.e., such as make general statements about

315 Thus according to Tzili-hstian (T 39.1799: 962c1), who equates the names
with JZFLIE and 5&fE occurring at MPSDh 593b13 ff and 594al4 ff, respectively,
but neither of them propounds the view ascribed to the two teachers in the Sirar-
gama-sitra. In the MPS, Srenika advocates the position of an all-pervading and
eternal yet individual Self (Z, arman); cf. also STONE 1999: 77-78.

316 T2ii-hsiian explains this to mean that plants are endowed with life (T 39.1799:
962c2: EARAG ).

" This 1nterpretat1on of the passage is also confirmed by the Enghsh translation
of the text in HSUAN HUA 2003: 281.

3187 39.1799: 962b29: BERHEEL MG 4. The error seems to consist in taking
both humans and plants as real and as being individually sentient, for a few lines
later (T 39.1799: 962c3-5) the commentary remarks that these persons do not un-
derstand that all phenomena are merely transformations (i, i.e., manifestations)
of erroneous consciousness (&5s, 218). When erroneous consciousness ‘coagu-
lates’ (¥EfE), one calls it insentient, when it is ‘fluid/mobile’ (FREp), it is called
sentient.

39 Sar 152¢21: ... fEZAE BEAR.

%20 In the wider sense, including the developments of Indian Buddhism in Central
Asia.
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“all dharmas” and not specifically about plants or insentients, and at
that statements whose connection with the issue of Buddha-nature is
in most cases not explicit but merely assumed to be implied (ch. 1).
The second group, to be discussed in greater detail (ch. 2), consists of
four more specific passages, i.e., passages which clearly state that
plants or any insentient things are, or may become, sentient, or turn
into Buddhas or perform characteristic functions of a Buddha, espe-
cially that of preaching the Dharma.

1. General Passages

57. Most of the general, inexplicit passages I am going to discuss
are taken from the Ta-sheng hsiian lun (F3EXEH: T 45.1853) as-
cribed®! to the San-lun (=Zg, i.e., Madhyamaka) master Chi-tsang
(&, 549-623). In order to corroborate his argument that, from the
perspective of the ‘principle’ (3#) understood as pervasive (GEF5),
Buddha-nature cannot be confined to sentient beings but must be ac-
cepted in the insentient as well, Chi-tsang®* first refers to three Siitra
passages: to the vision of Maitreya’s palace in the Gandavyitha-sitra
(ch. 1.1), to a passage from the Mahdsamnipata (ch. 1.2), and to one
from the Mahdaparinirvana-sitra (ch. 1.3). There follows a reference
to Vasubandhu’s Vimsatika Vijhaptimatrata-siddhi (ch. 1.4), and, in
connection with the latter, a reference to a passage from the Vimala-
kirti-nirdesa (ch. 1.6). Along with the passage from the Vimsatika, I
shall also (ch. 1.5) deal with an equally inexplicit passage from the
Buddhavatamsaka adduced, according to his record as transmitted in
the Tsu-t’ang-chi (H3E%EE), by the Ch’an master Nan-yang Hui-chung
(FEREEERE, 2-775) in order to prove that insentient things, too, have
(or rather are) mind (/[»), i.e., Buddha-Mind ({#.[»), and hence

321 For problems concerning the unity and authorship of the Ta-sheng hsiian lun,
see PLASSEN 2002: 14-20.

322 T 45.1853: 40c3-23.
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Buddha-nature (%, ##5]4).2* Another set of unspecific passages, all
from the chapter ‘Eulogies on Mount Sumeru’ (ZE5H1E F{&3& ) of
the Buddhavatamsaka, are adduced by the T’ien-t’ai master Chan-jan
(JESR, 711-782) in his Diamond Scalpel (£:Ml$%5%)** in order to
prove that Suchness cannot be split up into Buddha-nature, restricted
to sentient beings, and mere Nature-of-dharmas (dharmata) in insen-
tient things (ch. 1.7). Finally (ch. 1.8), I shall briefly comment on the
Chapter on Herbs (Osadhiparivarta) of the Lotus Sitra, which is ad-
duced not only by OKADA and FINDLY in support of their position but
is also interpreted by medieval Far Eastern authors in terms of the

idea that plants attain Buddhahood.

1.1 Gandavyiihasitra: Maitreya’s Palace

58. In his reference to the vision of Maitreya’s palace or mansion
(kiitagara)®® in the Gandavyiha, Chi-tsang does not quote the full
wording of a specific passage. He merely states that the spiritual way-
farer Sudhana, when seeing Maitreya’s palace, obtains countless in-
troductions to religious practice (dharmamukha),326 and adds the rhe-
torical question:

“Doesn’t this mean that just by contemplatmfr things and per-
ceiving their [Buddha-?]nature one obtains countless [modes
of experience taking place in] deep concentration (=FBE,
samadhi)?* :

-This almost certainly refers to Gv 410,31—411,29, where Sudhana is
described as hearing various instructions issuing from all kinds of
objects in the various palaces within Maitreya’s palace, like bells and
musical instruments. Towards the end of the passage, these instruc-

323 See § 129.3.1-2.

324 Chin-kang-pei 783a21-29; cf. PENKOWER 1993: 484-486.

%25 On the meaning of kiitagara (Ch. #8%5, cf. HIR. 669b), see SWIF s.v.
6T 45.1853: 40c4-5: BEIE T RIFIHIEE EVSEREEF,

7T 45.1853: 40c5: S ERBEWIR EASER =R,

123



Pt. II: Idea of the Buddha-Nature of Grasses and Trees and Early Buddhism

tions are termed dharmamukhas, and by way of conclusion the text

states that Sudhana receives [in this way?] introductions to various

aspects of religious practice, culminating in introductions to samadhi.

It would thus seem that this passage is an instance of insentient things

preaching the Dharma, interpreted by Chi-tsang as a manifestation of
their Buddha-nature. Since this complex will be dealt with exten-

sively in connection with the second group of passages, and espe-

cially, as far as the Buddhavatamsaka is concerned, in ch. 2.4, T will -
leave the matter at that for the time being.

1.2. Sagaramatipariprccha

59. Chi-tsang’s second scriptural proof is from the Mahdsarinipata,
more precisely from the Sagaramati-pariprccha. According to this
passage, the bodhisattvas (Chi-tsang: Buddhas and bodhisattvas) ex-
plain (Chi-tsang: perceive) that among all the dharmas there is none
that is not Awakening (bodhi).*®® In Chi-tsang’s understanding, being
bodhi implies being (in essence) Buddha-nature.”” It is only due to
delusion with regard to the Buddha-nature that they appear as the
mundane, sarhsaric multitude of things. When one awakens, they are
just Awakening (bodhi).*® The implication seems to be that insentient
things somehow participate in Awakening, or disclose themselves as
being, in their essence, part of it. Still, it is hardly Chi-tsang’s inten-
tion to establish any definitive doctrinal position concerning insen-
tient things and their Awakening (see § 127.3). Rather, his aim is
merely to show that from the perspective of the ‘principle’ (3&#) un-
derstood as all-pervasive — i.e., as the Suchness of everything
(tathata) —, an apodictic doctrinal restriction of Buddha-nature to

2 T45.1853: 40c5-6: X ALEMRT: FERE B—Y5% SRS, For the
Sag passage, see fn. 331. : _

329 T 45.1853: 40c9-10: “If among all dharmas there is none that is not bodhi,
what would allow one to get around (lit.: not to reach) [the conclusion] that there is
nothing that is not Buddha-nature?” (E—Y{J3E% EIERER, METESEIEEH
).

30T 45.1853: 4006-7: [HHBH: PREMEL BAETEE, 15 RS,
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sentient beings is untenable. If Buddha-nature is equated with the all-
pervasive ‘principle’, then Buddha-nature, too, must be all-pervasive,
not admitting of any limitations.

60. The question is, however, to what extent this interpretation of
the passage coincides with its purport in the context of the Indian
source. There, the sentence occurs in a series of comparisons illustrat-
ing various aspects connected with the bodhisattva, especially the
bodhisattva who has just made the resolve to become a Buddha. In
this connection, the text has the Buddha say:

“Just as Jivaka, the king of physicians, always says that there

is nothing in the world that is not a medicine, so the bodhi-

sattva explains that among all the dharmas there is none that is

not Awakening (bodhi).”*!
Judging from the comparison, we might consider the possibility that
the passage is concerned with the bodhisattva’s skill in pedagogic
strategies (upayakausalya), i.e., with his being aware of the fact that
just as there is nothing in the world that, suitably applied, does not
help to cure one or the other disease, there is no dharma (phenome-
non, practice, or teaching?) that does not, brought into play in the
right situation, lead one or the other person to Awakening.

61. The Tibetan version, however, may suggest a slightly different
interpretation. It runs thus:
“Just as there is nothing — [even though it] appears as [just an
ordinary] material thing (riipa) — that Jivaka, the king of phy-
sicians, does not perceive as a medicine, so there is no appear-
ance of (lit.: as) phenomena (*dharmavabhdsa?) which the
bodhisattva who practises the prajiiaparamita does not per-

! sagDh: 5dc28-55al: ATBEME BIERE: K TATH EIHERE EEIH
R—YE MEIEER, Similarly SagW: 489b21-23, reading, like Chi-tsang (see
fn. 326), £ (“perceives”) instead of &7 (“explains™) and specifying, in the compari-
son, the things Jivaka perceives to be medicine as “all plants on earth” (CKHi—EJE
7K). For Tibetan, see fn. 332.
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ceive as Awakening (bodhi).”***

Here, what seems to be envisaged is rather the bodhisattva’s faculty,
based on his practising the prajiiaparamita, to see through the super-
ficial appearance of phenomena and perceive their real, ultimate na-
ture, which is conducive to Awakening, just as Jivaka penetrates
through the superficial appearance of material things and perceives
their healing powers.

62. Or, if we take the comparison to envisage merely the aspect of
equality, we may interpret the passage as pointing to the ultimate
equality of all dharmas, including bodhi. As is stated elsewhere in the
Sagaramatipariprccha, Awakening consists precisely in the insight
that Awakening (bodhi), sentient beings and all dharmas are essen-
tially equal and without distinction, of one taste and one nature,*
which means that they are all originally pure, like space,” without
arising and cessation.”® From the Buddha’s (and analogously the
bodhisattva’s) point of view, there is thus not a single dharma apart

332 SagT 37b5-6: 'di Ita ste dper na| sman gyi rgyal po 'Tsho byed kyis gang
sman du mi mthong ba’i gzugs su snang ba de gang yang med do || Sha ra dva ti’i bu
de bzhin du shes rab kyi pha rol tu phyin pa la spyod pa’i byang chub sems dpas
kyang gang byang chub tu mi mthong ba’i chos su snang ba de gang yang med do ||

** SagDh: 60a19-23 (BHERE—YNENE SFEEH —Th—N, ATk LRNERE
T RINZEw. BAREEER. & ... R—UNE BEFE,). Cf. SagW 498a27-
b2; SagT 57b3-5: “Awakening (bodhi), too, is of the same nature ... as I (= the
Buddha) myself, all sentient beings are of the same nature, all dharmas are of the
same nature. O Maifijusri, what I have been Awakened to at the seat (/as the essence)
of Awakening (*bodhimanda) is [this fact that these are all] of one and the same
nature, of one single taste. ... I have been Awakened to the equality of all dharmas
(/T have comprehended all dharmas as equal)” (nga’i ngo bo nyid gang yin pa ...
byang chub kyang de’i ngo bo nyid () sems can thams cad kyang de’i ngo bo nyid |
chos thams cad kyang de’i ngo bo nyid do || *Jam dpal byang chub kyi snying por’
gang ngas mngon par rdzogs par sangs rgyas pa de ni ngo bo nyid gcig pa’o | ro
gciﬂg pa’o | ... chos thams cad mnyam pa nyid du mngon par rdzogs par sangs rgyas
so |).

334 SagDh: 51a18: —YJEEEAMER; 51c13; 53a4.
335 SagDh: 47b9: —HEANEEZE; 65¢ 14— E IR ANEZE.
%3¢ SagDh: 51a21: FEEEMAN B S E A, 62a24: KI—EIETR4E TR,

126



Pt. ITA: The Question of Textual Continuity: 1. General Passages

from bodhi,”*" i.e., as I understand it, apart from Awakening viewed
in the perspective of its true ‘nature’ or ‘essence’.’®® When Awaken-
ing takes place, everything, including Awakening itself as a psychic
state, somehow dissolves into this true nature, into the ‘silent desert’
(if I may use the phrase). This does not, however, mean that the au-
thor(s) of the Sagaramatipariprechd was (/were) in any way aware of,
let alone interested in, the question of a soteriological perspective of
(insentient) dharmas in their own right. It rather appears that as a mat-
ter of course soteriology remained focused on sentient beings. Ac-
cording to a passage from this siitra quoted in the Ratnagotravibhaga,
the soteric activity of the bodhisattva is stated to be promising due to
the original purity of the mind and the adventitiousness of the defile-
ments, but this original purity of the mind is taken for granted to be a

337 SagDh: 60a22: T, BEZ R4 B —i%. SagT 57b5 has byang chub kyi
snying po (bodhimanda) instead of bodhi. Thus also SagW 498b29—c1, where, how-
ever, the meaning of the whole sentence is different.

% The idea that all dharmas are [essentially] Awakening is also implied in a
verse of the Questions of the god Brahman Visesacintin (Brahma-Visesacinti-pari-
precha, cf. MVy no. 1367; for the form °cintin, see also MVy no. 1099 and PTSD
268b). According to this verse, Awakening is the essence of the skandhas, dhatus
and dyatanas (which means: all dharmas), or these are precisely Awakening, and
there is no Awakening apart from them (Kj D ba 78a8; S tsha 235a4-5: byang chub
de yi rang bzhin te|| de las gud na byang chub med)|; T 15.586: 52b29: 2R ABIE
Bt EAEETR; 585: 22a20; 587: 85¢10). To judge from the context, the purport of the
passage is to stress that in their Suchness (tathata) all dharmas and Awakening are
alike (Kj D ba 78a6: de bzhin nyid kyis phye bas nal| gzugs Itar byang chub de bzhin
tel]). They are dependent on conditions and lack substantial reality (Kj S tsha 238b3:
rkyen la rag las dngos po med). Being without specific characteristics (mtshan nyid,
*laksana) constituting them as entities in their own right, they are comparable to
empty space (Kj D ba 78b4-5). Correctly perceiving them as all alike means not to
perceive them (mi mthong ba: Kj D ba 77a4-5; S tsha 233a6-7), and in reality even
Awakening (understood as a separate entity) cannot be found (Kj D ba 78a6: don la
byang chub mi dmigs so). Consequently, the bodhisattva does not set out for Awak-
ening in order to eliminate corporeal or visible matter (riipa) (gzugs gzhig phyir: Kj
D ba 78a5; cf. T 15.586: 52b21: #ff). He neither clings to any dharmas nor dis-
cards any (Kj D ba 78a7; cf. 78b7). He remains in the world without being polluted,
afraid or dejected (Kj D ba 78b2-3).
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‘property of sentient beings only.*® Likewise, in Dharmaksema’s Chi-
nese translation a certain bodhisattva states that the correct attitude of
a bodhisattva consists in his perceiving [all] dharmas as cessation and
as being devoid of arising and perishing, and all sentient beings as
possessing Buddha-nature.** Here, too, the soteriological perspective
proper (i.e., Buddha-nature, here obviously envisaged as a potential
for becoming a Buddha) seems to be, as a matter of course, restricted
to sentient beings. This corresponds to Chi-tsang’s ‘perspective of
distinction’ (BFH). According to this perspective, Buddha-nature is
understood as. Awakening (or comprehending the Truth) in a psycho-
logical sense, which is only possible for sentient beings because it
presupposes a prior state of error, just as in an everyday context
awaking presupposes sleep. Error, however, can only occur in beings
possessed of mind. Thus, insentients, devoid of mind and thus being
incapable of error, are neither capable of nor in need of Awaken-
ing.**! For Chi-tsang, this is only a preliminary perspective, of merely
pedagogical value, to be transcended by the ‘perspective of perva-
siveness’ (38[), which is not meant as a dogmatic position either but.
has to be transcended as well (see § 127.3). In this regard, his position
may not be incompatible with that of the siitra, but in the sttra the
term ‘Buddha-nature’ is not used with reference to what Chi-tsang
calls the ‘perspective of pervasiveness’, and in the above-quoted pas-
sage corresponding to Chi-tsang’s ‘perspective of distinction’ the

- 3P RGVV 49,9-10: bodhisattvah sattvanam cittaprakrtiprabhdasvaratam prajanati.
In contrast to SagT 85a6-7 and SagW: 511a15 and 17, SagDh (68a19) lacks an
equivalent for sattvanam here, but has it in the parallel expression at 71a20: ZE&
EOEARE BANEE.

3 SagDh: 71a11-12: RyER REELR, —YIR4E BEHE. SagT 98a4 differs
considerably, the only part corresponding, somehow, to SagDh being the statement
that a bodhisattva should perceive all sentient beings as completely extinguished by
nature (*prakrtiparinirvrta). SagW: 516b10-11 is similar to SagT but here all
dharmas are extinguished by nature.

31T 45.1853: 40c24-27: AR LKEEEBIE T I, EAELHT K, E5
Eg;{%ﬁ BEE, TE HINE. IRER SREG IS, E?Kﬁ%lé
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term may have been introduced by the translator Dharmaksema since
it is lacking in the other versions.>*

1.3. Mahaparinirvanasitra (1): *Ayusparivarta

63. The third passage adduced by Chi-tsang is the most problem-
atic one. It is from the “Chapter on Long Life” (*Ayusparivarta) of
the Mahaparinirvana-siitra and somewhat laconically states:

“In all dharmas, there is peaceful bliss (ZZ&&5).3%
Chi-tsang obviously understands the sentence to mean that all
dharmas, including insentient things, have the nature (%) of (or: a
nature consisting in) peace-and-bliss (Z7%, which often simply repre-
" sents Skt. sukha), and he takes this blissful nature to be the same as
Buddha-nature.** Yet, even if this interpretation were justified, the
evidential value of the passage is marred by the fact that it is found
only in Dharmaksema’s version and has no counterpart in Fa-hsien’s
or in the Tibetan translation.** It thus appears to be an interpolation,
perhaps inserted by Dharmaksema himself. Even so, one could argue

342 See fn. 340. Actually, there is only one more occurrence of the term ‘Buddha-
nature’ (ff#14) in SagDh, and (as far as I can see) none at all in SagW. SagT remains
to be checked, but in the two passages where {#{% appears in SagDh (viz., 60a5-6
and 71a12) no equivalent is found (see SagT 57al and fn. 340).

343 MPSDh 380225 (= T 12.375: 620a4): R IB8 T, —YsEH: BAREME,

34 Thus already Fa-yao (3£I%, 409-489: KRAUSE 2003: 407), according to
T 37.1763: 477b7-11: “Fa-yao says: ... [The chapter named after the bodhisattva]
Lion’s Roar (= chapter 11 in MPSDh) extensively elucidates the Buddha-nature.
This [corresponds] precisely [to the topic] ‘peaceful happiness’ in the above[-listed
set of] questions. Peaceful happiness (= Buddha-nature) functions as the direct
cause [of Awakening]. ...” (E¥EH. ... BiFWL BERAMEIE. BIRTRIHF 28, &
SEBTERL).

35 In MPSFa (863c9-24) the series of questions ends with what is the eighth
verse in MPSDh (cf. TAKASAKI 1974: 134 f), followed by three lines of request
(none of which corresponds to the passage under discussion). As against this,
MPST (S 90b5-91b6; P 38a3-39al; no Skt. available acc. to HABATA 2007:
xxxviii f) has the same set of verses as MPSDh except for the verse referring to
‘peaceful happiness’.
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that this would not suffice for rejecting the Indian origin of the idea,
since Dharmaksema hailed, after all, from Central India.** This is no
doubt correct, but we still have to check the purport of the passage in
the context of the siitra. There it occurs towards the end of a series of
verses containing a number of questions and is itself, too, embedded

in a question, or rather in the request that the Buddha explain this

matter. Now, as is the case with most of the other questions, the sub-
ject-matter of this question, too, has no significant connection with
the preceding items. And whereas in the first two-thirds of the series
the questions admit of contextualization in so far as they anticipate
subjects subsequently addressed in the siitra (more precisely: in its
‘common part’: see §53.2.2),>such correspondence is not easily
verified in the case of the last third, including the item under discus-
sion,** :

64. If the question under discussion were to correspond to a theme
dealt with in the ‘common part’ of the siitra, its position at the end of
the series of questions would suggest that we should look for such a
theme toward the very end of this part of the text. Actually, the last
line of the last group of verses discussed in the final chapter of this
part declares, in Dharmaksema’s version, that all those who practise a
religious or ascetic life (brahmacarya) will obtain happiness,¥
though this does not hold good for some non-Buddhist forms of se-

%45 HobRép 243b. _

347 SHIMODA 1993: 211-213. For the verses 8cd—14 (of which only 8cd is repre-
sented in MPSFa), SHIMODA summarily refers to chapter 17 of Fa-hsien’s version
(MPSFa 891b23-896a4, corresponding to MPSDh 417b21-423c23 and MPST S
218a5-237a4). There, most of the items are indeed clearly recognizable (e.g., the
last item with the key-word “blind by birth” is treated in MPSFa 895c¢18-24 =
MPSDh 423¢2-9 = MPST S 236b2-5).

348 SHIMODA (1993: 216-218) does not indicate any correspondence from verse
15 AMMPST S 91b1; MPSDh 380a13) onward.

34 MPSDh 427¢c6: —YHEERT B2 L4, The passage seems to be concerned
with happiness entailed by religious conduct in this very life, not with its after-life
results.
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vere asceticism. If the passage under discussion was indeed meant to
anticipate this subject, we would have to understand the word
*dharma (%) in the sense of “[correct] religious practice”:
“I humbly request the Great Sage to explain to me in detail
how [it can be stated that] all religious/ascetic practices have
the nature of peaceful bliss.”
If this is indeed the original purport of the passage, it would definitely
have no bearing on the question of the sentience or Buddha-nature of
plants or other insentient things.

65.0. Yet even if we accept Chi-tsang’s understanding of the “na-
ture of peaceful bliss” (ZZ%4/%) as pointing to Buddha-nature, the
passage would still seem to be open to more than one interpretation.
Not being sufficiently familiar with Dharmaksema’s version as a
whole, I can only-offer some provisional reflections.

65.1. In his running commentary on the Mahaparinirvana-sitra (Ta
~ pan-nie-p’an ching shu KEESEERT: T 38.1767), the T’ien-t’ai
master Kuan-ting J#]E (561-632) juxtaposes the passage under dis-
cussion with a quotation from the “Samantabhadra-Meditation Stitra”
(P’u-hsien kuan ching EEERL)™ which proclaims the all-perva-
siveness or omnipresence of Vairocana,*> This suggests an interpre-
tation of the passage in terms of the omnipresence of the Buddha, or,
more precisely, his true body, or dharmakaya. In fact, in the Maha-
parinirvana-sitra the Buddha or his dharmakaya is sporadically
qualified as blissful.’* It is, however, mostly in the perspective of his

3501 9.277: 392¢16.

B1T38.1767: 176228-29: b m: —Ylskieh BERE N, YEES: EREN
E—YI5R.

352 As for Dharmaksema, an explicit statement is MPSDh 383b17: “The Tatha-
gata’s body is the permanent dharmakaya (cf. also 374c9; 388b26-27 and c3), a
body of peaceful bliss” (22K & BHEEE L4 5). However, MPST (S 103a4;
P 47a8-b1) has “peaceful” (zhi ba) instead of “peaceful bliss”: “The Tathagata is
the dharmakaya: permanent, stable, eternal, peaceful” (de bzhin gshegs pa ni chos
kyi sku ste| rtag pa dang | brtan pa dang | ther zug pa dang | zhi ba’o). Similarly
MPSFa 866b28 TR (“calm and extinct”); both “peaceful” and “peaceful bliss” are
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nirvana, or his perfect liberation, that this qualification as blissful oc-
curs,® and not in connection with his all-pervasiveness. Indeed, this
aspect, which is often referred to in the Buddhavatamsaka (§ 108.3.1),
does not seem to be of crucial importance to the Mahaparinirvana-
sitra, at least to its ‘common part’,** in which the emphasis is rather
on the supramundane status, perfection and permanence (i.e., tempo-
ral, not spatial omnipresence) of the Buddha (viz., in SHIMODA’s stra-
tum 1 of the text)* and on the presence of a ‘Buddha-element’ as an
inherent potential of unawakened beings (viz., in stratum 2, especially
2-2: see § 53.2.2). In addition, the central purport of the idea of the
all-pervasiveness of the Buddha would seem to be his omnipresence
as a teacher and saviour, and it is hard to see why in this connection
special emphasis should be laid on the blissfulness of Buddhahood.

65.2. On the other hand, reference to bliss would make excellent
sense in connection. with the idea of the presence of a ‘Buddha-
element’ (buddhadhatu) or ‘Tathagata-embryo’ (tathdgatagarbha) in
all unawakened beings, i.e., with the idea of their Buddha-nature in
the sense of a potential or latent presence enabling them to attain,

probably renderings of Skt. *§iva (SHIMODA 1993: 247 and 266 n. 67; cf. RGVV
12,12-13 and 54,13). — Cf. also MPSDh 399a6-7 (MPSFa 877c5-6; MPST S 156b5-
6; P 86b1-2; HABATA 2007: 87), where the Tathagata (Bhagavat) is qualified as
permanent (nityo dhruvah $asvatah), immovable (acala) and (absolutely) blissful
(sukha, shin tu bde ba; Dh BEZHEE, Fa ZEHEL); MPSDh 407a12: “blissful
(sukha): i.e., the Tathagata” (8%3& B[EL07K). Cf. also MPST S 131b1 (P 69a3),
where the Tathagata is qualified as permanent and blissful (de bzhin gshegs pa rtag
pa dang ... bde ba ... ni ...; cf. MPSFa 872c7: {#%%; not represented in MPSDh
[391b27-28]).

*3 B g, MPSDh 395b1 (cf. MPST S 144a4; P 78a1-2; not represented in Fa
[875a1]), where true liberation, equated with the Tathagata (b5-6), is called uncon-
ditioned bliss (#E{ELS, bcos ma ma yin pa’i bde ba); cf. 395c14; 396a6-7. At
MPSDh 377b21-22 and c10-11 (MPSFa 862a13-14; MPST S 83b3; P 32b5), perma-
nence and bliss are distributed on (the Buddha’s) dharmakdya and nirvana, respec-
tively: ) .

354 The only passage I have noted is from the part confined to Dharmaksema’s
version, viz., MPSDh 495b7-8: J&4iEZS B Tg, WZR8E B—YE.

355 SHIMODA 1997: 163 ff; English summary 13 ff.
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sooner or later, the blissful state of actual Buddhahood. Since this
‘Buddha-element’ is uncreated and indestructible,®®it can hardly
change its essence and should thus, albeit in an undeveloped or hid-
den form, share the essential qualities of the actual Tathagata. Of spe-
cial interest in connection with the passage under discussion is a
statement according to which, as Dharmaksema puts it, spiritually
immature people do not know that in their own body there is a bliss-
ful nature,®” or, as the other versions have it, a “seed of bliss”
(*sukhabija),”® which a few lines later is called the “seed of [one’s
own actual] Buddha-nature’> or dharmakaya®® and is hence obvi-
ously identical with the buddhadhdtu or tathagatagarbha. But in the
Mahaparinirvana-sitra the buddhadhdtu or tathagatagarbha is con-
sistently stated to be present in sentient beings (sattva) or their bod-
ies,*! including, to be sure, animals,*? but is never asserted to be pre-
sent also outside their bodies in insentient things (see § 53.2.3).
Therefore, if it is this aspect of Buddha-nature that is addressed by the
passage under discussion, there is some probability that the dharmas
in which peaceful bliss is stated to be present are, de facto, meant to
refer to the dharmas of sentient beings, perhaps in the sense of all
possible states of existence.

3% Cf, fn. 287 and fn. 288.

357 MPSDh 410c10-11: B A ... [ETEE4] BAEEE.

38 MPST S 194b7-195al = P 113a8-b1 (nga’i lus la bde ba’i sa bon de lta bu
yod); MPSFa 886a9 (F 5 h4E ZL244fET). Cf. TAKASAKI 1974: 153; SHIMODA 1997:
281. ,
359 MPSDh 410c13-14: “Wise persons must clearly know that in their body there
is the seed of Buddha-nature” (& Z A FEESF ... HFEIEHEET).

30 MPST S 195a3-4; P 113b2: “The wise know that in their body there is such a
seed of the dharmakaya” -(shes rab can rnams kyis ni nga’i lus la chos kyi sku’i sa
bon de Ita bu yod do snyam du shes pas ...); similarly MPSFa 886a12-13.

%! See § 53.2.2 with fn. 281.

%62 Cf. MPST S 186b1-2 and 187b3-5 (P 107a5-6 and 108a2-4; MPSDh 407¢23-25
and 408a24-27), indicating that “all sentient beings” comprise not only men but also
animals (MPSFa 883c12 does not mention animals, but 883¢29-884a2 implies them

. by referring to the three evil destinies).
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-65.3. In this connection, an interesting discussion is to be found in
Kuan-ting’s Ta pan-nie-p’an ching hsiian-i (KiRERE X &=:
T 38.1765).>® There, he points out in detail that some form of peace-
ful bliss or happiness (Z%¥) occurs in all the ten spheres of existence
(5, i.e.; [dharmaldhatu), from the hells and animals up to the sphere
of the Buddha, and that this so-called happiness is also called nirvana,
though it is only in the sphere of the Buddha that it deserves the name
“great, perfect nirvana” CKHRESR, i.e., mahdparinirvana).®® Similar
ideas are indeed expressed in several passages of the Mahdaparinir-
vana-sitra — more precisely: in passages of the part that is only con-
tained in Dharmaksema’s version®® —, to which Kuan-ting actually
refers or alludes.*® Since the passage under discussion, too, occurs
only in Dharmaksema’s version, it would not seem impossible that it
was originally inserted in order to have the Buddha requested to ex-
plain the fact that in all states of existence there is at least some trace
of happiness. In spite of the different character of this happiness in
the respective spheres of existence, Kuan-ting seems to understand its
peace-and-bliss-nature (Z%41) as such to be identical with the
Buddha’s bliss, which is one of his four essential virtues or excellent

%63 Something like “[Explanation of the] dark meaning (or: hidden mtentmri) of -
the Mahaparinirvana-sitra”. On the term hsiian i (i%) see PLASSEN 2002: 12,
referring to BDJ 1: 930c.

364 T 38.1765: 3b26~c23.
365 Cf. fn. 509.

366 v7iz., MPSDh 480b4-5 (hells, cf. T 38.1765: 3b28-29), 485¢16-18 (heavenly
beings, cf. T 38.1765: 3¢12-13) and especially 502a22~b6 and b24—1 (cf. T 38.1765:
3c3-6; 10-12; 13-18; 21-22). The passage on bodhisattvas in T 38.1765: 3c20-21 is
based on MPSDh 527¢20-28, and the statement “Just this present body of mine is
nirvana” (T 38.1765: 3¢7) occurs at MPSDh 513b28 and 591a28-29, but Kuan-ting
seems to quote from Gautama Sanghadeva’s translation of the JAanaprasthana
(T 26.1543: 778c15-17), which in view of Hsiian-tsang’s rendering of the passage
(T 26.1544: 924b16-19) may go back to a version of the Magandhiya-sutta (MN
no. 75, esp. I 509,10-13 = T 1.26: 672b6-7); Arida and Udraka Ramaputra
(T 38.1765: 3c8-10) are mentioned at MPSDh 528b18-21.
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qualities,®” and with Buddha-nature. It is remarkable that even Kuan-
ting, immediately after quoting the passage under discussion, refers to
Buddha-nature merely as present in all sentient beings,*®® without any
reference to insentient things,*® and that also in discussing the differ-

367 Viz., permanence, bliss, autonomy (Gtman: ‘self’) and purity (cf. NAK. 528c).
As Ch’eng-kuan (T 36.1736: 186¢22: &%) points out, the concept of atman indi-
cates autonomous freedom or mastery, i.e., svatantrya, an understanding which is
basically in line with the implications atman (Pa. attan) has already in the old peri-
cope Vin113,18-14,5.

38 738.1765: 4al3-14: —{JB4 FBAEMHME. Cf also T33.1716: 792b11-12
(Chih-i, non-authorized record acc. to NG 1993:9): “That in all dharmas there is
peaceful happiness is [the same as saying] that all sentient beings have Buddha-
nature” (—YJREET BELRY, BHERE TEHE.).

3% The references, at T 38.1765: 4a15-16, to the person uttering, in his sleep, the
words “sword, sword” and to the yellow leaves of a willow tree as indicating the
pervasiveness of the four virtues (see fn. 367) of Buddha-nature (GEE JJ7] G4
. EHEEZE SJEIUSEEER), are not counter-evidence. They rather refer to similes used
in the MPS for the sake of illustrating how the teaching of the presence of the true
Self (E#, bdag, *atman) or Buddha-nature (MPSDh 412c¢25-26; cf. MPST S
202a2-3) is either misunderstood by common people or taught to them in disguise
for pedagogical reasons. The yellow leaves of a willow (or wooden figures of cows,
horses, men and women) given to a child in order to make it stop weeping represent
" the Buddha’s provisional attribution of the four virtues (see fn.367) to Indra’s
heaven, in order to stimulate people to virtuous actions (MPSDh 485c¢10-21). The
simile of the person talking in his sleep is intended to illustrate how the teaching of
the true character of Self (bdag gi de kho na nyid, *atmatattva) came to be misun-
derstood by foolish people in terms of an individual soul in the form of a thumb-
sized little man (skyes bu mthe bo tsam), etc. (MSPDh 412c14-26; cf. MSPT S
201b3~202a3; P 118a4-118b1). According to MSPDh (412b17—13) and MSPT (S
200b7-201b3; P 117b3-118a4), a poor man who was on friendly terms with a
prince was thrilled at the sight of a beautiful sword (JJ, ral gri) that belonged to the
prince, and after the latter had taken it with himself to another country, the poor
man talked about it in his sleep. Taken to the king and asked what the sword looked
like, he compared it to the horn of a goat (ra ru, Z£/), thereby giving rise to all
kinds of fanciful elaborations. In Fa-hsien’s version (MPSFa 887b18-c9), by the
way, the object is not a sword but a rhinoceros (5¢.), showing that the Sanskrit
original had the word ‘khadga’, which can mean both “sword” and “rhinoceros”. At
least according to the Indian lexicographers, ‘khadga’ may even mean “horn of a
thinoceros”, and it was probably such a horn that belonged to the prince in the
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ent aspects of peaceful bliss or happiness he is only concerned with
the various classes of sentient beings.”
. 1.4. Vimsatika Vijfiaptimatratasiddhi
66. Chi-tsang’s fourth scriptural proof is not taken from a siitra but
from a treatise, viz., Vasubandhu’s “Proof of [the whole world] being
nothing but representation®! in twenty stanzas” (Vimsatika Vijhiapti-
matrata-siddhi). In the Chinese translation by Gautama Prajiaruci
(active 516-543), the first quarter of the initial verse (vynaptzmatram
evédam)®* is rendered as
“[There is] only representation (/consciousness), without an
object” (e )
After quoting this passage, Chi-tsang first paraphrases the literal
meaning:
“[The passage] makes clear that mountains and rivers, grasses
and trees are all [just] imaginings of the mind; there is no

original story, for it is only on this assumption that the description of the object as
comparable to the horn of a goat makes good sense.

*70 This holds good both for the passage referred to in fn. 364 and for the discus-
sion of various aspects of happiness in T 38.1765: 4a16—c5. However, in his running
commentary on MPSDh 459b23-25, Kuan-ting takes the dharmas of our passage
(MPSDh 380a25) to include the so-called insentient things and to imply their basic
sentience (see fn. 524).

‘ S prefer this rendering because it is non-committal as to whether vijiiapti is

used for the act of cognition/perception, i.e., the function of vijiiana, or for the con-
tents appearing in it. Moreover, it does not preclude subconscious mental processes
and their contents. Skt. cifta (Ch. /() is rendered by “mind”, Skt. vijfiGna, in the
present context practically equivalent to citta, by “consciousness” as long as it re-
fers to conscious psychic events or processes, but, just as citta, by “Mind” when it
refers to a meta-psychic, ‘metaphysical’ level. In the case of Ch. 5, which may
stand for vijiiana as well as for vijiapti, my translation varies in accordance with
the context. .

372 Cf. HANNEDER 2007: 211.
373 T 31.1588: 63c27; Chi-tsang’s quotation: T 45.1853: 40c11.
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separate entity (dharma) outside the mind.”*’*
He then goes on to draw his own conclusions:
“This shows: Inside the ‘principle’, in the case of all things
(dharma; or perhaps: in all states of existence?), ‘support’ -and
‘primary [karmic retribution]’ (i.e., environment and sentient
beings) are not two [separate entities]. Since ‘support’ and
‘primary [karmic retribution]’ are not two [separate entities],
[it follows that] if sentient beings have Buddha-nature, grasses
and trees (= the environment) must have Buddha-nature [as
well]. For this reason, not only sentient beings have Buddha-
nature, but grasses and trees, too, have Buddha-nature.”””
In this way, Chi-tsang concludes, from the fact that the various com-
ponents of the environment are in reality mere images in the mind
and thus integrated into sentient beings, that they must also partici-
pate in the Buddha-nature of the latter.

67. Looking at the matter from the point of view of the Indian
source, we first have to note that the Sanskrit text of the Vimsatika
contains no term corresponding to ‘Buddha-nature’. The text simply
does not seem to be concerned with the issues addressed by this con-
cept or its Indian equivalents. Thus all we can do is to speculate, like
Chi-tsang, on the implications the position set forth in the Vimsatika
might have for the soteriological status of the environment, provided
that we follow Chi-tsang in presupposing that sentient beings have, in
some sense, Buddha-nature and disregard the problems involved in
such an unqualified presupposition in the Yogacara context.

68. The prima facie system developed in the Vimsatika rejects the
- existence of objects (artha) of (perceptual as well as conceptual) con-

3747 45.1853: 40c11-2: BE: [LITEA S5 08, L AMERIRE, Cf. KOSEKI 1980;
25.
T 45.1853: 40c12-15: [h87: B —HJ5E% IRIEAR =, LUREER i, B4

Bl B, M, TEREAME TATEHED, Cf Kosea
1 25-26.
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sciousness as ordinary people conceive of them. Just as in a dream®
or in the case of a person who perceives non-existent tufts of hair or
the like due to a certain visual disorder (viz., fimira), so in ordinary
perception, too, there is no object outside its representation.’”” What is
experienced is only a mental appearance or image (abhdsa, prati-
bhasa) of an object.” Just like a dreaming person, ordinary people
are not aware of this fact and think they directly perceive things. But
actually this thought takes place only after the perception itself, and is
nothing but a recollection (smrti) which conceptualizes and mis-
interprets its own image of the preceding perception and its content,
without having direct access to the perception itself, which, for ordi-
nary people, remains irretrievable.”” In spite of this ‘epistemic solip-
sism’ of each moment of perception or cognition, the Vimsatika ad-
mits, however, causal connections not only between the subsequent
moments of one continuum of consciousness ((vijiana-)sarmtana,
equivalent to ‘sentient being’) but also between different continua, the
existence of which is accepted as a matter of course.”® However, in a
couple of places Vasubandhu emphasizes that this system is prelimi-
nary and that in their true, indescribable nature (anabhilapyendtmand)
dharmas, or one’s own mind (citta) as well as the minds of others, or
a full understanding of the principle of representation-only (vijiiapti-
madtrata), are accessible only to the Buddhas (buddhanar visayah or
gocarah).*

69. If applied to the prima facie level of the Virisatika system, Chi-
tsang’s argument could be taken to mean that the attainment of

376 V§ 3,20-21: svapne vindpy arthena ...stripurusadikar drsyate.

37 Vg vs. 1b-d (see HANNEDER 2007: 211): ... asadarthavabhasandt | yadvat tai-
mirakasyésatkeSondukadidarsanam |. :

378 yg 9,5: vinapy arthena ... arthabhdsa caksurvijianadika vijfiaptir utpadyate;
cf. 5,16: vijianam eva ripadipratibhasar ..., na ripadiko ’rthah.

¥ Cf. V& 8,25-9,16.

380 Cf. V§ 9,20-23 and 10,3-9.

1 v 6,18; 10,25-27; 10,29-11,5.
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Buddhahood by a sentient being would necessarily entail a trans-
formation not only of the subjective aspects of the continuum of con-
sciousness of that being (like extirpation of all defilements, attain-
ment of omniscience, etc.) but also of the objective aspect, including
the respective being’s image of the environment. There would be
various options. The transformation might consist in simply trans-
cending the wrong conceptualisation of the images, in additionally
changing them into representations of a glorious pure land (cf.
§ 132.2), or in just dissolving them. But Vasubandhu’s own relativi-
zation of his system with regard to the level of understanding of a
Buddha warns us against becoming specific. By becoming a Buddha,
the respective continuum of consciousness would cross over to the
higher level, the full realization of the unfathomable vijiaptimatrata
as the indescribable true nature of everything, on which Vasubandhu,
wisely enough, does not elaborate.

70. It is worth noting, however, that Gautama Prajfiaruci (or
Bodhiruci?)®? in his Chinese translation of the Vimsatika does equate
this indescribable domain of the Buddha with the True or Real Mind
and with Buddha-nature.*® This suggests a concept of Buddha-nature
as identical with a permanent, meta-psychic Mind, constituting the
true nature or Suchness of the ordinary forms of mind, and thus also
of the mental images of the environment they contain. This clearly
goes beyond at least the wording of Vasubandhu’s text but may have

382 Thus according to Wonch’iik [E[H] (TAKEMURA 1985: 130, referring to H. UI).
But see also GIMELLO 1976: 293 n. 171, where the ascription to Gautama Prajfiaruci
(active in Loyang around the same time as Bodhiruci) is preferred on the basis of
Hsii kao seng chuan =& (T 50.2060) 429a29-b3.

3837 31.1588: 67a17-20: “Thus, [on the level of the Buddha] there is only the
True Mind, there is no other [form of] mind (/consciousness) beyond [that]. ... In
this way, taking the mind (/consciousness) as the base, we explain how to gain ac-
cess to the essencelessness (nairatmya) of all dharmas, [but] this is not meant to
absolutely negate [every essence, including] the essence (atman, ‘self’) consisting
in the True Mind, and to assert that there is not even the Real Mind, which is [the
same as] Buddha-nature” (12 MEEEF EHELH. ... MREHRA—THEEE
o JEEE —HEERE, REEEHEER.).
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inspired Chi-tsang’s argument. And indeed, if this identification of
the indescribable Suchness of things with Buddha-nature is accepted,
there is some plausibility in Chi-tsang’s argument. But all it could
_prove is that a pristine presence of Buddhahood in the mind of sen-
tient beings would make it difficult to limit this presence to sentient
beings in contrast to the environment if the latter exists only in the
form of images in the latter’s consciousness. This may be taken to
imply some passive participation of the image of the environment in
the purification process that leads up to the realization of Buddha-
hood. But neither of the two levels in the system of the Virmsatika of-
fers any clue for the assumption (probably not intended by Chi-tsang
either) that plants or other elements of the environment are, or can
. develop into, sentient individuals that may become, or already are,
Buddhas in their own right.**

1.5. Buddhavatamsaka (1): Cittamatra Passages

71. In connection with Chi-tsang’s reference to the Vimsatika, it
may be worth noting that a similar line of argument is found in the
record of Nan-yang Hui-chung (see § 57).%* He too argues against the

-exclusion of the insentient from Buddha-nature by referring to the.
teaching that the whole world is nothing but mind or representation
(ZFHMEL 7 EMERE), quoting, in support, a line from the Buddhava-
tarsaka: ' a

“The dharmas of the three world-spheres are all produced by
 the mind” (SRFFEE —YIHELIE).

~He then argues that since one can hardly claim that the insentient
things do not belong to the triple world, they must, if the siitra is cor-

384 Cf., in this connection, Shoshin’s argumént that if an image in the mind could
become a Buddha in its own right, this would result in the splitting of the respective
sentient being (Shikan shiki 248b10-15).

385 Tsu-t’ang-chi ch. 3, fol. 11,19-24 (Taiw. 61b5-10; YANAGIDA 1990: 163 f;
ANDERL 2004a: 620 f; 2004b: 188 f). '
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rect, be mind. Mind, however, is, for Hui-chung, essentially equi-
valent to Buddha-nature.

72. As far as I can see, the line quoted by Hui-chung has no literal
equivalent in the Buddhavatamsaka, but is, of course, reminiscent of
the famous cittamatra passage in the 6™ chapter of the Dasabhiimika-
sitra (see ch. 1.5.1),¢ as well as of a series of ten verses from a
chapter of the Buddhavatamsaka entitled ‘Verses recited by bodhi-
sattvas assembled in the heavenly palace of Suyama’®® (see ch. 1.5.2).
In addition, in the ‘Chapter on religious practice (*brahmacarya)’
there is yet another passage which, although in view of its phraseol-
ogy it cannot be regarded as the passage Hui-chung had in mind in

the first place, still may deserve attention (see ch. 1.5.3).%

1.5.1. DasSabhiimika-sitra VI

73. In the Dasabhiimika-sitra (DBhS VILE),* the sentence “This
[here], i.e., the triple world,* is nothing but mind” (cittamatram idam

3% The phrase cittamatram traidhatukam also occurs in the Lokottara-parivarta
(BAVT S nga 237a2; BAVB 642a14-15; BAvS 288c5-6): The bodhisattva under-
stands (avatarati) that the whole world consisting of the three spheres is only mind
and that the same holds good for the three times (dus gsum), and thus comprehends
that the mind is ‘without extremes and middle’ (anantamadhya), which may mean:
infinitely varied (cf. BHSD 19b). The passage is partly quoted in Kamalasila’s first
Bhavanakrama (ed. G. TUCCI, Minor Buddhist Texts pt. II, Rome 1958: 217,9-11),
where anantamadhya is interpreted as devoid of arising and vanishing (= anta) and
hence also of abiding (sthiti = madhya), which means that the mind itself also is
merely an illusion (cf. LINDTNER 1997: 161).

%7 Rab mtshe ma’i gnas su byang chub sems dpa’ ’dus pas tshigs su l?cad pa
bstan pa’i le’u (chapter 25 in BAVT., corresponding to chapter 20 in BAvS and to
’chapter, 16 in BAVB). Suyama is the head of the Yama gods (BHSD 602a).

388 Tshangs par spyod pa’i le’u (chapter 21), corresponding to chapter 16 (1T
#) in BAvVS and to chapter 12 (31T 5) in BAVB.

* DBhS R 49,10 = K 98,8-9. Cf. also K 108,2 (vs. 6a) = RS 53,22 (vs. 16a): te
cittamatra ti traidhdatukam otaranti.

0 The expression traidhatuka is used both as an adjective in the sense of “be-
longing to the three world-spheres (viz. kama-, riipa- and ariipya-dhatu)” and as a
neuter substantive in the sense of “[the world] which consists of the three spheres”,
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vad idam traidhatukam) appears, somewhat abruptly and without fur-
ther explanation, in an exposition of origination in dependence
(pratityasamutpada). The precise purport of this sentence in its con-
text in the Dasabhiimika-siitra has not only been the subject of much
debate in modern scholarship but was controversial already among
the Indian exegetes. Since a detailed discussion would exceed the
limits of this study, I must confine myself to a brief outline of how I
understand the Indian source material.

74. Judging from the immediate context,”’ the original purport of
the Sanskrit text may well have been, as Bhaviveka and Candrakirti
propose, that the sarhsaric world functions without a personal
agent.*? In the wider context,*® however, it would also seem possible

or “the three world-spheres”, in a collective sense (cf. SWTF II 409b; AKBh 113,20;
Abhisamayalamkaraloka [ed. P.L. VAIDYA] 393,22, replacing Ast 78,12 traidhatuka
with kamadidhatutraya). WAYMAN's criticism (Philosophy East and West 46/1996:
453 f) is ingenious but baseless.

1 DBhS R 49,5-8 (VLD end) = K 98,6-8: This whole mass of suffering which is
the result of the twelve-membered chain of origination in dependence arises without
an entity functioning as the subject of action and experience (karakavedakarahita),
and without an actor there is no action in the proper sense of the word (kriyapi
paramarthato nopalabhyate). Cf. also DBhS R 48,2-5 and 20-22 (VI.C) = K 96,16—
97,1 and 97,11-13; R 50,31-32 (VLI) = K 101,5 (niratmakam atmatmiyarahitam); R
52,2 (VLN) = K 102,3-4.

%2 Madhyamakahrdaya 5.28cd (ECKEL 2008: 242 f; 404 f); Prajiapradipa ch. 25
(LINDTNER 1984: 89,14-90,3: no isvara, etc.); MAvat 182,2-18 (no permanent
atman). This interpretation is, indirectly, supported by the somewhat unexpected
gloss atmatmiyarahitam or- -vigatam, which almost regularly follows the phrase
cittamatram idam traidhatukam (or extended versions of it) in the Lankavatara-
satra (80,7; 123,16-124,1; 212,7-8) — somewhat unexpected because in this text the
illusionist purport is beyond doubt. See also § 75 with fn. 402. For cittamatra in the
sense of excluding a Self (atman), see also SrBh Sh 490,21-23: indriyamatram
aha{m?) upalabh{at?}e (cf. Tj P wi225b6: bdag gis ... mthong bar zad kyi), visaya-
madtram, tajjam anubhavamdtram cittamatra{m,) ... atmeti namamatrar; AS Go
29,26-28 (Pr 34,20-23); SAVBh P tsi 123a8 f. Cf. SCHMITHAUSEN 1973: 172-175;
SCHERRER-SCHAUB 1991: 257. '

3 Cf. DBhS R 47,10-18 (VI.A) = K 96,7-12, esp. R 47,15-16 (contemplation of
all dharmas as similar to illusory phenomera like a conjurer’s display, a dream,
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to understand the passage, perhaps additionally, in more or less the
same sense it has in the source from which it was, presumably, inspir--
ed, namely, the “Sttra on the Samadhi of Direct Encounter with the
Buddhas of the Present” (Pratyutpanna-buddha-sammukhdvasthita-
samadhi-satra: PratyS),** viz., that the whole world of transmigration,
including the environment, is nothing but an illusory product of our
mind. This is what Kumarajiva, Buddhabhadra and also Bodhiruci
suggest when they insert, in their translations, the predicate “unreal”
or “illusory” (i%): “The three realms are illusory, produced merely
by the mind”.** In a similar way, the passage is also understood in
Indian Yogacara treatises like the Mahayanasamgraha or the Vimsa-
tika, though with more emphasis on the mind as the creative
principle.**®

75. Of special interest is the explanation of the passage under
discussion (DBhS VLE) in the commentary attributed to Vasubandhu
(DBhVy). Here, the explanation of paragraph VLE is closely related
to that of the following paragraph VLF, according to which all the
twelve members of the chain of origination in dependence are based
(samasrita) on the mind (citta), or rather on ‘one mind’ (ekacitta®),”

etc.); cf. also R 52,4 (VLN) =K 102,5 (svabhavasinyatah) and K 110,4-7 (vs. 14) =
RS 55,1-4 (vs. 24).

3% PratyS 3L.

35 — e (HEE: T 10.286: 514c26; BAVB 558¢10. Similarly Bodhiruci
(DBVyC 169a15): =R EZ(HE—{ME. (“merely by the mind .alone” or “merely
by the One Mind”? Cf. fn. 409 and fn. 753).

396 MSg II.7.1; V§ 3,2-4 (probably quoting from the Lokottaraparivarta).

*7T DBhS K 98,9-10: yany apimani dvadasa bhavangani tathagatena prabhedaso
vyakhyatani, tany api sarvany ekacittasamasritani. R 49,12-13 has sarvany eva
citta® instead, which K mentions as a v.l. of ms. K. The reading eka® is, however,
confirmed not only by the Tibetan (sems gcig la gnas pa: DBhST S ga 86b4; BAVT
S ga 131b2) and most Chinese versions (except Kumarajiva [T 10.286: 514c27: ¥
f&%()] and Buddhabhadra [BAvB 558c11: id.] but including Dharmaraksa [see
fn. 400] and Bodhiruci [DBhVyC 169a21: £4%—{]) but also by the correspond-
ing verse (DBhS K 108,3 [vs. 6b] = RS 53,23 [vs. 16b]): api ca bhavanga iti dva-
dasa ekacitte.
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for both paragraphs are subsumed under the label of examining origi-
nation in dependence “in terms of its being contracted into, or re-
duced to, ‘one mind’” (ekacittasamavasaranatah).*® This label is
used with reference to the paragraphs VLE and VLF already in the
Dasabhamika-satra itself in paragraph VLM in connection with
summing up the reflections of the preceding paragraphs.’” But
whereas in the siitra the expression ‘one mind’ (ekacitta®) may be
deliberately ambiguous, admitting of being understood not only as
‘one [moment of] mind*® but also as ‘the mind alone’, the com-
mentary presupposes the meaning “the mind alone” throughout. The
commentary offers three different (though not mutually exclusive)
explanations of the purport of VL.E and VLF, which I shall deal with
in reverse order:

398 DBhVyT 254b2: “This (i.e., the paragraphs VL.E and VIL.F) should be under- .

stood as the examination of origination in dependence in terms of its ‘coming to-
gether’ in (ie., being reduced to or collectively based on) the mind alone by
distinguishing the two truths (see § 75¢)” (’di ni bden pa gnyis rnam par bzhag [P :
8zhag D] pas sems gcig tu yang dag par *du bar rten cing ’brel par ’byung ba yongs
su brtags [P : brtag D] par rig par bya’o ||). Cf. DBhVyC 169a28-29.

* DBhS R 51,25 =K 102,1.

Both from the idiomatic point of view (for “based on the mind alone” one
would rather expect cittaikasamasrita) and from that of content, the natural way of
interpreting DBhS VLF as it stands is in terms of the so-called ‘origination in de-
pendence taking place in a single moment’ (ksanikah pratityasamutpadah), as ex-
plained, e.g., at Vi 118¢7-14 (= T 28.1546: 93¢23-29) and AKBh 133,1-7 (cf. SAKA-
MOTO 1964: 355; SCHMITHAUSEN 1973: 173 n. 38a; cf. also Vibh 141 ff and Vibh-a
206 ff). This is also the opinion of Ch’eng-kuan (T 35.1735: 807b6-7 and 13 ff), and
it seems to be corroborated by the earliest Chinese version, viz., that of Dharma-
raksa, who translates: “... these also (= tany api, viz., the twelve members) all come
about together at the same time in a single mind[-moment] of one kind” (T 10.285:
476b11: A th—4] —F&—{» [FEEHERY). Cf. also Hui-yiian, who proposes an illu-
sionist single-moment interpretation (T 44.1851: 550a14-29: “same time and same
‘substance’” [E]iF[F4%, i.e one entity simultaneously displaying different aspects)
distinguished from the Abhidharmic one (550al-14: “same time but different ‘sub-
stance’” [F]EF5EE, i.e. different entities arising simultaneously).

400
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a) According to the third explanation, the two paragraphs examine
the basis of origination in dependence.*”

b) According to the second, they are directed against the attitude of
people who, instead of striving for liberation in terms of subliminal
and manifest consciousness (alayavijiana and pravrttivijiana),
wrongly do so in terms of Self (atman) and Mine (atmiya).** This
implies that the basis of bondage, and hence of origination in depend-
ence, is not a substantial Self but the mind alone, specified in terms of

the Yogacara system.

¢) It is only in the first (probably innovative) explanation that a dis-
tinction between the purport of VL.E and that of VIL.F is expressed:
while both paragraphs trace origination in dependence, or its basis, to
the mind alone, VL.E does so from the perspective of the highest truth
.(paramarthasatya), VLF from the perspective of conventional truth
(sanmwrtisatya).*” In concrete terms, VLE teaches that the whole:

401 DBhVyT P 259a5 (D 203b7): rten cing ’brel par ’byung ba ci la brten
te 'byung zhes rten yongs su brtag pa.

42 DBhVyT P 258a2-4 (D 202b6-203al): “Of what kind is the search for libera-
tion in wrong terms? While they ought to search for liberation in terms of alaya-
[vijiana] and pravrttivijfianas (Chin.: adanavijfiana), those persons, being disorien-
tated (*sammiidha) and mistaken (*viparyasta) in this way (i.e., with regard to the
cause of bondage), search for liberation in a different (i.e., wrong) way (cf. sub-
comm. rnam pa gzhan gyis), i.e., in terms of Self (atman). As a remedy for this
attitude, the Buddha has taught DBhS VLE-F” (gzhan las thar pa yongs su tshol ba
ji lta bu zhe na| kun gzhi dang ’jug pa’i rnam par shes pa rnams las thar pa yongs
su btsal bar bya ba’i rigs pa las | de ltar kun tu rmongs shing phyin ci log tu gyur pa
de dag gzhan du bdag las yongs su tshol te | de’i gnyen por ... zhes gsungs pa). My
rendering of bdag las as “in terms of Self” (and not “from ...”) is based on
DBhVyC (170c20-24; cf. GIMELLO 1976: 288) which has f...51 (“in”, “with refer-
ence to”) instead, and on the subcommentary (Tj mdo-’grel D ji 79a4-6; P ji 92b6—
93a1), which points out that those persons, instead of realizing that what is polluted
and hence to be purified are the vijiianas, adhere to the idea of a Self as the subject
of bondage and liberation. Chin. adanavijiiana (FRIFEHSE:) for pravrttivijiana is
almost certainly a deliberate alteration by the translator.

“ See fn. 398. For DBhS VLE as expressing the comprehension (yongs su shes

pa) of the highest truth (don dam pa’i bden pa = *paramarthasatya), see DBhVyT P
254a1-2 (D 199a3-4; DBhVyC 169a13-15). For VLF as describing, in the perspec-
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world with its three spheres is “nothing but [the result of] a trans-
formation of the mind” (*cittaparinamamatra),”® whereas VLF is
taken to point out that the twelve members of the chain of origination
in dependence, i.e., of bondage or pollution (sariklesa), are based on
" the mind alone (cittamatra), which is devoid of a Self (*armarahi-
ta).*” These two levels of truth correspond exactly to the two levels
of essencelessness of dharmas (dhdrma-nairdtmya) and essenceless-
ness of person (pudgala-nairatmya) as described (in reverse sequence)
in Vasubandhu’s Virmsatika*® — a relationship corroborated also by
the specific phraseology of the DBhVy which is strongly reminiscent
of the term vijfianaparinama, typical of Vimsatika and Trirmsika.*”

76. For my part, I have not been able to discover any conclusive
evidence for the assumption that the author of the Dasabhiimika com-
mentary departs, in his understanding of the sarhsdric world as being
mind only (cittamatra), from mainstream Indian Yogacara sources.
That the understanding of the world as merely the result of a trans-
formation of the mind (¥cittaparinamamatra) is assigned to the level
of the highest truth can be explained by the fact that it proceeds from
pudgala- to dharma-nairatmya. Still, in the Vimsatika, the under-
standing of mind-only has also a transconceptual dimension (see
§ 68). As pointed out in § 70, it is in this connection that Gautama

tive of conventional truth (kun rdzob kyi bden pa = sarivrtisatya), the examination
(yongs su brtag pa) of the basis of pollution (sariklesa), see DBhVyT P 254a3 and
5 ff (D 199a5-6 and 7 ff; DBhVyC 169a17 and 20 ff).

404 DBhVyT 254a2-3 (D 199a4-5): khams gsum pa ni sems gyur pa tsam du zad
pa’i phyir ro; DBhVYC 169a16: —4] = FiME {8,

%5 DBhVYT 254a5-6 (D 199a7): srid pa’i yan lag rnams bdag dang bral ba’i
sems tsam la brten pas [D: nasP] sems gcig la brten pa’i phyir ro). The
explanatory element “being based on the mind alone, devoid of a Self” is missing in
the Chinese version (DBhVyC 169a20), which is thus merely a rephrasing of the
siitra text.

“6'v§ 6,413,

407 g 5,14; cf. also 5,7 (vs. 6¢cd); Trimsika vss. 1c and 17a; cf. also 18ab.
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Prajfidruci (or Bodhiruci?)*® introduces, in his Chinese version of the
Vimsatika, the idea of a True Mind, equated with the Buddha-nature.
And it is in this sense that he appears to have understood the ‘mind’
of the cittamatra passage of the Dasabhiimika-sitra (VI.E) quoted at
the beginning of the Vimsatika-vriti, for he obviously refers this pas-
sage to the “Mind that is pure by nature (*prakrti-prabhasvara), the
highest truth (or: reality), permanently subsisting and unchanging”.*”
Still, there is no indication that this is felt to imply a participation of
objective phenomena in Buddha-nature. Rather, emphasis continues

to be on their illusory nature, on their being erroneous fictions (&4

408 See fn. 382.

‘T 31.1588: 64b27-29: TAERELE, FiFR H—Faw HIETE BEEPL. B
=: ZAEE (B2 — . This passage is part of a paragraph which has no equiva-
lent in the Vimsatikavrtti and was perhaps added by the translator himself. Starting
from Vasubandhu’s statement that in DBhS VLE the expression ‘mind’ (citta) is
meant to denote the mind along with the associate mental factors (V§ 3,3: cittam
atra sasamprayogam abhipretam), the translator adds that it does not denote the
mind that is not associated (with such factors) CNfH&/(»). He then expressly states
that there are two kinds of mind: the associated and the unassociated. This is fol-
lowed by a definition of both, each definition being followed by a reference to
Vasubandhu’s text: to the statement that citta, manas, vijiagna and vijiiapti are syno-
nyms (parydya) in the case of the ‘associated’ mind, and to the quote of DBhS VL.E
in the case of the ‘unassociated’ mind. This strongly suggests that the translator
wants to identify the citta of the DBhS passage with the ‘unassociated’ mind (thus
also TAKEMURA 1985: 131). He thus seems to understand the cifta in DBhS VLE as
an underlying absolute Mind in the sense of MSA XIII.19, or of Lank 220,9 ff,
where the tathagatagarbha is equated with the alayavijfiana and even called the
agent of all forms of rebirth (sarvajanmagatikartr). Still, such an understanding of
DBhS VI.E is clearly at odds with Vasubandhu’s text, where the statement that citta,
etc., are synonyms refers precisely to the citta of DBhS VI.E, with no indication of
a theory of two kinds of mind. This is obviously also Ch’eng-kuan’s view, for after
quoting the passage under discussion from Gautama Prajfiaruci’s (/Bodhiruci’s)
translation he expressly adds, after the DBhS passage, that the mind [mentioned in
it] is the ‘associated’ mind (T 36.1736: 525b7-8). Such, at least, is the fa-hsiang
position (3%+H%%), whereas from the fa-hsing position (EMESE: cf. HAMAR 2007:
195-220), indicated by the reference to the highest truth in the DBhVYy, the passage
refers to the Ultimate Mind as the agent (ib. 525b8-9: =& —Zx/[» LISEE(E; cf.
al9-20 and 23-24).
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4371) of the mind within (R,{3),"° which is alienated from its true
nature by pollution. It seems to be only with Hui-yilan (ZiE, 523-
592) — who also understands the mind of the cittamdtra passage of
-Dasabhiimika VLE in the sense of the True Mind*' or tathagata-
garbha** and supplements the emphasis on the illusionary character
of phenomena with a perspective focussing on their being, ultimately,
produced from the True Mind, which is Buddha-nature, and thus not
separate from it*"* — that the question of the presence of Buddha-
nature in the insentient is raised (see § 127.2).

1.5.2. “Verses Recited in the Palace of Suyama’

77. In the ‘Suyama gathas’*'* — more precisely: in the ninth of ten
decades of verses —, we read that the whole world is produced by the
mind (citta), which is compared to a painter,*” and the last line of

10T 31.1588: 64c4-5; 66c12-13.

H1T44.1851: 527022 HUSEER: —UIEE H—LIE. FEE: HE—ELLRTHE
632a2-3: HREHFER: = E = E—07F WEES: B0FE, R U

2T 44.1851: 486b19-21: 4k ... ELEARAAS BELRAETEEE, BEAD. 1
REHRER: =57 — L fE.

M3 T 44.1851: 526a22-23: “If we establish one more level, tracing the branches
‘back to the root and assembling the unreal in the real, all dharmas are created by the
True Mind which is Buddha-nature” (B{E—E EFRER §HEAT. —VEE &
Bt B OFR{E, ). For details on Hui-yiian’s interpretation of the mind-only sys-
tem, see LIU 1985b, for the present passage LIU 1985a: 175.

““ BAVT P ri 63a6-b6; S kha 63a4-b7; D ka 304a5-bS; BAVB 465¢14-466a6;
BAvS 10229-b1 (CL. 451-452).

415 Cf. § 80 with fn. 428. — A precursor of the comparison of the mind with a
painter (see KIMURA 1989) can already be found in a sfitra from the Early Buddhist
canon (SN III 151-152; T 2.99 no. 267, esp. 69¢11-70a3; cf. VETTER 2000: 248-
249; HAKAMAYA 2009: 68-74). A straightforward formulation occurs, e.g., in KP
#99, and the comparison is developed in detail in the Saddharma-smrtyupasthana-
sitra (cf. LIN 1949: 65-71, corresponding to T 17.721: 23b21 ff [Kj P "u 144a6 ff],
287a3 ff and 135a17-b5 [Kj P yu 90b5-91a2: verses, = DhSam XII1.52-54, 56, and
X1.22-26]; cf. also 114b3-6). According to these texts, the mind of sentient beings
is like a painter because it ‘paints’ or creates all sorts of future existences by means
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Siksananda’s version*is identical with the second part of Hui-
chung’s quotation. Nonetheless, my investigation into the original
purport of the passage can only be prov151ona1 7 last but not least

of its karmic impulses and their retribution. — For another occurrence of this com-
parison in the Buddhavatamsaka, see fn. 432.

48 BAVS 102b1: “Everything is merely produced by the mind” (—4JHE (E).

H711.] A detailed attempt at interpreting, on the basis of all the three versions,
these ten verses in an Indian context was quite a long time ago presented by Su-
sumu YAMAGUCHI (1949). Hoping to have grasped at least the main points cor-
rectly, I would summarize the gist of his interpretation as follows: The verses first
emphasize the “origination in dependence of the mind” (:L>D#FEL: 25al £, 6 and 17;
30b13), in the sense that the ‘world’, i.e., our concrete existence in the three realms

BEH R ZHIZRAT 534 OFFEFE: 20b1), is led or controlled by the mind, i.e.,
appears in a way determined by our mind. As the mind in its turn likewise arises.
dependently, in a beginningless process which does not presuppose an entity
existing by itself (13b11-13; 15b17), both ‘world’ and mind are equally empty (Z2)
(30b7-10). In a second step, the verses point out that by understanding the true na-
ture of this principle of origination in dependence just as it is, Buddha[hood] is
achieved (30b10-11). The Buddha’s physical appearances and salvific activities in
the world, manifested by him in a similar way as our ‘world’ is manifested by our
mind (25a7-9), must not be mistaken for the true Buddha (27a16-b2). It thus seems
that YAMAGUCHI confines the creative activity of the Buddha to the manifestation
of illusory bodies and the conceptual and verbal teachings they represent (27b2-3),
‘and that of the mind to the realm of sentient beings (23b11-12; 25a4-5), as a kind of
subjective configuration. If the expression ‘realm of sentient beings’ (&R, i.e.,
sattvadhatu) is used here in the technical sense of the term ‘world of sentient be-
ings’ (sattvaloka), this would mean that the environment (bhdjanaloka) is not in-
volved. In this case, YAMAGUCHI’s understanding of the purport of the text would
imply that there is no connection at all with the issue of the Buddha-nature of the
insentient. Although this would essentially agree with my own view, my under-
standing of the original purport of the verses diverges from YAMAGUCHI’s not only
in certain details of interpretation but also in basic respects. One is that he does not
always sufficiently distinguish between the level of the comparison (upamana:
verses 1-5¢) and that of the thing compared (upameya: from vs. 5d onward; cf., e.g.,
fn. 426). Another is the fact that his interpretation, though highly stimulating, is too
heavily influenced by the material adduced from systematic treatises, with the effect
that he interprets the siitra in terms of a critical refutation of conceptually developed
theoretical positions like & H K £ and [EF RN, Le., sar- and asatkaryavada
(6b—9a). As against this, I have tried to understand the purport of the verses as
much as possible in keeping with the context and phraseology of the Suyama
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because the original Indic text has (to my knowledge) thus far not
come to light, so that we have to rely on the three transmitted transla-
tions (two into Chinese and one into Tibetan)*%, which do not always
agree.

78. As far as I can see, the central concern of the text is similar to
that of the immediately preceding verse decades: The world of trans-
migration, consisting in the first place of the five skandhas of which
sentient beings are made up,*” but surely also including the environ-
ment as a kind of by-product,*’ is shown to be illusory,”' as are the

chapter itself and other early texts that seem closely related. — [2.] For this reason,
there is no need to discuss in detail the articles on the verse decade under discussion
that are assembled in no. 61-62 (1989) of the journal Nantd Bukkyo FEEEfEL (of
the Todaiji in Nara), for most of them are either dedicated to or essentially influ-
enced by the exegesis (or ‘eisegesis’) of Chinese and Japanese masters (cf. also the
interesting materials collected by JOSHI Kaiun LFI¥EE in Nantd Bukkyé 7/1959:
79-120). The only exception is, apart from KIMURA’s investigation into the histori-
cal background of the comparison of the mind with a painter (see fn. 415), the con-
tribution by Koshird TAMAKI, who, as far as the text of the verses ({&3Z, in contrast
to their unexpressed original background #RJRAJ72 % &) is concerned, proposes an
interpretation in terms of the three svabhavas of the Yogacara tradition. However,
in spite of certain analogies, the superimposition of this pattern on the verses is, in -
my opinion, not sufficient to explain their specific message, quite apart from the
fact that, similar to YAMAGUCHI, TAMAKI, too, does not clearly set the level of
comparison apart from that of the matter compared.

418 See Abbreviations s.v. BAVB, BAvS and BAvVT. Cf. also § 102.1a and, for a
short characterization of the Buddhavatamsaka collection, § 102.2. )

419 Cf. the context of *jggat in fn. 424 and the express statement of vs. 6 of the 7
decade (BAVT S kha 62a5; D ka 303b3): “The skandhas wandering through the
three periods: this is the ‘world’” (dus gsum dag tu rgyu ba yi | phung po ’di ni ’jig
rten yin |f).

0 See § 132.1. Cf. also the last line of the passage quoted in fn. 432.

! See fn. 424 and fn. 430. Cf. also BAVT S kha 62b6-7 (D ka 304a2; BAvB
465c2-3): “Just as, [in the case of the bodies of sentient beings], [due to] the conti-
nuity of karma (*karmaploti?), [which is] inconceivable (or: [in an] inconceivable
[variety]?), colours and shapes appear but are not [really] there, ...” (ji ltar kha dog
dbyibs kyi rnams | las kyi rgyud [D : rgyu S] ni bsam mi khyab || snang yang de dag
de na med|| ...). This is, to be sure, a comparison, but in the preceding verse (no
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physical appearances or conceptual representations of the Buddha.*?

It is only by understanding this nature of things that one comes to
‘see’ the true Buddha.**

79. In a passage from the seventh decade, the illusory character of
the world of transmigration (*jagat) is derived from its being, ulti-
mately, rooted in [one’s own] mind (citta):

“All those sentient beings (*sattva) are called so on the basis
of the five skandhas. The skandhas arise from karma, which in
its turn is rooted in the mind (*citta). The mind has been de-
clared to be like jugglery (*maya). [Therefore] this world
(*jagat,cf. B B4 and S 1) is just an illusion (*mayabhiita

comparison!) even the bodies themselves seem to be stated to be illusory (thus
clearly BAVB 465b27: RAEEIEEH).

“2BAVT S kha 62a7-b1 (D ka 303b5; BAvS 101ci2-13 [CL. 450]; BAVB
465b17-18): “TJust as the world (S: sentient beings), so are the Buddhas and also the
Buddhas’ properties (or teachings: *dharma): [even] the Buddhas’ properties
(/teachings) and the Buddhas have, by nature, no [true] being of their own (*nihsva-
bhava)” (’jig rten ji bzhin sangs rgyas te|| sangs rgyas chos kyang de bzhin no |
sangs rgyas chos dang sangs rgyas rnams || ngo bo nyid kyis rang bzhin med || [vs. 9
of the 7™ decade]). — BAVT S kha 62b7-63al (D ka 304a2-3; BAvS 101b28—2 [CL.
244]; BAVB 465c4-7): “In the same way the bodies of the Eminent Beings, incon-
ceivable, appear in countless colours in all ‘fields’. [But such physical] bodies are
not the Fully Awakened One (*sambuddha), nor do the Awakened Ones have a
[physical] body; the Great Heroes have the Dharma as their ‘body’ ...” (de bzhin
sems can gtso bo yi || sku ni bsam gyis mi khyab pa | brjod pa rnams kyang tshad
med par || zhing rnams kun na rab tu snang || .sku [D : skus S] ni rdzogs pa’i sangs
rgyas min || sangs rgyas riams la sku mi mnga’ || dpa’ bo chen po chos sku ste | ...).
This is vs. 6a~7c of the 8" decade. In the third pada, I follow the Chinese versions,
which have €& for brjod pa; the Skt. probably had varna, which may mean both
“colour” and “praise”.

“PBAVT S kha 62b1-2 (D ka 303b5-6; BAvS 101c14-15; BAVB 465b19-20):
“When one has correctly understood this true nature of all things (dharmata), the
all- seemg, omniscient Buddha manifests himself everywhere” (ma nor yang dag ji
bzhin pa’i || chos nyid ’di ni rtogs gyur nas || kun gzigs thams cad mkhyen pa yi ||
sangs rgyas kun na rab tu snang |)).
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or *maydgata).”**

It is on this idea of the mind as a creator of illusory appearances that
the ninth decade focuses, whereas karma as an intermediate agent is
not mentioned here.*” In its first half, the text elaborates the compari-
son of the painter and the painting, pointing out that the picture and
its colours are merely imagined (*parikalpita) by the mind (*citta) [of
the painter and, probably, also the spectator] (vs. 1d). What is actually
there (on the level of the comparison!)*® is only the four elements,
which are the same throughout the picture (since they have no colour)
(vs. 1c). The illusory character of the picture and its colours is dem-
onstrated by pointing out that they cannot be found anywhere: the
colours are not in the elements and the elements are not in them, nor
do the colours exist apart from the elements (vs. 2); the picture does

“4 BAVT S kha 62a1-2 (D ka 303b1; BAvS 101b26-28 [CL. 449]; BAvB 465b2-4):
sems can de dag thams cad kyang || phung po Inga las shin tu brjod || de rnams las
kyi phung chen yin | las kyi rtsa ba’ang sems yin te|| sems ni sgyu ma bzhin du
bshad || sgyu mar gyur pa ’gro 'di’o || (vs. 1c=2d of the 7* decade). In the 2™ pada,
X las shin tu brjod (which I have rendered by “are called so on the basis of X)
corresponds to £ X & (“are comprised in X”) in BAvB and to {¥ X tf (“dwell in,
or rest on, X”) in BAvS; I am unable to make a well-founded suggestion for the
underlying Sanskrit. In the 3" pada, I follow the Chinese versions, esp. BAVB (&
{ZE#E). If this is hypothetically reconstructed to something like *te ca karma-
mayah skandhah, Tib. could be explained as being based on a defective manuscript
which read *te ca karmamahaskandhah. The original of the 4" pada (BAVS: 2220,
£575) may have been something like *karmapi cittamiilakam.

425 The reason for this may be that this decade focuses on the mind not so much
as a creator of the various realms of sarhsaric existence as of physical appearances
of the Buddha (see below). Cf., in this connection, also T 46.1911: 52a10-15 (cf.
KIMURA 1989: 67), where Chih-i contrasts the purport of the present text with that
of the Saddharma-smrtyupasthana-sitra (see fn. 415).

426 vy AMAGUCHI (5a12 ff) treats the objective existence of the elements presup-
posed in the comparison as if it were a theoretical position on the upameya level,
and on this basis he considers the text to advocate a kind of “critical idealism” close
to that later on ascribed to the Sautrantikas. It may be worth mentioning in this
connection that in vs. 1 of the eighth decade (BAvVT S kha 62b3; D ka 303b6-7;
BAvS 101¢18-19 [CL. 450]; BAVB 465b23-24) it is stated even on the level of com-
parison that the element earth has no [true] being of its own (¥svabhava).
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not exist in the mind, nor the mind in it, nor does it exist apart from
the mind (vs. 3). Its colours have no awareness of each other (which
seems to be another sign of their unreality).*”” Still, the mind is not a
permanent entity; it is simply incomprehensible (*acintya) and unfa-
thomable [in its illusory creativity (?)] (vs. 4ab). Even the painter
himself is not aware of the [creative function of the] mind through
which he is painting (vs. 5a-c).
80. The text then continues:
“The mind is similar to the painter. The mind creates the
skandhas; all these worlds (loka) in the universe (lokadhatu)
are ‘painted’ by the mind.”**® (vs. 6)
In view of the preceding decades, there is good reason to assume that
what is meant with these ‘worlds’ is in the first place the various
forms of transmigratory existence that sentient beings may find them-
selves in, but this does not necessarily imply that only the five skan-
dhas that constitute sentient beings in these existences (i.e., sattva-
loka), to the exclusion of their respective environment (bhajana-
loka),* are regarded as being imagined** by the mind. The Chinese

“TBAVT S kha 63b1-2 (P ri 63b1-2): phan tshun shes pa med pa yi| gzugs
rnams ... |. Cf. BAVT S ka 289b4-5 (D ka 203b7): “These dharmas are motionless,
entirely devoid of reality; therefore they do not know each other’s nature either”
(chos rnams ’di dag g=yo ba med || shin tu dngos po med pa ste || de phyir gzhan gyis
gzhan dag gi || ngo bo nyid kyang mi shes so ||, corresponding to BAvS 66b6-7 [CL.
298]: LI MR RS —Y) 2184 cf. BAVB 427a13-14).

“8 BAVT S kha 63b3 (P ri 63b2-3; BAVB 465¢26-27; BAVS 102a21-22): sems ni
ri mo mkhan dang *dra || sems ni phung po byed pa ste | ’jig rten khams na ji snyed
pa’i || ’jig rten ’di dag sems kyis bris || ’

429 As YAMAGUCHT seems to assume (see fn.417). Also in Fa-tsang’s (3jH%)
commentary on the ninth decade of the ‘Suyama gathas’ (T 35.1733: 215b11 and
cl), only the bodies [of sentient beings] in the six destinies (738 &) or their indi-
vidual existences consisting in the five skandhas (F7L§85) are mentioned as being

manifested by the mind.

40 Although the expression parikalpita occurs only in the comparison, its

application to the upameya is central to what the comparison is intended to illustrate.
Cf. BAVT S kha 62a6 (D ka 303b4: 7 decade, vs. 8), declaring the skandhas to be
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versions, at any rate, take pains to add that there is no dharma in the
whole world (thus Buddhabhadra) that is not created by the mind.*!
And in another chapter of the Buddhavatamsaka (chapter 9 acc. to
- Tib.) we find a passage which explicitly states that the mind, here too
compared to a painter, ‘paints’ the ‘fields’ (ksetra) as well.**

81. The remaining four verses move on to the issue of the Buddha,
somehow connecting it with the preceding treatment of the creative
function of the mind. ‘

81.1. The first of them runs as follows:

“The Buddha is similar to the mind. Just as the Buddha, [so] is
the world (*jagat; Ch.: so are sentient beings). Both the mind
and the Buddhas are, essentially, inexhaustible.”*** (vs. 7)

*vikalpita (rnam brtags). Cf. also BAVT S ka 290a4-5 (D ka 204a5-6; BAvB 427b3;
BAvS 66b25), where all things, whether true or false, mundane or supramundane,
are stated to be mere products of speech (tshig gi lam gyis [S : las kyis D] brjod pa,
{B5{S5), which means: imagined (yongs su brtags pa = *parikalpita, cf. ib.
290a3).

1 BAVB 465¢27: —EJ{HH R SEETT RS (last pada also in BAVS 102a22).

“2BAVT S ka 199b3-5 (D ka 142a5-7; BAvS 51c19-23 [CL. 244]; cf. BAVB
415b9-13): “... In the same way due to the karma of sentient beings [an] inconceiv-
able [variety of] ‘fields’ (*ksetra) emerge[s]. Just as the coloured figures (*rdpa) of
a picture are painted by a painter (*citrakarman), so all these ‘fields’ are painted by
the mind' (*citta). Just as the various kinds of bodies of sentient beings are fabri-
cated (*kalpita?) by the niind, so also the various kinds of ‘fields’ (*ksetra) are all
painted by the karma [of sentient beings]” (... de bzhin sems can las rams kyis |
bsam gyis mi khyab zhing ’byung ngo | ji Itar ri mo’i gzugs kyi rnams || ri mo’i las
kyis bris pa ltar | de bzhin zhing rnams ’di dag kun || sems kyis ri mor bris pa yin|
sems can lus kyi rnam pa dag || ji ltar sems kyis brtags pa ltar || de bzhin zhing gi
rnam pa yang [D: de bzhin du ni zhing gi mtshams S1| thams cad las kyis rnam par
bris ||). — ‘Field’ (ksetra) is of course an abbreviation of ‘Buddha-field’ (buddha-
ksetra) and is often practically equivalent to “world-system” (lokadhatu), presuma-
bly as potential field for a Buddha (see BHSD 401a).

“B BAVT S kha 63b3-4 (P 1i 63b3): sems dang 'dra ba sangs rgyas te | sangs
rgyas ji bzhin ’gro ba’o || sems dang sangs rgyas dag-la yang || ngo bo nyid kyis zad
pa med [; BAVS 102223 f: AL0(IREE I0FRRAER FEAIFELL BEIEE S, Hypo-
thetically and presupposing the metre to have been anustubh, the first half may be
reconstructed as *cittena sadrso buddho yathd buddhas tatha jagat (assuming that
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1. The precise purport of this verse is not easy to grasp. One could
perhaps understand the first pada in the sense that the Buddha is simi-
lar to the mind in that he, too, creates manifold appearances by mani-
festing' himself in various forms to sentient beings for the sake of
teaching and guiding them. In this case, however, the second pada
(“as the Buddha, so the world”) does not easily connect.*** I therefore
prefer to look for a different solution. In view of parallels in the pre-
ceding decades (especially vs. 9 of the seventh decade: “As the world,
so the Buddha”)** it may not be out of place to expect the present
verse, as a connecting link between the treatment of the world and
that of the Buddha, to express the idea that just as the world is merely
imagined by the mind, so also the (physical appearances of) the

Buddha.

2. Unfortunately, this is not exactly what the text says, and the sec-
ond pada even puts the matter the other way round. Still, I think this
is the right track, provided that we introduce a slight change into the
scenario. To bring the situation to life, let me assume that after vs. 6
somebody might, perhaps doubtfully, have asked whether the state-
ment that the five skandhas, in all forms of existence, are merely
‘painted’ by the mind indeed holds good even for physical appear-
ances of the Buddha; and, so this person might have added, if, on the

an equivalent of tatha is not required by the Tibetan syntax and could thus be
spared on behalf of the metre). As for the Indic word represented by Tib. 'gro ba,
YAMAGUCHI (1949: 21b) opts for gati, which is well documented as an equivalent
of "gro ba but not of Ch. R4 (cf. HIR. 1040), whereas jagat is well attested for
both. BAvVB (465¢28-29) is identical with BAvS in the first half but differs in the
second: “Mind, Buddha(s) and sentient beings: between these three, there is no
difference” (LR R E B=HZH).

4 Y AMAGUCHI, who seems to presuppose the aforementioned understanding of
the 1% pada, proposes the following interpretation of the 2™ pada: “The Buddha,
while remaining in the state of Awakening (i.e., without moving away from the
dharmakaya consisting in nirvikalpajiiana [22a19 f]), acts and appears in a worldly
way” (22a16-18: € DOMHITEEY D E FICHHMNRBICRWTITH LERT ).
But from a syntactical point of view this interpretation looks quite forced.

5 See fn. 422,
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contrary, the Buddha-appearances are real, why not also ordinary
appearances. To this question vs.7ab would answer: Even the
" Buddha (as a physical appearance) is created by one’s own mind, for
“the Buddha is similar to the mind™, i.e., he appears to sentient beings
(e.g., in meditative concentration) just as they imagine him to be. And
“just as the Buddha, so the world”, i.e., if this is true of the Buddha, it
a fortiori holds good for the world, or ordinary beings.”* This argu-
ment would basically agree with what we find in the Pratyutpanna-
buddhasammukhavasthitasamadhi-sitra (see § 74), where the med-
itator, after having realized that the Buddha perceived in meditative
concentration was not really encountered in person, understands that
“this Triple World (*traidhatuka) is nothing but mind, because how-
ever I imagine things, that is how they appear.”*’

3. If this interpretation of vs. 7ab is accepted, vs. 7cd may tenta-
tively be taken to refer to the inexhaustible variety of the niental dis-
positions and expectations of sentient beings and ‘of the respective
appearances of Buddhas, or, perhaps, to the fact that since there will
always be sentient beings, the response of the Buddha to their expec-
tations, too, will never end.

61t is interesting that even Fa-tsang (#%j&%) and Ch’eng-kuan (&%) take the
passage to express the idea that ordinary beings and the Buddha are alike in that
they are both a product of the mind. Fa-tsang explains (T 35.1733: 215c14-16):
“Verse 7a compares (or: parallels) the Buddha with the common person: just as the
mind creates the common person, so does it create the Buddha. All of them origi-
nate from the mind. Verse 7b compares (or: parallels) the common person with the
Buddha” (‘UL0MEEIRER " MRS A00E ML, TEFINE; BT 0. R ER
H&FE2E M. ). Ch’eng-kuan comments (T 35.1735: 658¢5-7): “Just as the mundane
five skandhas are created (i.e., issue) from the mind , so also the five skandhas of
the Buddhas. Just as the five skandhas of the Buddha(s), so also all other sentient
beings: they all are created (/issue) from the mind” (Ftt AL NS, SEHAE
TRR. WIFREFE, 88— RAETRR, B /(. ). — For a detailed discussion of the
exegesis of the verse decade under discussion in Chinese Hua-yen, see the articles
mentioned in fn. 417[2] and YOSHIZU 1991: 360-375.

“7 PratyS 3L, esp. 36,21-23: khams gsum pa 'di dag ni sems tsam mo || de ci’i
phyir zhe na | ’di ltar bdag ji lta ji ltar rnam par rtog pa de lta de Itar snang ngo |.
Translation adapted from HARRISON 1990: 42.
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81.2. Among the following verses, the first one is the most prob-
lematic, the reason being that the Tibetan translation and the Chinese
versions diverge radically.”® Since the latter basically anticipate the
idea of vs. 10, I confine myself here to the Tibetan: .

“Of what[ever] kind the mental continua (or: mental disposi-
tions) [of sentient beings] are, the Buddha knows (or: the
Buddhas know) them.** Therefore, the Buddha appears (or:
the Buddhas appear) by nature as having become (i.e., having
adopted the form of) various living beings.”* (vs. 8)
Understood in this way, the verse would explicate the purport of the .
preceding verse by expressly stating that the appearances of a Buddha
(be it in one’s own or another world or in meditative concentration)
vary in accordance with the mental dispositions of sentient beings and
are at the same time somehow directed or controlled by the Buddha in
response to these dispositions.*! But even so they are illusions, as is
clear from the next verse, which connects well with the Tibetan ver-
sion of the two verses preceding it, underlining as it does the imagi-
nary character of the physical appearances of the Buddha*? by means

438 For the Chinese versions, see fn. 447. I have no idea what a common original
could have looked like. YAMAGUCHI’s (24-25) proposal does not convince me,
quite apart from its being unmetrical.

43 TAMAKI (1989: 27: Z# b IE{A% 41> T\ 3) takes sentient beings as the
grammatical subject and the Buddha as the object. It would indeed make good sense
to translate the line as “... [so] they experience the Buddha”, but as far as the Ti-
betan translation is concerned such an understanding is precluded by the use of the
honorific verb mkhyen, which requires the Buddha(s) as the subject.

“OBAVT S kha 63b4-5 (P ri 63b4): sems kyi rgyud rnams ci ’dra ba || de dag
sangs rgyas rab tu mkhyen || de phyir sangs rgyas rang bzhin gyis| ’gro ba sna
tshogs gyur par snang |. _

#1 Provided that the Tibetan translation of the 2" quarter (cf. fn. 439) is a faith-
ful rendering of the Indic original.

“2 The use of lus (not sku) may be motivated by the fact that these physical ap-
pearances are mere imaginings. At any rate, in view of the reference to the “activi-
ties of a Buddha” in the 3™ pada I fail to see how these bodies could be anything but
physical appearances of the Buddha. Thus also YAMAGUCHI (27a13 ff).

157



Pt. II: Idea of the Buddha-Nature of Grasses and Trees and Early Buddhism

of an argument which follows a pattern similar to the one used to
show the imaginary nature of the coloured picture in the comparison
(vs. 2-3):4
“There is no mind in these [Buddha-]bodies [appearing to sen-
tient beings] nor do they really exist within [one’s] mind (nor,
we may add, outside the mind). Even so, they accomplish the
salvific activities of a Buddha — a really marvellous perform-
ance!”™* (vs. 9)

81.3. The last verse of the decade finally turns to the central issue
of how to ‘see’ the true Buddha: . -
“Whoever wants to comprehend all the Victors (*jina) of all*®
the three times should realize [the fact] that all those Buddhas
are [merely] mind (*citta) to be the true nature of things

(*dharmadhatu).”**® (vs. 10)

“3 Cf. also the pattern of the parallel argument in BAvT S kha 63al (see fn. 422).

4 BAVT S kha 63b5-6 (P 1i 63b4-5): lus kyi rnams la sems med de || sems la’ang
lus rnams yod pa min || sangs rgyas mdzad pa’ang rab tu byed || de ltar spyod pa ngo
mitshar che ||.

5 Sounds superfluous and is not represented in the Chinese versions.

8 BAVT S kha 63b6-7 (P ri 63b3-6): gang zhig dus gsum thams cad kyi || rgyal
ba thams cad shes ’dod na| sangs rgyas thams cad sems kyi dngos | chos kyi
dbyings su blta bar gyis |. YAMAGUCHI (1949: 29a5-6) seems to understand: “...
one should contemplate all Buddhas in (or: in terms of) the dharmadhatu which is
the real nature of the mind (i.e., its origination in dependence: 29b)” (—Elff %,
DR ZER IR TE T <L), ie., he seems to construe rgyal ba thams cad
as the object of the periphrastic imperative blta bar gyis, and sems kyi dngos as an
epexegetic complement of chos kyi dbyings. Such a construction of sems kyi dngos
is, to be sure, possible but does not seem to be supported by the Chinese versions,
which rather suggest a closer syntactical connection of sems kyi dngos with sangs

. rgyas thams cad. Without excluding other possibilities for explaining the ambigu-
ous Tibetan text, I prefer to take sangs rgyas thams cad sems kyi dngos as represent-
ing a nominalized sentence functioning as the object (A) of blta bar gyis, and chos
kyi dbyings su as the predicative complement (B): “contemplate A as B!”, or “real-
ize that A is B!”. In A, I take sangs rgyas thams cad as the logical subject, and sems
kyi dngos as representing the predicate. In view of the purport of the Chinese ver-
sions, I tentatively propose to take sems kyi dngos as representing something like
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The Chinese versions, which had anticipated this subject already in
vs. 8,7 differ slightly in the second half in that according to them one
should contemplate the fact that “the mind creates the Tathagatas”,*
or that “the nature of the universe (or: the dharmadhatu [in the sense
of true] nature?) consists in everything being merely created by the
mind”.** ’

82. If this interpretation is correct, the verses under discussion do
not teach an identification of mind with the true Buddha or vice versa.
The mind is rather envisaged as the mind of ordinary beings, imper-
manent (vs. 4a) and a source of illusions, including illusory represen-
tations of the Buddha.* For seeing the true Buddha, one must be-

*cittabhava (cf., e.g., dge slong gi dngos po = bhiksubhava, rgyu’i dngos po = hetu-
bhava), °bhava functioning as a nominalization of the copula, almost equivalent to
the abstract suffixes °fva and °zd. The sentence would then mean: Contemplate
/realize [the fact] that all Buddhas are (produced by the) mind as the dharmadhatu
— a term which in this context appears to be equivalent to dharmata, designating
the way things are by their very nature, in truth, in reality (cf. SCHMITHAUSEN 1969:
146-147). '

T BAVS 102a25-26: “If a person knows that the activity of the mind creates the
whole world, then this person [truly] sees the Buddha, [i.e.,] comprehends the real
nature of the Buddha (or: then this person, when seeing the Buddha [in samadhi?],
comprehends ...)” GEAZILAT EEREERM BEAARMB THEEM). Buddha-
bhadra’s rendering conveys the same idea, though it is somewhat differently em-
bedded: “All the Buddhas know that everything proceeds from the mind. If one is
able to understand this, then this person sees the true Buddha” (BAvB 466a1-2: 3%
PR T 51 — UL BRI R AR E D).

“ BAVB 466a6: FEMANEE LR

“ BAvS 102b1: FEEIEFE —UHEL3E,

40 NAMAT (1995: 177178 [11°876-875]), in a brief discussion of the ‘Suyama
gathas’, proposes a different interpretation. According to him, if I understand him
correctly, the main import of the verse decade (he seems to start from BAvB) is not
the mind as the source of phenomena (FRZ DIRIF) but rather the recognition of an
original state of perfection of the mind in sentient beings (‘> DAJRAE D523, R4
DAVRIZ SERLRE & RN 72T, as a “place’ (37) where the absolute principle (Fa#)
E ) and the illusory phenomena are not separate from each other but meet (% ?
&4 5 25). T must admit that I have difficulties to find this idea expressed in
‘the text.
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come aware of precisely this fact and realize that in reality all physi-
cal or conceptual appearances of the Buddha are nothing but illusory
creations of one’s own mind. If we understand the true Buddha to be
.just this true nature of things (dharmadhatu), ‘he’ would, in a sense,
be present in all appearances, including the environment, as their true
nature. Still, this has no salvific meaning for the appearances as such
(which are merely imagined); it has import only for the mind, i.e., for
sentient beings as meditating subjects — cf. the Chinese versions,
‘speaking, in this connection, of “human beings” (A)*' — able to be-
come aware of the deceptive activity of their own mind. In any case,
in the Indian context the verses were surely not intended to express or
imply the idea of a Buddha-nature of plants or any other insentient
things in the sense of an individual attainment of Buddhahood on
their part.

1.5.3. The ‘Chapter on Religious Practice’

83. Towards the end of the ‘Chapter on religious practice
(*brahmacarya)’, we read in Siksananda’s version that the bodhi-
sattva, knowing all dharmas to be of the nature of the mind (*citta-
svabhava),”* becomes endowed with a ‘body of insight (*prajiia)’
without depending on others for his Awakening.”® The wording is
essentially confirmed by the Tibetan,** but in Buddhabhadra’s trans-
lation the reference to the mind is missing. Here, the bodhisattva is

! See fn. 447 and the Chinese versions of vs. 10 (BAVS 102a29 and BAVB
466a5).

21 take /{3914 and sems kyi rang bzhin as rendering a Skt. bahuvrihi. Cf, e.g.,
AKBh 279,16 pafica drstisvabhavah and 279,17 paficddrstisvabhavah (so read with
Tib. and Ch.), i.e., “five have / do not have the nature of [wrong] views”), rendered
in Tib. (Tj, mNgon pa ku 228a4-5) as lta ba’i rang bzin (frang bzhin ma yin pa) Inga,
and by Hsiian-tsang (T 29.1558: 99a3 and 4-5) as T (/3E) R,

% BAVS 8922-3: AT—YIEELL B M FRELE S TEMIE.

43 BAVT S kha 6a3: chos thams cad sems kyi rang bzhin du shes pas gzhan gyi
dring mi ’jog par shes rab kyi phung po dang yang ldan par ’gyur ro||
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instead stated to know the true nature of all dharmas.*’ Thus, at the
time when the idea of the Buddha-nature of the insentient was first
articulated, the passage was not yet available for Chinese readers in
terms of a statement of everything being mind. It would be very inter-
esting to investigate the exegesis and utilization of Siksananda’s ren-
dering of the passage by somewhat later Chinese authors like Ch’eng-
kuan,*S but this would lead me too far astray. The Indic original, at
any rate, does not seem to have been concerned with the question of
whether Buddha-nature is present in all sentient beings or even in
insentient things. Even in Siksananda’s version, the text is entirely
focused on describing how a bodhisattva may most quickly attain Per-
fect Awakening: by realizing that even the religious practice regarded
to lead to this goal cannot be spotted as a definite entity (BAvS 88c13-
17), by concentrating on the ten ‘powers’ (bala) of the Tathagata
(88c21-26), by not abandoning sentient beings (88c26 f) and yet remain-
ing aware of the illusory nature of everything (88c28 ). It would seem
that we have to understand the aforementioned sentence in this con-
text, viz., in the sense that all dharmas, whether to be abandoned or to
be accomplished, are just mind, i.e., merely imagined (see ch. 1.5.1-2),
and that a person who fully realizes this will acquire autonomous con-
trol over them (cf. § 113).

1.6. Vimalakirti-nirdesa

84. After his interpretation of the Vimsatika passage (see ch. 1.4),
Chi-tsang continues with what seems to amount to summing up the
result of his interpretation of the passages adduced thus far:

“When one comprehends the equality of all dharmas, one no
[longer] perceives the two [opposite] characteristics of ‘sup-
port’ and ‘primary [karmic retribution]’ (i.e., environment and

~ sentient beings). Therefore, [from the perspective of the] ‘prin-

ciple’, there is, in reality, [no justification for attributing to the

5 BAVB 449c14-15: 41—k HEZ M,
6 Cf., e.g., T 35.1735: 526b17—1 with T 36.1736: 123c8—124a3.
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latter the distinctive] characteristic of becoming [Buddha] and
[to the former that of] not becoming [Buddha]. Because there
is [thus] nothing [that can be characterized as] not becoming
[Buddha], [even grasses and trees] are provisionally said to
become [Buddha]: For this reason, when sentient beings be-
come Buddha, all grasses and trees, too, become (or: turn out
to be) Buddha.”*’

Chi-tsang then proceeds to support his argument w1th a quotation

from Kumarajiva’s Chinese translation of the Vimalakirti-nirdesa:
“All dharmas are [basically] Such[ness] (4 = tathata, ‘True
Nature’). Up to Maitreya: he too is Such[ness]. When Mai-
treya attains Awakening, all sentient bemgs must likewise at-
tain [it].”*8

In Kumarajiva’s text as well as in the original Sanskrit,* the

statement that all dharmas are Suchness is preceded by the statement

that all sentient beings are [basically] Suchness. This statement is also

presupposed by Chi-tsang’s subsequent explanation of the passage:
“This shows: Since sentient beings and Maitreya are one and
the same Such[ness], without duality, [it follows that] when
Maitreya attains Awakening, all sentient beings, too, must at-
tain [it]. Since such is the case with sentient beings, it must
likewise hold good for grasses and trees as well.”*®!

*7 T 45.1853: 40c15-18: EIEHETE, TRIKE ) H EEMERTEA,
AR RS . DUELERA ER A B — VB AME .

¥ T 45.1853: 4018-19: —{Jz4i% B0, EHHEE) IR0, EHREEELR, —
VIREETIES,

9 T 14.475: 542b12-13 and 15-16.

40 VKN TIL51: Y@ ca sarvasatvanam tathatd, ya ca sarvadharmandrm tathatd,
saiva Maitreyasydpi tathatd | ... tad yada Maitreyo bodhim abhisambhotsyate, sarva-

satva api tasmin samaye tadrsim eva bodhim abhisambhotsyante |. Cf. LAMOTTE
1962:193.

41 7 45,1853: 40c20-21: 1 LURATRE— IR ik, BHEEEIE, —IRE
SIS, B, EATA,
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In other words: According to Chi-tsang, the identity of Suchness (i.e.,
for Chi-tsang, Buddha-nature)* in Maitreya, all sentient beings and
all dharmas (including insentient things) does not merely imply that
when Maitreya attains Awakening (i.e., realizes his inherent Buddha-
nature), all sentient beings will also attain Awakening.*® For him, it
equally implies that all dharmas, including the insentient (represented
by grasses and trees), will attain Awakening, too. Yet it is of funda-
mental significance that the Indian text, even in its Chinese version,
does not proceed to this latter consequence and only states that the
identity of Suchness implies that Maitreya’s Awakening entails the
Awakening of all sentient beings. Thus, the additional step of con- -
cluding, from the premise of the identity of Suchness in Maitreya,
sentient beings and dharmas, that dharmas (i.e., insentient things like
plants) must attain Awakening as well, is conspicuously Chi-tsang’s
innovation. It is worth noting that no such conclusion is found in Chi-
tsang’s commentaries on the Vimalakirti-nirdesa (which seem to be
 earlier works of his).**

1.7. Buddhavatamsaka (2). ‘Eulogies on Mount Sumeru’

* 85. The Buddhavatarisaka passages adduced by Chan-jan (J4R)*
in order to prove the presence of Buddha-Nature even in insentient

462 Cf. T 38.1780: 860225 (see fn. 463).

463 According to Skt.: “attain precisely the same kind of Awakening” (tadrsim
eva bodhim). I am inclined to take this to mean that Maitreya’s attainment of Awak-
" ening means that his experience dissolves into ultimate truth where there are no
distinctions and, in a sense, all sentient beings have always been Awakened. Cf.
Chi-tsang’s remark at T 38.1780: 860a25-26: “Suchness is Buddha[hood]. All sen-
tient beings are basically Suchness, [hence] they are also basically Buddha” (#IE[lZ
fath, —YIRAERKREM, IFAKEFE.), and the subsequent (860b2 ff) rebuttal of
the objection that if both common and holy persons share one and the same Such-
ness, then when one person comes to see Suchness, all should come to see it as well
(in the conventional sense of a mental experience taking place in time).

44 Viz., T 38.1780: 860a29-b2 and T 38.1781: 950b7-13. Cf. OKUNO 2002: 390
391. '

%5 Chin-kang-pei 783a21-29 (PENKOWER 1993: 484-486).
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things are taken from Siksananda’s translation of the chapter ‘Eulo-
gies on Mount Sumeru’ (ZE5E1E_F1EER): ‘
1. “[One must] comprehend that all dharmas have no [true] na-
“ture of their own (*svabhava). Understanding the true nature
of dharmas (*dharmatd) in this way, one will see Vairo-
cana.”*% ‘
2. “The nature of dharmas is fundamentally empty and still;
there is nothing to grasp and nothing to see. [Their] being
empty of an [individual] nature is the Buddha; it cannot be as-
sessed in thought.”™
3. “The nature of dharmas is fundamentally pure; like space, it
has no characteristic properties (*¥laksana). [... Removing the
concept of dharmas, not indulging in any dharma, and] not
even cultivating this, one can see the great Sage.”***
4. “All dharmas are without characteristic properties (Tib.
mtshan nyid =*laksana); this is the real body (or: esserice) of
the Buddha.™® .
~ According to Chan-jan, these passages show that all dharmas have,
basically, the same nature as Vairocana,“70 i.e., Buddha-nature, and
that it is precisely for this reason that one who understands the true

‘S BAVS 82a6-7: THI—Y0%k EMEATA IEMEY BIREST. Transl CL.
374 (with minor adaptations). The 3™ pada is quoted by Chan-jan as ZREANZHRE,
thus omitting the equivalent for “the nature of dharmas” (*dharmata).

TBAVS 8lcis-16: MEMEAZE EAURMER HZEERM TAESEE. Transl
adapted from CL. 373. In BAvVB, the 3™ pada says: “The Buddhas are originally

" empty” (442b15: FEHAIRZ). _

‘P BAVS 82b29-c3: IEMAIIS MM .. BHHOEE TE—YRE HIRE
FTfE BERAZSE. Transl. adapted from CL. 377. For Tib. see fn. 473.

46 BAVS 83b1: —4JiA4EE S EIFEE S, Transl. adapted from CL. 380. Chan-
jan reads EffEEE.

0 Chin-kang-pei 783a24 (PENKOWER 1993: 484-485): S3Esti A S 2 M
HE.
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nature of the dharmas (i.e., their fundamentai purity and emptiness)
can, without further cultivation, see the Buddha.*”

86. Buddhabhadra’s version of the verses*’?is basically in agree-
ment with Siksﬁnan_da’s. The Tibetan translation, on the other hand,
diverges considerably in all but one case (viz., no. 3),*” but in other
places it too confirms, at least indirectly, the connection between un-
derstanding the unreality of all dharmas, or no longer perceiving them
as such, on the one hand, and seeing the Buddha on the other.*

87. There can hardly be any doubt that Chan-jan is right in inter-
preting these passages in the sense of an equation of the [true] nature
of dharmas (i.e., their emptiness, or lack of constitutive properties)
with Buddha-nature, provided that ‘Buddha-nature’ is taken to denote
the true, ultimate nature of the Buddha, and in the sense that realizing

TV Cf. Chin-kang-pei 783a27-28 (PENKOWER 1993: 485): “In case [dharmas]
were devoid of [Buddha-]nature, how could [the siitra] say that without [further]
cultivation one can see the Muni?” (S AEMEN TEEEREE. ).

472 BAVB 442¢5-6 (1.); 442b14-15 (2.); 443228-b2 (3.); 444a7 (4.).

4B BAVT S ka 345a4-6 (D ka 242b5-6): de dag rang bzhin ram par dag || nam
mkha’ bzhin du mtshan nyid med | ... (chos rnams la ni mos myed de || chos kyi ’du
shes rnam bsgoms [see fn. 474] shing |)) shes pa de yang ma bsgoms pa || des ni thub
chen mthong ba yin |. For the other passages, see BAvVT S ka 343b4 = D ka 241b4-5
(1.); S 343a2-3 =D 241a6 (2.); S 346b7 = D 243b6-7 (4.). ' :

44 ¢, e.g., BAVT S ka 344a1-2 (D ka 241b7-242al): ... gzugs kyi 'du shes rnam
par bsgoms || chos rnams mthong ba med pa yis (D: yin S)| ’od mdzad rab tu
mthong ba yin |, where rnam par bsgoms seems to correspond, in view of BAvS
82a16 $&8k, to a form of Skt. vibhavayati, which is, in Buddhist texts, often used in
the sense of “to make disappear”, “to dissolve”, “to remove”. Therefore, I under-
stand the original meaning of this passage as follows: “Due to the fact that, after
one has dissolved the notion of visible/material things (ripa), there is no [longer
any] perception of dharmas, one is [capable of] seeing Vairocana.” To be sure, the
Tibetan translators (just like Buddhabhadra: BAvB 442c15 %2, with ¥ dharma
instead of ripa) took *vibhavayati in the sense of “contemplating”, but probably
with the implication of “contemplating critically [and recognizing their un-
tenability]”. Similarly BAvVT S ka 346al (D ka 243a5): gang gis 'du shes rnam
bsgoms pa || des ni sangs rgyas mthong ba ste ||, where BAvS (82c26: [I%) again
confirms the meaning “to remove” for *vibhavayati. Cf. also. BAVS 82c2 3&HE (see
n. 468), corresponding to rnam bsgoms in BAVT (see fn. 473).
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the true nature of dharmas immediately entails, or is even equivalent
to, seeing the Buddha (as he is in reality, in his true nature). There is
also no reason to restrict the [true] nature of dharmas equated with
the [true] nature of the Buddha to a particular class of dharmas.
Rather, it is expressly stated to be the true nature of all dharmas (pas-
sages no. 1 and no. 4), comprising both sentient beings and insentient
things, as another Buddhavatamsaka passage adduced by Chan-jan
makes explicit.*”” Thus, Chan-jan is right in deriving, from passage
no. 4, the thesis that the true body or essence of the Buddha is present
in all dharmas,” or that all dharmas have, fundamentally, the same
[true] nature as the Buddha.*’’ It is, however, crucial to be aware of
the perspective in which these ideas are embedded in the chapter of
the Buddhavatamsaka from which the quotations have been extracted.
Time and again, and especially towards the end of most of the verse
decades, the text refers to seeing the Buddha, and more precisely to
‘seeing’ him as he really is, viz., as the true nature or emptiness of all
dharmas, instead of perceiving him in the form of an imagined physi-
cal appearance.””® Thus, emphasis is not on ascribing a Buddha-like
nature to all dharmas (as Chan-jan puts it) but rather on the trans-
conceptuality and transphenomenality of the Buddha as he really is.

475 Chin-kang-pei 783b5 £, quoting BAvS 101b7 f (cf. BAVB 465a12 f): “sentient
[beings] and insentient [things], both lack true reality (i.e. have no true nature or
being of their own) ...” (RAFERLE “{EMEEE ...; cf. BAVT S 61a7 f: sems can
sems can ma yin pa || ngo bo nyid kyis rang bzhin med (*nihsvabhava) | ...).

478 Chin-kang-pei 783a29: BEEL{fEE 76—

477 Chin-kang-pei 783a24 (see fn. 470).

“78 Cf. BAVT S ka 342b6 (D ka 241a3-4): “Even to have seen the Leaders for
many kalpas does not mean that one understands the [true] nature of those Protec-
tors of the world” ’dren pa rnams ni mthong nas kyang || bskal pa mang po ’das
gyur te || ’jig rten mgon skyob de dag gi (S : gis D) || chos nyid de ni shes pa min |,
corresponding to BAvB 442b6-7 and BAvS 81¢7-8 (CL. 373). Cf,, e.g., also, apart
from the passages quoted in fns. 466, 468, 473 and 474: BAvS 82a17 and 19; b5, 12,
18, 20; ¢4, 17, 21, 27.
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1.8. Saddharmapundartka: Osadhiparivarta

88. Both OKADA*? and FINDLY*" refer to the “Chapter on Herbs”
(Osadhiparivarta) of the Lotus Siatra® in connection with their at-
tempt to prove that in early Buddhism, and in some strands even later
on, plants were regarded as living, sentient beings. And at least in
medieval Japan, the chapter was adduced as evidence for plants at-
taining Buddhahood, e.g., by the Tendai master Sonshun &% (1451—
1514)*? and in Noh plays.*®® However, as has already been pointed
out by SHIVELY and GROSNICK,** in the text itself herbs and trees are
only referred to in the context of a simile. It is only the various cate-
gories of persons, compared to or metaphorically equated with the
various categories of plants, who are stated to hear teaching and to
respond, but not the plants themselves. The latter are merely de-
scribed as drinking the water of the big rain cloud and as thriving
thereby in different ways according to their respective dispositions —
a description that merely reflects the everyday world-view. The pas-
sage is thus of no doctrinal validity with regard to the issue of the
sentience of plants.

479 OKADA 1999: 107a # 3.4.

0 FINDLY first quotes the passage as evidence for plants having the sense of
touch because they respond to moisture and drought (2008: 136 ), and then in the
context of trees as metaphors for spiritual advancement (246: “the various plants
symbolize ... sentient beings”, “large trees are like mature meditators”). In the
context of FINDLY’s argument, this is meant to imply their sentience or saintliness
(see §§ 29 and 44.1). This becomes fully explicit when she takes the parable to
imply that “trees can hear teaching and respond” (300).

“81 Saddhp 121-131, esp. 121,11-122,8, etc., corresponding to T 9.262: 19a18—
20b24, esp. 19a28-b6, etc.; 9.263: 83b1-85a18, esp. 83b9-25, etc.; 9.264: 151c24—
153a28, esp. 152a4-12, etc.

82 W ATANABE 2008: 77-78.

83 SHIVELY 1957: 140; GROSNICK 1994: 199-200.

4 See preceding fn.
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1.9. Résumé

89. The result of the preceding examination of the non-specific
passages adduced by Chi-tsang, Hui-chung and Chan-jan may be
‘summed up as follows:

1. Some of the passages (cf. especially §§ 60; 64; 67; 74) are rather
problematic as to their original purport, which may have been entirely
unrelated to any of the aspects of Buddha-nature pointed out in
§8§ 53.1-4, and certainly unrelated to the Buddha-nature of plants or
insentient things in general. :

2. A number of passages are concerned with the true nature of all
dharmas, and in this connection some of them state that the true na-
ture or Suchness of all things (§§ 62; 81.1; 81.3; 84; 85-87) or the
True Mind (§ 70) is the same as the true nature of Awakening or the
True Buddha, and not different. Structurally, this corresponds to the
second interpretation of the term tathdgatagarbha in the Ratnagotra-
vibhaga (§ 53.3), but in contrast to the latter, Suchness is not merely
envisaged as the true nature of all sentient beings but rather, as a mat-
ter of course, as extending to all dharmas. In this respect, Chi-tsang’s
and Chan-jan’s claim seems, in a sense, justified.

3. The perspective from which the examined passages envisage the
true nature of all dharmas and its non-difference from the true nature
of the Buddha, or from the True Buddha, is, however, different from
the one suggesting itself in the context of the discussion on the status
of plants in early Buddhism. What would be at stake in this connec-
tion would be the question whether they partake of Buddha-nature in
the sense of the third interpretation of the term tathdgatagarbha in the
Ratnagotravibhdaga, i.e., that they are Buddha-natured in the sense of
being able to attain, or having already attained, Buddhahood them-
selves, individually. Such an idea is, however, not expressed or im-

- plied in any of the passages. When it comes to the aspect of individu-
ally attaining or actualizing Buddhahood, the scope of the texts is in-
variably confined to sentient beings (cf. §§ 62; 65.2-3; 84) or, in a
more practical perspective, to spiritual practitioners (cf. §§ 82; 83;
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85-87), and it is only with a view to guiding them that the true nature
of all dharmas and its relation to the Buddha are discussed.

2. Specific passages

90. Let us now turn to the passages according to which insentient
beings may become sentient or perform functions that normally pre-
suppose sentience. Two such passages are adduced by Annen (ZZ44,
cf. §54), Shoshin (GEE, cf. ibid.) and some other authors. But
whereas Annen adduces them as scriptural evidence for his conten-
tion that even insentient things like ‘grasses and trees’ may become
Buddhas, Shoshin submits their evidential value to a critical examina-
tion.*® The first of these passages is from the Dharmadhatu-prakrty-
asambheda-nirdesa (ch.2.1), the other one from the Mahiyana
- Mahaparinirvana-sitra (ch. 2.2). A further two passages are quoted
in the record of Nan-yang Hui-chung (FEf5EE: see § 129.3.0). Ac-
cording to this text, Hui-chung would have shared the view of some
Ch’an/Zen masters®® that even insentient things — not only plants
but also mountains, the sea and the sky, or the four elements, or rub-
ble (‘tiles and stones’), and even artefacts like a wall, a pot, a post or
a house*” — expound the Dharma,*® albeit in a way inaudible to or-

5 The same happens in two texts which seem to be based on drafts by Genshin

TR{E (942-1017) that were reworked later on, one (the Rokusoku senyo ki 7SEI2 &
%0) by Genshin’s student Kakuchd &8 (952/960—-1034), and the other (the later
version of the Sanjin-gi shiki =5 ZF,50) by an unknown person (see HANANO
1976b: 127 f). For the passage concerned, see fn. 726.

8 In the Ch’an tradition, the question of the Buddha-nature of insentients was
controversial (see § 129 and fn. 788).

*7 See fn. 505 and fn. 506. Cf. Leng-ch’ieh shih-tzii chi EEMETESE (“Records
of the Masters and Disciples of the Lankavatara”, by Ching-chiieh 3%, 683—
ca.750; cf. YAMPOLSKY 1967: 16 and 18 f), ed. YANAGIDA 1971: 122,6-7 (cf.
T 85.2837: 1284¢18-20; MCRAE 1986: 92): X ==, TIZEREERE, HAEEATE, FEREERTE,
ERERRIE, Fihskk B, B ResRiE, TRELA JREEERIEE, {T1h. For the sky, see Tsu-
tang-chi ch. 14, fol. 4,23 (Taiw. 263b9; YANAGIDA 1990: 282): “When the sky
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dinary people;*® for insentient things, too, have Mind and hence
Buddha-nature (see § 129.3.1).*° According to the Tsu-t’ang-chi,
Hui-chung adduced, in support of insentient beings preaching the
Dharma, two scriptural passages: 1. a passage stated to be from the
" ‘Amita(bha)- or ‘Amita(yuh)-sitra’ (FEFERZ: ch.2.3), and 2. a line
from Buddhabhadra’s translation of the Buddhavatarisaka (ch. 2.4).%"

2.1. Dharmadhatu-prakrty-asambheda-nirdesa

91. The Dharmadhatu-prakrty-asarmbheda-nirdesa “* (DhPAN)
forms part of the Maharatnakiita collection and is available only in

=

recites the Suitras, what [kind of] people are the audience?” (FZEEK, (TEASE
#R.). These references I owe to a (to my knowledge) still unpubhshed paper by
YANAGI Mikiyasu #ll 25, entitled #EfEPilE L BZE#S (“Insentient beings ex-
pound the Dharma and the sky recites the Sttras”) and k:mdly made accessible to
me by the author in Dec. 2006. :

8 Tsu-t’ang-chi ch. 3, fol. 11,25-12,12 (Taiw. 61b11-62a12; YANAGIDA 1990:
" 164-165 [#254]; ANDERL 2004a: 621-623; 2004b: 190-194); parallels: Ch’uan-
teng lu 438a17-27; T 47.1986A (BEMIRILIEARTEENSESR): 507b12-24 = T 47.1986B
GRMNTAL BN TEATEESE): 519¢2-13; X 67.1309 (Cheng-fa yen-tsang TEIEAREG of
Master Ta-hui tsung-kao KEERER, 1089-1163, cf. DUMOULIN 1985, 1. 229-231
and 238-244; IsHO Shiido 1991: 296-308): 593a16-b1; Shobogenzo (Mujoseppo &
fERLIE) 398,1-6; of. TAKASAKI 1998: 6-9; OGAWA 2006: 69-70.

9 See §129.3.3.

0 Tsu-r’ang-chi ch. 3, fol. 11,2526 (Taiw. 61b11-12; YANAGIDA 1990: 164;
ANDERL 2004a: 621; 2004b: 190; MATSUMOTO 2000: 326 [text 71]): “The visiting
Ch’an monk (see fn. 804) asked: ‘Since insentients have Mind, do they [also] ex-
pound the Dharma?’ The master answered: ‘Obviously they expound [the Dharmal;
they always and continually do so, without interruption’” (JE#ZH. HEEFEE 0 2
BRI, TEL (RARERER SAREL). Cf Chuan-teng lu 43829 f,
esp. 17-19: “... Since insentients have Mind and [Buddha-]Inature, ...” GEEEA L
T .. :

1 Tsu-t'ang-chi ch. 3, fol. 12,8-12 (Taiw. 62a8-12; YANAGIDA 1990: 165 and
392 [note to # 254]; ANDERL 2004a: 622 f; 2004b: 193 f). Cf. TAKASAKI 1998: 7b,
and, for more details regarding the parallel materials (see fn. 488), IsHn Shudd
1967.

2 Tib. Chos kyi dbyings kyi rang bzhin dbyer med par bstan pa, Ch. Fa-chiai

t'i-hsing wu-fen-pie hui =5 EEMEMSIHIE. Thus, the title may mean something
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Tibetan and Chinese, the latter translated by *Mand(a)ra(sena)[?] (&
FEEE(I))*® in 503.% Towards the end of the text,* the bodhisattva
* MafijuérT makes Mara the Evil One appear as the Buddha, sitting on
the lion throne and enouncing profound statements about the attain-
ment of Awakening, to the effect that in reality there is no attainment
at all, and that to be Awakened means that a bodhisattva, when hear-
ing this, does not shake (i.e., challenge?) (rnam par ’khrugs par mi
byed pa, *na vz/’copayaz‘z")“96 the essential character (*svabhavalaksana)
of all dharmas. Sariputra is bewildered at this astounding transforma-
tion of Mara brought about by Mafijusri’s miraculous control or in-

" like “Elucidation [of the fact] that the dharmadhdatu, [i.e.,] the true nature [of all
dharmas], does not admit of [any] distinctions”, or “Elucidation [of the fact] that the
true nature of the universe (dharmadhatu, see fn. 868) does not admit of [any] dis-
tinctions”. The former alternative appears more probable because the ideas pro-
pounded in the text are close to the Prajiaparamita strand: All dharmas have® the
dharmadhatu — the term is used as equivalent to tathata and bhitakoti (DhPAN D
157b2) — as their true nature (rang bzhin, *prakrti) (ib. 141a3 and 6). This means
that as distinct dharmas they are illusory (144b5; cf. 148b7) and empty (150a4;
155al), and that dichotomies like wholesome and unwholesome, polhition and puri-
fication, or sarhsara and nirvana are mere superimpositions (145b6—146al; 146a6—
b1). Thus, in reality all dharmas are without distinctions and equal (148al), in a
non—predlcatlve sense because there are no dharmas to be predicated as equal or
unequal (146a2-3), like empty space (146a6, b2). For this reason, I follow the Ti-
betan and Chinese rendering of the title in taking sambheda as “distinction” and not
as “being mixed up” (for the ambiguity, see BHSD s.v. sambhinna).

* 1 take the predicate noun X kyi rang bzhin as representing a Skt. bahuvrihi (cf.

fn. 452), as in 141a5 where the text has indeed X kyi rang bzhin can.

B Cf. Li-tai san-pao chi FER=F4T (T 49.2034; end of the 6% century) 98b2
and Ta-t’ang nei-tien lu KEWNELEE (T 55.2149) 265¢10. The name of the text is
mentioned on p. 197¢9 of the Fo ming ching {#+45& (Buddhanama-sitra: T 14.441,
by an anonymous translator, between 502 and 557 according to H6bRép p. 52).

494 Cf. PAGEL 1995: 425 n. 2.

% DhPAN D 160b3-161al (P 179a7-180a6; S 236a1-237a6); Ch (T 11.310):
149¢19-150al15.

*% On vikopetifvikopayati see HARA 2005: 240-243. Chinese has “is able [to re-
alize] that there is nothing to distinguish” (150a8: §& ... #EFT53R1, *na vikalpayati?).
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fluence (byin gyi rlabs, *adhisthana),””’ but Mafijuéri tells him that
even things devoid of mind, like trees, grasses and forests, would as-

<

“7 Cf. DhPAN D 160b3 and 5; 161a5; Ch 150al1. There are, apart from the en-
tries in the relevant dictionaries, several special studies on the use of adhi-Y stha
and adhisthana in Buddhist Siitra and Sastra texts, esp. (without claiming to be ex-
haustive) WATANABE 1977 (unfortunately unavailable to me at present), ECKEL
1991: 90-94, TAGUCHI 1997, ELTSCHINGER 2001: 62-74, id. 2008: 278-280, YAGI
2007, and HIRAGA 2007 and 2009. A detailed study would require much more time
than I can afford at present, but if I may express a provisional opinion, I tend to
agree with SWTF I 38 f (cf. also my review in ZDMG 132.2/1982: 409 f) in that
most Buddhist applications of the term as an action noun can (just like the meaning
“basis”, i.e., “that on which someone or something stands”) be derived from the
basic meaning of adhi-Y stha, viz., “to stand or tread upon”, “to mount” (e.g., a
chariot), which admits of various metaphorical uses, like “to take possession of”,
“to detain, prevent from escaping or elapsing, stabilize, sustain” (e.g., the life-span
impulses: cf. SCHMITHAUSEN 1969: 171 and AKVy 650,11, or bodily manifestations
even after one’s death: BoBh 45,12 f; cf. ECKEL 1991: 91), “to engage in” (protect-
ing somebody), “to resort to” (a certain thought: YAGI 2007: 607), “to determine,
resolve”, or “to control or take control of”. For satyadhisthana, YAGI (608-610)
suggests, in most cases, the meaning “(to) resort, i.e., appeal, to a true statement”,
but perhaps what is implied is rather to take, by means of a true statement, control
of truth (as a powerful substance) and direct it to a certain goal or purpose. A simi-
lar meaning would also seem to hold good for adhisthana in connection with a man-
tra. ELTSCHINGER (2001), to be sure, prefers in this connection the rendering “sou-
tien surnaturel” /“soutenir surnaturellement” — and “keeping the mantra directed
towards the fixed purpose” may indeed be implied —, but on p. 119 he himself ex-
plains: “... il soutient surnaturellement ce mantra, c’est-a-dire 1’investit du pouvoir
d’octroyer le fruit escompté de son utilisation”, and in his recent paper (2008) he
mostly uses the renderings “controlling power” and “empowerment”. In many cases,
the term adhisthana implies indeed the application of supranormal or miraculous
power, as is also confirmed by its usual Tibetan equivalent byin gyis rlob pa, mean-
ing something like “to inundate with extraordinary power” (cf. rlabs “wave”), and
by the occurrence of adhisthana along with anubhava and tejas (Ast 17,7) or pari-
graha (“taking possession of” in the sense of “inspiration”: Ast 111,9), or with vrsa- -
bhita, adhipateyata, vikurvita and prabhava (Gv 12,28-29) as quasi-synonyms. This
application of supranormal power is mostly benign (esp. if wielded by the Buddha),
but not necessarily so (e.g., if exercised by Mara, as in Ast 92,18 maradhisthita,
bdud kyis byin gyis brlabs pa). In the context of the present study, the two most
important nuances are: 1. to take control of a person’s mind, practically amounting
to “inspiration” (or, in the case of Mara, demonic possession); 2. to take control of
persons or things with the aim of changing their appearance (cf. the alternation of
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sume the appearance of the Buddha’s body and expound the Dharma
as eloquently as the Buddha himself (sangs rgyas kyi spobs pas,
*puddhapratibhanena?)*® if he, Mafijusti, were to exercise this influ-
ence on them.*”

adhitisthati with adarsayati in DBhS R X.I; cf. also fn. 528) or transforming them.
In this case, adhi-Y stha tends to acquire the meaning “to make X appear as Y (or Y
in X), or transform X into Y, by means of applying one’s miraculous power” (cf.
the explanation of such activities as yongs su bsgyur ba (*parinamana?) in the com-
mentary on DBhS R X.I[Tj P ngi 323a3; cf. ji 142a4; DBhVyC 199a2-4]).

%8 I am not quite sure about the meaning of this expression, which also occurs in
connection with Mafijusri’s miraculous transformation of Mara (DhPAN D 160b2-3)
and, later on, of Sa‘triputra (D 161a7-b3; Ch 150a14-15), into the (or: a) Buddha ex-
pounding the Dharma. In the case of Mara, both versions agree in expressly stating
that this preaching, too, is the effect of Maifijusri’s miraculous control (D 160b5: de
nas 'jam dpal gzhon nur gyur pa’i byin gyis rlabs kyis bdud sdig pa can gyis ’di skad
ces smras so ...; Ch 149¢24-25: DIACERERF JIFrfsay B A] S, ...). It is only in the
Chinese version that in a preceding sentence Mara’s preaching had, by contrast,
been stated to be due to the power of the Buddha, but even there this statement does
not render the expression *buddhapratibhanena but merely explains it: “..., making
Mara the Evil One sit on the lion throne and, due to the Buddha’s power, expound
the Dharma with the Buddha’s eloquence (i.e., as eloquently as the Buddha him-
self)” (DhPAN Ch 149¢18 f: ... Sy FJAARTFEE, DAFS ST RRRE. ).

% DHPAN Ch 150a13-14; D 161a6-7 (P 180a4-5; S 237a3-6): ’jam dpal gyis
smras pa | btsun pa sha ra dwa ti’i bu kho bos ni sems med pa’i dngos po shing
dang | rtswa dang | nags tshal 'di dag la de lta de ltar byin gyis briabs (DS : kyis
rlabs P) na yang ’di dag kyang de Ita bu’i mtshan dang ldan zhing sangs rgyas kyi
spobs pas chos ston par ’gyur ro |. — Without the aspect of plants, etc., assuming
the Buddha’s body, a similar idea is also expressed at Lank 102,5-8 (Gunabhadra:
T 16.670: 492c17-19): “Due to the miraculous influence of the Tathagata’s arrival
(cf. Tib. byon pa; Gunabhadra: entering the city [ A35]), even herbs, shrubs, trees
and mountains and all kinds of musical instruments ... emit [inspired] sounds [as if
they were sentient/rational]; how much more [will this hold good for beings who
are actually] sentient/rational” (trnagulmavrksaparvata api ... vividhani ca vadya-
bhandani ... tathagatapravesadhisthanena pravadyante, kirh puna(h) ... sacetana(h)).
The commentator Jfianavajra remarks that pravadyante refers to sounds of
expounding the Dharma (Tj P pi 175a4: sgra ’byin zhes pa ni chos ston pa’i sgra
ste). He adds (ibid. a7-8) that external things do not really assume such a nature
(phyi rol de Ita bu’i ngo bor gyur pa ni med do); rather, through the miraculous
influence of the Buddha they merely appear like this (de ltar snang ba tsam du zad
kyi) to sentient beings who have accumulated sufficient merit.
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92. The passage has already been discussed by W. SHIRATO (1998:
15b).- Drawing attention to the fact that the text expressly character-
izes plants as being devoid of mind (sems med pa, (), which
probably indicates insentience,”® she is-careful enough not to connect
this passage with the pre-doctrinal early Buddhist view on plants. She
merely takes it to express an idea that is, in certain Far Eastern texts,
somehow associated with the concept of the Buddha-nature of plants.
I agree, provided that this is not meant to suggest that this concept is
already, albeit tacitly, presupposed by the DhPAN. Even if this were
the case, it would be an idea based on specifically Mahayana presup-
positions, without any evidential value for early Buddhism. But I
should rather understand the passage in a sense similar to those which
describe plants, as well as other insentient things, as miraculously
reacting to an extraordinary event and paying homage to the Buddha
or Bodhisattva (see Pt. I, ch. 5.2.2). To make Mara the Evil One, and
afterwards also Sariputra, or even insentient things like plants, ap-
pear like the Buddha and teach the Dharma is, as is explicitly stated in

5% Sxt. *acittaka. Even if we take “devoid of mind” to correspond to Skt. aceta-
na and to mean, in the first place, “lacking intellect”, there is no indication in the
text that this is meant to contrast with mere sentience (as a property which even
plants should not be denied), even less so in view of the other things, like walls or
the sky, which the power of the Buddha may also make preach (see § 93). The pas-
sage DhPAN D 148b4 = Ch 145c16-17 (on the application of mindfulness to the
body) may not be relevant to the issue. In a list of items with which the meditator
should compare the present body, the passage seems, at first glance, to enumerate
grasses and trees (rtswa dang shing, E27K) along with definitely insentient and life-
less things like walls (rtsig pa, #5E£) and lumps of clay (bong ba, *losta), or rubble
(‘tiles and stones’ F,f5). However, in this passage, the underlying Sanskrit expres-
sions are probably #na (“grass” but also “straw”) and kastha (“[piece of dead]
wood”, cf. § 19.1), not vrksa, i.e., what is meant is not so much living plants but

things of little value, as is corroborated by the fact that the Tibetan version adds
* “reflected image” (mig yor, *pratibhdsa). On the other hand, in the case of Mafiju-
§r1’s exercise of miraculous control, there is no reason why the grasses and trees
should not be living plants.

51 DHPAN D 161a7-b3; Ch 150a14-21.
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the case of Mara and Sariputra,” merely a temporary change of ap-
pearance and is, in the first place, meant to illustrate Mafijusri’s (or,
indirectly, the Buddha’s) extraordinary miraculous power (adhi-
sthana).>® :

93. In Sthiramati’s commentary on the Mahayanasitralankara, the
capacity of the Buddha to make insentient things like trees or walls or
the sky expound the Dharma® is classified as “miraculous produc-
tion of speech”. (van-nirmana).® The same explanation is found in
the *Buddhabhimisitra-upadesa,”® compiled by Hsiian-tsang on the

%2 DHPAN D 162b1-2 (P 181a7-8; S 238b6-7; Ch 150b14-15): “Then, Mafijusri
the youth withdrew this [exercise of] miraculous control (adhisthana). Thereupon,
the Elder Saradvatiputra as well as Mara the Evil One reassumed their respective
original bodily appearance” (de nas ’jam dpal gzhon nur gyur pas byin gyis brlabs
de [DS : te P] phyir bsdus so || de nas gnas brtan $a ra dwa ti’i bu dang | bdud sdig
can yang rang rang gi gzugs kyi mtshan dang ldan par gyur [DS : ’gyur P] to |).

503 An ingenious answer to the question why, on some occasions, the Buddhas
make animals or even trees preach is quoted by DE LA VALLEE POUSSIN (1929: 797)
from the MPPU (712a17-26): Since a preaching animal is quite uncommon, most
people will trust it. But some might think that all sentient beings, hence also ani-
mals, are deceitful. If, however, insentient things like trees utter sound, there is no.
reason for distrust.

3% For this idea, cf. also Siks 284,8-9.

%5 SAVBh, P mi 151a5-6 (D mi 134b7-135a1; ad MSA IX.58ab): “That due to
[the Buddha’s] miraculous power (*adhisthana) the sound of preaching the Excel-
lent Doctrine (saddharma) arises even from things like the sky, walls and trees: this
means that [the purified dharmadhatu of the Buddhas] is endowed with salvific
(upaya) action consisting in the miraculous production of speech (vari-nirmana)”
(byin gyis brlabs kyis nam mkha’ dang| rtsig pa dang| shing la sogs pa las kyang
dam pa’i chos ’chad pa’i sgra 'byung ba ni ngag sprul pa’i thabs kyi las can zhes
bya’ol)). Similarly: ibid. 151b3-4 (D 135a5).

506 T 26.1530: 325a22-24: “(There are three kinds of miraculous transformation
with regard to speech (E&{t. = van-nirmana): 1. connected with one’s own body ...;
2. connected with another’s body ...;) 3. not connected with any body: when [the
Buddha miraculously] transforms things like-mountains, the sea, grasses and trees
or even the sky [in such a way that they] emit sounds and preach the Great Doctrine.
Such [actions] are all called ‘acts of speech [due to] miraculous transformation’.”
(=, FEBHEME. 58 LIEEREE hEEZ TS RAOEE. INEELRMLEE
%£,) The three kinds of van-nirmana are already found in BoBh 46,6-11, where the
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basis of Indian sources, which even echoes our DhPAN passage.’”
Mafijusri’s power may, as SHIRATO suggests, be rooted in his aware-
ness of the “essential character” of all dharmas, i.e., their ultimate
.emptiness, but this hardly warrants far-reaching conclusions; it may
simply mean that his deep experience of the illusory nature of phe-
nomena enables him to make them appear in any form he wants.
When, however, the True Essence of all dharmas was identified with
Buddha-nature in the sense of a potential for, or hidden presence of,
Awakening and when the possible implications of this identification
were fully realized and accepted, the teaching of the Dharma by in-
sentient things — which came to play an important role in the Far
Eastern context — could easily come to be explained by, or used to
corroborate, the fact that Buddha-nature is present even in them and
is actualized by the Awakening and the resulting spiritual power of a
sentient being. In fact, our DhPAN passage is expressly adduced by
Annen (ZZ#%) in support of the idea that under the influence of some-
one else’s mind even “grasses and trees” may resolve to awaken, cul-
tivate the Path and attain Buddhahood,”® whereas Shoshin G&[E) and
others confute such an interpretation (cf. § 143).

2.2. Mahaparinirvanasitra (2): ‘Chapter on Religious Practice’

94. The second passage adduced by Annen and discussed by Sho-
shin does not refer to insentient things expounding the Dharma but
does mention the possibility of their transformation into sentient be- -
ings. It comes from Dharmaksema’s version of the (Mahayanist)

‘miraculously created speech not connected [with any living body]’ (asarmbaddham
van-nirmanam) is speech that issues from the sky or from a miraculously created
sentient being, due to the miraculous power (*adhisthana) of Buddhas and bodhi-
sattvas, as *Sagaramegha explains (Tj sems-tsam D yi 84a3).

3077 26.1530: 325a11f: “Secondly, [miraculous transformation regarding the
body that is] connected with another’s body: when, e.g., [the Buddha, or Mafijusri,]
transforms King (<*devaputra) Mara[’s body] into the Buddha’s body.” (=, ft&#H
FE. SBEE BHEE.)

%98 Bodaishin 484¢9-12; SUEKIT 1991: 45.
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Mahaparinirvana-sitra (MPS), more precisely: from its latter part,
which is not represented in the other versions.’® The passage is found
in the ‘Chapter on Religious Practice (brahmacarya)’, in the context
of a statement that asserts that the benevolence (maitri) of Buddhas
and bodhisattvas is distinguished from that of §ravakas and pratyeka-
buddhas in that it is not mere wishful thinking but actually has ef-
fect.’'® This is corroborated by pointing out that when Buddhas or
(advanced) bodhisattvas contemplate earth as gold, or earth as water,
etc., and vice versa, such a transformation really takes place,’" in
accordance with their wish.’”? Their transformative power is, however,
not confined to the elements. Rather, they may even transform, by
means of their contemplation, real sentient beings (i 4:) into non-
sentient things (like plants)™®, and non-sentient things into real
sentient beings.”™

5% The Indian origin of this part of the text is doubtful. According to Hubert
DURT (1994: 66), it “is probably a product of Indianized Central Asia”.

510 MPSDh 454b18-20. For a similar idea with regard to compassion, see Fo-
hsing lun #1554 (T 31.1610) 797a8-10: “In the case of compassion (*karund), there
is only the thought of saving [sentient beings] from suffering, but no real saving
from suffering. In the case of Great Compassion (*mahdakaruna), there is both the
thought and real [saving]” (F&E, (BHEHEZ L, BHEE. KEE, B OEE.).

51 The situation is thus entirely different from the case of a magician or juggler
(mayakara) who tricks people into seeing earth as gold [even when they have the
(untransformed) object] before their very eyes (cf. T 32.1646: 313¢10-11: ZIJET BE
RETEAN 5 R15E4.). The gold that results from the transformative volition of
Buddhas and advanced bodhisattvas serves the purpose and can be forged into
golden vessels (T 48.2016: 771a9-13 and 19-24; as for §ravakas, see ibid. 771a25—
b2).

*' MPSDh 454b20-23: ETEEE ... HEBE BWERL HfFAHE AIEHA ..,
FEEREL EEEE.

313 of. T 38.1767: 139b12: “Non-sentient things: i.e., grasses and trees” FER4E
% HIREA,). |
_ 7 MPSDh 454b23.25: R RERIERE, WHRERERE, BHEA HEH

o
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95. In an Indic Buddhist context, this is, admittedly, a somewhat
unusual idea.’ In the case of the elements, the idea that one of them
may be transformed into another through the power of meditative
concentration is well attested from the canonical period onward, on

“the premise that one element or mineral contains all the others in a
latent form.”' The idea, however, that a Buddha or bodhisattva may

315 A transformation of humans into trees and vice-versa (for a couple of in-
stances see FINDLY 2008: 302-311) does not, of course, pose serious problems for
most Hindus or for the Jainas, for whom plants are included in the realm of sentient
beings participating in karma-directed sarhsara; nor does a temporary transforma-
tion into an insentient object, as, e.g., the transformation of AhalyZ into a stone due
to a curse. Cf. also fn. 525.

316 AN 11T 340,29-341,11; Sariyuktagama (T 2.99) 128¢23—129a5; MPPU 148a7-
13 (with v.1. 7K, cf. LAMOTTE 1949: 731-732), referred to by Chih-i in the Mo-ho
chih-kuan EET1EEE (T 46.1911: 32¢2-4) and quoted in extenso in Chan-jan’s com-
mentary (T 46.1912: 246b27—c3); cf. YBh 56,10-14; BoBh 42,1-14; T 15.614:
278b19-22; AKVy 33,10-15; 125,9-11 (ad AKBh 53,14). — Though embedded in a
different context, the idea shows some similarity to the Sankhya “theory of every-
thing consisting of everything else” (sarvasarvatmakatva-vada, for which see WEZz-
LER 1981, esp. 388—400 and 406—407; 1987a: 170-181; 1992a: 287-300), oz, if we
look at the matter from the more specific point of view of the latent presence of the
result in the cause, the “theory of the product [prelexisting [in the cause]” (sat-
karya-vada). It may be interesting in this connection to mention the fact that at least
much of the phraseology and imagery of the Tathagatagarbha-siitra, the preshma—
bly earliest text propounding the doctrine of tathagatagarbha, has a strong (though
probably unreflected) tinge of satkdrya-vada (see ZIMMERMANN 2002, e.g., pp. 80;
87; 141). In terms of the categories “nature” ({4:) and “function” (Fg), the necessity
of a latent pre-existence of the product is explicitly asserted in the Ta-sheng chih-
kuan fa-men AFEIFERIEFT (T 46.1924: 642b5-22), a text of disputed authorship
(see MAGNIN 1979: 80-104), ascribed to Hui-szu (&, 515-577) or T’an-ch’ien
(238, 542-607: MAGNIN 1979: 97-98 n. 106): Unless sentient beings had Buddha-
nature, they could not become Buddhas, even if they practised the Path (642b20).
Only on the basis of being endowed with the nature (%) of the cause, the practice
and the fruit are they able to actualize these (642b21-22). It is just as gold could
never become a vessel and function as such were it not already endowed with the
nature of a vessel from the outset (642b13-18). It may thus perhaps be worth con-
sidering the possibility that one root (and meaning) of the T’ien-t’ai (and Hua-yen)
idea of everything being contained in everything may be the fact that everything
may, either in the course of sammsara or through miraculous transformation, become,
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transform sentient beings into insentient things and insentient things
into sentient beings is more problematic. If we were to assume that
‘sentient’ and ‘insentient’ refer merely to a conventional distinction
while in reality the so-called ‘insentient things’ like plants and per-
haps even pebbles, etc., also have life and rudimentary sentience, this
would render the transformation conceivable but contradict another
passage of the text according to which belief in the sentience of trees
is a false, i.e., non-Buddhist, view.””” If, however, the expression ‘in-

or appear in, everything, or has been everything in the past (which holds good even
for the Buddha, and may be regarded as a presupposition of his compassion: see
STONE 1999: 181). This would, regardless of considerable differences in systematic
embedding and application, basically correspond to the two aspects of the sarva-
sarvatmakatva-vada: the latent presence of the product in the cause before its mani-
festation as well as after its disappearance (see WEZLER 1992a: 295-296 n. 20). Cf.
also the expression “one is (in) all, all is (in) one” (—El—4Y] —YJE1—, —F—4]]
—{Jd—, etc.), frequent in Hua-yen treatises (e.g., T 35.1732: 18c27-28; 1733:
111a25; 144c20;/45.1883: 680c18; 1868: 514b17 and 19-20) and (if we disregard the
sequence) exactly corresponding to the Sankhya phrase sarvam ekam ekam ca
sarvam (WEZLER 1981: 371; 388; 406). Whether this no doubt striking correspon-
dence (cf. also fn. 528) is the result of Sankhya influence, or rather a parallel devel-
opment remounting, somehow, to a common pattern of early Indian thinking, or just
a coincidence, is a question I must leave unanswered. — Cf., in this connection,
also the dGe-lugs-pa explanation of the different perception of water as water, pus
or nectar by humans, pretas and celestial beings, respectively: the liquid contains
three parts, serving, respectively, as the material cause of water, pus and nectar
under the influence of the karma of the three types of beings, whereas the whole
liquid turns into water, pus or nectar, respectively, when one of these beings tries to
drink it (mKhas-grub rJe dGe-legs-dpal-bzang [1385-1438]: sTong thun chen mo
[sKu-’bum-byams-pa-gling Par-khang 2001] fols. 209b5-218b5 = pp. 418,5-436,5,
esp. fols. 211a1-212a2 = pp. 421,1-423,2. I owe thlS information to Prof. Dorji
WANGCHUK).

17 See § 53.2.3 with fn. 291. According to T 42.1828 (Tun/Tao-lun’s comm. on
the Yogacarabhiimi): 711c9-10, the non-Buddhists who believe that plants have
[sentient] life are people of the West (i.e., in this case, India) who are called Nir-
granthas because by going naked they want to show that they are free from bonds,
ie., the Jains (FAHEINE BIEMK DURBERE B@RERth, 5T ERE®). Cf. also
the Vinaya material referred to in § 13 and the passage from the so-called Sirarm-
gama-sijtra discussed in § 55. Of particular interest in this connection is a remark
by Ch’eng-kuan (T 36.1736: 400a20-22; cf. KAMATA 1965: 453) in which he ex-
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sentient’ is taken in a strict sense, viz., as the total lack of sentient life,
and the distinction between ‘sentient’ and ‘insentient’ as a fundamen-
tal one (sentient beings subject to suffering and rebirth versus insen-
tient things not involved in karma-directed sarhsara), the transforma-
" tion from one category into the other, at least if taken as definitive,
would pose serious problems. In the case of a sentient being, being
definitively reduced to an insentient thing by somebody else would
mean escaping from sarhsara without having practised the Path, and
the transformation of an insentient thing into a sentient being would
amount to the creation of a new sentient being that did not exist be-
fore (apirvasattva).”™ In the context of the Far Eastern concept of the
Buddha-nature of plants, however, the transformation from insentient
to sentient would make sense if taken to mean that a so-called insen-
tient (but subliminally or potentially sentient) being is, somehow,
stimulated to -develop full sentience in order to realize its Buddha-
nature.’” But there is no indication in the context of the passage un-

pressly rejects a (definitive) transformation of sentient beings into insentient things
and vice versa because it amounts to a wrong view not different from that of [cer-
tain] non-Buddhist people (#ER4E) who think that fresh, growing (£, i.e., vege-
tatively alive) plants have [sentient] life (&%) ([FEIEE, FEERE, FIEME T2
YHERAE FHAFERHEdr). What Ch’eng-kuan has in mind in this passage is, how-
ever, not so much the MPSDh. He (400a19-20) rather alludes to the aforementioned
Saramgama-sitra. According to this text (Str 138¢23-25 u. 139a10-11; HSUAN Hua
2003: 203 f), which seems to make use of popular belief, the spirit (}&%#) [of cer-
tain sentient beings] may, on account of habitual dullness and ‘dried-up’ disturbed
thoughts (f5#E@17E), transform into earth, wood, metal or stone ({L&+AREH),
and certain birds generate offspring by incubating a clod or a fruit, the parents end-
ing up becoming the food of their offspring (A01+ 5% MIBEE 5, KIEEE DIEE
HEBHT, T KT EEHE; cf. HDC7: 1041as.v. IEE ©; cf. also X 12.275:
429216-17: ILEARIN (HEG R T 2 BEk). _

18 Cf. Shikan shiki 250a1-2 and 248b5-7. For the rejection of sentient beings
really becoming insentient beings and vice-versa, see also Saichd’s Hokke shitku 15
#3547, quoted in Shinjo shiki 713,11: B LOREREKE D, EOZY TREE L.

51 This is how Annen (Bodaishin 484c12-16) uses the passage, significantly
mentioning only the contemplation of non-sentient beings as sentient beings but not
the opposite case. Annen’s quotation of the passage (BRFERELIBRA) is some-
what ambiguous (perhaps a blend of MPSDh 454b24 [see fn. 514] and 453a8 [see
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der discussion that this is the idea the Mahaparinirvana-sitra wants
to convey.

96. In his commentary (Ta pan-nie-p’an ching shu KRR E
)™ on the passage,’” Kuan-ting (JEJH: 561-632) starts with the
suggestion that the transformation, as far as sentient and insentient
beings are concerned, should be taken as a purely phenomenal one,
i.e., in the sense that they are merely caused to appear as the opposite,
in contrast to the elements, in the case of which the transformation is
admitted to be real.” But this, too, is problematic because, as Kuan-
ting has another master object,’ the phraseology is exactly the same
in both cases, stressing as it does the reality of the process (“there is
no deception”: #EE E ). Nor does the phraseology favour an inter-
pretation of the passage as purporting merely a switching over to a
different level of understanding, like, e.g., the recognition that where
we normally perceive a sentient being (in the sense of an enduring
unit) there is, in reality, nothing of the kind but only a cluster of tran-
sient skandhas, or, conversely, the deliberate treatment, in conven-
tional terms, of the skandha cluster as a sentient being.”*

fn. 524]). His explanation, too, is not quite clear, but as I understand it he takes the
sentence to cover both a change of perspective (i.e., recognizing the Buddha-nature
in grasses and trees and thus coming to know their being on a par with sentient
beings) and a real transformation (i.e., their definitive transformation into actual
Buddhas, see § 146). Cf. also WATANABE 2008: 73b, quoting from the Hyakudai
jizaibo (B RE B 1EJE), where it is stated that because sentient and insentient beings
have the same nature (—f&) one may transform into the other.

520 On Kuan-ting’s commentary on the MPS (T 38.1767), transmitted in a form
revised by Chan-jan, cf. PENKOWER 1993: 478.

521 T 38.1767: 139b8-b22, quoted, with explanations from‘ subcommentaries, in
Shikan shiki 250a5-b7. Cf. Sanjin-gi shiki 331a2-11 and Rokusoku senyd ki in
HANANO 1976b: 129b1-14.

322 T 38.1767: 139b8-10.
5237 38.1767: 139b10-13.

%24 Cf. T 38.1767: 139b13-15. The converse aspect (viz., that of a clustér of
skandhas being conventionally termed a sentient being) is taken from Hui-yiian’s
(E5%, 523-592) comment on the phraseologically similar passage MPSDh 453a8-9
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97. The most probable interpretation, in my opinion, would be to
understand the transformation as a real but temporary transformation,
in the sense that a certain sentient being is made to assume, for a cer-
tain period, not only the physical shape but also the function of a cer-
tain insentient thing, and vice versa (like the tree in the DhPAN pas-
sage discussed in ch. 2.1). If this is correct, we would still have to ask
whether the transformation of the sentient into something insentient is
indeed meant to involve a (temporary) lapse into an unconscious
state®™ or whether the transformed sentient being merely assumes, in

(RIERERBRE, NERERIERLE.), viz.,, T 37.1764: 749b21-25, where the
explanation comprises both aspects (as well as an alternative). In Kuan-ting’s com-
mentary (T 38.1767: 139b14-15), the converse aspect is illustrated by a reference to
the statement of MPSDh 380a25 that in all dharmas there is the nature of bliss (Z7%%
1, see § 63). In view of the context this can perhaps be understood in a similar
sense as Hui-ylian’s example (viz., in the sense that in all those dharmas = skandhas
that make up what is conventionally called a sentient being there is, somehow, the
nature of bliss), and this would also agree with Kuan-ting’s understanding of the
phrase in-other contexts (see § 65.3). But there may be other ways of interpreting
Kuan-ting’s remarks, which have indeed given rise to controversial interpretations
in the tradition (cf. HANANO 1976b: 139b—149a; for HANANO the aforementioned
statements refer to the interpretation of the text by the “other master”, whom he
identifies as Chi-tsang). — Kuan-ting’s commentary (T 38.1767: 139b16-19) con-
tinues with a remark that has, in view of the introductory “I ask ...” (FAR), to be
taken as Chan-jan’s addition (cf. PENKOWER 1993: 478). According to this remark,
the MPS passage under discussion (sc. 454b23-25) presupposes the T’ien-t’ai view
that for Buddhas and (advanced) bodhisattvas the sentient individual (as the pri-
mary result of karma: IF = JE¥R) and the insentient ‘support’ or environment (as the
by-product of karma: {ft = {¥) are not two and yet two (R_[fj—), two and yet
not two (Z[fii-~), and is aimed at pointing out that they can make other sentient
beings [have?] the same [experience?] (RE4FRAEIRELNE), which is a definitive
transformation (7k##). The commentary adds that such an interpretation would not
be impossible in the case of a temporary transformation either (T 38.1767: 139b19-
20: FEEEE NEERTE), which could perhaps mean that a Buddha or bodhisattva
may also manifest the non-duality of sentient beings and the environment to others
temporarily (as in the DhPAN passage discussed in ch. 2.1), and that this is done in
such a way that what is being transformed is itself not aware of the transformation
(139b20: JRHEEE T E F2A).

525 Cf. Tzit-hsiian (FE&, see § 55), who in his commentary on the passage of the
Saramgama-sitra referring to the transformation of sentient beings into earth, wood,
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actuality but only temporarily, the outward form and the function of
an insentient thing while still remaining sentient within.’* Likewise,

etc. (see fn. 517), emphasizes that the transformation does not involve insentience
forever and that those beings, when their karmic retribution is exhausted, re-enter
ordinary sarhsaric life, just like the ‘unconscious heavenly beings’ (cf. § 21), who
also ‘come down’ when their karma is used up (T 39.1799: 924b10-11: FEEZ#
1&. T, IIHEEKEE). Cf. also X 37.661: 230b22-23, referring to non-Bud-
dhists being capable of transforming themselves into a stone until the end of the
cosmic period (kalpa). -

526 This seems to be the opinion of Kakuchd (HANANO 1976b: 129b11-13; cf.
fn. 485) when he suggests that the MPS passage under discussion should be under-
stood in terms of a transformation of matter only, viz., of external matter into a
(part of the) body and vice versa (fRIE_ 4 F#H), in analogy to Revata’s making
the member of another’s body a member of his own body (A& L EM B HEC
E43; 1 don’t know the story). In this case there is a transformation of the body but
the mind remains the same as before (St 85/ BL0E). The transformation of
the body of a sentient being into the shape of an external thing and vice versa can be
understood analogously (ffR1E A EEXER]4); it does not involve a transition from
sentient to insentient or vice versa. — Another text which comes to mind in this
connection is a passage of the Sangharaksitavadana (cf. PANGLUNG 1981: 8-9
[with further references]), viz., GM IIL.4: 38,14-17 and, with an explanation of the
karmic background, GM IIL.4: 44,16 ff (see also VOGEL & WILLE 1996: 256,33-36
and 263,15 ff; Divy 209,6-8 and 211,27 ff). In this passage, the Venerable Sangha-
raksita is reported to have seen, on a journey to places turning out to be special hells,
sentient beings (sattva) that have been reborn in the form of posts and walls, trees,
leaves, flowers and fruits, ropes, brooms, mortars, bowls (tattu, cf. BHSD s.v. tattu
‘and khatu(2)) and cauldrons. This need not, however, mean that these sentient be-
ings have become insentient, and it surely does not imply that ordinary posts, walls,
and trees, etc., are, somehow, sentient beings. Rather, what has happened in these
cases is that persons who had formerly spoilt certain objects belonging to the
Sangha or had made illegitimate use of them for personal needs, etc., were reborn
in the form of precisely these objects. It is therefore highly probable that being
reborn in these forms, since it is a punishment, entails suffering. This is made clear
in a reference to this passage found in Chih-i’'s Mo-ho chih-kuan (JEESF[IFER:
T 46.1911: 124a3-5): “Just as the hell-features of the hells described in the stitra of
Sangharaksita are different: in some [hell, Sangharaksita] sees that the flesh has
become earth and is ploughed by others, in others the body is like a tree or forest
and cut off by a crowd, in yet others it is like a mountain, a house or a garment” (4[]
AR Frap it BV F. RS ARHSMATH, SR B EMRFTHENT, &
A0 R A17K, ). Actually, in a Chinese version of the Sangharaksita story
(T 17.749, esp. 567b13 ff and 568c17 ff) most objects (a large piece of ground, a jar,
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we may ask whether the transformation of an insentient object into a
sentient being involves the object actually becoming conscious (per-
haps due to the transformed object being temporarily entered or pos-
sessed, so to speak, by the Buddha’s or bodhisattva’s mind) or
“whether it is merely caused to perform the outward functions of a
being endowed with consciousness. But I do not perceive any clues
that might help to answer these questions in the case of the Mahapari-
nirvana-sitra passage under discussion. In any case, I seriously doubt
that the transformation is meant to imply a definitive, final transfer-
ence into the opposite category. That this is not.the case would also
seem to be supported by a parallel statement in the Buddhdavatamsaka,
according to which the playful displays (vikridita) of advanced bodhi-
sattvas include stuffing the body of a sentient being (*sattvakaya)
with, or transforming it into, a ‘field-body’ (*ksetrakaya)’”, ie., a
world or Buddha-field, and vice-versa, without impairing the original
status of either.’?

a post, a wall, a rope, etc., and also a forest and trees) are explicitly stated to consist
of flesh and to suffer pain.

527 See fn. 588.

SBBAVT S nga 270a3-7 (D ga 202b2-5; BAVB 649a22-28; BAvS 295a25-b1;
T 10.292: 634c18-24; from the Lokottara-parivarta, in a list of ten playful displays
of miraculous power (rnam par rtse ba = *vikridita) of bodhisattvas): “[1] On [the
basis of] the body of a sentient being, the bodhisattva miraculously creates/displays
(*adhitisthati, see fn. 497) a ‘field-body’, and yet does not cause the body of the
sentient being to burst open. ... [2] On [the basis of] a ‘field-body’, he miraculously
creates/displays the body of a sentient being, but does not cause the ‘field-body’ to
be compressed. ... [3] On [the basis of] a Buddha’s body he creates/displays the
body of an ordinary sentient being (Ch.: of a §ravaka or pratyekabuddha), without
however degrading (B, S: diminishing) the Buddha’s body. ... [4] On [the basis of]
the body of a S§ravaka or pratyekabuddha, he displays (*adarsayati?) the body of a
Tathagata, without however enlarging the body of the §ravaka or pratyekabuddha”
([11 byang chub sems dpa’ sems can gyi lus la zhing gi lus byin gyis rlob pa byed
kyang| sems can gyi lus ’byed par mi byed pa ... || [2] ... zhing gi lus la sems can gyi
lus byin gyis rlob kyang| zhing gi lus ’dres par yang mi byed pa ... || [3] ... sangs
rgyas kyi sku la sems can gyi lus byin gyis rlob kyang | sangs rgyas kyi sku dma’ bar
mi byed pa ... || [4] ... nyan thos dang rang sangs rgyas kyi lus la de bzhin gshegs
pa’i sku yongs su ston kyang | nyan thos dang rang sangs rgyas kyi lus rgya chen por
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2.3. ‘Amitabha-siitra’

98. Of the two passages quoted in the record of Nan-yang Hui-
chung (see § 90) in support of the idea that insentient things expound
the Dharma, the one stated to be from the ‘Amitabha-siitra’ runs as
follows: “Water, birds’® and groves, they all recite [the name of]**°

yang mi byed pa ...). The processes described in this passage presuppose an appar-
ent incongruity (kyang) between the object on which the bodhisattva displays his
miraculous power on the one hand and the changed appearance on the other, and at
least in [1] and [2] this incongruity would seem to result from a difference in size.
In the case of [1], it is easy to see that filling the limited body of a sentient being
with the whole world would normally explode it, but as for [2], there would not be
any problem in conceiving the ‘field’ as containing the body of a sentient being, or
even being filled with lots of them (cf. fn. 607). The incongruity only arises when
the display is understood to imply that the ‘field’ is practically transformed into the
body of a single sentient being, which would seem to imply its being compressed
into the size of the latter. This is why I have translated ’dres pa as “compressed”,”
presupposing it to represent a form of Skt. sar~v bhid (cf. Gv 64,27 asambhinna =
BAVT D ga 344b7 ma ’dres pa), which may mean “to mix” but also “to contract”
(cf. APTE s.v. sambhid and PW s.v. bhid + sam, quoting the expression sambhinrna-
sarvangam kiarmam, i.e., “a tortoise which has contracted, or drawn in, all its
limbs”), and would moreover explain the Chinese renderings as “to destroy” (i:
BAVS, #8#: T 10.292) and “to separate” (&: BAvVB) because sam-V bhid is also
used in the sense of “to break asunder”. — For the idea that while undergoing mi-
raculous transformation things still remain what they are, see also DBhS R 90,26-28
(K 192,2-3; cf. fn. 584): “In one single minute mote, [the bodhisattva of the tenth
stage] miraculously creates/displays one whole world-system ..., without increas-
ing that minute mote” (... ekasmin paramanurajasy ekam ... lokadhatum ... adhi-
tisthati, tac ca paramanurajo na vardhayati). — Cf. also the analogous contention
of the Sankhya proponents of the sarvasarvatmakatva-vada, viz., that each thing,
although having the nature of everything, is at the same time also itself (WEZLER
1981: 395-396 and 406—407; cf. fn. 516).

? Yet, “mixed up” may also do since the compression of the world may be

viewed as entailing a collapse of the spatial delimitations of its constituents.

529 Not “water birds” (as in passages like T 3.165: 395¢28, etc., or T 54.2128:
375a14, etc.), because Hui-chung immediately after the quotation adds the rhetori-
cal question: “Birds are, to be sure, sentient beings; but are water and trees sentient
beings?” (Tsu-t’ang-chi ch. 3, fol. 12,10-11 [Taiw. 62a10-11; YANAGIDA 1990: 165;
ANDERL 2004a: 622-623]: B2HE. KREEEHET.).

185



Pt. IT: Idea of the Buddha-Nature of Grasses and Trees and Early Buddhism

the Buddha, the Dharma and the Sangha” CkERT B2 531#3?{#7,@
=NiZ)

99. Normally, one would expect the quotation from the ‘Amitabha-
sitra’ to be from the Sukhavativyiha. Actually, according to the
Smaller Sukhavativyitha,* the Blissful Land abounds in various kinds
of colourful birds, stated to emit sounds proclaiming various Buddhist
teachings, which make the listeners recollect the Buddha the Dharma
and the Sangha (E+ R4 HEEE &8 - &F - &2f8). Sounds
produced by the jewel-trees stirred by soft breezes have the same ef-
~ fect, but in this case the text does not say that the sounds proclaim
Buddhist teachings; they are merely qualified as delicate or sweet (£
b, Skt. valgu and manojiia), comparable to the sound of diverse mu-
sical instruments. Thus, taken by itself, the passage does not serve the
purpose of scriptural evidence for insentient beings expounding the
Dharma. But it may be understood to corroborate this idea if it is read
in the light of the “Siitra on the Contemplation of Amitayus” (Kuan
wu-liang-shou ching BifEE3E£K).5* Actually, two statements of this
sttra, taken together, come much closer to the wording, of Hui-
chung’s quotation. In connection with the sixth contemplhtion of .
Sukhavati to be practised by a person who wants to be reborn there,
the text describes one feature to be contemplated as follows: “The
sounds emitted by water, birds, groves and the Buddhas all proclaim

330 The reason for rendering s&{#, etc., in this way instead of “recollecting the
Buddha” will be given below (§ 99).

331 The same quotation at T 47.1986: 507¢10-11 reads 7&% instead of B .

32T 12,366 (transl. by Kumarajiva, ca. 402): 347a12-24; (INAGAKI 1994: 354
355; GOMEZ 1996: 147 [## 11-13]); Skt.: Sukh-2 ## 6-7 (M 94,17-95,14; V 255,10-
23; GOMEZ 1996: 17-18 [## 11-13]).

533 Said to have been translated by Kalayasas between 424 and 442, but of dis-
puted origin: cf. FUIITA 1990; PAS 1995: 35-52; YAMABE 1999: 19-22 and 499—
500 (suggesting the area around Turfan as the likely point of origin and emphasiz-
ing the importance of cross-cultural interactions for the production of this type of
texts.).
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the excellent Dharma” (CKEMSA KEARERE FriE® HEWDE).™
Another passage (fifth contemplation) states that colourful birds with
melodious voices “constantly praise the recollection of the Buddha,
the Dharma and the Sangha” (HE &S FIRRE HESHRESR
{&).”* By combining the subject of the first passage with the predicate
of the second one (which evokes the wording of the paragraph from
the Smaller Sukhavativyiha from which I started), we almost arrive at
the wording of Hui-chung’s quotation, provided that 75§ (etc.) is no
longer understood as “recollect the Buddha” but as “recite [the name
of] the Buddha”.

100. Even though the above-quoted passage of the ‘Contemplation
Sttra’ juxtaposes the expounding of the Dharma by birds and trees
with the expounding of the Dharma by the Buddhas, this is hardly
sufficient to justify the assumption that the passage presupposes, in its
original context, anything like the Buddha-nature of plants, or their
sentience. That even birds and trees preach the Dharma may simply
be just one of the miraculous features of Sukhavati due to the
immeasurable ‘merit’ (punya) and the Vow of the Buddha Amitayus,
or may be an effect of his miraculous influence (adhisthana, cf. § 91),
his capacity for miraculous productions (nirmana).® Actually, in the
case of the birds, the Smaller Sukhavativyiiha expressly states that
even the birds themselves are indeed miraculously produced (nirmita)
by Amitayus,” and in the ‘Contemplation Sitra’, too, they are stated

34T 12.365: 344b18-19 (INAGAKT 1994: 338). Cf. also 343b7-8 (INAGAKI 1994:
331): The practitioner will hear water currents, light, jewel-trees and water birds
preach the Excellent Dharma (fTEER KIEHE KEEE REESE HR9D).
For water preaching the Dharma, see also 342b29—c1 (INAGAKI 1994: 327).

%33 T 12.365: 342¢3-4 (INAGAKT 1994: 327).

%36 Occasionally (e.g., T 12.365: 343c15-16 and 21-22; INAGAKI 1994: 334), even
the hosts of Buddhas and bodhisattvas that manifest themselves time and again are
expressly declared to be “transformations” ({k), i.e., miraculous productions
(nirmana).

37 Sukh-2 # 6 (M 95,3-4; V 255,15-16; GOMEZ 1996: 17 [# 12]): te punah paksi-
samghds tenamitdyusa tathagatena nirmita dharmasabdar niscarayanti.
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to be [miraculous] transformations of light.**® Sukhavati is a realm
without evil destinies, which include that of animals; hence, the pres-
ence of real birds is ruled out. On the other hand, it has to be a beauti-
ful realm, and without sweet-voiced colourful birds an essential ele-
ment of the concept of a beautiful place would be missing. But
Sukhavati is also conceived of as a place most suitable for spiritual
perfection, and for this reason Amitayus makes the birds appear not
just for the sake of embellishment but also with a salvific function,
viz., preaching the Dharma. As for plants, their real presence is less
problematic because they are not sentient beings at all. Still, their be-
ing subject to withering and decay was felt unsuitable for an ideal
realm. For this reason, plants in Sukhavati are ‘mineralized’ by being
conceived of as consisting of jewels and precious metals. At the same
time, in their case, too, the sound they are made to emit when touched
by the wind is attributed a salvific function, which in the ‘Contempla-
tion Stitra’ is developed into trees preaching the Dharma. As in the
case of the birds, it suggests itself to understand this preaching, in its
original context, as a miraculous activity due to the influence of the
Buddha Amitayus, taking place in an ideal realm altogether different
from our earth. In the ‘Contemplation Siitra’, this realm is, to be sure,
imagined in a visual form,” and thus in a sense created in the mind
of the meditator, but on the whole>° the siitra does not give the im-
pression that this is intended to invalidate the existence of Sukhavati

38 T 12.365: 342¢3: N ESHEEE.
539 For details see BRETFELD 2003: 190-192, and PAs 1995: 173-177.

540 Le., unless one takes the occasional references to anutpattikadharmaksanti
(T 12.365: 341c22; 345a2 and 21; cf. DELEANU 2000: 70) to point to an ultimate
level of emptiness. But these references look somewhat perfunctory. They do not
occur in the central part of the text that teaches the visual imagining and contempla-
tion of Sukhavati, and do not seem to have any organic connection with its message.
They may even be secondary additions (two of them occur in the 14™ contemplation
which according to PAS 1995: 46—47 belongs to a secondary stratum of the text). Cf.
also the remarks in VETTER 2004: 69-70.
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as a yonder realm where one would like to be reborn.’*! Water, birds .
and trees preaching the Dharma are elements of this miraculous realm,
not of our world. In a historical perspective, there is little reason to
~ understand their preaching, already in the original intention of the
siitras, as symbolizing a non-verbal self-manifestation of an original
Buddha-nature inherent in all phenomena to spiritually mature per-
‘sons (cf. § 129.3.3).

2.4. Buddhavatarisaka (3). Samantabhadracarya-nirdesSa

101. The Buddhavatarnsaka passage adduced by Hui-chung from
Buddhabhadra’s translation of the Samantabhadracarya-nirdesa-
parivarta® may, if we follow his interpretation, be rendered as fol-

Clows: -+ o
“(The Buddhas preach, ** the bodhisattvas preach,) the
[Buddha-]fields preach, [ordinary] sentient beings preach,
[in?] the three times, everything preaches: (the bodhisattvas
distinctly know [all this preaching]).”**

Appearing side by side with sentient beings, the ‘fields’ (}I| = ksetra,
cf. Tib. zhing) are clearly the insentient, i.e., the ‘container-world’
(bhajanaloka) or environment, of which plants form part, as Ch’eng-
kuan (¥&#H, 738-839) explicitly states in a casual remark on the pas-
sage.* Hence, provided that the proposed translation, which (at least
in the crucial point) agrees with the understanding presupposed by

1 Just as in traditional Buddhism the dhydnas and aripyas as levels of medi-
tative concentration correspond to cosmological realms where one may be reborn.

342 st (SEREYT R, (BAVB 607a1-611a29 and BAvS 257¢7-26249.), Tib. Kun tu
bzang po’i spyod pa bstan pa’i le’u (BAvVT D ga 63a5-75a4; P shi 63b1-75b1; S nga
85b5-102a7). The Sanskrit title is confirmed by the manuscript indicated in fn. 549
(see also OTAKE 2007: 89).

B Lit.: expound [the Dharma]. ,

> BAVB 611a24-25: (EREIERR) FATAM =H—020 GEFEDFIAD.

?45_ T 35.1735: 506b19-21 (quotation of the verse under discussion) and, as an ex-
ample for the preaching of the ‘field(s)’, b24: “[When] the bodhi tree, etc., [preach,]
then [this means that] the environment preaches” GEHESERIZS T ER).
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Hui-chﬁng and Ch’eng-kuan, is accepted, the verse can rightly be
adduced as an instance for insentient beings like plants expoundmg
the Dharma. :

102.0. Howeyver, two questions arise. First, does this understanding
correspond to the original meaning of the verse, i.e., to what the verse
was intended to convey by the Indian author(s) of the text? Second, if
this question can be answered in the affirmative or if we take it for
granted that at least the translator, the Indian master Buddhabhadra,
understood the verse in this way: what are we entitled to conclude, in
the Indian context, from the statement that the ‘fields’ preach? |

102.1. a) As for the first question, caution is called for, because
when ¢comparing Buddhabhadra’s translation of the Buddhavatarisaka
with other translations (i.e., translations of single chapters apart,
Siksananda’s Chinese version and the Tibetan translation) or, if avail-
able, the Sanskrit original, one is, especially in the case of verses,
frequently confronted with serious disagreements and sometimes mis-
understandings,>* a fact not exactly surprising in view of the terse-
ness of the style and the specific ambiguities of Buddhist Sanskrit. To

%46 As an example, let me adduce a passage quoted by Fa-tsang %5 (T 35.1733:
363b19-21) as scriptural basis for the principle of mutual conditioning (3:#EAEH),
viz., Buddhabhadra’s rendering of DBhS VIII, final gatha 15cd: “The bodhisattvas-
have free command over the assemblage of causes and conditions, to the extent that
they can manifest physical appearances of Buddhas at will” (BAVB 567a20-21: E5E
RHE& e EE HERERE RBIFEMNM S, practically identical with
Kumarajiva’s translation [T 10.286: 523¢10-13]). The Sanskrit is given in DBhS K
151,12-13 as vaSipratyayasrayajindtmanadasrayams ca | darsenti te sugatakayavibhii-
sitangan |. In accordance with the corresponding prose section (DBhS K 141,3-6),
Tibetan (BAVT P 1i 134a3) and Siksananda (BAvS 201b28), this should be slightly
emended and re-organized to vasipratyaydsraya jinatmaja-asrayams ca | darsenti te
sugatakdya vibhisitangan |, and translated as “They (= the bodhisattvas of the
eighth stage) manifest bodies of [self-]Jcontrolled [persons] (i.e., §ravaka-arhats, cf.
BHSD 474a) and [persons awakened by a particular] cause (i.e., pratyekabuddhas,
cf. BHSD 375b), as well as bodies of bodhisattvas [and] Sugatas (= Tathagatas),
their limbs adorned.” Thus, in this case, the translation given by Kumarajiva and
Buddhabhadra is entirely misleading (perhaps due to a corrupt ms. reading some-
thing like *vasi pratyayacaya jinatmaja, asayac ca darSenti te sugatakaya ...7).
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be sure, in the case of the verse under discussion, Siksananda’s ren-
dering® substantially agrees with Buddhabhadra’s, apart from omit-
ting the reference to ‘the bodhisattvas’ preaching. But the Tibetan
translation® is, in addition, somewhat ambiguous as regards the syn-
tactical relation between the Buddhas, etc., and the act of preaching
or expounding.

b) Fortunately, the original wording of the verse has been pre-
served in a fragmentary manuscript of the last third (from vs. 78d
onward) of the verse portion of the Samantabhadracarya-nirdesa kept
in St. Petersburg and catalogued by MIRONOV. According to MIRO-
NoV’s faithful. reproduction of the manuscript text (ms. verso line

4bc), the verse reads thus:*
buddhanar ca nirdesari satvanirdesa ksetranirdesam |
buddhanari ca nirdesam vividhar jananti te ca vaimatran || 19
The verse is, like the other verses of the preserved portion of the text,
in the metre giti, but the 2™ gana in both lines (—-—, one mora too
many) and the 4™ gana in the first line (—-, one mora missing) are

T BAvVS 262a3-4 (once again with the proviso that Hui-chung’s and Ch’eng-
kuan’s understanding of the purport of the verse is correct): “Buddhas preach, sen-
tient beings preach, and lands preach too. [They] preach thus in [all] the three times.

" [The bodhisattvas] completely know [these] various [preachings]” (fisgR 4% K
DI +-56 _,'[:I;l:;'zljmaﬁ; FEER T4 of. CL.969). Dor’s (1982: 113 n.) critical re-
mark on BAvS (“... iibersetzt die Stelle platt und banal wie folgt: Buddhas predi-
gen ... mit den Lindern™) is off the mark because it is based on a misunderstanding
of KA, which does not mean “mit” (i.e., “with, by means of”’) but simply “and”;
see KARASHIMA 2001: 124; for BAVS cf., e.g., 198¢7 (A K[\ B) =DBhS K 132,10
(A B ca); 205a21-22 (A K24 B) = DBhS K 178,8-9 (A B ca); 207¢9 (AB kLA C) =
DBhS K 193,12-13 (A,B,C).

8 BAVT D ga 75a1-2 (P shi 75a6-7; S nga 102a3-4): “The detailed (shin tu =
*nir-) exposition of the Buddhas and the exposition of sentient beings, and likewise
the exposition of the ‘fields’, the detailed exposition of the three times: [all] this
manifold exposition they (= the bodhisattvas) also understand [in] all aspects”
(sangs rgyas shin tu bstan pa dang| sems can bstan dang de bzhin zhing rnams
bstan pa dang | dus rnams shin tu bstan pa dang | bstan pa sna tshogs rmam pa kun
kyang shes |).

54 MIRONOV 1914: 332 (no. 422). Cf. OTAKE 2007: 89.
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faulty. In the 2™ gana, the metre can easily be restored by reading °na
(/°na) for °nam (cf. °nirdesa ksetra® for nirdesarn ksetra® in the 5%
6™ gana of the first line, where ks does not make position), and satva®
in the 4™ gana of the first line may perhaps be read as satf“va® (—~+),
with geminate and split-vowel,” or with doubling of the following
consonant (sattvannir®).*' In addition, buddhanar in the second line
is repetitive and, in view of Ch. fif and Tib. dus rnams, surely a cor-
ruption of adhvana (/°nd).5* The fully written verse number would of
course be 119.* With the proposed emendations, the verse Would
read thus: ‘

buddhana ca nirdesar sattvannirdesa ksetranirdesarn |

adhvana ca nirdesari vividham jananti te ca vaimatram || 119
My translation:

“They (sc. the bodhisattvas) also know the mamfold varied™*

exposition of the Buddhas, of sentient bemgs ‘of the ‘fields’

and of the [three] times.”

¢) I have rendered nirdesa by “exposition”, because in Buddhist
texts the expression usually refers to a more or less detailed explana-
tion of a subject, or several subjects (sometimes contrasted with
uddesa as their mere enumeration). This is not incompatible with
preachmg if preaching is understood as a detailed explanation of
the Dharma. The crucial problem with the verse is rather the one al-
ready indicated in connection with the Tibetan translation, viz., the
syntactical relation between the Buddhas, etc., and the exposition (i.e.,
the act of expounding), in other words: the function of the genitives
(or virtual genitives in the compounds). Presupposing that all of them
are syntactically parallel: are they to be taken as subjective genitives,

5% Cf. OBERLIES 2001: 112-113 (# 21).
551 Cf. BHSG # 2.80.
3% Cf. BHSG ## 17.20 and 8.117-119.

553 The ms. omits the sign for one hundred throughout, except for the last verse
(121).

%54 For vaimdtra used as an adjective see BHSD s.v.
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as we would obviously have to take them if we follow Buddha-
bhadra’s or Siksananda’s version, at least if interpreted in line with
Hui-chung’s and Ch’eng-kuan’s utilization of the passage? Or should
we rather understand them as objective genitives?” In the latter case,
the verse would probably mean that the bodhisattvas know how to
elucidate or describe, in many ways, the Buddhas, [other] sentient
beings, the ‘fields’ and the three times (i.e., all beings and all dimen-
sions of space and time). This would seem to make excellent sense,
and to my mind sounds more natural than the idea that the bodhi-
sattvas know (i.e., understand, or can hear?) the exposition of the
Dharma by the Buddhas, [other] sentient beings, the ‘fields’ and the
three times. For we may; to be sure, interpret the last item as referring
not to the three times themselves but to the Buddhas, etc., in the three
times as the agents of preaching. But if the verse were intended to
enumerate the possible agents of preaching, one would surely expect
special mention to be made of bodhisattvas since they are by far the
‘most frequent agents of preaching in the Buddhavatamsaka.>* Unfor-
tunately, as far as I can see, the closer context of the Samantabhadra-
carya-nirdesa offers no help in deciding the matter. The surrounding

3% Both constructions are possible. E.g., in the sttra titles Vimalakirti-nirdesa or
Aksayamati-nirdeSa, the first member of the compound would seem to denote the
subject presenting the exposition (cf. Tib. Dri ma med par grags pas bstan pa and
Blo gros mi zad pas bstan pa; similarly Kumarajiva #£EESEFTER4K, but Hsilan-tsang:
BRIEIETEAZ); in the titles Samantabhadracarya-nirdesa (cf. fn. 542) or Sarva-
dharmapravrtti-nirdesa, on the other hand, the first member is clearly the object of
exposition.

38 In view of the metre, the absence of an equivalent to Buddhabhadra’s refer-
ence to the preaching of bodhisattvas in the original Sanskrit cannot be secondary.
On the other hand, the fact that in the BAv it is mostly bodhisattvas who expound
the Dharma may well have been a strong motive for Buddhabhadra to add an appo-
site reference to them in his translation if he indeed considered the verse to list the
agents of preaching. Still, in the case of the alternative interpretation, too, an enu-
meration of bodhisattvas as a separate category would make sense as well. To be
sure, here the motive for adding it may appear less strong than in the other case, but
in fact a corresponding item appears in both Buddhabhadra’s and Siksananda’s
translation of Gv 104,10-16 (see.fn. 557).
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. verses, too, are concerned with aspects of the knowledge or under-
standing of bodhisattvas, but I for one cannot recognize a systematic
connection between these aspects, or a logical principle of their se-
quence, that would help us to determine the precise meaning of the

- verse under discussion. - '

d) There is, however, a passage in the Gandavyitha that strongly
supports taking the genitives (and first members of the compounds) in
the sense of objective genitives. In this text,”’ the monk Indriye$vara
instructs Sudhana in a method of counting, or knowledge (jfiana),
employed by bodhisattvas when enouncing (nirdesa) one after the
other the names of the [ever remoter] world-systems (lokadhatu =
ksetra) in the ten directions, of the aeons (kalpa, i.e., the temporal
dimension and thus corresponding to adhvan), of the Buddhas, of
their teachings (dharma), of the [classes of??] sentient beings (sattva)
[they instruct?], and of [their salvific?] activities (karman). In view of
the striking coincidence of most aspects addressed in this passage as
objects of nirdesa with those mentioned in the Samantabhadracarya-
nirdesa verse under discussion it seems justified to understand the
original purport of the latter in line with this Gandavyiiha passage, i.e.,
to take the genitives (and the first members of the compounds) in the
sense of objective genitives. The original meaning of the verse would
thus have been that the bodhisattvas know how to enumerate the
names of countless Buddhas, the sentient beings [converted or trained
by them], their Buddha-fields and the aeons of the past, present and
future [in which those Buddhas were, are or will be active]. I wonder -
whether Buddhabhadra’s translation, and perhaps even Siksananda’s,

357 Gv 104,10-16 (BAVB 704¢17-20; BAVS 351a14-19): esa ... ganandnayo dasasu
diksu lokadhdtu-nama-parampara-nirdesesu pravartate bodhisattvanam| anena
ganandanayena bodhisattva dasasu diksu lokadhatu-nama-parampardrm ganayanti |
yatha lokadhatu-nama-parampara-nirdeSesu, evam ... kalpa-nama-paramparda-
nirdeSesu buddha-nama-parampara-nirdeSesu dharma-nama-parampara-nirdesesu
sattva-nama-parampard-nirdeSesu  karma-nama-parampara-nirdesesu| ... etam
ahan ...bodhisattva-jiianalokam janami|. Cf. perhaps also Gv 376,21-22 (vs. 45),
where it is stated that high-level bodhisattvas reflect without hindrance on the num-
ber of all [Buddha-]fields, kalpas, teachings (dharma) and Buddhas.
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might not originally have been intended to convey exactly ﬂ‘llS mean-
ing as well.?®

102.2. But even if we adopt Hui-chung’s and Ch’eng-kuan’s un-
derstanding of Buddhabhadra’s (and Siksananda’s) interpretation of
the genitives as subjéctive genitives, we are still left with the second
question, viz., the question of what we are, in the /ndic context, enti-
tled to conclude from the statement that even the ‘fields’ expound the
Dharma. Does such an idea receive some confirmation from other
passages of the Samantabhadracarya-nirdesa, or at least from other
texts belonging to the Buddhavatamsaka collection? As we shall see,
there are indeed passages in which elements of the environment are
declared to emit sounds of preaching. Even so, the crucial question in
the context of the present study is whether we are justified to assume
that this was considered, by the Indian masters, to be a conscious ac-
tivity, i.e., to imply the idea that these elements of the environment,
and especially plants, are sentient or even saintly beings. An exhaus-
tive investigation of this question would, however, by far exceed the
limits of the present investigation. The Buddhavatamsaka® is a huge
collection of various texts stemming, it seems, somehow from a
common ambience, but composed and amplified over some time’®
and thus by no means entirely homogeneous. Therefore a compre-
hensive utilization of the whole text, which would do justice to differ-
ent strands of thought and historical developments, would require
much more time than is available to me in the context of this study.
~ Besides, many verses of the Samantabhadracarya-nirdesa pose seri-

o 38y e., if f#, etc., in 3R, etc., were originally not meant to denote the gram-

matical subject of the verb &7 but were used adverblally (“exposition with reference
to the Buddhas”, etc.).

3% For the Sanskrit title of the sitra, see OTAKE 2007: 87—89.

_ *®For examples see VETTER 2004: 75-76 (Gv); NATTIER 2005 and 2007;
OTAKE 2007: 95-105. Though the question whether the collection as a whole was
compiled in India or rather in an Indianized ambience in Central Asia is contro-
versial (cf. HAMAR 2007b: 142; OTAKE 2007: 92-95), at least a number of impor-
tant texts of the collection (like DBhS, Gv or TUSN) are doubtless of Indian origin.
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ous problems and would require a separate in-depth study on the basis
of all transmitted versions,* including the Sanskrit fragment, which
~ still awaits full publication and critical editing;** MIRONOV’s cata-
logue reproduces only the first five and the last three verses of the
fragment. Thus, all I can offer for the time being is a very provisional
discussion of the question of what the preaching of elements of the
environment may have been considered to imply in the Samanta-
bhadracaryanirdesa and other texts of the Buddhavatamsaka in which
similar ideas are expressed.

103. For this purpose, I should like to start from the short explana-
tory remark which Ch’eng-kuan (&%) makes in his commentary on
the Buddhavatamsaka on the phrase that the ‘fields’ also preach,’®
using it as a kind of heuristic tool. As I am going to show, even the
explanations given by this representative of systematized Hua-yen
draw on conceptions.that are basically Indian.

104. According to Ch’eng-kuan’s commentary, the phrase that the
‘fields’ preach admits, brleﬂy, of three (not necessarily mutually ex-
clusive) explanations: It may be understood as referring to
1. the unimpeded miraculous, supranormal power (G&/J) [of the

Buddhas or advanced bodhisattvas],

561 Contrary to HobRép 38-39, T 10.293 ch. 40, T 10.296 and T 10.297 have
nothing to do with the Samantabhadracaryanirdesa but correspond to the Samanta-
bhadracaryapranidhana (Gv 428-436).

562 Though the handwriting of the ms. is quite clear, the fragment (1 folio) is
damaged on the left side, resulting in a loss of about two padas in every third verse.
In addition, there are, as in the verse discussed in § 102.1b, some more or less obvi-
ous textual corruptions. But the main problem consists in the terse style of the
verses and the morphological and syntactical ambiguities of Buddhist Sanskrit, on
account of which quite a few verses remain, at least for me, quite enigmatic. Fortu-
nately, most of them seem to be irrelevant for the present study. For an example
illustrating the difficulties, see § 107.2.3.

563 On the biography of Ch’eng-kuan, see HAMAR 2002; on his commentary on
the Buddhavatarhsaka (the Hua-yen-ching shu ZEEZHEH: T 35.1735, written 784
787), ibid. 50-53. ‘
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~2. [universal] pervasion or interpenetration (Ffiif), implying that if
one [element of the universe, e.g., the Buddha,] preaches, everything
preaches, and

3. the manifestation of the principle (Z8E), in the sense that bodhi-
sattvas, by merely coming into contact with an object, understand
[the truth] clearly and completely, so that contact with things func-
tions as teaching, as in the case of the fragrant food [in the realm of
the Tathagata Gandhottamakiita].’s*

2.4.1. First Explanation

105. 1. Ch’eng-kuan’s first explanation suggests, at first glance at
least, a situation similar to that of the passages discussed in ch. 2.1
and ch. 2.3: Though preaching is, in the first place, the function of the
omniscient Buddhas and next-to-omniscient high-level bodhisattvas,
they may, through their miraculous spiritual power or influence (anu-
bhava, adhisthana), not only inspire other persons,*® especially (less -
advanced?) bodhisattvas,” to expound the Dharma but even cause

% T35.1735: 871c7-10: AIREH, BE=, — #3870, — (9RE, —R—0R
i, = ¥R, RRAEEEEE T . RIS AE R,

%65 1 ike Mara in the passage discussed in ch. 2.1, or all kinds of deities and spir-
its in the initial chapter of the Buddhavatamsaka: BAvB 397b20-22, c24-25, etc., up
to 403c16-17, corresponding to BAvS 5¢19-21, etc., up to 21b2-3, and BAVT P yi
14b6-7, etc., up to 58a8-bl (sangs rgyas kyi mthus = *buddhanubhavena).

%66 Cf., e.g., Gv 17,13-14, 18,5-6, etc. In the initial chapters of the Buddhavatarh-
saka, it is only in the later translations that the bodhisattvas who speak after the
deities and spirits also do so under the influence or inspiration of the Buddha: see -
BAvVS 21c18-20, etc., = BAVT P yi 59a8-b2, etc. (sangs rgyas kyi mthus), and BAvS
31a6-7, etc., = BAVT P yi 87a4-5, etc. (sangs rgyas kyi byin kyi rlabs kyis =
*buddhadhisthanena). In Buddhabhadra’s version, however, the reference to the
Buddha’s power or inspiration is, in this part of the text, missing in the case of the
bodhisattvas as speakers (see BAvB 404a18-19, etc., and 408a19, etc.). In other
chapters, however, in Buddhabhadra’s version, too, the bodhisattvas presenting
stanzas are stated to be inspired by the Buddha (cf., e.g., BAVB 463c10-11, etc.,
485c1, etc., and also the portion corresponding to Gv 17,13-14, etc., viz., 680c11-12,
etc.).
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insentient things like offerings,’® rays of light,*®

not a whole Buddha-field, to do so.
2. Actually, at least in Siksananda and in the Tibetan translation of
the Buddhavatarhsaka, such a statement can indeed be found:
~ “Through the spiritual power of the Buddha(s) (*buddhanu-
bhavena) and through the natural effect (*dharmataprati-

or a tree,” and why

567 BAVB 405b5-6: “Then, a spontaneous sound arising from (lit.: in) all these of-
ferings through the spiritual power of the bodhisattvas proc1a1med [the following]
verses: ...” (BFEEE M —YHEBAT HERT MRIES, ..), ~ BAvS 26b7-
8 and BAVT P yi 72a5-6 (de nas byang chub sems dpa’ de dag gl bym gyi rlabs kyis
mchod pa’i dkyil 'khor gyi sprin de dag la tshigs su bcad pa ’di dag byung ngo).

3% DBhS R 79,32-80,1 (K 163,15): akarksan rasmimukhopasamharair dharma-
mukhani niscarayati. Cf. also BAVS 26c11-12 (Bl F Hok RE—UEERS s
Bl TERAES - CL. 152), = BAVT P yi 73a8-bl ('od gzer de dag thams cad kyi sgo
nas kyang sangs rgyas kyi byin gyis rlabs kyis tshigs su bcad pa 'di dag byung bar
gyur to|; the corresponding passage BAVB 405c5-6 is syntactically ambiguous). At
DBhS R 8,16-9,9 (K 12,2-13,6), rays of light emanating from the Buddhas form a
palace in the air, from which sound in the form of a hymn issues due to the miracu-
lous power (anubhava) of the Buddha. The idea that the light spreading from the
body of a Buddha or bodhisattva may emit sounds and expound the Dharma is ex-
plicitly confirmed by Fa-tsang (T 45.1871: 592c5-6 and 10-12, w1th reference to the
2" chapter of BAVB).

569 As in ch. 2.1. From the Buddhavatarisaka, 1 can only adduce two passages
from Siksananda’s translation, both referring to the bodhi tree: 1. BAVS 1c9-11
(CL. 55): “Also, by virtue of the awesome spiritual power of the Tathagata, the
bodhi tree continuously emitted wonderful sounds expounding various teachings”
(AN s B ets B0 E SRIERE). 2. 23¢20-21 : “By virtue of the
Tathagata’s wholesome karma (*punya) and miraculous powers, the ground [at the
site of Awakening] and the bodhi tree alternately emit light and sounds expounding
the Dharma” (IZRAEFEHEST ... HMIKRDIFRE REETTER,; of. CL. 139;
not in BAvB; BAVT P yi 65a5-6 differs). — In Gv 93,23 ff, it is reported that sounds
praising the Buddhas and bodhisattvas and their achievements issued from trees
(and other objects) on the occasion of the ascetic practices of a pious brahmin, but
in this case there is no mention here of the Buddha’s miraculous influence. At
BAvS 41a23-24 (CL. 210; not in BAvB; BAvT P ka 108a3-4 differs), the (jewel-)-
. trees (in Vairocana’s Buddha field) are stated to emit delicate sounds, speaking of
the great vows cultivated by all the Buddhas in all ages (Ef&8H D=2, 3R
K —{IEh Ff&KEE), most probably due to Vairocana’s adhisthana or piarva-
_pranidhdna, even though this is not expressly stated. _
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lambha) of the bodhisattva Samantabhadra’s meditative con-
centration (samadhi), all the ‘oceans’ (= masses) of world-
systems in the ten directions without exception trembled
slightly, were now adorned with all kinds of precious sub-
stances, and resounded with the sound of all ‘oceans’ of teach-
ings (dharma) (BAVS: ... each world-system ... emitted won-
drous sounds proclaiming all teachings).”™ ’

3. According to the Dasabhimika-siitra, a bodhisattva on the ninth
stage may, if he wants to do so, make Dharma sounds issue from any
physical appearance (riipavabhdsa) or musical instrument in the cos-
mos, or from every single minute particle of the four elements —
earth, water, fire and wind — in countless world-systems.”" Here, too,

SO BAVT P yi 93b7-94al (D ka 86b7-87al; S ka 120a6-bl): sangs rgyas kyi
mthu dang | byang chub sems dpa’ kun tu bzang po’i ting nge ’dzin gyi chos nyid rab
tu thob pas | phyogs beu’i ’jig rten gyi khams rgya mtsho thams cad ma lus par bag
langs pa (DP : om. pa S) tsam du g-yos te | rin po che thams cad kyis rab tu brgyan
par gnas shing chos rgya mtsho thams cad kyi sgra yang shin tu grags (D : grag PS)
par gyur (DS : "gyur P) te|; BAVS 33c12-14: BiEF +07— Yt Fue DISEHET]
REEEE=BRIW BEME., —HR REER REWE HERFEE. BAVB
409a19-20 does not mention preaching. Cf. also BAvS 37a10-11 (EEMETN{EYE
EEAEATEE AR E TE A7), which may be taken to mean
that due to the virtues and resolves (pranidhana) of the bodhisattvas the respective
lands emit a wonderful sound, which shakes all the Buddha-fields (ksetra) of the ten
directions (thus CL. 193: “These lands simultaneously produce sublime sound”).
But this interpretation is not corroborated by BAvT P yi 103b3-4 (D ka 96b3-4; S
ka 133a3-4), which suggests a locative: “The ‘oceans’ (= masses) of virtues of the
bodhisattva(s), they all resound (= are celebrated) in the ocean[-like] ‘fields’; the
various ‘clouds’ (= masses) of adornments and resolves, they also emit sounds in
the ‘ocean’ of the many ‘fields’” (byang chub sems dpa’i yon tan rgya mtsho
rnams || de dag kun kyang rgya mtsho’i zhing na grag || sna tshogs rgyan dang smon
lam sprin kyi [P : gyi DS] rnams || de dag zhing mang rgya mtshor sgra yang ’byin |)).
BAvVB 411b9-10 basically confirms the Tibetan: “The sublime sound of (i.e., cele-
brating?) the ‘ocean’ of the countless virtues of the bodhisattvas fills all ksetras; the
sound of the ‘clouds’ of resolves by which they are entirely adorned shakes the
‘oceans’ of worlds in the ten directions” GETEMEETHENS IWERER—UIF] EEEEE
SRR BET AU,

"' DBhS R 80,1-10 (VIILZ; K 164,1-7): (a) akarksan yavat trisahasramahasaha-
srayam lokadhatau ripavabhdsas tebhyah sarvartipavabhdsebhyo dharmarutani
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it is clearly the miraculous spiritual power of the bodhisattva that
makes insentient things preach.’” '

4. Likewise, the Gandavyitha is unambiguous in stating that a deci-
sive cause of Sudhana’s experiences in Maitreya’s palace, which in-
clude hearing preaching sounds issuing from various kinds of insen-
tient objects (see § 58), is Maitreya’s miraculous influence (adhi-
sthana).””

5. It is, by the way, in such a literal sense of verbal preaching under
the influence of the Buddhas that the Samantabhadracaryd-nirdesa
verse under discussion (see § 101) is interpreted in Fa-tsang’s (£},
643-712) Hua-yen-ching chih-kuei FEEEEET (“Purport of the
Buddhavatamsaka”).>™ As has already been pointed out (ch. 2.1), at

niscarayati| ... (b) akanksan sarvalokadhatuparyapannebhyo gitavadyatiryasabde-
bhyo dharmarutam niscarayati| ... (c) akanksan anabhilapyanabhilapyalokadhatv-
aparyantatah prthivyaptejovayuskandhebhyah ... ekaikaparamanurajo 'nabhilapyani
dharmamukhani niscarayati |.The sentences b and ¢ are missing in the oldest Chi-
nese translations (by Dharmaraksa [cf. T 10.285: 487c25], Kumarajiva [cf. T 10.286:
526a23] and Buddhabhadra [cf. BAvVB 569b22]), appearing only from Bodhiruci’s
(active from 508 until ca. 535) translation of the siitra text with Vasubandhu’s
commentary onward (T 26.1522: 192c4-8; cf. also BAvVS 203b22-27 and T 10.287:
565b20-24) and in Tibetan (BAVT S ga 176a7-b2; DBhST S ga 122b6-123a1). The
syntax of ¢ seems somewhat puzzling. Instead of °aparyantatah pr°, ms. B (52a3b:
MATSUDA 1996: 95; ms. A is lacunary here) reads °aparyantapr®. If the reading
°rajo is kept, niscarayati in ¢ must be a double causative (“he makes each single
mote emit teachings”), and °skandhebhyo would have to be taken as a partitive
ablative. Otherwise I would expect °rajaso (abl.: “he makes teachings come out
from each single mote™), as is in fact suggested by DBhST rdul phra rab kyi rdul re.
re las and BAVT rdul shin tu phra ba re re las; ms. B has °raja at the end of fol.
52a3c, with a visarga added in the margin, and continues with nabhi® in line 4a
(°jana® < °jasona®??).

72 Cf. T 35.1735: 833b27-28, stating that the DBhS passage illustrates [the
bodhisattva’s] autonomous power to arouse preaching (BH#EER B 7F).

B Gy 408,15 (Maitreyasya bodhisattvasya adhisthanabalena); 414,25; 415,8, 12
and 24-25 (read °pravesena for °pradesena?); cf. also 415,26 and 30, 416,2-3
(kalyanamitradhisthanena kalyanamitraprabhdvena), etc.

T 45.1871: 592¢16-17: +, DA—IiE T BRI, EHEITRES: BRE
TR £ERP 4R ={H—YJER. This tenth item is just the totality of the preceding
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least in the Indian context this kind of explanation can hardly be taken
to imply that the preaching objects possess sentience or are saintly
beings in their own right.

2.4.2. Second Explanation

106. The second explanation is commented upon by Ch’eng-kuan
himself in his subcommentary:*”
“‘Interpenetration’ means: one [particle of] dust™® indeed
comprises everything. How could [anything] in the ‘field’ (i.e.,

environment) be without preaching?”>"’

107.1. 1. In the texts included in the Buddhavatarisaka that are
completely available in the original Sanskrit, i.e., the Dasabhiimika-
and the Gandavyiha-sitra, pervasion or interpenetration occurs,
mostly if not always, in the context of visions or miraculous displays,
primarily such as are obtained or enacted by advanced bodhisattvas.
Advanced bodhisattvas, and indeed Buddhas, may not only, e.g., per-
ceive or manifest themselves simultaneously in countless worlds,’” or

nine items, viz., 1.-3. the Buddhas themselves preach through their mouths, their
hair-pores or light issuing from them, 4.-6. they make bodhisattvas preach in the
same three ways, 7. they make ‘oceans’ (= masses) of fields emit sound and ex-
pound the Dharma (+=, ¢5E£3I{g H&ER1%), 8. they make ordinary sentient beings
preach, and 9. they preach by means-of sounds of the three times.

5 On Ch’eng-kuan’s BAv subcommentary (the Hua-yen-ching sui-shu yen-i
ch’ao ERREFEREZS: T 36.1736), recorded by his disciples, see HAMAR 1998b:
333; cf. also 2002: 62.

" 576 For minute particles of dust (atoms) to be understood as parts of the ‘con-
tainer world’ (environment) see T 35.1735: 506b18-19 with T 36.1736: 33b16-18.
77T 36.1736: 614b29—c1: SRLEE, —EEEIFE—Y]. [AEHPER,

B Cf., e.g., Gv 6,2-3 (Tathagatas suffusing all Buddha-fields with clouds of mi-
raculously created [bodies] as many as the atoms of all world-systems, issuing from
a single hair-tip); 32,18-25 (cf. GOMEZ 1967: 14 and 38); 267,1-2 (of bodhisattvas:
sarvabuddhaksetra-kayajala-spharana, i.e., “filling all Buddha-fields with multi-
tudes of [their] bodies”); 369,4-11; 410,17-20 and 29-30; DBhS K 192,12-13 (R 91,5-
7). This miraculous display of self-multiplication ultimately goes back to the de-
scription of supranormal capacities, deriving from the fourth dhyana, in the early
canonical texts (eko hutva bahudha hoti: e.g., DN I 78,1-2; cf., e.g., FRAUWALLNER
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pervade the universe with a single body.”” They may also abide in a
state where one aeon enters into all aeons and all into one (or all the
[three] times into one moment)*®, where -one Buddha-field becomes
inseparate from all Buddha-fields and all from one, where one sen-
tient being is no longer different from all sentient beings and all from
one,*®! and where one Buddha is in union (advaya) with all Buddhas

" 1953: 180; SCHLINGLOFF 1962: 62); cf. also the reference to these miraculous ca-
pacities of the §ravakas at Siks 345,13-16, being a quotation of the BAv (BAvT D ka
233b7-234al = BAvB 439a29-b5.x BAvS 78b28—3 [CL. 359]). In the case of the
Buddha, considerably extended forms of self-multiplication are also found in main-
stream sources like Divy 100,10-26 and 257,30-258,4 (cf. SCHLINGLOFF 1963: 53,
with 126,2-3), and the connection with the Buddhavatarmsaka is obvious even on the
terminological level in that the Divyavadana uses, for the miraculously produced
multiplication of the Buddha, the expression buddhavatarmsaka (cf. also OTAKE
2007: .89-90).

SPE, g., Gv 5,29-30: “Incomprehensible is the miraculous activity by which the
Tathagatas pervade the whole universe with-one single body” (acintyam tathagata-
sarva-lokadhatv-eka-kaya-spharana-vikurvitam); 186,5-7 (vs.): -“The Buddha’s
body is incomprehensible and so vast that (yena) it completely pervades the uni-
verse (cf. fn. 868), and [thus] it is equally seen everywhere ...” (buddhakayu vipulo
acintiyo dharmadhitu phari yen’ asesato| so ca drsyati samantatah samam ...);
31,14 (bodhisattvas qualified as “pervading all the expanses of ‘fields’ with one
body” (sarva-ksetra-prasaraika-kaya-spharana)). On the meaning of vikurvita
compared with that of adhisthana see TAGUCHI1997: 39 (r1°84), on the spectrum of
vikurvita activities ibid. 27 (1f1°96), referring to KAJIIYAMA Yuichi #&LHE—:
“Jinben” #7%, in Bukkyo daigaku sogo kenkyiijo kiyo {LEIRFEREDFFRFTHE 2
(1995), which is unfortunately not available to me.

%0 Gy 370,18: ye te sarvadhvaikaksana-pravesa-vihara-viharinah (text sarva-
rthai®, but BAvT D a 292b6 dus thams cad); 376,15-16.

%81 ¢f. also Gv 138,30: highly advanced bodhisattvas “have attained a meditative
concentration in which their own body and the bodies of [all] sentient beings are no
longer separated®™ (svakaya-sattva kayasambheda-samadhz-pratzlabdhanam (sc.
bodhisattvanam)).

* Thus with ed., Tib. tha mi dad pa and BAVS 360b27 SR, against BAVB
712c2 where the negation is lacking. Cf. also the use of asambheda in Gv
370,16 (see fn. 582).

b Ed, °sarva®, but BAVT D a 45b1 sems can and BAvS B4; BAvB —HJ R4
(“all sentient beings”) is ambiguous.
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and all with one.”” Bodhisattvas of the highest level may even make a
whole world-system, nay, an infinite amount of world-systems, enter
into, or appear in, a single mote®,*** or the sentient beings of count-

less world-systems into one world-system, and vice-versa.’®

2. According to a passage in the eighth chapter of the Dasa-
bhiimika-siitra, a bodhisattva of the eighth level, aware of the varying
mental dispositions of sentient beings, may at will make use of his
miraculous power (adhitisthati) to transform his body into the body of
any sentient being (sattvakaya),” [i.e.] the karma-produced body of

82 Gy 370,15-18: ye te ekakalpa-sarvakalpa-sarvakalpatkakalpdnupravesa-viha-
ra-viharinah, ye te ekaksetra-sarvalksetra-sarvayksetraikaksetrdsambheda-vihara-
vihdrinah, ... ye te ekasattva-sarva(sattva-sarvaysattvatkasattvananatva-vihara-
viharinah, ye te ekabuddha-sarvabuddha-sarvabuddhatkabuddhddvaya-vihara-
viharinah, ... (emendations confirmed by Tib. [BAvT D a 292b4-5]; cf. also VETTER
2004: 73). .

58 paramanurajas, lit. “extremely minute [particle of] dust”, Tib. rdul phran, Ch.
P48, often rendered as “atom”, which is indeed the meaning of paramanu in Bud-
dhist as well as non-Buddhist systematical treatises.

4R 90,26-28 (X.I; cf. DBhS K 192,2-3; cf. fn. 528): sa' akarnksann ekasmin
paramanurajasy ekam® api lokadhatum sarvavatin® ... adhitisthati, tac ca parama-
nurajo na vardhayati| ... dve api* tisro ’pi° ... yavad anabhilapya api lokadhatiir®
ekasmin paramanurajasi ... adhitisthati ...

lsaK :om. R; 2 ekam K; 3 ovantam K; 4 dve api Kms. T : dvav api K : dve ‘pi R;
S trin api K; 6anabhilﬁpydnabhila"pya-lakadhdrﬁnn(sic!) K. Both ms. A and
ms. B lack the respective folio. ’

% DBhS R 90,33-91,3 (XJ; cf. K 192,8-10): akanksan yavad anabhilapyasu'
lokadhatusu yah sattvadhdtus tam ekasyar? lokadhatau samdadhdti®, na ca satvan
vihethayati | akanksann ekasyam® lokadhdatau yavan* sattvadhatus tam anabhi-
lapyasu® lokadhatusu sarmdadhati® ...| _

1°pye§u K; 2 ekasmil K (for ekasmil); 3 samdadhati = Tib. sdud : samdarsayati
K;* yavat K.

%81t is tempting to take saztva, contrasting with ksetra, as comprising sentient
beings in the broadest sense, including the various categories of saints, but the
text’s own definition of sattvakaya (DBhS R 69,20-22) seems to presuppose a re-
stricted concept of sattva in the sense of ordinary, sarhsdric sentient beings. The
category of sattvakaya would thus more or less coincide with the category of
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any ordinary, sarhsaric being, but also into the body of a Hinayana
disciple (sravaka), a pratyekabuddha, a bodhisattva or a Buddha, or
into (a part of?)**’ the environment (ksetrakaya),” or even into empty
space (akdsakaya), and vice versa.’®

karmavipakakdya, and the enumeration of the bodies of the different categories of
saints would be an extension.

%87 Cf. MPSDh 495b16-21: The Tathagata is not deceitful (FE&J, i.e., does not de-
ceive people with jugglery), but is not unable to produce illusions either (FEJEL])
because he is able to miraculously transform his body in many ways, which in-
cludes becoming a town, a village, a house, a mountain, a river, or a tree (E{EIRE
FREEFI)IBIR. Cf. 494a12-14, where the same things are said to be conjured up
by a juggler). »

588 The precise function of the element kaya in this compound is not quite clear
to me. The compound may mean “a mass of ‘fields’”, but in the present context “a
‘field’ (or something forming part of it?) as a body (or: body-like structure)” would
seem to fit better (cf. ARAMAKI *1978: 254,6: E =D& H B H &, i.e., a body that
has the nature of a land/world). This is, at any rate, how the Hua-yen exegetes seem
to understand the compound when they identify ‘field’ and ‘field’-body (e.g.,
T 36.1736: 94b12-13: #|+ ElE+5). Fa-tsang (T 35.1733: 132¢13 and 1734:
498b17-18) takes BAVB 439b9 (SifEEHIFE & /K) as indicating the kseirakaya, i.e.,
takes the line to mean that bodhisattvas may act as (i.e., deliberately adopt the form
of) rivers, ponds, wells, or springs. Yet, in BAvVS (78c6-8) and BAVT (D ka 234a2-3)
the passage is merely part of a comparison: Just as the sun-and the moon are re-
flected in the water of rivers, etc., so physical appearances of the bodhisattvas ap-
pear everywhere. This interpretation is confirmed by the Sanskrit original quoted
Siks 345,17-18 (where I suggest candrama-siirya for candra sa sirya).

%% DBhS K 141,11-16 (cf. R 69,14-18 [VIILN]): sa sattvanarn cittasayabhinir-
haram ajfiaya ... akanksan (R : °mksam K) sattvakayar svakayam adhitisthati |
evam ksetrakdyam karmavipakakdyam Sravakakdayam pratyekabuddhakayam bodhi-
sattvakayar tathdgatakdyar ... Gkasakayam atmakayam adhitisthati|, and vice-
versa. The vice-versa portion (K 141,13 f: ... svakayarm sattvakayarn ...) is missing in
R, and not extended to ksetrakdya, etc., in K, where we find the transformation of
ksetrakaya, etc., into sattvakdya instead (as in Bodhiruci’s version: T 26.1522:
182c20-26). But cf. the separate translation of DBhS into Tibetan (DBhST S ga
110a1-3) as well as T 10.287: 560c23-561a1 (Siladharma). Another, more complex
version is found in T 10.286: 522a9-16 (Kumarajiva) = BAvB 565b19-26 (Buddha-
bhadra), slightly supplemented in BAvS 200a22-27 (Siksananda), and yet another
one in BAVT P li 127b5-128a2 = S ga 160b5-161a3, partly agreeing with the ms. A
(fol. 37b5-7) in MATSUDA 1996: 39. In most versions, it is anyway stated at the end
of the passage that the bodhisattva may superimpose any body on any other: yam
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3. An example of bodhisattvas transforming themselves into ele-
ments of the environment can be found in another chapter of the
Buddhavatamsaka,” quoted in the Siksasamuccaya under the title of
Ratnolkadharant, where it is stated that in order to help others™
bodhisattvas may become (shadowy) big trees in the jungle (waste-
land), medicinal drugs, precious treasures, or wish-fulfilling gems or
trees.”

107.2. Similar visions or displays are also referred to in other parts
of the Buddhavatamsaka,*” including the Samantabhadracarya-
nirdesa.

107.2.1. In the prose portion of this text, we read that bodhisattvas
come to know (’jug pa, A: *ava-tf?) how, e.g., to stuff (yang dag par

yam eva kayari yasmin kaye akarnksati tam tam eva kdyar tasmin kaye {svakayam}
adhitisthati (DBhS K 141,16-142,1; delete svakayarn in accordance with ms. A, Tib.,
and those Chinese versions in which the sentence is present, viz., Bodhiruci, Siksa-
nanda and Siladharma). Cf. also BAVB 649a22-29 (BAVS 295a25-b1 CL. 1062,
BAvVT D ga 198b1-3; T 10.292: 634¢18-24).

0 Cf. J. W. DE JONG in Indo-Iranian Journal 23 (1981): 240.

! This is clear from the overall context, cf. Siks 328,1: satva vinenti upaya-
sahasraih.

2 Siks 331,34 (cf. BAVB 435¢21-22; BAvS 75a16-17; CL.344): te atavisu
mahddruma bhonti ausadha aksayaratnanidhanah| cintamani druma kamadadas

a..|.

3 E.g., in the Lokottara-parivarta: [1.] BAVT S nga 263a4-b5 (D ga 197b1-7;
BAVB 647c13-24; BAVS 293¢26-294a7; T 10.292 [Dharmaraksa, cf. HAMAR 2007b:
144]: 633b27—c7): ten kinds of miraculous activity (rnam par ’phrul pa = *vikurvita)
of bodhisattvas with regard to the ‘field’ (ksetra), i.e., the environment, like making
all ‘fields’ into one, or stuffing them into one pore of a hair; [2.] 264a7-265al
(D 198a7-b6; BAVB 648a10-20; BAvS 294a20-b2; T 10.292: 633¢19-27): ten kinds
of miraculous activity of bodhisattvas with regard to the body, like making the bod-
ies of all sentient beings enter, or appear in, the bodhisattva’s own body;
[3.1 268a6-269a4 (D 20lad-b6; BAVB 648c16-649a4; BAvVS 294c24-295al0;
T 10.292: 634b19—c4): ten kinds of rddhivikurvita, like stuffing countless worlds
into one minute particle of dust; [4.] 270a3-4 (see § 97 with fn. 528). — Cf. also,
e.g., the passages referred to in T 45.1871: 595a-b (esp. BAVB 412¢7-8; 414b21;
- 423al; 434¢12-19; 447b2; 591¢6-10; 601a1-14), or BAvB 450c18-23 and 451a20-21,
quoted in ZACCHETTI 2000: 70 with n. 134.
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gzud pa, A) all worlds into one tip or pore of a hair or to expand or
export (?) (mngon par bsgrub pa, Hi: *abhiniry hr) a tip or pore of a
hair into countless worlds, how to assemble or concentrate (bsdu, A)
the bodies of all sentient beings in the body of one sentient being or
éxpand or export one body into countless bodies, or how to stuff
(gzud, ) innumerable aeons into one moment or make (%) one
moment enter (’jug pa, A) into innumerable aeons.**

107.2.2. In the verse portion, however, emphasis is not so much on
the miraculous power™ of bodhisattvas as on their all-pervading
knowledge, and when aspects of pervasion or interpenetration are
addressed the phraseology oscillates to the extent that occasionally,
even in one and the same passage, the different translators put the
matter differently.”® Sometimes bodhisattvas are stated to make
things enter into, or appear in, other things,”’ or to perceive™ things

4 BAVT D ga 66a5-b5 (P shi 66b5-67a5; S nga 89b7-90b2): de de ltar ... yang
dag par gzud pa (D : gzung ba P) la ’jug pa bcu ’thob ste| ... *di ltar ’jig rten gyi
khams thams cad (S adds du) skra’i sbubs su gzud pa (DS ? : gzung ba P) la (S om.
la) ’jug cing| skra’i-sbubs gcig ’jig rten gyi khams bsam gyis mi khyab par mngon
‘par bsgrub pa la ’jug pa dang| sems can thams cad kyi lus sems can gcig gi lus su
bsdu zhing sems can gcig gi lus brjod du med pa’i lus su mngon par bsgrub pa
la ’jug pa dang| bskal pa brjod du myed (DP : med S) pa sems kyi skad cig tu gzud
pa (DS : gzung ba P) la ’jug cing sems kyi skad cig brjod du med pa’i bskal par ’jug
pa bstan pa dang| ...; BAVB 607¢17-29: ... —{J{HFR A —FH, %75 &ﬁﬁjﬁ'@%

Fo —UIRES ?.E)\ &, N—5 H:'wiﬁ% THRS) BA—&, AR
2080, ...; BAvS 258b25—c6, replacing Buddhabhadra’s literal rendering of *abhi-
nir-v hr, viz H in the first sentence, as well as his f&...H (“draws out from ...”) in
the second sentence, with A (which CL. 955 consistently takes in an intransitive
sense).

3 Concepts like vikurvita or adhisthana do occur but not frequently. For vi-
kurvita, see BAVT D ga 71a4 (SbhCN vs. 45a: rdzu 'phrul rnam par 'phrul pa =
*rddhivikurvita) and 71b2 (vs. 51d): “they display all kinds of miraculous activity”
(rnam par ’phrul pa thams cad ston pa mdzad); adhisthana is mentioned in BAvT D
ga 71b7 (vs. 59b: byin rlabs dam pa) and 73b2-3 (vs. 91c: byin gyis rlob la mkhas pa
= *adhisthanakusala [lacuna in the Skt. ms.]).

%% Cf. fns. 601, 603, 604 and 605.

597 Cf. fns. 601, 603, 605, 607, and 608 (74, 45 A, *dzud (par byed)).

%8 Cf. fns. 601, 602, and 604 (5.
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in this way, but more often they are told to just recognize or know™>”
the various facets of pervasion, or one thing is simply stated to per-
vade another.*® This may indicate the conviction that those visions do
indeed manifest a reality, at any rate one superior to the reality taken
for granted in ordinary experience. From the point of view of con-
tents, the facets of pervasion and interpenetration addressed in the
- verses are more or less the same as in the prose and in the Dasa-
bhiimika and the Gandavyiha. Thus, according to Buddhabhadra’s
translation (which is the oldest and also the one from which the verse
under discussion is quoted by Hui-chung), bodhisattvas may, e.g.,
make all ‘fields’ enter into one single mote (ffE2), see [there] the
countless Buddhas of these ‘fields’, and listen to all their preaching.®”'
In the same way, they may see those ‘fields’ as well as their Buddhas
in all other motes.*” Hence, in each mote there appear countless
Buddhas and ‘fields’,® including those of the past, the present and
the future,*™ for the bodhisattvas know that the three times, or count-

39 Cf. fns. 601, 605, 606, 607, and 608 (411, T 41, fi&, shes pa).
0 Cf. fns. 603 and 605 (A, B, &, B1&).

' BAVB 60910-11 (SBhCN vs. 25): fA—fErh RAy—yJ4 RimEs: 25
VEEREE. For Siksananda’s B, “to see” and Tibetan shes pa “to know” instead of
Buddhabhadra’s P (na,) “to make enter”, see § 108.2 with fns. 623 and 624.

602 BAVB 609a12-13 (SbhCN vs. 26): fl—fEErh —HJEI R BAIREEH 2

JENRE ;Euo

S03 BAVB 609a16 (SbhCN vs. 28ab): ——fiEErH A #E& 4], Strictly speaking,
the passage does not refer to a vision but merely states the presence of countless
Buddha-fields in each mote. The same is true of Siksénanda (BAVS 259c24), but
BAvVT D ga 70a5 says that [the bodhisattva] stuffs countless fields into each mote
(rdul phran thams cad re re la|| zhing rnams brjod du med pa mang po ’dzud par
byed |)).

604 Cf. BAVB 609a14 (SbhCN vs. 27ab): “In each single mote, everywhere they
display (/perceive) the dharmas of the three times” (——#§EEr HIE [v.1 R =1
). In this case, it is Siksananda (BAvS 259c22) who merely states the presence of
the dharmas of all the three times in each mote.
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less aeons, are just one moment.”” They thus recognize innumerable
things in one thing, and one thing in innumerable things.*® Likewise;-
they display, or recognize, countless fields in a [single] body and
countless bodies in a single field,*” or countless fields as one and one
as many.5%® '

%5111 BAVB 609222 (SbhCN vs. 31ab): 41 (corr. CBETA; cf. BAVS 260al) ...
={HEI—7&. [2.] 610a9 (vs. 68ab): “Innumerable, countless acons they understand
to be just one moment” (fEEEHH & Bl—=, = BAvS 260c17 [CL. 964]), but
BAvVT D ga 72a6-7 has “Countless aeons they stuff into one moment of thought (lit.
[act of] producing a thought, citfotpada, here not in its technical meaning) so that
they assemble [there]” (bskal pa brjod du med pa rnams || sems bskyed gcig la yang
dag ’du bar ’dzud byed cing ||) [3.] 610a13 (vs. 70ab): “Countless kalpas are just one
moment” (REJERFES] Bl —atH), similarly BAvS 260c21, but BAVT D ga 72bl
“Countless aeons they stuff into one day or one moment” (bskal pa brjod du med pa
dag || nyi ma gcig dang yud tsam gcig tu ’dzud byed ... |)). [4.] 611a26-27 (vs. 120):
“The past is the future, the future is the past, the present is the past and the future:
the bodhisattva understands [this] completely” GEEERIK FEEEE H=vl]
TER 7R ERER T A). BAVS (262a5-6) has: “The future is in the past, the present
in the future; the three times appear in one another: ...”. Skt. (MIRONOV 1914: 332;
ms. verso line 4c): kesamcid iha atitah andgata bhonti anya-m-anyani| atha ca'
andgatadhvar® pratyutpannam prajanisi® alnye)* |, i.e.: “To some [bodhisattvas]
here past [dharmas?] become future and vice-versa, whereas others cognize what
belongs to the future as present.”

vl My em. (m.c.) : ca MIR., ms. 2 Sic ms. : °rtham MIR; cf. BAVT D ga 75a2
ma ‘ongs dus kyi rnams, which may, however, presuppose °dhvarn pratyut-
pannar (acc.pl). > My em. (m.c.) : °su MIR., ms. * Cf. Tib. la las. ‘

%05 BAVB 609a17 (SbhCN vs. 28cd): —H44E R 4B 41—, BAvS 259¢25 has
only JA—BERE] (CL. 959: “They know all in one.”).

807 BAVB 609425 (SbhCN vs. 32cd): “In one body (cf. BAvS 260a4: — %) count-
less fields, [in] one field countless bodies” (B FfEEZ] —F[#EE 5 ). But BAvT D
ga 70b1-2 has: “In [one] body he recognizes [many] fields, and into [one] field he
likewise enters many bodies” (lus-la zhing rnams de shes te || zhing la’ang de bzhin
gcig min lus *dzud do ).

698 [1.]BAVB 609b7 (SbhCN vs. 38ab): fEEMESF] EN4IE—%. [2.] 609b9
(vs. 39ab): —{JEEH 5 4 A —#I[; similarly BAvS 260a17 and BAVT D ga 70b6,
the latter with yang dag ’dzud pa (D,P,S) byed for 43 A. [3.] 609b14 (vs. 41cd; =
BAvS 260a22; cf. CL. 61): “They know that different [fields] are one, they know
that one [field] is different” (4fEEE— f1—EFH).
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107.2.3. 1. As mentioned before, Buddhabhadra’s version of the
Samantabhadracarya-nirdesa (vs. 25) mentions the idea of the pres-
ence of countless Buddhas in each particle of dust. In another verse
(vs. 81), all versions refer to the Buddha’s Dharma Body (55, chos
kyi sku), i.e., the dharmakaya or, as the Sanskrit has it, probably for
metrical reasons, dharmasarira. Originally, the expression ‘dharma-
kaya’ was used as an adjective expressing the idea that the true ‘body’
of the Buddha is not his physical body but his teaching, the
Dharma,* but later on it developed into a substantive designating the
Buddha as ‘embodied’ in his teaching (Dharma) or in his specific
properties (dharma), and ultimately the Buddha as he ‘exists’ on the
level of absolute truth or True Reality (dharmatd). According to
Siksananda’s rendering of vs. 81, the dharmakaya of the Tathagata
pervades (& A) the whole world,® whereas Buddhabhadra’s
rendering may perhaps be taken to mean that the pure dharmakaya
encompasses or contains all worlds.*!!

899 Cf. BHSD 277 and HARRISON 1992, pointing out that this use continues into
early Mahayana and is frequent even in later sources. Cf. also passages like BAvS
31c18 (fELIEE 5) or 102a2 ({HLIEE S B and the observations made in fn. 637.

619 BAvS 261a14 (cf. CL. 965): “The treasure of the Tathagata’s dharmakaya (or:
the dharmakaya of the Tathagata as his innermost [essence] (*garbha)?) enters into
the world everywhere” (Z17R¥ES i A HEIH); cf. al7 (SbhCN vs. 82¢): “The
dharmakaya pervades the world” (3 5 3&t4]). See also fn. 867.

611 BAVB 610b6: “The pure dharmakaya contains all the worlds” (FEIRE S —
YIEE1H D). I am not at all sure whether my rendering, which presupposes that & is
used here in a verbal function, is correct. The result would be the same if 3 is un-
derstood as a noun in the sense of “storehouse” and as a locative (“In the pure
dharmakaya as the storehouse, all worlds [are contained]”). In order to arrive at the
opposite meaning, one would have to take 3 in the sense of “treasure” and the
second quarter in a locative sense, in accordance with BAVS (see fn. 610). In any
case, DOI’s translation (1982: 111: “Die Schatzkammer vom reinen ‘Kosmos-Leib’
Buddhas ragt iiber alle weltlichen Dinge empor™), introducing a verb “towers over”,
which I do not find in the text, seems inacceptable. — For the idea that the Bud-
dha’s (Dharma-) Body encompasses the world, cf. also fn. 869. ’
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2. The Sanskrit original,®* basically confirmed by the Tibetan
translation,* is, however, more complex-and seems to be concerned,
in the first place, with the body of the advanced bodhisattva. For here

_it is rather into his body (cf. Tib. lus, not sku!) that the whole world is
stated to enter or to be assembled (samosarati, gzud byas), and the
connection with the Buddha’s dharmakaya, expressed by the phrase
dharmasariragarbha, is an additional qualification. In the Tibetan
translation, this phrase is rendered as a bahuvrihi compound, i.e.,
taken to mean “containing the Dharma Body”, but it could as well be
a tatpurusa, qualifying something as “being inside, or contained in,
the Dharma Body”. In the Sanskrit as found in the ms., the phrase
seems to be an attribute of the world (loka). This would amount to the
idea, expressed in the Chinese versions, that the world either contains
(i.e., is pervaded by) the Dharma body or is contained in (or encom-
passed by) it. Since the world is, in its turn, stated to be assembled or
concentrated in the bodhisattva’s body, the latter would indirectly
also contain the Dharma Body.

3. However, two passages of the Gandavyiiha suggest a more direct

relation between the bodhisattva’s body and the Dharma Body. At Gv
231,23 (vs.),*"* we read about an advanced female bodhisattva whose

612 MroNOV 1914: 332 (ms. recto line 1c): dharmahSariragarbham yasya kaye
samosarati lokari | lo //// (lacuna). The metre requires —- for yasya; we may read
yasyd or yasyo (BHSG ##3.7 and 3.86). Since the construction A'® samosarati
B™™ is well attested to in verses (e.g., Gv 176,24; 181,15; 200,7; 242,13; 304,10; cf.

~also fn. 615), I tend to take lokam as nom. (neuter ending for masc., cf. BHSG
#8.26) and as the grammatical subject of samosarati, but I do not dare exclude
other possibilities. Tibetan gzud byas (see fn. 613) may presuppose samosaritd
(taken in a causative sense). The expression dharmahSariragarbhari (for dharmah-
as prior member of a compound see BHSG # 8.12) will be discussed below.

S13BAVT D ga 73a2 (P shi 73a8-b1; S nga 99b1-2): chos kyi sku yi snying po
can | de yi lus la ’jig rten thams cad gzud byas shing || (...). Though not without
some uneasiness, I would translate as follows: “The whole world has been stuffed
into the body of the [bodh1sattva], who (or: which, sc. body?) has the dharmakaya
as his (/its) essence (garbha).”

81 kayo hi te dharmasariragarbhah (verse addressed to the night goddess Pra-
szmtarutasagaravatl)
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body contains, in an embryonic, not yet fully-fledged form, the
Dharma Body (dharmasarira), and at Gv 181,5-8 (vs.)®” it is the (nas-
cent?) Dharma Body (dharmasarira) of a bodhisattva into which the
whole world has entered (samosari). Actually, in the Tibetan version
of the verse under discussion (viz., SbhCN vs. 81) the expression
“containing the Dharma Body” is more likely to be construed with the
bodhisattva or his body than with the world.®® This would probably
mean that the whole world can appear in the bodhisattva’s body be-
cause the latter contains, or prefigurates, the dharmakaya, or ‘cosmic’
body, of a Buddha.®”” However this may be: the Tibetan version, in
any case, continues by stating that although the world is [part of?] the
bodhisattva’s body, he is not polluted by the world.® In the subse- .

815 Gharmasariru tavétivisuddham ... yatra samosari loka aSesah (verse ad-
dressed to the night goddess Vasanti). Cf. also Gv 346,2, qualifying (highly ad-
vanced) bodhisattvas as “having purified (or: being purified with regard to) their
meta-physical (/spiritual) body” (dharmakayaparisuddha, BAVT S cha 181a4: chos
kyi lus yongs su dag pa). According to SBhCP vs. 110d (BAvT D ga 74b2 = S nga
101b2-3: ’jig rten mgon po kun gyi rjes su skyes; ms. verso line lc [end]:
anujal{na}ayh sarva(lokandathanam?y®), bodhisattvas are the spiritual offspring of
all World-Protectors (= Tathagatas), i.e., born from their Dharma. They are thus
consangineous with all Buddhas (Gv 287,10-12: bodhisattvo ... ekaSariro bhavati
sarvabuddhaih), i.e., participate in their dharmakaya.

2 The syllable na has been deleted by the scribe. Letters within ¢ ) are my addi-
tion. '

%16 See fn. 613.

617 Perhaps dharmasariragarbhari in the Sanskrit text may be taken in a causal
sense: “In whose body the world is assembled [because it is] contained in the
Dharma Body [and because the body of the (high-level) bodhisattva has (almost)
been transformed into a/the Dharma Body].”

S8 BAVT D ga 73a2-3 (P shi 73bl; S nga 99b2): “Although the world is [thus
part of] his body, he does not incur pollution by any world[ly factor]” (’jig rten de
i lus yin yang |’jig rten kun gyis [PS: D gyil de la gos pa med |); BAVS 261a15
~ (SbhCN vs. 81cd): “Although [the dharmakaya] is in the world, it nowhere sticks to

the world” (RE7EFATHRST FAMHAEFTE). The Sanskrit ms. has a lacuna here, but cf.
SbhCN vs. 83a (MIRONOV 1914: 332; ms. recto line 2b): evam anupaliptah sarva-
lokena ... (thus ms., but how to scan? evam aniipaliptah sarvallokena [cf.

211



Pt. II: Idea of the Buddha-Nature of Grasses and Trees and Early Buddhism

quent verse (vs. 82), the relation is reversed: the body [of the bodhi-
sattva] (but in the Chinese versions: the dharmakdya) pervades the
whole world and yet does not really go there, just as a reflected image
appears in clear water without any physical crossing over of the ob-
“ject reflected.®’ ’

108.0. As for explaining the statement under discussion — viz.,
that even the environment preaches (§ 101) — in terms of facets of
interpenetration traceable in the Buddhavatamsaka itself, I must con-
fine myself to making three suggestions based on the material pre-
sented in § 107.1-2, without claiming to be exhaustive. Once again I
proceed from the premise that preaching is, in the first place, the
function of the Buddhas and highly advanced bodhisattvas. Thus, in
order to explain the fact that the environment preaches in terms of
interpenetration, I shall start from passages that confirm and concre-
tize the interpenetration obtaining between the fields on the one hand
and the Buddha(s) and high-level bodhisattvas on the other.

108.1. My first proposal starts from the passage in the eighth chap-
ter of the DasSabhumika-siitra referred to in § 107.1. In the case of a
bodhisattva exerting his miraculous power (adhitisthati) on (an ele-
ment of) a ‘field’, i.e., the environment, so as to transform it into, or
at least make it appear as, his own or even a Tathagata’s body, or vice
versa, it would seem that this (element of the) environment, now em-
bodying the bodhisattva or Tathagata, may indeed preach, even ver-

fn. 551] ...7). In being unpolluted by the world, the high-level bodhisattva is like
the Buddha (cf. Gv 21,25-26: buddhakayah ... trailokyanupaliptah).

619 Ms. recto line 2a-b (MIRONOV 1914: 332): “Just as in clear water a reflected
image is seen but does not [really] go there, so also the body [of the bodhisattva]
pervades the whole world and yet does not [really] go there” (yatha capi accha
udake pratibhdso drsyate na ca tadgamiya | evari ca sarvaloke kayam anugacchi na
ca tadgamiya |; MIRONOV teads tadbhamiya; 1 take tadgamiya to represent fad-
gamika [cf. BHSG # 22.20], cf. Tib. der song ’phos pa; the metre in padas b and d is
disturbed); cf. BAvVS 261a16-17; BAVT D ga 73a3 (P shi 73b1-2; S nga 99b2-3);
BAvVB 610b8-9: “Just as in clear water one sees a reflected image [and yet] there is
none, so the dharmakaya extends to the ten directions and yet does not extend any-

where” (BUIR/KH RESRFTE BEEH7H TRAMERE).
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bally.®® Yet this explanation of the environment’s preaching would
not be essentially different from the first one (ch.2.4.1 /§ 105). It
would still be the bodhisattva’s (or Buddha’s) miraculous influence
(adhisthana) that transforms, e.g., a tree into his own body or his own
body into a tree, so that the tree may preach, without it necessarily
having to be a sentient or saintly being in its own right. Although the
aspect of miraculous power or influence is less prominent in the
Samantabhadracaryanirdesa, it is not absent either! and may well be
presupposed as instrumental in making (parts of) the environment
preach.

108.2. 1. Alternatively, one might start from the above-mentioned
verse in Buddhabhadra’s version of the Samantabhadracaryanirdesa
according to which the bodhisattvas see countless Buddhas in one or
even in each mote and hear their preaching.622 This, too, however,
seems to be, according to Buddhabhadra’s rendering, the outcome of
a miraculous act or of imagination, viz., making all ‘fields’, together
with their Buddhas, enter into one mote. According to Siksananda’s
translation, the presence of all fields in one mote is perceived (&) in
a vision,*® and according to the Tibetan it is simply known or recog-
nized (shes pa) by the bodhisattvas,”* but neither of these versions
mentions the Buddhas and their preaching.’®

620 14 is, perhaps, for this reason that the text (see fn. 589) adds, after tathagata-
kayam, the items jiianakayam and dharmakayari (omitted in fn. 589), which may be
taken as representing the essential qualities of, especially, a Buddha and advanced
bodhisattva, viz., a vast ‘body’, or accumulation, of understanding and teachings,
respectively.

621 See fn. 595.

622 SbhCN vs. 25: see fn. 601. No Sanskrit available.

623 BAVS 259c18-19: FA—fiEEh R REE TR RAEME HELLIIE (CL. 959:
“In a single atom They see all worlds; If sentient beings should hear of this, They’d

go mad in confusion.” @L.[»ZIF may correspond to a form or derivative of vi-
Y muh).

24 BAVT D ga 70a3-4 (P shi 70b2-3; S nga 95a6-7): “How many world-systems
there are in a particle [consisting in] one mote, those they know (or: recognize);
when they come to hear of [their] vast practice, all those worlds (/people?) become
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2. Yet, in another chapter of the Buddhavatarisaka it is precisely in
these two translations (Buddhabhadra’s obviously has a lacuna
here)®? that we find a more detailed version of the same idea:**’ In a

convinced-and-pleased (*(a)dhi~Y muc)” (rdul phran gcig gi cha shas la|’jig rten
khams rmams ji snyed de dag shes pa dang || spyod pa rgya che [DP : chen S] thos
gyur na | ’jig rten de dag thams cad mos par ’gyur |). -

625 See fn. 623 and fn. 624, respectively.

626 Just as in Siksananda and in the Tibetan (BAVT P yi 98a3-b1; BAvS 35a17-
25), so in Buddhabhadra (BAvB 409c10-16), too, ten aspects under which the multi-
tudes of worlds are explained by the Buddhas are announced and enumerated, but in
Buddhabhadra the subsequent detailed treatment of these aspects breaks off all of a
sudden in the midst of the prose portion of the explanation of the eighth aspect
(BAVB 412a16-19). Obviously, the manuscript used by Buddhabhadra was incom-
plete here. This would seem to be corroborated by-the fact that in his.enumeration
of the ten aspects the tenth is defective, perhaps due to a corruption in his manu-
script (from Khotan, cf. SHIH 1968: 97; HAMAR 2007b: 147) which he was not able
to remedy just because the respective explanatory section was missing. We cannot
therefore automatically conclude that if a text portion of the later translations has no
equivalent in Buddhabhadra’s translation, it must be a later accretion. Each case has
to be judged on its own. N

27 BAVT P yi 108b7-109a8 (D ka 101b4——102a5) BAvS 38¢17-39a7 (CL. 198~
199).— Cf. BAvT P yi 100b5-7 (D ka 93b5-7; S ka 129a6-7; BAVB 410b27—2;
BAvS 36a13-16; CL. 189): “In all motes, all the ‘oceans’ (= masses) of [Buddha-]-
fields (ksetra) of the vast universe (dharmadhatu [cf. fn. 868]) abide, covered and
filled (or: nourished) by clouds of Buddhas with their miraculous power (*adhi-
sthana). Just as miraculous activity (*vikurvita) [works] in one mote, so does it in
the whole world (*jagat). [In this way,] the Buddha Vairocana displays his prodi-
gious miraculous activity (*vikurvita)” (rdul rnams kun na chos dbyings yangs pa’i
zhing rams rgya mtsho kun kyang gnas || sangs rgyas sprin gyis byin kyis brlabs pas
kun kyang yog cing yongs su rgyas | ji ltar rdul phran gcig la rnam ’phrul de
bzhin ’gro ba kun na’o || rnam par snang ba’i sangs rgyas rnam ’phrul rgya chen
rab tu ston pa mdzad |[)— Cf. also BAvB 410c25-27: “In one single mote, subtle
lands (*ksetra) as many as all motes are contained. In all [these] worlds there are
various [Buddha-]appearances, all of them turning in those [worlds] the wheel of
the Venerable’s Dharma” (fA—EER MBI L —UIES BiPE —UHER BE
FE RN T EEEEs; BAvS 36b13-14 is somewhat different in that it has the
Buddha .[no pl.-marker!] go fo all those lands to operate the teaching; cf.
CL. 190).— One could probably also adduce Gv 178,5-12 (BAVT S ca 294a1-2; D
nga 87a6-7): “In every mote I (ahu) see ‘oceans’ of [Buddha-]fields ..., and in them
I see ‘oceans’ of Buddhas. ... Look at the Shining One, who, just Awakened, per-
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single mote, many Buddha-fields exist, without damaging each other
or getting mixed up,®® and within each mote inconceivably many
Buddhas make their appearance,” pervading all those Buddha-fields,
sitting under beautifully adorned bodhi trees, surrounded by large
audiences, emanating rays of light and miraculous creations (*nir-
mana), and expounding many teachings.®*’

3. In Siksananda’s translation, the next verse®! may even be under-
stood to state that “one atom emanates all Buddha’s voices” (CLEARY
1993: 201), which would make the atom, or mote, i.e., an element of
the environment,” the subject of preaching and thus come close to
the statement of the Samantabhadracaryd-nirdesa (vs.119) from
which we started (§ 101). Yet, even if this interpretation of the verse
were accepted (against the Tibetan translation)®, it would surely be

vades the fields in all directions and, within each mote, under the stately (-indra)
bodhi tree loudly proclaims this (ima) peaceful Dharma” (sarvaraje ahu ksetra-
samudran paSyami ...| tatra ca pasyami buddhasamudra{n?) ... || pasya Virocana
bodhivibuddhari| sarvadisasu spharitvana ksetra | sarvarajahpathi bodhidrumendre
$ant’ ima dharma nigarjayamanam ||; ed. santima ... nisarja®, but cf. BAVT D nga
87a7: zhi ba’i chos rnams ... sgrog pa and BHSD 294b f; for sarvarajahpathi Tib.
has rdul sbubs kun and BAvS 370c23 EEA). Similarly Gv 206,15-18.

S22 BAVT P yi 108b7-8 (D ka 101b4-5; S ka 140a3-4; BAvS 38c17-18; CL. 200):
“On (Ch.: In) one mote, there are many [Buddha-]fields, ‘oceans’ [of them], ...
without disturbing [each other], without any getting mixed up (*asambhinna, cf. Ch.
$EEEAR)” (rdul geig steng na zhing mang rgya mtsho ste || ... gnod pa med cing ’dre
[S : ’dra DP] ba gang yang med |). _

822 BAVT P yi 108b8 (BAVS 38¢c19): rdul rnams kun la bsam yas sangs rgyas
bzhugs.

S0 BAVT P yi 10925 (BAvS 38¢c29): “In all motes they expound ocean[-like]
teachings, and they make the Wheel [of the Dharma] roll in the right way” (rdul
rnams kun la rgya mtsho’i chos brjod de || de dag ’khor lo tshul bzhin ’khor mdzad
cing || ...).

! BAVS 3922: —EEEER Y RMEBHRE.

%2 See fn. 576.

633 BAVT P yi 109a5-6 (D ka 102a3; S ka 140b4): “In a single mote they have ut-
tered the voice of all the Victors for those living beings (jagat) who are in a state of
receptivity” (*bhajanabhiita)” (rdul gcig la ni rgyal ba kun kyi [P : gyi D : gyis S]
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merely a metaphorical mode of expression. It is quite clear from the
phraseology of the passage as a whole that properly speaking it is the
Buddhas within the mote who preach, and in the concluding verses,
the scenario is expressly ascribed to the miraculous activity of the
Buddhas.®* Therefore, if interpreted in terms of this form of inter-
penetration, the. statement of the Samantabhadracarya-nirdesa
(vs. 119) that the environment preaches would also rather have to be
understood as a metaphor for the preaching of the myriads of
Buddha-appearances pervading it or made to pervade it by the mi-
raculous activity of the Buddhas.

108.3.1. The third possibility I should like to consider is basing the
explanation of the statement of the environment’s preaching on the
idea that the Buddha’s body pervades or encompasses the whole
world, including the environment.®® In a sense, this idea (more pre-
cisely: the aspect of pervasion) is already implied in the pattern dis-
cussed before (§ 108.2), viz., that each mote contains countless

gsung | gro ba snod du gyur la de dag brjod byas te [DS : ste P]||...). I do not per-
ceive any reason why the Chinese (see fn. 631) could not be construed in a similar
way, viz., as “[In] one mote, [they] emit, into all directions, the voices of all
Buddhas,  filling (/satisfying) those beings who are vessels (/remplents) of the
Dharma.”

834 Cf. BAVT P yi 109a6-7 (S ka 140b5-6; D ka 202a3-4; BAvS 39a4-5; CL. 201):
“They stuff all the countless adornments of ‘oceans’ of worlds into a single mote:
look at the miraculous power of the Victors!” (zhing rnams rgya mtsho mtha’ yas
rgyan kyi [P : gyi DS] rnams || thams cad rdul sbubs gcig tu rab tu ’dzud |rgyal ba
rnams kyi rdzu ’phrul mthu la ltos). Cf. also BAvT P yi 100b5-7 quoted in fn. 627.

3 See § 107.2.3 with fn. 610 and fn. 611. Cf. also fn. 641 and fn. 644, as well as
Gv 370,26-27 (BAVT S cha 218a4-5; D a 293a5; BAvS 423c1-3; BAvB 770b18-19),
characterizing high-level bodhisattvas as [1.] those whose bodies pervade the bodies
of all living beings (sarva-jagac-charirdnugata-kayah; “the bodies of” is missing in
Tib. and $; B: “who know (T = anugata) the bodies of ...”) and [2.] those whose
bodies have entered all world-systems (sarva- lokadhatv-antargata-kdydh). In
BAVB, the latter characterization is taken to mean that those bodhisattvas encom-
pass all world-systems in their own body (B SR =Z—YJHR), which is also possi-
ble and perhaps even preferable.
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Buddhas.®$ Actually, when the idea of the Buddha’s body pervading
or encompassing the whole world is expressed in the Buddhava-
tarmsaka (especially in its initial chapters), it is not always clear
whether what is meant is indeed the dharmakaya in the sensé of the
Buddha as he ‘exists’ on the spiritual level or on the level of True
Reality, and not rather a kind of sublime physical body, or even a host
of visible bodily appearances. In most of the passages concerned it is
only Buddhabhadra’s translation that has %5, which normally corre-
sponds to Skt. dharmakaya, whereas Siksananda usually merely
speaks of “the Buddha-body”. The same is true of the Tibetan transla-
tion, where even plural expressions occur.”’” In addition, the meaning

836 1n a similar way, the idea that the Buddha’s body encompasses the whole
world is implied in the more sophisticated vision or display of the whole universe in
each and every hair-pore of the Buddha’s body: e.g., BAvS 30a10-11 (CL. 162;
similarly BAVT P yi 85a3-4; BAvB 408a17-18), or Gv 374,25-27 (BAVT S cha
222a4-5;D a 296a4-5; BAvS 424b28 vs.): “[Those high-level beings] who stuff im-
measurable ‘fields’, Buddhas, [other] sentient beings as well as infinite acons into a
single tip of a hair (Tib. skra rtse; S =y L (e eki valapathi uttar{iymana
ksetran buddhams ca sattva tatha kalpa anantamadhyan | pravisanti ...; ed. reads
uttaramana ksetrat, but cf. S #E2%] and BHSD s.v. uttari, and the ‘ﬁelds should be
parallel to the nouns in pada b; in Tib. pravisanti is rendered by ’dzud, i.e., as a
causative; cf. BHSG # 38.24; we may perhaps read pravisénti; if pravisanti is taken
in an intransitive sense, we would have to read nominatives instead of the accusa-
tives in padas a and b).— Cf. also the description, in the Gandavyiiha, of Sudhana’s
" vision of the bodhisattva Samantabhadra’s playful miraculous display (vikridita:
424,30) of the whole universe emanating from each of his hair-pores (ekaikasmad
romavivarat) (Gv 423,29-424,29).

87 [1.]Cf,, e.g., BAVB 408b5: “The dharmakaya is stable and indestructible; it
fills the whole universe (dharmadharu)” (GEEETNAE AR —UsEER). How-
ever, in BAvS 31a22, the first quarter merely says: “The Buddha-body is without
distinction” (S #==71; cf. CL. 168). Nor is the occurrence of the term dharma-
kaya in this verse confirmed by the Tibetan (BAVT P yi 87b2; S ka 112a2), where
we have sku dag, which need not necessarily correspond to a plural but most proba-
bly does, especially in view of the way the Tibetan translators have rendered the
attribute or apposition (most likely *asaribhinna): “[Buddha-]bodies that are not
mixed up irradiate (¥sphar /sphur, cf. BHSD 613) the universe” (kun tu ma ’dres sku
dag gis || chos dbyings yongs su rab gsal te ||). — [2.] For another case of 3£ in
Buddhabhadra being represented by {#2 in Siksananda and a plural (sku yi rnams)
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of the term dharmakaya as reflected in Buddhabhadra’s translation is
by no means homogeneous,*”® and may merely point to a higher leve]
of reality than the physical appearance of the Buddha as it may be
-experienced by ordinary people.
108.3.2. Anyway, what matters in the present context is that quite a

few passages simply state that the Buddha’s (particularly: Vairo-
cana’s) preaching fills the' whole universe,® or that due to his mi-

in Tibetan see fn. 641.— [3.] Yet another passage where Buddhabhadra’s {58
(dharmakaya) is not confirmed by Tibetan is BAvB 399b29: ﬁuj&&%%{fﬁ ie.,
“The dharmakaya is [all-pervasive] like the universe (dharmadhatu)”. Here, Slksa-
nanda (BAVS 7c26) and Tibetan (BAVT P yi 20b4) have “the Buddha-body” ({%%)
and “the Sugata’s body” (bde bar gshegs pa’i sku), respectively. — [4.] There are
many more examples, especially in the 20® chapter of Buddhabhadra’s translation,
where only one out of eleven occurrences of & (viz., BAVB 486b18) is con-
firmed by Slksananda (BAVS 122b25) and the Tibetan (BAvVT D ka 372b4: chos kyi
sku) — [5.] On the other hand, there are ‘also passages where Buddhabhadra and
Siksananda agree in simply asserting the Buddha-body (f#£) to be all-pervasive,
as e.g., at BAVB 408a13 ~ BAvS 30a6, BAYB 414b25 = BAvS 42b21, or BAVB
401a22 ~ BAvS 9b21, but in the latter case the Tibetan once again seems to presup-
pose a plural: “The many Buddha-bodies, having pervaded (spharitva?) [all] direc-
tions, ..” (BAVT P yi 25a7: sangs rgyas sku mang phyogs su rgyas byas
shing ...). — [6.] In view of the far-reaching agreement of Siksananda and Tibetan,
it would thus seem that we either postulate a thorough terminological revision of
the original text after Buddhabhadra, or (most probably, in my opinion) have to
regard the frequent occurrence of the expression ¥£5 (dharmakaya) in Buddha-
bhadra as an element of his personal interpretation of the text.

638 For the fluctuating use of the term dharmakaya in Buddhabhadra’s translation
of the Buddhavatamsaka, cf. ZACCHETTI 2000: 56-57. A detailed investigation into
the views on the Buddha’s bodies in the various parts of the Buddhavatamsaka and
their representation by the different translators is clearly far beyond the scope of
this study. However, a distinction between the Buddha as he is in reality, or for
himself, and the Buddha as he appears to others seems to be basic (cf. also
WILLIAMS 1989: 123).

9 E.g., [1.]BAVT P yi 58b3-4 (BAVB 403c24; BAvS 21b10; CL. 129) “The
Buddha’s ‘circle’ of speech proclaims [the Dharma] in all ‘fields’” (sangs rgyas
gsung gi dkyil *khor ni || zhing rnams kun tu rab tu sgrog ). [2.] BAVT P yi 87a8-bl
(D ka 80a7-b1): “Over countless billions of eons, within the motes of all ‘fields’,
Vairocana’s voice proclaims his former practice” (bskal pa bye ba grangs med par ||
zhing kun rdul phran sbubs dag tu || rnam par snang ba mdzad pa’i gsung || sngon
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raculous influence (adhisthana) the sound of the Dharma spreads to
all ‘fields’. % Occasionally, this all-pervasive spreading of the
Dharma is expressly. associated with the omnipresence of the Bud-
dha’s real body.**' Some passages suggest that the preaching of the

gyi spyod pa rab tu sgrog |); similarly BAVB 408b1-2; in BAvS 31a18-19, the syn-
tax differs: cf. CL. 167. [3.] BAvB 398b16: “The Buddhas’ right Dharma, without
obstacle, completely fills countless worlds in the ten directions™ (ﬁ{%m&ﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁ
BRAEER, vl B for 7, but BAvS 6c6 SEE%] supports Fi). [4.] BAvS
31a8-9 (CL. 167): “The Buddha Vairocana turns the wheel of the right Dharma; all
lands of the universe are filled [by it] as by a cloud” (BB EFf# FEEIEEE A7
SE+ =R ESE; however, instead of “lands” BAvVT P yi 87a5 [D ka 80a4-5; S
ka 111b4] and BAvB 408a20-21 have “methods” (tshul rnams, J5{§), which is not
clear to me). [5.] BAvS 32c11-12 (BAVT P yi 90a8-b1; not in BAvB). [6.] Cf. also
BAvB (TUSN) 618c17-19 and 619c24-26, or Gv 185,28-31 (... sugato Virocano |
dharmadhatu vipulam spharitvand cakru vartati jage yathasayam |)).

640 BAVB 408a26-27: “Vairocana, through his miraculous spiritual power (*adhi-
sthana, cf. Tib. byin gyi rlabs), turns the wheel of the Dharma in all ‘fields’; the
sound of the bodhisattva Samantabhadra’s resolve (¥pranidhdana) pervades all the
‘oceans’ of worlds” (E&H I —IFFEER TEEEEETE BW—t)
1HFE); cf. BAVT P yi 87a7-8 and BAvS 31a14-15 [CL. 167]: different syntax. —
Cf. also BAVT P yi 87a5-6 (D ka 80a5; BAvB 408a22-23; BAvS 31a10-11): “What-
ever ‘oceans’ of world systems there are in the ten directions, in all of them the
wheel [of the Dharma] is being turned; this is the miraculous effect (*vikurvita) of
[Vairocana’s] resolve” (’jig rten khams rnams rgya mtsho dag || phyogs bcu kun na
gang yod pa || thams cad kun tu ’khor lo ’khor || de ni smon lam rnam par phrul
pa’o). :

$1E.g., [1.] BAVB 408a28: “The dharmakaya fills all ‘fields’, everywhere rain-
ing the rain of all teachings (dharma)” (EEFm—UIF] LRE—UJEEEN). How-
ever, BAvS 31a16 (CL. 167) speaks of Buddha-bodies as numerous as the motes of
a ‘field’ (f.524(EE), and BAvT P yi 87a8 (D ka 80a7; S ka 111b7) seems to mean
that all the bodies (sku’i rnams) [of the Buddha, or Buddhas] pour down the rain of
the Dharma on [each?] mote of all ‘fields’(or: on all ‘fields’ [as many as] motes?)
(zhing kun rdul la sku yi rnams || thams cad chos char [S : rab DP] rab tu ’bebs |)).
[2.] BAVT P yi 86a4-5 (S ka 110a6-7; D ka 79a4-5; BAvS 30b22-23; not in BAvVB):
“Completely pervading the universe (dharmadhatu, pl. in Tib!), the Buddha’s body
shines forth; his far-reaching voice, spontaneously arisen, proclaims [the Dharma]
. in an ‘ocean’ of ‘fields’”, or: “... [with his] far-reaching voice, the Self-arisen One
" (*svayambhi, i.e., the Buddha who attained Awakening without relying on anybody
else), proclaims ...” (chos kyi dbyings rnams kun khyab par| sangs rgyas sku ni
rnam par mdzes || rgya chen gsung ni rang byung ba || zhing rnams rgya mtshor shin
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Buddha is a single, permanent mysterious sound,*” but that on the
phenomenal level sentient beings hear his preaching in accordance
with their dispositions and expectations.®” This adaptation to the re-
quirements of the listeners is often described as mediated by a host of

tu sgrog [). [3.] Cf. also BAVB 408c23 (not in BAvS and BAvTj; BAvVS 22¢19-20
(CL. 134) ~ BAVT P yi 62a7-8 (not in BAVB).

642 E.g., [1.] BAVB 399b4 (BAVS 7b25; BAVT P yi 19b4): ““Oceans’ of teaichings,
as many as motes in one Buddha-field, [the Buddha] expounds by a single word,
completely without a remainder” (—fEFIEEEE —SEREES). [2.0 BAVB
400a11-12 (= BAvS 8b8-9; BAVT P yi 22a2-3 differs): “Among all the sublime
sounds and voices in the world, there is none at all that can compare to the Bud-
dha’s sound; [with] one sound, resounding like thunder to a great distance, he fills
all directions” (—{JHtFAYEE REERARET —FEEETH). [31BAVS
32b24 (CL. 174): “The Buddha emits a single wondrous sound, which is heard eve-
rywhere in the ‘fields’ of the ten directions” (fiiE—1E FEET5F)), slightly
different BAVT P yi 90a3 (D ka 83ad): zhing rnams rgya misho thams cad du || de
dag gsung ni zab mo ’byung (D : byung P); not in BAvB. [4.] BAVB 399¢6-7 (BAvS
8a3-4; CL. 74; BAVT P yi 20b7-8; D ka 18b3). [5.] BAvB 404b15-17. [6.] BAVT Pyi
49b2 (D ka 45a2; BAvS 18a23; CL. 116; not in BAVB): rgyal ba’i gsung (D : gsungs
P) gcig las ni mtha’ yas pa’i| chos kyi sgo mo thams cad kun kyang ’byung |.
[7.] BAVT P yi 52a3-4 (D ka 47a7-b1; BAvS 19a12; CL. 120; not in BAVB): chos
sgo rgya mtsho mi zad tshad med pa| sangs rgyas gsung gcig sems can kun la
gsung ||. [8.] Cf. also BAVB (TUSN) 619b27—c4 = BAvS 269a7-14 (CL. 992).

43 11. BAVS 22¢17-18 (CL. 134): “The dharmakaya of the Buddha, [with its]
vast light, ... rains teachings everywhere in accordance with what the minds of sen-
tient beings aspire to [and] conforming to their faculties” (BERCEEFES ... EhE
FRAEDFTE RBEHBMRIE), ~ BAVT P yi 62a6-7 (... dbang po ji bzhin chos kyi
char yang ’bebs | sangs rgyas chos sku yangs pa rnam par mdzes |)). The passage is
missing in BAvVB, but cf. 408b5-6 (see fn. 644) and 412a10: “In some [worlds, there
is only] the Buddha’s voice, resounding like thunder in the ten directions, in accor-
dance with what sentient beings aspire to” (EAEFEETH FEsERAEFTARE).
[2.] BAVS 32a23+26: “As for the marvellous wheel of the Dharma which he turns, it
is by nature undifferentiated; ... [yet] it displays infinite modes of teaching in accor-
dance with the different [levels] of their (i.e., the vineyas’) understanding” (&
i &[ﬁﬁ#ﬂﬂ . FEEfE=R 3R #ESEAFT). Similarly BAVT P yi 89b1-2: tha dad
med pa’i chos kyi dbyings || chos kyi *khor lo rab tu ’khor || ... dad pa rgya mtsho’i
tshul dag gis || mi zad tshul rnams rab tu ston |; missing in BAVB. [3.] BAvS 21b10-
11 (CL. 129) = BAVT P yi 58b3-4 and BAvB 403c24-25. [4.] BAVB 399b6 = BAVS
7b27 (CL. 72). [5.] Cf. also BAVB 619b27—c4 (see fn. 642) and DBhS R 79,29-31
and 80,6-7 (K 163,13-14 and 164,4-5; bodhisattva on the ninth stage).
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miraculously displayed, apparitional Buddha-bodies,** sometimes
compared to reflected images (as in the Samantabhadracarya chapter)
or to a juggler’s display.* According to a passage of the Ganda-
vyiiha,*® miraculously created bodies (nirmanakaya) may preach with
the sounds of all kinds of sentient beings, and even with that of insen-

644E.g., [1.]BAvVB 408b5-6: “The dharmakaya pervades the whole universe,
everywhere manifesting physical bodies, [by means of which the Buddha] guides
living beings in accordance with how they are to be trained” ((:5 ... Toha—YIEEE
R ERETRIEE G FEFE(LEEEREE), ~ BAVS 31a22-23 (RES R FEEETNR
CL. 168) and BAVT P yi 87b2 (... ’gro rnams ’dul ba ji bzhin du || gzugs kyi sku yang
rab tu mthong), with differences in the first half (see fn. 637). [2.] BAvVT P yi 85b5-
8 (S ka 109b5-110a1; D ka 78b5-7; BAvS 30b2-3, 8-9; CL. 163 f; not in BAVB):
“The true dharmakaya of the Buddha is not mixed up [with mundane things]
(*asarmbhinna, which Chin. fE2Z7 takes as “undifferentiated”) and depends on
nothing; even so, sentient beings see it as a physical body in accordance with their
[respective] wishes. ... From the [real] bodies of the Tathagatas (BAVS: On the
basis of one Buddha-body), endless phantom-Buddhas [emerge] and, [their voice]
resounding in all ‘fields’, set forth ‘oceans’ of teachings” (yang dag [P adds an
unmetrical pa] sangs rgyas chos kyi sku || ’dres pa med cing gnas pa med || sems can
thams cad yid [DS : yod P] bzhin du || gzugs kyi skur yang rab tu mthong || ... de
bzhin gshegs pa’i sku dag las [BAVS: FA—{.5 L1 || mi zad sangs rgyas sprul pa’i
[PS : pa D] rnams || zhing rnams kun tu rab sgrog cing || chos kyi rgya mtsho shin tu
ston [)). [3.] BAVB (TUSN) 620b27—-c10 (BAVS 270a8-17; CL. 994) enumerates sev-
eral types of bodies the Buddha may manifest to sentient beings when he is about to
teach them.

845 E.g., [1.] BAVB 399b10-11 (cf. BAVT P yi 19b8-20a1; BAvS 7c6-7; CL. 73):
“The Buddha’s body is inexhaustible like space, without characteristics (or: specific
appearance), unhindered, [and yet] manifesting everywhere; what is adaptively
manifested is like a juggler’s display” (S 201Z2 AN A] 5 AR IR FTA] FER
5T, ...). [2. BAVT P yi 90a6-7 (D ka 83a7; S ka 115b5-6; BAVS 32¢3-4; CL. 174;
not in BAvVB): “The dharmakaya is non-different and unhindered, like space; its
being perceived (*vijfiapti?) as a physical body has the [same] character [as] the
appearance of a reflection” (chos kyi sku ni tha dad min | nam mkha’ bzhin te chags
pa med || gzugs kyi skur ni [DS : na P] rnam dmigs pa || mig yor snang ba’i mtshan
nyid do[)). [3.]BAVT P yi 89b2-3 (D ka 82b3; S ka 114b5-6; BAVS 32a27-28;
CL. 173; not in BAvVB): “In all Buddha-fields the Victors appear on the seat of
Awakening like reflections” (sangs rgyas zhing rnams kun na yang || rgyal ba rnams
ni mig yor ’dra || snying po byang chub rnams na snang | ...).

846 Gv 194,15-28.
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tient things like a whirlwind, masses of water, flames of fire, the
ocean, an earthquake, or heavenly musical instruments. This idea is
parallel to the view that other persons or even insentient things may
preach if inspired or controlled by the Buddha (see § 105). It is thus
“reasonable to postulate some act of miraculous creation or influence
also when this is not explicitly stated, especially in the case of insen-
tient things. When, e.g., light issuing from the pores of the Buddha is
stated to proclaim the Dharma or names of the Buddha(s),*’ the light
is actually a kind of extension of the Buddha’s body. In Vairocana’s
purified Buddha-field, the jewel trees emit subtle sounds through
which the great resolves (*pranidhana) cultivated by the Buddhas in
all aeons are articulated,®”® but we can safely assume that this is part
of the effect of Vairocana’s previous resolve or of his miraculous °
power. Likewise, when at the seat of Awakening (bodhimanda) the
bodhi tree® and the ground,’® or just the trees,®’ or all things present

647111 BAVB 399c14 (BAvS 8all; BAVT P yi 21a3). Similarly BAvS 30b10-13
(CL. 164) = BAVT P yi 85b8—86al. [2.] The situation is different in the verses BAvT
P yi 103b2-4 (D ka 96b2-4; S ka 133a2-5) =~ BAVB 411b7-12 ~ BAvS 37a8-13, de-
scribing worlds adorned by clouds of light and ornaments that emit sound; the last
line, however, makes clear that here, too, the miraculous power (adhisthana) of the
Buddha(s) is at work. [3.] At BAVB 408b3-4 = BAvS 31a20-21 ~ BAVT P yi 87b1-2
(D ka 80b1; S ka 112a1-4), it is not the rays of light themselves that train (i.e., teach)
sentient beings but rather Buddhas within them. Similarly, at BAvB 407c5-6 =
BAVS 29b13-14, both Chinese versions may be taken, with CL. 160, to mean that it
is the bodhisattvas in the light who preach, but Tib. (BAvT P yi 83a4-5, S ka 106b2-
3: byang chub sems dpa’ de dag gi 'od gzer gyi sgo thams cad nas kyang tshigs su
bead pa ’di lta bu dag byung bar gyur to || od gzer thams cad sgo nas sgra *byung
ste| ..) is unambiguous in stating that sound (in the form of stanzas rec1ted) arises
from the rays of light of the bodhisattvas.

8 BavS 41m32e; ELEEHRER, REATE —8E FEAR s
CL. 210. The passage is not represented in BAvB (one would expect it in the para-
graph 414a19-21). In BAVT (D ka 108a3- 4), it seems to be the jewels themselves -
that emit the sound.

649 BAvS 23¢28-29 (CL. 139) ~ BAVT P yi 65b1-2: The bodhi Trees of all the
Buddhas appear in the seat of Awakening and expound the Buddhas’ pure Dharma.
Not in BAVB.
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there,? emit sounds of praise or teaching,® this is easily explained
either as an effect of the Buddha’s spiritual power or as a literary
stratagem to highlight the extraordinariness of the event of the
Buddha’s Awakening (cf. Pt. I, ch. 5.2.2).

108.3.3. The situation would be fundamentally different only if we
understand the dharmakaya, or the omnipresent body of the Buddha,
not as just pervading or encompassing the environment but as consti-
tuting its true nature, or as including the environment as an integral
part of this body.”* If the environment is in its essence the dharma-

60 BAVS 24a1 (CL. 139) = BAVT P yi 65b2-3: The ground around the seat of
Awakening emits wondrous sounds, in accordance with the inclinations of sentient
beings. Not in BAvVB.

61 BAvS 25b18 (not in BAVB): &Ry HhE%, rendered in CL. 147 as “The
voice of these teachings comes from the trees”. In BAvT P yi 69a6 (S ka 88b6),
however, the sound “issues from this great Bodhi-tree” (byang chub shing chen 'di
las grag).

%52 BAVS 20b3 (not in BAVB): & —{IHHE jg{;ggguﬁ@jj; CLEARY (1993:’
125) translates: “Everything at the site of enlightenment produces exquisite sound
Extolling the pure, inconceivable powers of the Buddha.” BAvT (P yi 55b2: sangs
rgyas stobs rnams yongs dag bsam mi khyab | snying po byang chub 'dir ni kun
kyang grag) is less explicit: “The powers of the Buddha, completely pure, incon-
ceivable, at this seat of Awakening, [they] all resound (/are celebrated).”

653 1t may be worth noting that I have not found any similar passage in BAvB.

5% The Tibetan text of SBhCN vs. 81c (see § 107.2.3 with fn. 618) could be
understood in this sense, though I wonder whether this is actually its original
purport. At Gv 183,28-29, the night-goddess Vasanti declares herself capable of
comprehending (or visualizirig) the fact that the Tathagatas have the infinite
universe as their body (anantadharmadhatusariratam avatarami), but the original
purport of the passage may well be that their body is as vast as the universe; cf.
Buddhabhadra’s rendering: “the dharmakaya is pure and fills the universe” (BAvB
723a20: EEFIROFES). As for Gv 138,30, characterizing advanced bodhi-
sattvas as sarvajaganmaya-Sarira (“whose body consists of the whole world”), the
reading is doubtful, for VAIDYA’s ms. S has sarvajagatsama®, which rather means
that bodhisattvas may adopt bodies similar to any kind of (or: as numerous as there
are) living beings, and this is the reading confirmed by the Tibetan (BAvT D a 45b1;
S ca 239b4-5: ’gro ba thams cad dang mnyam pa’i lus dang ldan pa) as well as the
Chinese versions (BAVB 712c1-2 and BAvS 360b26-27, both reading B-&1—t] R4
B2, cf. also T 10.293: 725b6-7).
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kaya, embodying true reality, or is essentially (and not just by an act
of miraculous transformation) integrated into the Buddha’s body as
his ‘field’-body (ksetrakdya),” then the preaching of the ‘field(s)’
may be understood as the dharmakaya’s, or the ‘cosmic’ Buddha’s,
self-revelation in the environment or parts of it. This, however, would
seem to come close to Ch’eng-kuan’s last proposal, to be discussed in
the next paragraph.

-2.4.3. Third Explanation

109. Ch’eng-kuan’s third explanation, viz., that the environment
preaches in the sense that even objects, i.e., external things, when
apprehended, may directly disclose their true nature, points to non-
verbal forms of transmitting the Truth, i.e., to a metaphorical use of
the verb “to preach”. It thus probably comes closer to how Hui-chung,
as a Ch’an master, may have understood the passage. In any case, the
idea of preaching in the form of non-verbal communication,*® be it
by the Buddha or bodhisattvas or by ordinary sentient beings or in-
sentient things, is by no means alien to the Indian tradition. Ch’eng-
kuan himself, by referring to fragrant food as an example, points to a
passage of the Vimalakirti-nirdesa, according to which in the realm of
the Tathagata Gandhottamakiita bodhisattvas are trained not by means

655 Asis explicitly the case in Hua-yen exegesis, e.g., T 36.1736: 94b12-13: “The
‘fields’ are [identical with] the ‘field-body’ (ksetrakaya)” (F|+ElE 1+ 5);
T 35.1733: 160a29-b1: “Since Vairocana has the “field-body’, etc., therefore the.
whole world is the Buddha’s body” (DI&Hif: HRE1;-B%, 2R REED).
Cf. also T 35.1735: 504b13-15 (comm.: T 36.1736: 20c18-21a2), formulating four
aspects which taken together circumscribe the fact that the Buddha and his field
merge with each other: “the Buddha is the field” (f#E[F]), “the field is the Buddha”
(FIEN4#), “both [somehow preserved]” ({&), “[both] dissolved [as separate entities]”
GE)-

656 Cf. Lank 105,5-12, referred to also by Ch’eng-kuan (T 35.1735: 519a23-26;
36.1736: 93b19—c1). Cf. also Gv 194,15-28 (see § 108.3.2 with fn. 646), 427,5-15,
and 270,26-29. For the Ch’an tradition, cf., e.g., MCRAE 1986: 74.
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of verbal instruction but by means of fragrant smells.”’ According to
another passage of this same siitra,”® in some Buddha realms, the
work of a Buddha (buddhakrtya) is not carried out by the Buddha
himself but by other persons (sc. bodhisattvas) or, among other things,
by light, by the bodhi tree,” by clothes or food, or by groves, palaces,
mansions or even the empty sky (gaganam antariksam), and it does
not necessarily involve verbal instruction; it may also be accom-
plished through silence.® It is possible that in the Indian Mahayana
milieu the salvific activity of such persons or objects, whether verbal
or non-verbal, was often considered to be, somehow, due to the
Buddha’s miraculous influence or at least presence.®® But this is not
necessarily so, for even in mainstream Indian Buddhism, natural
things (like falling leaves or withering flowers) as well as artefacts
may, as objects of meditative contemplation, directly ‘speak’ to the
yogi by manifesting their impermanence, etc. (cf. § 44.2). Most tell-
ing are the stories (shared by the Buddhist and the Jain traditions)

57 VKN IX.14. Cf. also X.7, where fragrant food brought from Gandhottama-
kiita’s world is stated to carry out a Buddha’s work (buddhakrtya) by causing, or
inducing, spiritual advancement. According to IX.14, the perception of the fra-
grance leads to a samadhi which is the source of bodhisattva virtues.

658 VKN X.8(~10), referred to by Ch’eng-kuan in T 35.1735: 519a19-23 and
36.1736: 93a19-b10. The Sanskrit text of VKN X.8 seems to be lacunary due to
aberratio oculi (easily explicable in view of the repetitive phraseology), since both
the Tibetan and the three Chinese versions confirm additional phrases.

%% Cf, fn. 569 and fn. 649.

880 VKN X.9. The distinction of verbal and non-verbal teaching does not coincide
with the distinction of teaching carried out by persons on the one hand and objects
on the other, since even the latter may miraculously emit verbal instruction (see
§ 105).

861 Cf. § 105 and § 108.3.2, esp. the reference to Gv 194,15-28. Cf. also MPPU
313c4-12 (LAMOTTE 1980: 2358-2359), where it is stated that there are Buddhas
who make sentient beings attain Awakening through verbal preaching, whereas
others do so by other means including emitting light or fragrant smell or in that they
“perform the work of a Buddha by means of all [kinds of?] sounds of (or: voices
resounding from?) grasses and trees” (¢10-11: Ff gELA—VJERZE MIEHE &
REF/IEE.).
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relating the sudden Awakening of the so-called pratyekabuddhas (see
ibid.), which takes place on the occasion of a shocking experience,
€.g., upon coming across a tree seen earlier in full blossom that had
been completely stripped of its flowers in the meantime.* Ch’eng-
kuan’s own explanation, in his subcommentary, is basically in the
same vein, for he exemplifies the ‘preaching’ of the environment with
corporeal things (€&, ripa) immediately disclosing [to the open-
minded observer] their materiality (&, = Skt. miirta(tva)), depend-
ent arising, impermanence, essencelessness, etc.’® It is obvious that
fulfilling this function does not require an active participation on the
part of the object, let alone its sentience or saintliness.

2.4.4. Conclusions Regarding the Buddhavatamsaka

110. T hope that the preceding discussion, albeit provisional, has
shown that even the explanations proposed by a representative of sys-
tematized Hua-yen thought do not force us to understand the passage
from the Samantabhadracarya-nirdesa adduced by Hui-chung, taken
in its original context, as presupposing a view according to which
plants are sentient or even Awakened beings in their own right, such
that this passage might form a link between an archaic view of plants
as sentient or even saintly beings in early Buddhism and the Far East-
ern idea of plants as Buddha-natured.

111, If we follow Ch’eng-kuan’s first explanation, the preaching of
plants is merely the effect of a Buddha’s or highly advanced bodhi-
sattva’s miraculous influence and does not require the plant itself be-
ing sentient or Buddha-natured. Nor is this necessarily required by

862 For the reception of this idea in China in a doctrinal context cf. Chih-i’s Mo-
ho chih-kuan FEEZ1FER (T46.1911) 136¢17 (passage kindly pointed out to me by
Prof. Waka SHIRATO in 1999), referring to the idea that even insignificant events
like old blossoms drifting in the wind or leaves stirred by a gust (ZEFZEE)) may
occasion a pratyekabuddha’s Awakening. For a connection of this idea with the -
theme of the ‘preaching of the non-sentient’ see also FAURE 1996: 192-194.

663 T 36.1736: 61401-3: B HREE, AeaENGNERE, HRGAE, HIgme, FIEmM
=3
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the third explanation, which in the conservative Indian sources would
merely mean that to an appropriately prepared observer, phenomena
like seasonal change or the fragility of flowers may reveal the funda-
mental truth of impermanence, without, of course, any agency on the
part of the plant itself. The situation may eventually become different
if the true nature of things is ‘sacralized’ by being equated with the
true nature of the Buddha or with his dharmakaya,” or if interpen-
etration is understood in a strong sense implying essential identity,
. the environment being the Buddha (i.e., his ksetrakdya) and the
Buddha being the environment (see § 108.3.3). The decisive issue is
* thus Ch’eng-kuan’s second explanation of the environment’s preach-
ing. . :
112. Yet even as regards this second explanation, my (admittedly
preliminary) investigation makes me very hesitant to assume that in
the original texts themselves that make up the Buddhavatamsaka col-
lection the idea of universal interpenetration was consciously taken to
imply an individual sentience of plants as such, or even their being
actually and individually Awakened (or at least capable of Awaken-
ing). My impression is rather that this question is simply outside the
focus of the interest of the authors of these texts. As pointed out
above, it is, originally, mainly in the context of visions and miracu-
lous displays that aspects of pervasion or interpenetration are de-
scribed. What catches one’s eye is the central role, in this context, of
miraculous power and activity, i.e., of the factor Ch’eng-kuan had
referred to in his first explanation of the phrase that even the envi-
ronment preaches. In the Dasabhiimika-siitra, the verb preferably
used for the miraculous displays of advanced bodhisattvas is adhi-
tisthati, in the sense of transforming something, or making it appear
in a certain form or place, by means of a supranormal act of con-
trol.% In the Gandavyitha, Sudhana’s vision of the interior of Mai-
treya’s jewelled palace, in which hundreds of thousands of similar

664 ‘For a more detailed discussion of this point see Pt. IL.B, ch. 1.1.
55 On adhitisthati and the verbal noun adhisthana see fn. 497.
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palaces are reflected in each single reflecting object without being
mixed up,*®is essentially due to Maitreya’s beneficial miraculous
influence. (adhisthana),’ probably in the sense of taking control of
Sudhana’s mind (which, of course, presupposes the latter’s spiritual
"quest and maturity)*®. In the Lokottara-parivarta,®® facets of inter-
penetration are discussed especially in the paragraphs on miraculous
activities (*vikurvita) and playful displays (*vikridita).”® Moreover, it
is expressly stated that when the bodies of sentient beings are made
into [a part of?] the environment, or vice-versa, this happens without
impairing their original status.’” This means that insentient things
like plants remain essentially insentient even if miraculously trans-
formed into the body of a sentient being. In the Samanta-bhadra-
carya-nirdesa the aspect of miraculous activity and influence is, to be
sure, less conspicuous, but it is not missing either.®” Even in systema-
tized Hua-yen treatises it continues to be reckoned among the reasons
for the interpenetration of phenomena.’”

666 Gv 408,3-8: tasya ca mahakitagarasya abhyantare tadanyani kitagarasata-
sahasrany ... apasyat ...| te casya kiitagaravyiha anyonydsambhinnd anyonydmisri-
bhita (my emendation; ed.: °maitri®, but cf. 415,14) anyonydsamkirna pratibhasa-
yogena abhasam agaman ekasminn @rambane | yatha ca ekasminn arambane, tathd
Sesasarvarambanesu |. Cf. MCMAHAN 2002: 136.

667 See fn. 573.

668 Gv 416,11-12, stating that Sudhana’s experience is due to the miraculous
power of the bodhisattva (sc. Maitreya) and Sudhana’s being a suitable recipient
(bodhisattvadhisthanena tava ca subhdjanataya). Cf. also piirvakusalamiila-bala-
dhana beside tathagatadhisthana as a condition for Muktaka’s vision (Gv 64,21).

~ %®Tib. "Jig rten las *das pa, Ch. BEHfA&. The Sanskrit title is confirmed by
$iks 151,13 (cf. HAMAR 2007b: 142).

670 See fn. 593 and fn. 528.
671 BAVT D ga 202b2-3 (see § 97 with fn. 528).
672 See § 107.2.2 with fn. 595.

573 In Fa-tsang’s commentary on DBhS R VIILN (T 35.1733: 363b17-21), the
bodhisattvas’ mastery of autonomous comprehension GEiE H7EE JJ) is, along with
the all-pervasiveness of the dharmata (JEMERIGE) and the mutuality of dependent
arising (##EFHE), reckoned as one of the conditions for the miraculous transfor-
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113. 1. A comprehensive discussion of the meaning and function of
these visions and displays of pervasion and interpenetration would
exceed the limits of the present study. Provisionally, I am inclined to
understand them as the expression of a level of spiritual purity and
mastery on which the world is no longer experienced as determined
by the adamant limitations of space and time, number (vision gradu-
ally extending to countless items),*’* and discrete individuality. For
advanced bodhisattvas, the universe has assumed (or reveals itself as
having) a fluid and dynamic,*”” malleable,’® ‘protean’®”’ nature, to the

mation of one body into another. Later on (430b21-25), ‘when commenting on the
bodhisattvas’ miraculous exploits (vikurvita) concerning the environment (ksetra)
(BAvVB 647c13-24), Fa-tsang enumerates five reasons, replacing the bodhisattvas’
mastery of autonomous comprehension with their power of concentration entailing
supranormal faculties (G877 E7EARESEHY), their having obtained the power of
freedom [from limitations] (*vimoksa) enabling them to transform things ({5777

EiE#E %), and their power of comprehension by which they understand the fact
that phenomena are like hallucinations and dreams, so that they attain autonomous
mastery with regard to [making them] appear in accordance with their own mind
CEIITI05I2%: FEE LIRBETERG see § 113). In other places, we find ten rea-
sons for the convertibility of phenomena, including the power of supranormal facul- .
ties, concentrations and freedom [from limitations] (#2f%, *vimoksa) (T 45.1871:
594c25-595al1, with detailed explanation 595a1-b29), or at least the latter two
(T 35.1735: 515¢25-516al, explained in detail 516a8-517c13).

674 Cf. VETTER 2004: 65 and 77-78 (Meghasr1’s vision of ever increasing num-
bers of Buddhas: Gv 48,27 ff). Historically speaking, the vision or visualization of
countless Buddhas is probably, as VETTER (2004: 66—69) suggests, a reshaping and
development of the canonical practice of recollecting the Buddha (buddhanusmrti,
which originally did not normally involve visualization) under the influence of
various practices of a more visual nature, some of which, like the contemplation of
the repulsive (asubhabhavana) or the contemplative practice of benevolence
(maitribhavand), developed into imagining the multiplication or extension of the
visualized object to the extent that it fills the whole world (cf., e.g., SCHMITHAUSEN
2007a: 228-230). In addition, the visions of countless Buddhas in the Gv may have
also been inspired by more developed conceptions of the Buddha’s display of self-
. multiplication (see fn. 578), of which they are, so to speak, the recipient counterpart.

§75 ZACCHETTI 2000: 70,1-2. Cf. also WILLIAMS 1989: 123: “the quicksilver uni-
verse of the visionary perspective wherein all is empty and therefore is seen as a
flow lacking hard edges.”
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effect that the aforementioned limitations may now be shifted, tran-
scended, interfused or effaced at will. ’

2. In this perspective, in the Buddhavatamsaka texts discussed in
the present chapter®”® comparisons of the world, or even of the con-
tents of visions, with a dream, a hallucination (maya) or the like may
not only have the purpose of undermining the objective reality of the
ordinary world,”” or putting the visions or miraculous displays into
perspective in order to prevent the spiritual wayfarer Sudhana (and

576 MCMAHAN 2002: 115 and 128, though the equivalent avisthapana [Gv 415,28]
for “malleability” is problematic because the reading is doubtful (cf. BHSD 502b
and 486b); the negation is indeed missing in Tib. (BAVT D a 339a7).

577 Cf. GRANOFF 1998: 355.

78 In ‘the ‘Suyama gathas’ (ch.1.5.2) and the ‘Eulogies on Mount Sumeru’
(ch. 1.7), emphasis is rather on not misinterpreting the physical appearances of the
Buddha.

679 Cf., e.g., Gv 360,8-20: mayagato nama bodhisattvavimoksah, characterized by
seeing the [ordinary, ‘non-protean’] world as a hallucination and somehow setting
the stage for the vision of Maitreya’s palace. In the Dasabhiimika-siitra, these com-
parisons appear at the beginning of the sixth bhimi (DBhS R 47,15-16 [VL.A] = K
96,10-11), in a set of anti-substantialist phrases preparing for the contemplation of
dependent origination and in the verse (DBhS K 110,4-7: vs. 14) which corresponds
to the résumé of this contemplation in DBhS R VLN (K 102,3-5). They appear
again at the beginning of the seventh bhzmi (DBhS R 55,15-17 [VILA] = K 114,13-
15), characterizing a world-transcending perspective in a set of phrases contrasting
this perspective with a world-affirming one as two poles of a bodhisattva’s spiritu-
ality. At the beginning of the eighth bhiimi, the bodhisattva is described as tending
towards complete detachment (viveka: DBhS R 64,12 [VIIL.C] = K 134,15) and
" inactivity, an attitude from which he has to be aroused by the Buddhas, and it is
only thereafter, and on the basis of his having rid himself of imagining bodies as
ultimately discrete entities (DBhS K 141,7-8; DBhS R 69,10 [VIILN]), that the text
refers to the display of a miraculous transformation of his own body into thaf of
other sentient beings, etc. (see § 107.1 with fn. 589). In the verses of the Samanta-
bhadracarya-nirdesa, too, comparisons of the world with illusory phenomena occur
(BAvVB 610a5-6, a17-18, a23-24 and b16-23 = BAvS 260c13-14, c25-26, 261a2-3 and
a24-b2 = BAVT D ga 72a5-6, b2-3, b5 and 73a6-b1 [verses 66, 72, 75 and 86-89]),
but a precise ascertainment of their function would require a more detailed investi-
gation. An important aspect seems to be that they are intended to illustrate that phe-
nomena are insubstantial and indeterminable. ’
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thus also the reader, or the audience) from misinterpreting these vi-
sions or displays in terms of the ordinary spatio-temporal world.®*°
These comparisons may also, and perhaps in the first place, be em-
ployed with the purpose of illustrating precisely the above-mentioned
overruling of all ordinary limitations, as seems to be also supported
by the remarks of Hua-yen masters on these comparisons in the con-
text of interpenetration.®® Similar functions may also hold good for
staternents that emphasize, in connection with visions or with the ex-
perience of the (or: a) world, the role of one’s own mind (citta) or
(imaginative) thinking (samjia).

%80 As in the case of Muktaka’s Buddha-visions (Gv 66,28-33; cf. VETTER 2004:
64-65; NAMAI 1995: 178-179 [r1°875-874]), or in the case of the punishment of
phantom-criminals by the bodhisattva-king Anala (Gv 122,31-123,17). Cf. also Gv
369,13-15 and 28-30.

681 Especially Gv 414,14-28 (comparing the miraculous visions of bodhisattvas
with dream experience under the aspect of transcending the limitations of space and
time) and 415,23-25 (comparing them with hallucinations under the aspect of both
being induced by the powerful influence (adhisthana) of another person). Cf. also
the comparison of the bodhisattvas’ visions with a mirage (gandharvanagara:
415,19-20) and with a yaksa-palace spatially overlapping with a human mansion
(415,20-21), illustrating mutual pervasion (without intermixture) and non-
obstruction. In this sense probably also Gv 123,17-21.

882 cr, e.g., T 45.1871: 59529-14: the comparisons with hallucinations and
dreams are intended to illustrate the overruling of the limitations of space and time:
- in a hallucination, there is no obstacle to big things being displayed in a small place;
in a dream, long and short are not incompatible; in a dream one may experience the
passing of a year, but when one wakes up it was only a moment. Cf. also T 35.1735:
517b20-26: a conjurer may turn one thing into many or many into one; in a dream,
what one sees is huge but one has not moved away from one’s pillow; the period
that has elapsed appears to be very long but actually not even a moment has passed.

%83 Cf. Gv 66,27-67,11 (cf. VETTER 2004: 64—65) and 231,27-30 (vs. 17; cf.
GOMEZ 1967: Ixxx—Ixxxi). Cf. also § 83. In §ik$inanda’s version of the Samanta-
bhadracaryd-nirdesa, one verse (SbhCN vs. 71) expresses a mutual dependence of
the mind and the world: “The mind dwells in (or: rests on) the world, and the world

" dwells in (or: rests on) the mind; [the bodhisattvas] do not wrongly conceptualize
these as two or not two” (BAVS 260c23-24: /L MEFATHRS HREERD RIERER =
FEZ4RI; cf. CL. 964; BAVB 610a15-16 and BAvT P shi 72b8—73al [S nga 98b5-6;
D ga 72b2] are slightly different). In another verse (SbhCN vs. 63ab), we find the
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3. With their ideal of an almost®™ unlimited control over the uni-
verse, the Buddhavatarsaka texts would seem to form part of an old
strand of Indian religiosity according to which the goal is not radi-
cally world-transcending but rather a state of unimpeded autonomy

“and ‘wandering at will’ (kamacdra) through heavenly realms,* or, in
the Buddhavatarisaka, through a freely transformed, ‘jewelled’, glori-
fied universe. But the goal of a bodhisattva is not just his own glori-
ous freedom and welfare (svartha) but also the welfare of others
(parartha),®® and for this purpose, too, the free command over the
universe, transcending all kinds of limitations and thus enabling an
all-embracing salvific activity, could easily have appeared more suit-
able than a purely world-transcending spirituality did.® This picture

idea of manifold worlds being ‘painted’ by samjiia (BAvT D ga 72a3: ’du shes
rnam pa du ma ste | des ni ’jig rten sna tshogs ma lus rnam par bris, corresponding
to BAvS 260c7: tHRSFERER E A 48), but Buddhabhadra (BAVB 609¢28) is
somewhat different and has karman (Z£) instead of sarnjfia. On the idea of the mind
as a painter and its connection with karma see §§ 77 (with fn. 415) and 80.

684 The power of Buddhas and advanced bodhisattvas holds full sway over the
insentient environment and may, to a certain extent and temporarily, even change
the physical appearance of sentient beings and influence their thought and feelings,
but ultimately the efficacy of their salvific activity is dependent on the receptivity
and maturity of the sentient beings themselves, and basically it is the latter’s own
karma that determines their environment, or perhaps rather the way they experience
1t.

685 SCHMITHAUSEN 1995a: 52-59; 1995b: 144-148. The idea of “wandering at
will” seems to have been integrated into Mahayana Buddhism in the form of the
assumption that advanced bodhisattvas can choose their rebirth deliberately (cf.,
e.g., Pafic 1:80,7 and 185,8; Sat 1470,14-16: saricintydtmabhavarh parigrhnati
/updadatte), i.e., have the power to assume, keep and abandon their body at will
(BoBh 265,6-7: sve ... atmabhave yathakam{am?)* adana-sthana-cyuti-vasavartita,

- cf. ASBh 129,6-7: yathakamam asrayasydpadana-sthana-parityaganam samrddhau
(sc. samadhih, etc.)). * Patna ms. (350b5) reads °kamayadana®.

8% It would seem to be for this reason that in Sudhana’s vision of the universe

reflected in Maitreya’s palace the evil destinies, too, show up (Gv 412,6-7).

887 Cf. VETTER 2004: 78. VETTER rightly calls the spirituality of the Gv world-
encompassing, but it is also world-transforming. Diversity is affirmed, but not this-
worldly diversity with its limitations and shortcomings. Since this world is not the
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of a state, attainable, in the long run, by everyone,®® of glorious mas-

tery and, in a sense, even creatorship enabling, ‘at the same time, a
powerful engagement for the welfare of others surely also functioned
as an appealing ideal in the context of competition with other, espe-
cially theistic religious movements of the time.**

114. In this way, at least in the Dasabhimika and the Gandavyiiha,
the idea of interpenetration seems to figure, primarily, in the dynamic
context of descriptions of visionary experiences and displays of
autonomous mastery over ordinary limitations and of salvific re-
sourcefulness, descriptions that reveal hardly any interest in a sys-
tematic exploration of theoretical implications.*® The same would
also seem to hold good for the Samantabhadracarya-nirdesa, whose
main subject is the comprehensive knowledge of advanced bodhi-

creation of an almighty and benevolent creator but rather the product of the karma
of imperfect sentient beings, there is no reason to gloss over its fundamental unsat-
isfactoriness. The Buddhavatarsaka does not, however, confine itself to indicating
a method for transcending this unsatisfactory world but rather depicts the possibil-
ity of radically transforming it into, or superseding it by, a glorious universe, malle-
able at will and expected to be more satisfactory.

688 Cf. the fact that in the Gv the kalyanamitras visited by Sudhana comprise per-
sons from different social groups, male as well as female, renouncers as well as lay
persons (see MCMAHAN 2002: 122).

889 Cf,, in this connection, the conceptual similarities with Sankhya and
Vaisnavism hinted at in fn. 690 and § 137. Cf. also MCMAHAN 2002: 114, compar-
ing certain visions of the Gv with the vision of Krspa’s cosmic body in the
Bhagavadgita. .

%0 Cf. also WILLIAMS 1989: 124: “Thus, the satra (viz., Gv [L.S.]) is less con-
cerned with describing the world this ‘way as with recounting the [b]odhisattva’s
attainments by which he can see the world in such a light, and the [b]odhisattva’s
miraculous powers by which ... he can cause things to interpenetrate.” — Even so,
the curious similarity between the visionary worlds of the Buddhavatamsaka and
the ontology of the Sankhya (which seems to have been shared by a certain theistic
school: WEZLER 1981: 386—387; 403; 406; 1987a: 174-175; 180; 1992a: 290), ac-
cording to which everything is, or is contained in, everything (see fn. 516 and fn.
528), may deserve closer investigation; cf. also statements like “in the tip of a finger
there is the whole triple world” (argulisikhare lokatrayam apy asti : WEZLER 1981:
378-379).
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sattvas, an important aspect being their awareness and also display of
universal interpenetration, '

115. Similarly, the idea of the ubiquity of the Buddha’s body (or
bodies), or the dharmakaya, appears to be viewed not so much in an
ontological sense® as in the perspective of the Buddha’s mastery
over things and his all-pervading helpful presence. In this perspective,
it makes sense that the Buddha is present within us as well as in the
outside world. Similarly, when the Buddha’s true nature is envisaged
as being identical with the true nature of everything, its omnipresence _
naturally extends to sentient as well as insentient things. However,
when the perspective shifts to immanent Buddhahood as a potential of
the unawakened individual to attain Awakening, the perspective
automatically narrows to sentient beings only,”” because only these
are traditionally considered to be in need of liberation. Thus, in the
Tathdagatotpattisambhava-nirdesa chapter of the Buddhavatamsaka,
only sentient beings (sattva) are stated to contain, from the outset, i.
an encapsulated, hidden form, the complete knowledge of a Buddha
(tathagatajfiana).®® The same also holds good for those Indian texts,
beginning with the Tathagatagarbha-sitra, that develop this idea into
the view that all sentient beings, including even animals,®* have a
Buddha within (tathdgatagarbha; see §§ 53.2.2 and 53.3). The —
somewhat casual — reference to “even animals” can, in the Indian
context, hardly mean anything else than that animals are regarded

1 In the Chinese versions of the Samantal}hadracaryﬁ-nirdefa, the presence of
the dharmakaya in the world is expressly compared with the presence of a reflected
image in clear water (see § 107.2.3 with fn. 619).

692 If the perspective is not so much theoretical as practical, it may even focus on
human beings only.

%3 BAVB 623c23-624a22 = BAvS 272¢3-273a4; = T 10.291 (Dharmaraksa):
607c1-608a2. The Sanskrit original of the passage is quoted RGVV 22,10-24,8; cf.
TAKASAKI 1966: 35-36 and 189-192; 1974: 574-602; ZIMMERMANN 2002: 65-66,
ZACCHETTI 2000: 61-62.

% TGS #7B (ZIMMERMANN 2002: 302-303 and 133 (transl)). Cf. also RGV
1.119 and 120.
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here as the lowest grade of sentient beings (satfva), implying that
plants are, as a matter of course, not included. They are rather reck-
oned as part of the ‘container world’ (bhdjanaloka), i.e., of the sur-
rounding world or environment, which is subordinate to sentient be-
ings in the Indian Buddhist perspective (see § 132.1) and is, in itself,
not in need of liberation because, being insentient, it does not suffer.
In the Ratnagotravibhaga, the focussing on sentient beings in connec-
tion with the concept of tathdgatagarbha has entailed the conse-
quence that even the all-encompassing presence of the dharmakaya
and of the Buddha’s true essence (tathata) is expressed only with ref-
erence to sentient beings.® The subordinate position of the environ-
ment finds its most radical expression in the fully developed
"~ Yogacara system where the ‘container world’ comes to be reduced to
~ mere images in the minds of sentient beings (cf. § 132.2). The
Buddhavatamsaka texts occasionally express themselves in a similar
way, with the purpose, it seems,”® of indicating either the illusory
nature of the world or, more characteristically, the idea of a fluid,
malleable universe not subject to the ordinary limitations of space,
time, etc.

116.1. Thus, in the Indian Buddhdvatamsaka materials and related
texts, systematic comsequences from interpenetration or from the
ubiquity of the dharmakaya — i.e., from its presence not only in sen-
tient beings but also in the environment — for the soteriological per-
spectives of the environment itself do not seem to have been drawn.
As far as I can see, this problem came to be discussed only, albeit
sporadically, in the treatises and commentaries of the Chinese exe-
getes of the siitra.

a) Thus, the second Hua-yen patriarch, Chih-yen (£'{#, 602-668),
states that according to the One Vehicle (—3E, ekayana) as repre-

%5 See § 53.3 with fn. 295 and fn. 296. Cf. also MSA IX.15, quoted RGVV 71,1-
4

6% Cf. § 113.2 with fn. 683, but also ch. 1.5.1-3.
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sented by the Buddhavatammsaka, all sentient beings with both their
personality (IF) and environment ({£%) become Buddha.®’

b) Likewise, Fa-tsang (358, 643—712) declares that in the context
of the Perfect Teaching ([E[%{) — and hence only on the level of
accomplished Buddhahood (FHEf#5), which this teaching reflects
— Buddha-Nature (ff:}4) as well as its actualization (}4#E) cannot be
limited to sentient beings but equally extends to the environment,
since the environment is, as the ‘field-body’ (B+ 5, ksetrakaya),
one of the Buddha’s bodies.*® .

¢) In his commentary on Siksananda’s version of the Buddhava-
tamsaka (Hsin Hua-yen-ching lun FrEEEi%5®), the layman Li t'ung-
hsiian (Z=5E, 6357-730)*° expressly relegates the view that only
sentient beings have Buddha-nature and that grasses and trees cannot
attain Buddhahood, turn the wheel of the Dharma, etc., to the provi-
sional teaching of the apparitional Buddha.” The true doctrine (E)
is rather that in ‘fields’ of purified vision there is no distinction be-
tween sentients and insentients (&5 S8 [5) or between beings at-

7T 45.1869: 519c13-14: {h—Fedk — VIR BRRIE WEHM, MERITH.
Cf. KAMATA 1965: 444.

8 T35.1733: 405c28—406al: FHEZF BRI HERE. .. B+5% &
2., i RMERR BEIETE. Cf. KAMATA 1965: 445-447; AKAO 1984; PEN-
KOWER 1993: 474475 (concluding that in Fa-tsang’s case “there is no obvious
interest in working out the details of Buddha-nature of the insentient). For the
compound ksetrakdya, see fn. 588. Cf. also T 45.1876: 637c27-638a4 (cf. CLEARY
1983: 154) where Fa-tsang states that in view of the fact that principle and phenom-
ena, and hence phenomena among each other, interpenetrate without obstruction
(FEEMERE, =EMEY), mountains, rivers, trees (HILFETR AZEHK) and even.a
single mote /atom (—}E€) are both environment and body (EJf&E[IE), insentient and
sentient (B/EENFEE).

% On Li T’ung-hsiian see, e.g., GIMELLO 1983; HAMAR 1998b: 337 with n. 17;
KIMURA 2007: 228. A detailed treatment of Li T’ung-hsiian’s interesting exposition
concerning the Buddha-nature of non-sentients is beyond the limits of this study.

0T 36.1739: 754c23-25: AMLEMESH REBEHRE EEERE, —ER
TESHGEEEIRE,
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taining and beings not attaining Buddhahood (FERL{HEERAE). ™
It is thus because there is no [dichotomy of] sentient and insentient
beings and only the [non-dual] realm of ultimate insight that all
mountains, rivers and trees may manifest themselves in the bodily
form of Buddhas and bodhisattvas and expound the Dharma.”

d) Likewise, Ch’eng-kuan (}&#7) states that from the perspective
of insentience being interfused with the nature of understanding and
Awakening (B14), there are no insentients cut off from Awaken-
j.Ilg.703

e) Finally, in the Kegonshii shiisho gisho (ZEEESFEEZID)™ writ-
ten by the Japanese Kegon master Shin’en (ZR[E]) in 1019 it is stated-
that on the level of the Perfect Teaching ([B]£0) it is indeed correct to
say that because of the principle of the unhindered [interfusion] of
sentient beings and environment ({RFFER+ FIRAE MHEEEEHE) in-
sentients like grasses and trees, too, ‘become Buddha’ (Ff#:).” They
do not do this, however, individually by their own effort, but it rather
occurs in the sense that when sentient beings convert the fundamental
layer of their minds so as to attain Awakening, the whole environ-
ment is, so to speak, automatically, passively,’” drawn along into
Awakening as well, because it is nothing but a manifestation.devel-
oped by a sentient being’s mind GRf%, vijianaparinama), or an

01T 36.1739: 754c25-755al. Cf. also fn. 219.

" T 36.1739: 755a23-24: SEEIEEIENE, BREEA. —YILTTHR SR
EES RANE,

7% T736.1736: 400b4-5: =, FEIEE, LUEIEIERVE M. This is the third of
three positions, the first being that of the MPS according to which Buddha-nature is
defined, in a phenomenal sense, as being based on the capacity of understanding,
thus excluding the insentient (cf. also ZHANG 2008: 676—-678), whereas in the sec-
ond position Buddha-nature is taken as the true nature or ultimate emptiness of all
dharmas, which transcends all distinctions, like ‘mind’ and ‘object’. Cf. KAMATA
1965: 452; PENKOWER 1993: 475-477.

704 Cf. KM 2008, esp. 657-658.
795 1 72.2328: 61c4-5 and 7-8.
706 Cf. KM 2008: 658a10-11: 3E15 D & H72 BiAL .
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effect of Suchness developing in accordance with conditions (E 4%
#).”" Participating in the Buddha’s Awakening, the whole environ-
ment is his ‘field-body’ (Bl+ 5, ksetrakaya) or the cosmic Buddha
(3E=55438).% For the same reason, even insentient things may expound
the Dharma, and in support Shin’en quotes the verse of the Samanta-
bhadracarya-nirdesa from which I started (§ 101).

116.2. Still, even if such a position were accepted as a justifiable in-
terpretation of the purport of this verse as well as of the remaining
Buddhavatamsaka material adduced in the course of the preceding
discussion,” it surely represents a new development resting on
presuppositions entirely alien to early Buddhism. Apart from this, the
aforementioned statements of the Hua-yen masters do not necessarily
establish individual sentience or individual Awakening, and if they
did, this would hold good for all insentient things, including even
artefacts, and would certainly not establish plants alone as the only
sentient and saintly beings among them.

2.5. Résumé

117.1. If my analysis of the more specific passages from Mahayana
sttras discussed in this chapter is correct, they, too, hardly present
unambiguous evidence for the assumption that plants were regarded,
by their Indic authors, as sentient or even saintly beings. Even if we

07T 72.2328: 61c8 ff, esp. 13-15: TESRBAE HRNT/\SRECHERS (RIBE+EAL
O, ST, ELATRREHL
708 7 72.2328: 61c25-27.

709 T 72.2328: 61c15-25; read £ for Z&4] in c16.

710 Le., if we were entitled to interpret the siitra in terms of Chih-yen’s

(T 45.1868: 516b20-24; cf. CLEARY 1983: 136) assertion that according to the posi-
tion of the Sole Vehicle (ekayana) universal interpenetration is the real quality (&
f#) of the universe’s (dharmadhatu) origination in dependence (EFL#E#E, cf.
GIMELLO 1976: 424 f; NAK. 1249d-1250a), and not merely the effect of miraculous
displays based on supranormal faculties (##7%%{k), or the power (JJ) of bodhi-
sattvas, or [mere] non-duality (") [on the ultimate level], as ordinary Mahayana
puts it. Cf. also 516c22-23; 517b18-19; 518c2-3.
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disregard the fact that the original purport of one passage was proba-
bly quite different (§ 102.1) and take it in the sense attributed to it by
the Chinese tradition (§ 102.2), this does not alter the fact that the
passages are limited to the following statements:
a) plants, or any insentient things, may preach, or at least emit
sounds of praise or exhortation (ch. 2.3-4);
b) insentient things may be transformed into sentient beings or vice
versa (ch. 2.2);
c) even insentient things like plants may preach after having been .
transformed'(ch. 2.1).
Quite frequently, these phenomena are expressly ascribed to the
miraculous power of the Buddha or high-level bodhisattvas (ch. 2.1-2
and §§ 105 and 107.1), and even in most instances where this is not
the case some direct or indirect influence may safely be presupposed
(cf. §§ 100 and 108.3.2). In the Buddhavatarisaka, it is sometimes the
Buddhas manifesting themselves in elements of the environment who
preach, and hence the preaching of insentient things may occasionally
be just a metaphor for the preaching of these Buddhas (§ 108.2) or,
alternatively, of the omnipresent True Buddha (§ 108.3). The latter
possibility would come close to the preaching of insentients as a
metaphor for the ‘self-revelation’ of the true nature of everything in
any object perceived or contemplated by an open-minded observer
(§ 109). Neither of these interpretations implies an agency, and hence
sentience or saintliness, of the plants or objects as such. To call them
‘Buddha-natured’ would be, at best, possible under the aspect of their
being pervaded or encompassed by the omnipresent True Buddha or
his real body (in analogy to the first interpretation of the term tatha-
gatagarbha in the Ratnagotravibhaga: see § 53.3) or under the aspect
of the non-duality of the true nature or Suchness (tathatd@) of all
dharmas and the true nature of the Buddha (in analogy to the second
interpretation: see ibid.). But nothing indicates that they were taken to
have Buddha-nature in the sense of the third interpretation, viz., to
possess Buddha-nature as a potential or hidden presence enabling
them to individually attain Buddhahood, or taken to have already at-
tained this goal.
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117.2. Tt may well be that more pertinent material will come to light,
especially through a comprehensive and penetrating scrutiny of the
Buddhavatamsaka material and of Tantric Buddhist sources (with
which I am, unfortunately, insufficiently familiar). But the influence
of Tantric Buddhism on Far Eastern Buddhism seems to postdate the
emergence of the idea of insentients having Buddha-nature, though
there are indeed influences on later developments (cf. §§ 136 and
141). In any case, Tantric sources are, in my opinion, even more
unlikely than Mahayana stitras to have preserved or deliberately re-
vitalized an early Buddhist attitude in which plants (but hardly any
other ‘insentients’) were still tacitly regarded as somehow sentient (or
at least not yet doctrinally denied rudimentary individual sentience)
or, allegedly, even regarded as saintly beings.
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118. The critical examination, in Pt. II.A, of a number of pertinent
passages from Indian Mahayana sources has shown that none of these
passages offers conclusive evidence for a substantial continuity be-
tween the (actual or alleged) early Buddhist view on plants and the
Far Eastern idea of their Buddha-nature. We may now ask whether
there is at least some structural similarity between the two concepts.
It is, however, definitely beyond the limits of this paper and also be-
yond the range of my competence to present a comprehensive outline,
let alone a full picture, of the genesis and the various facets and de-
velopments of the Far Eastern concept of the Buddha-nature of
“grasses and trees”.”"! I have to confine myself to casting some light
on a few aspects, special developments and functions of this concept,
‘which lend themselves to being compared, or contrasted, with the
early Buddhist view on plants, or rather with the early Buddhist view .
of plants as sentient or even saintly beings’** as postulated by OKADA
and FINDLY, respectively.

1T am not able to present an exhaustive list of secondary literature on the sub-
ject. Let me just mention SHIVELY 1957; SAKAMOTO 1959a; 1959b; 1960a; 1960b;
MIYAMOTO 1961 (further references: 692 f, n. 1); KAMATA 1965: 434-474; id.
1968; KAMEI 1966; IsHm Shiido 1967; LAFLEUR 1973, 1974; YosHIzU 1973;
HANANO 1975-1977; KOSEKI 1980; NAKAIIMA 1983; AKAO 1984; OMINE 1987;
GROSNICK 1990; SHINKAWA 1992; PENKOWER 1993; MATSUMOTO 1994: 96—105,
id. 2000; 2002; SUEKI 1995a: 363—421; id. 2001; ITO 1996-2008; PLASSEN 1997;
SHIRATO 1998; TAKASAKI 1998; ARAMAKI 2000 (esp. 581-587); GRONER 2000;
RAMBELLI 2001; OKUNO 2002: 379—400; SHARF 2002: 246-249; FUCHITA 2003;
ANDERL 2004b; OGAWA Takashi 2006: 66—71; HORIBATA 2006; WATANABE Ma-
riko 2008. References to more specific studies or casual treatments of the subject
will be given in the respective footnotes. I apologize for not being able to make
mention of pertinent literature in modern Chinese or Korean.

2 Not, perhaps, Buddhas, but at any rate arhats, a difference which would,
however, be explicable by the transition from early Buddhism to Mahayana. Apart
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119. One fundamental difference has already been mentioned in
passing several times (§§ 52.2, 54, 56, 57, etc.). As pointed out in
Pt. I ch. 1, there are passages which suggest that in earliest Buddhism
the ancient Indian belief in the ubiquity of sentience had not yet come
‘to be consistently discarded as far as plants are concerned, but in the
case of the elements hardly any traces of it are verifiable. As against
this, when in Far Eastern Buddhism the restraints limiting Buddha-
nature to sentient beings (R4, HE, i.e., the five or six gatis, includ-
ing, besides otherworldly beings, only humans and animals) are burst,
its presence is normally extended not only to plants but to all insen-
tient things (#&75, FE{%),” or to the whole environment (BEfHfH, lit.

from this, in the Far Eastern traditions the concept of ‘Buddhahood’ may not al-
ways have the same connotations as in early Indian Buddhism or in Indian
Mahayana.

"3 [1.]In texts translated from Indian originals, both 4 and & in most
cases render Skt. sattva (“living, sentient beings”) or quasi-synonyms, occasionally
also words denoting a sub-group of sentient beings, like men or animals. Whereas
the earlier term R4 (lit. “all living [beings]”) expresses the aspect of life, the term
H& (sometimes abbreviated to [&), introduced by Hsiian-tsang (ANDERL -2004b:
151 f),* conveys the aspect of sentience or specific functions resulting from it in
ordinary beings. For the various meanings of ch’ing {§ in Chinese Buddhist texts,
the reader is referred to ANDERL 2004b. As far as I can see from a cursory check of
some of Hsilan-tsang’s translations (including the Ch’eng wei-shih lun BMESRER),
in the rather few cases where he uses {& in phrases not corresponding to Skt. sattva,
etc., it tends to designate mental act1v1t1es attitudes or emotions, often (but not
always) deluded or unwholesome ones. ® Thus, there is reason to assume that Hsiian-
tsang’s choice of the term 5% for sattva was meant to indicate that ordinary sen-
tient beings (in contrast to saints) are enmeshed in deluded thoughts and emotions.
This is in fact true of all ordinary sentient beings, including animals, since accord-
ing to the Yogacara doctrine even the latter have an innate notion of ego (sahaja
satkdyadrstih). Still, it is hard to believe that Hsiian-tsang would not have been
aware of the current use (e.g., in Kumarajiva’s translations, and already in An shih-
kao) of & in the expression “the five/six sense-faculties” (7 f&, 75|%; cf. ANDERL
2004b: 158 f). Thus, & was probably also intended to convey the idea of “having
sense-faculties”, i.e., being sentient. Therefore, in the Indian perspective, the char-
acterization of plants and the other elements of the environment as &% or FE(F
means that they are not only devoid of deluded (or other) thoughts and emotions but
also lack sense-faculties, i.e., are insentient. To what extent this holds good for Far
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“container world”, Skt. bhdjanaloka, or #% = fk#g “[karmic] retribu-
tion in the form of the support [for the primary karmic retribution IFE
#F, viz., sentient beihgs or their bodies]), and in this regard the Far
Eastern idea of the Buddha-nature of insentients is, as FINDLY (2008:
253; 376 f) rightly remarks, closer to Jainism and to the Vedic world-
view than to early Buddhism. It is true that not only Japanese mas-
ters”™* but also some of the earliest Chinese representatives like Chi-
tsang (F578, 549-623)"" or the Chiieh-kuan lun ({8%5zm, see § 129.1)
prefer to speak of “grasses and trees” only, and that the still earlier
statement ascribed, in one source, to Tao-sheng (see § 54) identifies
just two specific plants with the [Buddha’s] dharmakaya and ultimate

Eastern Buddhist sources as well, remains to be seen. [2.] Occasionally, FE[& is
used to render acetana (T 29.1558: 44¢20: 4}3E[EfEIN = AKBh 121,14-15: bahyam
evacetanarn Sukrasonitarm [ms.]). According to MATSUMOTO (2000: 613-614, n. 48),
acetana should be understood as a bahuvrihi meaning “lacking cetand”, i.e., being
devoid of thinking in the sense of verbal and conceptual consciousness. But since
cetana as an adjective is already found in Vedic texts, acetana can also be taken
(and may indeed originally have been) a tatpurusa (cf. VisM-mht 1 # 311, admitting
both resolutions: acetano ti na cetano, cetandrahito va). And even though acetana
often enough indicates lack of reflective thinking or understanding, it can also be
used in the sense of being devoid of sense-faculties, i.e., a complete lack of sen-
tience (cf., e.g., the passage adduced in EDS Liii: 688a from Carakasarhita 1.1.48:
sendriyam cetanam dravyarh nirindriyam acetanam), and this would also seem to be
the apposite meaning in the AKBh passage quoted above (semen and menstrual
blood qualified as external and insentient), or when a dead body is stated to be left
lying senseless (acetana) like a log (AKBh 73,19-20; cf. MN 1296,9-11).

* It may be worth noting that according to KARASHIMA 1998: 598 the expres-
sion R[%& “many sentient beings” occurs already in Dharmaraksa’s translation
of the Lotus Sitra. Although Paramartha does not normally use 5% and #&[F&
for sentient and insentient beings, I have come across two exceptional occur-
rences in his Fo-hsing-lun /56, viz., T 31.1610: 788all (see fn.2) and
789b25.

® Cf, e.g., T31.1585: 1b8, etc.: S21; 31ad: $KI8; T 30.1579: 359b26-27: f&4E
{R# (“whose emotions [here neutral!] are free from partiality”’) for YBhHetu
530,14: a-paksaragin (“not attached to [one] side”); 517b23: Ht{EZH (“giv-
ing way to their desires, they enjoy it”’) for BoBh 114,8: upabhoktu-kamah.

714 Cf, RAMBELLI 2001; 1-2.
715 T 45.1853: 40b18-23, 3, 14-15, 17, 21, etc.
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insight (prajfid). But this statement, to begin with, is patently poetical,
and its author probably picked out two especially appealing objects to
highlight the presence of Buddha-nature, or the Buddha, in the whole
world. In the case of Chi-tsang and the Chiieh-kuan lun, too, we may
‘speculate that the preference for “grasses and trees” was motivated by
the fact that they may have been felt to be more persuasive examples
than walls and rubble (the items enumerated by the Mahaparinirvana-
siitra as lacking Buddha-nature: see § 53.2.3).7 But Chi-tsang’s ar-
gument is clearly aimed at demolishing any dichotomy (see § 127.3),
and, quite apart from the fact that 2R may also mean “straw and
wood”, Chi-tsang himself uses, in one passage, the more comprehen-
- sive expression “mountains, rivers, grasses and trees” ([LJJAJER).""
Chan-jan (3R, 711-782) on the other hand prefers, at any rate in his
Diamond Scalpel (£F§%5%), the comprehensive term “insentients”
(#£7%), taken to include things like grasses, trees, pebbles and
motes.” In Japan, too, “grasses and trees” alternates with more com-
prehensive expressions like “grasses and trees, rivers, bricks and peb-
bles” or “grasses and trees, mountains and rivers, the great ocean and
the empty sky” and is therefore merely an abbreviation for all insen-
tients, sometimes including even man-made artefacts.”’

718 In the case of the Chiieh-kuan lun, the choice of “grasses and trees” may also

be motivated by their special suitability for the spiritual intention of the passage
. (see § 129.1).

7T 45.1853: 40c11-12. That “grasses and trees” usually stand pars pro toto for
all insentient things is also clear from a passage in Fa-tsang’s commentary on the
BAv, the Hua-yen-ching t’ an-hsiian chi EEGHRIEXED (T 35.1733: 405¢27), where
he quotes, in connection with the question of the presence of Buddha-nature in the
insentient (FE/&), the famous MPS passage (see § 53.2.3 with fn. 292) in which this
presence is denied, but uses “grasses and trees” instead of the MPS’s “walls and
rubble”, thus obviously presupposing the equivalence of both expressions.

18 See § 127.4 with fn. 783.

719 RAMBELLI 2001: 1-2; STONE 1999: 3; 193. Quite unusual s Raih's (FEH,
1279-13307) equation of the non-sentient (or non-rational?) beings with “birds and
beasts” besides “grasses and trees” (RAMBELLI 2001: 37; FUCHITA 2003: 74). -
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120.1. Another important point to be paid attention to is the ques-
tion of the extent to which the Buddha-nature of plants (and other
apparently insentient things) and the sentience it may imply is, in the
Far Eastern context, conceived of as an individual property, as in the
ancient Indian context, where sentience implies some, if only rudi-
mentary, experience (sense of touch, feeling of pleasure or pain).”®® In
other words: Are plants (etc.) in the Far Eastern view regarded as
capable of individual experience? And does their possessing Buddha-
nature mean that they are individually capable of attaining Awakening?
Or does it even mean that they are already fully Awakened
Buddhas,™ just as they are, and this is merely hidden zo us, or they
are simply not understood by us in their true nature as long as we
ourselves have not Awakened? And if they are indeed already fully
Awakened Buddhas, have they attained this status in consequence of
spiritual accomplishment in previous lives, or are they in a state of
Awakening or perfection just by their very nature, without any prior
involvement in sarhsara?

120.2. It seems to be in the latter sense that MATSUMOTO’?? under-
stands the view of the Buddha-nature of the insentient, calling it the
“Buddha-nature Manifestation theory” ({AMEEE7ERm), according to
which “Buddha-nature is already manifested as all phenomenal exis-
tences, including non-sentient beings (##[%) such as trees and stones”,
contrasting it with the “Buddha-nature Immanence theory” ({AENTE
#), i.e., the Indian type of Tathagatagarbha theory according to
which Buddha-nature “is considered to dwell within the bodies of
~ sentient beings” only, as a potential or in a hidden, still inefficient
form. According to MATSUMOTO, the ‘Buddha-nature Manifestation
theory’ is a “Chinese development of Indian Tathagatagarbha

0 See § 1 and § 13 with fns. 58 and 59.

21 Cf. LAFLEUR 1973: 100; OMINE 1987: 7; RAMBELLI 2001: 11 (“They [i..,
nature, the environment, and inanimate objects] either become Buddhas or are al-
ready in a Buddha-like state”). -

22 MATSUMOTO 2002: 364-363 1l = (15)—(16) and, for detailed presentations,
1994: 96-105 and 2000: passim.
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thought”, “produced evidently under the influence of Chinese Tao-
ism,” with Seng-chao (f&Z%, t414) as the connecting link.” Still,
from a structural point of view the ‘Buddha-nature Manifestation the-
ory’ bears some similarity to the view FINDLY postulates for early
Indian Buddhism, for in both cases plants would be perfect beings,
just as they are. But in the ‘Buddha-nature Manifestation theory’ this
is true not only of plants but of all insentient beings (see § 119), and

their state is hardly viewed as an outcome of a process of spiritual

perfection in previous lives. Moreover, it remains to be seen to what
extent the manifestation of Buddha-nature in the insentient involves
any individual awareness on their part. '

120.3. For an exhaustive comparison, however, a closer analysis of
the Far Eastern idea of the Buddha-nature of the insentient appears
inevitable. The reason is that, while fully recognizing the heuristic
value of MATSUMOTO’s dichotomy, I cannot help feeling that it tends
to blur the fact that the concept of the Buddha-nature of the insentient
is not as homogenous as his treatment suggests, but is, on the contrary,
a fairly complex idea, comprising or involving various facets and per-
spectives,”* and with regard to the affirmation or rejection of some of
these facets there are indeed differences of emphasis or opinion and
even disputes among the proponents of the idea of the Buddha-nature
of the non-sentient, sometimes within one and the same tradition.

2 MATSUMOTO 2000: 262-265 (referring to KAMATA 1965: 458), comparing
Seng-chao’s statement that “heaven and earth have the same root as myself, all
things have the same essence as myself” (T 45.1858: 159b28-29: KHuEAFL[EIR &
YIEdE—fE) with an almost identical passage from the Chuang-tzii (chapter Z5¥5w,
Harvard-Yenching Concordance p. 5, 1. 52 f): “Heaven and earth are born together
with me, and all things are one with me” CRIEEEF 4 TIEWEEERE—).

724 MATSUMOTO (2000: 62) himself distinguishes between two types of non-
sentients attaining Buddhahood, viz.: A. non-sentients attain Buddhahood in the
wake of sentient beings, and B. they do so by means of their own resolve and spiri-
tual practice. Yet, to my mind neither A nor B accords with his definition of the
“Buddha-nature Manifestation theory”.
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121. In the following chapters, I shall first try to give an (admittedly
" rough and provisional) impression of the various aspects of the idea
that plants and other insentients have Buddha-nature (f{%) or may
attain Buddhahood (Ff#) (ch. 1). Thereafter, I shall present some
medieval Japanese developments leading up to the assumption of an
individual sentience and an individual (attainment of) Buddhahood of
plants, etc. (ch. 2), and finally compare the Far Eastern developments
with the old Indian and early Buddhist view regarding the sentience
and the status of plants from the point of view of their practical con-
sequences for everyday life (ch. 3).

1. Facets of the Far Eastern Idea of the ‘Buddha-Nature
of Grasses and Trees’ and their Indian Background

122.1. In order to exemplify the distinction of various aspects of the
Buddha-nature of plants, or of their attainment of Buddhahood, and as
an instance of rejecting one of these aspects while, obviously, accept-
ing others, let me start from a statement of the Japanese Tendai mas-
ter Hochi-bo Shoshin (BFHiESEE, active 1153-1207). When dis-
cussing the DhPAN passage discussed in Pt. ILLA ch. 2.1, he states
that the concept of grasses and trees becoming, or being established
as, Buddha(s) (22K f#) has four meanings:™”

1. In terms of the essential nature (FE4), “grasses and trees” have
always been Buddha.
2. The eye of the Buddha clearly perceives them as Buddha-

[natured].

3. Vairocana is omnipresent.
4. The Buddhas may transform “grasses and trees” into Buddhas.

122.2. According to Shoshin, none of the four meanings implies
that plants as individuals may become Buddhas by their own spiritual

73 Shikan shiki 249b11-12: EAR A BATUSE, — REHATEH. = KREER
RERM. = (EE—TE. M KEHFENER. Cf. MIYAMOTO 1961: 683;
HANANO 1976b; 150a.
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practice. In other words, a fifth meaning.of the concept of the
Buddha-nature of plants, viz., ‘

5. “Grasses and trees” make up their mind (i.e., resolve to awaken),

practise [the Path], and attain Buddhahood (BL/REE [ MEFT L),

is rejected by Shoshin.”® According to him, this aspect is not con-
firmed by any siitra passage or by the authoritative Chinese T’ien-t’ai
treatises™ but is rather a later (probably Japanese) invention.””® For
Shoshin, plants (or any other insentients) cannot, individually, em-
bark on the Path and attain Awakening, because they lack the indi-
vidual, concrete forms of mind (Z.3).” To assume that they are en-

72 In a similar way, the idea that insentients attain Buddhahood individually and
by way of their own spiritual practice is rejected in the Rokusoku senyo ki 7<EIF2 %
EC (see fn. 485; text of the passage in HANANO 1976b: 129) and in Sanjin-gi shiki
330b3-331al1. Cf. also ITO 1996: 25a~27b; HORIBATA 154-157; WATANABE 2008:
64a—b.

"7 Shikan shiki 248b3-5: “In the teachings of the Sitras of [gﬁkyamuni’s] whole
lifetime as well as in the [authoritative] doctrinal texts of the Tendai school, there is
no assertlon at all that plants become Buddhas. [The exposition of the] ten mean-
ings® in [Chan-jan’s] Fu—hsmg as well as the whole Diamond Scalpel .treatise
merely elucidates the meaning of insentients having Buddha-nature, but does not
discourse on plants starting out [for Awakening], practising [the bodhisattva path]
and becoming Buddhas” (—f{f837 —REC FEEAK MR BT TF 28—
i REFRER R TR B, ). Cf. 249b13: “Though there are these
[four] meanings [of plants becoming, or being established as, Buddha(s), viz., the
four enumerated in § 122.1 with fn. 725], if [the matter] is addressed in terms of an
individual, concrete [process], in reality they do not becomé Buddhas [by their own
effort]” GEE L, BEUIER BETER.). '

* Viz., of Chih-i’s statement that there is not a single colour or smell that is not
the Middle Way.

® T 46.1912: 151¢20-152a23; cf. MIYAMOTO 1961: 684 PENKOWER 1993: 420~
423; SUEKI 1995: 369; 2001: 76-78.

28 Cf. Shikan shiki 248b1-2: “Some former Venerables (like Annen, cf. HANANO
1976b: 136b) have said that plants make up their mind, practise [the Path] and be-
come Buddhas, [but] the senior scholars of the present generation do not consent to
this view” (B 1R =: BRI MEITR . SLE TFFILE.). Cf. § 145.

72 Shikan shiki 248b15-16: % JEIEERHE, BHEED TMAET. CL also
251a6: JEEEEE .

248



Pt. I1.B: An Attempt at a Structural Comparison

dowed with individual mind, albeit merely a subtle form of it,”°

would, according to Shoshin, not only blur the distinction between
sentient and insentient beings” but also amount to espousing the er-
roneous view of the Nirgranthas (= Jains).”?

122.3. A few explanatory remarks on these five aspects may be ap-
propriate. Of special interest in the context of this study is the ques-
tion of the extent to which they can be shown to have an Indian back-
ground. This is, however, a very complex issue, and all I can do in the
present study is offer a largely tentative outline.

1.1. Buddha-Nature as the Essential Nature of Plants

'123.1. In early Buddhism, the true nature of our existence, its main
cause and the means for overcoming it are expressed in the four No-
ble Truths.” The details of the path to liberation aside, their contents
came to be articulated in the form of two invariable principles: 1. the
principle that all factors involved in mundane existence are invariably
impermanent, unsatisfactory and not a Self or ego nor secure posses-
sions,”* and 2. the true, invariable principle (tathata) of origination in
dependence (pratityasamutpada),” which explains why we are

720 Against this alternative (for which see § 149.2-5), Shoshin raises the addi-
‘tional argument that since even for sentient beings, who are endowed with a clear
mind, it is difficult to attain Awakening, how can we expect insentients, which have
only some subtle form of mind, to succeed in attaining it (Shikan shiki 248b17—

249a2: FEMLITEAE, BIFHL REEHERHS, FEFAD L (THRHE.).

7! Shikan shiki 248b17: #Z EIATVE L, HEEATE, ZAFERE; 24922: £E4
L, INEEE.

2 Shikan shiki 2518-9: ZEEAGHE, BIFEERILETSEHE. Cf. fo. 517.

™3 Vin1 10 and SN V 421. In SN no. 56.20 (V 430-431), the four insights “this
is suffering”, etc., are stated to be true (tatha), not false (avitatha), not otherwise
(anafifiatha, i.e., invariable).

34 Vin 1 14, and especially, in the present context, AN I 286 (no. 3.134): thita va

=

sa dhatu dhammatthitata dhammaniyamata “sabbe sankhard anicea” ti, etc.

735 Cf,, in this context, especially SN II 25-26 (no. 12.20): thita. va sa dhatu
dhammatthitata dhammaniyamata idappaccayatd. ... ya tatra tathatda avitathata an-
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caught up in suffering and in the chain of deaths and rebirths (sar-
sara) and how we can free ourselves from this entanglement. The
specific relation of the Buddha to these truths or true principles is that
he discovered and promulgated them, showing thereby the way to
liberation. We may thus call them the cause of Buddhahood in so far
as they were the object of his Awakening. Since especially the expo-
sition of the principle of origination in dependence came to be re-
garded as the cornerstone of the Buddha’s Dharma, and the Dharma
as his true ‘body’,”® or presence in the world, to see origination in
dependence amounts, in a sense, to seeing the Buddha.”™ Still, it
would, in early Buddhism, be misleading to identify the Buddha with
the principle of origination in dependence as such, which is just an
impersonal law and, in itself, soteriologically neutral, functioning as
it does in both directions: liberation and entanglement, according to
whether sentient beings succeed in understanding it and practise ac-
cordingly or fail to do so.

123.2. In early Buddhism, the spiritual goal is not Buddhahood in
the specific sense implying the founding of a dispensation or omnis-
cience but nirvana, liberation from suffering (dukkha). Since suffer-
ing presupposes sentience, it is a problem for sentient beings only,
and it is only sentient beings that are, under certain conditions, capa-
ble of generating the antidote, viz., Awakening in the sense of liberat-
ing insight, which is a function of the mind (citta) or vijiidna, the
principle of sentient life and sensation. The soteriological significance
of mind is occasionally expressed by qualifying it as shining or lumi-
nous (pabhassara) [by nature] but stained by adventitious (@gantuka)

afifiathatd idappaccayatd, ayam vuccati ... paticcasamuppado. — Four stages of the
development of the doctrine of dependent arising .according to Fa-tsang: HAMAR
1998a: 2 n. 4.

736 DN III 84.

37 AKVy 293,20-22 (Salistambasiitra, cf. SCHOENING 1995: II 701, no. 2). The
Pali version (MN I 190,37-191,2) and the Chinese Madhyamdagama (T 1.26: 467a9-
10) lack the equation with the Buddha (ANALAYO 2006: 123 n. 261), but this equa-
tion is found in It 91,12-14 and also implied at DN II 154,6-8 and III 84,23-25.
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defilements (upakkilesa).”® And in two admittedly unusual canonical
passages”” mention is made of a boundless (ananta) Mind (vijiiana),
which seems to refer to the sphere of nirvana, suggesting the idea of a
final absorption of the individual sensation or sentience, which is oc-
casionally presupposed as the basic transmigrating element,” into a
cosmic Mind.™!

124. In the mainstream schools, the principle of origination in de-
pendence is systematically elaborated and applied to all areas of con-
ditioned existence, including the external world. At least in those
schools for which sufficient materials have survived, the antisubstan-
tialist tendency of Buddhist spirituality had the effect that vijiiana was
consistently conceived of in terms of moments or chains of actual
~ perception and cognition. In an influential strand of Mahayana Bud-
dhism, origination in dependence and antisubstantialism appear in a
radicalized form, having developed into the idea that all dharmas are
empty (Sinya), with no true being (i.e., essence and existence) of their
own (nihsvabhava). As a result, the sarhsaric world, and hence the
rigid opposition of sarhsara and nirvana, is reduced to an illusion.”*

738 ANT10(1.5.9-10 and 1.6.1-2).
7 Viz., DN'1223,12 and MN I 329,30-31.

™0 Most explicit is DN II 63; cf., e.g., FRAUWALLNER 1953: 204-205; VETTER
1988: 48-51; LANGER 2001: 21-25.

™1 Cf., e.g., VETTER 1988: 65; 2000: 72; LANGER 2001: 51-67. In DN I 223, the
somewhat surprising line at the end of the verses which refers to the cessation of
vifiiana looks like an attempt to assert the prevailing view of vififiana as an imper-
manent sarhsaric factor; actually, this line is also found at Sn 1037 (where it fits the

thread of thought perfectly) and is missing in the version quoted in Vi 671a14-20.

2 Cf., e.g., Ast 89,15-16: skandhadhatvayatanar ... Sinyam viviktam Santam;
201,11-12: sarvadharmah svabhavena viviktah, sarvadharmah svabhavena Siinyah
(cf. Pafic V:15,23 ff); 224,26: sarvadharmesu ... Sunyesu (AstL 468all; Pafic
V:66,21); 239,14-16: sarvadharma hi svabhavena Sinyah, ... mayopamah svapnopa-
mah pratisrutkopamah pratibhasopamah (cf. AstL 471c1-2); 20,14-15 and 21 :
sarvadharma api ... mayopamah svapnopamah | ... nirvanam api ... mayopamam
svapnopamam iti vadami (cf. AstL 430a7-8 and 10-11; Paiic I1:14,24 ff and 15,20-23).
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Strictly speaking, all dharmas, and consequently all sentient beings,
have been at rest from the very beginning (ddisanta), are extinguished
by their very nature (prakrtiparinirvrta).” Nirvana has thus always
been anticipated on the ‘ontological’ level, and all that is required for
“liberation is that one become existentially, without any reification,’
aware of this fact, or of the true nature or ‘Suchness’ (tathata) of all
- dharmas, ie., their emptiness (siinyard),”® through abandoning the
fiction of an essential dichotomy of sarsara and nirvana.”* Even this
awareness, as a psychic state, and the excellent qualities that distin-
guish the Buddha from ordinary arhats are ultimately empty.” Thus,
the Suchness of the Tathagata is just the same as the Suchness of all

Evidence from early BAv material: NATTIER 2007: 127. As for the historical back-
ground of this development, see VETTER 2001: 70-82. .

3 Cf. KP # 125 (62b4): prakrtiparinirvrta ca sarvadharman viditva; AksNird I
69,8 (the skandhas are rang bzhin gyis zhi ba = *prakytisanta); 127,21-22 (the body
is *prakrtiparinirvrta); 147,25 (the dharmas are *prakrtiparinirvrta); Ratnamegha-
sitra, quoted PrasP 225,9-10; VKN IIL.51: parinirvrtani te (sc. tathagatah) satvani
pasyanti nirvanaprakrtikani; Sathdh VIL.1 (p. 66,24-26); MSABI 68,1-2: yo hi nih-
svabhavah ... sa adisantah, ya adisantah sa prakrtiparinirvrta(h).

afe'd passages like Ast 6,18-19: saced ripar Sinyam iti carati, nimitte carati (cf.
AstL 426c¢5); 18,18: riparn Sinyam asinyam iti na sthatavyam (Pafic 11:7,29-30; not
in T 8.224); 95,5: rapam ... Sinyam iti sargah (AstL 442b27-28; Pafic 111:166,6);
225,7: tathatam eva tavan nopalabhate (but AstL 468a20 [EFEM[YE = tathagatarn,
and Pafic V:68,2: tathagatatvam). '

™5 Cf. Ast 134,11-14: tatha ... tathagato ripar janati yatha tathatd, etc. (cf.
AstL 449¢29; Pafic IV:65,15); 225,3-4: yad yad eva ... Subhiiteh sthavirasya prati-
bhati, tat tad eva ... Sinyatam arabhya pratibhati (AstL 468a12-13; Pafic V:67,2-3).

™6 Cf., e.g., Yuktisastika vs.4-6 (LINDTNER 1982: 102-105; cf. SCHERRER-
SCHAUB 1991: 132-146); Ratnavali (ed. M. HAHN, Bonn 1982) 1.42: bhavabhava-
paramarsaksayo nirvanam ucyate.

¢t Ast 20,18-19: samyaksambuddho ’pi mayopamah svapnopamah | samyak-
sambuddhatvam api mayopamam svapnopamam (cf. Astl 430a9-10; Pafic II:15,17-
20); 225,5: bodhim eva ..., sarvajiiatam eva tavan nopalabhate (cf. AstL 468a19
Pafic V:67,30-31: anuttaram eva samyaksambodhin nopalabhate).
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dharmas,” regardless of whether they belong to sentient beings or
insentient things. In theory, we could derive from this that all beings,
even the insentient, participate in the Suchness of the Buddha, but
actually in the Indian context the original purport of such passages is
rather almost the opposite, viz., that even the loftiest elements of the
Buddhist world view, as long as they are conceived of as particular
entities, are just as empty as any other dharmas.

125. As was pointed out in Pt. IT.A, ch. 1.7, the equation of the
Buddha with the Suchness of all dharmas, i.e., their essential empti-
ness, is also central to the chapter ‘Eulogies on Mount Sumeru’ of the
" Buddhavatamsaka. Here, the focus is on the transconceptuality and
- transphenomenality of the Buddha, and on ‘seeing’ or comprehending
him as he really is, instead of perceiving him in the form of an imag-
ined physical appearance.

~ 126.0. However, the perspective changes again when, in connec-
~ tion with the trend to establish Buddhahood as the only ultimate goal,
and the Mahayana as the only real Way (ekayana), true reality (Such-
ness) came to be conceived of in terms of an ‘ontological’ anticipa-
tion of not merely nirvana but, more particularly, Buddhahood. As
was pointed out above,” one of the three interpretations of the ex-
pression ‘tathagatagarbha’ in the Ratnagotravibhaga was that all sen-
tient beings share the same Suchness (tathata) as the Tathagata, be-
cause Suchness is indivisible. This sounds familiar and, at first glance,
does not seem to be much different from what we found in the earlier
strand (see § 124). Still, two changes of considerable import are in-
volved.

126.1. One is the fact that Suchness is now no longer mere empti-

ness or-essencelessness, but, in order to function as Buddhahood, is
stated to be inseparably endowed with the countless inherent virtues

748 Ast 134,20-24: ya sarvadharmatathatd ... sa tathagatatathata; iti hi tatha-

gatatathata ca ... sarvadharmatathata ca ... ekaivaisa tathata (AstL 450a4-8; Pafic
1V:65,24-67,10); similarly 153,17 and 253,12.

7% See § 53.3 with fn. 296. Cf. also MSA IX.37.
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or excellent qualities (guna) that are typical of a Buddha and form the
basis of his salvific activities.”® As long as Suchness is still —
apparently — trapped in sarhsara, i.e., in the state of a ‘Buddha within’
or ‘Buddha-embryo’ (tathagatagarbha), it is wrapped up in adventi-
" tious sheaths of defilements, but even in this state it is essentially pure
and the virtues are already there. It is also called the “luminous (i.e.,
shiningly pure) original nature of the mind” (cittasya prakrtih pra-
bhasvara), or simply, in continuation of an old canonical expression
(see § 123.2), the “Naturally Luminous Mind” (prakrtiprabhdasvarari
cittam, BMHEEE(),” which comes to be conceived of as a ‘meta-
psychic’, trans-individual form of mind, also called “Unstained
Mind” (Fa]EEZES%, = amalavijfiana) in Paramartha’s translations’? (cf.
the “boundless Mind” in § 123.2!) and “the One Mind” (—(»)"* in

0 Cf., e.g., RGV(V) 21,8-12; 76,3-4 (I.155); 76,3-9.

s, e.g., RGVV 45,3 prakrtiprabhdsvararh cittam (slitra quotation; cf. § 123.2)
side by side with RGV I1.3a buddhatvam prakrtiprabhasvaram. In the context of the
RGVV, the expression prakrtiprabhasvarar cittam unambiguously refers to the
asamskrta tathagatadhatu (RGVV 44,6), as is also clear from the fact that in the
corresponding verses we find cittasya prakrtih prabhasvara (RGV 1.62) instead.
Quite explicit is MSA XIII.19: “Mind is considered to be radiant by nature. ... But
radiance by nature is not ascribed to any other mind (viz., the one characterized by
being dependent on other [factors] (paratantralaksana: comm.)) except Mind which
is the [true] nature of [all] dharmas (dharmatdcitta = cittatathata: comm.)” (matari
ca cittari prakrtiprabhdsvaram ...| na dharmatacittam rte ’nyacetasah prabhasvara-
tvar prakytau vidhiyate |). ‘

"2E.g., T31.1617: 872a11-12, where the Unstained Mind is equated with the
True Suchness (EZN40; cf. GIMELLO 1976: 319), or T 31.1616: 863b20, where it is
identified with the prakrtiprabhdsvaram cittam (Fi]EEZE SR = B MEREIR 1)), as is also
the case in, e.g., Hui-yilan’s (&%, 523-592) Ta-sheng i chang REERE
(T 44.1851: 530b7-9; cf. PAUL 1984: 52—-64), in Prabha(kara)mitra’s (active around
630) Chinese version of the commentary on MSA XIII.19 (see fn.751), or in
T 46.1924 (see fn. 516): 642a21-23. Cf. also the use of the term amalajiiana at RGV
11.26.

753 A detailed treatment of the applications of this term in the various strands of
Chinese Buddhism would exceed the limits of both this study and my competence.
Cf., e.g., COOK 1977: 51-53. According to STONE 1999: 7 and 9-10, in Hua-yen,
the One Mind (—[») is the basis and even source of diversity, whereas in one
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other Chinese sources, including Hua- yen and certain T’ien-t’ai
texts.”*

126.2. The second important point is that the shift of perspective to
Buddhahood as a goal to be striven after by everybody entailed that
only its presence in sentient beings, especially in human beings, was a
matter of interest. Thus, it is only with regard to them that the Ratna-
gotravibhaga asserts the identity of their Suchness with that of the

strand of T’ien-t’ai it is rather the aspect of unity in diversity. A comprehensive
analysis of the purport of the term —(, in the context of ever deeper levels of the
Buddhist tradition (starting with varieties of Yogﬁcﬁra Vijiianavada, followed by
the position of the Ta-sheng ch’i-hsin lun KIEHE(S5m [“Awakening of Faith in the
Mahayana’], and culminating in aspects of the Hua-yen doctrine of universal inter-
penetration) is set forth in Fa-tsang’s commentary on the cittamatra passage of
DBhS R VLE.” For the terminological use of the expression — [, in Chinese Bud-
dhism, the Ta-sheng ch’i-hsin lun (T 32. 1666 576a5 and 13) seems to have played a
key role. In this text of controversial ongm the term “the One Mind” is used in a
sense comprising both Mind as True Suchness (tathata: [,E#0F5) and mind as
arising and perishing (i.e., as a temporary phenomenon: .[»4EJ#9). The Sino-Indian
basis of the use of the expression —.(, in the sense of the One Mind as a philo-
sophical term seems to be Bodhiruci’s translation of citzamatra in DBhS R VLE
(T 26.1522: 169a15) and Lank 80,7 (T 16.671: 530al) and of ekacitta in DBhS R
VLF (T 26.1522: 169a21) and VLM (ibid. 170c5).° For the original meaning of
these passages, see §§ 73—76 and fns. 392 and 400. At T 32.1668 (F2EETHTaM,
“probably an eighth-century apocryphon”: STONE 1999: 11): 604c15-16, the equa-
tion of the One Mind with the tathagatagarbha in the Ta-sheng ch’i-hsin lun
(T 32.1666: 579b6-8) is traced back to a passage of Bodhiruci’s translation of the
Lankavatara-satra (T 16.671: 519a1-2), but the Sanskrit (Lank 21,2-4) is not clear
(probably faulty), and at any rate in this passage —{» renders ekagra (“concen-
trated”), which is one of its common, non-terminological equivalents.

* T35.1733: 346c28-347c4. Similarly Ch’eng-kuan in T 35.1735: 806b28—

807a11; cf. also 806b20-28.

® Cf. KASHIWAGI 1981: 62-182 and 498-501 [references]; id. in TAKASAKI &

KASHIWAGI 2005: 347-356 and 411415 [references]; TAKASAKI '1987; LAI

1990: 186-189.

° Cf. TAKEMURA 1985: 128—130; GIMELLO 1976: 291 n. 168.

4 For an explicit equation of the One Mind with the Essentially Pure Mind,

tathata, dharmata, dharmadhatu and Buddha-nature as well as with dharmakaya
and tathagatagarbha see T 46.1924 (cf. fn. 516): 642a19-24 (followed by detailed
explanations of each term).
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Tathagata as well as the soteriological consequences of this equation
(see § 53.3), and this seems to be the rule in Indian sources.” I do not
deny the possibility that there may be exceptions as far as phraseol-
-ogy is concerned. Actually, Paramartha in his Fo-hsing lun ({1434,
Treatise on Buddha-nature) once uses the formulation that all
dharmas are tathagatagarbha,” because none of them is apart from
the [true] nature (B4, *svabhava) of the Tathagata, viz., essenceless-
ness (J&FL, *nairatmya).”’ But such a formulation merely seems to
continue the traditional view of the all-pervasiveness of Suchness
(tathata). Tt also makes sense in the perspectlve of Suchness, revealed
by the emptiness or essencelessness of both Person and dharmas,
functioning as the cause of Buddhahood by becoming the object of
insight free from conceptualization.”® But there is not the slightest

* 7 Cf. also RGV 152 and 156cd and RGVV 49,9-12, quoting from the Sagara-
mati-pariprccha (see § 62 with fn. 339).

756 T 31.1610: 796b9-10: — e A B AN ;. However, in this text, too, the usual
phrasing is that all sentient beings are tathagatagarbha (T 31.1610: 795¢25; 796a19;
808b10-11; cf. also 796a11-14 and 808b3) or have Buddha-nature (e.g., 787a9 and 19;
b28; 788c22; 811b21; cf. also 800c20). — The phrase that all dharmas are tatha-
gatagarbha (i.e. contain Buddhalhood]) goes back to Vasubandhu’s commentary on
MSg 11.26.3, where it is indeed used in connection with the omnipresence of Such-
~ ness (tathata) — which is pure by nature and constitutes Buddhahood when puri-
fied from all accidental impurities — in all sentient beings, as their common essence
(*samanyalaksana); see Tj P 1i 180a6-7 (T 31.1595: 191¢21-23; 1596: 290b2-3; 1597:
344a3-5): sems can thams cad la spyi’i mtshan nyid kyis de (sc. de bzhin nyid) ni yod
pa nyid kyi phyir chos thams cad ni de bzhin gshegs pa’i snying po can zhes gsungs
so. Cf. also MSABh 34,8.

77T 31.1610: 796b8-9: —EJ5E¥E TNHANRE e, MR AL

758 Cf. T 31.1610: 796b10-12: “As for the right factors, viz., the four applications
of mindfulness (*smrtyupasthana), etc., of all Noble persons (*aryapudgala), it is
always [by] taking this [Buddha-]nature (*dhatu?) as their object (*visaya) that
those not yet arisen come to arise and those already arisen reach perfection” (—%4]

B AU SREIER: BRI PR KRB A B4 of. TAKASAKT & KASHIWAGI

2005: 76). Cf. also 794b12-13 (—YJEEEEN B A FIEHE) and c4-5. The ante-
cedents of this view can be found in the Viniscayasamgrahani: cf. SCHMITHAUSEN

1969: 115-116.
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indication that it might be meant to imply that even insentient
dharmas like plants may, individually, become Buddhas.

127.0. It seems to be only in China that the equation of Suchness
with Buddha-nature came to be discussed also with reference to its
possible consequences. for insentient beings like plants. After all,
since the all-pervasweness of Suchness is hardly controversial, they
too should have Buddha-nature if Suchness and Buddha-nature are
‘essentially the same.

127.1. Fa-tsang and other authors quote a passage of unknown ori-
gin according to which only the Suchness in sentient beings is called
Buddha-nature, whereas the Suchness in insentient things is merely
named ‘nature of the dharmas’ (dharmata).” Yet, Fa-tsang relegates

this distinction to a non-ultimate systematic level.”®

127.2. In a weak sense, the Suchness of all dharmas is equated with
Buddha-nature in the Ta-sheng i chang (K3EZEZE=: T 44.1851) of the
Ti-lun (35%(5%)) master Hui-yiian (3%, 523-592) of the Ching-ying
(J3%2) monastery.” According to Hui-yiian, even the Suchness of all

"dharmas may be called ‘Buddha-nature’ in view of the fact that it is

7 T 44.1846: 247¢13-14 (cf. AKAO 1984: 405): S =: $E(v.l. 76) BAHH L5
B, 3T (v 75)IEREH T ZEEME; T35.1735: 726b28-29. In Chan-jan’s

Diamond Scalpel (see § 127.4), the interlocutor refers to the passage as quoted from
the *MahaprajAaparamita-upadesa (Chin-kang-pei 783a5-6: £ ZH A 5| K& Em
= B0 fElES (et £F1%A F4&H1E.), but as Chan-jan himself
(783a7-8) explicitly states, the passage is not found there. For further information,
see PENKOWER 1993: 472-473.

70 T 35.1733: 405¢26-27: “If [we answer the question from the perspective of]
the ‘teaching of the three vehicles’, nature consisting in Suchness (tathatd) is com-
mon to both sentient and insentient [beings], but the Buddha-nature that opens up
Awakening is limited to sentient beings” (FEF=3£, B EIFIEIE, BHEHME
MERETE); cf. KAMATA 1965: 446; AKAO 1984: 962; PENKOWER 1993: 474. For
the ultimate level, see § 116.

61 Cf. KAMATA 1965: 440-441; YOSHIZU 1973: 114a—115b; LIu 1985a; 171—
176, esp. 173; PENKOWER 1993: 440-441.
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exhaustively understood only by the Buddhas.”® Thus, what is perva:
sively present “inside and outside”, i.e.; in’ both’ sefitient beings ‘and
insentient “things,-is- merely - “Buddha-nature -as_an. object of com-
prehension” (F4114:).”® Buddha-nature as the comprehending subject
(BEXITE), on the-other hand; i.e., the True Mind (E37-{»); which has
the (albeit still- hidden) nature of Awakening,’*is present only in sen-
tient beings;.not in insentient things like walls ' and rubble.”® Without
consciousness, there would be no misunderstanding; and without. pre-
vious misunderstanding, correct comprehension does not make sense.
It is. Just as. grasses and trees lackmg sentience, do not‘expenence
dreams and cannot. have the. experience of wakmg up elther 766 Thus
Hu1-yuan accords Buddha—nature to the msentlent only 1n a very weak
hardly more than nommal sense

127.3. In the Ta- sheng hsiian. lun (7&% T45 1853) ascrlbed to
Ch1 -tsang (iﬁ 549-623),"" Hui-yilan’s separatlon of a pervasive
objectwe aspect of Buddha—nature from a subJectlve one reserved for
sentient beings is shown to be untenable if the equatlon of the perva-
sive principle. w1th Buddha—nature (as. mseparably cornpnsmg both
aspects) is taken seriously. In this ¢ perspective of pervasion’ GEF),
Hui-yiian’s statement, belonging to the ‘perspective of distinctions’

(162 44 1851: 472a20 22: “Fourth [in a] pervaswe [perspectlve], one calls na-
ture’ the [true] essence of all dharmas This “nature’ is exhausnvely comprehended
only by the Buddhas (cf. V§ 9,20-23:"see § 68). Thus; when one [wants to] point out
the- essence of the dharmas with Teference -to - [its being' comprehended by] the
Buddhas, one calls it ‘Buddha-nature (i.e.; ‘nature [of the dharmas as access1ble] ‘to
the Buddhas’)” (7Y, 3t EEE 8 é&%ﬁﬁ Etfiﬂﬁma‘s‘{%ﬁﬁ%o EM%L,L%;%‘
R, T

7T 44.1851: 4724 2223 % — % RFTATE EEASL f. also czz«zs
. 764T44 1851: 472013 14: ﬁe%ﬂfé‘ﬁ%‘, EEEE&/U Lllktim&%ﬂﬁ%z 5 cf. a15-16.
785 T.44.1851: 472¢18-20: JHHAEEINE )%’?‘;&E T,@plﬁ cf a19-20.
© T T44.1851:472c16-18. - co A

67 T 45.1853: 40a22-41b8. Cf., e.g., KAMATA 1968: 80—83 "KOSEKT 1980; LU
1985a: 176-186; NAKAIIMA- 1983; PLASSEN 1997 MATSUMOTO 2000 266—268
OKUNO 2002: 379-382.
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(FF9), has to be replaced by.an-unqualified statement that “grasses
and trees” (i.e., the msentrents) have Buddha-nature just hke sentient
beings. do, because of the omnipresence and non-duality of Suchness
(cf. § 84) and because of the non-duality of sentient beings and envi-
ronment based on the principle of mind-only (cf. § 66). Yet it must be
emphas1zed that for Cm-tsang such an unquahfled statement 00, is
still preliminary- and . of no ‘more . than pedagoglcal value,”® 'As a
Madhyamlka he is not so much mterested in propoundmg tenets as in
“clean[ing] the reader’s mind of the defilement of fixe notlons” 769
one of them bemg the restnctlon of Buddha-nature (in the. ‘full sense)’
tov "ntlent bemgs

127 4 1 In. the T’ien-t’ai tradition, _Chih-i. (*”ESI? 538—597) does
not expressly afﬁrm the. Buddha-nature of the 1nsent1ent but he paves
the Way77°1n equatmg Buddha—natur w1th the true nature of dhar-
mas’”! and with the Middle Way772 and in declaring that there is n t‘_a
smgle colour (/v151b1e 1tem) or srnell that is not the Mlddle Way B

2. The implications of this statement with regard to the Buddha—
nature of the insentient are made fully explicit by Chan-jan (&%,

768 PLASSEN 1997: 7; 13-15.
769 pr \SSEN 1997_ 16
70 ¢, GROSNICK 1990 205; NG;1993: 78 and 80..Cf, also, MATSUMOTO (2000:

’ 269—277), who regards Ch.lh—l as.a- representatlve of the. “Buddha—nature Mamfesta—
l'lOIl theory” (see § 120 2)

oX 38.1778: 681a26: {#V{Eﬂmﬁiﬁ Accordmg to NG 1993 11 th1s text s
Chan -jan’s abndgcment of an authorized record. of Ch1h—1 s exegesis of: the VkN

. T2 NG 1993; 62-89. Cf,e.g, T33.1716 (see fn. 368); 761bd:. %rﬁtﬁﬂ:{:;_,
46 1929 (NG 1993: 9 and 11: authentic work from Ch1h-1 'S later penod) 729¢17: ff
ﬁEI]EEF'ﬁ Th.lS statement is, however, taken over from S Dh 572as.

TP T46.1911: 12425 (Kuan-ting’s preface, of, DONNER & STEVENSON 1993:

112—113), 9a19, 27a27-28 -42b2-3 .and . 75b5-6: — 7 ﬂ}'FEP .. Cf.. also
T 33.1716: 761b5 T 38. 1777 .521b5-6. That the “Mlddle Way” in this statement is
equlvalent to Buddha-namre is made exphcu in Chan-jan’s commentary (T 46. 1912:
151¢23-26).. :
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711-782) in his commentary on the passage,”* and he further devel-
ops them in his Diamond Scalpel (Chin-kang-pei lun &I$#5%).”” In
accordance with Chi-tsang’s ‘perspective of pervasion’, Chan-jan
. argues: ‘

“The ten thousand things are Suchness because [in essence]
they are immutable. Suchness is the ten thousand things be-
cause it responds to conditions. If you believe that insentient
things lack Buddha-nature, wouldn’t that amount to saying
that the ten thousand things do not partake in Suchness?’7’¢

3. Like Chi-tsang (see § 66), Chan-jan also makes use of the ‘mind-
only’ argument. Since there is nothing outside the mind, the distinc-
tion between sentient beings and insentient things is pointless,”” and
properly speaking the designation of the latter as insentients should
be given up.””® As the' Diamond Scalpel puts it, the mind and the
[Buddha-]nature of each sentient being are all-pervasive (3&) and all-
containing (&), like space,” which means that at every moment my

74T 46.1912: 151c20~152a23; cf., e.g., MIYAMOTO 1961: 683 f; PENKOWER
1993: 420-423; SUEKI 1995a: 368-370; 2001: 76-78.

715 On this work, probably written shortly before Chan-jaﬁ"s death, see PEN-
KOWER 1993: 363 ff.

776 Chin-kang-pei 782c19-21: BEMARELA, IR, EAVEEE, HMGE. T
{EIEIEEMRME, SIEEEMEIT. My translation follows PENKOWER 1993:
463464 (with minor changes). Cf. also SUEKI 1995a: 373. Cf. also T 46.1912:
152a6-7 (no. 3 in SUEKI 1995a: 369; 2001: 77; PENKOWER 1993: 421).

7 Chin-kang-pei 785b8-9 (PENKOWER 1993: 525): .M/ EEHE SEISSENS. Cf. also

*783b24-26 (PENKOWER 1993: 490491) and T 46.1912: 152a12-14 (cf. SUEKI 1995a:
369,12 and 370,6-8; 2001: 77 [no. 7]; PENKOWER 1993: 421 [no. 7]). _

18 Cf. Chin-kang-pei 784b26-27 (PENKOWER 1993: 511: “I asked, "why do you
still use the term ‘insentient beings’?"”).

" Chin-kang-pei 784b29—c1: —&1& [EMSE, LEME, JWAIEZE. Among
later T’ien-t’ai authors, this sentence gave rise to a controversy. Ts’ung-i (f£5,
1042~1091 acc. to FK 4558; cf. also CHAN 1999: 435) in his Chih-kuan i-li tsuan-
yao (JFERZFIZEEE, a commentary on Chan-jan’s Chih-kuan i-li [T 46.1913]), e.g.,
takes the sentence to mean that insentient things (like walls and rubble, grasses and
trees), too, must have Buddha-nature, because the essence (%) and [Buddha-]nature
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own mind as well as [that of] all the other sentient beings is equal to
the mind and (because there is nothing outside the mind) the body and
the environment (or ‘field’) of Vairocana, the Buddha in his actu-
alized glory, [in such a way that] self and other are mutually inter-
fused and interpenetrating.”® It is on account of error and due to their
clinging to an Ego that sentient beings.ignore their own and their en-
vironment’s Buddha-nature and construe it as their individual body

- (M) of sentient beings is all-pervasive, without excluding (or: being excluded from?)
the insentient things (X 56.921: 43¢16-17: #40: BHIEMR TRELA, FEEEEH
Pz, 46c4-5: HIFRRTIE, BELAEANREGME; 46c7-8: Zif EIEFK EFE
iR T IEEE L AOEARE,; cf. also 43¢7 and 43c12-13). Ts’ung-i’s view is vehe-
mently rejected by Ch’u-yiian (37T, 1030~1119), who stresses the equal rank of
mind and matter. According to the latter’s Chih-kuan i-li sui-shih ((LEZEFIFEE),
environment and sentient beings are non-dual, abide together in one moment of
mind (X.56.923: 159b16: MRIEA_ [FF—7&; 158c13: {RIEEEF— (), but this is
not meant to accord any ontological or causal priority to mind over matter, in the
sense that one contains or generates the other (cf. 159¢22: FEFES TR, FEFHLETTR).
Rather, all dharmas, mental as well as material, are completely endowed with each
other (159a13: EEH E; cf. 159a19-20: —EEsRE —a L0y FEARER). Since
things and oneself are one and the same Suchness, it is not possible to distinguish
between sentient and insentient, and there is nothing that is not Buddha-natured
(159a17-18: ¥E—1N SEEENE FEIEMME). Thus, if the opponent assumes that only
the (Buddha-)nature in/of the mind of sentient beings pervades insentient things but
is not aware of the fact that likewise the Buddha-nature of the insentient pervades
sentient beings, this is exactly a one-sided view (159a11-12: H#lyk2 sk REH *°
DEMREERNER, TREBHIERINER, ER—R<R). It is absurd to think
that the “Middle Way (i.e., Buddha-nature) in colours and smells” should require
the Buddha-nature of sentient beings to go there and spread to them and should only
then start pervading them (159a13-14: &g SEREMME TR HHA1RED).
For the background of this discussion, viz., the controversy between the ‘mountain-
school’ ({115%) and the ‘off-mountain’ ({1j4}) faction within Sung dynasty T’ien-t’ai,
see CHAN 1999; cf. also STONE 1999: 9-10.
* Text okay? Read HH BN or HUEELHE? For HEUE facing 15
{#}4 in a similar context in Ts’ung-i’s commentary see X 56.921: 97b21-23.

7 Chin-kang-pei 784c14-15: Bl HEHRE —FIF EFEGER MBS0
RIEE M ERE ATREE, Cf. also 781a26: BEE+ FRAFLZ—=2. See PEN-
KOWER 1993: 512 and 390-392; SUEKI 1995a: 371-372.
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and its profane external-world.”®! Thus, ‘the environment has been, in
reality, - Buddha-natured - all -along,: and is.. only: misinterpreted by
unawakened sentient beings. Its being Buddha-natured does not mean
that single elements of the environment have individual sentience and
Buddha-nature . as. a :potential - due-to. Wthh .they-may -on their .own
start cultivating the Path.”-

4. Tt fact, it is 'prCiSely‘ in this'wrong sense-that the interloctitor in
the Diamond Scalpel explicitly admits to having mltlally misunder-
" stood Chan-jan’s statement: ,

“The guest sald The meanmg [of the statement that msennents

Whenr llISht heard [yoht stetement]',‘-l;[teok It] to mean that.
each smgle [blade of] grass _tree'f' pebble or‘rnote (/atom) [has]‘

T8 Chm-kang pet 784028 29 /?Eﬁﬁ’\{%ﬂ?ﬁtpﬁﬁiﬁﬁ —~-‘"§§1‘%E‘%

based on- the posmon that- all dharmas —environment as We]l as persors — 'are only
mind (697a22:-E1EHE (1), one mind (or the,One Mind?).(697 b1-2: ZETRE HER—

Ly b6: 285 Bl—i), and that all. dlStlnCthI‘lS of self and other, merely result from
wrong conceptlons (697a23-24). Cf.. GRONER 2000: 486—485 1l Do '
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‘paratory-activities) and the intellect[ual achievements required -
for ‘actualizing - Awakening]. If this:were correct, I certainly -
‘could not bear:it; for grasses and trees originate-and:perish, :
and motes (/atoms).and pebbles exist [for a long time] but. [fi-
nally] do not exist [anymore] in accordance with the cosmic -
periods (kalpa) [of the cyclic emergence and dissolution of the -
‘material world]. [Thus,] not only would they (‘5HE) be unable
to. cultlvate the cause and attain. the result, but also. Buddha—
nature would be subject to perishing and. or1g1natmg VT8
This argument implicitly contrasts plants, stones, etc., w1th sent1ent
beings:. whereas the latter’s existence is, in spite of birth and death,
not limited to.one life because they-individually participate in karma-
directed sarhsara, thlS is obviously presupposed not to hold good for
plants, etc.

--128. Understood in this way, Chan-jan’s view would not.seem. in-
acceptable to Shoshin.” He, too, agrees that on the level of Suchness

-+ 78 Chin-kang-pei-784620-24: &, =TI SIIRELNEFH. BOMZ, 7
EE B e -t B —RR ERG T EERE EENEAE &
K BEER. B FErER. SHETREERER, IRHERRAL, My inter-
pretation of the passage is somewhat different from PENKOWER’s (1993:.510) and
rather. follows SUEKI 1995a: 371 and 2001: 79. This is also the interpretation of
Kakucho (see.- HANANO 1976b 129a14 16; 131b) and even. Annen (Bodaishin
485b6- 9)..Cf. also X37. 662 (subcommentary on-the MPS by the T ien-t’ai master
* Chih-yilan E= ., T1022) 566c4-7, explicitly referring to the Diamond Scalpel after
having pointed out that the all-pervasiveness of Buddha-nature does not mean that
each single herb or tree has its own Buddha-nature (%“{%ﬁﬁ—{;ﬂﬁ%ﬁ « FEEH
WK —fEME) and that this is what is meant when Kuan-ting’s commentary on
the MPS states ‘that grasses and trees lack Buddha—nature (T 38.1767: 184023 BAR
rh#EfiE). Somewhat later, Chih-yiian argues that if grassés and trees were’ 1nd1-
vidually' endowed with mind. just like sentient beings, one: would have to- explam
why they do‘not perform good and bad actions-and, accordingly, develop into the
ten tealms (i.e., participate in rebirth and liberation (?)) (X 37.662: 566021-22 F'?]
HEULE ,\Uﬁuﬁﬁﬁﬁk—f*ﬁzg MOREE R, B AHEE/ERE T RER). -

- 78 1n Shéshin’s view, on the level of distinctions’ (43BIFH, cf.§ 127.3), the True
_Subhness (B4 = tathatd) in insentienits would not-admit of being called “Buddha-
nature” in the stronger sense of ‘a potential to'be actualized (Shikan shiki 252a15-17;
b11-12; cf. § 145). On the level of mutual identity [of all phenomena], however,
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the distinction of sentient and insentient is transcended.”® With a
view to their Suchness equated with Buddha-nature, even insentients
are, and have been, Buddha-natured all al_ong,n(’ and ‘have’ (or rather
are) mind, not in the sense of an individual, concrete form of mind,
“but in the sense of Mind as a universal principle (¥.,), identical with
Suchness and the One Mind.”

129.1. Although I am not at all familiar with Ch’an literature, a few
remarks at least would seem to be unavoidable. Actually, in the Ch’an
tradition the issue of the Buddha-nature of the insentients was contro-
versial.”®® An early representative of the strand in which the presence
of Buddha-nature in insentient things is affirmed is the Chiieh-kuan
lun #E#H% (“Treatise on the Transcendence of Discrimination™”), a

sentients and insentients are alike; insentients are no longer insentients; they are
only the One Mind (252a17-b1: Z=+EEFY, [EFEERl. WIEEE. MER—(»; cf. b13-
14).

85 Cf. Shikan shiki 251b4-5: “[At the level of the] dharmadhatu, ‘support-
[recompense]’ (= environment) and ‘[recompense] proper’ (= sentient beings or
their bodies) are essentially identical” (55 K 1E A5 GE—).

8 A fully explicit statement is found in an early Tendai hongaku text, the
Shinnyo-kan (E40#, cf. STONE 1999: 191): “All insentient beings, [like] grasses
and trees, mountains and rivers, the ocean and the sky, are not anything outside the
True Suchness. Since they are all True Suchness, [as] True Suchness they are all
Buddha” (TADA 1995: 125,15-16: ... —4] / 35[‘*\ BOR -+ 3R - K - . BE
m/ s =77 X, ltb%‘é?ﬁﬁﬂﬂ‘ LR, EEm A, Cf. STONE 1999 193).
Similarly ibid. 134,12-13.

787 Shikan shiki 25126-7: JEBEE >, ... AEGE MY, with 251a5-6: FL O EE
41 and 252b1 (FFESETE, MEE— (s cf. fn. 784).

78 On the different attitudes of Ch’an masters with regard to this point see, e.g.,
KAMATA 1965: 436439 and 461-465; 1968: 83—86; PENKOWER 1993: 505-507
(with further references); MATSUMOTO 1994: 96-105, etc.; 2000: passim, esp. 1-5;
23-69; 278-605; 2002: 15-16; SHARF 2002: 247-249 and 335 n. 64.

78 MCRAE (1983: 211) proposes “cognition” for kuan g, but since he describes
the state to be attained as “beyond all types of discrimination” (210), I suggest that
#H is used here in the sense it has when rendering Skt. vicara, e.g., in the compound
B = vitarka-vicara, i.e., discursive thinking. '
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text of the Ox-head School.””° In this text, the question whether the
tao (GE) is present only in sentient beings (X2 : “body-and-spirit”) or
also in grasses and trees is answered in favour of the latter alternative,
because there is nothing the fao does not penetrate.”’ The word ‘tao’
no doubt evokes the Taoist world principle, but in Buddhist texts it is
also used to render ‘bodhi’, i.e., in the sense of Awakening. Actually,
a few lines later, the text equates “being in harmony with the tao”
with the attainment of Buddhahood.”* Grasses and trees are Awak-
ened in the sense that they are always, from the outset, in harmony
with the fao, i.e., with the true nature of things, because they lack de-
luded thoughts and emotions (ch’ing &) and have no [feeling of an]
ego.” Therefore, they do not produce thoughts [of displeasure, or
revenge?] when injured.”” In a similar way accomplished persons,
who are free from [the notion or feeling of] an ego and in harmony
with the tao, regard their bodies as equal to grasses and trees’” and
react like a tree (i.e., remain unconcerned and calm) when they are

70 MCRAE 1983: 171-174 (with further references); KAMATA 1968: 84; MATSU-
MOTO 2000: 278; SHARF 2002: 40 and 43. The ascription of the Chiieh-kuan lun to
Niu-tou Fa-jung (4-8E¥ERE, 594-657) is doubtful; the text is rather to be regarded
as a work of the Ox-head School compiled in the 2" half of the 8® century.

1 MATSUMOTO 2000: 278 (text 28): &3 SBIAERE RS HER, IMEREARZ
HER, ... EEFfET. (= TOKIWA & YANAGIDA 1976: 91; the following
passages are found on the same page; cf. also KAMATA 1968: 83; SHIRATO 1998: 21;
SHARF 2002: 248 f).

92 MATSUMOTO 2000: 282 (text 30; my transl.): “[Objection:] If grasses and
trees have for a long time been in harmony with the fao, why aren’t grasses and
- trees predicted to attain Buddhahood in [any] stitra? Why are only human beings
predicted?” CEEARAREE, RPAEHATTEARRSE, fRC AL ). The text then

adduces two passages allegedly implying a prediction of insentients as well.

73 MATSUMOTO 2000: 278 (text 29): BEAMEE A48 BAERA (..).

4 Ibid.: ... ¥35Ef. For the interpretation of this passage, see fn. 991. ]

3 From an Indian perspective, one would be tempted to understand: “like grass
/straw or a piece of wood” (~ trnakastha), i.e., as worthless (cf. HARA 2003: 470),
but in view of the context the phrase may (also) be intended to mean: “[the way]
they regard their body [is] comparable with [how] grasses and trees [abide]”, i.e., in
harmony with the zao, free from the notion or feeling of an ego.
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injured.” The main intention of the text is obviously to present insen-
tient things, and particularly plants or trees, as paragons for the spiri-
tual practitioner. For this purpose, the choice of plants may have sug-
gested itself because they are, in a sense, alive™ and are thus, among
the insentient (f#[%), closest to sentient beings. Yet, this does not
' necessarily mean that they lack ch’ing (%) only in the sense of de-
luded thoughts and emotions but not in the sense of perceptual sensa-
tions. In this regard, the text is simply not sufficiently explicit; the
‘harmony with the tao’ may well refer to a meta-psychlc level or may
even be a mere metaphor.

129.2. In the Shen-hui yii-lu TH&5E#% (“Record of Shen-hui’s Say-
ings”),”® the omnipresence of Buddha-nature is suggested by the
Ch’an master Yiian from the Ox-head mountain (4-5&] 1257 but
rejected by Ho-tsé Shen-hui fajiE##HE (684-758),” who asserts that
Buddha-nature is, to be sure, present in all sentient beings but not in
insentient things.*” Shen-hui accordingly discards the famous utter-
ance — adduced by the master Yiian in support of his own view —
that the emerald bamboos are all dharmakaya, and the chrysan-

76 MATSUMOTO 2000: 279 (text 29): RIERAIEH RIVAEA, BRTATEHF.

™7 Cf. fn. 120.

"8 The passage is quoted in ANDERL 2004a: 626—627 (n. 1864, with English
transl.; see also 2004b: 200-201 n. 100 and SHARF 2002: 248) and in MATSUMOTO
2000: 303 (text 50) from the editions of HU SHIH and D.T. SUZUKI & KUDA Ren-
tard, respectively, on which see YAMPOLSKY 1967: 24-25, n. 67 (with further bib-
liographical references).

9 Cf. MCRAE 1987. See also ANDERL 2004a: 600 n. 1714 (with further refer-
ences).

800 1y MATSUMOTO’S terminology (see § 120.2), Shen-hui is thus a representative
of the “Buddha-nature Immanence theory” (MATSUMOTO 1994: 97; 2000: 303-305;
2002: 363 = (16)). I cannot help feeling that the dissent may (also) be due to the fact
that the interlocutors presuppose different concepts of Buddha-nature, viz., its equa-
tion with Suchness or the dharmakaya against its definition as the full potential for
attaining Awakening in a spiritual process.
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themums all prajna (see § 54),% because it flatly contradicts the
Nirvanasitra’s statement that insentient things like walls and rubble
lack Buddha-nature (see § 53.2.3) and because there is no siitra in
which an insentient thing receives the prediction of future Awakening.

129.3.0. Perhaps the most famous and most explicit passage
advocating the Buddha-nature of the insentients is found in the record
of the Ch’an master Nan-yang Hui-chung (FEIEERE, 72-775)%7 as
contained in the Tsu-t’ang-chi (TR#%E). This passage,’® presented as
a dialogue with a “Ch’an guest from the south”®™ (Fg 5i%%), is obvi-
ously intended to refute Shen-hui’s position and his aforementioned
criticism.*®

129.3.1. Presupposing the omnipresence and indivisibility of Such-
ness — “matter and mind are one and the same Suchness” — and its
identity with the Buddha-nature®® and, essentially, with the dharma-

80! Eor MATSUMOTO (1994: 100; 2000: 304), the acceptance or rejection of this
statement is a kind of criterion for the “Buddha-nature Manifestation theory” and
the “Buddha-nature Immanence theory”, respectively.

802 Some information on him is found in DUMOULIN 1985, I:151-153. MATSU-
MOTO (2000: 329-337) doubts the historicity not only of the record but also of Nan-
yang Hui-chung as a person.

803 Tsu-r’ang-chi ch. 3, fol. 11,10-14,18 (Taiw. 61°10—64b4); text and English
transl. in ANDERL 2004a (= A.a): 619-630 and ANDERL 2004b (= A.b): 185-209;
Japanese transl. in YANAGIDA 1990 (= Y.): 162-171 (## 253-262); critical discus-
sion of some sections in MATSUMOTO 2000 (= M.), esp. 302-337. Cf. also TAKA-
SAKI 1998: 6-8. Most sections of the text have a parallel in Ch’uan-teng Iu 438a9—
cll = X 67.1309 (see fn. 488): 593a9—c12. For the first part, cf. also Tsung-ching lu
(GR$5k: T 48.2016): 418c17-419a2 (see ANDERL 2004a: 621 n. 1836). See also
fn. 488.

804 Tsu-r’ang-chi ch. 3, fol. 11,10-11 (Taiw. 61a10-11). Later on, the term ch’an
k’é 8% came to designate the monk of a Ch’an monastery who by election or posi-
tion functioned as the questioner in dialogic instruction (R%): cf. FK 6475a; NAK.
854a. -

805 Cf, YANAGIDA 1990: 391; MATSUMOTO 2000: 303—-306; ANDERL 2004a: 619
with n. 1828; 2004b: 185-186.

806 Tsu-t’ang-chi ch. 3, fol. 14,9-10 (Taiw. 64a9-10; A.a: 629; A.b: 207; Y.: 170;
M.: 307 [text 54] and 32 [text 12]):... i B —240.
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kaya® (cf. also § 140) as well as with prajfia (on the ultimate level,
as inherent in the dharmakaya), Hui-chung sees no difficulty in ac-
cepting the utterance concerning the emerald bamboos and the chrys-
anthemums.®® On the other hand, he is not impressed by the passage
“of the Nirvanasiitra, adduced by the ‘Ch’an guest’, where insentient
things are declared to be devoid of Buddha-nature (see § 53.2.3),%%
and obviously regards it as not to be taken literally.®'® At the very be-
ginning of the dialogue, he equates, in deliberate antithesis to the
wording of this passage, Buddha-nature, or the Buddha-Mind, with
walls and rubble,®"! and subsequently tries to authenticate his position
by referring to the statement of the Buddhdavatarisaka that the whole
world is only produced by the mind. Since insentient things are
clearly part of the world, they too must be mind, or rather Mind,
Buddha-Mind (cf. § 71). )
129.3.2. It is worth noting that Hui-chung tends to equate things
with Mind or Buddha-nature,®? in contrast to his interlocutor, who

807 Cf. the switch from “the emerald bamboos are all Suchness (Eam” (ibid.
fol. 13,13 = Taiw. 63al3) to “how can they possibly not be the dharmakaya” (&
k1. BIEEEE: fol. 13,18-19 = Taiw. 63b4-5).

808 Ihid. fol. 13,13-21 (Taiw. 63al3-b7; A.a: 626-628; A.b: 200-203; Y.: 168
[#259]; M.: 305 f [text 53]; cf. T 47.1998A: 875a3-12).

80° Ihid. fol. 11,12-13 (Taiw. 61a12-13; A.a: 619 f; A.b: 186; Y.: 163; M.: 302 f
[text 48]). )

810 ¢, Hui-chung’s accusing the ‘guest’ of relying on the words and not on the
meaning (ibid. fol. 11,17 = Taiw. 61b3; A.a: 620; A.b: 188; Y.: 163), which seems
to presuppose the distinction of siitras requiring interpretation as against sttras of
explicit meaning (T Z#&: fol. 13,16 = Taiw. 63b2; A.a: 627; A.b: 202; Y.: 168).

811 Tsu-t’ang-chi ch. 3, fol. 11,10-12 (Taiw. 61a10-12; A.a: 619; A.b: 186; Y.:
162 f [#253]; M.: 302 f [text 48] and"31 [text 7]): BrE FiEE M. AR #H . Bl
El, MSEEREEE Y 2D, In the subsequent passage, the ‘guest’ first
presupposes the equivalence of the “Mind of the old Buddha(s)” or “pristine (=
atemporal?) Buddha-Mind” (F{#(y; Ch’uan-teng lu 43829: {#[») with Buddha-
nature (ff4), and a few lines later (fol. 11,17-19) the master justifies the equafion
of “mind” (.{») and “nature” (%) on the level of Awakening.

812 Cf Tsu-’ang-chi ch. 3, fol. 11,11-12 (see fn. 811): ... SE[EZ YL B E ol
11,21-23; $EEZY) ... BEE( BETRE (. Cf. also the statement that all coun-
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prefers to speak of things having mind/Mind or Buddha-nature.®”
This may mean that for Hui-chung phenomena are not so much illu-
sory appearances®' as manifestations of True Reality,®”” perhaps in
accordance with their significance as a model for spiritual perfection
in line with the Chiieh-kuan lun (§ 129.1). But I have to leave this

issue to the specialists.

129.3.3. Nor do I find myself in a position to decide whether Hui-
chung’s statement that the insentients have, or are, Buddha-nature and
Mind is not, ultimately, merely intended to overcome dichotomic
thinking (as in Chi-tsang) or to illustrate the pristine harmony with
True Reality human beings should ‘recover’, but is indeed meant to
imply that in reality even the so-called insentients possess individual

“sentience.?® To be sure, just as in the Chiieh-kuan lun (§ 129.1), in-

tries are the body of the Buddha Vairocana (fol. 12,27; see § 140), that the emerald
bamboos are Suchness (13,13: FHZEM f|EENN) or the dharmakaya (13,18-19:
25 ... B3EEEF). Exception: fol. 11,19-20 (& ES EFEM ), where the
master expressly rephrases the interlocutor’s view. Similarly fol. 11,24: RFES #%
&M M. CL. the discussion in Dogen’s Shobogenzo, ch. Bussho.

83 cf. Tsu-t’ang-chi ch. 3, fol. 11,25 (taking the master’s view as a premise): &
TEEVE L similarly 12,12-13 (BEREREEHN) and 12,14 CEHFEBEEGHD.
The ‘guest’ seems to use identifying phraseology only when explicitly rephrasing a
statement of the master , as in fol. 11,13-14: 5= —YJ#E[E &2 (.

814 As they obviously are (at any rate in the form in which we are used to per-
ceive them) in ch. 7 of the Yiian-ming lun ([E]BAE®), according to MCRAE (1986:
148 ) probably connected with Shen-hsiu (#35: 1706), where we read (MCRAE
1986:170) that mountains, rivers and the earth are seen only by ordinary persons,
whose false thoughts are not exhausted, whereas Buddhas and bodhisattvas do not
see them.

815 This is, at any rate, what MATSUMOTO’s concept of “Buddha-nature Imma-
nence theory” is intended to imply; cf., e.g., MATSUMOTO 2000: 572581, esp. 579;
2002: (15): “... phenomenal things (%), as such, are regarded as Buddha-nature
itself, and are, as it were, totally absolutized.”

816 It is in the latter sense that MATSUMOTO (2000: 324-327) seems to under-
stand Hui-chung’s view. From Hui-chung’s remark that material things, being emp-
tiness, cannot really be obstructive (Tsu-t’ang-chi ch. 3, fol. 13,6-7; A.a: 625; A.b:
199; M.: 324 [text 67]) and thus lose their materiality, as well as from their being
equated with the mind/Mind (see fn. 812), MATSUMOTO concludes that they are
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_ sentients are stated to be without deluded thoughts and unwholesome
emotions.®’ But what about appropriate thoughts or perceptual
awareness? Wouldn’t Hui-chung’s affirmative answer to the inter-
locutor’s (implicitly critical) question whether the insentients, since
they are endowed with the [Buddha-]Mind, shouldn’t also expound
the Dharma®® suggest that they individually know the Truth and per-
form acts of preaching?®”® But the insentients’ expounding of the
Dharma is stated to be altogether different from human teaching:
though constantly taking place,® it is not heard even by the master,®!
let alone by the ‘guest’.*” Rather, it is ‘audible’ only to saintly, fully
Awakened persons.®? It is hardly of a verbal nature and may not pre-

conceived of as sentient beings (& 1%) endowed with consciousness or even intelli-
gence (FEFRME) (326,5 f) and with an active nature similar to that of humans (326,6:
“N7 & RERRO“BEBIE”). Tt is, according to MATSUMOTO, due to their intelligent
and active nature in connection with the fact that they are free.of deluded thoughts
and thus already Awakened, i.e., Buddhas, that their capability of expounding the
Dharma becomes fully plausible (327,1 f). For MATSUMOTO, Hui-chung’s view is
similar to that of Kiikai and of the Kankoruijii (326,4 ). As far as I can see, it is,
however, only in the latter text (and, somewhat earlier, in Shingon) that plants are
expressly attributed individual sentience (see §§ 149.2-5).

817 See § 153 with fn. 993.
818 See § 90 with fn. 490.

819 L ater Shingon masters seem to have argued in this way; cf. RAMBELLI 2001:
37: “But, as Raiho (8%, 1279-1330?) said, the fact that trees preach the Dharma
implies that they are- sentient and endowed with mtelhgence ” Cf. also FUCHITA
2003: 75,8-9.

820 See fn. 490.

821 Tsu-t’ang-chi ch. 3, fol. 12,3-4 (Taiw. 62a3-4; A.a: 622; A.b: 192; Y.: 164; M.:
409 [text 159]): BfiEl. FARAE. _ )

822 Ibid. fol. 11,2627 and 12,12 (Taiw. 61b12-13 and 62a1-2; A.a: 621f; Ab:
190 f; Y.: 164; M.: 409 [text 159]): “The Ch’an guest said: ‘[If they expound the
Dharma constantly,] why can’t I hear it?’ ... The Ch’an guest said: ‘Being ignorant
and [mentally] deaf and blind, I do not hear the insentient objects’ expounding of
the Dharma’” (B&FHE. FKRRBAERHE. .. BEEH. XH SHRE TRERR
o) ‘

52 Ibid. fol. 11,28 (Taiw. 61bl4; A.a: 621; Ab: 191; Y. 164): EE/EH
(Ch’uan-teng lu 438a20: F&{fi15H]). — See also Tsu-t’ang-chi ch. 5, fol. 6,11-12
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suppose a mental act. It may rather be a self-revelation or self-
manifestation of the original, all-pervading Buddha-nature inherent in
all phenomena to persons whose minds are no longer obscured by any
deluded thoughts and emotions.?*

(Taiw. 98a11-12; A.b: 210; M.: 409 [text 158]): “Tung-shan then asked: ‘Who is
able to hear insentients expound the Dharma? The master [Yiin-yen Z&] said:

[Only] insentients are able to hear insentients expound the Dharma” (JR|[L/{&ER]. &
gk TEABH. BH. EERE EBESHE.; of Ch'uan-teng lu 321c4-5;

T 47.1986A: 507c5-6.= T 47.1986B: 519¢24-25; X 67.1309: 594a10-11; Shobogenzo
[Mujoseppo] 400,2-3; OGAWA 2006: 66,12; ARAMAKI 2000: 582,8-9). One could
take this passage to mean that only ‘insentients’, i.e., persons who are free from 1%,
i.e., deluded thoughts and emotions, can hear the insentients’ expounding of the
Dharma (cf. § 129.4). However, in another passage (Tsu-t’ang-chi ch. 17,
fol. 11,26-12,1; Taiw. 324b12-325a1; A.b: 211 f; M.: 429 [text 188]; OGAWA 2006:
68,11-13) the master Ch’ang-sha Ching-ts’en (F52") answers the question about
insentients expounding the Dharma by pointing to the eastern pillar of the temple as
the one that can teach; and to the western pillar as the one that can hear it. Still,
even this statement need not imply psychic functions on the part of the pillars. Its
real purport, if I may speculate, might be similar to that of the Chiieh-kuan-lun
(§ 128.1), i.e., to point out that in order to be fully Awakened to the Dharma one
has to abandon all divisive and distractive thoughts and emotions ({&), transcending
thereby the predicament of ordinary sentient beings and becoming, in this regard,
similar to insentient things, which may be described as both ‘expounding’ and-
‘hearing’ the Dharma in that by nature they manifest, and are in harmony with,
True Reality.

824 ARAMAKI (2000: 583) speaks of an “ontological difference, so to speak (V4>
IXTFEFRBIXB]), between the preaching of the insentients and the preaching of
sentient beings”. According to OGAWA (2006: 68—69), the preaching of the insen-
tients refers to the true form of the universe, before being articulated by speech, i.e.,
to the fact that all things are merely things just as they are (68 ®: EFHIELIXT

Lo THE SN AURMOHROEM, WhIET R TOEYREEHDE
i k HB T LBEFHIERDTH T ...). Their preaching cannot therefore be
heard with the ear or through words. Rather, hearing the preaching of the insen-
tients means clearly and vividly seeing the form of the world as it really is (68 @:
ERAEISHEN L CIHEERY, #ROHEEHVHY &, LIEMEITRD
L ENEICE T*%?ﬁf’a‘:ﬁﬁ%< Z &72mD7E,). Dogen expressly states that only
foolish people take the rustling of the branches of trees or the opening of blossoms
and falling of leaves to be the insentient beings’ expounding of the Dharma (Shobo-
genzo [Mujoseppo] 398,14-15). Elaborating on this issue would, however, exceed
the limits of both this study and my competence.
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129.4. In connection with the question of the sentience of the
insentient, a passage of the record of the Ch’an master Pai- -chang
Huai-hai (H3{&E)g, 749-814) in the Ku-tsun su yii-lu (E@Tﬁ
$%)** may be worth mentioning.

1. In my (admittedly tentative) understanding, the passage speaks
of the awareness of perfect persons or saints, reshuffling the old
statement about the emerald bamboos and chrysanthemums into a
comparison:*® In so far as perfect saints do not undergo the changes
[which are typical] of [ordinary persons] having deluded thoughts and
- emotions ([&), they are like emerald bamboos, and in so far as they
nonetheless do respond to the situation (fE%¥) and do know the [right]
time (%FF), they are comparable to chrysanthemums.®?’

825 Cf. MATSUMOTO 1994: 193 n. 34.

826 In this regard, my understanding seems to be ba51cally in agreement with
MATSUMOTO’s (see fn. 829).

7 X 68.1315: 9b2d—c1: [alifiN4 &%, [DHEFHAHTUR, WA, (ol
TERE SERNENRE, Mi0E=EZE, (no v.l. in the Chung-hua ta-tsang-ching "HEE KRR
and the Yung-lo edition 7kZ4fi: this information courtesy of the Ven. DINGYUAN
and Prof. Florin DELEANU; cf. also X 17.330: 728a7-8; 78.1553: 460a12-14; 83.1578:
481c5-6). My understanding of the passage is somewhat different from that of
ANDERL (2004b: 184) in that I take [b] and [c] as parallel sentences: “[b] it is only
that they are not troubled by ..., just like ..., [c] but they definitely respond ..., just
like ...”. Moreover, in contrast to ANDERL, who renders [a] as “Now [non-sentient
objects] have perception (but they are not changed ...)”, thus supplying the usual
non-sentients as the grammatical subject, in my opinion the text returns to the sages:
“Now, as for" the awareness [of the ‘mon-sentients’ = persons free of deluded
thoughts], (they are merely not changed/agitated ...)”. I take the immediately pre-
ceding reference of the text to the usual insentients (stones, plants, etc.) as a side-
remark for the sake of preventing a misunderstanding of the text’s use of the term
#&{E. That the “awareness” (#42) is that of the sages would seem to be confirmed
by the passage with reference to which the text from the Ku-tsun su yii-Iu is ad-
duced by ANDERL as a kind of parallel, viz., Tsu-t’ang-chi ch. 3, fol. 9,5-12 (Taiw.
59a5-12;; ANDERL 2004b: 180-182). Here we read, in direct connection with the
sages no longer belonging to the category of (ordinary) sentient beings, i.e., of be-
ings that have deluded thoughts (F&): “They are clearly aware [of things?], they
merely have got rid of clinging to them” (A RE REHHESH). The parallelism
of B and $#£4& is obvious. But even if we follow ANDERL (and Florin DELEANU,
who kindly communicated his understanding of the passage to me in a letter and
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2! Yet, this is merely a comparison, and the expressions may delib-
erately be used in a slightly ambiguous way. Thus, in the case of the
bamboos, not being changed by having ch’ing (/&) may imply that
they are not subject to pleasure and pain resulting from being endow-
ed with sense-faculties, i.e., sentience in the sense of individual, con-
scious sensations, and in the case of the chrysanthemums responding
to the situation (FE#) and knowing the time (%&HF) would seem to
mean that they react to outward stimuli and ‘know’ the seasons.**® On
the other hand, in the case of saints what is intended in this case is
rather that they respond to the requirements (fE#%) of the spiritual
trainees and know the right time (%[f) for giving appropriate advice.

3. Actually, according to MATSUMOTO,*® Pai-chang belongs to the
strand in which the Buddha-nature of the insentients is rejected. In-
deed, in the text under discussion the key-phrase of the latter view
(viz., “the insentients have Buddha-nature”: E[EHfLE) is radically
re-interpreted in the sense that persons who are completely free from
mental attachments (FE[F = fEH[E%) have Buddha-nature (5,
i.e., have attained Buddhahood), in contrast to ordinary beings, who
do have attachments (5§ = HZLE[,) but no Buddha-nature (fFf#
4, i.e., have not yet attained Buddhahood),®*® and the former cate-

agrees with ANDERL in this point) in supplying the (usual) insentients as the logical
subject of “awareness” (#&&), this ‘mirroring sensitivity’ would be no more than a
primitive response to the change of seasons, etc., which, as the author unmistakably
states (see fn. 831), does not entitle us to regard them as Awakened beings.
* I am not sure about the precise meaning of %14 According to ANDERL
2004a: 480, FKAN(/F40) is a vernacular topic marker (“as for ...”); cf. also
611 n. 1780 and 2004b: 181 n. 52. According to ANDERL 2004a: 691 n. 2285,
4+, too, can have a topicalizing function. On the other hand, there is also Z[1%
= “now” (ima, genzai), “just now” (tada-ima) (NAK. 1061a).

828 In contrast to bamboos, which are evergreen and most of which flower only
after many years, chrysanthemums appear, flower and disappear in the course of
the seasons. — To know the seasons can, of course, also be interpreted as a symp-
tom of sentience: cf. JACOBI 1884: 10 n. 1 (with reference to the Jaina tradition).

829 MATSUMOTO 1994: 193 f (n. 34); 2000: 483. Cf. TSUCHIYA 2008.
830 % 68.1315: 9b17-22; ANDERL 2004b: 183 f.
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gory is expressly distinguished from non-sentient objects like trees,
stones or the empty space, or, for that matter, emerald bamboos and
chrysanthemums, to which Buddha-nature is erroneously ascribed (by
others).®

130. If the preceding remarks are essentially correct, the Chinese
idea that in terms of the ‘principle’ or Suchness even insentient things
(not only plants!) have Buddha-nature can indeed be regarded as be-
ing based on Indian Mahayana premises, through a fusion of two dif-
ferent perspectives. On the one hand, in an ‘objective’ perspective
Suchness indicated the true nature, i.e., the emptiness, of all dharmas
and appearances (§ 124), including physical appearances of the
Buddha (§ 125), the primary aim of this perspective being to eradi--
cate all attachments. On the other hand, in the ekayana strand Such-
ness had come to be identified with Buddhahood, both in the sense of
dharmakaya, i.e., the Buddha on the absolute level, endowed with
unconditioned virtues (§ 126.1), and in the sense of tathdagatagarbha,
i.e., the potential of sentient beings to attain Buddhahood (§ 126.2),
and it would seem to be in this perspective that Suchness is also un-
derstood as Mind (§ 126.1). From a pragmatic point of view, it would
seem reasonable to keep these perspectives apart. But as a theoretical
fixation this distinction provoked the criticism of a Madhyamika like
Chi-tsang and had, from the perspective of pervasion, to be replaced,
or relativized, by an unqualified statement that plants (or insentients),
too, have Buddha-nature (§ 127.3). Both Chan-jan (§ 127.4) and Nan- .
yang Hui-chung (§ 129.3.1-2) also applied this line of thought to the’
aspect of sentience. But at least in the case of Chan-jan this does not
imply that he considered plants or other insentients to be endowed

81 % 68.1315: 9b22-23: REIAFAKEZEE < EE BES M. ANDERL
- 2004b: 184: “This is different from the assumption that® non-sentient [objects] like
trees, stones, air, the chrysanthemum and the green bamboo, had Buddha-nature.”
The text adds that if insentient things had Buddha-nature it would be inexplicable
why they are nowhere in the Siitras predicted for Awakening.
? For §45 “to regard as”, “to consider as/that”, “to assume that” see ANDERL
2004a: 249; 286; 779 n. 2847.
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with individual sentience or an individual Buddha-nature. The
Buddha-nature and sentience of plants in terms of Suchness would
thus seem to be quite different from what FINDLY assumes for early
Buddhism. A certain analogy may, however, be perceived in the idea
of the Chiieh-kuan-lun that plants are a paragon for the spiritual prac-
ticioner because they are in harmony with the tao. (§ 129.1), but it
should be kept in mind that this is just their nature and not a result of
previous spiritual practice on their part.

1.2. The Buddha-Nature of Plants as Experienced by Awak-
ened Beings

131. As a fully Awakened person, the Buddha is, in.contrast to or-
dinary beings, aware of the true nature or ‘Suchness’ of things. In
early Buddhism, this awareness manifests itself, in the first place, in
his comprehension of the four Noble Truths and the two principles of
impermanence and origination in dependence derivable from them
(see § 123.1). In the course of the development of the idea of the true
nature of things as sketched in ch. 1.1, the awareness of the Buddha
can only be conceived of as comprising these new aspects as well.
Thus, when Suchness even in the so-called insentient things, or the
environment, comes to be regarded as Buddha-nature (§§ 127-128;
129.1; 129.3.1), the implication is that the Buddha must be fully
aware of this fact. Hence it makes perfect sense when Shoshin states
that from the point of view of insight realizing [Suchness], at the
moment a sentient being becomes Buddha, all the ten thousand things,
too, become Buddha, because when they are perceived with the
Buddha-eye, they all turn out to have in reality been Buddha-natured
all along.®?

132.0. Still, it may be meaningful to approach the Buddha’s ex-
‘perience of the environment also from another angle, viz., from the
perspective of the Buddhist idea of a correspondence between sen-

E;” Shikan shiki 251a15-16: ZEAIER, BISHME B M, DGR RS
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tient beings and their environment,*® the latter normally being con-
sidered subordinate to, and dependent on, the former (cf. § 115).

132.1. This idea goes back to the canonical texts of early Buddhism,
In the Aggaffia-sutta of the Dighanikaya,™ e.g., the environment of
primeval beings gradually deteriorates in consequence of their in-
creasing spiritual and moral depravation. According to Sarvastivada
and early Yogacara treatises,” the environment is the by-product
(adhipati-phala) of the common (sadharana) karma of sentient beings,
in such a way that the world is structured into a set of realms distin-
guished by more or less agreeable or disagreeable circumstances,
where sentient beings may be reborn in accordance with their respec-
tive individual karma. Moreover, the collective predominance of un-
wholesome karma in a region has bad effects on the environment,
especially on the vegetation; the predominance of wholesome karma
has the opposite effect.®*® Even the formation of pure worlds in Maha-
yana Buddhism is sometimes explained in line with this traditional
idea.?” Still, it appears natural that preponderance is accorded to the

833 Cf. also TAKASAKI 1998: 1b-5b.
834 DN no. 27, especially III 84,26 ff.

83 E.g., Vi 41b4-5; 106c12-13; c26-27; 107a1-2; T 28.1546: 87b7-12; AKBh
1 95,15-17; 192,5; YBh 30,21-31,1; 36,19-20; ASBh 35,5-6.

836 General statement in T 46,1924 (Ta-sheng chih-kuan fa-men K3EI1FERER,
see fn. 516): 652c22-23: “When the common karma of all sentient beings becomes
more and more excellent, the earth (= environment) changes [for the better]; when
it becomes worse and worse, the earth also changes [for the worse]” (—{JR&EFZE
BB, TEIMRE, FZEEE, Rgkis,) With special reference to crops and fruit
trees: YBh 184,6-9: “Because [people] have indulged in unwholesome actions, ex-
ternal things (esp. fruit trees and crops) become weak, have imperfect fruits, foul-
smelling fruits, ... or no fruits at all. [The effect of] wholesome activity should be
understood in the opposite way” (akusalanam karmanam - dasevitatvad ... bahyd
bhava alpaujaska bhavanti asampannaphala pitiphalah ... aphalas ca | etadviparya-
yena kusalam [= ms.] karma drastavyar ). Cf. also AN I 159-160 (immoral behav-
iour of people leads to drought, which, in its turn, spoils the crops).

87 Once again, an explicit statement is found in T 46.1924 (652c14-15): “Just as
a pure world results from common karma, so also the other, [viz.,] mixed and im-

pure worlds” (MRt FHFE3ERY, HEREERS £ MEAE.).

276



Pt. I1.LB: An Attempt at a Structural Comparison

meritorious acts of the Buddha whose Buddha-field the respective
pure world is considered to be. As J. NATTIER has pointed out,*® in
"the Aksobhyavyiiha the beauty of Aksobhya’s Buddha-field Abhirati
is presented as being the by-product of the merit he has acquired by
his ascetic activities, and the meritorious actions of other beings are
merely envisaged as the means by which they may attain rebirth in
this realm. According to the Larger Sukhavativyiitha, the features of
Amitabha’s Buddha-field are even expressly designed by his former
vows,* and rebirth there is primarily achieved by relying on
Amitabha or his name.**

132.2. In some Mahayana siitras as well as in some early Yogacara
texts, however, we come across the idea that a pure world need not be
conceived of as a yonder realm produced by an exceptional amount of
meritorious karma, but is just the environment here and now, appear-
ing as pure to purified individuals.**! While ordinary, impure beings

838 NATTIER 2003: 185-187; cf. also 190191,

539 Sukh-1 #10 (M 25-28; A 23,13-26,6; V 232,5-233,17; K 160-169) makes
clear that in order to make these vows come true, the whole gamut of bodhisattva
practice (including the six paramitas, which are, in this context, already attested to
in Lokaksema’s version: cf. SukhL 302b15-17), including meritorious action, is
required.

840 NATTIER 2003: 190-191. Again, this does not exclude some amount of meri-
torious karma normally being involved, though it was, it seems, not indispensable;
cf., e.g., Sukh-1 ## 27-29 (M 47-48; V 241,5-23; A 42,9-43,13; K 248-253; SukhL
309¢24 ff). Cf. also NATTIER 2003: 199 n.24. — BAvS 35a25-b4 (quoted Shinjo
shiki 719,10-12; CL. 185; cf. BAVT P yi 98b1-6; BAvB 409c16-23) enumerates 10
causes and conditions for the production of ‘lands’ or ‘fields’.

84l Mahayana siitras: e.g., VKN 1.14-18 (fol. 7a4—8a6): the purification of the
buddhaksetra corresponds to the purity of the bodhisattva’s mind; to advanced
bodhisattvas, this buddhaksetra [of Sikyamuni] appears as pure; to Sariputra, on the
other hand, it appears as uneven and full of thorns, abysses, mud, etc., but the
Buddha makes him see it, for a while, as consisting of jewels; cf. also LAMOTTE
1962: 119-123 and 402; Héb (3™ fasc.) 201; BAVT D ka 142a4: sems can bsam pa
rnam dag pas || de bzhin zhing rnams rab tu snang (~ BAVB 415b5; BAvS 51cl15;
CL. 243). Yogacara: T 30.1579 (ViniScayasarmgrahant Section of Yogacarabhiimi):
700c16-26 ~ Tj P ’i 13b5-14a2 (KRAMER 2005: 90 and 159: # 2.2.3). Cf. also MSg
1.60.
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experience the world as abounding in mud, swamps, thorns, stones
and abysses, to purified beings like the Buddhas it appears as [con-
sisting of] gold, beryl, crystal, etc.*** This idea makes excellent sense
in the developed Yogacara system, in which objects were explicitly
understood as images in the mind.** As part of Awakened beings’
minds, objects, including plants, automatically participate, in a sense,
in their Awakening, though not actively and separately.®* On the
other hand, a purification of the environment or its perception could
also be explained on the basis of the old view that all material things
contain, virtually or in a hidden form, all elements, including precious
minerals, so that if an accomplished yogi concentrates (adhi-muc) on,
e.g., earth or a piece of wood as gold, it will appear to him as gold, or
even turn into gold.* Analogously, if plants and other insentient
things, too, have Buddha-nature, they will appear as Buddha-natured
to a Buddha contemplating them in their true nature,** or may even
(albeit against Shoshin)®’ be taken to undergo a process of transfor-
mation that brings their inherent Buddha-nature to the fore.**®

842 Mahayanasamgraha-upanibandhana (Tj P sems-tsam li) 268a4-5; SAVBh P
mi 143a4-5; 210b8-211al. Cf. also the idea that pretas collectively perceive the

. water of a river as pus or blood (YBh 88,6-7: paniyarn pityasonitam pasyanti; V§

4,3-4).
3 For an application of this principle to Sukhavati see T 40.1819: 841c13,
quoted in TAKASAKI 1998: 3b—4a and OKUNO 2002: 387.

84 This is how Shoshin seems to understand the statement “Beéause sentient be-
ings and insentient things are-a single body (—%8, i.e., a structured whole; or: of
one essence), sentient beings becoming Buddha means that insentient things [too]
become Buddha” (Shikan shiki 248b11-12: T&5IEE—EEHL, e EIEBERG),
since he quotes it after having defined “grasses and trees” as “developed by the -
mind” (:.{+FfT3&#, corresponding to cittaparinama, a typical Vijiianavada term).

83 Cf. § 95 with fn. 516.

846 Cf. Shikan shiki 249a16-17 (see § 143 with fn. 898).

847 See § 145. _

848 Cf. also the ambiguity of the comparison in T 38.1767 (Kuan-ting’s commen-
tary on the MPS): 176a29-b2: “Just as when Jivaka [the physician] takes up a herb
it becomes (or turns out to be) a healing drug, in the same way to the Buddha there
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133. In view of the non-duality of Buddha-nature, the experience of
body and environment as distinct is transcended when Buddhahood is
attained (cf. also § 116). Thus, on the level of perfect purity, in the
“Land of eternally tranquil light” (##>%+),% which is the plane of
the dharmakaya,® there is

“only Buddha-nature consisting in Suchness, which is [prop-
erly speaking] neither body nor land and yet called both body
and land, [though actually] there is no land apart from the
body and no body apart from the land.””*!
Or:
“On the level of result (i.e., of the Buddha), environment (%)
and séntient body (IF) are interfused.”®*
This non-duality of body and ‘land’ has, of course, always been an-
ticipated on the ‘ontological’ level of the Suchness (tathata) or true
nature of things (dharmata),®® but it is only on the level of actual
Buddhahood that it is fully realized.®® The ‘subject’ of this realization
" is, however, the sentient being ‘that attains Buddhahood, whereas
plants, as part of the environment, are rather, so to speak, collectively
‘pulled along’ into Awakening in a passive way (see § 145), which
~ hardly corresponds to what FINDLY postulates for early Buddhism.

is, among all the dharmas everywhere, none that is not the Middle Way. The Mid-
dle Way is the same as Buddha-nature” (BLEBLEHEREE, HIAANE: B—UE
fRIEE, BRI L) . _

849 T 38,1778 (cf. fn. 771): 565a4 (cf. Hob, 3™ fasc.: 203).

850 Ibid. 564b4-5.

51 Ibid. 56529-10: (HEANMYE FESFE+ Miss +. BESEL BLES,

852 Chin-kang-pei 782¢26-27: E-HifKIERHSE. CF. also T 38.1779 (subcommentary
on VKN by Chih-yiian %£'[H]): 739b15: “[On the] dharmakaya [level], body and land
(= environment) are non-dual” (35 B+, in the context of {RIEA);
T 46.1913: 450c1-2: “Vairocana’s body and land fit each other” GEH< & HL+4H
7%); 46.1927: 703¢26 (in the context of {RIFA_): “[In] Vairocana, [body and land
are] ‘one body’ (i.e., a structured whole), non-dual” GEH —8BF ).

854 Cf. T 46.1927: 703c29-704a4 = T 33.1717: 919a29-b4.
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1.3. The Omnipresence of Vairocana

134. In the early Buddhist canon, the name ‘Vairocana’ does not, to
my knowledge, occur as a name of the historical Buddha or as the
name of any other (former or future) Buddha.® Nor is the historical
or any other Buddha conceived of as omnipresent. Rather, Buddhas
are thought to appear only sporadically (and never more than one at a
time), living for a more or less limited period and in a limited area,
When they pass away, they attain final nirvaga, severing all involve-
ment with the world, just like other arhats. Thus, what the Buddha left
behind was only his Dharma, his salvific instructions, which were
declared by him to be his real ‘body’.* But although sufficient as a
guideline for right conduct and attaining liberation, these instructions
obviously did not fully satisfy the religious needs of the Buddha’s
followers, who urgently wanted some continuation of the protective
and comforting personal presence of the Buddha. For many facets of
the development of Buddhist religious belief and practice (like the
cultic veneration of relics or Buddha images), these needs would
seem to have been a crucial motive. In the present context, two inno-
vations are of special importance: First, the elaboration — perhaps
also stimulated by the bhakti movement in theistic Hindu circles — of
the idea that the Buddha as he appeared in our world was only a tem-
porary apparition when in reality he is a supramundane being residing
for countless eons in a celestial realm, or is, ultimately, even identical
with the true nature of everything (dharmata) or Suchness (tathata)™’

855 ‘Verocana’ occurs as the name of a jewel (e.g., Ja V 310,17-18 [vs.] and 29),
of a demon (e.g., SN I 486,1 [no. 11.1.8]: asurinda), and of the sun (e.g., Ud no.
6.10 [vs.]) or the heavenly being inhabiting it (e.g., SN I 116,8 [no. 2.1.10]). In the
Chinese Ekottarikagama (T 2.125: 558b15), **Vairoca’ is the name of a monk
(AKAN. p. 757). Cf. also BHSD s.v. virocana and vairocana. Worth mentioning
among the references are, apart from those to Gv, those to ‘Vairocana’ as the name
of a future Buddha in the Mahavastu (II 330,15) and to Virocana (or Vai®) as the.
name of a former Buddha in the Lalitavistara (171,10).

856 See § 123.1 with fn. 736.

57, Ast 253,4: ya tathata, sa tathdagatah (similarly: anutpada, bhitakoti,
Sanyatd). )
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(see §§ 124-126) and hence imperishable.®® Second, the assumption
that even now other Buddhas are alive in worlds other than our own
and may be met in this very life — either in person (a Buddha may
come to this world®® or bodhisattvas may be able to fly to other
Buddha-fields*®) or in a dream,’® as an apparition®” or by way of a
vision or visualization in meditative contemplation®*® —, or in a fu-

ture life by one’s being reborn in their Buddha-field.

135. Both ideas are combined in the Buddhavatarnsaka. Particularly
in the second chapter (according to Buddhabhadra) of this collection,
the Buddha focused upon is called Vairocana® and is said to reside
in an ‘ocean’ of pure worlds beautifully arrayed within a gigantic lo-
tus flower.®® On the other hand, the Buddha, or his body, is often

858 Cf. RGV IL.34ab: utpadavigaman nityarn nirodhavigamad dhruvam (subject:
buddhatvam). Cf. also the following remark by Chan-jan: “If [any of the three con-
stitutive causes of Buddhahood] existed with a beginning, it would be impermanent.
‘Being impermanent, how could it establish a permanent result?” (T 46.1913:

450027: 157 fEH . WIATIRE WAL H 5. ).
*See v.1. and X 56.921: 48b20.

89 Cf., e.g., SukhL 310a4-6; Sukh-1 # 27 (M 47; V 241,7-8; A 42,12-15; K 248 4-
7.

50 B.g., T 13.397: 394b12-13; 395c11-19; 399a22-24; 402¢18-19 (kindly pointed
out to me by Prof. Tilmann VETTER). Cf. also Sukhl 310a8-9.

861 F.g., Sukh-1 #29 (M 48; V241,21-22; A 43,11; K 252,7) SukhL 310a3-4; a22-
23; cf. c19-21.

82F.g, Sukh-1 #28 (M 47f; V 241,14-16; A 42,24-432; K 250,3-6); SukhL
310b1-3.

863 E.g., PratyS chapter 3; Gv 65,21-66,33; T 12.365 (“Contemplation Siitra”)

343a18—c10 (INAGAKI 1994: 330-334).

%% Cf. BAVB 405c8 (BAVT P yi 73b2); 407c4 (BAVT P yi 83a4); 408220 (BAVT
P yi 87a5), etc. In most of the other chapters of the BAv Vairocana occurs only
sporadically or not at all (cf. TAMAKI 1989: 39-40), the most notable exceptions
being Gv 222,23 ff (BAvB 735b2 ff) and, in a sense, the final scene of the Gv (422,9;
424,17; 425,17 and 22 f; BAvB 784c27 and 785a21). In ch. 30 (BAvB 605a ff), most
occurrences refer to Vairocana as a bodhisattva.

865 Cf, BAVB 412b8-10 = BAvS 39b6-8 (CL. 202).
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stated to be omnipresent. As has already been pointed out above
(§ 108.3), it is not always clear how, precisely, this omnipresence of
the Buddha’s body should be understood: whether it means an ubiqui-
tous presence of apparitional bodies, or the all-pervasiveness of a mi-
raculous sublime or ‘meta-physical’ body as suggested by Buddha-
bhadra, who often introduces in this context the term %8 (dharma-
kaya).®® It is worth remembering, in this connection, that the Bud-
dha’s body, or dharmakaya, is said not only to pervade or fill*¥’ the
whole universe (dharmadhatu)868 but also to envelop, encompass or
contain it.*®

866 According to T’ien-t’ai, all the three kdyas are all-pervasive. The locus classi-
cus is T 46.1912 (Chan-jan): 151c29-152a6: ... #&1 =5 BMREEE, AIBIES ... (cf.
PENKOWER 1993: 420 n. 54 [1 and 2]; SUEKI 2001: 76-77); T 46.1914 (Chan-jan):
460b10-11: 443, LEEER. ERE E=MM. EINER =#7RE. For the
all-pervasiveness of the three bodies in Tendai hongaku texts, see HABITO 1996:
4043 and 59-64; for the relationship of Vairocana and §'<‘1kyamuni, see STONE
1999: 25-26.

%7 See § 107.2.3 with fn. 610 (BAvS), and, e.g., BAVB 408a13 (= BAVS 30a6):
B TEWFEES a28: IEEFEH—YA] (BAVS and BAVT diff.); b5: &5 ... Foli—
YIgEEAR (cf. BAvS 31a22 and BAVT P yi 87b2, with gsal “illuminate” instead of
“pervade”, both renderings probably based on Skt. ¥ sphur/sphar); c20: BT iusk
B —Y)+A#E+ (not in BAvB and BAVT); BAVT P yi 8a4-5: “Pervading
completely the universe (dharmadhatu), the Buddha’s body shines forth
(*virocate)” (chos kyi dbyings ni kun khyab par| sangs rgyas sku ni rnam par
mdzes ||; BAvS 30b22; not in BAvB). Cf. KLIMKEIT 1991: 157; SCHMITHAUSEN
1999: 254.

88 On this meaning of dharmadhatu, cf. SCHMITHAUSEN 1969: 145 f; TAKASAKI
1974: 760; VETTER 2004: 70. Cf. also the “conditioned (51%) dharmadhatu” in Fa-
tsang’s set of five dharmadhatus (HAMAR 1998a: 10) and the “dharmaddhatu of phe-
nomena” (Zj%5R) in Ch’eng-kuan’s pattern of four dharmadhatus (ibid. 3; 6-8).
According to MCMAHAN’s (2002: 136) understanding of ‘dharmadhatu’ in the Gv,
the term would rather correspond to Ch’eng-kuan’s fourth meaning, viz., the “dhar-
madhatu of the mutual non-obstruction of phenomena” (ZFZEFEREFESL), but even so
it means the concrete universe, though explicitly in its true aspect of mutual interfu-
sion as experienced and displayed by the Buddhas and high-level bodhisattvas.

59 See §107.2.3 with fn. 611 and, e.g., BAVB 409c6: — {5+ ... TEREM ..
(BAVS 35a13: — %[+ AFkZ; BAVT P yi: 98al: bdag gi lus su zhing rnams thams
cad kyang || rab tu zhugs ...).
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136. As pointed out above (§ 53.3 and § 115), in the Ratnagotra-
vibhaga, being encompassed and pervaded by the dharmakaya of the
Buddha is stated only with reference to sentient beings.®”° This limita-
tion is, however, conditioned by the fact that the starting-point of this
text is the interpretation of the sentence of the Tathagatagarbha-siitra,
viz., ‘sarvasattvas tathagatagarbhah’, where the subject is just “all
sentient beings”. But also from a systematic point of view, one would,
in the Indian context, expect such a limitation if the omnipresence of
the dharmakaya is envisaged from the perspective of a complete but
hidden and obscured presence of their own Buddha-nature in un-
awakened beings (i.e., in its function as tathagatagarbha).®”* It would
also make sense if what one has in mind is the omnipresence of the
fully Awakened Buddha in his function as a protector and saviour of
all sentient beings, as long as the perspective focuses on these very
sentient beings as those who ask for protection and aspire to salvation.
But if the perspective focuses on the Buddha’s protective and salvific
presence in all situations, or on Vairocana’s omnipresence as his glo-
rious transcendence of all spatial limitations, there is no reason at all
to confine his presence to sentient beings. An explicit statement to
this effect, with emphasis on the aspect of power, is found in the Tan-
tric Mahdvairocana-siitra when it has Vairocana (here called Maha-
_ vairocana) state:

“I (= Mahavairocana)®”* am freely ruling everywhere, pervad-
ing all kinds [of beings]: the sentient and the non-sentient.””?

570 See fns. 294 and 295.

¥71 The essential identity of tathagatagarbha and dharmakaya is expressed, e.g.,
in the Aniinatvaparnatva-nirdesa quoted RGVV 2,11-13; cf. also 40,16-41,5 and
41,15-17.

§72 Cf. T 18.848: 38a21.

¥ T 18.848: 38b27-28 (ch. 16): T ... —YIEETE LBNER GIERIEE. In
the Tibetan translation (ch. 18; see Yiitai HATTORI, Zobun Dainichikys, no place
1931: 354,3-5: nga ni ... kun gyi rje ste dbang phyug yin || rgyu dang mi rgyu sna
tshogs pa || mtha’ dag ngas ni rab tu khyab |)), E[ERIEIE is represented by rgyu
dang mi rgyu (probably *cardcara).
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137. 1t is tempting to compare the relation of the Buddha’s body or
dharmakdya to the world in the Buddhavatarmsaka with early
Vaisnava theology as expressed in the Visnupurana. Here, too, we
find “Visnu is in everything” side by side with “everything is in
Visnu”, but also “Visnu is everything” and “everything is from
Visnu”.** While the latter statement, expressing Visnu’s r6le as the
Creator of the world, need not concern us here,”” a Buddhist analogy
to the pantheistic formula “Visnu is everything”, in the form that the
whole world constitutes, or is part of, the body of Vairocana,*’® would
justify the whole world being called ‘Buddha-natured’ in a much
stronger sense than its merely being pervaded or encompassed by
Vairocana’s body. Actually, such a fusion of the environment with
Vairocana’s body would seem to be the logical consequence of the
non-duality of body and environment at the level of Buddha (see
§ 133).8”7 From this point of view, the concept of “the ‘field’ (= envi-

874 HACKER 1960: 597—602 (31-86); cf. also 644 (128).

85 In a sense, one might compare this with the view, developed by Fa-tsang on
the basis of the Ta-sheng ch’i-hsin lun (STONE 1999: 7), that Suchness develops, in
accordance with conditions, into diversity, although at the same time it remains
unchanged (cf., e.g., T 44.1846: 255¢20-21: EAE —&: — & Z, _fEE=), but
the question is whether, and if so: to what extent, this process was ever understood
by Buddhist thinkers as a deliberate, autonomous act of creation, and not rather as
the éffect of our own delusion (whatever the cause of the latter), at least as far as
impure, sarhsaric diversity is concerned. A detailed discussion of the question in
which strands of Buddhist thought and in which sense it may be meaningful to
speak of True Reality as creating the world (and of the ‘theodicy’ problem this
might involve) clearly exceeds the limits of this study. For an excellent discussion
of the ‘theodicy’ problem in a Buddhist context see GREGORY 1986.

876 Cf., as regards the Visnupurana, the formulation that “this whole world is an
extension of Visnu, who is everything” (vistarah sarvabhiitasya Visnoh sarvam
idarh jagat), or that Visnu is jagadripa, i.e., has the world as his form or appear-
ance: see HACKER 1960: 601 (85) n. 4 and n. 5.

877 Even in the Vijiianavada system as found in Hsiian-tsang’s Ch’eng Wel—shlh
lun FMEFSR, the body and the ‘field’ corresponding to the Buddha’s sva-
sambhogakdya, which is perceived only when one has become a Buddha (A2 &+
MR T54), are both regarded as boundless (JE%), i.e., all-pervasive (iR, Fofik
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ronment) as body” (ksetrakaya, see § 107.1) could easily be under-
stood to mean that the whole universe is Vairocana’s body, or
dharmakdaya (cf. § 108.3), as is actually the case in systematized Hua-
yen.*” As a sufficiently explicit passage, let me quote from Ch’eng-
kuan’s subcommentary to the Buddhavatarisaka:
“Since Vairocana (inter)fuses (with) the great universe and
makes it his body, there is nothing he is not identical with.”*”

138. In connection with the idea of the environment, or parts of it,
being equated with or incorporated in the Buddha’s body or the
dharmakdya, we should not overlook the above-mentioned statement
ascribed, in one source, to Tao-sheng, according to (one version of)
which the emerald bamboos are, all of them, dharmakaya (see § 54).
In view of the poetical style of the statement it may, however, be
questioned whether the author really intended a rigid identification;
but as a matter of fact the statement was, by later authors, definitely
understood in the sense of ascribing Buddha-nature to the insen-
tient.?

139. Very interesting is, moreover, a text from Central Asia written
in Old-Turkish, which states that if a monk engages in agricultural
activities involving tilling the soil and cutting or manipulating plants,

“this agriculture is what spoils and destroys the true essence
(lit. the true selves) of all Buddhas. ... This Buddha LuSyanta
(Vairocana?) himself is everything: earth, mountains, stones,
sand, the water of brooks and rivers, all the ponds, rivulets and

5), and hence co-extensive. Cf., e.g., T 31.1585: 58b29—c6 and c17-19. Same view
*Buddhabhiimisiitra-upadesa (T 26.1530) 326b22-25 and ¢3-9; cf. also 293b12-17.

878 See § 108.3.3 with fn. 655 and § 116.1b with fn. 698.

9 736.1736: 30c16-17: LUEHGE BAER MSES, GUEREL Cf also
31a27-28: “Thus, there has never been a single dharma which is not the Buddha’s
body” (RIARE —EFEFHSA).

80 ¢f, e.g., Tsu-t’ang-chi 3.13,13-21 (Taiw. 63a13-b7: Nan-yang Hui-chung 5
BBEE, with approval; see § 129.3.1 with fn. 808) and 14.8,5-11 (Taiw. 267a5-11:
Ta-chu ho-shang ABRFIM = Ta-chu Hui-hai XERERNE, with disapproval; cf. fn 977;
cf. also T 47.1998A: 875a12 ff). See also §§ 129.2 (with fn. 801) and 129.4.
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lakes, all the plants and trees, all the sentient beings and men.

There is no place which is not completely LuSyanta him-

self.”s8!
The phraseology of this passage® very much suggests that the idea of
Vairocana’s omnipresence in the world, or of Vairocana’s and the
world’s interpenetration, is condensed into the idea of their mutual
identity: LuSyanta /Vairocana is everything, and everything is
Lugyanta/Vairocana. Thus, the idea expressed in this text seems to
come quite close to the notion of the whole world, including plants
and the whole environment, being (part of) Vairocana’s ‘cosmic’
body.

140. An unamblguous expression of the view that the whole world
is Vairocana’s body is found in the record of the Ch’an master Nan-
yang Hui-chung in the Tsu-t’ang-chi (cf. § 129.3). Here, this idea is
introduced as an answer to the objection that insentient beings are, in
spite of their Buddha-nature, nowhere in the Siitras pred1cted to attain
Complete Awakening (sambodhi):

“All countries of the world system [consisting of a] triple
thousand great thousand [worlds] belong to the body of the
Buddha Vairocana. [Thus,] how could there exist, outside the
Buddha’s body, any further insentients that might be predicted
[for Awakemng] 883

881 Not knowing Old Turkish myself, I am deeply indebted to Dr. Siglinde DIETZ
for kindly checking the precise wording of the text for me and suggesting an accu-
rate translation of the crucial expressions. The text has been edited and appears with
a German translation in BANG & VON GABAIN 1931: 1415 (334-335), and again in
ZIEME 1981: 242, n. 46. Cf. also KLIMKEIT 1991: 158, '

882 Cf. also Shikan shiki 252a6-7: “Sentient and insentient beings: all of them are
Vairocana’s body (i.e., essentially identical with him)” ([§3ETE &EIED).

883 Tsu-’ang-chi ch. 3, fol. 12,19-28 (Taiw. 62b5-14; A.a: 623 f; A.b: 196 f; Y.:
166 [#256]; M. 318-322 [text 65]), esp. 26-28 (Taiw. b12-14): =F KT HFE—TE
+ ZBMEERGS. Ha I BEEERIE MSHKECH. Cf. Ch'uan-teng lu
438b10-11: +HE+ BEEHEE, HEFEEEEZECHS. While this sentence
adopts the perspective of the insentients as they really are and of Vairocana as an
accomplished Buddha, the comparison preceding it in the master’s answer (viz.,
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A few paragraphs later, the text presupposes that everything in the
universe (&5}, ~ dharmadhatu) is [part of] the dharmakaya 884 Simi-
larly, we read in another Ch’an text:
“All voices/sounds are the voice of the Buddha, all visible
things are the visible [appearance] of the Buddha, the whole
earth is the dharmakaya.”®®

141. The best-known representative of the idea that the whole
world is the body of the ‘cosmic’ Buddha (Maha-)Vairocana is
probably Kikai (221, 774-835),%° the founder of the Japanese
Shingon denomination, representing esoteric Buddhism (mikkys %
#0).% Just as in traditional Buddhism™®® man is considered to consist

that when a crown-prince is enthroned, the whole country automatically falls to him)
rather corresponds to the idea of the co-awakening of the environment (see
§§ 116.1e; 131, 133 and 145), i.e., to the perspective of the Buddha in the moment
when Awakening takes place.

3 Tsu-r'ang-chi ch. 3, fol. 13,18-19 (Taiw. 63b4-5; A.a: 627; A.b: 202; Y.: 168

[#259]; M. 305 f [text 53]): “Since the emerald green bamboo is not going beyond
the dharmadhatu, how could it possibly not be the dharmakaya?” (ZBATER R
7 SIRESTF.).

885 Yiin-men lu ZF9%% (T 47.1988, record of the Ch’an master Yiin-men Wen-
yen EFYAE, 864-949 [cf. DUMOULIN 1985: 216~218]) 559a15-16: —HJ& 2 a2,
—YE R, FRMEES. Cf. KAMATA 1965: 462-463 and 464 n. 11; MATSU-
MOTO 2000: 572 (text 375).

886 Cf., e.g., SAKAMOTO 1980: 400 f; xviii; MIYAMOTO 1961: 696 f; KAMEI 1966:
183; LAFLEUR 1973: 98—100; SCHMITHAUSEN 1999: 252; 255 f; MATSUMOTO 2000:
152—-155; RAMBELLI 2001: 30-33; ITO 1996: 27b—30a. Cf. also the similar view of
Enchin (B2, 814-891): HANANO 1976a: 139b—140a; RAMBELLI 2001: 13.

%7 In MATSUMOTO’s (2000: 321) opinion, the equation of the environment with
Vairocana’s body as presented by the record of Hui-chung (see § 140) may also be
influenced by the esoteric view. Still, it is worth noting that the record has Hui-
chung justify his position by citing not an esoteric scripture but a verse from the
Buddhavatamsaka (BAvS 30a6-7), tacitly switching over from the idea of this verse,
viz., that the universe is permeated by the Buddha’s body, to that of the universe
being identical with the dharmakaya (Tsu-t’ang-chi ch. 3, fol. 13,17-19' = Taiw.
63b83-5; A.a: 627; A.b: 202; Y.: 168; M.: 305 [text 53]). Cf., in this connection,
also the passage from the Hizoki quoted in fn. 891 and Raihd’s argument in ITO
1998: 44a12-14.
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of the five material elements, with mind (vijiigna) as the sixth, so in
Kikai’s thought so-called insentients like grasses and trees as well,
being a part or modality of Mahavairocana’s dharma-body, are re-
garded as consisting of all the six elements, including mind.*® Perme-
ated by mind, the so-called insentients like plants, too, are, in some
sense, sentient and thus not essentially different from sentient be-
ings.** It is only to the physical eye of ordinary beings that plants,
etc., appear in their gross form (i.e., as insentient matter), whereas to
the Buddha-eye they manifest their subtle form (i.e., their dharma-
kaya nature, which implies their inherent sentience).*! Here, too, the

888 Cf. MN III 239,17-21: chadhaturo ayam ... puriso ti ... vuttari. kim c’etam
paticca vuttam? pathavidhatu apodhatu tejodhatu vayodhatu akasadhatu vififiana-
dhatu.

889 Sokushin jobutsu gi Bl SR {#3% (T 77.2428): 382¢5-8 (cf. HAKEDA 1972: 89):
“In the exoteric teachings, the four elements are regarded as insentient. In the eso-
teric teaching, they are explained to be the samaya body of the Tathagata. [Accord-
ing to the esoteric teaching,] the four elements, etc., are not separate from the mind-
element. Though mind and matter are different [in appearance], their nature (%) is
the same. Matter is mind, mind is matter, without impediment or obstruction” (g8
A DIMASE BIEE. B AR B, MAE LA, DEfER
HMENE. EELL B, HEEMEE, ). Everything is generated by the six elements:
ibid. 382b27-28: /N KB4 —1).

890 Thus explicitly Jippan (see fn. 893).

®! Hizoki BB (T 86.2921) 8b27—c3 (KATSUMATA 1987, II: 652 #63;
LAFLEUR 1973: 98): “[As for] the meaning of [the statement that] insentients like
plants ‘become’ Buddha(s): the subtle body, the dharmakaya, consists of the five
Great Elements, and so do also space and plants (here pars pro toto for ‘insentient’
objects). The subtle body, the dharmakaya, fills every spot in space as well as in
plants. Space and plants are just dharmakaya. Although with (lit.: in)® the physical
eye one sees plants in their coarse form, with (lit.: in) the Buddha-eye [they are seen
in] their subtle form. Therefore, nothing prevents them from being called Buddha(s);
no alteration in what they already are is [required]” (B AIEERH ., S 7
KRR BEZE AREAFR. BA REARR. HAMAS, BEIEEA —YIk
ENE. BEZEEEA MES. RAERE ERECER REERE fidlza. BT
EIAEE FEfE MELHRE. ). In this passage, too (cf. fn. 887), being pervaded by the
dharmakaya is taken to amount to being identical with it. This identity of plants
with .the dharmakaya would seem to imply their sentience. According to Dhan
(RAMBELLI 2001: 37 with n. 95; ITO 1996: 45b11-12; cf. 2000: 153b17), the five
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‘preaching of the insentients’, i.e., the self-manifestation of their
dharmakaya nature,-as a form of the ‘preaching of the dharmakaya’
(hosshin-seppd, 1EE %), may be fully ‘audible’ only to one who
has attained Awakening.**

142. 1t is obvious that because of forming part of the cosmic
Buddha’s dharmakaya plants are, as they stand, not only endowed
with mind but also, from the outset, perfect, accomplished beings.
Thus, this conception of plants does bear some resemblance to their
status in earliest Buddhism as postulated by FINDLY. Yet, there are
some divergencies. First, Vairocana’s cosmic body comprises not
only plants but also all other insentient things. Second, plants and the
other ‘insentients’ have this status by nature, and not, it seems, as the
result of spiritual practice completed in previous lives. Third, it re-
mains to be asked whether being part of Vairocana’s body is indeed
regarded, in the case of plants (or other insentients), as implying some
kind of individual sentience, some kind of conscious and active par-
ticipation in the state of being Awakened, as FINDLY’s view would
seem to suggest. The texts discussed so far are, at any rate, not suffi-
ciently explicit in this regard, and it seems to be only in later sources
that this issue is elaborated® (cf. § 149.2-5). Apart from this, we

elements ate, on the level of Awakening, the five kinds of wisdom (F %), hence
interfused with consciousness. Cf. also Dohan’s remark that speaking of five ele-
ments is, in the present passage, tantamount to speaking of all the six (ITO 1996:
45b13 and 2005: 153b13: #ERFAK BI/SAKA). According to Eko £ (1666-1734)
as quoted by Rytyu &y (1773-1850), the five elements as they are in the dharma-
kaya can be seen only by the Buddha, the five elements in space can also be seen by
saints, whereas with the physical eye one can see only the five elements as they are
in plants (i.e. in their coarse form) (ITO 2005: 154a5-9).

* Cf. X 33.626: 309c18: “He now perceives it in (= with) the physical eye” (<

FRBIRRZ). )

892 Cf. KATSUMATA 1987: II 449 (from Kiikai’s Issaikys kaimon —HJ5EEEF),

stating that the dharmakdya’s expounding the Dharma takes place only from
Buddha to Buddha ({4 & {A & D). '

893 According to Jippan B &3 (10897-1144), “external material [things] are in-
variably endowed with the element ‘mind’; therefore, external material [things] are
all sentient. Being sentient, [even] external material [things] like plants no doubt
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must not lose sight of the fundamental differences between early Bud-
dhism and the Vairocana texts as regards the conception of the nature
of the Buddha. The idea of a cosmic Buddha like Vairocana, of whose
cosmic body plants could be a part, is a later development and totally
-~ alien to early Buddhism.**

1.4. Plants Miraculously Transformed into Buddhas

143. The category of ‘miraculous transformation’ covers situations
like that described in the passage from the Dharmadhatu-prakrty-
asambheda-nirdesa dealt with in Pt. IL.A, ch. 2.1, i.e., “transforma-
tion” is to be understood in the sense of miraculously making a plant
appear in the form of a Buddha,*” and not in the sense of a real trans-
formation of an insentient thing into a sentient being. Shoshin also
stresses this in his interpretation of a passage said to be from the
Chung-yin-ching (-Af&#%)* according to which at the time of a
Buddha’s Awakening plants and the land obtain the physical body of
a Buddha and emit light.*” For Shoshin, the passage merely means

make up their mind, practise [the Path] and attain Buddhahood” (EEZ&41-6a LB
X, WEEE ERAR. EAMNE BHER B BTHAHTEE: HANANO 1977:
'138a; ITO 2001: 12a17-19). Raihd #HEE (1279-13307?) expressly contrasts this posi-
tion with the view that plants (etc.) are automatically drawn along into Buddhahood
because they are nothing but mind (%) (FUCHITA 2003: 73,9-10; ITO 1999: 15a19-
20).

894 When looking for a somehow comparable idea in early Indian thought, what
suggests itself is the Vedic myth of the primeval cosmic Man (purusa) (Rgveda
10.90).

895 Cf. also Sanjin-gi shiki 330b17-331al: BFREAS Sk @Rl Similarly in
the case of the MPS passage (Pt. IL.A, ch. 2.2): “Likewise, [the transformation of a
sentient being into an insentient thing and vice-versa mentioned in the] MPS. is
[merely a manifestation of] the bodhisattva’s miraculous transformative power”
(ibid. 331al: 282JREE EETEM#2). Almost the same explanation is found in the
Rokusoku senyd ki 7<EIF2EFC (HANANO 1976b: 129a16-18). .

86 See § 54 with fn. 310.

%7 Shikan shiki 249a14-15: —fEGE BRIER EAR L BEHRHE FRAA K
HE¥EHR (...). The wording agrees with that of the citation in Shinjo shiki 713,16,
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that when illumined by (or: mirrored in) the eye of the Buddha, there
is not even a single -colour (/visible item) or smell that is not Vairo-
cana (cf. §§ 127.4 and 137-140). It is not that the plants only then
become Buddha(s); rather, they simply turn out to have always been
Buddha-natured.?® It is only to the profane that they appear profane;
to the saint, everything reveals itself as sacred.** In a similar way,
Shoshin deals with the Mahaparinirvana-sitra passage discussed in
Pt. IILA, ch. 2.2. He takes it to refer to the understanding of the saint,
for whom, because he has comprehended that one and the same Such-
ness is the true essence of everything, sentient and insentient merge
into each other, the distinction between them being dissolved on this
level (cf. § 133).°® With regard to individual, concrete sentience, no
real, definitive transformation of an insentient being into a sentient

one,” or vice-versa,”® is possible.””

144. 1t is obvious that a temporary miraculous transformation of a
tree into a Buddha would not prove anything with regard to the
Buddha-nature or sentience of plants in general, unless the trans-
formation is understood as an exceptional manifestation of their true
nature to ordinary beings who are normally incapable of perceiving it,
or as an exceptional (limited and temporary) participation in the Bud-
dha’s awareness of reality. In this case, however, it would, in the

where, however, the phrase “and they all expound the Dharma” (?&ﬁ%ﬁﬁ?ﬁ) is added.
For slightly different readings in later works of Annen see MATSUMOTO 2000: 57.

88 Shikan shiki 249a16-b1: HERFTR —E—& EIREMN. WERHE. FEHBRK
o .. —UMRIE BEEH M.

89 Shikan shiki 249b1: SHEREEE, &5 N A A,

°%0 Shikan shiki 250a3-4: 41 BN TE—U0, iIEIEE EELHE, ILEEE £
B7kE, Cf. Chan-jan’s interpretation indicated in fn. 524. '

1 Such a transformation would imply the heretic view of the appearance of new

~ sentient beings (apiirvasativa) in sathsara (cf. Shikan shiki 248b5-7).

%2 Such a transformation would amount to an automatic end of sarhsara for that
sentient being (i.e., imply the extreme of uccheda) (Shikan shiki 250a1-2).

%93 Shikan shiki 250a4-5: ELEE JERKE, Cf. also Shinjo shiki 713,11 (D),
quoting Saichd.
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Chinese context, merely reveal the essential non-duality of body and
environment, but hardly manifest plants as individually Awakened
beings.

1.5. Plants Becoming Buddhas

145. As for the aforementioned passage of the Chung-yin-ching,
Shoshin’s interpretation clearly states that grasses, trees and the land
are not really transformed so as to become Buddha(s) by the Awaken-
ing of a Buddha but are merely experienced by the Buddha in their
original Buddha-nature.’® This is, however, hardly what an unbiased
reading of the wording of the passage suggests. One would rather
take it to mean that when a person attains Awakening, even the envi-
ronment, including grasses and trees, is drawn along into Awakening
and undergoes a drastic change.’” Such a change could be conceived
of as an automatic co-awakening, for the passage does not indicate
any active participation of grasses and trees. But in view of the fact .
that the Chung-yin-ching passage is not attested to before Annen and
may be of Japanese origin,”® such an active participation cannot be

% Still more explicit is the interpretation of the Chung-yin-ching passage in
Kankoruiji 380a21-25 (cf. MATSUMOTO 2000: 56 [text 46]), where the phrase
“plants become Buddha(s)” is interpreted in the sense that when the Buddhas make
plants the object of their contemplation, the image (ff) of plants in a Buddha’s
mind, being ‘pulled along’ (f%5[) by the ‘vision-part’ (R.43, i.e., the function of
perceiving), becomes Buddha-natured (ff#%%). This kind of understanding would
seem to be the only way to explain the analogous statement that on the level of the
Perfect Teaching the attainment of Buddhahood by one sentient being, or Vairocana,
involves all the other sentient beings becoming Buddhas. Cf. the interesting re-
marks on this statement in Shin’en’s (see § 116. le) Kegonshii shiisho gzsho ﬁjﬁz—
EMEH (T 72.2328: 61a17-b13).

%95 Cf. also ambiguous formulations as in Shinjo shiki 712,7: “In accordance with

" sentient beings attaining [Awakening], insentients also attain [it], because ‘support’
(= environment) and ‘[recompense] proper’ (= sentient beings) are non-dual” (&5
1B/ FEIFIRAL, RIEAR#), or 713,13-14: “When sentient beings attain Buddha-
hood, the ‘support-recompense’, i.e., the ‘land’, also attains Buddhahood along with
them” (B IBRAHZ I, ARFRE 1 TREER ).

%06 Cf, SUEKT 1995a: 397; 2001: 73; MATSUMOTO 2000: 57 f.
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definitively excluded either. On the other hand, Shoshin®” seems to
be right in doubting that the Chinese T’ien-t’ai masters had already
held the view that plants can individually become Buddhas by virtue .
of a resolve and spiritual practice of their own, i.e., that the Buddha-
nature in them could function as a potential to be actualized or uncov-
ered individually,”® and he seems also to be correct in pointing out
that this possibility was expressly taken into account only in Japan.’®”
This is evident from the questions early Tendai scholars submitted to
Chinese masters according to the Toketsu (FE¥R), and from the an-
swers they received.”® For example, when Encho (EYE, 771-836)
wonders why, in view of the omnipresence of Buddha-nature, insen-
tient beings should not resolve to strive for Awakening, practise ac-
cordingly and finally attain the goal, just like sentient beings,”’ the
reaction of the Chinese master Kuang-hsiu (FE{&, 770-8447) is
somewhat evasive (or merely polite?) but clearly not supportive of
the idea. According to Kuang-hsiu’s answer, when sentient beings
strive for Awakening and dttain it, their bodies, consisting of the four
elements, which are, as such, of course non-sentient, are automati-

07 Shikan shiki 248b1-5.

%08 Cf. the third interpretation of the compound fathagatagarbha in the RGVV
given in § 53.3 (with fn. 297).

99 Cf, HANANO 1977: 140b; SUEKI 1995a: 393 ff (chapter 5); 2001; SHIRATO
1998: 25a; STONE 1999: 29-30; RAMBELLI 2001: 11. However, even in Japan the
question of plants becoming Buddhas by virtue of a resolve and practice of their
own remained controversial, not only between the different schools (cf., e.g., its
- rejection by Sanron scholars like Gen’ei XX [1840]: SHIRATO 1998: 24b and 29b,

or Hosso monks like Chiisan ffZ [10" cent.]: WATANABE 2008: 63b) but also
within the Tendai school, as shown by the case of Shoshin, Kakuchd, etc. (see
fn. 726). For more details on the different positions within the Tendai school, see
HANANO 1976a, 1976b and 1977. Even the idea of the ‘co-awakening’ of the envi-
ronment is not unambiguous, since it may be understood in terms of a balanced
non-duality of mind and matter or in terms of a strict mind-only position (HANANO
1976b: 150b—151a; cf. also the controversy indicated in fn. 779).

910 Cf, SUEKT 1995a; 373-377; 2001: 80-83; SHIRATO 1998: 25a-26b; GRONER
2000; MATSUMOTO 2000: 58—60. ’

U1 Shinjs shiki 709,11. Cf. GRONER 2000: 493492 rl; SUEKT 2001: 81.
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cally involved, and the outside world is involved as their environment
and, so to speak, also pulled along into Awakening.”’* Thereforé€, all
‘grasses and trees’ bend down in reverence towards the body of the
Awakened one,’” and in Amitabha’s Pure Land even the trees preach
the Dharma. But Kuang-hsiu is anxious to make clear that this
preaching does not at all imply that each single tree expounds the
Dharma after having attained Buddhahood individually and by its
own effort.”**

2. New Aspects of the Buddha-Nature and Sentience of
Plants in Japanese Buddhism®”

146. 1. Even if plants (and other insentient. things) as individuals
are credited with developing, under certain circumstances, mental
capacities of their own, which enable them to practise the Path and
attain Buddhahood, this does not necessarily involve an individual
sentience of ordinary plants here and now. Annen (ZZ5%, 841? to
ca. 890), e.g., “asserts that grasses and trees may become individual

*12 Shinjo shiki 709,16-710,1 and 710,2-4 (Jap. transl. 737,720 and 738,3-8);
713,13-14 (Jap. transl. 749,4-5): #50 FIERGEZ R REEE L JRREE#E. Cf. SUEKT
1995a: 374-375; 2001: 81-82; GRONER 2000: 491489 1l (with English transl.).

913 Shinjo shiki 709,3-4; GRONER 2000: 489.

914 Shinjo shiki 710,8-9; GRONER 2000: 488. Cf. also Raihd (see fn. 893), who
contrasts the view that even when insentients are drawn along into Awakening they
are not transformed into sentient beings with the Shingon position that because of
the non-duality of the six elements they have been endowed with mind all the time
(ITO 1999: 16b12 ff; FUCHITA 2003: 75,11 ff). .

°15 The purpose of this chapter is merely to point out certain peculiar facets of
the development of the idea of the Buddha-nature of plants (and other insentients)
in Japan, such as are of special interest in the context of the present study. For this
purpose, a comprehensive and exhaustive study of the subject is not required, and it
would anyway be beyond the limits of a non-Japanologist like me in view of the
large amount of pertinent primary sources and secondary literature (mainly in Japa-
nese), a great deal of which is unavailable to me.
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Buddhas in their own right.”*'s Even so, in his Bodaishin gi sho (42
DZEP)’Y he expressly discards the Jain view, stated to be shared by
the Kegon master Juryo (Z58) from the Todaiji’®?, that plants are,
just as they are, endowed with individual sentience, to be inferred
from their sleeping during the night.”

2. According to Annen’s own solution, on the highest level of ex-
planation, what resolves to awaken, practises the Path and attains
Buddhahood is only the one Buddha-nature, all-pervasive like space,
and not individual beings, be they non-sentient or sentient.””’ But one
may also describe the process as taking place in individuals, including
non-sentient beings like grasses or trees. In this case, there is

a) the aspect of the Awakening process of non-sentient beings hav-
ing its origin in Suchness (EZ#[, tathata) or Pure Mind (33(»),
which has always been present in the respective beings themselves,

b) the aspect of non-sentient beings being drawn into Awakening by
the minds of other beings (Buddhas or sentient beings at the mo-
ment of the attainment of Buddhahood), and

c) the aspect of these two aspects combined.**

%16 SUEKT 2001: 85. Cf. already Shinjo shiki 708,4-8 (MATSUMOTO 2000: 61). It
seems that already Ennin (B{Z, 794-864) favoured the same view (ibid. 62;
SHIRATO 1998: 26b; 30a). — A comprehensive treatment of Annen’s view on in-
sentients becoming Buddha(s) is SHINKAWA 1992.

17 An annotated Japanese translation of the chapter concerned is contained in
SUEKI 1991: 41-69. Cf. also SUEKI 1995a: 408-416; SHINKAWA 1992: 94-96;
RAMBELLI 2001: 14-15.

%18 Bodaishin 487a3+5.

° Bodaishin 487a1-3 and 27-28; see also 487b25-26. Cf. also I-hsing’s (—17,
683-727) commentary on the Mahavairocana-sitra (T 39.1796: 593c9-12; FUCHITA
2003: 81 n. 49), ascribing to non-Buddhists the view that plants have life because
they grow again when cut, and that they have sentience or mind ({§&) because they
roll up their leaves at night, which means that they sleep.

%20 Bodaishin 484c21-485a5; cf. 486a2-6.

%2 Bodaishin 484c2-21; cf. 485c25-486a2.
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Plants and other non-sentient beings are always pervaded by the
‘meta-psychic’ Pure Mind, which is identical with Suchness (tathatd)
and hence universal, not individual.””* But in contradistinction to sen-
tient beings,” in the case of plants and other material things, just as
* they are here and now, the Pure Mind within them does not normally
develop the eight individual forms of mind (sc., alayavijfiana, etc.).**
However, even in plants the Pure Mind comprises the nature (4) or
potentiality of the eight individual forms of mind.*” Therefore, it is

possible that — under certain conditions like the influence of Awak-

922 Bodaishin 487a26-27: BEAZ: 5 EANE D, 488al-5, referring to Chan-jan’s
(B 2SK, 711-782) Diamond Scalpel (£:F|$#5%), for which see § 127.4.

2 Bodaishin 487c21-22: “In_sentient beings, the ninth [consciousness]®, the
(meta-psychic) Pure Mind, transforms into the eighth consciousness (viz., the
alayavijiiana or subliminal mind), and the eighth consciousness manifests-the seven
actual [forms of] consciousness (i.e., subtle ego-consciousness, intellectual con-
sciousness (manovijfiana), and the five sense-perceptions).” (BEE IR0 B/
2. S gETR-EE. ). In this passage, /\G% is obviously used as an abbreviation for
5 J\G% (cf. 487c13-14), the eighth consciousness, but =55 must mean “the [remain-
ing] seven forms of consciousness” because the decisive point in the context is the
presence of the sixth vijigna (85/5E), viz., intellectual consciousness, which
alone is capable of producing the resolve for attaining Buddhahood (487¢19-20).

2 Tn the case of numbered forms of vijidna (G%), I consistently render the term
as “consciousness”, in spite of the fact that the ninth is meta-psychic and that
the eighth and the seventh are subconscious.

924 Bodaishin 487c24-26: “Question: In this case, are the presently existing (i.e.,
ordinary) grasses and trees, [or] visible objects, also endowed with the eighth (viz.,
the subliminal alayavijfiana) and the [remaining] seven [forms of] consciousness?
Answer: Visible objects (including plants) are, just as they are, [in their essence] the
ninth consciousness (viz., the Pure Mind), ... but it is not the case that grasses and
trees, or other [visible objects], are at present (or: actually) endowed with the eighth
and the [remaining] seven.” (i, &E# SHATEEARGE M/ LHBIE, & &
EEE BEAE. ... IEEARE IRE/\k.). Cf. also 487c20. As in the passage
quoted in fn. 923, I take the expression /\{z(5%) as an abbreviation for 28 /\F& Kt

°2 Bodaishin 487c25-26: 85U B/ \ &1k, Cf. 487a27 (BALE T BN
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ened beings®® — the Pure Mind even within non-sentient beings like
plants develops into the eight individual forms of mind, including dis-
criminative thought (which is a function of the sixth consciousness,
ie., Bk, manovijiiana), required for setting out on the Path for
Awakening.””

147. Later on, significantly different ideas emerge. An interesting
example is found in the Somoku hosshin shugyo jobutsu ki (BERFE/[»
TR D), a text ascribed to Rydgen (EJE, 912-985) and Kakuun
(&3&, 953-1007, as the questioner) but of controversial authen-
ticity.”® According to a passage that is missing in the earliest manu-
script,”” the Awakening of plants is no longer a mysterious event but
equated with the natural process of their life cycle: the way plants
resolve to awaken, practise the Path, attain Awakening and enter into
nirvana consists in nothing but their being endowed with the four as-
pects (of conditioned things, and at the same time of the life cycle),
viz., arising, abiding, changing and disappearing.”*’In view of this
homology, the author (of this part of the text) sees no reason why they

%28 Cf. Bodaishin 488b3-4: “Bodhisattvas ... sometimes transform grasses and
trees into sentient beings; they may even transform [them] for ever” (FE{fHETE ...
BEEER DIRFIE, Th2KHE).

%27 Bodaishin 487c22-23: “Even in non-sentient beings, the ninth [consciousness],
the Pure Mind, may transform into the eighth consciousness, and the eighth con-
sciousness may, in its turn, manifest the [other] seven [forms of] consciousness (cf.
fn. 923). Since [in this case even non-sentient beings] are indeed endowed with the
sixth [consciousness, manovijfiana, i.e., intellectual consciousness,], why can’t they
produce the resolve [for Buddhahood]?” (ZRIE[EE IR BB/ 3R /GRRR &
F. BESA, A0, CL. also 488a25-b2.

%28 SUEKT 1995a: 416-417; 2001: 89; HORIBATA 2006: 109 ff.

%29 HORIBATA 2006: 123 f; cf. also the synopsis on special page 2 (between pp.
354 and 355). I am not in a position to assess the coherence of the text of HORI-
BATA’s ms. A so-as to definitely exclude the possibility of a lacuna.

0 Somoku 345210-11: BABE R (= RIRIUA, RAISAZ I TEIERL .
Cf. LAFLEUR 1973: 102; STONE 1999: 30; SUEKI 1995a: 417; 2001: 89; ITO 1996:
23b—25a; RAMBELLI 2001: 16~17; FUCHITA 2003: 60-66 and 73. For a Shingon
development of this view, see RAMBELLI 2001: 37-39.
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should not be regarded as sentient beings.” Actually, it is affirmed in
an addendum to the text (found already in the earliest ms.) that plants
are indeed endowed with mind and therefore capable of attaining
Buddhahood individually and by their own effort,”? but details con-
. cerning the precise nature and functioning of this mind are not given.
It is worth noting that the homology of the life-phases of plants in the
course of the seasons with the process of Awakening and Liberation
is not only found in later Tendai texts™” but also in Shingon

sources.”*

148. 1. In the Sanjishi-ka no kotogaki (=+IHUfE=EZ), a Tendai
hongaku text based on oral transmissions committed to writing some-
time between 1150 and 1250, a different view is advocated.” This
text, in a sense, agrees with Shoshin in asserting that, properly speak-
ing, plants (and other insentient things) do not at all become Bud-

%31 Cf., in this comnection, also the interpretation of the eight aspects of the
Buddha’s life as “the totality of the beings of the ten worlds being born, abiding,
changing, and perishing, dying in one place and being born in another” (STONE
1999: 185, from the Ichijo sho —1k#P, an early 14" century Tendai text).

932 Somoku 346a9-10: —FFFITEA ... LB Hith. Cf. the synopsis in HORE-
BATA 2006: special page 6 (between pp. 354 and 355).

933 HANANO 1977: 135-136.

93 Thus Dohan &% (1178-1252), quoted by In’yii FIfE# (1435-1519): “In the
case of plants, sprouting in spring, thriving in summer, fruiting in autumn and
shedding leaves (/dying) in winter are precisely the sequence of resolving [for
Awakening], cultivating spiritual practice, [attaining] Awakening (bodhi) and [en-
tering] nirvana.” ((BEAR) FIEEBEKELE ZHISMETERIERRED). The
text adds that the esoteric tradition (355%) is aware of this deeper 51gmflcance,
whereas for the shallow (i.e. exoteric) traditions (3#52) the four phases are nothing.
but arising, abiding, changing and disappearing. Cf. RAMBELLI 2001: 37-38; text
from ITO 1996: 47a12-13.

935 For detailed information and references concerning the dispute of dating the
Kotogaki, see STONE 1999: 48—49 (with 387-388, ns. 189-193) and 199200 (with
423-424, ns. 32-33). Cf. also MATSUMOTO 2000: 73 n. 22.

936 Cf, HANANO 1975-1977; SUEKI 1995b: 7-8; HABITO 1996: 59-64; STONE
1999: 202-203; MATSUMOTO 2000: 44—46; RAMBELLI 2001: 18-21.
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dhas.”® To accept such a process would imply a decrease of the envi-
ronment.” For the Kotogaki, however, the same also holds good for
the various types of sentient beings, from hell-beings up to bodhi-
sattvas, for if they were to become Buddhas through a transformation
of their original status, in the end only the realm of Buddhas would be
left.”® Rather, plants as well as the other realms and the sentient be-
ings living in them are stable in that they do not change into some-
thing else.’* This might be understood to mean that plants are nothing
but plants, i.e., insentient things lacking the virtues of the realm of
sentient beings and Buddhas.’*' But such a view would not be correct,
and to discard it is the real purpose of the teaching that plants become
Buddhas.*” In reality, plants are, just as they are, i.e., as insentient
plants and without requiring a transformation, at the same time en-
dowed with the virtues of all the ten realms: with the virtues of sen-
tient beings as well as with the three Buddha-bodies.**

931 Kotogaki 362ai8 (Jap. transl.: 167,2): “We now think that the deeper meaning

is that grasses and trees do not really cultivate [the Path so as] to become Buddhas”
SEEERTERGESRZRD).

938‘ Kotogaki 362a19-bl (167.4): EEREME, KK, =THHE HEM &
B (=150 A . .

* Kotogaki 362b2-3 (167,5-7): Hutpkfs SRRt TIEEERS, S5, .. &
WERE, RfEFt.

*© Kotogaki 362b3-4 (167,7-8): BfE+REMEY. EARE REFE ARELE
Cf. also 365b16—-366al (176,12-16). On “the Kotogaki’s rejection of linear time” in
favour of a “timeless and ‘constantly abiding’ present”, see STONE 1999: 207. Ac-
cording to MATSUMOTO (2000: 43—45), ‘stable’ means that things are absolute just
as they are, in their very impermanence (cf. 66,11: EE /2 2HE 2 F Dk FHxt &

. LTEET?).

**! Kotogaki 36265 (167,9-10): f AEZ: BAR REA BaFRHTME —FRE
& THIE.

**2 Kotogaki 362b4 (167,9): {BELARHRE BRI

**® Kotogaki 362a18-19 (167,2-3): B (K3, ... {8 “EHKHR HiT-54,; 362b6-7
(167,11-13): —5F, MEEAIFF FHERTER . SCEE EZFEH. .. JF
FEEMA E.; 364b12-13 (173,10-12): k% FIRB=Hth, W& FEZ=H. B ..
B E = B #Eth, As for the phrase 2z FEZ =5, HABITO (1996: 60) translates
it as “There is no point even in calling them ‘the three bodies’” and takes it as a
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2. But what does this mean? In one passage, the Kotogaki explains
the three bodies as features of plants just as they are: their inexhausti-
ble varieties: cherry trees, plum trees,”* peach trees, etc., constitute
their ‘adapted body’ (FEEr, ~ nirmanakaya); because flowers and

“fruits, countless and manifold, are incessantly produced, they are the
‘recompense body’ (¥2E5, ~ sarmbhogakdya); and the fact that they
are endowed just by nature with a body or shape that is twisted or
straight and grows continuously is their dharmakaya.*” Thus, they are
after all, just plants or insentients, but at the same time not just plants.
Probably J. STONE™ is right in suggesting that the world is envi-
sioned as a mandala. In this cosmic mandala, everything occupies its
proper place, each thing being just what it is, but at the same time
everything participates in, and represents, the whole, in accordance
with the Tendai doctrine that the ‘recompense proper’ (IF#F) and the
‘support-recompense’ ({ft#g), i.e., sentient beings and their environ-
ment, are non-dual®’ and that each single thing contains all modes of

3

“disclaimer” inviting the reader “to cast aside the very concept of the three bodies,
and simply to encounter ‘cherry trees ... and the like’, as such.” I rather understand
the phrase to mean: “To transform them (viz., the ‘recompense proper’ and the
‘support-recompense’) [into the three bodies] is not [required for] calling them ‘the
three bodies’.” Cf. similar sentences like 363a9 (169,4-5) Sz &= X or 363a10-
11 (169,6-7) ZHFES X, the first of which is translated by STONE (1999: 204;
generalization mine) as “They are called X not because one transforms them [into
X1
94 ¥5 (bai, ume) = Prunus mume, 2= (ri, sumomo) = Prunus salicina.

%% Kotogaki 364b10-11 (173,7-9): REHGHKZESS .. i v B0, JESES, RS
B e e FTAEFTEGY e, MBS~ FTEBEmE, 5. Cf. HABITO 1996:
59-60. Not all details of the passage are entirely clear to me.

%46 STONE 1999: 208: “Tt is as though the world is envisioned as a mandala.” Cf.
also 225: “... a ‘mandalization’ of space and time, reflecting the influence of Mik-
kyd on traditional Tendai thought”. STONE adds the suggestion that “this mandalic
world view might also have represented an attempt to interpret change and imper-
manence in ways that drained them of terror and apparent randomness by assimilat-
ing them to some originally inherent structure of reality.”

o4 Kotogaki 362a17 (167,1): “In the opinion of the one (= the only legitimate: cf.
PLASSEN 2002: 17-18 n. 62) school, there can be no doubt regarding the fact that
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existence,™® albeit i in a form that unawakened people are not aware
f949 .

149.1. A similar view is also found, as no. 4 in a set of seven differ-
ent explanations of the Buddha-nature of plants, in the Kankoruiji (3
YEHESR), a Tendai text attributed to Chiijin (F&:, 1065-1138) but
probably composed in the second half of the 13™ century.” Accord-
ing to this text, ‘grasses and trees’ are declared to be already Awak-
ened, in the sense that they are, just as they stand (E#&), with their

grasses_and trees become (/are established as) Buddhas, because the ‘support-
recompense’ (= environment) and the ‘recompense proper’ (= sentient beings) are
non-dual” (—FK&, RIER ", BB EHEEE.). '

8 Cf., with reference to karma, Kotogaki 366b16-17 (179,7-9): &EIBIEFEERT
H, &R ERE ISR, 2I0EXR, A ERIRE D, ranslated in STONE 1999:
218-219: “When one knows the doctrine of the perfectly interpenetrating true as-
pect, deluded action in its essence.is endowed with all dharmas; thus it is not merely
deluded action but the perfect interpenetration of the dharma realm in its entirety.”
Cf. also 366a7-10 (177,5-8), dealing with the three truths (conventional existence,
emptiness, and the Middle), stated to be “not two and yet two”. If the latter perspec-
tive (“and yet two”) is adopted, conventional existence, viz., “the realm before our
eyes, the myriad phenomena, the body of what is originally unborn”, is predomi-
nant, or basic (Z: 366a11), whereas emptiness and the Middle are subsidiary, or its
adornments. Emptiness is then defined as the merging .of things with one another,
implying the absence of separation, and the Middle as their being contained in one
another, which implies their constant abiding (7 — H, {&&F5 2245 A=, Eik
far IRRTER ERE BEFEARAER. (HEEEIRS ZRER B%E. R
B EEE TF. () BET REEE ).

¥ Kotogaki 366b15-16 (179,7): “When one does not know the Perfect Doctrine,
one calls [karma] only karma, one does not say that karma is precisely liberation”
CRENEZ, R, 2H#ERT ). As P. GRONER (1995: 72 f; emphasis mine)
points out with referencé to the Kankéruijii (see § 149.1), many of the “affirmations
of the phenomenal realm just as it is” correspond to the phase of “returning to and
becoming the same as the phenomenal realm” (&R #8 ), i.e., refer “to the post-
enlightenment realization that the enhghtenment attained (shikaku 35%) is the same
as innate enlightenment (hongaku).”

%50 GRONER 1995, esp. 50-55 (on the meaning of the title: 52 n. 5); STONE 1999:
102, 169 and 399-400 (n. 25, with further references); RAMBELLI 2001: 21 (with
further references in n. 44).
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roots, stems, branches and leaves, already in an original state [of per-
fection] (A<43).%"!

149.2. In another paragraph, the Kankoruijii addresses the question
of mind in grasses and trees, just as they are. As indicated above
(§ 146), for Annen, who identifies the universal, unconditioned:
Buddha-nature with the Pure Mind, plants and other insentient things,
too, are by nature endowed with this meta-individual form of mind.
But this does not imply an actual individual sentience. Nor can we be
sure that individual sentience was considered to follow from the as-
sumption that each part of the universe contains the whole. In Chih-
i’s (5'%H, 538-597) Mo-ho chih-kuan (EEST(FER),”* hsin O in the
sense of “mind” (Skt. BZ% = citta), i.e., thinking or cognition (FE4),
is distinguished from hsin .0» in the sense of “heart” or “centre” (Skt.
hrd or hrdaya), represented by two different phonetic renderings, viz.,
Z2EEEL (i-lit-da) and Y5EEEL (20-lit-da).*” The former is defined by
Chih-i as the essence or gist of a collection (= corpus of texts?)** (f&

5! Rankoruijii 380b5-6: AR T LB S MO TOANERHESEN (thus also
DNBZ vol. 17: 19b9; the text in TADA 1995: 380a14 [transl. 216,9-10] has E&

instead of &.C).
92T 46.1911: 4a20-24.

953 Phonetic reconstruction according to PULLEYBLANK 1991 (190, 314, 325, 326
and 367). Z2EEEL (i-lit-da) and YSEEEK (20-lit-da) are obviously two different at-
tempts at a phonetic representation of Skt. hrda(ya) (cf. BDJ 1: 475, and FK 2471,
noting various alternative writings). It is noteworthy that besides y5ZEEk we also
find {FEEZ% (fn. 962), JFEEEL (ibid.), FEEFE (§ 149.3) and FFEEXR (fn. 955), but I
must leave it to specialists of Middle Chinese to decide whether one or the other is
the result of a corruption. — For the alternative writing 7525k (Jap. karida), the
Sanskrit reading hrdaya is expressly confirmed in X 23.438: 419a9-10.

9% Thus, e.g., T 33.1714: 569b27-28: “This siitra (viz., the Heart Siitra {3355 B
LX) is the gist of the Large Prajfiaparamita” (JLAR Bl ... KEREZHE).
This accords well with the semantic possibilities of Skt. hrdaya. DONNER & STE-
VENSON (1993: 140) render FEERHFEEE as “the essence (or core) of an aggregate”,
-~ which is somewhat vague (aggregate of material components?). — It is worth not-
ing that #5238 may render Skt. cita, which in its turn is used as an ‘etymology’ (nir-
ukti, cf. AKVy 141,16) of citta (cf. HYODO 1982; HAKAMAYA 2009: 54-56), e.g.
PSk 16,9, where alayavijfiana is stated to be called citta because it is beset with, or
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BRFEE), the latter as the ‘heart’ or core of plants (EX/RKZ[1).* From
the point of view of Sanskrit, the latter meaning is somewhat surpris-
* ing, for although Chin. Asin /[» is indeed used in the sense of the
“core” of a tree or vegetable,” no such meaning seems to be attested
to for Sanskrit Ardaya. When hsin .U» is used in this sense, the under-
lying Sanskrit would rather be sara,”’ which in the meaning “core”

r “pith” is indeed also applied to plants (e.g., the heartwood of a
tree).”® On the other hand, the basic meaning of hrdaya, viz., “heart”

accumulated by, the seeds of all conditioned factors (cittam alayavijiianam | tatha hi
tac citarh sarvasamskarabijaih). Cf. also AKBh 61,21 f: (citarh Subhasubhair dhatu-
bhir iti cittam), MSg 1.9, or Sarhdh V.3. The Chinese equivalents for cita vary, but
we find #&3% in a quotation of Saridh V.3 in Dharmagupta’s translation of Vasu-
bandhu’s commentary on MSg 19: EZRZ.[, UBEREECETRBE IR
(T 31.1596: 273c12 £). This rendering seems to rephrase the wording of the siitra” in
the active voice (“Or it is called citta, because it accumulates and increases visibles,
sounds, smells, tastes, tangibles and objects of thought”). Actually, there is also a
nirukti type derivation of citta from v¢i in an active sense, as in AKBh 61,21
(T 29.1558: 21c20: E#Elf=Z/(»): “It is called citta because it accumulates” (cinotiti
cittam), and this is, interestingly enough, commented upon in X 53.836: 40c2-3 by
“just as a tree has heart-wood (i(») capable of accreting branches, flowers and
fruits” (AIRFE LEESEAEREIESR), thus confirming the third meaning of [ given
by Chih-i.

* Cf. For the original siitra text, the passive voice is. supported by the Tibetan
translation of the passage in the Viniscayasamgrahant (Tj P ’i 58a8: ... chos
rnams kyis kun tu bsags pa ...), by the Chinese translations (T 16.675: 669a25-
26 and 676: 692b17-18) and by its presumable source, viz., SrBh 496,18-21
(cittam ... dcitam upacitam ripasabdagandharasasprastavyaih).

%55 This explanation may somehow be related to a gloss on Gunabhadra’s render-

ing of hrdaya at Lank 40,2 as .[». According to this gloss (T 16.670: 483b17-18), in
the Lark passage '[» represents Skt. fFEEA (v.l. [5T]: Y5EEX), i.e., hrdayla), and
should be understood not as “thinking” (& &, with CBETA) but as in the expres-
sion 7R/ “the core of a tree”.

9% For this meaning of /{3, see COUVR. 307a: “cceur d’un arbre; centre, milieu”,
and HDC vol. 7: 369 s. v. .[®: EF‘/L» Hi4e, also of vegetables: the core that is not
eaten (ZEREL) ...).

%7 Cf., e.g., MVy no. 5160; HIR. 460a.

58 Cf. PW s.v. 2. sara 1.a “Kernholz” (thus e.g., MN I 192,15-29; SN III 141,25-
31; AN III 44,7-8; IV 99,10-13 and 25-27; in the latter case, the Chinese equivalent
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(as a physical organ®® and, in a figurative sense, as the seat of feel-
ings), is not mentioned. This may be due to the context, viz., the clari-
fication of the meaning of Asin /[, in the term fa-hsin (s (~ cittot-
pada), i.e., generating the resolve for Awakening (bodhicitta). Chih-i
wants to make clear that this resolve is a mental act of which only
sentient beings are capable. He therefore points out that in this
context Asin /[ means a mental act and represents Sanskrit citta, to be
strictly distinguished from Asin /[ = hrdaya in meanings predicable
of insentient things like plants or collections [of texts?]. It would thus
seem that at least on an actual, individual level plants are, for Chih-i,
endowed with Asin [» only in the sense of a core or, perhaps, a vege-
tative centre, and not with mind (hsin /[ in the sense of citta). From
an Indian (at any rate Indian Buddhist) point of view, this would defi-
nitely exclude them from the realm of sentient beings, since sentience
inevitably implies some sort of mind (citta), i.e., conscious sensations
or feelings (of pain and/or pleasure). Unconscious reactions to exter-
nal stimuli would not be sufficient to constitute sentience. As far as I
can see, nothing would warrant the assumption that Chih-i thinks oth-
erwise. Theoretically, one could surmise that by characterizing Asin
0> in the sense of citta as thinking (B4[]) he not only stresses this
aspect in view of the context but also presupposes that mere sensa-
tions are not part of Asin /0> = citta and rather belong to Asin .0» in the
sense of hrdaya. Yet, I cannot detect any evidence for such an as-
sumption. The ‘heart’ of plants is more probably just a vegetative
centre, like the heart in the body of sentient beings.

149.3. In the Kankoruiji, Chih-i’s distinction of different meanings
of hsin /[ is utilized for a more sophisticated theory of plants.”® This
theory seems to be modelled on a similar theory found in a work by

for sara in T'1.26: 486b1-2 and 13-14 is indeed /(). According to PW (ibid.), sara
can also denote the centre or solid parts of fruits (contrasted with their juice and
their skin).

%9 @l of. FK 2513a.

%60 Kankoruijii 381a6-21; cf: MATSUMOTO 2000: 154 f; RAMBELLI 2001: 24-26. °
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the Shingon master Dohan GE&i, 1178-1252),° as is already indi-
cated by the fact that the Kankoruijiz, though formally adopting Chih-
i’s trichotomy of Asin [,,°% actually reduces it to a dichotomy by
equating irida (ZREEFE) and karida (T-EEFE) and thus adapts it to a
tradition, represented, e.g., by Kiikai, where we find only two types of
hsin iy, Viz., mind (citta) and heart (karida = hrdaya).*® The crucial
point is, however, that the Kankoruiji expressly states that plants,
even ordinary plants, possess both kinds of hsin /[». On the surface
(), they have only a material vegetative centre, or hsin /[ in the
sense of Skt. Ardaya, which reveals itself in their ‘knowing’ the four
seasons and growing accordingly. But conscious sentience and even
intelligence, Asin /[» in the sense of Skt. citta (“mind”), is also present,
albeit inside (Z£),° hidden below the surface. This lack of overt con-
sciousness is why plants, though in reality sentient, are usually called
non-sentient beings.

149.4. As becomes clear from Dohan, this hidden sentience in or-
dinary plants is not simply a mere potential which, as in Annen, can
be activated under the influence of Awakened persons but is entirely

%1 R AMBELLI 2001: 36.

%2 As an authority, the Kankoruijii quotes the A5. The source is not, however,
the K& Ezm (T 25.1509), where no corresponding passage can be traced (cf. TADA
et al. 1995: 219), but rather the above-mentioned passage in Chih-i’s Mo-ho chih-
kuan (see § 149.2; cf. also HORIBATA 2006: 330). Cf. the writings 225k and JFEE
% instead of ySZEEK in a quotation of this Mo-ho chih-kuan passage by Annen in
Bodaishin 454¢9-12 and Shinjo shiki 713,19, respectively.

%53 Hizoki Sb8aC (T 86.2921) 10c11-12 (KATSUMATA 1987, II: 663 # 92), stating
that karida (hrdaya), i.e., what is located in the centre (?), is the .(» of non-sentient
things, and citta, i.e., thinking, the .y of sentient beings (F-EEfEE ZEEH. FEEL
th, B ZE45N. S M. ); see also the similar dichotomy in I-hsing’s commen-
tary on the Mahavairocana-siitra (T 39.1796: 705b22). Cf. also RAMBELLI 2001: 35.

%4 This view may remind one (although a historical connection is hardly con-
ceivable) of the view, expressed in the Manusmrti (1.49), that plants are antah-
samjfia, i.e., “have internal consciousness”, “in spite of the indisputable absence of
outward activity in them” (WEZLER 1987b: 130), in contradistinction to a position
according to which plants are entirely devoid of consciousness (nihsarjfia) (ibid.

127; 129 1).
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ineffective in ordinary plants. Rather, in the opinion of Dohan, the
consciousness of non-sentients like plants is constituted by the con-
crete, actual presence of all the six elements.”® Among these, Dohan
equates the five material elements with the ninth consciousness,” i.e,
.the Pure Mind, and the sixth element, viz. mind, with the eighth con-
sciousness, i.e. the alayavijiana, the subliminal basis and source of
individual consciousness,” and it is for this reason that plants can
individually resolve to awaken®® and attain Buddhahood.’® In order
to establish the distinction between sentient and insentient beings,
Do6han, too, makes use of the concepts of ‘surface’ and ‘inside’: in
insentient things like plants, the five elements are the surface and the
mind element is hidden inside, whereas in sentient beings it is the
other way round.”” Thus, for Dohan and likewise for the Kankoruiji,
the presence of individual sentience in plants is obviously not an ex-

965 “Tngentients like plants have, each of them, the six elements. ... Even so
[plants, etc.,] are concretely furnished with all the six elements, not merely in terms
of principle (i.e., potentially)” GE[EEAFEE AR, ... HER AKX EEE JFEER:
see ITO 2000: 28b2-5). Cf. also ITO 1996: 45b19 and 22 (Dohan quoted by In’yi)
and 2005: 153b19 and 21 f (D6han quoted by Ryiiyu). '

%6 For my rendering of 5 as “consciousness” in the present context, see fn. 923.

%7 ITG 2000: 28b2-3: Erh FAE St oA 2/ \SH 1996: 45b20;
2005: 153b19. Cf. RAMBELLI 2001: 36.

%68 The question by means of which citta one resolves to awaken and what, pre-
cisely, is the object or aim of this resolve seems to have been controversial. Nor-
mally, the citta that makes the resolve is the sixth consciousness (sc. manovijiana),
but later Shingon authors seem to prefer the eighth or even the ninth consciousness
(cf. ITO 1996: 47b3-9 [Ddhan quoted by In’yii]). For a similar controversy in later
medieval Tendai see STONE 1999: 104; cf. also WATANABE 2008: 71b (Sonshun &
F%, 1451-1514). The material at my disposal does not allow me to decide whether
the later views are indicative of a tendency to understand the spiritual practice of
plants as taking place on a deeper, subliminal level not requiring surface conscious-
ness.

%9 116 2000: 28b5 (1996: 45b22; 2005: 154a1): JH& &8 (A,

70 116 2000: 28b3-4: AL Fi(ed ) KBE BABE, AKE BASE AL
BE; 1996: 45b20-21; 2005: 153b20-21; cf. also 1999: 13b19-14a2. RAMBELLI 2001: -
36 with n. 87.
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ceptional event but the natural condition of all plants. Even ordinary
plants and other insentients are, just as they are, endowed with con-
tinuous individual sentience, albeit a hidden, secret one, perhaps even
a rather faint one, as may be suggested by the fact that in the Kanko-
ruiju plants are explicitly put on a par with the unconscious heavenly
beings (see §§ 11 and 21), whose life-faculty is merely supported by
hsin i[> in the sense of a vegetative centre (hrdaya), and in whom con-
scious sentience does not come to the fore.””!

149.5. Thus, Dohan’s and the Kankoruiji’s view on plants does in-
deed come fairly close to the early Indian view of plants as being in-
dividually sentient. If we combine this view with the idea, also found
in the Kankoruijii and mentioned in § 149.1, that plants are, just as
they are, Awakened or at least perfect beings, whose movements in
the wind could be interpreted as esoteric ritual gestures and whose
sounds could be understood as sermons,” it would even approach
"FINDLY’s hypothesis of plants as a kind of secret saintly beings. Still,
it seems that they are, at least in the Kankoruijii, saintly beings on a
rather modest level, and hardly as the result of spiritual practice of
their own in a previous life. On the other hand, Shingon masters seem
to have advocated the position that even plants (or non-sentients, for
that matter) are not necessarily actually Awakened from the outset.

Rather, they too may first be deluded,”” and have to become Buddhas

1 Kankoruijii 381a18-20 (RAMBELLI 2001: 25; the passage is part of a quotation
but not traceable): SEAERRAE LIRFFETERIEL MiFamit. B LR CL
also 381a13-14: in the case of the unconscious heavenly beings, corporeal matter
(& = ripa) forms the ‘surface’ or outside, mind (/(;) the inside.

72 116 2004: 115b7-8 (Raiyu $&H, 1226-1304). Cf. RAMBELLI 2001: 37.

B3 116 1996: 46b19-21 (In’yd; cf. RAMBELLI 2001: 38): ‘deluded plants’ do not
know the homology of the four seasons and the four phases in the process of salva-
tion (see § 147 with fn. 934), whereas ‘awakened plants’ do. According to Raiho
($8%, 113307), in the pure realms the so-called insentients like trees emit Dharma-
sounds and thus benefit sentient beings, whereas in the hells clods and thorny
shrubs inflict intense pain upon sentient beings (ITO 1998: 44b2-5; FUCHITA 2003:
69,10-11). Even the so-called insentients are thus capable of performing bodily and
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(ie., to realize their hidden Buddhahood) through their own effort
and spiritual practice,” though it is difficult to specify what kind of
practice they perform and by whom they are taught”” In any case,
since precisely the aspect of an individual sentience of plants does not
seem to be well documented in the Chinese antecedents of the Japa-
nese developments, its emergence in the latter can hardly be ex-
plained as a surfacing of long-forgotten pre-doctrinal remnants of
archaic beliefs in earliest Buddhism. And it should be kept in mind
that in all Shingon and Tendai texts what holds good for plants holds
good for other insentient things as well, including even artefacts.

3. The Question of Practical Consequences

150. The paragraph from the Kankoruijii is also of interest because
it addresses the problem of the practical implications of the sentience
of plants by raising doubt:”’® If grasses and trees were living, sentient
beings, cutting them would be an act of killing, just as in' the case of
animals, and hence an infringement of the first Buddhist precept. The
implication seems to be: Since this is not the case, the view that plants,
too, are, properly speaking, sentient beings cannot be true.””” The an-
swer of the Kankoruijii rejects this consequence: The teaching of the

vocal actions (Ft& = vijfiapti-ripa) and of attaining Buddhahood by their own
efforts (ibid. 75,4 and 10).

' 974 Cf. RAMBELLI 2001: 34: “...Shingon masters were adamant in emphasizing
that plants ... are able to become Buddhas through their own efforts.”

975 RAMBELLI 2001: 39.

%78 Kankoruijii 381a22-b5. Cf. SCHMITHAUSEN 1991b, # 31.1; RAMBELLI 2001:
26-217. : :
977 Actually, according to his record in the Ching-té ch’uan-teng lu, one of the
reasons adduced by the Ch’an master Ta-chu Hui-hai (KZREE, cf. DUMOULIN
1985, I 165) to discard the statement (see § 54 with fn. 304) that the emerald green
bamboos are the dharmakdya and the chrysanthemums prajiia (Ch’uan-teng lu
247c14-19; OGATA 1991: 198) is that it would imply that if one eats bamboo shoots
one would, after all, eat the dharmakaya (247c18: NG FEHEELEE ). The
corresponding paragraph in the Tsu-t’ang-chi (ch. 14, fol. 8,5-11; Taiw. 267a5-11)
does not mention this argument.
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sentience of plants (as well as of other ‘insentients’) is based on the
non-duality of sentient beings and their environment (#XIE~ ), on
the principle that every individual thing is mutually identical and in-
terfused with the whole universe and that all things mutually inter-
penetrate (—s& =T RIFIEE ), which can be understood only by
perfect, Awakened persons ([E\). On this level, all distinctions, in-
cluding those of good and evil, or of killing and keeping the precepts,
are left behind. Actually, Kannon, who is surely an Awakened being,
once appeared as a fisherman, killing even fish and birds.”®It is
therefore not admissible that someone who still sticks to distinctions
should raise doubts or objections against statements pertaining to the
level of perfect truth. ‘

151. 1. At first glance, at least, one might take this answer as a sim-
ple rejection of any practical consequences of the theory, or con-
templation, of the sentience and Buddha-nature of plants and other
insentient things. Actually, a similar tendency can be observed not
only in other Tendai texts®” but also in Shingon sources. Thus, in the
' Hizoki-sho (FbjEiC#)) noted down by Dohan the fact that in view of
the interpenetration of the six elements sentient beings and plants
must, in spite of their dissimilarity on the surface, both have sentience
gives rise to the question whether in this case cutting down plants
would not also involve an offence of killing.”® The final answer, on

978 Cf. NAKAMURA 1988: 188, s. v. gyoran Kannon FE#% (“Kannon with the
fish basket”). A reference to Kannon appearing as a fisherman and killing all sorts
of water creatures is also found at Kankoruijiz 388c1 (cf. STONE 1999: 220), like-
wise in a discussion of the problem that the essential identity of evil karma and
liberation may be misunderstood as- condoning wrongdoing at whim. Here, such a
conclusion is straightforwardly rejected, but it is admitted that it would not be in-
compatible with this identity if a person “returning [to the realm of daily affairs]
from the inner enlightenment of calming and contemplation” (STONE) spontane-
ously ({E3E#E/E, i.e., without evil or egoistic intentions) commits [apparently] evil
deeds [in order to save others].

7% Cf. HORIBATA 2006: 198,9-10 and 201,3-4; WATANABE 2008: 68a ® and 79a5
(no details).

*%0 110 2000: 28b9-10: AAE * Bt FHERF BB, HREA FAETE 5.
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the level of the (advanced) Shingon practitioner, is similar to that
given in the Kankoruijii: Since such a practitioner realizes that all the
four mandalas (including the mahdﬁzqndala, which comprises sen-
tient beings, and the samayamandala, which covers the so-called in-
sentient world) are the Buddha’s body or the Buddha himself (f#§&),
all actions or events are merely an internal exchange between the
Buddha and Buddha, i.e. between his interfusing aspects, hence self-
referential, and hence no offence or ‘sin’.** But even for ordinary
people cutting down plants does not amount to an ‘offence by nature’
(1458, ~ prakrti-savadya) because the phenomenal difference of sen-
tient and insentient beings mdlcates that the latter are destined to be
the support of the former.**

2 So with ITO 2000: 23a13 f; text £]]. _
My proposal. The text reads %, which does not make sense to me. At 28b15
and 16 the text has #3E, but here, too, # does not make sense and ought to be
#%. Actually, in the quotatlon in 28b15 f ((XEATS " FEREE) the parallel in
ITO 1996: 47a25 has %% instead of %¥, and the Chinese source of the quote, viz.,
Mo-ho chih-kuan (T 46.1911) 36b9, reads (XEEZIEM].

1110 2000: 28b17-19 (cf. also 24a): EE{TH . MUSEHEE B, 4 MEfhE
, R HEIBRE. AR |, BRI | SRER, SEEE. Tenta-
tive translation: “For a Shingon practitioner, since he has realized that all the four
mandalas are the Buddha’s body (/the Buddha himself), only [one aspect of the]
Buddha and [another aspect of the] Buddha — by way of mutual accomplishment
or of latency and manifestation [according to] causes and conditions (?) — function
as ‘[recompense] proper’ and ‘support’ for each other [and] as each other’s coming
‘about and disintegration; all [this] is just the nature of things; therefore [on this
level cutting plants, or any other action?,] is no offence.” — For the presupposition
involved, see fn. 995.

%82 116 2000: 28b16-17 (cf. also 23b-24a): =FEMHTE IRERBRIL, HE " 2 il-
AABAERE B A KTEARK S, RYETHESE . Tentative translation:
“Since the threefold world (of sentient beings, environment and skandhas?) is, in a
.sense, established in a relation of ‘[recompense] proper’ and ‘support’, the five
material elements and the element consciousness are [respectively] more(?) the
surface or the inside (see § 149.3); therefore, [even] for ordinary people cutting
grass or [felling] trees does not constitute an offence by nature (3¢ = pmkrtz-
savadya, i.e. a morally and karmically evil action).”
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2. This aspect is more explicitly brought out in In’yd’s (FIEH,
1435-1519) Kohitsu shiishiisho (HEEHSEW), where we read, in a
quotation from another work by Dohan, that cutting down plants has
no karmic consequences because when the six elements form all

- things these are fundamentally organized into internal and external,
i.e., sentient beings as the primary result of karma and the environ-
ment as its by-product (see § 132.1), with the effect that the latter,
viz., plants and the land, has fundamentally the nature of support and
nourishment of the former, viz., humans and animals.”® Therefore,
making use of them does not involve a fault.”® Still less so, says In’yii
-on another occasion, does felling trees for making ritual objects (like
statues of the Buddha), for these are the means for spiritual advance-
ment.”* According to this principle, even the killing of a sentient be-
ing may not be an offence, as when, e.g., Traulokyavuaya986 kills
Mahesvara (i.e., Siva).”’

152. The reluctance to draw practical consequences can be traced
back to Chinese masters. When the question why, in view of the om-
nipresence of Buddha-nature (implying sentience), cutting down in-
sentient beings is not a serious misdeed comparable to killing a sen-
tient being is raised by the Japanese Tendai monk Encho (EJJ&) in a

A vegetarianist Buddhist pendant, so to speak, of the Christian concept that
God created everything (including animals) for the use of man (cf. KERN 1992: 56—
57, quoting Matteo Ricci). »

P16 1996: 47a26-b1: —.,, RVAIVEL o AKETL-FEE 5 Koy B LK
SMRIE, ZIL -, BAB L, B " TAES FRRBEZEN. (s 2 =& 5
fE4e. Cf. RAMBELLI 2001: 39 and 75.

%83 110 1996: 48b10-11. Cf. RAMBELLI 2001: 39 f.

%6 One of the five vidyarajas, cf. BDJ 2: 1046—48. The story of the subjugation
and killing of Mahe§vara (equated with the klesavarana: BDJ 2: 1047a-b) is found
in T 18.869: 285al15 ff (annotated Engl. transl. in GIEBEL 1995: 142 ff); see Sarva-
tathagata-tattva-samgraha (ed. Lokesh CHANDRA, Delhi 1987) 56 ff (cf. SNELL-
GROVE 1987: 136-140).

57110 1996: 48b11-12: EARILIEE, S HESEREETE ..., HEEETESE, @
T
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letter,”® the answer of the Chinese T’ien-t’ai master Kuang-hsiu (5
&) is rather evasive. But it is obviously with the aim of avoiding the
consequence indicated by Encho that he points out that we can speak
of serious wrongdoing only in cases where insentient things are re-
- lated to, or part of, a sentient being, as when one steals money, which
is of course insentient but belongs to a sentient owner, or when one
kills a living body in which the insentient (i.e., the four elements) and
the sentient combine ([F&E#), but not when one cuts a dead corpse
apart 989
153. 1. In the Chiieh-kuan lun ({&EH5%), the statement that the tao
' (GH), i.e., the true nature of things equated with Buddha-nature, is
omnipresent (see § 129.1) entails the question why, then, killing a
man involves an offence but killing a plant does not.”° The answer is
somewhat cryptic. Starting from the premise that plants, in contrast to
ordinary human beings, are by nature in harmony with the tao and
thus do not have the notion of an ego, the text seems to assume that
when killed or chopped they do not react with [angry and revengeful]
thoughts (which may imply: do not feel injured).”"
2. This is, at any rate, the way the argument was understood, ac-
cording to his record in the Tsu-t’ang-chi, by the Ch’an master Nan-

%88 Shinjo shiki 709,11-12 (Jap. transl: 736,13-14); GRONER 2000: 492; SUEKI
2001: 81. )

%% Shinjo shiki 710,2-8 (Jap. transl.: 737,20-738,19; English transl.: GRONER
2000: 439-488 . Cf. also 709,19-710,1 (Jap. transl.: 737,12-18; English transl.
GRONER 2000: 490; cf. SUEKI 2001: 82).

%90 MATSUMOTO 2000: 278 (text 29): RIE, EEBH, Mk N R, BEAE
JB; SHARF 2002: 248 (Engl. transl.).

Pl Thid.: BEAENE AR BRI £3% F5t. In taking the plants — i.e., the
victim, and not (with YANAGIDA; cf. SHARF 2002: 249) the person who injures
them — as the subject of &t (i.e., not producing thoughts and emotions [of dis-
pleasure and, perhaps, revengel), and $3 (v.l. %) in.a conditional sense (‘ ‘when
they are killed”, or: “when one kills them”), I follow MATSUMOTO (2000: 280 f),
who bases his interpretation on the fact that somewhat later the text states that an
accomplished person should regard his body like a plant and remain unconcerned
like a tree when being injured (see § 129.1). '
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yang Hui-chung (&, see § 129.3). Here, too, the visiting Ch’an
monk asks the master why, if sentient and insentient beings both pos-
sess Buddha-nature, one incurs guilt, enmity and requital only when
one kills sentient beings and eats [the various] parts of their bodies,
whereas such an effect is not reported to accrue from damaging in-
sentient things, like eating the five grains, vegetables, or fruits and
nuts (lit.: chestnuts).®” The master replies that only sentient beings,
who are the direct retribution [of their own previous karma] and who,
being from time immemorial blinded by wrong views, conceive of an
ego and what belongs to it, harbour feelings of resentment. Insentient
beings, on the other hand, are the recompense [of karma only in the
sense of a] ‘support’, i.e., the environment as the basis on which sen-
tient beings subsist. Being free of wrong views, insentient beings do

%2 Tsu-t’ang-chi ch. 3, fol. 12,14-17 (Taiw. 62a14-b3; A.a: 623; A.b: 194 f; Y.:
165 [#255]; M.: 316-318 [text 64]): IBZH, HHERE EEHE HERBMRE
HE55 BENTESER. HE TR AN RRGRERSY) TEAE AR,
See also Ch’uan-teng Iu 438b3-4: H, FEHHME, BLIER FIEZEH, B8EE
& NEFE#, Cf. SCHMITHAUSEN 1991b: 24 n. 141; TAKASAKI 1998: 7b-8a. — As
for ZR (written 3R) instead of Z8 in the Tsu-#’ang-chi text, see ANDERL, loc. cit., and
T 24.1458: 558b15: ERZRZEFHEEE. As for BEH 4, of. T 17.721: 73b7: [EIE ... &
HE45 = Kj P ’u 254b5-6: chu srin dag ... yan lag dang nyin lag thams cad za
zhing ..., i.e., makaras eat the limbs of beings who have fallen into a certain hell; cf.
also T 32.1636: 90a13 and X 16.316: 559c4-5. In the expression FEFIEREIHER, I
take the perpetrator as the grammatical subject of the verb 4% (which I render as
“incurs”), but #& (“enmity”, “hatred”) is very much the psychological reaction of
the victim, who experiences the killing as an outrage (Z). The “requital” would, in
a Buddhist context, normally be the punishment automatically accruing, in the next’
life, to the perpetrator on account of this outrage which for him (i.e., the perpetrator)
constitutes an offence, or ‘sin’. However, in view of the preceding reference to
“enmity”, the idea may, in the first place, be that the victim will take revenge in the
next life, a view which even in Buddhism was not completely superseded by the
karma doctrine (see fn. 1006; cf. also X 73.1452: 234c14, stating that by eating
meat one “incurs enmity [aiming at] revenge” ((EER{EZAS)). It is interesting that
the phrasing of the Ch’uan-teng lu appears to favour the karmic perspective by
replacing §¢ with the unambiguous % (“karma”) and omitting 72 (“enmity”).
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not harbour feelings of resentment. This is why it is not stated that

there is requital [if one cuts or eats them].”

3, In order to explain why insentient beings are nowhere predicted
to attain Awakening, the text then states that the whole environment
belongs to the body of the Buddha Vairocana (see §§ 137-140). This
statement stimulates the visiting monk to reiterate his question con-
cerning practical consequences from another point of view: If the
whole earth is the Buddha’s body, then all sentient beings would
dwell on the Buddha’s body and would soil the Buddha’s body when
urinating or defecating, and would pierce it [when digging] and tram-
ple on it [when walking]. How could they remain guiltless?** The
master answers: Since all sentient beings are [equally part of] the
Buddha’s body, who is there to commit an offence?*® Thus, in this
case, too, the practical consequences that might follow from the

98 Tsu-t’ang-chi ch. 3, fol. 12,17-19 (Taiw. 62b3-5; A.a: 623; A.b: 195; Y.: 166
[contin. of # 255]; M.: 316-318): fiEl. H1& RIEH WTIAEIZK LA FT3HE
Fr TIRAEIR, BIAESH. #F 2RE BEERIRG, LTS8, Cf. Chluan-
teng lu 438b4-6: [iEl, H1E ZIEH FTERIAT MEREIR AIETREE. B 2EKH
BRI, ELIEEH., — In this passage, too, the close association of “enmity”
(%) and “requital” () in the Tsu-t’ang-chi evokes the idea of revenge. Once again,
the Ch’uan- teng lu seems to have been anxious to efface this evocation, this time by
replacing £& (“enmity”’) with & (“wrongdoing”, “guilt”). This would result in the
following argument: Only if the victim takes offence or is upset (IE#5{R), the action
of killing is a wrongdoing or ‘sin’ and entails karmic reqmtal

94.Cf. also fn. 977.

95 Tsu-t’ang-chi ch. 3, fol. 12,28—13,3 (Taiw. 62b14-63a3; A.a: 624 f; A.b: 197 f;
Y.: 167 [#257]; M.: 322-324 [text 66]): ZFH. —{IAH BERHE, —YIRE B
& - ERRTHE 2REBEGS. SRETY. M. —VIRE 22H5. #EE
2, Cf. Ch’uan-teng lu 438b12-14: H, —YIRZBEFEZ L, BFHRZEHE, 8
Biaims, SEIERN. fiE. RE2BEMH 4KGERTE. — The argument presup-

" poses the definition of karmically unwholesome (akusala) actions as actions that
harm other sentient beings (as presupposed, e.g.,"at Vi 260a4-7, AKBh 237,22-
238,1, or T 32.1646: 294c17-18). If all sentient beings as well as insentient things
are part of Vairocana’s dharmakdya, all our actions would be actions of the -
dharmakaya towards itself, and for this very reason could not be unwholesome

karma.
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Buddha-nature of the insentient (plants, the earth) for everyday activi-
ties are rejected.

154. A similar reluctance to admit practical consequences is also
found in a passage of a subcommentary, probably datirig from the 13®
century, on a small Hua-yen text that was most influential in Korea,
the Hwaom ilsiing Popkyedo (#—3REFE).” In this passage, the

- following question is raised: If the three worlds are all Buddha,
doesn’t this imply that when plants are harvested and utilized one
injures the Buddha’s body and incurs guilt? The answer is, again, in

" the negative: Speaking from the perspective of the Buddha, the three
worlds, including plants, are, to be sure, all Buddha; but speaking
from the perspective of ordinary sentient beings, none of them is
Buddha. So what guilt can accrue from cutting them?*”’

'155. The passages adduced in §§ 151-154 give the impression that
the idea of the Buddha-nature and hence, somehow, the sentience of
the insentient in the Far East arose from motives for which unavoid-
able everyday activities were not a matter of primary concern. Per-
sonally, I have no problems with aspects of spiritual practice, doc-
trinal debate®® or even systematic consistency as the starting point.
This does not of course exclude more secular motives being entailed
as well, or even becoming dominant. This is, at any rate, the impres-
sion one gets from RAMBELLI’s examination of the Japanese devel-
opments. According to him, the potential or hidden Buddha-nature of
trees was used in order to legitimize the felling of trees, especially for
building temples and constructing Buddha images,” and to transform,

%% On the Iisiing Popkyedo, see PLASSEN 2007; on the subcommentary Popkyedo
ki ch’ongsu nok (VRS BIFC 2 EEE%, by Ch’on’gi K&, fl. 1226-12487) ibid. 272-273.

#7TT 45.1887B: 72729-11: [, SHHRTEEME, 2R BUE, BIEHSEIET.
&, DRSS MR, DRESHIER M. Bra (T3, Cf. IsHI Kosei 1996: 284.

9%8 Cf. STONE 1999: 30.

%% For a similar motivation in Nichiren, see SAKAMOTO 1980: xxi-xxii; STONE
1999: 276 f.
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by this procedure, both the trees and the (sometimes hostile)'*® loca]
spirits embodied or residing in them into Buddhas, or visible manifes-
tations of Buddha-nature, subordinating, at the same time, local cultg
to the Buddhist institutions.'® This bears some resemblance to the
early Buddhist tendency to change the potentially dangerous and
blood-thirsty pre- or non-Buddhist tree numina into benign spirits
whose behaviour would be compatible with the principles of Buddhist
ethics,’® with the (probably intended) side effect of rendering the
felling of trees, inevitable in everyday life and, last but not least, for
the construction of monasteries, less risky. But whereas in early Bud-
dhism the tree itself is de-sacralized by being ontologically dissoci-
ated from its numinous aspect, in the Japanese development under
discussion the numinous tree is rather re-sacralized, in the sense of
being converted into, or revealed as, a being that is sacred in spe01f1-
cally Buddhist terms.

156. As for the later developments (§§ 147-149), RAMBELLI con-
nects them with two different socio-political objectives. On the one
hand, the idea of plants attaining or already possessing perfection just
as they are, in their natural state, mirroring the concept of ‘original
Awakening’ (hongaku 7%), i.e., the assumption that Awakening or

Enlightenment is inherent in all beings from the outset, is taken by

him to be intended to underpin the hierarchical status quo of medieval
Japanese society.’® On the other hand, RAMBELLI (2001: 75-80)
points out that around the beginning of the 12® century, economic
constraints and changes entailed a sharp increase in deforestation,

1000 R AMBELLI 2001: 50; 54-57.
1001 R AMBELLI 2001: 43-47; 52-57. Cf. also STONE 1999: 41-42.

1002 To what extent this re-definition of tree numina may be taken to indicate so-
cial conflict between the representatives of local cults and the Buddhist Order is a
question I am unable to answer. It may well be that in the beginning the Buddhist
Order was content to stop bloody rites but not interested in getting actively involved
in local tree cults.

1003 R AMBELLT 2001: 91-93. Cf., however, also the reservations in regard to thi_s

* assumption in STONE 1999: 359.
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which encroached even upon temple land. He quotes a number of
historical documents which testify that the monastic institutions ap-
pealed to the political authorities, and which include among their ar-
guments reference to the sacred character of the trees. Though the
. formulations used are not very explicit, RAMBELLI thinks that the ref-
erence points to the concept of the Buddha-nature of trees. Likewise,
- the refusal of the Kankoruiji to draw, from the fact that plants are
essentially sentient, the conclusion that cutting them would amount to
killing a sentient being, is to be taken with a pinch of salt. According
to RAMBELLI (2001: 27), what the Kankoruijii really wants to convey
is that solely for perfectly Awakened persons, i.e., the advanced Ten-
dai practitioners or the monastic establishment, and for those persons
who are authorized by the monastic establishment to carry out such
activities, is cutting plants (and fishing or hunting as well) not evil
action. If this interpretation is basically correct,'® a situation in An-
cient India that is comparable to the scenario depicted by RAMBELLI
would not be found in early Buddhism but can be seen in the more
archaic ambience of (at least one strand of) Vedic ritualism. Here, not
only plants but also the elements and sometimes even artefacts are
regarded as living, somehow sentient, beings, and killing or injuring
them is felt to be wrong,' or is even considered dangerous because

1% One would like to be offered more explicit references to the Buddha-nature
of plants in the complaints of the temples. Indeed, one may ask whether the general
Buddhahood of all plants, in the sense of a fact accomplished from the outset, is in
fact a suitable basis for preventing a specific forest or group of trees (viz., those
growing on temple property) from being felled. Annen’s view of a co-awakening of
‘grasses and trees’ forming the surroundings of Awakened persons (residing in the
Tendai and Shingon temples), or the idea of the temple area as a mandala (cf. RAM-
BELLI 2001: 77; for a similar pattern in Tibetan Buddhism cf. HUBER 1999), would
seem to work much better.

1005 Cf. IzawA 2008, where a number of Vedic passages are pointed out which
only speak of the endeavour to annul or deflect pain, with no (at least no explicit)
reference to fear or to the possibility of the victim taking revenge.

317



Pt. II: Idea of the Buddha-Nature of Grasseé and Trees and Early Buddhism

all these beings tend to take revenge'® (just as old objects were be-
lieved to do in pre-modern Japan).”®” For people who cannot avoid
killing animals, cutting plants or drinking water, the injury had to be
deflected and the danger averted by ritual means, and with regard to
_these the Brahmins were surely interested (and probably to a certain
extent successful) in establishing themselves as indispensable.

157.1. If ritual protection is not available or no longer believed to
be effective, the assumption that not only animals but also plants and
even the elements are living and sentient beings and that killing or
hurting them is wrong and/or entails revenge or retribution leaves one
with no other way out than to completely avoid any injurious act,
which means leading a life of strictest renunciation and almost
squeamish circumspection in one’s physical behaviour and with re-
gard to food, e.g., consuming only the food-remnants of others. This
is what, e.g., the Jain monks and nuns practise. It is also what one
would expect to derive from the Far Eastern idea of the omnipresence
of Buddha-nature and sentience, as indeed the questions raised in the
sources discussed in §§ 151-154 confirm.

1906 Bor the fear of the victim taking revenge (cspeciélly in the yonder world) as

one of the roots of abstaining from injuring sentient beings (ahirsa) and the linger-
ing on of this idea in Jaina and Buddhist sources (at least with regard to animals)
see SCHMIDT 1968: 644-645; OHIRA 1980/81: 58-62; SCHMITHAUSEN 2000;
SCHMITHAUSEN and MATTHRIMURTHI 2009: 74; 77; 82 f. The idea survives even in
later sources; e.g., Vi 60a9-15 = 521a9-16 (T 28.1546: 45b5-13 = 376a25-b2, re-
ferred to by Liang Wu-ti in T 52.2103: 297a17-18) relates the story of a wolf and a
woman who, having killed each other’s child, take revenge on each other for 500
lives. Cf. also Siir 120b8-10, pointing out that if a man eats a sheep, he will be te-
born as a sheep, and the sheep as a man to eat him, and this eating each other will
go on for ten lives or so (ULARE FIERA AFERF. ME/HETEZE ?E%é
4 E ZRAEM; HSUAN HUA 2003: 90).

1007 R AMBELLI 2001: 6063 (“The Revenge of the Nonséntients”). I wonder g
whether the monks would have been able to create such a belief if there was not
some appropriate disposition among people, some more or less unreflected ten- .
dency to impute, in certain situations, anthropomorphic feelings and reactions even
to tools and artefacts, which the monks may, to be sure, have reinforced and ex-
ploited.
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157.2. Actually, there is at least one source related to this strand in
which a similar consequence is explicitly drawn. After having pointed
out the omnipresence of Vairocana’s essence not only in sentient be-
ings but also in earth, water and plants, the Old-Turkish text from
Central Asia quoted in § 139 continues as follows:

“If a monk raises his hand against any [of these, viz., the earth
etc., plants and trees, or sentient beings] ..., he has sinned
against the essence of the Buddha LuSyanta/Vairocana.”'*®

157.3. Since the text expressly mentions the monk, the statement
may be understood as an attempt to furnish the monastic precepts,
which include prohibitions against injuring plants, digging the ground,
and polluting water, with a metaphysical foundation due to which an
infringement is not just a violation of decorum but a sacrilege. Even
though the idea of the omnipresence of the ‘cosmic’ Buddha Vairo-
cana can easily be traced to the Buddhavatarnsaka (cf. § 135) and,
perhaps, the Mahavairocana-sitra (cf. § 136), the practical conse-
quences derived from it in the Old-Turkish text do not seem to come
from this side. They rather give the impression of Manichean or
Gnostic influence.”® According to Manichean belief, with actions
like digging the ground, cutting or pulling up plants or injuring ani-
mals one tortures the divine particles of light (or the particles of the
Universal Soul, equated with the suffering Saviour, Jesus patibilis,
and, on the part of the Sogdian Manicheans, equated even with
Buddha-nature)'”'’ encapsulated in them.'”"! This Manichean belief in
-the ubiquity of light particles that must not be injured has much in
common with the Jaina view that not only humans and animals but
also plants are alive and liable to suffering and that even the elements,
especially earth and water, consist of living, i.e., sentient and animate
beings, which should not be killed or tortured. Manicheism may, in

1008 See fn. 881. My translation is based on ZIEME (see ibid.).

1099 of, KLIMKEIT 1991: 156-157; 1977: 201-206; HENRICHS 1979: 92.
1010 gy IMKEIT 1977: 203.

101 g1 IMKEIT 1977: 201-206; 1991: 156157 and 158 n 41.

319



Pt. II: Idea of the Buddha-Nature of Grasses and Trees and Early Buddhism

this regard, even have been influenced by Jain ideas.”* In any case,
from the point of view of such far-reaching practical consequences
based on a doctrinal assumption, the position of the Old-Turkish text
is fairly unique in Buddhism, yet similar not only to Manicheism but
also to Jainism. The situation for lay people, though not addressed in
our text, would also be comparable, for only the monks, who, like the
Manichean electi'®® and the Jain ascetics, receive their food from the
lay followers, are in a position to strictly keep to precepts enjoining
even abstention from injuring or polluting plants, seeds, the earth and
water. Lay people, on the contrary, have little chance of remaining
guiltless, at least as long as they cannot, in order to survive, avoid
digging the ground, using water and harvesting plants, and perhaps
even slaughtering animals. All they can do is to repent their wrongdo-
ing or compensate for their misdeeds through meritorious acts.

158. For the Jain ascetics it is of utmost importance to strictly avoid
any action that might injure a possibly sentient being. Thus, in order
to remain on the safe side they tend to maximize the range of sen-
tience so as to expressly include not only plants and seeds, but nor-
mally also earth, water, wind and fire, taken to consist of tiny living

1012 ByNES 1996. FYNES points out that Jainism comes closer to Manicheism than -
Buddhism both from the point of view of ubiquity of sentient life and from that of
the severe asceticism of the religious elite. As a particularly striking similarity,
which could hardly have arisen independently, he mentions (p. 26) the idea, shared
by Jainism and Manicheism, that certain plants, especially many-seeded fruits, con-
tain many souls (/particles of light). As for the possibility of cultural transmission,
he refers not only to Mani’s visit to India in 240-242 A.D. (p. 31), but also, and
primarily,. to the intensive trade connections between Western India and Meso-

" potamia as well as Iran during the 1% half of the 1* millennium A.D. (p. 30-31), to
the fact that both Manicheism and Jainism were very much religions of the mer-
chant community (p. 38), and to the fact that knowledge about Indian religious
ideas in Mani’s time is attested by Bardaisan of Edessa, who wrote an account of
India (pp. 38-40). Indian influence on the Manichean commandment (for the Elect)
of non-violence, and especially Jain influence on a Sogdian version including not - .
only plants but also the earth and water (cf. also the Arabian version in SIMS-
WILLIAMS 1985: 577), has already been surmised by H.-P. SCHMIDT (1980: 233).

1013 gy viKEIT 1977: 202 (below). .
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beings with one sense-faculty (egindiya).'”** The original life of Bud-
dhist monks (and nuns) seems to have been ascetic as well, but em-
phasis was, from the outset, on meditative spiritual practices. In con-
trast to the Jain tendency to be rigorous, in early Buddhism there
seems to have been a tendency to keep things practicable, for ascetics
(monks and nuns) as well as for lay peaple. Though Buddhist ascetics,
too, were obliged to refrain from damaging plants and seeds, digging
the ground, etc., there were no substantial restrictions with regard to
vegetal alms-food.' In contrast to Jain ascetics who had to be sure
that drinking water itself was lifeless, " Buddhist monks and nuns
could drink any water, provided that it was free from tiny animals.'"
As for lay people, the Jains could only advise them to desist from
gross killing or injury (thulago pandaivayo, sthila himsa), i.e., from
killing or injuring mobile (trasa) sentient beings, such as have more
than one sense-faculty, which in the everyday context primarily
means animals, and to avoid, in the case of plants and the elementary
beings, at least unnecessary acts of violence.'”® But this was merely a

1014 of  Plants #2.2 with.n. 19; BRUHN 2007: 24. The idea of the elements as
consisting of living beings is rejected in the Tamil Jaina text Nilakeci (SRINIVASAN
2007: 21-22). In Dasav 6.33—40 and 10.2cd—3a (in contradistinction to the prose
portion of Dasav ch. 4), fire and wind are merely treated as a ‘weapon’ (sattha)
endangering sentient beings but, in contrast to earth and water, not characterized as
consisting themselves of minute sentient beings.

1015 The few restrictions that remained are, unless motivated otherwise (garlic:
Plants # 14), intended to exclude a direct involvement of monks or nuns in what
rival ascetic communities and at least part of the secular society would have re-
garded as killing a living, sentient vegetal being: cf. Plants # 12 (fruits) and # 13
(raw grain). .

118 For details, see BRUHN 2007: 54-57.

1017 Cf, Plants ## 16.3 and 38.3.

108 Cf. Plants #26.2. C. also, e.g., JAINI 1979: 173; BUTZENBERGER 1998: 25
n. 78(2); HALBFASS 2000: 86—-87; BRUHN 2007: 7 and 57; SRINIVASAN 2007: xvi,
1. 11 (nirarthikam na kurvita jivesu sthavaresv api | himsam ... [from Hemacandra’s
Yogasastral); 110 (... ye parityaktum | sthavarahimsam asahds, trasahimsam te ’pi
mufjcanty | [Amrtacandra, Purusarthasiddhyupaya vs. 75]). For the interdiction of
unnecessary killing in Hindu religion see HARA 1998: 20-24 (= 273-269 1l).
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compromise, since in view of the fact that plants and even the ele-
ments are also sentient beings, it is difficult to see how killing or in-
juring them is not, after all, bad karma.'” In the early Buddhist canon,
there are, to be sure, sporadic passages which seem to exhort even lay
people not to-kill mobile as well as stationary animate beings (like
plants and seeds), and indeed one of these passages makes clear that a
lay person is hardly in a position to come up to this standard.™® Byt
on the whole the early texts refrain from qualifying actions like cut-
ting plants, pounding seeds or digging the ground as unwholesome
karma. This accords well with the overall reticence of these texts to
address the question of the sentience of plants, not to mention of the
elements, a reticence which in the course of time led to an explicit
denial of their sentience.

4, Résumé

159. If the preceding discussion of the structure of the Far Eastern
idea of the ‘Buddha-nature of grasses and trees’ was successful in
correctly elaborating its main facets, it follows that especially in the
earlier period this idea differs considerably from the early Buddhist
view on plants as postulated by OKADA and FINDLY (and indeed from
what is actually traceable in the canonical texts), and that it is only in
Japan that closer analogies can be found. It is, however, rather in the
initial phase of the Far Eastern idea that one would expect the closest
resemblance to the early Buddhist view if the former were a re-
emergence or revival of the latter.

" 160. The most conspicuous difference is, of course, the fact that in
the case of early Buddhism it is only plants (but not earth, water, etc.)
that are postulated to have been regarded as sentient or saintly beings,
whereas according to the Far Eastern theory under discussion

© 19997 doubt that the various procedures of rendering ekindriyas lifeless enumer-

ated in FINDLY 2008: 385 are meant as indicating permission.
1920 Sn 393-394; cf. S IV 351. See Plants # 26.3-4.
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Buddha-nature is present in the whole gamut of insentient things, in-
cluding even artefacts, and when only “grasses and trees” are men-
tioned, they are representative of all insentients (§ 119).

161. A second point is of equal importance: If in earliest Buddhism
the old Indian idea of plants as sentient beings still somehow lingered
on, sentience must have been presupposed as accruing to them indi-
vidually, be it in some very rudimentary form (comparable to the Jain
view of living beings with the sense of touch only) or in a more-de-
veloped way (numinous trees). In the pertinent Chinese sources, how-
ever, their ‘sentience’ is either derived from their being displayed by
or contained in the mind (or Mind) (§§ 66; 71; 127.3—4; 129.3.1), or"
from the fact that on the level of the Perfect Teaching, which accords
with the way the universe is experienced in Supreme Awakening,
sentient beings and their environment merge, or rather turn out to
have been non-dual all along, so that the rigid distinction between
sentient beings and the insentient world dissolves (§§ 116; 127.4; 128;
143; 150). However, this does not necessarily imply individual sen-
‘tience for plants or other constituents of the environment (§§ 127.4;
128; 129.1; 129.3.3; 145), no more than for the different parts of the
body. Even for Annen (§ 146), plants are normally devoid of individ-
ual sentience and may develop it only under special conditions. It
seems to be only in later Japanese sources (§ 149.3-5) that plants
(and also other so-called insentients) explicitly come to be regarded
as possessing, just as they are, a hidden, secret individual sentience.

162. Similarly, if in early Buddhism plants had (with FINDLY) been
regarded as saintly beings, the fundamental presuppositions of early
Buddhism would imply that they either are or become saintly beings
individually, and that this is the result of their own spiritual practice.
For the Chinese representatives of the idea of the Buddha-nature of
plants and the other insentients, however, precisely this does not seem
to be the case. Plants have Buddha-nature as their true essence
(88 127.3-129.1; 129.3.1-2), but not for themselves and not normally
for us. It is only to the Buddha-eye that this Buddha-nature reveals
itself (§§ 116; 132.2; 133). Viewed as a process, the ‘Awakening’ of
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plants is rather part of what we may call the co-awakening of the en-
vironment, similar to what happens with the body when Awakeﬁng
takes place in the mind of a sentient being, because on this level body
and environment turn out to be non-dual (cf. §§ 133; 145). It is only
in Japan that an active participation of the insentients in this process
comes to be envisaged (§§ 145, 146, 149.5). If, on the other hand, the
environment is viewed from the perspective of the already accom-
plished Buddha, plants, but also all the other insentients, are already
here and now part of the Buddha’s (especially: Vairocana’s) ‘cosmic’
body (§§ 137-142), with no individual process of Awakening being
required on their part. It is only we who are in need of realizing this
- truth. This may, in a sense, come close to FINDLY’s idea, but we
should not lose sight of the fact that the concept of a ‘cosmic’ Buddha
as well as the idea of being Awakened without previous spiritual
practice of one’s own are totally alien to early Buddhism. On the
other hand, the idea (or metaphor) of plants (or insentients) as para-
gons of an attitude without deluded thoughts (§§ 129.1; 129.3.3—4)
and as preaching the Dharma (§ 129.3.3; see also Pt. ILA, ch. 2.1 and
2.3-4) would be compatible with early Buddhist ideas as long as no
individual sentience is taken to be implied on their part.

163. From the point of view of practical consequences, in the early
Indian context the sentience of plants, and still more so their saintli-
ness, would imply that injuring them is unwholesome karma. This is,
however, hardly if ever presupposed in the early canon, the obvious
tendency — amounting, later on, to an explicit denial of the sentience
of plants — being to avoid rendering life impracticable (§ 158). If the
Far Eastern idea of the Buddha-nature of the so-called insentients had
any connection with the early Indian belief in their sentience, one
might expect it to have included a rigidification of the precepts by
extending unwholesome karma to injuring plants and even other in-
sentients. This is, in fact, indicated in an Old-Turkish text, though
only with regar’d to monks (§ 157.2-3), whose discipline had anyway
included abstention from injuring plants, digging in the earth and
~ polluting water from the early period onward. In several Far Eastern
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texts, on the other hand, the fear that injuring plants or the earth may
entail unwholesome karma is stated to be meaningless (§ 150-154). It
seems to be only in Japan that the doctrine of the Buddha-nature of
plants was taken advantage of for practical aims like the justification
of utilizing trees for Buddha-sculptures or temple-buildings (§ 155—
156).
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164. In Pt. 1, I tried to show that in the early Buddhist canon there
are, to be sure, sporadic traces of the old belief in plants as living, -
sentient beings, but that there is no conclusive evidence for the as-
sumption that in early Buddhism such a belief was upheld on a doc-
trinal level, let alone for the assumption that in early Buddhism plants
were regarded as spiritually accomplished, saintly beings (cf. § 50).
Pt. I was dedicated to a critical discussion of the suggestion that the
assumption of an early Buddhist belief in plants as sentient or even
saintly beings is supported by the re-emergence of such a belief in the
form of the Far Eastern idea of the ‘Buddha-nature of grasses and
trees’. In Pt. II.A, 1 argued that the passages adduced from Indian
sources in support of an Indian origin of the idea of the ‘Buddha-
nature of grasses and trees’ are either inconclusive or, at best, based
on presuppositions alien to early Buddhism, and hence cannot serve’
as evidence for an undercurrent connecting the Far Eastern develop-
ments with the early period (cf. §\117). In Pt. II.B, I tried to demon-
strate that such a connection is also improbable from the perspective
of a structural comparison (cf. §§ 159-163).

165. From the perspective of nature ethics, these results may strike
some readers as unsatisfactory. On second thought, however, the
early, pre-doctrinal Buddhist attitude towards plants would seem to
have its merits. In a theoretical perspective, it avoids, so to speak, the
extremes of affirmation and denial, leaving the status of plants in sus-
pense or taking them, as I have suggested, as a kind of borderline be-
ings, and refraining from further specification, be it in terms of a
gloomy, dismal predicament of helpless suffering or in terms of an
exalted state of spiritual accomplishment, or in any other way. Mod-
ern science may provide insights and categories that allow us to be
more precise in describing the peculiar nature of plant-life, but, even
so, it may be difficult, if not impossible, for us to put ourselves in -
their place and to imagine what plant-life is for the plant itself, if I
may say so. In a practical perspective, too, the early Buddhist attitude



Conclusion

appears to be balanced, suggesting as it does a kind of middle way.
An outright denial of the sentience of plants (as in later Indian Bud-
dhism), on the one hand, would, at least in the Indian context, imply
that acts of injuring plants are of no concern, unless sentient beings
- (human owners, animals, or spirits inhabiting them) are involved, or
believed to be so. On the other hand, an unqualified recognition of
plants as sentient beings would mean that cutting or boiling them is
not substantially different from injuring or killing an animal, hence
karmically unwholesome, at least in the Indian context. Ordinary
people who cannot avoid felling trees and harvesting crops or vegeta-
bles would have no chance to avoid guilt. At best, they would have to
perform expiatory rites — a situation liable to be taken advantage of
by priests. As against this, the early Buddhist attitude towards plants
may be understood as enabling inevitable utilization without justify-
ing ruthless exploitation or wanton destruction: By avoiding a whole-
sale affirmation of the sentience of plants the early Buddhist attitude
frees the way for a moderate utilization of plants without promoting
feelings of guilt or fear. By refraining from an outright denial of their
sentience, it avoids the danger of completely removing inhibitions.

166. The preceding argument starts from the presupposition of the
old-Indian ahirisa ethics that what matters are sentient individuals. In
the case of the Far Eastern idea of the Buddha-nature of the insen-
tients, this presupposition would lead into difficulties if the Buddha-
nature of the insentients is taken to involve that in reality the so-called
‘insentients’, too, are individually sentient and suffer when being in-
jured, and in this case evasive stratagems (like those pointed out in
§§ 150 and 152-154) are inevitable to secure practicability, especially
for lay people. On the other hand, if the presence of Buddha-nature in
insentients is understood more in terms of their sanctification or at
least valorization in the context of the world as a mandala with every-
thing having its proper position and role (including, e.g., to serve as
food for others: cf. § 151), it may serve as the foundation of a kind of
holistic nature ethics. But to elaborate this idea would lead me beyond
the limits of this study.
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nexe du Hobdgirin). Tokyo, Paris 1978.

Indogaku bukkyogaku kenkyu F[EZMEEMI (Jour-
nal of Indian and Buddhist Studies).

The International Institute for Buddhist Studies.

International Research Institute for Advanced Buddho-
logy at Soka University.

Itivuttaka, ed. Ernst WINDISCH. London: PTS 1889.
Jataka, together with its Commentary, ed. V. FAUSBGLL.
London: PTS 1877-1896.

Jaina-Agama-Granthamala

The Journal of the International Association of Buddhist
Studies.

K.P. Jayaswal Research Institute

see DBhS.

ESEEERR (“Digest of the Light of Han” [STONE 1999:
52] or “‘Categorizations of the Light from China /from
the Zen Fellow” [GRONER 1995: 52 n. 5]), attributed to
Chtjin (see § 149.1): T 74.2371.

Kanjur (bKa’-’gyur) '

Sanjiishi-ka no kotogaki =& EE, in: TADA et al.
1995: 357-368 (Japanese translation: 152-185). Cf. also

the parallel material in the Makura (no) soshi FLEERK
(DNBZ vol. 32: 105-129). '

Kasyapaparivarta, ed. A. VON STAEL-HOLSTEIN, Shang-
hai 1926.

Kathavatthu, ed. A. TAYLOR. London: PTS 1894-1897.

Kathavatthu( ‘ppakarana)-atthakatha,
Pancappakamnatthakathd I, ed. N.A. JAYAWICKRAMA.
London: PTS 1979.

Lankavatarasitra, ed. Bunyiu NANIIO.. Repr. Kyoto
Otani University Press 1956 (original ed. 1923).

Madhyamakavatara by Candrakirti, ed. Louis DE LA
VALLEE POUSSIN. St. Pétersbourg 19071912 (BBu IX).

Mahabharata, crit. ed V.S. SUKTHANKAR et al., Poona
1933 ff.
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Mil
MIR.

Mp

MPPU
MPS
MPSDh

MPSFa

MPST

MSA(Bh)

MSg

MVu

MVy
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Abbreviations

Milindapariha, ed. V. TRENCKNER. London: PTS 1980.
= MIRONOV 1914.

Majjhimanikaya, ed. V. TRENCKNER, R. CHALMERS.
London: PTS 1888—1899.

Manorathapiirant  Anguttaranikayatthakatha, ~ed. M.
WALLESER, H. KOPpP. London: PTS 1924-1956. -

*Mahaprajiiaparamita-Upadesa (T 25.1509: KEE:S).
Mahaparinirvanasitra (of the Mahayana).

Chinese translation by Dharmaksema (transl. between
414 and 421 from a ms. brought from Kucha, possibly in
collaboration with Buddhabhadra: YUYAMA 1981: 13):
T 12.374.

Chinese translation by Fa-hsien (transl. 417-418 from a
ms. he obtained in Pataliputra: YUYAMA 1981: 14): T 12.
376.

Tibetan translation (from the Indic, by Jinamitra, Jiiana-
garbha and Devacandra, probably at the beginning of the
9™ century: YUYAMA 1981: 9): P: mDo tu 1a1-158bs; S: -
mDo wa 44b2-251a4; D mDo tha 1b1-151a4.

Mahayanasitralankara(bhasya), ed. Sylvain LEVIL. Paris
1907.

Asanga, Mahayanasamgraha: .

1. ed. with annotated French transl. by Etienne LA-
MOTTE: La Somme du Grand Véhicule d’Asanga. Lou-
vain: Bureaux du Muséon 1938.

2. ed. with annotated Japanese transl. by Gadjin M.
NAGAO EEF# A: Shodaijoron: Wayaku to chitkai X
Fim FIRR & {FAE. Tokyo: Kodansha 1982 (F), 1987
(). ’

Mahavastu-Avadana, ed. Emile SENART. Paris 1882—
1897.

Mahavyutpatti, quoted according to the numbers in the
edition by SAKAKI Rydsaburd, Kyoto: Shingon-shi
Kyoto Daigaku 1916. These numbers are given in brack-
ets also in Yumiko ISHTHAMA and Yoichi FUKUDA: A
New Critical Edition of the Mahavyutpam Tokyo: The
Toyo Bunko 1989.

Monier MONIER-WILLIAMS: A Sanskrit-English chtwn-
ary. Oxford 1899, repr. 1951.



NAK.
NarK
NBGN

OAW

PaiaSM

Pafic

Patis-a

Plants
PrasP

PratyS

Ps

Ps-pt

PSk

Abbreviations

'NAKAMURA Hajime #55: Bukkyo-go daijiten {LBGE

K&, Tokyo: Tokyd shoseki 1981.
Naritasan bukkyé kenkyitjo kiyo A% [L{LZRFERTRIE
(Journal of the Naritasan Institute for Buddhist Studies)

Nihon bukkyo gakkai nempo BARILAEZBEER (The
Journal of the Nippon Buddhist Research Association).

Osterreichische Akademie der Wissenschaften.

Peking block-print of the Tibetan Tripitaka, ed. D. T.
SUzUKI. Tokyo, Kyoto: Suzuki Research Foundation
1955-1961.

Hargovind Das T. SHETH: Paia-sadda-Mahannavo.
Varanasi: Prakrit Text Society *1963.
Paiicavirmsatisahasrika Prajfiaparamita.

I: ed. Nalinaksha DUTT. Calcutta: Calcutta Oriental Press
1934.

II-VI: ed. Takayasu KIMURA. Tokyo: Sankibo 1986 (II-
II), 1990 (IV), 1992 (V), 2006 (VI).

Saddhammappakasini (Commentary on the Patisam-
bhidamagga), ed. C.V. Joshi. Repr. London: PTS 1979.

= SCHMITHAUSEN 1991a.

Candrakirti: Prasannapada, ed. L. DE LA VALLEE
POUSSIN in: Id. (ed.): Madhyamakavrttih. Milamadhya-
makakarikas (Madhyamikasttras) de Nagarjuna avec la
Prasannapada, Commentaire de Candrakirti. St. Peters-
burg 1903-1913 (BBu IV).

Pratyutpanna-buddha-sammukhdvasthita-samadhi-sitra,
ed. Paul M. Harrison. Tokyo: The Reiyukai Library
1978. :

Transl.: Paul HARRISON: The Samadhi of Direct Encoun-
ter with the Buddhas of the Present. Tokyo: IIBS 1990.

Papariicasiidant  Majjhimanikayatthakatha, ed. J.H.
Woobs, D. Kosamsi, I.B. HORNER. London: PTS
1922-1938.

Linatthappakasint I (Dhammapala: Papaficasidani-
puranatika). Quoted according to CSCD.
Paricaskandhaka of Vasubandhu, ed. LI Xuezhu and
Ermnst STEINKELLNER. Beijing, Vienna: China Tibetology

Publishing House & Austrian Academy of Sciences Press
2008.
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~PTS
PTSD

PW

pw

RGV(V)

1

Saddhp
SagDh
SagT
SagW.

Samdh

Sanghabh
Sanjin-gi shiki

SaraSg
Sat
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Abbreviations

Pali Text Society.

The Pali Text Society’s Pali-English Dictionary, ed. T.W.,
RHYS DAVIDS & W. STEDE. London: PTS 1921-1925.

Otto BOHTLINGK and Rudolph ROTH: Sanskrit-Worter-
buch. 7 vols., St. Petersburg 1855-1875.

Otto BOHTLINGK: Sanskrit-Worterbuch in kiirzerer Fas-
sung. 4 vols., St. Petersburg 1879-1889 (repr. Delhi
1991). :

see DBhS.

Ratnagotravibhaga(-vrtti), ed. E. H. JOHNSTON. Patna:
Bihar Research Society Museum Buildings 1950.

right to left pagination. _
sTog Palace Kanjur, reproduced in: The Tog Palace

Manuscript of the Tibetan Kanjur. 109 vols., Leh 1975—
1980.

Saddharmapundarika(siitra), ed. H. KERN and B.
NANTJIO, St. Petersburg 1908-1912 (BBu X).

Sagaramatipariprcchd, transl. by Dharmaksema (385—
433): T 13.397 (no. 5).

Tibetan translation of the Sagaramatipariprccha: Xj,
mDo-sde, D vol. pha.

Sagaramatipariprccha, transl. by Wei-ching % and
others (around 1000 AD): T 13.400.

Samdhinirmocanasitra. L’explication des = mystéres.
Texte tibétain, édité et traduit par Etienne LAMOTTE).
Louvain, Paris: Adrien Maisonneuve 1935.

The Gilgit Manuscript of the Sanghabhedavastu, Being
the 17th and Last Section of the Vinaya of the Miila-
sarvastivadins, ed. Raniero GNOLI, Rome: Is.M.E.O.
1977 (pt. 1), 1978 (pt. II).

Sanjin-gi shiki =B FZKFLEE (“Private Notes on the Me-
aning of the Three Bodies”), reworked version (see
fn. 485) DNBZ vol. 24: 328b-340a (Japanese pagina-
tion: 292b-304a).

Sarasangaha, ed. Genjun H. SASAKI. Oxford: PTS 1992.

Catasahasrika ~ Prajiia-paramita, ed. Pratapacandra
GHOSA. Calcutta: Asiatic Society 1902.



SAVBh
SBDJ

SbhCN

Shikan shiki

SHT

Shobogenzo

2

Siks

Sn

Sn-a
SN

SOM.
Somoku

Shinjo shiki

Abbreviations .

Sthiramati, Satralamkara-vrtti-bhasya (doubtful title, re-
sanskritized from Tib. mDo sde rgyan gyi ’grel bshad?):
Tj, Sems-tsam, vols. mi and tsi (both in P and D).

Sog0 bukkyo daijiten ¥&{LBKEESL, compiled by
OCHO Enichi #{BZ R et al., Kyoto: Hozokan 1987—
1988.

Samantabhadracarya-nirdesa(-parivarta) of the Buddha-
vatamsaka (see § 101 with fn. 542).

Shoshin &8, Shikan shiki IEERFLEE (“Private Notes on
Calming and Contemplation”): DNBZ vol. 22: 237-591
(Japanese pagination: 787—-1141).

Sanskrithandschriften aus den Turfan-Funden, ed. Ernst

“-WALDSCHMIDT et al., Wiesbaden 1965 f.

Dogen, Shobogenzo IE¥:ARE:, ed. in: OKUBO Doshi K
AR EFT, Dogen zenji zenshii JETCERT24E, repr. Kyo-
to: Rinsenshoten 1989 (1* ed. 1969, 1970), vol. L
Santideva: Siksasamuccaya, ed. Cecil BENDALL. St. Pe-
tersburg 1902 (BBu I).

Suttanipata, ed. D. ANDERSEN & H. SMITH. London:
PTS 1913. Quoted by verse number unless specified oth-
erwise.

Paramatthajotika II Suttanipatatthakatha, ed. H. SMITH.
London: PTS 1916-1918.

Samyuttanikaya, ed. L. FEER, London: PTS 1884-1898.
SoMm. =SN L, ed. G. A. SOMARATNE, Oxford: PTS 1998.

see SN

Somoku hosshin shugyo jobutsu ki ERFMEFTREHEED
(“Notes Concerning Plants Arousing the Resolve [for
Awakening], Cultivating [Spiritual] Practice and Realiz-
ing Buddhahood”), ascribed to Rydgen EIE (see § 147):
DNBZ vol. 24: 345 f (Japanese pagination: 309 f).

Annen %8R (8417 to ca. 890), Shinjo somoku jobutsu
shiki B EEARRALAFLEE (“Private Notes on Discussions
of Theories on the Realization of Buddhahood by
Grasses and Trees” [SUEKI 2001: 84]), ed. in SUEKI
1995a: 705-724. Annotated Japanese transl. ibid. 725—
785.

Samantapdsddikﬁ Vinayatthakathd, ed. J. TAKAKUSU &
M. NAGAL London: PTS 1924-1947.
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_SrBh

SukhL

[958
=i
et

Suttag
Sty -

Sty Viv
Sv
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Abbreviations

Saratthappakasint Sariyuttanikdyatthakathd, ed. F.L,.
WOODWARD. London: PTS 1929-1937. '

Linatthappakasint III (Dhammapala: Saratthappakasini-
puranatika). Quoted from CSCD.

Sravakabhimi (ch. 13 of the Yogacarabhiimi ascribed to
Asanga).

Sh = ed. Karunesha SHUKLA. Patna: JRI 1973.

Tai = revised text ed. by the Sravakabhiimi Study Groub,
The Institute for Comprehensive Studies of Buddhism,
Taishd University. Tokyo: Sankibo 1998 (1% chapter),
2007 (2™ chapter).

Sphutartha Srighanacarasarmgrahatikda, ed. SANGHA-
SENA. Patna: JRI 1968.

Studien zur Indologie und Iranistik.

Sukhavativyiha. Sukh-1 = Larger version, Sukh-2 =
Shorter version. :

A = ed. Atsuuji ASHIKAGA. Kyoto: Hozokan 1965
(Sukh-1). _

K = Takao KAGAWA F&/I|ZEHE: Muryojukyé no shohon
taisho kenkyn EEZFEDOFEARERITZE, Kyoto 1984
(Sukh-1).

M = ed. Max MULLER. Oxford 1883 (Sukh-1, Sukh-2).

V =ed. P.L. VAIDYA, in: Mahdyanasitrasarmgraha, Dar-
bhanga 1961: 221-257 (Sukh-1 and Sukh-2).

T 12.362, in the Taisho ed. ascribed to Chih Ch’ien 5k
but actually a (revised version of a) translation by Loka-
ksema, while T 12.361 is the work of Chih Ch’ien; cf.
Paul HARRISON in: Journal of Indian Philosophy 26
(1998): 556-557.

‘Saramgamasitra’ (KEBIEAREREET BHEES
TERBEHK): T 19.945 (cf. § 55). '

SuttGgame, ed. PUPPHABHIKKHU. Bombay: Nirnayasagar .
Press 1953. .
Sityagadamgasuttarn  (Sttrakrtangasfitram), ed. Muni
JAMBUVIJAYA. Bombay 1978 (JAG vol. 2 pt. 2).

Silanka: Sitrakrtangavivrti, ed. s. AyarViv.
Sumangalavilasini  Dighanikayatthakatha, ed. T.W.
RHYS DAVIDS, J. E. CARPENTER, W. STEDE. London:
PTS 1886-1932.



Sv-pt

SWIF

TGK
TGS

Th

Th-a

Thi

Tj
Tsu-t’ang-chi

TUSN

Ud
Ud-a

Utt
Uv

Vi
Vibh

Abbreviations

Linatthappakasint I (Dhammapala: Sumarngalavilasini-
puranatika), ed. Lily DE SILVA. London: PTS 1970.
Sanskrit-Worterbuch der buddhistischen Texte aus den
Turfan-Funden, ed. Heinz BECHERT, Klaus ROHRBORN.
Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht 1973 ff.

Taisho shinshii daizokyo RIEFMEREAR (Tripitaka in
Chinese), ed. TAKAKUSU Junjir6 and WATANABE Kai-
ky®d. Tokyo 1922-1933. Quoted from CBETA.

Toyo Gakujutsu Kenkyii FEIEFWHIFE (The Journal of
Oriental Science).

Tathdgatagarbhasitra, ed. and transl. in ZIMMERMANN
2002.

Theragatha, in: Thera- and Theri-Gatha, ed. H. OLDEN-
BERG and R. PISCHEL, rev. K. R. NORMAN, L. ALSDORF.
London: PTS 1966. Quoted by verse number.
Theragatha-atthakatha, ed. F. L. WOODWARD, London:
PTS 1940-1959.

Therigatha; ed. see Th.

_ Tanjur (bsTan-’gyur).

HE£E, compiled by the two Ch’an monks Ching # and
Yiin #5 in 952 and transmitted in Korea. Quoted from a
large-format Korean facsimile edition and from a Tai-
wanese edition (= Taiw.): fHEEE, Taipei: FraZHERA
H] 1987. For the abbreviations A.a, A.b, Y. and M. see
fn. 803.

Tathdagatotpattisambhavanirdesa chapter of the Buddha-
vatamsaka.

Uddna, ed. P. STEINTHAL. London: PTS 1885.

. Paramatthadipant I Udana-atthakatha, ed. F. L. WOOD-

WARD. London: PTS 1926.

Uttaradhyayanasiitra, ed. Jarl CHARPENTIER. Uppsala
1922, repr. New Delhi: Ajay Book Service 1980.

Udanavarga, ed. Franz BERNHARD. Géttingen: Vanden-
hoeck & Ruprecht 1965.

Abhidharma-mahavibhasa-sastra: T 27.1545.

Vibhanga, ed. C.A.F. RAYS DAVIDS. London: PTS
1904.
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Vibh-a.
Vin
VinDh
VinMa
VinMi
VinSa
VisM

VisM-mht
VEN

Vs§
‘WEBSTER

WStB

WZKS
X

YBh

YBhHetu
ZDMG
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Abbreviations

Sarhmohavinodant Vibhangatthakatha, ed. A.P. BUDDHA-
DATTA. London: PTS 1923.

Viréayapi;aka, ed. H. OLDENBERG. London: PTS 1879-
1883.

Vinaya of the Dharmaguptakas: T 22.1428.

Vinaya of the Mahasanghikas: T 22.1425.

Vinaya of the Mahidasakas: T 22.1421.

Vinaya of the Sarvastivadins: T 23.1435.

Buddhaghosa: Visuddhimagga, ed. Henry Clarke WAR-
REN, revised by Dharmananda KOSAMBI. Cambridge,
Mass.: Harvard Univ. Press 1950.
Visuddhimagga-mahatika (CSCD).

Vimalakirtinirdesa, ed. by the Study Group on Buddhist
Sanskrit Literature, The Institute for Comprehensive
Studies of Buddhism, Taisho University. Tokyo: Taisho
University Press 2004 (Transliterated Sanskrit Text Col-
lated with Tibetan and Chinese Translations), 2006 (A
Sanskrit Edition Based upon the Manuscript Newly
Found at the Potala Palace).

Vasubandhu: Vimsatika Vz]naptzmatrataszddhz ed. Syl-
vain LEVI. Paris 1925.

Webster’s Third New International Dictionary. Repr.
Cologne: Kénemann 1993.

Wiener Studien zur leetologié und Buddhismuskunde,
ed. by Arbeitskreis fiir Tibetische und Buddhistische
Studien Universitit Wien. A

Wiener Zeitschrift fiir die Kunde Stidasiens

Shinsan zokuzokyo (Xuzangjing): The Shinsan Dainihon
Zokuzokyo rHETELERAR. Tokyo: Kokusho kankokai.
Vol. 1-88 (CBETA version).

Yogacarabhiimi, ed. Vidhushekhara BHATTACHARYA
Calcutta: University of Calcutta 1957.

Yogacarabhimi, chapter on Hetuvidya: see YAITA 1992.
Zeitschrift der Deutschen Morgenlindischen Gesellschaft.



References

AKANUMA, Chizen (1958): The Comparative Catalogue of Chinese Agamas
and Pali Nikayas. Nagoya: Hajinkaku-shobd.

AKAO Eikei 7REHREE (1984): “Hoz0 ni mieru somokmobutsu ni tsuite” &
BT B 2 B EARRALZ2W T, In IBK 64 [32.2]: 962-965.

ANALAYO (T.P. STEFFENS) (2006): A Comparative Study of the Majjhima-
nikaya. Habilitationsschrift (unpublished), Univ. of Marburg.

ANALAYO & BUCKNELL, Roderick S (2006): “Correspondence Table for
Parallels to the Discourses of Majjhima Nikaya: Toward a Revision of
Akanuma’s Comparative Catalogue”. In Journal of Buddhist Studies
(Centre for Buddhist Studies, Sri Lanka) 4: 215-243.

ANDERL, Christoph (2004a): Studies in the Language of the Zu-tang ji. PhD
diss. University of Oslo, Dept. of East European and Oriental Studies,
Faculty of Arts.

— (2004b): “The Semantics of Qing & in Chdn Buddhist Chinese”. In:
Halvor EIFRING (ed.): Love and Emotions in Traditional Chinese Litera-
ture. Leiden, Boston: Brill: 149-224.

ARAMAKI Noritoshi 748848 (1978): Jijikys +Hi#% (Japanese translation

k of the Dasabhiimika-siitra). 3™ ed. Tokyo: Chiid koronsha (1% ed.: 1974)
(Daijo butten RKFE{LH vol. 8).

— (2000): “Nanshii-zen kara Sdgaku no seiritsu e” =D b RFDALIL
~~. In: ARAMAKI Noritoshi (ed.): Hokuché Zui T6 Chigoku bukkyo
shisoshi ALFIFERE R E{LZEAE . Kyoto: Hozokan: 565-596.

BALBIR, Nalini (2000): “Jain-Buddhist Dialogue: Material from the Pali
Scriptures”. In: Journal of the Pali Text Society 26: 1-42.

BANG, W, and VON GABAIN, A. (1931): Tiirkische Turfan-Texte V, Berlin
(= Sitzungsberichte der Preussischen Akademie der Wissenschaften,
Phil.-hist. Klasse, 1931, XIV).

BECHERT, Heinz (1984): Mythologie der singhalesischen Volksreligion. In:
H.W. HAUSSIG (ed.), Worterbuch der Mythologie. Stuttgart: Ernst Klett.
L. Abteilung, Bd. 5: 509-656.



References

BENN, James A. (2008): “Another Look at the Pseudo-Sﬂrarhgama-sﬁtta”,
In Harvard Journal of Asiatic Studies 68.1: 57-89.

BRETFELD, Sven (2003): “Visuelle Reprisentation im sogenannten ‘Yoga-
Lehrbuch’ aus Qizil”. In: Sven BRETFELD und Jens WILKENS (eds.): In-
dien und Zentralasien. Sprach- und Kulturkontakt. Wiesbaden: Otto
Harrassowitz; 167-205.

BRONKHORST, Johannes (2005): “The Reliability of Tradltlon” In: Federico
SQUARCINI (ed.): Boundaries, Dynamzcs and Construction of Tradztzons
in South Asia. Firenze: Firenze University Press: 63-76.

BROUGH, John (1964): “The Chinese pseudo-translation of Arya-§tira’s
Jataka-mala”. In Asia Major, NS 11.1: 27-53 (reprinted in: John
BROUGH: Collected Papers, ed. Minoru HARA and J.C. WRIGHT. Lon-
don: School of Oriental and African Studies, University of London
1996: 217-243).

BRUHN, Klaus (2007): “Die Ahirmsa in der Ethik des Jaina-Autors Amrta-

* candra”. In BIS 18: 1-78.

BUSWELL, Robert E. (1989): The Formation of Ch’an Ideology in China and
Korea: The Vajrasamadhi-Sitra, A Buddhist Apocryphon. Princeton:
Princeton University Press.

— (1990) (ed.): Chinese Buddhist Apocrypha. Honululu: University of Ha-
waii Press. '
BUTZENBERGER, Klaus (1998): “Ancient Indian Conceptions on Man’s Des-
tiny After Death. The Beginnings and the Early Development of the

Doctrine of Transmigration. II”. In BIS 11-12: 1-84.

CAILLAT, Colette (1993): “Words for violence in the “Seniors of the Jaina
Canon”. In: Rudy SMET and Kenji WATANABE (eds.):"Jain Studies in.
Honour of Jozef Deleu. Tokyo: Hon-no-Tomosha: 207-236.

— (2007): “Ahimsa — cur et quomodo? Eine vierfache Antwort in einem
alten Jaina-Text”. In BIS 18: 79-100.

CHAN, Chi-wah (1999): “Chi-li (960-1028) and the Crisis of T*ien-t’ai Bud-
dhism in the Early Sung”. In: Peter N. GREGORY and Daniel A. GETZ,
Jr. (eds.): Buddhism in the Sung. Honululu: University of Hawai’i Press:
409-441.

342



References

CHANG Chung-yuah (1971): Original Teachings of Ch’an Buddhism. New
York: Vintage Books.

CHAVANNES, Edouard (1962): Cing Cents Contes et Apologues extraits du
Tripitaka Chinois, tome L. Paris: Adrien-Maisonneuve. )

CLEARY, Thomas (1983): Entry Into the Inconceivable. An Introduction to
Hua-yen Buddhism. Honululu: University of Hawaii.

— (1993): -The Flower Ornament Scripture. A Translation of The Avatam-
saka Sutra. Boston, London : Shambhala.

COOK, Francis H. (1977): Hua-yen Buddhism. The Jewel Net of Indra. Uni-
versity Park, London: The Pennsylvania State University Press.

DELEANU, Florin (2000): “A Preliminary Study on Meditation and the Be-
ginnings of Mahayana Buddhism”. In: ARIRIAB 3: 65-113.

DELEU, Jozef (1970): Viyahapannatti (Bhagavai). The Fifth Anga of the
Jaina Canon. Introduction, Critical Analysis, Commentary & Indexes.
Brugge: “De Tempel”.

— (2007): “Die Schonung der Lebewesen in der Viydhapannatti”. In BIS
18: 101-110. _

DEMIEVILLE, Paul (1952): Le concile de Lhasa. Paris: Imprimerie Nationale
de France.

DHARMASIRI, Gunapala (1986): Fundamentals of Buddhist Ethics. Singa-
pore: The Buddhist Research Society.

~ Dor, Torakazu (1978, etc.): Das Kegon Sutra. Tokyo: Doitsubun Kegonkyd
kankdkai 1978 (vol. 4), 1981 (vol. 2), 1982 (vol. 3).

DONNER, Neal and Daniel B. STEVENSON (1993): The Great Calming and
Contemplation. A Study and Annotated Translation of the First Chapter
of Chih-i’s Mo-ho chih-kuan. Honululu: University of Hawaii Press.

DUMOULIN, Heinrich (1985, 1986): Geschichte des Zen-Buddhismus. Bern,
Miinchen: Francke 1985 (vol. I: India and China), 1986 (vol. II: Japan).

DURT, Hubert (1994): Problems of Chronology and Eschatology. Kyoto:
Istituto Italiano di Cultura, Scuola di Studi sull’Asia Orientale.

ECKEL, Malcolm David (1991): To See the Buddha. New York: Harper-
Collins.

343



References

— (2008): Bhaviveka and His Buddhist Opponents. Cambridge, Mass., Lon-
don: Harvard University Press. ’

ELTSCHINGER, Vincent (2001): Dharmakirti sur les mantra et la perception
du supra-sensible. Wien (WStB 51).

— (2008): “Dharmakirti on Mantras and their Efﬁ01ency” In: Esoteric Bud-
dhist Studies: Indentity in Diversity. Proceedings of the International
Conference on Esoteric Buddhist Studies, Koyasan University, 5 Sept.—
8 Sept. 2006. Koyasan University: 273-289.

FAURE, Bernard (1996): Visions of Power. Imagining Medieval Japanese
Buddhism. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Fazang: Trattato sul leone d’oro: see ZACCHETTL :

FINDLY, Ellison Banks (2002): “Borderline Beings: Plant Possibilities in
Early Buddhism”. In Journal of the American Oriental Society 122.2:
252-263.

— (2008): Plant Lives: Borderline Beings in Indian Traditions. Delhi: Moti-
lal Banarsidass. ‘

FRAUWALLNER, Erich (1953, 1956): Geschichte der indischen Philosophie.
Salzburg: Otto Miiller 1953 (vol. I), 1956 (vol. II).

FUCHITA Unkei $#HZEE (2003): “Shingon honmo shii ni okeru sSmuku
jobutsu ni tsuite” [EEAFE] 2B T 2ERKLIZOVWT. In
Mikkyé bunka F#3C{t 210: 57-81.

FUIIMOTO Akira A< 5 (2003): “Shokubutsu ni inochi wa aru ka? Nanden
J6za-bu no nishu no mydkon” ML d 2 H? G LEE O —FED
£1#% (“Do Plants Have Lives? Two Kinds of Jivitindriya by the Thera-
vadins”). In NBGK 68: (87)—(109).

Funra, Kotatsu (1990): “The Textual Origins of the Kuan Wu-liang-shou
ching: A Canonical Scripture of Pure Land Buddhism”. In BUSWELL
1990: 149-173.

FYNES, Richard C.C. (1996): “Plant Souls in Jainism and Manichaeism. The
Case for Cultural Transmission”. In: East and West 46.1-2: 21-44.

GIEBEL, Rolf W. (1995): “The Chin-kang-ting ching yii-ch’ieh shih-pa-hui
chih-kuei: An Annotated Translation.” In NarK 18: 107-201.

344



References

GIMELLO, Robert Michael (1976): Chih-yen (£ {# 602-668) and the Foun-
dations of Hua-yen (228) Buddhism. PhD diss. Columbia University.

— (1983): “Li T ung-hsiian and the Practical Dimensions of Hua-yen”. In:
GIMELLO and GREGORY 1983: 321-389. .

GIMELLO, Robert M. and Peter N. GREGORY (eds., 1983): Studies in Ch’an
and Hua-yen. Honululu: University of Hawaii Press.

GOMBRICH, Richard (2005): “Thoughts about Karma”. In: Buddhism and
Jainism. Essays in Honour of Dr. Hojun Nagasaki on His Seventieth
Birthday. Kyoto: Heirakuji shoten: 740-726. _

GOMEZ, Luis Oscar (1967): Selected Verses from the Gandavyiha: Text,
Critical Apparatus and Translation. PhD diss.: Yale Univ.

— (1996): The Land of Bliss. The Paradise of the Buddha of Measureless
Light. Sanskrit and Chinese Versions of the Sukhavativytha Sutras. In-
troduction and English Translations by Luis O. GOMEZ. Honululu: Uni-
versity of Hawai’i Press, and Kyoto: Higashi Honganji.

GRANOFF, Phyllis (1998): “Maitreya’s Jewelled World: Some Remarks on
Gems and Visions in Buddhist Texts”. In Journal of Indian Philosophy
26:347-371.

GREGORY, Peter N. (1986): “The Problem of Theodicy in the Awakening of
Faith”. In Religious Studies 22: 63-78.

GRONER, Paul (1995): “A Medieval Japanese Reading of the Mo-ho chih-
kuan. Placing the Kanko ruijii in Historical Context”..In Japanese Jour-
nal of Religious Studies 22.1-2: 49-81.

— (2000): “Early Japanese Tendai Views on the Realization of Buddhahood
by Grasses and Trees: Determinations from China (Toketsu FE#)”. In:
Bukkyé to kankyo 1A% & Bt (SLIE R EBRR SOBET AR
£). Tokyo: Maruzen: 21-40 (r1 498-479).

GROSNICK, William (1990): “The Buddhahood of the Grasses and the
Trees: Ecological Sensitivity or Scriptural Misunderstanding?”. In: Mi-
chael BARNES (ed.): An Ecology of the Spirit. Religious Reflection and
Environmental Consciousness. Lanham, New York, London: University
Press of America (The College Theology Society): 197—208.

345



References

HABATA, Hiromi (2007): Die zentralasiatischen Sanskrit-Fragmente deg
Mahaparinirvana-Mahasitra. Marburg: Indica et Tibetica Verlag.
HABITO, Ruben (1996): Originary Enlightenment. Tendai Hongaku Doctrine
and Japanese Buddhism. Tokyo: IIBS (Studia Philologica Buddhica,

Occasional Paper Series XI).

HACKER, Paul (1960): Prahlada. Werden und Wandlungen einer Ideq]-
gestalt. Teil I: Die Entstehung der Legende; die Prahlada-Legenden deg
Visnupurana und des Bhagavatapurana. Wiesbaden: Franz Steiner.

HAHN, Michael (1976): “Die Haribhattajatakamala (II): Das Syémajﬁtaka”,
In WZKS 20: 37-74.

HAKAMAYA Noriaki #4284 (2009): “Shin zenjo sho kydten” /[ YuyE s
#. In Komazawa daigaku bukkyogakubu kenkyii kiyo BIR K2 LE R
FFFCACE 67: 53-96. »

HAKEDA, Yoshito S. (1972): Kiikai: Major Works. New York: Columbia
University Press. '

HALBFASS, Wilhelm (1980): “Karma, Apirva, and ‘Natural’ Causes: Ob-
servations on the Growth and Limits of the Theory of Samsara”, in:
Wendy DONIGER O’FLAHERTY: Karma and Rebirth in Classical Indian
Traditions. Berkeley, Los Angeles, London: University of California
Press: 268-302.

— (1991): Tradition and Reflection. Albany: State University of New York
Press.

— (2000): Karma und Wiedergeburt im indischen Denken. Kreuzlingen,
Miinchen: Heinrich Hugendubel Verlag (Diederichs Gelbe Reihe, vol.
161).

HAMAR, Imre (1998a): “Chengguan’s Theory of the Four Dharma-dhatus”.
In Acta Orientalia Academiae Scientiarium Hungaricae 51.1-2: 1-19.

— (1998b): “The Doctrines of Perfect Teaching in Ch’eng-Kuan’s Intro-
duction to his Commentary on the Hua-yen-ching”. In Journal of The
Center for Buddhist Studies (National Taiwan University) 3: 331-349.

— (2002): A Religious Leader in the Tang: Chengguan’s Biography. Tokyo:
IIBS (Studia Philologica Buddhica, Occasional Paper Series XII).

346



References

— (2007a): Reflecting Mirrors. Perspectives on Huayan Buddhism, ed. by

Imre HAMAR. Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz.
~— (2007b): “The History of the Buddhavatamsaka-siitra: Shorter and Lar-
ger Texts.” In HAMAR 2007a: 139-167.

HANANO Michiaki fEEFFERE (1975-1977): “Sanji shika no kotogaki no
senja to shisd ni tsuite” [=+MHEHEFEE] OFEF L BRIOWT. In-
TGK 14.6/1975: 154-163 (pt. 1); 15.1/1976: 135-158 (pt. 2 = 1976a);
15.2/1976: 127-156 (pt. 3 =1976b); 16.1/1977: 134-154 (pt. 4).

HANNEDER, Jiirgen (2007): “Vasubandhus Vimsatika 1-2 anhand der Sans-
krit- und tibetischen Fassungen”, in: Konrad KLAUS & Jens-Uwe
HARTMANNN (eds.): Indica et Tibetica. Festschrift fiir Michael Hahn,
Wien (WStTB 66): 207-214.

HARA Minoru JR'E (1994): “Deva-garbha and Tathagatagarbha”, in: Ta-
deusz SKORUPSKI & Ulrich PAGEL (eds.) The Buddhist Forum 3 (1991—
1993). Univ. of London (Papers in honour of Professor David Seyfort
Ruegg): 37-55.

— (1998): “fusesshd-ko” [RE&4£EE] (“A Note on ahimsa”). In Kokusai
bukkyogaku daigakuin daigaku kenkyii kiyo EBR{AZFE R FEFR R FASE
FE (Journal of the International College for Advanced Buddhist Stu-
dies) 1: 1-37 (292-256 rl).

— (2000): “Jishin riki” &0/ (“The Power of maitr””). In: Journal of the
International College for Advanced Buddhist Studies 3: 9-47.

— (2003): “A Note on the Concept of Plants and Trees”. In: Olle
QVARNSTROM (ed.), Jainism and Early Buddhism: Essays in Honor of
Padmanabh S. Jaini. Fremont California: Asian Humanities Press, part
II: 465-489.

— (2005): “A Note on Pali akuppa”. In: Lars GOHLER (ed.): Indische Kultur
im Kontext. Festschrift fiir Klaus Mylius. Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz:
229-246.

— (2007): “Kodai Indo no sdomoku-kan” & > RDEAKE, in: Choetsu
Ajia kenkyii hokoku-zuki rekishi bunka kenkyi #8187 > 7 WIS -
FESR - ALAEE 4: 46-93.

HARRISON, Paul (1992): “Is the Dharmakdya the Real ‘Phantom Body’ of
the Buddha?”. In JIABS 15.1: 44-94,

347



References

HARVEY, Peter (2000): An Introduction to Buddhist Ethics. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press. :

HENRICHS, Albert (1979): “Thou shalt not kill a tree”. In: Bulletin of the
American Society of Papyrologists 16.1-2: 85-108.

VON HINUBER, Oskar (1996): A Handbook of Pali Literature. Berlin, New
York: de Gruyter.

— (1998): Entstehung und Aufbau der Jataka- Sammlung Stuttgart: Franz
Steiner.

— (1999): Das Patimokkhasutta der Theravadin. Stuttgart: Franz Steiner.

— (2001): Das dltere Mittelindisch im Uberblick. Wien: Verlag der OAW,
2. erweiterte Auflage (1* edition: 1986).

HIRAGA Yumiko Y& HZET (2007): “Jigjikyo Joshd ni okeru anubhava to
adhisthana ni tsuite” [+HR] FEIZ BT % anubhava k adhisthanalZ
DT In Mikkys bunka #5301k 218: 7-27 (11 146-126).

— (2009): “Jigjikyo ni okeru adhisthana ni tsuite: daihachi-ji o chiishin to
shite” [+#iR] (28T 5 adhisthana \Z>WT: HFE/\HEFLE LT,
In IBK 117 [57.2]: 1012-1009 1l

HIRAKAWA, Akira (1982): Monastic Discipline for the Buddhist Nuns.
Patna: JRI.

HORIBATA Shun’ei JESREZE (2006): Somoku jobutsu ni miru shikyoteki
shizen-kan BEARRALMI % 7REH) B #4381, Fujisawa: Shun’ei bunko £
FECE. ‘

HSUAN HUA (2003): The Shurangama Sutra: Sutra Text and Supplements,
with introduction by the Ven. Master Hsuan Hua. Burlingame: Buddhist
Text Translation Society.

HUBER, Toni (1999): The Cult of Pure Crystal Mountain. New York, Ox-
ford: Oxford Univ. Press.

HYODO Kazuo SfE—3K (1982): “Shin (cia) no gogi kaishaku: Toku ni
Vasubandhu no tachiba wo chiishin ni shite” 10> (citta) | D EEZAEMR: 4

U7 ANV Ry ON% NS LT, In Bukkyogaku semina 1A%
’Z 17— 36: 21-39.

INAGAK], Hisao (1994): The Three Pure Land Sutras. Kyoto: Nagata bun-

shodo.

348



References

INOUE Nobuo # {54 (1998): “Cara-cara or Cara-acara”. In Indo shi-
soshi kenkyi A RIBAEHAFFE (Studies in the History of Indian
Thought) 10: 53-58.

ISHI Kosei A FH/ARL (1996): Kegon shisé no kenkyi 2k EARDIFZE. To-
kyo: Shunjtsha .

ISHII Shiido FHEE (1967): “Mujoseppd no seiritsu Katei” EIFDLIED
3ZIEFE. In IBK 31 [16.1]: 140-141.

— (1991): Dégen-Zen no seiritsushiteki kenkyi B ITAE DKL SEAIAFZE.
Tokyo: Daizd shuppan.

ITO Hiromi FEEZE R, (1996-2008): “Somoku jobutsu ni tsuite” EARLIAIZ
DWT. In Toyogaku kenkyi FRIEZEHFIT - 33/1996: 21-48 (pt.1);
34/1997: 41-68 (pt.2); 35/1998: 2745 (pt.3); 36/1999: 1-19 (pt.4);
37/2000: 15-29 (pt.5); 38/2001: 1-12 (pt.6); 39/2002: 113-126 (pt.7);
40/2003:.91-101 (pt.8); 41/2004: 97-116 (pt.9); 42/2005: 141-154
(pt.10); 43/2006: 107-114 (pt.11); 45/2008: 81-96 (pt.12). '

IZAWA Atsuko FHEEF (2008): “Veda saishiki ni okeru itami ni taisuru
kyokan ni tsuite” ¥ = —Z4RFUTRIT BHEAITH T B EKIZONT
(“Empathy for Pain in Vedic Ritual”). In Kokusai bukkyogaku daigakuin
daigaku kenkyi kiyo EBRLBIFRFFERFFACE (Journal of the
International College for Postgraduate Buddhist Studies 12: 115-136 (=
78-57 1l).

JACOBI, Hermann (1968): Jaina Sutras (transl.). Reprint New York: Dover
Publications. Original ed.: Oxford: Clarendon Press 1884 (pt.I), 1895
(pt. ID). _

JAINI, Padmanabh S. (1979): The Jaina Path of Purification. Delhi: Motilal
Banarsidass.

— (1980): “Karma and the Problem of Rebirth in Jainism”. In: Wendy
DONIGER O’FLAHERTY: Karma and Rebirth in Classical Indian Tradi-
tions. Berkeley, Los Angeles, London: University of California Press:
217-238.

KAMATA Shigeo 8 H 51 (1965): Chiigoku Kegon shisoshi no kenkyi ®1&]
R EAB S OB FE. Tokyo: Tokyd daigaku shuppankai.

— (1968): “Sanronshili, Gozu-Zen, Dokyd o musubu shisoshiteki keifu:
somoku jobutsu wo tegakari to shite” ZFH5 - LFEAM - EHEHESE

349



References

EHRRE — EARLZFN2Y & LT, In Komazawa daigaky
bukkyogakubu kenkyi kiyo BRI FALABFERITFEATE 26: 79-89.

KAMEI Sochil &3 8 (1966): “Shingonshii ni okeru sdmoku jobutsu ron
to sokushin jobutsu no ninshd to ni tsuite” B & FIZBIT D EARRLR
& BNE RO AFE L 12DV In: NBGN 31: 181-193.

KARASHIMA, Seishi (1998): A Glossary of Dharmaraksa’s Translation of
the Lotus Sutra. Tokyo: IRTAB.

— (2001): A Glossary of Kumarajiva’s Translation of the Lotus Siitra. To-
kyo: IRIAB.

KARUNADASA, Y. (1989): Buddhist Analysis of Matter. 2" ed. Singapore:
The Buddhist Research Society.

KASHIWAGI Hiroo fAAELLE (1981): Daijokishinron no kenkyi RXER(EsH

Z%. Tokyo: Shunjiisha.

KATSUMATA Shunkyo X B# (1987): K6b6 Daishi chosaku zenshii 5L1E
KHfZEE£L4E. Revised ed. Tokyo: Sankibo.

KERN, Iso (1992): Buddhistische Kritik am Christentum im China des 17.
Jahrhunderts. Bern: Peter Lang.

KM Chonhak X% (2008): “Heian jidai no Kegon shiki-rui ni okeru
jobutsu-ron” FLRFR D EREFAREICIIT 5k{Af%. In IBK 114
[56.2]: 653-659.

KIMURA Kiyotaka AF{EZE (1989): “Nyorairin-ge no shisdshiteki iso:
Kokoro to gaka no ruihi ni chakumoku shite” [Zn3es{g] o BIEFH)
ArAE — O & EFE O _% B U <. In Nanto bukkyo FEER{HEEL 61/62:
59-72.

— (2007): “Huayan and Chan”. In: HAMAR 2007a: 221-230.

KING, Sallie B. (1991): Buddha Nature. Albany: State University of New
York Press.

KLIMKEIT, Hans-Joachim (1977): “Manichéische und buddhistische Beicht-
formeln aus Turfan: Beobachtungen zur Beziehung zwischen Gnosis
und Mahayana.” In Zeitschrift fiir Religions- und Geistesgeschichte 29:
193-228.

— (1991): “Die Kenntnis apokrypher Evangelien in Zentral- und Ostasien”.
In: Alois VAN TONGERLOO and Sgren GIVERSEN (eds.): Manichaica se-

350



References -

lecta: Studies presented to Professor Julien Ries on the occasion of his
seventieth birthday. Lovanii (Manichaean Studies I): 149-175.

KOSEKI, Aaron K. (1980): “Prajfiaparamita and the Buddhahood of the
Non-Sentient World: The San-Lun Assimilation of Buddha-Nature and
Middle Path Doctrine”. In JIABS 3.1: 16-33.

KRAMER, Jowita (2005): Kategorien der Wirklichkeit im friihen Yogacara.
Wiesbaden: Ludwig Reichert Verlag.

KRAUSE, Carsten (2003): Das Ch’eng-shih lun — Aufnahme und Wirkung
eines buddhistischen Textes im mittelalterlichen China von Kumarajiva
(344-413) bis Chi-tsang (549-623). PhD diss. Hamburg.

LAFLEUR, William R. (1973, 1974): “Saigyo and the Buddhist value of na-
ture”. In History of Religions 13.2: 93-128 (pt.I) and 13.3: 227-248
(pt. I).

LA1, Whalen (1990): “The Chan-ch’a ching: Religion and Magic in Medie-
val China”. In BUSWELL 1990: 175-206.

LAMOTTE, Etienne (1962): L’Enseignement de Vimalakirti (Vimalakirti-
nirdesa), traduit et annoté. Louvain: Publications universitaires, Institut
Orientaliste.

— (1949-1980): Le Traité de la Grande Vertu des Sagesse de Nagarjuna
(Mahaprajfiaparamitasastra), 5 vols. Louvain-la-Neuve 1949 (I-II),
1970 (I1I), 1976 (IV), 1980 (V).

LANGER, Rita (2001): Das Bewusstsein als Triiger des Lebens. Einige weni-
ger beachtete Aspekte des vififiana im Pali-Kanon. Wien (WStTB 52).

DE LA VALLEE POUSSIN, Louis (1928, 1929): VijAaptimatratasiddhi. La
Siddhi de Hiuan-tsang. Paris: Paul Geuthner 1928 (vol. I), 1929 (vol. II).

LN Li-kouang (1949): L’Aide-mémoire de la Vraie Loi (Saddharma-smrty-
upasthana-sitra). Paris: Adrien-Maisonneuve.

LINDTNER, Christian (1982): Nagarjuniana. Studies in the Writings and
Philosophy of Nagarjuna. Copenhagen: Akademisk Forlag.

— (1984): “Bhavya’s Controversy with Yogacara in the Appendix to
Prajiiapradipa, Chapter XXV”. In: Louis LIGETI (ed.): Tibetan and
Buddhist Studies, Commemorating the 200" Anniversary of the Birth of
Alexander Csoma de K6r0s, vol. 2, Budapest: Akadémiai Kiadé: 77-97.

351



References

— (1997): “Cittamatra in Indian Mahayana until Kamala$ila”. In WZKS 41:
159-206.

L1u, Ming-Wood (1982): “The Doctrine of the Buddha-Nature in the Maha-
yana Mahdparinirvana-Sitra”. In JIABS 5.2: 63-94.

— (1984):-“The Problem of the Icchantika in the Mahayana Mahapari-
nirvana-Sitra”. In: JIABS 7.1: 57-81.

— (1985a): “The Yogacara and Madhyamika mterpretauons of the Buddha-
nature concept in Chinese Buddhism”. In Philosophy East and West
35.2: 171-193.

— (1985b): “The mind-only teaching of Ching-ying Hui-ylian: An early
interpretation of Yogacara thought in China”. In ‘Philosophy East and
West 35.4: 351-376.

MAGNIN, Paul (1979): La vie et I'ceuvre de Huisi £E. Paris: Ecole Fran-
caise d’Extréme-Orient.

MAITHRIMURTHI, Mudagamuwe (1999): Wohlwollen, Mitleid, Freude und
Gleichmut. Eine ideengeschichtliche Untersuchung der vier apramanas
in der buddhistischen Ethik und Spiritualitit von den Anfidngen bis hin
zum frithen Yogacara. Stuttgart: Franz Steiner.

MATHES, Klaus-Dieter (2008): A Direct Path to the Buddha Within. Boston:
Wisdom Publications:.

MATSUDA, Kazunobu (1996, ed.): Two Sanskrit Manuscripts of the
Dasabhiimikasiitra Preserved at the ‘National Archives, Kathmandu.
.Tokyo: The Toyo Bunko.

MATSUMOTO, Shiro #7458 §f (1994): Zen shisé no hihanteki kenkyi #E48
DOHHIFIBFFE. Tokyo: Daizd shuppan. ’

— (2000): Dogen shiso ron &G E483A. Tokyo: Daizd shuppan.

— (2002): “Critiques of Tathagatagarbha Thought and Critical Buddhism”.
In: Komazawa daigaku bukkyé gakubu ronshii E*J{)_\’j(%%%(”"ﬁﬂ
33: 1-19 (11 378-360).

MCMAHAN, David L. (2002): Empty Vision. Metaphor and Visionary Im-
agery in Mahayana Buddhism. London: RoutledgeCurzon.

352



References -

MCRAE, John R. (1983): “The Ox-head School of Chinese Ch’an Bud-

dhism: From Early Ch’an to the Golden Age”. In GIMELLO & GREGORY
© 1983: 169-252.

— (1986): The Northern School and the Formation of Early Ch’an Bud-
dhism. Honolulu: University of Hawaii Press.

— (1987): “Shen-hui and the Teaching of Sudden Enlightenment in Early
Ch’an Buddhism”. In: Peter N. GREGORY (ed.): Sudden and Gradual.
Approaches to Enlightenment in Chinese Thought. Honululu: University
of Hawaii Press 1987: 227-278.

MEISIG, Konrad (1987): Das Sramanyaphala-siitra. Wiesbaden: Otto Har-
rassowitz.

METTE, Adelheid (1991): Durch Entsagung zum Heil. Eine Anthologie aus
der Literatur der Jaina. Ziirich: Benziger.

— (2007): “Entsorgung (paritthavana-vihi) im Alten Indien: Einige Bestim-
mungen zum Schutze des Lebens aus den Ordensregeln der Jaina-
Monche”. In BIS 18: 111-126.

MIRONOV, N.D. (1914): Catalogue of Indian Manuscripts at Leningrad.
St. Petersburg.

MIYAMOTO Shoson EAIEE (1961): “‘Somoku kokudo shikkai jobutsu’
no busshoronteki igi to sono sakusha” [EARET-HE M OMIER
KB & T DOEE. In IBK 18 [9.2]: 672-701.

MIZUTANI Koshd 7/KA=EIE (1956): “Busshd ni tsuite” #EIZ2UVT, In
IBK 4.2 [8]: 550-553.

MOCHIZUKT Shinkd (1946): Bukkyo kyoten seiritsushiron {LZ{RE AR ST 5
. Kyoto: Hozokan.

MORI Mariko Z E#F (2005): “Shisho ni tsuite: yoni to jardyuja no
kaishaku wo chiishin ni” PUAE(Z DU : yoni & jarayuja DFER % H.ls
IZ. In Komazawa daigaku bukkyé gakubu ronshii EAIE B S B R T
4E 36: 167-198 (11 332-301).

MULLER, A. Charles (1999): The Sutra of Perfect Enlightenment: Korean
Buddhism’s Guide to Meditation. Albany: State University of New York
Press.

353



References

NAKAJIMA Rytzo 9 B (1983): “Kichizd no somoku jobutsu shiss” &=
JEE D EARRAAEAE. In: KANAYA Osamu &894 (ed.): Chitgoku ni okery,
ningensei no tankyi FENZI T D NFHEDERFE. Tokyo: Sobunsha -8
3C#E: 385-404. v

NAKAMURA Hajime F417T (1988): Zusetsu bukkyo-go daijiten X3 2hss
K#&E#L. Tokyo: Tokyo shoseki B EFE.

NAMAI Chisho £FHEHE (1995): “svacittadhisthana i tsuite: Kegonkys ni
okeru bodaishin-setsu to iu kanten kara” (svacittadhistana) {Z-2\ T —

FEERE] cR1) 5 ERLFEVIBADLD. In IBK 43.2 [86]:
177-185 (11°876-868).

NATTIER, Jan (2003): “The Indian Roots of Pure Land Buddhism: Insights
from the Oldest Chinese Versions of the Larger Sukhavativyiha”. In
Pacific World, 3 Series 5: 179-201. )

— (2005): “The Proto-History of the Buddhavatamsaka: The Pusa benye
Jing EREAZERR and the Dousha jing 5EV0#&”. In: ARIRIAB 8: 323-360.

— (2007): “Indian Antecedents of Huayan Thought: New Light from Chi-
nese Sources”. In: HAMAR 2007a: 109-138.

NG, Yu-kwan (1993): T’ien-t’ai Buddhism and Early Madhyamika. Honu-
Iulu: University of Hawaii Press.

NORMAN, K.R. (1969, 1971): Elders’ Verses 1, II, London: PTS.

— (1992): Collected Papers, II1. Oxford: PTS.

— (1997): A Philological Approach to Buddhism. London: School of Orien-
tal and African Studies (University of London). '

NUGTEREN, Albertina (2005): Belief, Bounty, and Beauty. Rituals around
Sacred Trees in India. Leiden, Boston: Brill.

OBERLIES, Thomas (2001): Pali. Berlin, New York: de Gruyter.

— (2005): “Der Gandharva und die drei Tage wihrende ‘Quarantdne’”. In
Indo-Iranian Journal 48: 97-109. -

OBEYESEKERE, Gananath (2006): Karma and Rebirth. A Cross Cultural _

- Study. Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass.

OGATA Sohaku (1991): The Transmission of the Lamp. Early Masters. 2™

ed. Wakefield, New Hapshire: Longwood Academic.

354



References

OGAWA Ichijo /MI[—F (1963): ““‘Busshd’ to buddhatva” T#iE] &
buddhatva. In IBK 11.2 [22]: 544-545.

OGAWA Takashi /)NJIIF& et al. (2006): “Kanazawa bunko Shobdgenzd no
yakuchii kenkyll” &RIEAR [EEER] OREFZR (5). In Koma-
zawa daigaku Zen kenkyitjo nenpod BB R FEEIFFTETEER 17: 57-96.

OHIRA, Suzuko (1980-1981): “The Main Features of Mahavira’s Contribu-
tions”. In: Sambodhi 9: 56-68.

OKADA Mamiko [{H E3E+ (1998): “Bukkyd setsuwa ni okeru eko-
paradaimu: Bukkyd setsuwa bunken no sdmoku-kan to kanky®d rinri” {A
BUFE BT 2T anT F A b LEBFE MO EAE L REME
(“Ecoparadigm in Buddhist Narrative Literature: Plants and Trees and
Ecoethics™). In IBK 93 [47.1]: 226-230 (r] 285-281).

— (1999): “Bukkyo ni okeru kankyd-kan no hen’yd” {AZIZ 31T 2 BREE]
DER (“Die Verdnderung der Umweltanschauung im Buddhismus”).
In Himeji Kogyo daigaku kankyé ningen gakubu kenkyii hokoku JER& T
ERFREAMEHOIEHRSE 1: 105-109. -

— (2002): “To-Ajiateki kankyd shisd toshite no shitsu u busshd ron” 37
UTHREREL L TOERELMR. It To-Ajia bukkyo— sono sei-
ritsu to hatten: Kimura Kiyotaka hakase kanreki kinen ronshi 7 7
(L3 — Z DAL & FE: AFEEELBRE S RE. Tokyo: Shunji-
sha: 355-370.

OKUNO Mitsuyoshi BLEFYEEF (2002): Bussho shisé no tenka: Kichizo wo
chitshin to shita Hokkeron juyoshi {AMEBIEORER: FEEFLE L

[#Erml] 485, Tokyo: Daizd shuppan.

OLIVELLE, Patrick (1996): Upanisads. Oxford & New York: Oxford Uni-
versity Press.

OMINE Akira (1987): “Probing the Japanese Experience of Nature”. In
Chanoyu Quarterly 51: 7-32.

OTAKE Susumu (2007): “On the Origin and Early Development of the
Buddhavatamsaka-siitra”. In HAMAR 2007a: 87-107.

PAGEL, Ulrich (1995): The Bodhisattvapitaka. Trmg, U.K.: The Institute of
Buddhist Studies.

355



References

PANGLUNG, Jampa Losang (1981): Die Erzdhistoffe des Milasarvastivadg-
Vinaya, Analysiert auf Grund der tibetischen Ubersetzung Tokyo: The
Reiyukai Library.

PAS, Julian (1995): Visions of Sukhavati. Shan-Tao’s Commentary on the
Kuan Wu-Liang-Shou-Fo Ching. Albany: SUNY.

PAUL, Diana (1984): Philosophy of Mind in Sixth-Century China. Parama-
rtha’s ‘Evolution of Consciousness’. Stanford, California: Stanford Uni-
versity Press.

PENKOWER, Linda L. (1993): T’ien-t’ai During the T’ang Dynasty: Chan-
jan and the Sinification of Buddhism. PhD diss. Columbia University.
PLASSEN, Jorg (1997): “Some Problems in Understanding Jizang: The
Buddha-Nature of the Insentient”. In Studies in Central & East Asian

Religions 10: 1-16.

— (2002): Die Spuren der Abhandlung (Lun-chi). Exegese und Ubung im
San-lun des sechsten Jahrhunderts. PhD diss. Hamburg.

— (2007): “Some Remarks on the Authorship of the Ilsiing Popkyedo”. In
HAMAR 2007a: 261-280.

PREISENDANZ, Karin: Studien zu Nyayasitra III.1 mit dem Nyayatattvaloka
Vacaspatimisras II. Stuttgart: Franz Steiner.

PULLEYBLANK, Edwin G. (1991): Lexicon of Reconstructed Pronunciation
in Early Middle Chinese, Late Middle Chinese, and Early Mandarin.
Vancouver: UBD Press.

RAMBELLL, Fabio (2001): Vegetal Buddhas. Kyoto: Scuola Italiana di Studi
sull’Asia Orientale. -

RAMERS, Peter (1996): Die “Drei Kapitel iiber die Sittlichkeit” im Sra-
manyaphalasitra. PhD diss. Bonn.

ROTH, Gustav (1983): Malir-jiiata. Das achte Kapitel des Nayadhamma-
kahdo im sechsten Anga des Svetambara Jainakanons. Wiesbaden:
Franz Steiner.

SAKAMOTO Yukio #XAZEE (1959a): “Hijo ni okeru busshd no umu ni
tsuite: Toku ni Tannen, Chokan wo chiishin to shite” FEf&IZ R T B fEE

DHEEIZONWT: FFICHER - BEE2FLLE LT In IBK 14 [7.2]: 416-
. 425. Repr. in SAKAMOTO 1980: 384-396).

356



References -

— (1959b): “Somoku jobutsu ni tsuite” EARFKAAZDVNT. In Osaki gaku-
ho KIEF# 109:15-21. Repr. in SAKAMOTO 1980: 413-418.

— (1960a): “On the ‘Attainment of Buddhahood by Trees and Plants’”. In:
Proceedings of the IXth International Congress for the History of Relig-
ions (1958). Tokyo: Maruzen: 415-422. Repr. in SAKAMOTO 1980:
XVii—xxiii. '

— (1960b): “Somoku jobutsu no Nihonteki tenkai” BEARLIAD H AH)EEE.
In: Nakano kydju koki kinen ronbunshii B3 5 it e S, Repr.
in SAKAMOTO 1980: 397-412.

— (1964): Kegon kydgaku no kenkyii FEREEEDHFFE. Tokyo: Heirakuji
shoten (2™ ed.; 1% ed.: 1956).

— (1980): Daijé bukkyé no kenkyii FF{LEDHFFE. Tokyo: Daitd shuppan-
sha (Sakamoto Yukio ronbunshii JA<3g B #4304, vol. 2).

SAKAMOTO-GOTO, Junko (2005): “Pali thina-middha-, amg. thinagiddhi-
[ thinaddhi- und ved. mardh/ mrdh”. In: Giinter SCHWEIGER (ed.): Indo-
germanica.. Festschrift Gert Klingenschmitt. Taimering: Schweiger
VWT-Verlag: 167-192. )

SCHERRER-SCHAUB, Cristina Anna (1991): Yuktisastikavrtti. Commentaire
a la soixantaine sur le raisonnement ou Du vrai enseignement de la cau-
salité par le maitre Candrakirti. Bruxelles: Institut Belge des Hautes
Etudes Chinoises. ’

SCHLINGLOFF, Dieter (1962, 1963): Die Religion des Buddhismus. Berlin:
Walter de Gruyter 1962 (vol. I), 1963 (vol. II).

— (1963): “Zur Interpretation des Pratimoksasitra”. In ZDMG 113: 536—
551.

SCHMIDT, Hanns-Peter (1968): “The Origin of Ahimsa”. In: Mélanges
d’Indianisme & la mémoire de Louis Renou. Paris: Editions E. de Boc-
card: 625-655.

— (1978): “Indo-Iranian Mitra Studies: The State of the Central Problem”.
In: Etudes mithriaques. Acta Iranica: 346-393.

— (1980): “Ancient Iranian Animal Classification”. In StII 5-6: 209-244.

SCHMITHAUSEN, Lambert (1969): Der Nirvana-Abschnitt in der ViniScaya-
sarhgrahant der Yogacarabhimih. Wien: OAW. [I take the opportunity

357



References

to add that in # I1.2 of the text (p. 58, last line) nor gyi rang bzhin can
(Chin. %4, cf. also T 30.1579: 862c27, Tj P ’i 368b6 dbyig tu gyar pa)
corresponds to dravyajatiya, for which see SWTF s.v.].

— (1971): “Philologische Bemerkungen zum Ratnagotravibhaga”. In WZKS
15: 123-177.

— (1973): “Spirituelle. Praxis und philosophische Theorie im Buddhismus”,
In Zeitschrift fiir Missionswissenschaft und Relzgzonswzssenschaft 57.3:
161-186.

— (1991a): The Problem of the Sentience of Plants in Earliest Buddhism.
Tokyo: IIBS (Studia Philologica Buddhica, Monograph Series VI).

— (1991b): Buddhism and Nature. Enlarged Version with Notes, Tokyo:
IIBS (Studia Philologica Buddhica, Occasional Paper Series VII).

— (1995a): “Mensch, Tier und Pflanze und der Tod in den &lteren Upanisa-
den. In: Gerhard OBERHAMMER (ed.): Im Tod gewinnt der Mensch sein
Selbst. Wien: Verlag der OAW: 43-74.

— (1995b): “Man, Animals and Plants in the Rebirth Passages of the Early
Upanisads”. In Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society of Sri Lanka, New
Series vol. 38 (Colombo): 141-162.

— (1997a): “The Early Buddhist Tradition and Ecological Ethics”. In Jour-
nal of Buddhist Ethics 4: 1-74.

— (1997b): Maitri and Magic: Aspects of the Buddhist Attitude Toward the
Dangerous in Nature. Wien: OAW 1997.

— (1999): “Heilsvermittelnde Aspekte der Natur im Buddhismus”. In: Ger-
hard OBERHAMMER, Marcus SCHMUCKER (eds.): Raum-zeitliche Ver-
mittlung der Transzendenz. Zur “sakramentalen” Dimension religidser

- Traditionen. Wien: Verlag der OAW: 229-262.

— (2000): “A Note on the Origin of Ahirhsa”. In: Ryutaro TSUCHIDA and
Albrecht WEZLER (eds.): Haranandalahari. Volume in Honour of Pro-
fessor Minoru Hara on his Seventieth Birthday. Reinbek: Dr. Inge Wez-
ler : 253-282.

— (2007a): “Aspects of Spiritual Practice in Early Yogacara”. In Journal of
the International College for Postgraduate Buddhist Studies (Tokyo) 11:
213244,

358



References -

— (2007b): “Problems with the Golden Rule in Buddhist Texts”. In: Birgit
KELLNER et al. -(eds‘.):' Pramanakirtih. Papers Dedicated to Ernst
Steinkellner on the Occasion of His 70" Birthday. Wien (WStTB 70):
795-824. .

SCHMITHAUSEN, Lambert, and Mudagamuwe MAITHRIMURTHI (1998):
“Attitudes Towards Animals in Indian Buddhism”. In: Nalini BALBIR et
Georges-Jean PINAULT (eds.): Penser, dire et représenter I’animal dans
le monde indien. Paris: Librairie Honoré Champion 2009: 47-121 [on p.
53, read avacchinna for avi®].

SCHOENING, Jeffrey D. (1995): The Salistamba Sitra and Its Indian Com-
mentaries. Wien (WStTB 35).

SCHOPEN, Gregory (1997): Bones, Stones, and Buddhist Monks. Honolulu:
University of Hawaii Press.

SCHUBRING, Walter (1935): Die Lehre der Jainas. Berlin, Leipzig.

SCHULER, Barbara (2009): Of Death and Birth. Icakkiyamman, a Tamil
Goddess, in Ritual and Story. Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz (Ethno-
Indology. Heidelberg Studies in South Asian Rituals, Vol. 8).

SEYFORT RUEGG, David (1969): La théorie du Tathdgatagarbha et du Go-
tra. Btudes sur la Sotériologie et 1a Gnoséologie du Bouddhisme. Paris:
Ecole Frangaise d’Extréme-Orient.

— (1973): Le traité du tathagatagarbha de Bu ston Rin chen grub Paris:
Ecole Frangaise d’Extréme-Orient.

— (1976): “The Meanings of the Term Gotra and the Textual History of the
Ratnagotravibhaga”. In Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African
Studies 39: 341-363.

— (1989): Buddha-nature, Mind and the Problem of Gradualism in a Com-
parative Perspective. London: School of Oriental and African Studies,
University of London.

SHARF, Robert H. (2002):. Coming to Terms with Chinese Buddhism. A
Reading of the Treasure Store Treatise. Honululu: University of Hawai‘i
Press.

359



References

SHIH, Heng-ching (1994): The Sitra on Updsaka Precepts. Berkeley: Nuy-
mata Center for Buddhist Translations and Research (BDK English
Tripitaka 45-II).

SHIH, Robert (1968): Biographies des moines éminents (Kao seng tchouan)
de Houei-kiao, Louvain.

SHIMODA Masahiro T HIE5A (1990): “To-Ajia bukkyd no kairitsu no toku-
shoku: Nikujiki kinshi no yurai wo megutte” 37 37 A D AAED &
f: BEEIEDOHNE ® <o T. In TGK 29.4: 98-110.

— (1993): Zobun wayaku Daijonehangyo BICFIR [RFEESRIER] (An
Annotated Japanese Translation of the Tibetan Version of the Mahayana
Mahaparinirvanasitra) 1, Tokyo: Sankibo.

— (1997): Nehangyd no kenkyii. Daijo‘ kyoten no kenkyithoho shiron JE8ER
DHFFE. RFEFDIFFTERT (A Study of the Mahaparinirvana-
sttra, with a Focus on the Methodology of the Study of Mahayana-
siitras). Tokyo: Shunjiisha.

SHINKAWA Tetsuo F7/I1354E (1992): Annen no hijo jobutsu gi kenkyi 2255
DIEE AL ZEIFFE. Tokyo: Gakushiiin Daigaku.

SHINODA Masashige 4 FHE % (1963): “Bussho to sono gengo” i & 0
JR55. In IBK 11.1 [21]: 223-226. V

SHIRATO Waka H#72> (1998): “Somoku jobutsu setsu ni tsuite: Sono
keisei to tenkai” BEARRILTUZDOWVT — Z DAL L BEE. In Bukkyo-
gaku semind {A#E8+¥ I F— 69: 14-32.

SHIVELY, Donald H. (1957): “Buddhahood for the Nonsentient: A Theme in -
No Plays”. In Harvard Journal of Asiatic Studies 20.1-2: 135-161.

SMS-WILLIAMS, Nicholas (1985): “The Manichean Commandments: A
Survey of the Sources”. In: Acta Iranica 25 (Hommages et Opera Mi-
nora, vol. XI: Papers in Honour of Professor Mary Boyce). Leiden: E.J.
Brill: 573-582. }

SNELLGROVE, David (1987): Indo-Tibetan Buddhism. London: Serindia
Publications.

SOBISCH, Jan-Ulrich (2005): “Bemerkungen zur Vorgeschichte und Weihe
des Buches im Buddhismus und zur materiellen Kultur des Buches in

360 -



References

Tibet”. In: Wulf KOPKE and Bernd SCHMELZ (eds.): Die Welt des tibeti-
schen Buddhismus. Hamburg: Museum fiir Volkerkunde: 99-131.

SRINIVASAN, S.A. (2007): Nonviolence and Holistically Environmental Eth-
ics. Gropings While Reading Samayadivakaravamanamuni on Nilak&ci.
Berlin: Lit (Leipziger Studien zu Kultur und Geschichte Siid- und Zen-
tralasiens, 1). ' A

STACHE-ROSEN, Valentina (1968): Das Sangitisiatra und sein Kommentar
Sangitiparyaya. Berlin: Akademie-Verlag.

STEDE, Wilhelm (1914): Die Gespenstergeschichten des Peta Vatthu. Leip-
zig: Otto Harrassowitz.

STONE, Jacqueline 1. (1999): Original Enlightenment and the Transforma-

. tion of Medieval Japanese Buddhism. Honululu: University of Hawaii
Press.

SUEKI, Fumihiko RAKIZEL (1991): Annen, Genshin &R, IR/ (Daijo
butten KX3F{AH, Chiigoku Nippon hen H[E H A% 19). Tokyo: Chiid
koronsha. '

— (1995a): Heian shoki bukkyo shisé no kenkyi FHIEMAZEAOBIZE
(Studies of Buddhism during the early Heian period). Tokyo: Shun-
jusha.

— (1995b): “Two Seemingly Contradictory Aspects of the Teaching of In-
nate Enlightenment in Medieval Japan”. In Japanese Journal of Reli-
gious Studies 22.1-2: 3-16.

— (2001): “How Can Grasses and Trees Attain Buddhahood? An Aspect of
the Japanization of Buddhism” In: An Anthology of East Asian Bud-
dhism: A Commemorative Volume in Honor of Ven. Sheng-yen on His
70" Birthday. Tokyo: Sankibo: 73-92.

SYED, Renate (1990): Die Flora Altindiens in Literatur und Kunst, PhD diss.
Miinchen .

TADA Koryt % H/EM et al. (1995): Tendai hongakuron REARE . To-
kyo: Iwanami Shoten (2™ ed.; 1** ed.: 1973).

TAGUCHI Hideaki HH3584 (1997): “Kegonkys Nyilihokkaibon ni okeru
jinben, kaji ni tsuite” [FERERE] [AERE] ITBT 2HE, IR
DT, In Mikkyo bunka F#C4k 198: 26-42 (11°97-81).

361



References

TAKAKUSU, J. (1966): A Record of the Buddhist Religion as Practised in
India and the Malay Archipelago by I-tsing (transl.). Reprint Delhj:
Munshiram Manoharlal (original ed. London: Clarendon Press 1896).

TAKASAKI Jikido wIREIE (1966): A Study on the Ramagotravibhaga
(Uttaratantra). Rome: Is.M.E.O. .

— (1974): Nyoraizo shisé no keisei 0RBEAE DK, Tokyo: Shunji-sha,

— (1987): “Textual Problems of the Mahayanasraddhotpada”, in: Annals of
the Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute 68: 413—424.

— (1998): “Mujoseppo-ko” (#E{FFHIE) %, In IBK 93 [47.1]: 1-11.

TAKASAKI Jikido and KASHIWAGI Hiroo #HASAKE (2005): Busshoron,
Daijokishinron (b5, R3E#L(E 7. Tokyo: Daizd shuppan.

TAKEMURA Makio ¥ #14 % (1985): Daijokishinron dokushaku RKEFE(E
#tIR. Tokyo: Sankibo. v

TAMAKI Koshird ESEFEIUER (1989): “Yuishin-ge to zenjinkakuteki shi’i”
MELMB & & ANBBIENE. In Nanto bukkyo FEER{EL 61/62: 25-48.

TATSUGUCHI Myosei #E A BAZE (2009): “Ritsu bunken ni mirareru shizen- -
kan” BXBIZR BN 2 BB (“A View on Nature in the Vinaya
Texts”). In Shitkyd kenkyi 5RZHFFE (Journal of Religious Studies) 359:
195-196.

THIEME, Paul (1971): Kleine Schriften, ed. G. BUDDRUSS, Wiesbaden.

TOKIWA Gishin %#225{8 and YANAGIDA Seizan I FHEE L (1976): Zekkan
ron: Eibun yakuchii, gembun kotei, kokuyaku %8s 25385t FOURE:
[E#R. Kyoto: Zen bungaku kenkyiijo. (Not accessible to me). -

TokIYA Koki FE&EAE (1985): “Kompon-setsuissaiu-bu ni inyd sareru
Mujokys” WA —CIFEIZEI A S 2 EH 2. In IBK 67 [34.1]: 168-
173. , ’ '

TSUCHIYA Taisuke -EK#h (2008): “Hyakujo Ekai no ‘sanku’ no shiso ni .
tsuite” BIXIEYED [=4]) OBEARIZ-OWT. In IBK 116 [57.1]: 57-60

- (r1516-513).

UNGER, Ulrich: Grundbegriffe der altchinesischen Philosophie, Darmstadt:
Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft 2000.

VETTER, Tilmann (1988): The Ideas and Meditative Practices of Early Bud-
dhism. Leiden, etc.: E.J. Brill 1988.

362



References

— (2000): The ‘Khandha Passages’ in the Vznayapttaka and the four main
Nikayas. Wien: OAW.

— (2001): “Once Again on the Origin of Mahayana Buddhism”. In WZKS
45: 59-90.

— (2004): “Der Bodhisattva-Weg im Gandavyihasiitra”. In: Buddhismus in
Geschichte und Gegenwart IX: 61-78 (accessible in the internet under
http://www .buddhismuskunde.uni-hamburg.de). .

VIENNOT, Odette (1954): Le culte de I’arbre. Paris: Presses universitaires de
France. :

VOGEL, Claus, and Klaus WILLE (1996): “The Final Leaves of the Pra-
vrajyavastu Portion of the Vinayavastu Manuscript Found Near Gilgit.
Part 1: Sarhgharaksitavadana”. In: Grigorij M. BONGARD-LEVIN et al.:
Sanskrit-Texte aus dem buddhistischen Kanon: Neuentdeckungen und
Neueditionen, dritte Folge. Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht: 241
296. ' .

WALDSCHMIDT, Ernst (1967): Von Ceylon bis Turfan. Gottingen: Vanden-
hoeck & Ruprecht.

WANGCHUK, Dorji (2007): The Resolve to Become a Buddha. A Study of
the Bodhicitta Concept in Indo-Tibetan Buddhism. Tokyo: IIBS.

WATANABE Mariko JE# BRE-T (2008): “Tendai-sd Sonshun ni okeru
somoku jobutsu setsu” RKEMGEFEICE T DEAREME. In Toyo no
Shiso to Shitkyo BIED BAE L 558 25: 62-82.

WATANABE Shéko (1977): “Adhisthana (kaji) no bunkengakuteki shiron”

[Adhisthana (IN¥F) DXERFHIRAFR] . In NarK 2: 1-91.

WEZLER, Albrecht (1981): “Studien zum Dvada$aranayacakra des Svetﬁm—
bara .Mallavadin. I. Der Sarvasarvatmakatvavada”. In: Klaus BRUBN
and Albrecht WEZLER (eds.): Studien zum Jainismus und Buddhismus.
Gedenkschrift fiir Ludwig Alsdorf. Wiesbaden: Franz Steiner: 359—408.

— (1987a): “Remarks on the Sarvasarvatmakatvavada”. In: Philosophical
Essays. Professor Anantlal Thakur Felicitation Volume. Calcutta: 166~
181.

— (1987b): “On the term antahsarmjiia-“. In Annals of the Bhandarkar Ori-
ental Research Institute 68: 111-131. v

363



References

— (1992a): “Paralipomena zum Sarvasarvatmakatvavada II. On the Sarva-
sarvatmakatvavada and its Relation to the Vrksayurveda”. In StIT 16- 17
(1992): 287-315.

— (1992b): “Sanskrit pranabhrt or what supports what?”. In: AW. VAN -
DEN HOEK, D.H.A. KOLFF, M.S. OORT (eds.): Ritual, State and History
in South Asia. Essays in Honour of J.C. Heesterman. Leiden, NewYork,
Kéln: E.J. Brill 1992: 393-413.

— (1994): “A Note on Sanskrit bhrina, and bhrinahatya”. In: Nalini
BALBIR und Joachim K. BAUTZE (eds.): Festschrift Klaus Bruhn. Rein-
bek: Dr. Inge Wezler 1994: 623—646.

WILLIAMS, Paul (1989): Mahayana Buddhism. London, NewYork:
Routledge.

WITZEL, Michael, and Toshifumi GOTO (2007): Rig-Veda. Das Heilige Wis-
sen. Frankfurt am Main, Leipzig: Verlag der Weltreligionen.

WODILLA, Paul (1928): Niedere Gottheiten des Buddhismus. Dargestellt auf
Grund der Jatakas. PhD diss. Erlangen: Junge & Sohn.

YAGI, Toru (2007): “Satyadhisthana Reconsidered”. In: Karin PREISEN-
DANZ (ed.): Expanding and Merging Horizons. Contributions to South
Asian and Cross-Cultural Studies in Commemoration of Wilhelm Halb-
fass. Wien: OAW: 603-612.

YAITA Hideomi RARFE (1992): “Yugaron no inmyd: ‘Bonbun tekisuto to
wayaku” Bfiza OE B 2307 2 b LAER. In: Nark 15.11: 505-576.

YAMABE, Nobuyoshi (1999): The Sitra on the Ocean-like Samadhi of the
Visualization of the Buddha: The Interfusion of the Chinese and Indian
Cultures in Central Asia as Reflected in a Fifth Century Apocryphal
Sttra. PhD diss., Yale University.

YAMAGUCHI Susumu [ H32§ (1949): “Kegonkyd yuishiki-ge no Indoteki
kunko” HEFGRMELMB OEERFIEE. In Otani gakuho KA 28.3-4:
1-30. ‘

YAMPOLSKY, Philip B. (1967): The Platform Sitra of the Sixth Patriarch. .
New York, London: Columbia University Press. _

YANAGIDA Seizan HIHEE (L (1971): Zen no goroku fEDFESE 2: Shoki no
zen shi FIE D 1. Tokyo: Chikuma shoba.

364



References -

— (1990): Sodosha %% (Daijo butten KXZF{LH, Chiigoku Nippon hen
#FE BA% 13). Tokyo: Chid koronsha. _

YOSHIZU Yoshihide R HE (1973): “Mujo bussho setsu no kosatsu” #&{F
(LR DEEE. In Komazawa daigaku shiigaku kenkyii %’j{}ij(’—?—"%%
2% 15: 110-115.

— (1991): Kegon ichijo shisd no kenkyi #Epgk—FRBEABDOWE. Tokyo:
Daitd shuppansha.

YUYAMA, Akira (1979): Systematische Ubersicht iiber die buddhistische
Sanskrit-Literatur (A Systematc Survey of Buddhist Sanskrit Literature).
Erster Teil: Vinaya-Texte. Wiesbaden: Franz Steiner.

— (1981): Sanskrit Fragments of the Mahayana Mahdparinirvanasitra.
1. Koyasan Manuscript. Tokyo: The Reiyukai Library (Studia Philolo-
gica Buddhica, Occasional Paper Series IV).

— (1996): “A Critical Survey of Philological Studies of the Dasabhumzka-
satra”. In: Michael HAHN et al. (eds.): Suhrllekhah. Festgabe fiir Helmut
Eimer. Swisttal-Odendorf: Indica et Tibetica Verlag: 263-282.

ZACCHETTI, Stefano (2000): Fazang: Trattato sul leone d’oro. Edizione
critica e traduzione annotata a cura di Stefano Zacchetti. Padova: Ese-
dra.

ZHANG Wen-liang 383CE (2008): “Chokan ni okeru ki to bussho” & IZ
BT 522 L (LM%, In: IBK 114 [56.2]: 672-678.

ZIEME, Peter (1981): “Uigurische Steuerbefreiungsurkunden fiir buddhisti-
sche Kloster”. In Altorientalische Forschungen 8: 237-263.

ZIMMERMANN, Michael (2002): A Buddha Within: The Tathagatagarbha-
sutra. The Earliest Exposition of the Buddha-Nature Teaching in India.
Tokyo: IRIAB.

ZIN, Monika (2003): Ajanta: Handbuch der Malereien, 2. Devotzonale und
ornamentale Malerei, Vol. I: Interpretation. Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz.

365



Indek

Unmarked references are to the paragraphs, those after “fn.” to the
footnotes. For further information see Technical Remarks (10).

AbhidharmakoSa-bhasya fn. 2, 9, 65, -
108, 166, 168f, 390, 400, 452, 713,
835, 954,995 .

AbhidharmakoSa-vyakhya fn. 2, 167,
169, 516,737

Abhirati 132.1

acetana fn. 200, 226, 232, 291, 500,
713 .

acquired (sc. matter): 19.1-2, 33.1;
fn. 175. Cf. upadinna

adhi-muc 132.2; fn. 624

adhipati-phala 19.2,132,1

adhisthana, adhitisthati 911, 100, 105,
107.1,108.1, 108.3.2, 112; fn. 2,
497, 5051, 528, 579, 589, 595, 627,
647, 681 '

adisanta 124

Aggarifiasutta 132.1; fn. 116

agriculture 139

ahirmsa 166; fn. 5, 36, 1006, 1018;
cf. fn. 1012

Aitareyaranyaka fn. 12

Ajahn Chah 44

ajata (sc. pathavi) 17

Ajivikas 13

ajjhatta, ajjhattika fn. 108, 175

akasakaya 107.1; fn. 589

Aksayamatinirdesa (AksNird) fn. 743

Aksobhya, Aksobhyavyitha 132.1

akusala: see unwholesome

alayavijiana 75(b), 146(2); fn. 9, 409,
923f, 954

all is (in) one: cf. 107.2.2; fn. 516,
606; cf. fn. 690

all-pervading, all-pervasive(ness) 59,
65.1,107.2.2,108.3.2, 115, 126.2,
127.0+4, 129.3, 135, 146; fn. 315,
637, 673, 783, 877

amalavijiiana 126.1. Cf. ti-chiu shih

Amitabha, Amitayus 90, 98-100,
132.1, 145

Anala (Gv) fn. 680

Anderl, Christoph *fn. 713, 827, 831,
992 :

Anguttaranikaya 40; *fn. 69, 77-79,
126f, 131, 188, 197, 516, 734, 738,
836, 958

animals: humans and a.s distinguished
from plants 1, 4-6, 18, 33.3, 151;
fn. 2; cf. fn. 12, 120, 219; a.s as liv- -
ing, animate beings 16.1, 157.1+3;
fn. 362, 713; as mobile beings fn. 5,
90, 95; as subject to decrepitude
44.2; as an evil destiny 44.1, 100;
a.s possess virtues 44.1; possess
Buddha-nature 65.2, 115, 119;
cf. 65.3; cf. fn. 233; a.s preach
fn. 503; cf. 98-100; species or
classes of a.s fn. 66, 126, 259; use-
ful a.s 26; fn. 983; footless a.s 27;
tiny/small a.s 17, 28.1-2, 158; fn.53,
95, 262; cf. khuddaka; killing /injur-
ing a.s 4-6, 11, 17, 28.2, 150, 156,
157.1+3, 158, 165; fn. 2, 53, 61f, 95, -
99, 104, 118, 262; a. sacrifice 38; cf.
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4; a.s taking revenge fn. 1006; a.s as

object of merta fn. 126f
animate 1, 3, 5-7, 14, 16.3.3, 19.1, 26,

37,474, 48, 50-52.1, 157.3, 158;

fn. 6, 60, 108, 112; cf. pana, pranin
anindriyabaddha 31; fn. 112, 115, 175
an-lo(-hsing) ZZE5(14%) 63-65; fn. 524
Annen Zz8% (8417 to ca. 890) 54, 90,

93, 94, 145, 146, 149.2-4, 161;

fn. 519, 728, 783, 897, 1004
antahsamyfia fn. 175, 964
antisubstantialism 124; fn. 285
anubhava, anubhava 105; fn. 191, 217,

497, 568
- anupadinna(ka) 19.2, 31.
apada, apadaka fn. 129, 131f.

Cf. footless
apadaruha, °rohini 27
appaharita 28.1
appanaka 28.1
apirvasattva 95; fn. 901
Aramaki, Noritoshi *fn. 588, 824
arhat(s), arhatship 10.3, 31, 42, 44.1,

47-48, 124, 134, fn. 47, 233, 546,

712
artefact(s) 116.2, 119, 149.5, 156,

160, fn. 190, 219, 1007; a.s preach

90; cf. 109. Cf. walls
asambheda, °bhinna 91; fn. 528,

581f, 628, 637, 644, 666
asafifia-deva, -satta 11, 21; fn. 60.

Cf. unconscious heavenly beings
ASoka inscriptions 16.3.3 (fn. 93)
atipata 5
atman 75(b,c); fn. 92, 291, 315, 367,

369, 383, 391f
atom(s) 108.2, 127.4(4); fn. 163f, 166,

576, 578, 583_, 623, 698. Cf. para-

manu
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attachment(s) 10.2, 129.4, 130

autonomous, autonomy 83, 113f;
fn. 367, 572, 673, 875

Awakening, Awaken(ed) *10.3, 39,
43,44.2, 47(b,d), 53.3-54, 59-62,
83f, 109, 116.1(d), 116.2; Pt. I1.B;
original Awakening 156; fn. 250; cf,
hongaku; sudden A. 109; cf. 44.2;
plants/environment drawn/pulled
along into A. 116.1(e), 133, 145;
fn. 904; cf. co-awakening; A. of
plants equated with their life-cycle
147; individual A. of plants/in-
sentients 70, 82, 89.3, 112, 115-117,
120-122, 126.2, 127.4(3,4), 128,
129.3.3, 130, 142, 144f, 146f, 149.4-
5,162

Ayaranga 16.3.3; fn. 5, 66-67, 92, 94,
152, 312.

aye jivasarifii fn. 89

ayu(s): see life-span

Ayusparivarta 63

bahiddha, bahya 31; fn. 2, 175, 713,
836

Balbir, Nalini 8; *fn. 60

bamboo fn. 118; emerald b. 54, 129.2,
129(2, 3.1; 4), 138; fn. 812, 884, 977

benevolence: 3, 7, 11, 23, 26-27, 94;
fn. 126f, 219, 221, 674. Cf. maitri

Bhaddasala-jataka 36-37; fn. 207,
213

bhajanaloka 80, 101,115, 119; fn. 417.
Cf. environment ’

Bhavya, Bhaviveka 1, 74

bhiinahu 28.3

bhiita “creatures” 14; fn. 67f, 93-95;
“spirits” fn. 25, 200 (bh.-nivasa);
“plants” 14; fn. 24, 66
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bhitag(r)ama 5, 14; fn. 25, 29, 94,
179 ) o

bhitakoti fn. 492, 857

bija 53.1.1, 53.2.2(a), 65.2; fn. 77,
153, 954; b.-g(r)ama 5

birds 39, 150; fn. 81, 120, 221, 719;
b.s in Sukhavati 98-100;
b.s incubating a clod or a fruit
fn. 517

bleeding (of plants) fn. 55

bliss(ful) 63-65.3; fn. 524

Blissful Land: see Sukhavati

Bodaishin gi sho E30,3% (T 75.
2397) 146; fn. 308, 508, 519, 783,
962

bodhi 59-62, 129.1, 149.2; fn. 460,
463, 748, 934.

bodhi tree 43, 108.2; fn. 627;
b. preaches: 108.3.2 (fn. 649, 651),
109; fn. 545, 569.

Bodhicaryavatara (BCA) fn. 232

bodhicitta 53.4, 149.2; cf. fn. 968.
Cf. resolve

bodhimanda 108.3.2; fn. 333, 337

Bodhiruci 70, 74, 76; fn. 397, 571,

- 589, 753.

Bodhisatta, Bodhisattva 9, 38f, 52.1,
92; fn. 188, 191, 200, 222, 233

bodhisattva *53.1.1, 59-62, 72, 83, 91,
94, 97; fn. 232, 289, 366, 506, 524,
536; Pt.II.A ch. 24; *134, 148(1);
fn. 814, 839, 841, 868, 895, 926;
b. path: 53.4; fn. 727; b. transform-
ing himself into a tree, fish, etc.: 48,
107.1(3), 108.1; fn. 41, 587f; Vairo-
cana as a b. fn. 864.

Bodhisattvabhiimi (BoBh) *fn. 232,
249, 269-271, 497, 506, 685

borderline (beings, etc.) 7, 10.1+3, 11,
34,37, 40, 42, 50, 52.1, 165

Bruhn, Klaus *fn. 53

Buddha: passim; true Buddha 78,
81.3, 82, 89(2-3), 117.1; fn. 417;
seeing the Buddha 82, 85, 87, 123.1;
cf. fn. 474

Buddhabhadra 74, 80, 83, 86, 90;
101-102.2, 107.2.2-3, 108.2-3.1,
135; fn. 397, 447, 474, 546, 556,
566, 571, 589, 594, 601, 626, 6371,
654, 683. '

Buddhabhumisitra-upadesa 93;
fn. 877

Buddha-bodies, Buddha’s body 91,
108.3.1-3, 115, 116.1(b), 135, 137-
142, 148(2), 153f; fn. 308, 507, 528,
579, 981.

Buddhacarita fn. 222, 235

Buddha-element (buddhadhatu) 53.2.2,
65.1-2; fn. 289.

Buddha-eye 131, 141, 162

Buddha-field(s) 97, 102.1(d), 105,
107.1, 108.2, 108.3.2, 132.1, 134,
fn. 432, 570, 578, 603, 642, 645.
Cf. “field(s)’, ksetra, pure world(s)

Buddhaghosa 14, 19.2, 26, 28.3;
fn. 123

buddhagotra 53.1.1; cf. 53.3(3)

buddhakrtya 109. Cf. salvific activity

buddhaksetra fn. 432, 578, 841.
Cf. Buddha-field(s)

Buddha-Mind 57, 129.3.1

Buddha-nature Immanence theory
120.2; fn. 800f, 815

Buddha-nature Manifestation theory
120.2; fn. 724, 770, 801

Buddha-nature: *53; see fo-hsing; of.
insentients Pt. II.A-B

buddhanusmrti fn. 674

Buddhavatarnsaka (BAv): Pt.IIA ch.
15,¢ch.17,ch. 24, ch. 2.5; *57, 65.1,

369
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97,125,129.3.1, 135, 137, 157.3;
fn. 219, 264, 528, 742, 840f, 887;
manuscript used by Buddhabhadra
108.2 (fn. 626); ‘Chapter on Reli-
gious Practice’ Pt. IIA ch. 1.5.3;
‘Eulogies on Mount Sumeru’ Pt.IIA
ch. 17; 125; fn.678; ‘Suyamagathas’
Pt.IIA ch. 1.5.2; fn. 678. Cf. Dasa-
bhamika-satra, Ganda-vyitha, Loko-
ttara-parivarta, Ratnolkadharani,
Samantabhadracarya-nirdesa.
Butzenberger, Klaus *fn. 5

" Candrakirti 74

Carakasamhita fn. 713

Central Asia 139, 157.2; fn. 320, 509,
560.

cetana 55; fn. 713; cf. 40 (ceteyyurn)

ch’an k’é 8% (Ch’an guest) 129.3.0-
1; fn. 490, 804, 811, 822,992 .

Ch’an ji# 57, 90, 109, 129.1-4, 140, 153;
fn. 120, 258, 298, 656, 977

ch’ang-chi-kuang t'u HH%+ 133

Ch’ang-sha Ching-ts’en £y>&2
fn. 823

ch’eng fo Fff 51, 116.1(c.e), 121;
fn. 218, 305, 308, 341, 457, 697,
832, 844, 889, 898, 905, 912, 939.
Cf. ts’ao-mu ch’eng fo.

Ch’eng wei-shih lun FIMESRGR
fn. 713, 877

Ch’eng-kuan &% (738-839) 83, 101,
102.1(c), 102.2, 103-106; 108.3.3,
109, 111, 112, 116.1(d), 137,
fn. 367, 400, 409, 436, 517, 547,
7532, 868

ch’i (shih-chien) 25(1HE]) 119; fn. 16,
938. Cf. bhajanaloka, environment,
i-pao - '
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Ch’ing kuan-yin ching shu FHEER
B4 (T 39.1800) fn. 35

ch’ing & *119, 129.1-4. Cf. HE, Mz,
E

Ch’u-yiian BE7C (1030-1119) fn. 779

Chan, Chi-wah fn. 779

Chandogya-Upanisad fn. 223

Chan-jan ¥&4% (711-782) 57, 85, 87,
89, 119, 127.4(2-4), 128, 130; fn. 35,
516, 520, 524, 759, 858, 900, 922;
T 38.1778: 133 (fn. 849-851); T 46.
1912 (Fu-hsing B5{7): *fn. 727,
7731, 866; T 46.1927: fn. 852

Chao-lun E&55 (T 45.1858) fn. 302,
723

cheng(-pao) TE(¥R): see i(-pao) #(ER).

chen-ju sui-yiian EL5E# 116.1(e);
cf. fn. 776, 875

- chi-chii ching-yao FEERFEEE 149.2

chien-chiieh $% fn. 827

chih shih &FF 129.4. Cf. seasons

Chih-i 788 (538-597) 127.4(1),
149.2-3; fn. 35, 425, 516, 526, 662,
727%, 849; T 33.1716: fn. 368, 772f

Chih-kuan i-li [FERZEH] (T 46.1913)
fn. 779, 782, 852, 858; °sui-shih °fg
&, °tsuan-yao °EE fn. 779

chih-to B % 149.2; fn. 963, 971

Chih-yen &g (602—-668) 116.1(a);
fn. 710.

Chih-yiian &g (11022) fn. 35, 783,
852 ‘

ching-hsin [ 146. Cf. Pure Mind

Ching-té Ch’uan-teng lu S{E(EE#
(T 51.2076) fn. 490, 811, 823, 883,
977,992, 993, 995 -

Chin-kang-pei lun &F#% (Diamond
Scalpel, by Chan-jan: T 46.1932) 57,
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119, 127.4(2-4); fn. 465, 470f, 475-
477,727,759, 852, 922

Chi-tsang 28k (549-623) 57-59, 62,
63, 65.0, 66, 67, 69-71, 84, 89, 119,
127.3-4, 129.3.3, 130; fn. 258, 271, .
272,303, 463, 524; Ch.’s commen-
taries on VKN: 83 (fn. 463f)

chrysanthemums 54, 129(2, 3.1, 4);
fn. 977

Chuang-tzil ¥£F fn. 723

Chiieh-kuan lun }&E355 119, 129.1,
129.3.2-3, 130, 153(1)

Chu-hung #£7% (1535-1615) fn. 120

Chiijin E&: (1065-1138) 149.1

chung-tao F13& fn. 772, 773, 779,
848. Cf. Middle Way :

Chung-yin-ching HE&RE 54, 143, 145

Chiisan fHE (10% cent.) fn. 909

citta 68, 75,79, 81.3, 83, 113, 123.2,

© 149.2-3; fn. 371, 409, 589, 963, 968;
c. compared to a painter 77, 79;
fn. 432; c. is prakrti-prabhasvara,
123.2, 126.1; cf. 76; fn. 339; c. in
animals fn. 12; c. in plants: cf. Pz.
IIB ch. 2; c. not in plants fn. 88, 500.
Cf. ekacitta, hsin >, mind, vijfiana,
sentience.

cittamatra 71-76; fn. 753

cittaparinama 75(c), fn. 844.
Cf. transformation (of mind)

cittatathata fn. 751

cittotpada 149.2; fn. 605. Cf. fa-hsin,
resolve

clay fn. 32, 500

co-awakening 145, 162; fn. 883, 909,
1004; cf. fn. 308

comparisons *60-62, 77, 79f, 113,
129.4; methodological problems: 20,

30f, 41, 44.1, 49, 88; fn. 417, 421,
426, 430, 588

compassion, compassionate 10.3,
28.2, 36, 39, 48; fn 250, 510, 516

consciousness 1, 10.2, 16.3.1-2, 34,
53.2.3, 55, 66, 68-70, 75(b), 97,
127.2, 149.3-4; fn. 12, 60, 120, 371,
713, 816, 891, 923f, 682. Cf. vi-
JAana, citta, mind, samjfia

contact 10.2, 29, 33.3, 34, 104(3).
Cf. phassa '

Contemplation Siatra: 99f; fn. 863

corpse 152; fn. 8, 291

cosmic Buddha 116.1(e), 142, 157.3,
162; c. body of the Buddha / Vairo-
cana 107.2.3(3), 108.3.3,139-142,
162; cf. 153f; of Krsna fn. 689;
c. Mind 123.2; c. mandala 148(2);
c. Man fn. 894

cotton [wool/seeds] 28.2

cutting, cutting off (plants, trees,
leaves, etc.) 4, 9, 13, 16.3.1, 28.3,
36, 44.1, 48, 139, 150-158, 165;
*fn. 2,5, 8, 21, 24, 35, 55, 61f, 87,
102, 120, 185, 190, 205, 291, 526,
919. Cf. felling

Danapala fn. 16, 260

" DaSabhimikasiutra (DBhS) Pt. IIA

ch. 15.1; 71f, 105(3), 107.1(1,2),
107.2.2, 108.1, 112, 114; fn. 497,
528, 546, 560, 568, 673, 679, 753
Dasabhiimi-vyakhyana (DBhVy) 75
Dasaveyaliya (Dasav) 16.3.3; fn. 95,
1014
decorum (ascetic d.) 28.1, 28.3, 157.3
defilement(s) 53.1.2, 53.2.2(a), 62, 69,
123.2,126.1, 127.3; fn. 177
Deleanu, Florin fn. 540, 827
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deluded thoughts 129.1, 129.3.3,
129,4, 162; cf. 149.5 (fn. 973)
fn. 250, 713

descriptive passages (methodologmal
aspects) 29, 31, 34, 49

Dhammapada-atthakatha (Dhp-a)
*fn. 191

Dhammasangani (Dhs) fn. 113f, 175

dharmadhatu 53.1.2, 81.3, 82, 135,
140; fn. 289, 492, 505, 579, 627,
637, 639, 641, 710, 754, 785, 868

Dharmadhatu-prakrty-asarnbheda-
nirdesa 90; Pt. IIA ch. 2.1, 165,
122.1

dharmadhatusarirata (of the Tatha-
gatas) fn. 654

Dharmaguptakas: see Vinaya

dharmakdaya 53.3-54, 65.1-2,107.2.3,
108.3.1-3, 111, 115, 116.1, 119,
129.2-3.1, 130, 133, 135-138, 1401,
142, 148(2); cf. 123.1; fn. 289, 434,
620, 754, 812, 977, 995; preaching
of the dh.k. 141; cf. 108.3.2.
Cf. Vairocana

- Dharmaksema 53.2.2-3, 62-65.3, 94;
fn. 271 ‘

Dharmaraksa fn. 397, 400, 571, 593,
693,713

dharmasarira(garbha) 107.2.3

Dharmaskandha (DhSk) fn. 65

dharmata 57, 85, 105(2), 107.2.3(1),
127.1, 133f; fn. 423, 446, 673, 754;
dh.-citta fn. 751

dhatu *53.0, 53.2.1-2

Diamond Scalpel see Chin-kang-pei
lun

digging 15, 16.3.2,17, 153(3), 157.3,
158, 163; fn. 8, 36, 87, 291
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Dighanikaya 4, 26, 39, 132.1; fn. 24f,
60, 65, 68, 81,92, 116, 121, 123,
153, 229, 578, 736-741.

Dirghagama fn. 22, 25, 121

Divyavadana (Divy) fn. 121, 259, 526, -
578

doctrinal debate 155

Dbégen JE T (1200-1253) fn. 812, 824

Dohan JE#E (1178-1252) 149.3-5, 151;
fn. 891, 934

dream: 68, 113(2),127.2, 134; fn. 393,
673, 681f. Cf. svapnopama

drinking water 17, 88, 156, 158;
fn. 221, 262 :

dying: of plants 29; fn. 55, 160, 234,
934 (equivalent to nirvana); d. of a
tree spirit 36

earth: e. and life/sentience 15, 16.3.2,
17,39, 157.3, 158, 160; fn. 2, 5, 8,
32,95, 291; e. as the Buddha’s body
1391, 153(3); cf. 157.2; problem of
practical consequences 39, 153(3),
157.2-3, 158, 163; fn. 8; cf. digging;
e. as the result of common karma
fn. 115, 836; transformation of e.
into gold etc. 94, 132.2; cf. fn. 511;
transformation of sentient beings
into e. fn. 517, 525f; e. seen only by
ordinary people fn. 814; element e.
105(3), fn. 426; plants as part of the
element e. fn. 2; e. as basis of plants
30, 35; heaven and e. fn. 723

earthquake 108.3.2; fn. 5, 202°

egindiya 158; cf. ekindriya

ekacitta 75, fn. 753; °samasrita,
°samavasarana 75

ekayana 116.1(a), 126, 130; fn. 710

ekendriya fn. 87%, 171; °-vada 33.3
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ekindriya 9, 10.1, 13-15, 18, 21, 33.2-
3; fn. 179, 1019 '
Ekd 5 (1666-1734) fn. 891

elements: four e.s 79; constituting the
body 145; cf. 152; not living/sen-
tient 15, 39, 53.2.3, 119; fn. 889,
1014; living/sentient 156, 157.1+3,
158; as satta fn. 66; as jiva fn. 90,
95; preach 90; cf. 105(3); contain
each other, transformable into each
other 94-96, 132.2; five e.s (four e.s
+ mind) fn. 891; six e.s (four e.s +
space + mind) fn. 891; interpenetrat-
ing/non-dual 151(1); fn. 914; consti-
. tuting man 141 (fn. 888); the dhar-
ma-body 141; external things
fn. 893; the ‘non-sentients’ 149.4
(fn. 965); fn. 914; everything
fn. 889; practical consequences
1511, 157.1+3,158. — Cf. Buddha-
element, dhatu, earth, water
Eltschinger, Vincent fn. 497
emptiness, empty 53.4, 85, 87, 93,
124-126.2, 130; fn. 417, 492, 540,
675, 703, 816, 948; empty space (or
sky) 107.1(2), 109, 119, 129.4;
fn. 338, 492
Enchd [ElE (771-836) 145, 152
enmity 36, 153(2); fn. 200, 202, 992f
Ennin [E{~ (794-864) fn. 916
environment: as the basis of (/sub-
ordinate to) sentient beings 115,
153(2); fn. 982; as a by-product of
karma 78, 132.1, 151(2); fn. 684;
cf. i-pao, support; correspondence
between sentient beings and their e.
132.0-2; e. as (imagined by) mind
66, 691, 74, 80; fn. 782; a Buddha’s
experience of the e. 132f; non-
duality, etc., of sentient beings

(/body) and e. 66, 84, 127.3-4, 133,
137, 144, 150, 161; fn. 524, 698,
779, 785, 905; true nature of the e.
82; e. Buddha-natured 66f, 70, 111,
119, 127.4, 131; fn. 721; e. pervaded -
by, included in or equated with the
Buddha’s body 108.3.1+3; 111,
116.1, 138, 153(3); cf. 107.2.3;
fn. 887; e. drawn/pulled along into
Awakening 116.1(e; cf. a,b), 133,
145, 162; cf. co-awakening;
e. preaches Pt.I1.A ch. 2.4; bodhisat-
tva transforms body into e. and vice
versa 107.1(2,3), 108.1, 112; cf. kse-
trakaya; bodhisattva’s mastery over
the e. fn. 684; cf. fn. 593; decrease
of the e. 148(1)

equality of all dharmas 62, 84

esoteric 141, 149.5; fn. 889, 934’

Eulogies on Mount Sumeru: see Bud-
dhavatamsaka

external matter/things (incl. plants)
31, 109; cf. 151(2); fn. 2, 60, 175,
499, 526, 836, 893; cf. fn. 713

external world 19.2, 124, 127.4(3).
Cf. environment, bhdjanaloka

fa-hsin Be{> 122.2, 149.2; fn. 893,

927, 930, 934, 969. Cf. resolve
Fa-tsang 758 (643-712) 105(5),
116.1(b), 127.1; fn. 429, 436, 546,
568, 588, 673,717, 735, 753, 868;
T 44.1846: fn. 759, 875f; T 45.1876:
fn. 698
Fa-yao 3£ (409-489) fn. 344
feeling(s) 149.2; fn. 684, 1007; f. of
pleasure/pain 10.2, 34, 120.1, 149.2;
cf. 1, 23, 55; fn. 55, 179; cf. fn. 241;
neutral f. (upeksa) fn. 168f; ego-f.
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129.1; fn. 9; f. of resentment 153(2);
-cf. fn. 21; f. of guilt 165
fei-ch’ing 3E[% fn. 218, 517, 698, 702;
Pt.IIB passim, esp.*119
felling (trees) 4, 6, 16.3.1, 17, 36,
151(2), 155, 165; fn. 202, 205, 246,
1004. Cf. cutting
-field(s) 80, 107.2.2 (fn. 6071),
127.4(3), 137; fn. 422, 528, 593,
840, 877; ‘fields’ preach: Pt. ITA
ch. 2.4; ‘field-body’: see ksetrakaya.
Cf. Buddha-field, ksetra, environ-
ment
flower(s) 135, 148(2); fn. 232, 259,
782, 954; picking f.s fn. 87; f.s with-
ering, falling off (etc.) 39, 44.1
(fn. 235),44.2, 109, 111; trees shed-
ding f.s 39; fn. 214, rebirth as flow-
ers fn. 526. Cf. chrysanthemums
fluid nature of the universe 113, 115
Sfo-hsing % 51, 53.0, 57, 116.1(b),
121, 129.4; fn. 271, 281, 292, 300,
3209f, 340-342, 344, 359, 368, 375,
383, 413, 700, 727, 759f, 762, 771f,
776,779, 783, 806, 811-813, 831,
848, 851, 866, 992
Fo-hsing-lun {5k 53.4, 126.2;
fn. 2,510, 713* .
footless 27
fragrant food/smells: preaching by
means of f. 104(3), 109; fn. 661
freedom 113; fn. 367, 673; cf. vimo-
ksa -
Friedrich, Michael fn. 120
fruit(s) 44.1 (fn. 235); fn. 118, 150,
782, 954, 958; many-seeded f.s
fn. 1012; f.s karma-conditioned
fn. 836; eating f.s 153(2); fn. 221,

1015; £. tree(s) 48; fn. 217; bearing f.

equated with bodhi 147 (fn. 934);
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with sarmbhogakaya 148(2); rebirth
as f.s fn. 526. Cf. birds
Fynes, Richard C.C. fn. 1012

Gandavyitha (Gv) 57, 58, 102.1(d),
105(4), 107.1, 107.2.2, 107.2.3(3),
108.3.2, 112, 114; *fn. 219, 264,
560f, 566, 569, 627, 635f, 639, 654,
674, 676, 679-681, 683, 686-690,
863f, 868

Gandhottamakiita (Tathagata) 104,
109

Gautama Prajiiaruci 66, 70, 76

Gen’ei Z&X (1840) fn. 909

Genshin JF{5 (942-1017) fn. 485

gold 94,132.2; fn. 516.

Golden Rule 1

Gombrich, Richard fn. 74, 103

gotra 53.0, 53.1.1-2; tathagata-g.
53.1.1, 53.3(3). Cf. buddhagotra

grasses and trees (B2K): Pt. I1.A-B;
representative of all insentients 119,
160; as classes of animate beings 3;
cf. fn. 112, 259. Cf. plants, ts’ao-mu

green plants: see harita

Groner, Paul *fn. 949

growth 10.3, 16.3.2, 28.3, 30f, 34,
44.1,53.2.2; fn. 5, 120, 232

guilt, guiltless 153f, 157,3, 165.

Cf. offence
gyoran Kannon SREEBE fn. 978

Habito, Ruben *fn. 943

Hanano, Michiaki *fn. 485, 524, 728,
909

Haribhattajatakamala fn. 216, 220

harita 28.1; fn. 3, 53, 102, 262

Harrison, Paul fn. 609

Hatthipala-jataka fn. 185
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heliotropism 29; cf. fn. 176

hermit(s) fn. 127, 221

himsa, ¥ hims 16.3.3, 158; sthild h.
158. Cf. vi-v'hirs, cutting, digging,
felling, injuring, killing, violence

Hindu(ism) 1, 3, 10.3, 29, 34, 134;
fn. 515, 1018

Hiniiber, Oskar von: *fn. 28, 53, 187,
237

Hizoki 5830 fn. 887, 891, 963

Hizoki-sho FbERCED 151(1)

Hochi-bo Shoshin: see Shoshin

hongaku A% 148, 156; fn. 786, 866,
949 :

Horibata, Shun’ei *fn. 38, 929

Ho-tsé Shen-hui {Rj{E=HE: see Shen-
hui

householders 13, 16.3.2, 28.2; fn. 61,
86. Cf. layman

hrdaya 149.2-4

Hsin Hua-yen-ching lun 372 Bi%a.
(T 36.1739) 116.1(c); fn. 219

hsin so-pien [ firiE fn. 844

hsin .0y ¥57, 149.2-3; fn. 371. Cf. citta,
i-hsin, wei-hsin

hsing P& 53.0, 63, 146(2); fn. 516,
779, 811, 889. Cf. fo-hsing

Hsiu-hsin yao lun & 554 fn. 298

Hsiian-tsang 3#= (602-664) 93;
fn. 265, 366, 452, 555, 713, 877

Hsiin-tzii ¥ fn. 120

Hua-yen #££7 55, 103, 110, 112, -
116.1-2, 126.1, 137, 154; fn. 258, 436,
516, 588, 655: Cf. Kegon

Hua-yen-ching chih-kuei ZEER 5 EF
(T 45.1871: Fa-tsang) 105(5);
*fn. 568, 673, 682

Hua-yen-ching shu Z=E#%5s (T 35.
1735: Ch’eng-kuan) 104 (fn. 563f);
*fn. 400, 436, 454, 572, 576, 655,
673, 682 .

Hua-yen-ching sui-shu yen-i ch’ao %=
BASFEGEZERS (T 36.1736:
Ch’eng-kuan) 106 (fn. 575-577);
*fn. 367, 409, 517, 588, 655, 663,
703, 853, 879

Hua-yen-ching t’an-hsiian chi ZEEHE -
B EC (T 35.1733: Fa-tsang)
fn. 436, 546, 588, 655, 673, 698,

717,753, 760

Hui-szu & (515-577) fn. 516

Hui-yiian 3% (523-592) 76, 127.2-3;
fn. 258,263, 400, 413, 524 (comm.

. on MPS), 752

Hwaodm ilsting Popkyedo Zgg—3eik
FUE 154

hydrotropism 29; fn. 5; cf. fn. 176

i cheng pu erh i IEN_ 66 (fn. 375),
148 (fn. 947), 150; fn. 779, 852, 905;
cf. fn. 524

i(-pao) #k(#R) and cheng(-pao) IE(¥)
84-(fn. 457), 116.1(a, ), 119, 133,
148(2); fn. 457, 524, 526, 698, 779-
782,785, 898, 980-982, 984, 993.
Cf. support

I-ching % fn. 16, 99, 260

i-hsin —i[» 126.1; fn. 395, 397, 400,
409, 411f, 753, 779, 782, 784, 787

I-hsing —77 (683-727) fn. 919

illusion(ist), illusory Pt. IIA, ch. 1.5.1-
3,93,115,124,129.3.2; fn. 492,
587, 679

immobility 10.3, 45
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impermanence, impermanent 31,
442, 82,109, 111, 123.1, 131;
fn. 79, 741, 858, 940, 946

impracticability 7, 163

In’yt EIgh (1435-1519) 151(2);
fn. 934, 965, 968, 973

inanimate 1, 19.1, 31, 50; fn. 71, 112,
721

indriyabaddha fn. 108, 160. Cf. an®

Indriye$§vara (Gv) 102.1(d)

injuring Pt. I ch. 1-3;'17, 23, 27-28, -
50, 129.1, 153f, 156-158, 163, 165f;
fn. 221, 1006. Cf. (a)himsa, vio-
lence, revenge

insects 17, 28.2; fn. 32, 95, 222, 262

insentient(s): passim; i.s react to ex-
traordinary events 39; i.s preach
(/expound the Dharma) 44.3, 56, 58,
90; Pt.IIA ch.2.1,2.3,24; 129.3.3,
141, 145; Buddha-nature of i.s:
Pt.I1; i.s lack deluded thoughts
129.1+43.3; temporary insentience
21; 97. Cf. earth, elements, plants,
transformation

interfusion 113, 116.1(d,e), 127.4(3),
133, 150; fn. 868, 891

‘interpenetration 104, 106, 107.1(1),
107.2.2,108.0, 108.2(3), 111-114,
116.1, 127.4(3), 139, 150f; fn. 698,
710, 753, 948

irida Z2EEFE 149.3; cf. 149.2

1t6, Hiromi *fn. 891, 973, 980-982

Izawa, Atsuko fn. 1005

jagar 79, 81.1; fn. 95, 419, 627, 633,
6353, 654, 876

Jain(a)s, Jainism 1, 3, 5, 10.3, 13f,
16.3-17,28.3, 29, 33.2, 34, 36, 41,
45, 471, 50, 109, 119, 122.2, 146(1),
157.1,157.3,158, 161; fn. 12, 32, 36,
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60, 66, 94f, 515, 517, 828, 1006,
1012, 1014

Jataka (Ja) 9, 27; fn. 65, 108, 118,
127; Pt. I ch. 5.2.1; 39, 41, 47(d), 50,
52.1; fn. 233, 251, 855

Jatakamala fn. 218

Jesus patibilis 157.3

Jippan E#g (1089?-1144) fn. 890,
893

Jjiva 10.1, 13-16, 18, 53.2.3; fn. 6, 288,
291,312 '

Jivaka 60f; fn. 848

Jivarukkha fn. 3

Jivasafifiin 13, 16.1-2; fn. 5, 65, 85, 89

Jivita 20; fn. 199; jivita voropeti 6, 18

Jvitendriya, ®indriya fn. 60, 113.
Cf. riipa®, life-faculty

Jianaprasthana fn. 366

juggler, jugglery 79; fn. 511, 587,

- 645. Cf. maya, mayakara

Juryd E£88 146(1)

Kakuchd Z# (952/960-1034)
.fn. 485, 526, 783, 909
Kakuun #3& (953-1007) 147
kamacara 113
Kankoruiji SEEEZR 149.1-5, 150,
151(1), 156; fn. 816, 904, 949
karida F-EEFE 149.3; cf. 149.2
(fn. 953)
karma: k.-produced material factors,
body, skandhas 19.2-21, 79, -
107.1(2); fn. 108; k. consumed but
not accumulated 10.3, 45, 47(b), 50;
fn. 180; sadharanarm k. 19.2, 132,1;
primary result and by-product of k.
151(2), 153(2); fn. 524; cf. i-pao;
world/’fields’ painted/produced
by k. fn. 432, 683, 687; cf. fn. 516,
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684; k. and mind 79; fn. 432; whole-
some/meritorious and unwholesome
/bad k. 4, 10.3, 23, 132.1-2, 158,
163; cf. 34; fn. 569, 995; identity of
evil k. and liberation fn. 948f, 978.
Cf. retribution, salvific activity,
samsara
karmaploti fn. 421
karuna fn. 510. Cf. compassion
Kathavatthu (Kv) 47(c); fn. 115
Kathavatthu-atthakatha (Kv-a) 19.1;
fn. 109, 169
kattha, kastha 19.1, 26; fn. 500.
Cf. tinakattha
kayadaratha 31
Kegonshii shiisho gisho ZERGFEEE
# (T 72.2328) 116.1(e); fn. 904
Kegon ZEfEF 116.1(e), 146(1).
Cf. Hua-yen
khadga fn. 369
Khandhaparitta 27
khuddaka, khuddanukhuddaka (sc.
_pana) fn. 32, 53. Cf. animals (tiny)
kilesa, klesa: see defilement(s)
killing: see animals, plants; k. a hu-
man being: 6, 18, 153(1); cf. 38
Kohitsu shiishiisho THZEF5ER 151(2)
Kotisimbali-jataka fo. 185, 200, 247,
cf. fn. 188.

ksetra 80, 101, 102(b,d), fn. 570, 578f,

582, 586, 593, 627, 636, 673.

Cf. buddhaksetra, field(s)
ksetrakaya 97, 107.1(2), 108.3.3, 111,

-~ 116.1(b,d), 137; fn. 588f

ku fo hsin &> fn. 811f

'Kuan wu-liang-shou ching BiiE &=
#&: see Contemplation Siitra

Kuang-hsiu E{& (770-8447) 145, 152

Kuan-ting #]E (561-632) 65.1, 65.3,
96; fn. 524, 773, 783, 848

Kiikai 284 (774-835) 141, 149.3;
fn. 816

Kumarajiva 74, 84; fn. 31, 120, 397,
532, 546, 555, 571, 589, 713

Kutadantasutta 4f .

Kitatandyasitra fn. 22
Ku-tsun. su yii-lu HEEE8% (X 68.
1315) 129.4

Lankavatara-sitra (Lank) fn. 392,
409, 487, 499, 656, 753, 955

latency and manifestation fn. 285, 981

La Vallée Poussin, Louis de: fn. 503

layman, lay follower(s), etc.: 7,.23,
48,116.1(c), 157.3, 158, 166; fn. 55,
262, 688. Cf. householder(s)

leaves 149.1; fn. 177, 216, 223, 262;
1.s contracted and unrolled 31;
fn. 919; L.s turning towards the sun
fn. 176; withering, falling (etc.)
of 1.s 31, 44.2, 109; fn. 662, 824,
934; Ls cut off fn. 2, 55; yellow Ls
of a willow fn. 369; rebirth as 1.s
fn. 526

Leng-ch’ieh shih-tzii chi ¥E{INETE& S
fn. 487

Li t’ung-hsiian 25583 (6357-730)
116.1(c); fn. 219

Liang Wu-ti 27 fn. 1006

life and sentience *1, 11; Pt.I ch4;
123.2; cf. 129.4, 149.2-3; fn. 120

life cycle (of plants) 147

life-faculty 11, 16.3.2, 18-22, 50,
149.4; fn. 60, 168f. Cf. jivitindriya

life-force, life-principle 16.2, 16.3.2;
fn. 65"

377



Index

life-span 19-20; fn. 60; 1.-sp. impulsés
(@yusankhara) 20; fn. 497

light 29, 100, 133; fn. 298; rays of 1.
issuing from the Buddha 108.2(2),
143; fn. 643; preaching 105(1),
108.3.2, 109; fn. 534, 574; divine
particles of 1. 157.3

li-hsing B4 122.1

limitation: transcending 1.s 113-115,
136; cf. 59; fn. 673

Liu, Ming-Wood *fn. 285

living (vs. dead, withered) plant(s),
tree: 1 (fn. 3), 17, 19.1, 26, 50;
fn. 120, 223, 500; cf. 20, 44.1; living
soil: 17

living being(s) with one sense-faculty
9, 10.1, 13-15, 18, 21, 29; cf. ekin-
driya

Lokottara-parivarta 112; fn. 386, 528,
593

Lii-chih B4 149.2; fn. 963

LuSyanta 139, 157.2

Madhyamakahrdaya fn. 392
Madhyamakavatara (MAvat) fn. 392
Magandhiya-sutta 28.3; fn. 366
Magnin, Paul fn. 516
Mahabharata (Mhbh) fn. 17, 152
Mahaparinirvanasitra (MPS): 53.2.2-
3; Pt.11.A ch. 13, 2.2; *119, 143;
cf. 129.2, 129.3.1; *fn. 8, 190, 266,
271, 315, 587,703, 717, 772, 895
Mahaprabha (Gv) fn. 219
Mahaprajiiaparamita-upade$a
(MPPU) fn. 33, 503, 516, 661, 759
Mahasamnipata 57, 59
Mahasanghikas: see Vinaya
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Mahavairocana 136, 141; °siitra 136,
157.3; fn. 919, 963 ’

Mahavibhasa(-sastra) (Vi) fn. 60,
168f, 400, 741, 835,.995, 1006

Mahayanasarigraha (MSg) 74; fn. 9,
841, 954; °bhasya fn. 756; °upani-
bandhana fn. 842

Mahayanasatralamkara (MSA)
*fn. 409, 743, 751f; Sthiramati’s
commentary 93 (fn. 505)

Maheévara 151(2)

Mabhisasakas: see Vinaya

Maitreya 571, 84, 105(4), 112;
fn. 679, 686

maitr [ metta 26, 94; fn. 1261, 134,
221, 666, 674 '

Majjhimanikaya (MN) 28.1+3, 31;
*fn. 79, 108, 111, 188f, 229, 247,
366, 713, 737, 739, 888

Makkhali Gosala fn. 60, 70

malleable nature of the universe
113.1, 115; fn. 687

manas, °-indriya 33; fn. 9, 60, 168f,
179, 409

mandala 148(2), 151, 166; fn. 1004

Manicheans, Manicheism 157.3;
fn. 84, 246, 1012 _

Maiijusri 91-93; fn. 333

Manorathapirant (Mp) 44.2; fn. 78,
112, 131, 225¢f

manovijiiana 146(2); fn. 923, 927, 968

Mara 53.2.3; 91f; fn. 507, 565

Matsumoto, Shiro 120.2-3, 129.4; .
*fn, 713, 723f, 770, 800-802, 8151,
826, 887, 904, 940, 991

maya 79; 113.2; °kara fn. 511

- McMahan, David L. *fn. 676, 688f,

868
McRae, John R. *fn. 298, 789, 814
medicinal tree 48; fn. 41
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meditative concentration 81.1-2, 95,
105(2); fn. 227, 541, 581. Cf. sama-
dhi

Meghasri (Gv) fn. 674

Meisig, Konrad fn. 25

Melzer, Gudrun fn. 121

metamorphosis 47(a); fn. 41
metaphor(ical) 10.3, 19.2, 44.1+3,

- 53.1.1,53.2.2(a), 88, 108.2(3), 109,
117.1, 129.1, 162; fn. 107, 118, 497

metta: see maitri

Metta-sutta 26

Middle Way 127.4(1); fn. 727, 779,
848 ‘

mikkyo FE 3, misshii B2 141;
fn. 934. Cf. esoteric

Milindapasiha (Mil) 16.3.2, 20; fn. 77,
177, 188

mind/Mind *fn. 371, 409, 753; m. in
early Buddhism 123.2; fn. 888;

m. as the sixth element 141; m. pre-
supposed by error and Awakening
62; cf. 127.2; fn. 290; presence/ab-
sence of m. in plants/insentients 11,
57,62,71,90-92,122.2,127.2,
127.4(3), 128, 129.3.1-3, 141f, 146f,

149.2-4, 161; fn. 179, 227, 500, 783,

893, 914, 919; transformative influ-
ence of the m. 93, 97, 112, 115,
116.1(e), 146(2); m. as painter: see
painter; world, skandhas, Buddha-
appearances imagined by the m.

Pt. I1.A ch. 14-15.3; 115, 116(e),
129.3.1, 132.2; cf. 100; fn. 904; de-
pendent origination based on the m.
75; interdependence and non-duality
of m. and matter/world 129.3.1;

fn. 683, 779, 889, 909, 914; m. all-
pervasive 127.4(3); indescribable,
unfathomable 68, 79; original purity

of the m., Pure Mind 62, 76, 123.2,
126.1, 146, 149.2+4; True M., M. as
Suchness or Buddha-nature 70f, 76,
89f, 127.2, 128, 129.3.1; cf. 130;
fn. 409; cf. Buddha-m., One Mind.
Cf. citta, manas, upatta, vijiiana

mind-only, nothing but mind 71, 73,
76, 81.1, 127.3, 127.4(3); cf.129.3.1;
fn. 413, 893, 909; cf. fn. 386, 782.
Cf. cittamdtra )

miraculous activities, m. display(s),
m. influence/power, m. creations, m.
transformation: *91-93, 100, 104-
107.2.1, 108.1-2, 108.3.2, 10, 109,
111-112. Cf. adhisthana, anubhdva,
nirmana, vikridita, transformation

Mironov, N.D. 102.1(b), 102.2;
fn. 605, 612, 618f

mobile: m. living/animate beings 3,
26, 158; fn. 90, 94f, 312; m. con-
sciousness fn. 318

mittaditbha 48

Mo-ho chih-kuan [EE50] 125 (T 46.
1911: Chih-i) 149.2; fn. 425, 516,
526, 662, 773, 962, 980°

monastic precepts/rules 16.3.2, 157.3;
cf. Patimokkha, Pratimoksa; m. dis-
cipline 6; cf. Vinaya; m. institutions
156

mote: 107-108, 119, 127.4(4); fn. 528,
698

mountains: insentient 119; both sen-
tient and insentient fn. 698; pay rev-
erence fn. 219; preach 90, 116.1(c);
fn. 506; cf. fn. 499; imagined by the
mind 66; body transformed into a m.
fn. 526, 587; m.s as Buddha, Lu-
Syanta 139, fn. 786; m.s seen only
by ordinary persons fn. 814;
‘m. school’ fn. 779; m. caves fn. 229

379
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Muktaka (Gv) fn. 668, 630

Miilasarvastivada: see Vinaya

Muller, A. Charles fn. 305f

multiplication (of visualized objects)
fn. 674; self-m. fn. 578, 674

nadi-devata fn. 190

nairatmya 75(c), 76, 126.2; fn. 383

Namai, Mamoru fn. 450

Nan-yang Hui-chung FEfGEE
(?-775) 57, 71f, 77, 89, 90, 98f, 101,
102.2, 1091, 129.3.0-3, 130, 140,
153(2,3); fn. 547, 880, 887

Narada 20

Nattier, Jan 132.1; *fn. 742

nature deities fn. 190. Cf. tree deities

nature ethics 165f

Nayadhammakahao fn. 129

Ng, Yu-kwan *fn. 35, 771f

nien-fo s 98-99

nigodas 34 (fn. 182)

nigrodha 44.1; fn. 188. Cf. nyag®

nihsvabhava 124; cf. 85; fn. 422, 475;
cf. fn. 426

nirdesa 102.1

Nirgrantha(s) 122.2; fn. 60, 517

nirmana, nirmita 93, 100, 108.2(2)

nirmanakaya 108.3.2, 148(2)

Niu-tou Fa-jung 4-8E1%Rl (594-657)
fn. 790 '

non-dual(ity): of Suchness 117.1,
127.3; cf. 84, fn. 710; of body
(/sentient beings) and environment
137, 144, 148 (fn. 947), 150, 161f;
cf. 116.1(c), 133; fn. 524, 779, 852,
905; of mind and matter fn. 909;
cf. fn. 889, 914

non-violence: see ahirisa

380

Northern tradition(s) (Buddhist) 9, 26,
38; fn. 213

numina, numinous Pt.{ ch. 5.2.1;

- 47(d), 50, 52.1, 155, 161

nyagrodha fn. 227. Cf. nigrodha

Oberlies, Thomas *fn. 206

ocean 108.3.2, 119; fn. 786

ocean deity fn. 186, 190

offence 6, 11, 151, 153; fn. 35, 102,
104, 262, 992f. Cf. guilt

Ogawa, Takashi *fn. 824

‘Okada, Mamiko 8, 9, 13; Pt.I ch. 5.2;

50, 51, 52.2, 55, 57, 88, 118, 159
Okuno, Mitsuyoshi *fn. 303
omnipresence, °present: Suchness

(tathata) 53.1.2, 127.3, 129.3.1,

153(1); the Buddha, Buddha-nature,

the Buddha’s (true) body 65.1,

108.3.2-3, 115, 117.1, 129.2, 1351,

145, 152f, 157.1; Vairocana 65.1,

122.1; PtI1.Bch. 13
one is (in) all: fn. 516
One Mind 126.1 (fn. 753), 128;

fn. 395, 782, 784. Cf. i-hsin, ekacitta
origination in dependence 10.2, 34,

53.2.1,73,75,123.1, 124, 131;

fn. 417, 446, 679, 710; in a single

moment fn. 400
Osadhiparivarta 57, 88
Ox-head School 129.1 (fn. 790)

p(r)anatipata 5. Cf. killing

P’u-hsien kuan ching E&EERK 65.1

pabhassara: see prabhasvara

paccattari fn. 175

Pacityadiyojana fn. 3

Pai-chang Huai-hai B 3C{E81E (749-
814) 129.4
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pain 1, 16.3.1, 39; fn. 55, 59, 526,
973, 1005; pleasure and/or pain 1,
10.2,23, 29, 34, 120.1, 129.4, 149.2;
fn. 179, 253

painter fn. 129; mind as a p. 77, 79-
81.1; fn. 415, 417, 432; world paint-
ed by samjaa fn. 683; by karma
fn. 432, 683

Palasa-jataka fn. 200,202

palmyra trees: see talataruna

pana, p(r)anin “animate being(s)” 1
(fn. 6), 14, 16.3.3; animals 4, 6, 28.1;
fn. 32, 53, 66; animals and humans 5;
including plants 3, 47(d); not to be
killed or injured 1, 5f, 16.3.3 (fn.94);
cf. fn. 2. Cf. mobile, stationary

panabhi(ta), °bhiya 16.3.3, 26.

Cf. pranabhrt
Paricaskandhaka-bhasya fn. 163
pannattivajja: see prajiiaptisavadya
Paparicasidant (Ps)16.3.2, 31; fn. 24,

60, 70, 80, 89, 108, 112, 144, 147,

-190f, 196

paramanurajas fn. 528, 571, 583f.

Cf. atom, mote '
Paramartha 53.4, 126.1-2; fn. 2, 713
paramartha- and samvrti-satya 75(c)
parikalpita 79; fn. 430
Pas, Julian *fn. 540
patavyata 6
pathavi, pudhavi 16.1; fn. 771, 941,

888; jata and ajata p. 17; p.-devata

fn. 190. Cf. earth, soil, digging

paticcasamuppdda 10.2, 34.

Cf. origination in dependence
Patimokkha(surta) 6; fn. 28, 36, 73
Patisambhidamagga-atthakathd

(Patis-a) fn. 115, 139
pebbles 95, 119, 127.4(4); fn. 305

Penkower, Linda L. *fn. 520, 524,
698, 775-778, 783

Perfect Teaching ([E#0) 116.1(b.e),
161; cf. 150; fn. 904, 949; cf. fn. 948

permanence /permanent 65.1, 70, 76,
79, 108.3.2; fn. 285, 352f, 367, 392,
858

perspective of distinctions (B/]F5) vs.
p. of pervasion GEF9) 62, 127.3;
cf. 127.4(2), 130; cf. fn. 784

pervasion: (mutual p.) 104, 107.1(1),
107.2.2,108.3.1, 112, 113(1);
fn. 681, 779; cf. interpenetration;
sense of touch pervades the body
(/the other senses) 10.2, 33.0-2; all
sentient beings pervaded by the
dharmakaya (etc.) 53.3, 136,
fn. 635; universe (/world/environ-
ment/non-sentients/plants) pervaded
by the dharmakaya (etc.) Pt. I1.A ch.
24.2;117.1, 136f; fn. 891; by Pure
Mind 146(2). Cf. all-pervading, per-
spective of p.

peta, pey. see preta

Peta-vatthu 38

Phandana-jataka fn. 185, 200, 202,
246 ,

phassa 10.2,33.3, 34

phototropism fn. 5; cf. fn. 176

physical appearance (s), ph. body
/bodies (of Buddhas or bodhisattvas)
78, 81-82, 87, 105(3), 107.2.3(1),
108.3.1, 125, 130, 143; fn. 417, 425,
546, 588, 644f, 678

pie-men F[Y 62, 127.3; cf. fn. 784

plant deities/spirits 9, 36. Cf. tree
deities

plants (/‘grasses and trees’): question
of their sentience: Pt. I ch. 1I-5; *50,
51f, 53.2.3, 551, 56, 70, 88, 91f, 95,
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102.2,105(5), 109-112, 116.2, 117-
122, 127.4(3,4), 128-130, 141-143,
146-149, 161f; p.s as part of the en-
vironment or external things *101,
115; fn. 2; as imaginings of the mind
66; killing /destroying /damaging /in-
juring p.s: Pt.I ch.1l; *17, 28.2-3, 48;
Pt. I1.B ch. 3; p.s as saintly/perfect
/Awakened beings 10.3; Pt. I ch. 6;
50f, 52.0, 102.2, 105(5), 1091, 116-
118, 120:2, 144, 149.5, 160, 162,
164; question of p.s having Buddha-
nature or attaining Buddhahood *51,
52.2,53.2.3, 54, 56f, 64, 82, 84, 88f,
92f, 95, 110-112, 115-117; Pt. IL.B.
Cf. Awakening, bleeding, living, re-
birth, sarhsara, seasons, withering

Plassen, Jorg *fn. 321, 363, 768f, 947,
996

prabhasvara, pabhassara 76, 123.2,
126.1; fn. 339, 751f

practicability 7, 23, 158, 166.
Cf. impracticability

prajiia 54, 83, 119, 129.3.1; fn. 977

prajiiaparamita 61

Prajfiaparamita fo. 492, 954; Ast,
Pafic, Sat: fn. 214, 497, 685, 742,
744f£, 7471, 857

Prajriapradipa fn. 392

prajiaptisavadya, pannattivajja fn. 2,
35 : .

prakrtiparinirvrta 124; fn. 340

prakrtiprabhasvara: see prabhdsvara

pranabhrt 26; fn. 12

pranidhana 108.3.2; fn. 41, 569f, 640

pranin see pana

pratiksepanasavadya fn. 35

Pratimoksasiitra(s) 6; fn. 29, 31, 260

pratityasamutpdda: see origination in
dependence
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pratyekabuddha(s) 35, 44.2, 94, -
107.1(2), 109; fn. 528, 546

Pratyutpanna-buddha-sammukhdva-
sthita-samadhi-sitra (PratyS) 74,
81.1 (fn. 437); fn. 863

pravritivijiiana 75(b)

preaching (/fexpounding the Dharma,
teaching.): *105 (fn. 574); 108.3.2;
verbal and non-verbal: *109, ‘
129.3.3; cf. 141. Cf. animals, bodhi
tree, dharmakdya, environment,
fields, insentients, light, mountains,
sky, trees, Vairocana, walls, water

predators becoming vegetarians
fn. 221

prediction (of future Awakening)
129.2, 140, 153(3); fn. 227,792

preta/peta/pey 38; fn. 202f, 516, 842

primary karmic retribution, primary
result (of karma): see support.
Cf. cheng-pao

Pure Mind 146(2), 149.2+4, fn. 754

pure world(s)/land 69, 132.1-2, 135;
cf. fn. 305; of Amitabha 99f, 145

Raiho #EE (1279-1330?) fn. 719,
819, 887, 893, 914, 973

Raiyu $85i (1226-1304) fn. 972

Rambelli, Fabio 155f; *fn. 721, 819,
974 - »

Ratnagotravibhaga (RGV) 53.1.2,
53.3, 62, 89(2,3), 115, 117.1, 126-
126.2, 136; fn. 858 :

Ratnolkadharant 107.1(3)

rebirth 1, 10.2-3, 16.3.3, 95, 123.1,
132.1; fn. 169, 177; 262, 409, 1006;
r. in a Buddha-field 991, 132.1, 134;
r. of the Bodhisattva as a tree deity
9; fn. 213; bodhisattva can choose r. -
fn. 685; assumes r. as a fish 48; r. in
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the form of (parts of) a tree, a forest,
earth or artefacts fn. 526; r. (/nor.)

. of or as a plant/tree/insentient 9,
10.2-3, 47(a-c), 95; fn. 41, 783.
Cf. sarhsara

recompense proper (= sentient be-
ings): see support. Cf. cheng-pao

requital 153; fn. 992f. Cf. retaliation

resentment 153

resolve: r. for Awakening 53.4, 60,
146, 149.2; by which form of mind
fn. 923, 968; plants/insentients r. for
Awakening 93, 122.2, 145, 146
(fn. 927), 147, 149 .4; fn. 724; other
r.s of bodhisattvas 108.3.2; fn. 41,
570, 640. Cf. bodhicitta, cittotpada,
fa-hsin

retaliation fn. 200, 202. Cf. requital

retribution 157.1; fn. 35, 415, 525;
primary karmic r. («> support): see
support

revenge, vengeful 47 (fn. 246), 129.1,
153(1), 156, 157.1; fn. 21, 992f,
1005-1007

rhinoceros: s. khadga

river deity fn. 190

river(s) *66, 116.1(c), 119, 139;
fn. 219f, 698, 786, 814f; Buddha
/bodhisattva transforms himself into
ariver fn. 587f -

Rokusoku senyo ki 7SEIF2ERD
fn. 485, 521, 726, 895

rudimentary (sentience, etc.) 1, 10.3,
13, 34, 36f, 47(d), 95, 117.2, 120.1,
161; fn. 60

rukkha 3, 13, 16.1; fn. 3, 160, 202,
229. Cf. jiva-r., vrksa, tree(s)

rukkhadevata fn. 188, 191, 207, 246

ripa-jivitindriya 11, 18, 19.1, 20;
fn. 105,119

Rydgen EiE (912-985) 147
Rytiyu &5 (1773-1850) fn. 891, 965

sacralization 111; de-, re-sacralization
155; sacred vs. profane 143

sacrifice(s): ideal s. 4; bloody s. 38
(fn. 210); cf. 155 (fn. 1002)

Saddharmapundarika 88

Saddharma-smrtyupasthana-siitra
fn. 262, 415, 425

sadharana: see karma

Sagaramati-pariprccha: Pt. I1.A
ch.12

Sakyamuni fn. 308, 727, 841, 866

sala trees 39, 40

salvific activity 81.2, 102.1(d), 109,
113(3), 114, 126.1; cf. 53.1.2,
53.2.2(b), 100, 134, 136; fn. 417,
505, 684; cf. fn. 282f

samadhi 58, 105(2); fn. 219, 447, 581, .
657. Cf. meditative concentration

Samantabhadracaryanirdesa: Pt. I1.A
ch.24

Samantapasadika (Sp) 13, 16.3.2;
fn. 3, 32, 58, 80, 85, 102, 131, 139,
195

samarambha 5

samavasarana, samosarati 75,
107.2.3(2,3); fn. 612, 615

sambheda, °bhinna fn. 492, 528.
Cf. asam®

sambhogakaya 148(2); sva® fn. 877

Sarhdhinirmocana-sitra (Samdh)
*fn, 954

samjiia see saAna-

samsara 21, 42, 95, 120.1; fn. 49, 60,
314, 516, 901f; plants (not) partici-
pating in s. 1, 11, 19.2, 25, 32, 34,
42,50, 120.1, 127.4(4); fn. 515;
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cf. fn. 177; illusory dichotomy of s.

“and nirvana 124; fn. 492; cf. 126.1.
Cf. rebirth

Samyuttanikaya (SN) 30, 40, 44.1
(fn. 234); *fn. 68, 110f, 118, 177,
189, 206, 415, 733, 735, 855

Sanghabhadra 2

Sarngharaksitavadana fn. 526

Sangitiparyaya fn. 22

Sanjin-gi shiki =5 ZFAFE fn. 485,
521, 726, 895 )

Sanjiishi-ka no kotogaki =-+VUfE=E
=148

Sankhya fn. 285, 516, 528, 689f

safifid [samjiia 53.2.3, 55, 113(2);
fn. 75f; 78f, 89. Cf. antahsarmjia,
asarfifia-

sanifid-vedayita-nirodha fn. 241

sanfiin 16.2. Cf. jivasariiin

Sarasangaha (SaraSg) fn. 190, 202*

Saratthappakasini (Spk) 60, 70, 108,
224

Sardilakarnavadana fn. 259

Sariputra 91f; fn. 841

sariratthaka fo. 108

sarvam ekari ekari ca sarvam fn. 516.
Cf. all is (in) one

sarvasarvatmakatvavada fn. 516, 528

Sarvastivada, °vadins 2, 19.2, 132.1;
fn. 9, 22, 31, 60, 121. Cf. Vinaya

satkaryavada fn. 516; sat® and asat®
fn. 417

sattussada 26 (fn. 121, 123)

sattva/satta 79, 102.1(b,d); fn. 2, 7,
108, 115, 134, 589; “sentient be-
ings” fn. 6; range of employment
and quasi-synonyms 10.1, 14,
16.3.2-3, 26, 115; fn. 2, 16, 65-68,
85, 131, 586; Chinese equivalents
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fn. 713; s.s subject to rebirth 16.3.3
(fn. 92); fn. 526; (all) s.s are tatha-
gatagarbha or Buddha-natured
53.2.2,65.2, 115, 136; fn. 295-297;
cf. fn. 270, 339; interpenetration cf.
n.582, 636. Cf. apirva-s., asafifia-s,
sattvadhatu fn. 295, 417, 585
sattvakaya 97, 107.1(2) (fn. 586, 589)
sattvaloka 80; fn. 65¢, 417
Schopen, Gregory *fn. 205
Schuler, Barbara *fn. 202, 209
seasons: hot s. 31; rainy s. fn. 53;
seasonal change 111; homology of
the seasonal life-phases of plants
with the process of salvation 147,
fn. 973; cf. fn. 934; matter originat-
ing from s. fn. 114; trees growing
in s. fn. 232; blossoming out of s.
39; fn. 214; plants know (/respond
to) the s.s 129.4, 149.3; fn. 827f
seed(s) 10.2, 17, 30, 35, 44.1; fn.176f;
living/sentient or not, not to be in-
jured 1, 3,5-7, 11, 18, 28.2, 157.3,
158; fn. 95; cotton seeds 28.2;
many-seeded fruits fn. 1012; s. in
the sense of cause 53.1.1; fn. 263;
s. of Buddhahood 53.2.2(a), 65.2;
s.s of conditioned factors fn. 954
self-manifestation, -revelation (of true
reality or Buddha-nature) 100,
108.3.3, 117.1, 129.3.3, 262; cf. 109
self-multiplication fn. 578, 674
Seng-ch’iian (f&%%, 6™ cent.) fn. 303
Seng-chao f&E£ (1414) 54, 120.2
sense of touch 9, 10.1-2, 13, 21, 24f;
fn. 5, 60; Pt. I ch. 5.1.2-3; 36, 41, 50,
120.1, 161; fn. 480
sentience: definition of s. 1; question
of individual s. of plants/insentients
55 (fn. 318), 70, 112, 116.2, 117.2,
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120.1-2, 121, 122.2, 127.4(3,4), 128,

129.3.3, 130, 142f, 146f, 149.2-5,

161; cf. fn. 827. Cf. consciousness,

mind, vijiiana

~ Shen-hui g (684-758) 129.2

Shen-hui yii-lu & 35§ 129.2;
fn. 304

shih (shiki) 5% fn. 371, 383, 707, 923-
925, 927, 966f, 980. Cf. wei-shih,
vijiana

Shih Mo-ho-yen lun FEEESATA
(T 32.1668) fn. 753

shih so-pien FFiE 116.1(e);
cf. fn. 318

shih~ta (shiki-dai) 5 fn. 893, 967,
970, 982

Shikan shiki IEEIFLFE 122.1 (fn. 725);
fn. 309, 384, 518, 521, 727-732,
784f, 787, 832, 844, 882, 897-903,
907

Shimoda, Masahiro.53.2.2, 65.1;
*fn. 283, 289, 347f, 352

Shin’en | 116.1(e); fn. 904

Shingon EF 141, 147, 149.3, 149.5,
151; fn. 816, 819, 914, 930, 968,
1004

Shinjo somoku jobutsu shiki #EEAR
RRALFELEE fn. 308, 518, 840, 897,
903, 905,911-914, 916, 962, 988f

Shinnyo-kan EA# fn. 786

Shirato, Waka 92f; *fn. 662, 909

Shoshin & E (active 1153-1207) 54,
90, 93f, 122.1-2, 128, 131, 132.2,
143, 145, 148(1); fn. 384, 844

Siksananda 77, 83, 85f, 102.1-2,
105(2); Pt. I1.A ch. 24.3; 116.1(c);
fn. 569, 637, 683

Sik;dsamuccaya (Siks) 107.1(3);
fn. 504, 578, 588, 591f, 669

Silanka fn. 66, 70, 94

silence (instruction through s.) 109

silk-worms fn. 105

similes (esp. methodological aspects)
30, 341, 44.1, 88; fn. 226, 232, 369

skandhas 55, 78-81.1, 96; fn. 298,
338, 742f, 982

skin (sense of touch) 10.2, 33.0, 33.3;
fn. 163

sky 119; fn. 786; sky preaches 90, 93,
109; fn. 500

snakes 27

soil *¥16.1-2, 17, 31, 35, 139; fn. 222.
Cf. digging, earth, pathavt

Sokushin jobutsu gi BBz
fn. 889

Somoku hosshin shugyo jobutsu ki X
RFE BT RAERE 147

Sonshun & %% (1451-1514) 88;
fn. 968

soul 9, 16.2-3, 35, 52.1, 53.2.3, 157.3;
fn. 60, 65, 369, 1012

space: sp. is non-sentient 129.4; dhar-
mas are like sp. 62, 85, fn. 338, 492;
Buddha-nature or dharmakaya is
like sp. 127.4(3), 146; fn. 645; sp. is
dharmakaya fn. 891; sp. consists of

“the 5 elements fn. 891; transcending
the limitations of sp. and time
113(1), 115; fn. 681f; cf. 102.1(c);
bodhisattva transforms his body
into sp.: see akasakaya

sphar/sphur fn. 637, 867

spirit(s): spirit (}5#) may transform
into earth,wood, etc.: fn. 517.
Cf. tree-spirits

Sravakabhuami (StBh) fn. 2, 269, 392,
954

Srimala-sitra 35

¢
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Srinivasan, S.A. *fn. 5, 59, 1014,
1018

stationary (thavara; sthavara) 3, 10.3,
26f, 45, 52.1, 158; fn. 5, 94, 312

Sthiramati 93; fn. 2 ,

Stone, Jacqueline I. 148; *fn. 310, 516,
753,786, 931, 935, 940, 943, 946,
948, 978, 1003

stones 31, 90, 120.2, 127,4(4), 1294,
132.2, 139; fn. 2, 71, 500, 827,
transformation of a person into a

~stone fn. 515, 517, 525

stipa 53.2.2(b)

Suchness (tathatd, true nature) 53.1.2,
53.3-4, 57, 59, 70, 84, 89(2), 115,
116.1(e), 117.1; Pt.IL.B ch. 1.1; 131,
133f, 143, 146(2); fn. 304, 338, 492,

- 875
Sueki, Fumihiko *fn. 307, 783, 916

sukha 63; fn. 352; °bija 65.2

Sukhavati 99f; fn. 843

Sukhavativyiiha 99f; 132.1

Sumarigalavilasint (Sv) fo. 5, 7, 60,
70, 123, 160, 191; -tika fn. 88, 108,
190, 2022 :

Sanya(ta) 124; fn. 393, 857.
Cf. emptiness

support(-recompense) and recom-
pense proper (/primary result of
karma) 66, 84, 119, 148(2), 151(2),
153(2); fn. 524, 785, 905, 943, 981f;
cf. fn. 115

S'ﬂramgama-sﬂtra (Sﬁr) 55; fn. 517,

- 525, 1006

“surface (&) and inside (&) 149.3-4;

cf. 151(1); fn. 982

su-su EEE% fn. 215

Suttanipata (Sn) 3, 5, 11,44.1, 52.1;
*fn. 30, 124, 148, 741, 1020;
Sn-a fn. 112
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Siyagada (Suy) 16.3.3; fn. 59, 67

Suyama-gathas: see Buddhavatarsa-
ka

svapnopama fn. 742, 747. Cf. dream

svartha and parartha 113(3)

Syama-jataka 39

T’an-ch’ien 238 (542-607) fn. 516
T’ien-t’al K& 57, 65.1, 122.2, 126.1,
127.4, 145, 152; fn. 258, 516, 524,

753,779, 783, 866. Cf. Tendai

t'ung-men &MY 57, 62, 127.3

Ta pan-nie-p’an ching hsiian-i Kf&E
sriR3res (T 38.1765) 65.3

Ta pan-nie-p’an ching shu XiRI252
REER (T 38.1767) 96; fn. 513, 783,
848

Ta-chu Hui-hai AEREE . 880, 977

tala-taruna fn. 55 ‘

Tamaki, K6shird fn. 417, 439, 864

tao 3B *129.1, 153(1)

Taoism 120.2, 129.1; fn. 258

Tao-sheng E4: (1434) 54, 119, 138;
fn. 31, 120, 258

tasa/trasa see mobile

Ta-sheng ch’i-hsin lun KIEHE(E4
(T 32.1666) fn. 753, 875

Ta-sheng chih-kuan fa-men K3eFE1
¥:F9 (T 46.1924) fn. 516, 752, 754,
836f.

Ta-sheng hsiian lun KX
(T 45.1853) 57, 127.3; fn. 271f, 302,
326-330, 341, 373-375, 4571, 461,
715,717

Ta-sheng i chang KIFEHE=
(T 44.1851) 127.2; fn. 263, 400,
411-413, 752, 762-766
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Tathagata 53.2.2, 65.2, 83; fn. 291,
615: the Suchness of the T. is the
same as the Suchness of all sentient
beings /of all dharmas 53.3, 124,
126.0, 126.2; the T.’s body/dharma-
kaya is permanent and blissful
fn. 352f; pervades the universe
107.2.3; fn. 579; encompasses all
sentient beings 53.3; T.s have the
universe as their body fn. 654; the
four elements are the samaya body
of the T. fn. 889; T.s suffuse all
fields with phantom bodies fn. 578,
644; T. may manifest himself as a
town, a river, etc. fn. 587; mind cre-
ates theT.s 81.3; miraculous influen-
ce of the T. makes trees (etc.) preach
or emit sounds fn. 499, 569; the T.
Gandhottamakiita preaches by me-
ans of fragrant food 104, 109; bo-
dhisattvas may display (or make
persons or things appear as) a T.
108.1; fn. 528, 546

tathagatagarbha 53.0, 53.2.2, 53.3,
65.2, 76, 89(2,3), 115, 117.1, 126.0-
2,130, 136; fn. 273, 288, 409, 516,
908 :

Tathagatagarbha-sitra (TGS) 53.2.2,
53.3, 115, 136; fn. 283, 516

tathdagatagotra 53.1.1, 53.3

Tathagatotpattisambhava-nirdesa
(TUSN) 115; *fn. 560, 644

tathata: see Suchness

Tendai K& 54, 88, 122.1, 145, 1471,
149.1, 149.5, 151f, 156; fn. 727,
782, 786, 866, 968, 1004; cf. T’ien-
t’ai

thavara: see stationary

theodicy fn. 875

Theragatha (Th) 44.1 (fn. 232)

Theravada, °vadins 4-6, 9, 11, 13,
19.1-2, 21f, 24, 33.1, 36, 41, 52.1;
fn. 9, 13,29, 105, 108, 114f, 213

Therigatha (Thi) fn. 177

three times 81.3, 101, 102.1(c);
fn. 386, 547f, 574; interpenetration
of the three times 107.2.2

ti-chiu shih B 1.(3%) fn. 923-925,
927, 967. Cf. ching-hsin, amala-
vijiiana

tinaftrna 19.1, 28.3; fn. 2, 53, 111,
160, 500; °kattha, °kastha 19.1-2;
fn. 121, 795; cf. fn. 500; °rukkha 3,
19.2; fn. 102, 160; °gulma-vrksa
fn. 499; °vanappati fn. 189; °san-
tharaka 28.3

Toketsu FEHR 145

Tokuen {E[E] (785-7) fn. 782

traidhatuka 73, 81.1; fn. 386, 392

Trailokyavijaya 151(2)

transformation: t. of mind/conscious-
ness 69, 75(c), 76; fn. 318, 923, 927;
t. by means of metta fn. 127; mira-
culous t. 91 (fn. 4971), 100,
107.1(2), 112, 113(3); fn. 506f, 516,
528, 673, 687, of earth (etc.) into
gold (etc.) 94-96; cf. 132.2; of insen-
tient beings into sentient beings and
vice-versa Pt.II.A ch.2.2; 107.1(2,3),
108.1, 117.1, 143; fn. 587f,926; of
plants/insentients into (the form of)
Buddhas 108.1, 122.1, 132.2, 143f,
145; cf. 91, fn. 506; t. of a bodhisat-
tva’s body into the dharmakaya
fn. 617; t. negated 148

trasa: see mobile

tree deities/spirits/numina 9, 35, 36-
38, 47(d), 52.1, 155; fn. 216, 246

tree(s): renunciants dwelling at the
root of t.s 10.3, 43; t. symbolism 43;
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t. as a metaphor for spiritual growth
10.3, 44.1; t. as a benefactor 48;

t.s react to extraordinary events 39;
t.s (/grasses and t.s /plants/groves)
preach 44.3, 90-93, 98-101, 105(1),
108.1, 108.3.2 (fn. 651), 109,
116.1(c), 117.1, 145, 162; fn. 308,

782, 819; t.s as hypothetic address-

ees of preaching 40. Cf. rukkha,
tinarukkha, bodhi tree, bodhisattva,
cutting, felling, plants, rebirth

tree-soul 9; 52.1; cf. 35

Tridandaka fo. 205

trna: see tina

ts’ao-mu (somoku) BEK see grasses
and trees

ts’ao-mu ch’eng fo (somoku jobutsu)
BRI 12212, 147; fn. 782, 792,
891, 893, 897, 932, 937, 938, 942,
947.

ts’ao-mu chih hsin BERKZ (> 149.2

Ts’ung-i {28 (1042-1091) fn. 779

Tsung-hsiao 528 (1151-1214)
fn. 227

Tsung-ying 5255 fn. 782

Tsu-t’ang-chi fHEE 57, 129.3.0-3,
140, 153(2,3); fn. 303f, 385, 487-
491, 529, 887,977

tiala 28.2

tzii-hsing ch’ing-ching hsin B {151
s 126.1; fn. 409, 752

Tzi-hsiian F¥ (9657-10387) 55;
fn. 525 ’

udaka 16.3.2; 26. Cf. water

unacquired’ (sc. matter): 19.2, 31;
fn. 175. Cf. anupadinna.

unconscious heavenly beings 11, 21,
149.4; fn. 9, 60, 104, 525
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unwholesome (karma, etc.) 4, 23,
129.3.3, 158, 163; fn. 713, 995;
wholesome and u. 19.2, 34, 40, 55,
132.1; fn. 49, 492, cf. fn. 569

upadinna(ka) 19.1-2, 33.1; fn. 175.

Upasakasila-sitra fn. 41

Upasena-sitra 26f; fn. 16, 260

upatta fn. 108

Uttarajjhana (Utt) *fn. 53, 90, 94f

utu-samutthana fn. 114

Vaibhasika 33.2; fn. 108, 164

Vairocana: in early Buddhism 134
(fn. 855), 142; in the BAv 135
(fn. 864); V.’s omnipresence 65.1,
122.1, Pt. I1.B ch. 1.3; 157.2;
V.’s preaching and miraculous
activity fills the universe 108.3.2
(fn. 6399); fn. 627; jewel trees
preaching in V.’s Buddha-field
108.3.2; fn. 569; the whole world is
V.’s (dharma-)body 137-142, 153(3),
162; fn. 655, 812; V. is everything,
everything is V. 139, 143; V.’s body
and land are non-dual fn. 852; one’s
own mind is the body and field of V.
127.4(3); understanding the dhar-
matd means seeing V. 85; V.’s
Awakening entails the Awakening
of all sentient beings fn. 904

van-nirmana 93

Vasanti (Gv) fn. 654

Vasetthasutta (Sn) 3, 52.1 )

Vasubandhu 57, 66, 68-70, 75; fn. 163,
409, 571, 756, 954

vedana: see feeling

Vedic (religion, etc.) 4, 27, 119, 156;
fn. 12, 126, 256, 713, 894

vegetable(s) 49, 149.2, 153(2), 165;
fn. 262
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vegetal /vegetative life 1, 23; cf. 11,
17; fn. 120, 517; vegetative centre
149.2-4; vegetal alms-food 158

vegetarian, vegetarianist fn. 221, 983

Vessantara-jataka fn. 217

Vetter, Tilmann *fn. 10, 75, 148, 314,
674, 687,742

Vibhanga(-atthakatha) (Vibh(-a))
fn. 108, 112, 160, 400

" vibhavayati fn. 474

vi-hims, vi-heth 13, 16.3.3; fn. 6, 53,
99, 585. Cf. himsa

vijiana /vififiana 1, 10.2, 55, 68, 75(b),
123.2, 124, 141; fn. 108, 176, 179,
371, 402, 409, 923. Cf. alaya-v.,
amala-v., mano-v., consciousness,
shih 5%

vijiianaparinama 75(c), 116.1(e)

Vijianavada fn. 753, 844, 877

vikridita 97, 112; fn. 528, 636

vikurvita 112; fn. 497, 579, 593, 595,
627, 640, 673

Vimalakirti-nirdesa (VKN) 57,

Pt. I1.A ch. 16; 109; fn. 232, 555,
743, 841

vimana 36; fn. 190, 199f

Vimana-vatthu 38

Vimativinodanit fn. 179

vimoksa fn. 673, 679. Cf. freedom

Vimsatika Vijfiaptimatrata-siddhi (V§)
57; Pt. I1.A ch. 14; 74-76; fn. 762.
Cf. Gautama Prajfiaruci

Vinaya, Vinaya (Vin) *6, 13-18, 28.2,
53.2.3; fn. 131, 246, 367, 733f; V. of
the Dharmaguptakas (VinDh) 28.2;
fn. 54f, 102, 140-142; Mahasanghi-
kas (VinMa)12; *fn. 32, 63, 72, 87,
105, 138; Mahisasakas (VinMi)
28.2; *fn. 31f, 54, 86, 102, 143;
Miilasarvastivadins fn. 16, 32, 260;

cf. fn. 105; Sarvastivadins (VinSa)
16.3.2; fn. 31f, 53, 61, 86f, 102, 138
Vinayamatrka (T 24.1463) fn. 54, 86
Vinayavinicchaya-tika fn. 318.
Viniscayasamgrahant fn. 758, 841,
9542
vififiGna: see vijiiana
violence 5, 7, 158; fn. 5, 95. Cf. himsa,
patavyatd, injuring, killing '
vision, visionary 57, 107.1-2,
108.2(1), 112-114, 116.1(c), 134,
fn. 603, 636; vision-part of the mind
fn. 904
Visnu, Visnupurana 137; fn. 876
Visuddhimagga (VisM) 31, 44.2;
fn. 11, 80f, 114, 163, 177;
VisM-mht fn. 114, 713
vrksa fn. 2, 499, 500. Cf. rukkha,
tree(s)

wall(s): insentient but preaching
(/made to preach) 90, 93; fn. 500;
w.s and rubble: lacking Buddha-
nature 53.2.3, 119, 127.2, 129.2;
fn. 717; Buddha-natured 129.3.1;
fn. 779; rebirth in the form of a wall
fn. 526

Wangchuk, Dorji fn. 516

Watanabe, Mariko *fn. 519, 909

water: plants drinking (/reacting

- to) w. 29, 88; fn. 176; problem of w.
being alive/sentient 16.3.2, 157.3,
158; fn. 5, 72, 95, 120, 1014; cf.
fn. 220; restrictions on drinking or
using w. 17, 28.2, 158; fn. 262;
cf. 156; prohibition of polluting w.
28.1, 157.3, 163; predators made to
drink only w. fn. 221; different per-
ception of w. (as pus, etc.) fn. 516,
842; transformation of earth into w.
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and vice versa 94; w. preaches 98-
100; 105(3); cf. 108.3.2; w. is Vairo-
cana 139, 157.2 ,

wei hsin MEi{» 71; fn. 404, 416, 449,
782, 893; cf. cittamdtra

wei-shih MESS 66, 71

Wezler, Albrecht *fn. 12, 148, 516,
528, 690, 964 )

wholesome: see unwholesome

Williams, Paul fn. 638, 675, 690

wither(ing), withered (of plants, flow-
ers) 17,29, 31, 39, 50, 109; fn. 5,
55, 118, 160, 223. Cf. dying

Wodilla, Paul fn. 205

wood: see kattha, daruka

world: cf. environment, mind, perva-
sion, Vairocana; w. encompassed by
the Buddha’s body or dharma kaya
107.2.3(1,2), 108.3.1+3, 115, 117.1,
135-137

world-affirming, w.-encompassing,
w.-transcending, w.-transforming
113(3); cf. 7; fn. 679, 687

wu-ch’ing (mujo) f£F 116.1(d), 119,
120.2, 129.1+4, 152; fn. 2, 218f, 292,
305, 490, 525, 700, 713, 759, 776f,
779,782,784, 787,793, 811-813,
827, 831, 883, 905, 991-993

wu~-ch’ing shuo fa (mujé seppd) &
FRYE 90; fn. 822-824

wu-ming Y&y fo. 32, 105
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Yagi, Toru fn. 497

yaksa/yakkha, yaks(in)i 38; fn. 681

Yamabe, Nobuyoshi fn. 533

Yamaguchi, Susumu fn. 417, 426, 429
433f, 438, 442, 446

Yanagi, Mikiyasu fn. 487 «

ying chi FE¥% 129.4

Yogacara 67, 74-76, 115, 132.1-2;
fn. 9, 163,417,713, 753, 841

Yogacarabhimi (YBh) fo. 169, 177,
517,713, 835f, 841f; Tun/Tao-lun’s
comm. fn. 517

yiian-chiao (engyo) [E%Y: see Perfect
Teaching

Yiian-chiieh ching [BI2#& 54

Yiian-ming lun [ElBAZ% fn. 814

yu-ch’ing (ujo) FE 129.4; *fn. 16,
305, 312, 529, 700, 702, 713, 730f,
7591, 779, 783, 816, 873, 893, 923,
926, 943, 963, 987, 992f

Yiin-men lu ZEF5%% fn. 885

Yu-p’o-sé wu-chie-hsiang ching {8
E A FAERE fn. 262

3

Zimmermann, Michaél *fn. 280, 283,
516
Zin, Monika *fn. 207, 209, 213





