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An Indian $astra first of all frames a special terminology for the concepts with
which it operates and establishes clear-cut definitions of these concepts. The
Tibetans, being the pupils of Indian tradition, have carried this care of minutely
precise definitions to an extreme, almost artistic perfection.

Th. Stcherbatsky, Madhyanta-Vibhanga: Discourse on
Discrimination between Middle and Extremes, iv.
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Preface

This book examines a plethora of fascinating points raised in six centuries of
Tibetan and Mongolian commentary concerning the first two sections of
Dzong-ka-ba’s* The Essence of Eloquence” the Prologue and the section on the
Mind-Only School. In the process of examining 170 issues, this volume

»  identifies the teachings in the first wheel of doctrine

+  probes the meaning of “own-character” and “established by way of its own
character”

+  untangles the implications of Dzong-ka-Ba’s criticisms of the Korean scho-
lar Wonch’uk

+  treats many engaging points on the three natures and the three non-
natures, including (1) how to apply these two grids to uncompounded
space; (2) whether the selflessness of persons is a thoroughly established na-
ture; (3) how to consider the emptiness of emptiness; and (4) the ways the
Great Vehicle schools delineate the three natures and the three non-natures

+  and presents the approaches through which the Mind-Only School inter-
prets scriptures.

The aim is to bring to life scholastic controversies in order both to stimulate the
metaphysical imagination and to show the non-monolithic plethora of inquiries
by the followers of a seminal figure in the Tibetan cultural region.

My annotated translation of these sections in Dzong-ka—Ba’s text is to be
found in the first volume of this series, Emptiness in the Mind-Only School of
Buddpism." It is in four parts:

+  a historical and doctrinal introduction

+  a translation of the General Explanation and the Section on the Mind-
Only School in The Essence of Eloquence with frequent annotations in
brackets, footnotes, and backnotes

+  a detailed synopsis of the translation that re-renders the text, with addi-
tional information, in more free-flowing English

+  a critical edition in Tibetan script of these sections in The Essence of Elo-
quence.

The second volume of this series, Reflections on Reality: The Three Natures and
Non-Natures in the Mind-Only School, presents an introduction to and analysis
of many facets of volume one. In six parts, it

+  places reactions to Dzong-ka-ba’s text in historical and social context by

a

tsong kha pa blo bzang grags pa, 1357-1419.

b drang ba dang nges pa’i don rnam par phye ba’i bstan bcos legs bshad snying po; P6142,

vol. 153.
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examining the tension between allegiance and rational inquiry in monastic
colleges and the inter-relationships between faith, reason, and mystical
insight

presents the religious significance of the central doctrine of the Mind-Only
School, the three natures of phenomena

examines in detail the exchange between the Bodhisattva Paramarthasam-
udgata and Buddha in the seventh chapter of the Sama Unraveling the
Thought concerning the three wheels of doctrine and the three natures
documents the markedly different view on the status of reality presented by
the fourteenth-century scholar-yogi Shay-rap-gyel-tsen® of the Jo- -nang-ba®
order as well as criticisms by Dzong-ka-ba and his Ge-luk-ba followers
fleshes out Tibetan presentations of the provocative issue of the relation-
ship between two types of emptiness in the Mind-Only School and how
the topic of two emptinesses is debated today in America, Europe, and Ja-
pan, thereby demonstrating how the two forms of scholarship refine and
enhance each other (these discussions continue in the three Appendices)
demonstrates the types of reasonings establishing mind-only used as means
to overcome a basic dread of reality.

Please see the prefaces in volumes one and two for expressions of gratitude

to the many Tibetan and Mongolian scholars who have aided me on this
project over the last twenty-one years.

Jeffrey Hopkins
Emeritus Professor of Tibetan Studies
University of Virginia

c

dol po pa shes rab rgyal mtshan, 1292-1361.

jo nang pa.
dge lugs pa.






Technical Notes

It is important to recognize that:

citations from volume one, Emptiness in the Mind-Only School of Buddhism,
and volume two, Reflections on Reality, are indicated respectively by “Emp-
tiness in Mind-Only” and “Reflections on Reality” along with a page refer-
ence; notes within those citations are not repeated in this volume;

ootnotes are marked “a, b, ¢”; backnotes are marked “1, 2, 3.” References
footnot ked “a, b backnot ked “1, 2, 3.” Ref

to texts are mostly given in the backnotes, whereas other information, more
pertinent to the reading of the material at hand, is given in the footnotes.
References to issues in the present volume, Absorption in No External
World, are often by issue number;

full bibliographical references are given in the footnotes and backnotes at
the first citation in each chapter;

translations and editions of texts are given in the Bibliography;

citations of the Sutra Unraveling the Thought include references to the
edited Tibetan text and French translation of it in consultation with the
Chinese by Etienne Lamotte in Samdbinirmocanasitra: L'explication des
mysteres (Louvain: Université de Louvain, 1935) and to the English transla-
tion from the stog Palace edition of the Tibetan by C. John Powers, Wis-
dom of Buddha: Samdhinirmocana Siatra (Berkeley, Calif.: Dharma, 1995).
There is also a translation from the Chinese by Thomas Cleary in Buddhist
Yoga: A Comprehensive Course (Boston: Shambhala, 1995), in which the
references are easily found, as long as chapter 7 of Lamotte and Powers is
equated with chapter 5 of Cleary as per the Chinese edition that he used
(see Emptiness in Mind-Only, Appendix 2, p. 457fF.). Passages not cited in
Dzong-ka-ba’s text are usually adaptations of Powers’s translation as sub-
mitted for his doctoral dissertation under my guidance;

I have translated the term drang don (neyirtha) sometimes as “interpretable
meaning” and other times as “requiring interpretation,” or a variant the-
reof. There is no significance to the multiple translations other than variety
and clarity, the latter being to emphasize that the scripture requires inter-
pretation;

the names of Indian Buddhist schools of thought are translated into Eng-
lish in an effort to increase accessibility for non-specialists;

for the names of Indian scholars and systems used in the body of the text,
¢h, sh, and sh are used instead of the more usual ¢, § and s for the sake of
easy pronunciation by non-specialists; however, cch is used for cch, not
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Technical Notes

chehh. In the notes the usual transliteration system for Sanskrit is used;

transliteration of Tibetan is done in accordance with a system devised by
Turrell Wylie; see “A Standard System of Tibetan Transcription,” Harvard
Journal of Asiatic Studies, 22 (1959): 261-267;

the names of Tibetan authors and orders are given in “essay phonetics” for
the sake of easy pronunciation; for a discussion of the system used, see the
technical note at the beginning of my Meditation on Emptiness (London:
Wisdom, 1983; rev. ed., Boston: Wisdom, 1996), 19-22. The system is
used consistently, with the result that a few well-known names are rendered
in a different way: for example, “Lhasa” is rendered as “Hla-5a,” since the
letter “h” is pronounced before the letter “I”; and

an English-Tibetan-Sanskrit glossary is given at the end of this volume.
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1. Monastic Inquiry

The Essence of Eloquence* by the late-fourteenth- and early-fifteenth-century
Tibetan scholar-yogi Dzong-ka-ba® is considered by his followers to be so chal-
lenging that it is called his steel bow and steel arrow® in that just as it is hard to
pull a steel bow to its full extent but when one does, the arrow will course over
a great area, so even the words of this text are difficult to understand but, when
understood, yield great insight. The martial challenge conveyed by this meta-
phor was accepted by many brilliant Tibetan and Mongolian scholars over the
last six centuries with the result that a plethora of issues in Dzong-ka-ba’s text
have received careful analysis, providing an avenue into patterns of thought that
came to constitute the environment of the text over this long period of intense
interest.

Dzong-ka—Ba was a genius at creating consistency in systems of thought,
but sometimes he provided only brief expositions and at other times only sug-
gested his views. Scholars of the Ge-luk-ba! sect—like others following a
founder’s words—have been drawn into the complex problems of extending his
thought into those areas that he did not clearly explicate and into re-thinking
what was clear but did not manifest the presumed consistency. The working
premise is that Dzong-ka-ba’s The Essence of Eloquence, though carefully crafted,
is subject to the highly creative strategy of “positing his thought™ as long as
consonance with the corpus of his work is maintained. The attempt at resolving
apparent contradictions itself fuels increasing interest in the topics, this being a
central reason why the Ge-luk-ba system of education, centered around scholas-
tic debate, has been so influential throughout Inner Asia.

Although the plethora of issues raised in 7he Essence of Eloquence is suscept-
ible to being laid out in a linear run like a table of contents, the only way a
reader can react to the muld-sided style of confronting these points is to be
within the perspective of the system being considered. Juxtaposing different
parts of a treatise and examining their cross-implications, Tibetan monastic
textbooks manifest a basic procedure of bringing the whole treatise to bear on a
single part, thereby coaxing the participant into developing the worldview of
the system. In this way, the overriding context of exposition involves the rami-
fications of every part (or at least many parts) of a text; the only way for the
reader to adjust to this environment is to form the worldview.

a

drang ba dang nges pa’i don rnam par phye ba’i bstan bcos legs bshad snying po; Peking
6142, vol. 153.
b tsong kha pa blo bzang grags pa, 1357-1419.

c

leags mda’ leags gzhu.
d dge lugs pa.

e

dgongs pa bzhag pa.
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Because the exposition moves from issue to issue in a format of confronta-
tional challenges that are episodic, it can at times seem even disjointed, but
monastic students learn to live from within a system by being led—in twice-
daily debates—to react inside its viewpoint to a plethora of problems. The cen-
ter of the process, never communicable in words, is the wholeness of the
worldview from within which the student learns to live. Like debaters in a mo-
nastic college, we also can experience this only by confronting issue after issue,
major and minor, in lively embroilment and with hope that the larger perspec-
tive will dawn. With this in mind, I address 170 such focal issues in this book.

Techniques of Analysis

Tibetan and Mongolian commentators employ various strategies for getting at
the meaning of a text by:

+  dividing the text into sections

+  providing a synopsis of the topics through an elaborate outline

+  exploring the range of meanings of particular words

+  placing an issue in a larger context

+  extracting issues for extended analysis

+  juxtaposing seemingly conflicting assertions

- finding internal and external evidence to resolve contradictions

+ manipulating meanings so as to create coherence

*  raising a parallel concern from another context

+  exposing terminology hardened over centuries of use to analysis of histori-
cal development.

These modes of analysis, like those employed by scholars throughout the world,
expose knotty problems and resolve seeming or actual contradictions.

Texts are not viewed in isolation as if they live outside of the situation of
their culture; they are related to a body of literature and knowledge in such a
way that the study of a text is a study of the world. Also, the context provided is
not just that of the culture contemporary to or preceding Dzong-ka-ba’s text;
often, views of scholars subsequent to the text are similarly juxtaposed because
the aim is to provide a worldview relevant to the reader’s present situation, a
comprehensive perspective that makes use of whatever is available. Beyond this,
points peripheral to central topics often take center stage such that they provide
a wide cultural context for more important issues—the context imbedding the
reader in an all-encompassing worldview. These scholars, even when working
on small issues, draw on a reserve of knowledge of larger issues, the basic prin-
ciples of which are Dzong-ka-ba’s. When they unravel his words, the exercise of
exegesis imbeds the participants even more in the architecture of a living phi-
losophy.

Issues are treated not just by citing Indian treatises; rather, the dynamics of
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the architecture of a system suggested by Indian texts takes over. The system is
a living phenomenon only suggested by Indian texts. Speculation carrying out
its implications is a primary technique. To avoid speculating on such issues
merely because clarification is not available in Indian texts would miss the pri-
mary intention of these analytic traditions—to stimulate the metaphysical im-
agination. In the same vein, later terminology from India and Tibet is often
used as a device to convey subtleties considered to be embedded in the Sitra
Unraveling the Thought and in Asanga’s works.

Difficult issues are presented in a genre of literature used in monastic col-
leges called “general meaning,” which are often supplemented with “decisive
analyses.” These textbooks on seminal Indian or Tibetan texts, such as Dzong-
ka-ba’s The Essence of Eloquence, stimulate the intellect through juxtaposing
assertions that are, or appear to be, contradictory and through making often
highly elaborate and esthetically attractive reformulations of assertions in order
to reveal, or create, coherence. These textbooks are authored by prominent fig-
ures in the monastic colleges, who become so focal that the local leader, mod-
eled on the paradigm of the grand over-all leader—whether Buddha or Dzong-
ka-ba—often comes to assume more importance.

Disagreement with statements by the founder of the sect is promoted with-
in the bounds of not openly criticizing his works but doing so under various
polite facades, such as positing the meaning of his thought, that is, creatively
adjusting Dzong-ka-ba’s statements so that they do not contradict each other.
Through such maneuvers, much room is made for discriminative expansion
that is critical but does not assume the outward form of fault-finding. Exegetes,
upon exposing seeming discrepancies, seek to explain them away through re-
finement, creatively adjusting his thought, pretending that his words make per-
fect sense, even making such bold and creative defenses of the founder that
their own ingenuity becomes the focus. Once we recognize the format of expo-
sition as often a mask required in a culture of allegiance to exalted personages,
we see that often these scholars really do not think that Dzong-ka-ba meant
what they claim; critical acumen is indeed highly encouraged. If it is not no-
ticed that these scholars are operating within only a facade of non-criticism,
their “refinements” often appear to be inexplicably and even ridiculously at
odds with what Dzong-ka-ba said.

What on the surface appears to be apologetic is actually critical analysis—
explanation becoming a re-casting of the founder’s position. The process causes
Dzong-ka-ba’s followers to step into his shoes by using his principles of organi-
zation to extend his thought further, such that they come to know his pivotal
concepts in an active and creative way, rather than just repeating what he said.
Since the principles of his system are put to active use, these come to life in a
way otherwise impossible. Examination of problems in debate and in literary

spyi don.
mtha’ dpyod.
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composition becomes a method of profound internalization.

For this reason, throughout this book I identify these maneuvers in order
to reveal the drama. Otherwise, the tension and conflict of such dramatic re-
writing in the guise of explaining the founder’s words when they obviously do
not say such is dumbfounding—as long as one thinks that all they intend to do
is to clarify what is already basically coherent. Sometimes, slippery distinctions
are the means by which the exegetical project adapts itself to the seeming rigidi-
ty of insistence on consistency, and at other times a perplexing peripheral issue
is left with a call for more analysis.

Monastic authors even apply a principle enunciated in their system against
another point in their own system. This unabashed honesty raises the level of
inquiry far beyond mere explication. Regardless of the format of explaining
away, or even covering up, earlier masters’ inconsistencies, scholars uncover the
flimsiness of the favored position. Such admissions of the tenuousness of their
own positions reveal how these scholars use rational inquiry to indicate weak-
nesses in their own systems despite their allegiance to founding figures.

The sheer variety of invitingly provocative explanations of a single issue
sometimes make it seem that a conclusion cannot be reached, enmeshing the
reader in a web of intriguing and even bewildering issues of fundamental im-
portance. These scholars’ attempts to correct these problems sometimes embroil
them in almost unimaginable complexities, the issue becoming so complex that
the mind is fractured into unusable bits of information. It is possible to miss
the woods for the trees, but when one steps back and surveys the wider scene,
basic and undisputed principles of Dzong-ka-ba’s outlook emerge with consi-
derable clarity. The style of monastic textbooks—which calls for embroilment
in crucial as well as ancillary issues—causes central issues to become the floor of
inquiry without our noticing it, resulting in the transformation of it into a topic
of vibrant concern in the vast context of a worldview.

I also have become embroiled in a maze of doctrinal considerations, at-
tempting to construct harmony between siitra sources (here specifically the
Sittra Unraveling the Thought), Indian schools, and Tibetans exegesis. Led more
deeply into basic issues, I, like Tibetan and Mongolian scholars, have been
drawn into a process that begins like being teased by a riddle, then probing a
mystery, then finding myself in a maze, and finally the walls of the maze occa-
sionally becoming transparent when the scope of the problem comes into view.
Thus, here and there in this book I occasionally present my own “solutions” to
conundrums by positing Dzong—ka—Ba’s thought; still, I cannot claim that my
reframing (sometimes offered with a mask of bravado) provides the esthetic
delight that even well-crafted apologetic can generate if it has elegant simplicity.
Admittedly, sometimes my gambits end up serving merely as means to expose
more problems.
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The Characters of the Drama

In this book I cite opinions from twenty-two of the twenty-six commentaries
on Dzong-ka-Ba’s The Essence of Eloguence that 1 have located. Preceded by a
general category, these are listed below chronologically within their college affil-
iation—the author’s name as cited in the notes, the full name (if different),
dates, the title as it is cited in the notes, and the full title (for the Tibetan and
other information, see the bibliography).

General
Ke-drup (Ke-drup-ge-lek-bel-sang, 1385-1438)

Opening the Eyes of the Fortunate / Opening the Eyes of the Fortunate:

Treatise Brilliantly Clarifying the Profound Emptiness
Second Dalai Lama (Gen-diin-gya-tso, 1476-1542)

Lamp Hlluminating the Meaning / Commentary on the Difficult Points of
“Differentiating the Interpretable and the Definitive” from the Col-
lected Works of the Foremost Holy Omniscient [D_zong—/m—[;ﬂ]: Lamp
Thoroughly Hlluminating the Meaning of His Thought

Se-ra Jay College
Bel-jor-hliin-drup (1427-1514)
Lamp for the Teaching | Commentary on the Difficult Points of (Dzong-
ka-ba’s) “The Essence of Eloquence”: Lamp for the Teaching
Jay-dziin Cho-gyi-gyel-tsen (1469-1546)
General-Meaning Commentary | General Meaning of (Dzong—/m—l;a’s)
“Differentiating the Interpretable and the Definitive”: Eradicating
Bad Disputation: A Precious Garland
Dra-di Ge-shay Rin-chen-don-drup (fl. mid-seventeenth century)
Ornament for the Thought | Ornament for the Thought of (Dzong-ka-
ba’s) “Interpretable and Definitive: The Essence of Eloquence”
Tsay-den-hla-ram-ba®

a

I have drawn his views from citations by Dén-drup-gyel-tsen, A-ku Lo-drd-gya-tso, Ser-
shiil Lo-sang-piin-tsok, and Jik-may-dam-chs-gya-tso. Ge-shay Ye-shay-tap-kay (shar tsong
kha pa blo bzang grags pas mdzad pa’i drang ba dang nges pa’i don rnam par phye ba’i bstan
beos legs bshad snying po, Ta 12’1 bla ma’i *phags bod, vol. 22 [Varanasi, India: vana dbus bod
kyi ches mtho’i gtsug lag slob gnyer khang, 19971, 327-332), in a list of fifty-eight commen-
taries on Dzong-ka-Ba’s The Essence of Elogquence, reports (331) that three of his works are
listed under the title of dri lan blo gsal mgul rgyan by tshe brtan lha rams pa in bod kyi bstan
beos khag gcig gi mishan byang dri med shel dkar phreng ba (mtsho sngon dpe skrun khang,
1985), 614. The three are:

rgyal ba dge ‘dun rgya mtsho dang jam dbyangs dga’ blo jam dbyangs chos bshes sogs kyi
drang nges gsung rgyun dri med lung rigs gter mdzod

drang nges legs bshad snying po’i spyi don legs pa drang nges rnam “byed kyi dga’ gnad cung
zad brus pa
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Ser-shiil (Ser-shiil Ge-shay Lo-sang-piin-tsok, fl. in early twentieth century)
Notes /| Notes on (Dzong-ka-ba’s) “Differentiating the Interpretable and
the Definitive”: Lamp Illuminating the Profound Meaning
Lo-sang-wang-chuk (1901-1979)
Notes / Notes on (D_zong—ka—éﬂ 5) “Interpretable and Definitive, The Es-
sence of Eloquence”: Lamp for the Intelligent
Da-drin-rap-den (1920-1986)
Annotations | Annotations for the Difficult Points of (D_zong—ka—;a s)
“The Essence of Elogquence”: Festival for the Unbiased Endowed with
Clear Intelligence

Lo-sel-bmg and Shar-dzay Colleges
Pan-chen S6-nam-drak-ba (1478-1554)

Garland of Blue Lotuses / Distinguishing through Objections and Answers
(Dzong-ka-ba’s) “Differentiating the Interpretable and Definitive
Meanings of All the Scriptures, The Essence of Eloquence”: Garland of
Blue Lotuses

Go-mang and Dra-shi-kyil Colleges
Gung-ru Ché-jung (Gung-ru Ché-gyi-jung-nay, fl. most likely in the sixteenth
century)

Garland of White Lotuses / Decisive Analysis of (Dzong-ka-ba’s) “Diffe-
rentiating the Interpretable and the Definitive, The Essence of Elo-
quence”: Garland of White Lotuses

Jam-jang-shay-ba (Jam-yang-shay-ba Nga-wang-dzsn-drii, 1648-1722)

Great Exposition of the Interpretable and the Definitive / Decisive Analy-
sis of (Dzong-ka-ba’s) “Differentiating the Interpretable and the De-
finitive”: Storehouse of White Lapis-Lazuli of Scripture and Reason-
ing Free from Error: Fulfilling the Hopes of the Fortunate

Brief Decisive Analysis of (Dzong-ka-ba’s) “Differentiating the Interpreta-
ble and the Definitive”

Notes on (D-zong-kd-éd ) “Differentiating the Interpretable and the De-
finitive”

Gung-tang (Gung-tang Gén-chok-den-bay-drén-may, 1762-1823)

Annotations | Beginnings of Annotations on (Dzong-ka-ba’s) “The Essence
of Eloquence” on the Topic of Mind-Only: lllumination of a Hun-
dred Mind-Only Texts

Difficult Points / Beginnings of a Commentary on the Difficult Points of
(Dzong-ka-ba’s) “Differentiating the Interpretable and the Defini-
tive”: Quintessence of “The Essence of Eloquence”

Dén-drup-gyel-tsen (fl. late eighteenth and early nineteenth century)

legs bshad snying po’i mtha’ dpyod mkhas pa’i dbang po jam dbyangs chos dpal kyi gsung
rgyun.
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Four Intertwined Commentaries | Extensive Explanation of (Dzong-ka-
ba’s) “Treatise Differentiating the Interpretable and the Definitive,
The Essence of Eloquence,” Unique to Ge-luk-ba: Four Intertwined
Commentaries

Wel-mang Gon-chok-gyel-tsen (1764-1853)

Notes on (Gin-chok-jik-may-wang-bo’s) Lectures | Notes on (Gin-chok-
Jik-may-iang-bo’s) Lectures on (Dzong-ka-ba’s) “The Essence of Elo-
quence”: Stream of the Speech of the Omniscient: Offering for Purifi-
cation

A-ku Lo-drs-gya-tso (Gung-tang Lo-drs-gya-tso, 1851-1930)

Precious Lamp | Commentary on the Difficult Points of (Dzong-ka-ba’s)
“Treatise Differentiating Interpretable and the Definitive Meanings,
The Essence of Eloquence” A Precious Lamp

Pa-bong-ka-ba Jam-ba-den-dzin-trin-lay-gya-tso* (1878-1941)

Brief Notes on Jo-ni Pandita’s Lectures / Presentation of the Interpretable
and the Definitive, Brief Notes on the Occasion of Receiving Pro-
found [Instruction from Jo-ne Pandita Lo-sang-gya-tso in 1927] on
(Dzong-ka-ba’s) “The Essence of Eloquence”

Jik-may-dam-ché-gya-tso (1898-1946)

Port of Entry / Treatise Distinguishing All the Meanings of (Dzong-ka-
ba’s) “The Essence of Eloquence,” Illuminating the Differentiation of
the Interpretable and the Definitive: Port of Entry to “The Essence of
Eloguence”

Se-ra May College
Lo-sang-trin-lay-ye-shay®
Summarized Meaning | Summarized Meaning of (Dzong-ka-ba’s) “Diffe-
rentiation of the Interpretable and the Definitive: The Essence of Elo-
quence”: Ornament for the Necks of Youths with Clear Intelligence

a

ever, was a follower of Jam-jang-shay-ba.
b His dates are perhaps 1642-1708.

Pa-bong-ka himself was affiliated with Se-ra Monastic University; Jo-ni Pandita, how-



2. The Essence Is Emptiness

Our journey into the metaphysically imaginative realm of the intricate analysis
of issues found in Tibetan monastic colleges begins with the title of Dzong-ka-
ba’s work Treatise Differentiating the Interpretable and the Definitive: The Essence
of Eloquence and proceeds through his text issue by issue.

The Title: The Essence of Eloquence

Issue #1: What is “eloquence™ What is “the essence™

One of the more recent commentaries, that by Gung-tang Gén-chok-den-bay-
drén-may,” a late eighteenth- and early nineteenth-century scholar of Mongo-
lian descent whose works figure prominently in the syllabus at the Go-mang
College of Dre-Bung Monastic University on the outskirts of Hla-sa, at Dra-
shi-kyil Monastic University and Gum-bum Monastic University in Am-do
Province, and at many related monasteries, offers a particularly thorough expla-
nation of the title of Dzong-ka-ba’s text. Gung-tang’s analysis is valuable since
Dzong-ka-ba does not offer a direct explanation of his title— 77eatise Differen-
tiating Interpretable and Definitive Meanings: The Essence of Eloquence.

First, Gung-tang’ points out that in another of Dzong-ka-ba’s texts, Praise
of the Supramundane Victor Buddha from the Approach of His Teaching the Pro-
found Dependent-Arising which is also titled The Essence of Eloquence (sometimes
referred to as “ The Lesser Essence of Eloquence’),* Dzong-ka-ba explicitly speaks
of emptiness as the essence of Buddha’s teaching. There,” he says:

You [Buddha], the bringer of help, set forth

The mode of dependent-arising—

The unparalleled reason for ascertaining emptiness,
The essence of the teaching®

As medicine for transmigrating beings.

How could those who [wrongly] perceive

That it [proves] the opposite or is non-established

Understand your system [of the compatibility of emptiness and de-

pendent-arising]!®

N bstan pa’i snying po stong pa nyid.
b Dzong—ka—Ba is explaining that those non-Buddhists who view dependent-arising as not
being “established,” that is, as not being valid, and those Buddhists who hold that depen-
dent-arising proves, not that phenomena are empty of inherent existence, but the opposite—
that phenomena are inherently existent—could not possibly understand Buddha’s own sys-
tem, in which dependent-arising itself is the supreme of reasons for proving the emptiness of
inherent existence. Dra-di Ge-shay Rin-chen-dén-drup (Ornament for the Thought, 1.9) cites

10
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Since Buddha’s teachings are traditionally called “eloquence,” Gung-tang co-

gently maintains that since Dzong-ka-ba explicitly identifies the essence of
Buddha’s teaching as emptiness in this short text also titled The Essence of Elo-
quence, the word “essence” in the title of the long work we are considering—

Treatise Differentiating Interpretable and Definitive Meanings: The Essence of
Eloquence —also must refer to emptiness.”

Still, this is evidence external to the text under consideration, and since
internal evidence would clinch the point, Gung-tang cites the fact that near the
beginning of the longer The Essence of Eloguence, when Dzong-ka-Ba exhorts his
audience to pay attention to his text, he (Emptiness in Mind-Only, 68) says:

Listen intently, O you who wish to be unmatched proponents [of doc-
trine]
With discriminating analysis realizing the suchness of the teaching.

Dzong—ka—Ba himself identifies his subject matter as the “suchness of the teach-
ing,” that is to say, emptiness, which is called “suchness” because it remains
such, whether it is taught or not or whether it is realized or not. The fact that
he himself identifies the subject matter as the suchness of the teaching suggests
that “eloquence” in the title refers to Buddha’s teachings and that their “es-
sence” is emptiness.

The operative principle is that the title of Dzong-ka-Ba’s work is based on
its subject matter. Jo-ni Pandita® speaks of three avenues through which titles
are designated: by way of subject matter, the name of the trainee,' and the
number of chapters. Jo-ni Pandita, agreeing with Gung-tang (though not cit-
ing him), says that the title of Dzong-ka-Ba’s text was given by way of its sub-
ject matter, and hence a rough sense of the content can be gained from the title.

Issue #2: Is emptiness the essence of both Sutra and Mantra?

Since Buddha’s teachings are divided into Sttra and Mantra (also called Tan-
tra), Gung-tang explores whether Dzong—ka—Ba intends to include both divi-
sions of Buddha’s word when he says that emptiness is the essence of Buddha’s
teachings. Gung-tang points to the fact that Dzong-ka-ba says at the end of this
work:’

the same passage, thereby indicating that he takes the title the same way as Gung-tang.

a

legs bshad, subbasita; literally, “the well-explained.”
® A somewhat similar explanation is found in Pa-bong-ka-ba’s Brief Notes on Jo-ni
Pandita’s Lectures (403.2) where it is said that the essence is the correct view of emptiness,
“The meaning of ‘the essence’ here in the actual [text] is the correct view; moreover, this is
described as the essence of eloquence of Sttra and of Mantra.”

N brjod bya.

gdul bya.

le’'u gghung tshad.
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You should recognize these modes [of differentiating the interpretable
and the definitive] as paths for delineating the suchness of all of
[Buddha’s] scriptures, Satra and Mantra.

From this, Gung-tang draws the conclusion that “eloquence” refers to all of
Buddha’s teachings,* and not just the Sttra teachings.

Based on this identification, Gung-tang cogently explains that for Dzong-
ka-ba both the lesser and greater texts titled The Essence of Elogquence settle the
suchness of all of Buddha’s teachings, both Sutra and Mantra, even though
these two texts do not delineate topics distinctive to Mantra, such as deity yoga,
or topics distinctive to Highest Yoga Mantra, such as the structures of channels,
winds, and drops of essential fluids. This is because these two texts nevertheless
serve to settle the final suchness, emptiness, as presented even in the Mantra
Vehicle through delineating the emptiness that is the object realized by the ex-
alted wisdom of clear light, the essence of the Mantra path. For as Gung-tang
says, in the Mantra path, in order to abandon the obstructions to liberation
from cyclic existence and the obstructions to omniscience it is necessary, as a
direct antidote to them, to meditate within taking emptiness—in just the same
way as it is explained in the Sitra system—as the object of one’s mode of ap-
prehension even if, in terms of appearance, a deity is appearing. Without such
meditation on emptiness, even though one might pretend to be cultivating a
high Mantra path, it cannot serve as a path of liberation even from cyclic exis-
tence, never mind as a path for attaining the great liberation of Buddhahood.
Hence, by explaining emptiness, the two texts titled The Essence of Elogquence
serve to delineate the final suchness of both Great Vehicles—the Sutra and
Mantra forms of the Great Vehicle.

Gung-tang adds that nevertheless the explanation of the view of emptiness
is more developed in the Great Vehicle Satra system, and thus it is easier to
realize emptiness through the descriptions found in it than through those in the
Mantra Vehicle alone. At the end of his greater The Essence of Eloquence Dzong-
ka-ba—speaking about the two modes of the siitra system called “chariot-ways”
established by the pivotal Indian scholars Nagarjuna and Asanga—says:*

These two chariot-ways—in which suchness is delineated by differen-
tiating the interpretable and the definitive in [Buddha’s] scriptures
through the ways described earlier—are extensive in the context of the
Perfection Vehicle. However, the scholars who made commentaries on
the texts of Secret Mantra and those persons who attained [tantric]
adepthood do not have a third way of delineating the meaning of
suchness other than in accordance with either of those two. Hence,
you should recognize that these modes [of differentiating the inter-
pretable and the definitive] are paths for delineating suchness for all of
[Buddha’s] scriptures, Siitra and Mantra. Consequently, the pursuit

bstan pa mtha’ dag; Gung-tang’s Difficult Points, 20.14.



The Essence Is Emptiness 13

of suchness without relying on the great chariot-ways of these two
modes [of differentiating the interpretable and the definitive by
Nagarjuna and Asanga] is like a guideless blind person’s rushing in a
direction of fright.

It can be understood from this statement by the author himself that the tide,
The Essence of Eloquence, indicates that the text presents emptiness (the essence)
of all of Buddha’s teachings (called “eloquence”) in both Siitra and Mantra. In
this vein, A-ku Lo-dro-gya-tso,” a late nineteenth- and early twentieth-century
clarifier of Gung-tang’s commentary, speaks of The Essence of Eloquence as “a
treatise clearly teaching suchness, the essence of the Sitra and Mantra teach-
ings.”

Issue #3: What else could the title mean?

That is Gung-tang’s and A-ku Lo-dré-gya-tso’s cogent explanation of Dzong-
ka-ba’s title. Many other scholars do not address the topic directly, but the
textbook by Jam-jang-shay-ba, which both Gung-tang and A-ku Lo-drs-gya-
tso are ostensibly following, indirectly offers another possibility.

]am-}'rang-shay-Ba’s text, the brief title of which is Grear Exposition of the
Interpretable and the Definitive, was adopted as a textbook in the Go-mang
College of Dre-bung Monastic University, after Jam-yang-shay-ba’s tenure for
nine years as abbot of Go-mang and his return to the northeastern province of
Tibet, Am-do (put in Gansu Province by the Chinese communist government).
There, at La-brang, he founded what is now the largest monastic university in
Tibet, called Dra-shi-kyil, which also uses Jam-jang-shay-ba’s textbooks.*

At the beginning of his commentary, ]am—)'lang—shay—Ba suggests that the
differentiation of what requires interpretation and what is definitive among

a

The latest (the sixth) incarnation of Jam-}’fang-shay—l_)a, having been jailed during the
Cultural Revolution and freed due to his tutor’s assumption of all guilt for his activities by
claiming that the current Jam-jang-shay-ba was then too young to have done anything bad,
is an important influence at Dra—éhi—kyil through serving as liaison with the government,
even though he no longer is a monk, having married a Chinese. His tutor was killed in pris-
on.

Gung-tang was a prominent student of Jam-jang-shay-ba’s reincarnation, Gon-chok-

jik—may—v'vang—Bo (dkon mchog Jigs med dbang po, 1728-1791); Gung-tang’s line of reincarna-
tions—himself the third incarnation of a Throne-Holder of Gan-den, the head of the Ge-
luk-ba order*—was recognized as one of the three most important at Dra-shi-kyil. The se-
venth incarnation of Gung-tang, though jailed during the Cultural Revolution, was freed
and, remaining a monk, was an important figure in the same monastic university, passing
away in 2000.
* E. Gene Smith, T7betan Catalogue, vol. 1, 82, and oral communication from Geshe Thup-
ten Gyatso. According to the latter, Gung-tang is the third in the series (sku phreng gsum pa),
the first being the Throne Holder of Gan-den himself. Gene Smith suggests that he may be
the second.
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Buddha’s scriptures is the essence to which Dzong-ka-ba’s title refers. Speaking
about that text, he says:"

By way of [treating] difficult points, I will explain this great treatise
bestowing—on those endowed with intelligence—independent analyt-
ical understanding concerning the meaning of the thought of all [of
the Buddha’s] scriptures through differentiating which require inter-
pretation and which are definitive among all of the Conqueror’s scrip-
tures, [this being] the essence of all eloquence.

It is clear that ]am-}'/ang-shay-Ba, like his followers Gung-tang and A-ku Lo-
dré-gya-tso, identifies “eloquence” as all of Buddha’s scriptures, but he seems to
be saying that the essence of those teachings is the differentiation of what re-
quires interpretation and what is definitive, not emptiness itself.

In a similar vein, regarding the “topic” that Dzong-ka-ba says in his prom-
ise of composition he has understood but others have not, Jay-dziin Cho-gyi-
gyel-tsen” identifies it as “the features of the various modes—of differentiating
the interpretable and the definitive with respect to the three wheels [of doc-
trine]—in the systems of the two great chariots,” that is, in the Mind-Only
School and the Middle Way School founded by Asanga and Nagarjuna respec-
tively. Thus, for Jay-dziin Cho-gyi-gyel-tsen, the many features of the differen-
tiation of the interpretable and the definitive according to these systems, rather
than emptiness itself, is the topic that Dzong-ka-Ba realized.

It therefore seems that for him also this is the “essence” of all of Shakya-
muni Buddha’s teachings, rather than emptiness itself. Despite the seeming
difference, I imagine that ]am-}'rang-shay-k_)a’s commentators, Gung-tang and A-
ku I:o—drij—gya-tso, could reasonably hold that there is no conflict, since the
very meaning of differendiating the interpretable and the definitive is to deter-
mine what from among Buddha’s teachings present actual reality and what are
taught merely for a temporary purpose—the actual reality being emptiness.

Another possibility, not mentioned by these scholars, is that the title refers
to the eloquence of Dzong-ka-ba’s own text through identifying it as having an
essence of eloquence, in which case the title could be translated as Essence of
Eloguence (meaning “that which has an essence of eloquence”) rather than The
Essence of Eloquence. Indeed, that is the meaning that this frequently used title
has in most cases, the convention being to laud one’s own work in its title,
much as is done on book jackets in the United States. Still, this is not the read-
ing of Dzong-ka-ba’s title by any of the commentators who address the issue
either directly—Gung-tang, A-ku I:o—dr(j—gya—tso, Dra-di Ge-shay Rin-chen-
don-drup, and Jo-ni Pandita—or indirectly—such as Jay-dziin Cho-gyi-gyel-
tsen and Jam-jang-shay-ba. Therefore, I have been careful to avoid referring to
the book merely as Essence of Eloquence and, instead, use The Essence of Elo-
quence.
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Promise of Composition and Exhortation to Listen

Dzong—ka—Ba (Emptiness in Mind-Only, 68) says:

Many who had much hearing of the great texts,

Who worked with much weariness also at the path of reasoning,

And who were not low in accumulation of the good qualities of clear
realization

Worked hard at but did not realize this topic which,

Having perceived it well through the kindness of the smooth protector
and guru [Mafjushri],

I will explain with an attitude of great mercy.

Listen intently, O you who wish to be unmatched proponents [of doc-
trine]

With discriminating analysis realizing the suchness of the teaching.

Issue #4: Who are those the author indicates he surpassed?

Gung-tang reports that some commentators identify individually the referents
of various persons whom Dzong-ka-ba mentions in those two stanzas:

1.

Those “who had much hearing of the great texts” are the Translator Ngok
I:o-den-éhay—rap,a Sa-gya Pandita G'Lin-ga-gyel-tsen,b the great Sa-gya scho-
lar Bu-dén Rin-chen-drup,® and so forth

Those “who worked with much weariness also at the path of reasoning” are
Cha-ba Ché-gyi-seng-gay? and his eight students with the name Seng-gay*
“Those who were not low in accumulation of the good qualities of clear
realization” are the Omniscient Dél-bo-ba Shay-rap-gyel-tsen’ (the chief

The

333.
f

rngog lo tsa ba blo ldan shes rab, 1059-1109.

sa skya pandita kun dga’ rgyal mishan, 1182-1251.

bu ston rin chen grub, 1290-1364.

phya pa chos kyi seng ge, 1109-1169.

The eight are:

gtsang nag pa brtson grus seng ge (d.1171)

dan bag pa smra ba’i seng ge

bru sha bsod nams seng ge

rma bya rtsod pa’i seng ge (aka rma bya byang chub brison grus)
rtsags/brisegs dbang phyug seng ge (who taught Sa-gya Pandita)
myang bran chos kyi seng ge

ldan ma dkon mchog seng ge

gnyal pa yon tan seng ge.

list is from George N. Roerich, The Blue Annals (Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass, 1949),

dol po pa (or dol bu ba) shes rab rgyal mtshan, 1292-1361.
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promulgator of the Jo-nang-ba order), and so forth.

Dzong-ka-ba’s main Sa-gya teacher, Ren-da-wa Shon-nu-b-drs, is not men-
tioned by name, despite the fact that Dzong-ka-ba’s commentary on Chan-
drakirt’s Supplement to (Nagarjuna’s) “Treatise on the Middle,” for instance,
contradicts a host of Ren-da-wa’s opinions in his commentary on the same text.

Whether or not these are Dzong-ka-ba’s particular referents, he is indicat-
ing that he realized a profound topic that his predecessors had not, thereby
making the type of claim to new understanding that can serve to form a new
sect.* Also, his obeisance in 7he Essence of Eloquence to eleven Indian masters
and lack of obeisance to Tibetan teachers suggest that he views his lineage as, in
a sense, in a “direct” line from India, by-passing earlier Tibetans, even though
he occasionally does refer to his teachers and so forth in other texts.

Gung-tang accepts these identifications but avers that the three clauses also
may be taken more fittingly and with more import as applying to all of those
scholars in general.” Taken that way, the above lines indicate:"

Those excellent beings each possessed many qualities of clear realiza-
tion of the vast path of compassionate activities; they each engaged in
vast hearing of and thinking on the great texts of Stitra and Mantra in
addition to having highly developed intelligence attained from birth
[due to high development in past lives]. In particular, each of them,
wishing to investigate the essential points of the view of emptiness,
worked hard at the path of reasoning without any sense of fatigue.
However, they were not able to realize the meaning of suchness, which
Dzong-ka-ba, upon engaging in purification of obstructions and ac-
cumulation of merit through very strenuous asceticism and upon ana-
lyzing the meaning of the texts, found through the kindness of the
Protector Mafjushii’s taking care of him as his student.

According to Gung-tang, these points indicate that Dzong—ka—Ba possessed all
the prerequisites for composing this treatise, 7he Essence of Eloquence, by:

+ having the quintessential instructions of earlier masters in that he not only
was in an uninterrupted lineage from Buddha through many excellent be-
ings but also was under the tutelage of the deity Mafjushri

+ and having inner wisdom realizing their meaning, since he had the fully

a

Dél-bo-ba Shay-rap-gyel-tsen similarly expounded a long list of topics that others in
Tibet had not realized; see Cyrus R. Stearns, The Buddha from Dol po: A Study of the Life and
Thought of the Tibetan Master Dolpopa Sherab Gyaltsen (Albany, N.Y.: State University of
New York Press, 1999), 33, n. 75. Dak—tsang Shay—rap—rin—chcn reacted to Dzong—ka—Ba’s
claim as being hateful; see Jeffrey Hopkins, Maps of the Profound: Jam-yang-shay-ba’s Great Expo-
sition of Buddhist and Non-Buddbist 1 iews on the Nature of Reality (Ithaca, N.Y.: Snow Lion Publi-
cations, 2003), 546.
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developed wisdom realizing without error the thought of the scriptures.

Dzong-ka-ba’s reference to the “kindness” of Mafjushri implicitly indicates
that he did not have the capacity alone to realize such and thus is an assump-
tion of humility. His compassionate attitude (indicated by “I will explain with
an attitude of great mercy”) and the importance of composing the treatise
(since there is nothing exceeding this technique for leading trainees to the defi-
nite goodness® of liberation) also establish the suitability of composing the text.

It might seem out of place for Gung-tang to repeat an identification of
those to whom Dzong-ka-Ba is referring since, as Gung-tang himself says,"”
Dzong-ka-ba often does not mention by name those whom he refutes out of a
wish that their teachings about the vast paths of compassionate activities not
fade. Identification of those scholars by his followers would seem to defeat his
purpose, as perhaps does my repeating them here. Dzong-ka-ba’s followers are
interested, however, in finding the meaning of his text, and to do so, it is neces-
sary to establish its historical context—the opinions he is criticizing. Also, the
identification of these scholars who, from his viewpoint, did not realize (or at
least explicate) properly the view of emptiness also serves sectarian goals of soli-
difying the difference, the uniqueness, of one’s own sect. (My own purpose is
different. I consider that it is important to stress Dzong-ka-ba’s claims to exclu-
sivity not only to report the tradition accurately but also to call attention to Ge-
luk-bas” oft-repeated claim that in their estimation Dzong-ka-ba’s presentation
of the view of emptiness is both different and superior. Though the claim may
find its sole source in a sociological need for distinction from other sects, its
philosophical meaning and practical import for the path of liberation and at-
tainment of omniscience should be analyzed closely. I hope that just because I
call attention to these claims, no one will assume that I necessarily support
them, or that somehow I am perversely seeking to further disharmony among
Tibetan sects and their followers; rather, I am seeking to stress Dzong—ka—Ba’s
own perception that he had found something that others did not. The claim
needs to be taken seriously, as well as suspiciously.)

Issue #5: Why exhort the audience to listen?

As Gung-tang says,'’ Dzong—ka—Ba exhorts his audience initially to listen to the

text with a pure attitude and pure behavior since:

+ with regard to the achievement of highest enlightenment in dependence on
either Sttra or Mantra, the essence of Buddha’s teachings is none other
than the meaning of suchness, emptiness

+  and suchness is to be delineated through a serial process of hearing, think-

a

nges par legs pa, naihireyasa. For a discussion of my choice of translation for this term,
see Jeffrey Hopkins, Buddhist Advice for Living and Liberation: Nagarjuna’s Precious Garland
(Ithaca, New York: Snow Lion, 1998), 46.
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ing, and meditating.

He calls on those who aspire to the enlightenment of Buddhahood—in which
one can teach others the path in an unparalleled way—to pay attention.

Jay-dziin Cho-gyi-gyel-tsen,* the author of the textbook literature of the Jay
College of Se-ra Monastic University, says that it is fitcting—for those who wish
to realize without error the suchness of the teaching and who wish, through
their own discriminating realization, to become unmatched propounders of
doctrine for other trainees—to listen to Dzong-ka-Ba’s text, since the transfor-
mation into an unmatched propounder of doctrine, a Buddha, can be accom-
plished only through realization in accordance with what is explained in 7he
Essence of Eloquence. He is claiming not that this particular text must be read
and understood but that realization that accords with it must be gained. In-
deed, Ge-luk-1 scholars hold that in Tibet only the texts of Dzong-ka—Ba and
some of his followers describe reality properly.

Appealing to his listeners’ altruistic wishes, Dzong-ka-ba calls them to no-
tice that he has something important to say about the topic of wisdom, re-
quired for overcoming the obstructions to omniscience and thereby relevant to
their intention to help others. We can understand from the context of the ap-
peal to altruism that, although emptiness (or the differentiation of the inter-
pretable and the definitive) is justifiably called the essence of Buddha’s teach-
ings, realization of emptiness is not the final goal. Service to others is.

a

Jay-dziin Ché-gyi-gyel-tsen’s General-Meaning Commentary, 4a.4-4a.6. He identifies
“the suchness of the teaching” not just as emptiness as Gung-tang does, but as “the modes of
subsistence” of things, these being “the features of interpretability and definitiveness and so
forth” of the scriptures.



3. God of Wisdom and God of Gods

The Homages: Points of Clarification

Dzong-ka-Ba (Emptiness in Mind-Only, 65-66) first offers homage to Shakya-
muni Buddha:

Homage to the Lord of Subduers, god of gods,

As soon as whose body was seen by those
High-and-mighty with presumptions proclaiming
In the mundane world a great roar of arrogance —

[The gods known as] Bliss-Arising, Cloud Mount, Golden Womb,

Bodiless Lord, Garlanded Belly, and so on—

Even they became like fireflies [overwhelmed] by the sun and thereu-
pon

Paid respect with their beautiful crowns to his lotus feet.

In a manner typical of the genre of his commentary, Gung-tang" examines
several points that are peripheral to the central topics but, in time (and with a
good deal of patience), provide a wide cultural context for more important is-
sues—the context imbedding the reader in an all-encompassing worldview.
Texts are not viewed by Tibetan scholars in isolation as if they live outside of
the situation of their culture; they are related to a body of literature and know-
ledge in such a way that the study of a text is a study of the world. The context
provided is not just that of the culture contemporary to or preceding Dzong-
ka-ba’s text; often, commentaries present views of scholars subsequent to the
text because the aim is to provide a worldview relevant to the reader’s present
situation, a comprehensive perspective that makes use of whatever is available.”

Issue #6: Is Brahma egg-born?

The issues raised often stem from juxtaposing a point—mentioned in Dzong-
ka-ba’s text or in a commentary—with what is known about a related topic
from other sources. Frequently, the aim is to avert a possible misunderstanding.
In this vein, Gung-tang juxtaposes the epithet “Golden Womb” that is used for
Brahma and the Buddhist depiction of four types of birth—womb-born, egg-
born, spontaneously born, and born from heat and moisture. He points out
that even though Brahma might seem to be egg-born because the god is said to
have been “born from a golden lotus in the shape of an egg in the midst of a

a

This being the basic mode of procedure, it takes a scholar of considerable acuity to keep
straight what are later accretions and what are not, but there are a small number of such
scholars among the Tibetan community just as there are in other communities.

19
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sphere of fire,” Brahma was not born from an actual egg. Rather, gods such as
Brahma as well as hell-beings and beings in the intermediate state between two
lives are necessarily spontaneously born. As Vasubandhu’s Treasury of Manifest
Knowledge says:"

Hell-beings, gods, and intermediate state beings
Are spontaneously born.

Furthermore, gods of the Form Realm, of whom Brahma is one, are, from
birth, complete in size and clothed. Vasubandhu’s Treasury of Manifest Know-
ledge says:"”

Those of the Form [Realm] are complete
In all respects [at birth] and just clothed.

Gung-tang then cites the dictum that the four types of birth are mutually exclu-
sive and thus any being is necessarily only one of the four; the consequent prob-
lem is that birds are born from eggs that emerge from wombs and would seem
to be both egg-born and womb-born. The resolution is a declaration that a bird
is egg-born even though the egg comes from a womb. Also, a bird is not born
from heat and moisture even though born from the warmth of the mother’s
body and from the blood of the mother and the semen of the father (both of
which are moist).?

Issue #7: How could Brahma appear first when this world
system _formed?

Using the opportunity provided by Dzong-ka-ba’s mention of Brahma, Gung-
tang™ raises an issue within Buddhist cosmology (see Chart 1, next page). It
concerns the seeming contradiction in accounts of the stages of formation in a
new eon. Given that when a world-system newly forms, those levels that do not
rest on earth form from the higher to the lower, this means that the Third
Concentration formed first. However, this conflicts with Buddhists’ own ac-
counts that “initially the great Brahma appeared,” since Brahma’s land is in-
cluded within the First and not the Third Concentration.

Gung-tang explains away the seeming contradiction by pointing out that
there are different modes of formation after the destruction of the previous eon
depending on how that eon ended—whether by wind, in which case the new
eon begins with the formation of the Third Concentration; whether by water,
in which case the new eon begins with the formation of the Second Concentra-
tion; or whether by fire, in which case the new eon begins with the formation
of the First Concentration. Therefore, that most texts speak of the formation of

Extrapolating from this, we could say that even from the current scientific point of view
in which it is known that a human female has eggs, a human is still not egg-born, but womb-
born.
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Chart 1: The Three Realms of Cyclic Existence

(from the highest levels to the lowest)

Formless Realm
Peak of Cyclic Existence®
Nothingness”
Limitless Consciousness®
Limitless Space
Form Realm
Fourth Concentration
Third Concentration
Second Concentration
First Concentration
Desire Realm
Gods of the Desire Realm
Those Who Make Use of Others’ Emanations*
Those Who Enjoy Emanation®
Joyous Land®
Land Without Combat”
Heaven of Thirty-Three'
Four Great Royal Lineages’
Demi-gods
Humans
Animals
Hungry ghosts
Hell-beings.”!

the realms of worldly beings that are established in space as beginning with the
world of Brahma is in terms of the present eon, which formed after the previous
eon was destroyed by fire. It had to be formed beginning from the lands of the
First Concentration since the Second and Third Concentrations remained from

srid rise, bhavagra.

ci yang med, akimcaya.

rnam shes mtha’ yas, vijiananantya.

nam mkha’ mtha’ yas, akdianantya.

gzhan phrul dbang byed, paranirmitavaiavartin.
phrul dga’, nirmanarati.

& dga’ ldan, tusiza.

thab bral, yama.

sum cu rtsa gsum, trayastrimsa.

J rgyal chen rigs bzhi, caturmahbarajakiyika.
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the previous eon. As Nga-wang-lek-den, abbot of the Tantric College of Lower
Hla-sa in the 1950’s, explained to me, the fact that this eon began with the
formation of the First Concentration and its own highest level, called Great
Brahma, explains why Brahma came mistakenly to think that he created every-
thing. When he saw that other levels formed after him, he erroneously con-
cluded that he created them.

Gung-tang’s handling of an apparent contradiction in the Buddhist cosmo-
logical explanation suggests that Buddhist accounts can withstand analysis whe-
reas non-Buddhist accounts cannot. Also, his readers are reminded not to be
misled into placing confidence in non-Buddhist gods by Dzong-ka-ba’s men-
tion of them.
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4. Identifying First-Wheel Teachings

The Satra Unraveling the Thought

According to Don-drup-gyel-tsen’s Four Intertwined Commentaries,” the Sitra
Unraveling the Thought” was set forth in Vaishali, India, by the Supramundane
Victor, Shakyamuni Buddha, during the period of his final, third turning of the
wheel of doctrine for practitioners of both the Lesser Vehicle and the Great
Vehicle. Dén-drup-gyel-tsen reports that:

1. Its subject matter is to teach that all phenomena are included in the three
natures—imputational, other-powered, and thoroughly established natures.

2. Its purpose is to teach that the first and middle wheels of doctrine require
interpretation and that the final wheel is of definitive meaning.

3. Its essential purpose is the three enlightenments that are attained respec-
tively by the intended trainees of the three vehicles—Hearers, Solitary Rea-
lizers, and Bodhisattvas.

4. The relationship of these is that the last wheel of the doctrine arises in
dependence upon the two earlier wheels.

The Satra Unraveling the Thought has ten chapters of questions by nine Bodhi-
sattvas and Subhiiti and replies by Buddha, except in the first chapter where
another Bodhisattva replies. Jay-dziin Cho-gyi-gyel-tsen* and Gung-tang,”
based on the commentary™ by Gen-diin-gya-tso," who retrospectively came to
be called the Second Dalai Lama when his reincarnation S6-nam-gya-tso re-
ceived the title “Dalai”® from the Mongolian chieftain Altan Khan, identify the
principal contents of each chapter:

The first chapter, the “Questions of Vidhivatpariprcchaka (Proper Ques-
tioning)* and Answers by Gambhirarthasamdhinirmochana (Unraveling
the Thought)” settles the principle of cognition-only.*

The second chapter, the “Questions of Dharmodgata (Elevated

N 1476-1542.
b ta le. This is a translation of the last two syllables of his Tibetan name, “gya-tso” (rgya
mtsho).

N tshul bzhin kun tu dri ba.

dgongs pa nges grel.

Since in this initial chapter not Buddha but the Bodhisattva Gambhirarthasamdhinir-
mochana is questioned by the Bodhisattva Vidhivatpariprcchaka, it may be that the sutra
receives its name from the principal speaker of the initial chapter, Gambhirarthasamdhinir-
mochana (Unraveling the Thought of the Profound Meaning) as well as from the “unrave-
ling,” or explication, of Buddha’s thought that occurs in the seventh chapter.

e
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Doctrine),™ teaches that the real nature of things® is beyond the scope of
argumentation® or, in other words, is inconceivable by a conceptual con-
sciousness in accordance with exactly how it is.

The third chapter, the “Questions of Suvishuddhamati (Pure Intelli-
gence),” teaches how, by way of four contradictions each, the two truths—
ultimate and conventional—cannot be different entities and cannot be one
with no sense of difference at all; in Ge-luk-ba vocabulary, this means that
the two truths are one entity and different isolates (to be discussed later,
321).

The fourth chapter, the “Questions of Subhati (Thorough Application),”
teaches the undifferentiability of the ultimate, which is also called “the
element of attributes™ because meditation within observing it acts as a
cause of generating the attributes of Superiors.

The fifth chapter, the “Questions of Vishalamati (Broad Intelligence),”®
mainly teaches the mind-basis-of-all."

The sixth chapter, the “Questions of Gunakara (Source of Good Quali-
ties),” teaches the three characters—imputational, other-powered, and tho-
roughly established.

The seventh chapter, the “Questions of Paramarthasamudgata (Elevated
Through the Ultimate),” differentiates the interpretable and the definitive
among the Buddha’s statements that phenomena have no nature and so
forth.

The eighth chapter, the “Questions of Maitreya (Love),’
the presentations of calm abiding and special insight.

The ninth chapter, the “Questions of Avalokiteshvara (Looking Out of the

" mainly teaches

chos phags.

chos nyid, dharmata.

rtog ge, tarka; this could also be appropriately translated as “logic.”

blo gros rnam dag.

rab byor.

chos kyi dbyings, dharmadhatu. The translation as “element of attributes” is based on a

note by Nga—v‘vang—Bel—den (Annotations, dbu, 8b.8): khyod la dmigs nas sgom pas phags chos
kyi rgyu byed pas chos dbyings zhes bya la, “It is called the element of attributes (chos dbyings,
dharmadhatu) because meditation within observing it acts as a cause of the attributes (chos,

dharma) of Superiors ( phags pa, arya).” Emptiness, being uncaused, is not itself a cause (ele-
ment), but meditation on it causes the development of marvelous attributes; thus, emptiness
comes to be called a cause, an element producing those attributes.

Gung-tang mentions the import of this chapter, whereas the Second Dalai Lama and

Jay-dziin Chs-gyi-gyel-tsen do not.

8
h

i
j
k

blo gros yangs pa.

kun gzhi rnam par shes pa, alayavijiana.
yon tan "byung gnas.

don dam yang dag ‘phags.

byams pa.
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Corner of the Eyes),” teaches the layouts of the ten Bodhisattva grounds.
The tenth chapter, the “Questions of Mafijushri (Smooth Glory),” mainly
teaches the qualities of the Buddha ground.

As Gung-tang adds,” the ten chapters set forth presentations of the bases,

paths, and fruits of the Mind-Only system in complete form. The first seven
chapters present the bases; the eighth and ninth present the path, and the tenth
teaches the fruits of the path.

Issue #8: Why does Wonch uk’s version of the siutra have eight
chapters and the Tibetan version have ten?

Jik-may-dam-ché-gya-tso® identifies the Sutra Unraveling the Thought de-
scribed by the Korean scholar Wonch’uk® as having eight chapters:

Introduction

The Character of the Ultimate Truth

The Character of Mind, Mentality, and Consciousness
The Characters of All Phenomena

The Character of Naturelessness

Revealing Yoga

The Grounds and Perfections

Achieving the Activities of a One-Gone-Thus.

PN AN =

The second chapter of Wonch’uk’s rendering corresponds to the first four
chapters of the Tibetan translation of the stitra, and the remainder of
Wonch’uk’s version corresponds to the fifth through tenth chapters of the Ti-
betan.? Thus, the Tibetan version of the text has an introduction and ten chap-
ters.

Issue #9: Why leave out the fourth chapter?

As Gung-tang” points out, the Second Dalai Lama’s Commentary on the Diffi-
cult Points does not list the “Questions of Subhuti” (the fourth chapter) as one
of the ten chapters and instead counts the introduction as a chapter. The omis-
sion is glaring, and Gung-tang works hard to come up with an apologetic that
can, even superficially, not look like outright criticism. He finds two “reasons”
for the Second Dalai Lama’s omission:

1. Dzong-ka-ba’s student Gyel-tsap® speaks of ten tenth-ground Bodhisattvas

spyan ras gzigs.

Jjam dpal.

Tib. rdzogs gsal / wen tshig / wen tshegs / wanydzeg, Ch. Yiian-ts'e, 613-696.

For discussion of the Chinese translations and their chapter divisions, see Emptiness in

Mind-Only, Appendix 2, 4571f.
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questioning Buddha, whereas Subhti is a Hearer, not even a Bodhisattva.
Gung-tang’s implicit (and far-fetched) point is that the Second Dalai Lama
wished to refer only to chapters of the Sizra Unraveling the Thought where
tenth-ground Bodhisattvas question Buddha.

2. Subhati is not mentioned in the introduction to the Sazra Unraveling the
Thoughr even though the ten tenth-ground Bodhisattvas are—the implicit
(and again far-fetched) point being that the Second Dalai Lama wished to
refer only to chapters of the Satra Unraveling the Thought in which Buddha
is questioned by persons mentioned in the introduction to the satra.

Gung-tang politely offers that the Second Dalai Lama could not have failed to
notice that the “Questions of Subhati” is a chapter of the Satra Unraveling the
Thought, since it is obvious in the sttra itself that it is treated as a chapter and
also since Asanga’s Compendium of Ascertainments quotes it (in toto) as a sepa-
rate chapter.

I would suggest that it is more likely that the Second Dalai Lama mistaken-
ly included the introduction in his list of chapters of the Sutra Unraveling the
Thought based on Wonch’uk’s and, subsequently, Dzong-ka—Ba’s mention of
the “introductory chapter” (Emptiness in Mind-Only, 157). He probably got
false confirmation of this deficient list from the abovementioned facts that (1)
although the other questioners are mentioned in the introduction, Subhuti is
not, and (2) Gyel-tsap speaks of ten tenth-ground Bodhisattvas’ questioning
Buddha. When Gung-tang puts forward the excuse that the Second Dalai Lama
was intending to give a list of chapters in which tenth-ground Bodhisattvas
question Buddha and thus did not count the chapter of the “Questions of
Subhuti” as one of the chapters of questions by tenth-ground Bodhisattvas,
what he means is to offer the reasons behind the Second Dalai Lama’s mistake
and to pretend that the Second Dalai Lama was aware of all of this. It is read
and appreciated as polite criticism.

In fact, the introduction is not even a chapter of questions but merely sets
the scene; thus, it actually is not a chapter in which a tenth-ground Bodhisattva
questions Buddha, and thus Gung-tang’s apologetic is not elegant—it is weak.
Furthermore, Gyel-tsap’s statement that ten tenth-ground Bodhisattvas ask
questions of Buddha is mistaken, since, as Jik-may-dam-ché-gya-tso” points
out, in the first chapter questions are put by the tenth-ground Bodhisattva Vid-
hivatpariprechaka to the tenth-ground Bodhisattva Gambhirarthasamdhinirmo-
chana, and not to Buddha.?

To recapitulate: Although there are ten tenth-ground Bodhisattvas who are
interlocutors in the Sitra Unraveling the Thought, only eight Bodhisattvas ask

a

Ser-shiil (Notes, 30a.1-30a.4) says that ten Bodhisattvas do indeed ask questions to the
Buddha, since two do so in the first chapter; however, in the first chapter the tenth-ground
Bodhisattva Vidhivatpariprcchaka questions the tenth-ground Bodhisattva Gambhirartha-
samdhinirmochana.
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questions of Buddha, since Vidhivatpariprcchaka questions Gambhirarthasam-
dhinirmochana in the first chapter and Subhiti, a Hearer, is the questioner in
the fourth chapter.

Jay-dziin Cho-gyi-gyel-tsen,” Lo-sang-trin-lay-ye-shay,” and Da-drin-rap-
den* similarly omit the “Questions of Subhiiti” when listing the ten chapters of
the Sitra Unraveling the Thought. It is likely that Jay-dziin Cho-gyi-gyel-tsen
and Lo-sang-trin-lay-ye-shay simply repeat the Second Dalai Lama’s misstate-
ment and that Da-drin-rap-den, being a follower of Jay-dziin Cho-gyi-gyel-

tsen, echoes him.

The Question

The question is a source of much analysis by Ge-luk-ba scholars. Let us use as
our basis the explanations by five scholars associated with the Go-mang tradi-
tion:

+  the late eighteenth- and early nineteenth-century scholar Gung-tang
his commentator A-ku Lo-dro-gya-tso
the early twentieth-century comparative scholar Jik-may-dam-chs-gya-tso®

«  their prime source, Jam-yang-shay-ba, the late seventeenth- and early eigh-
teenth-century author of the textbook literature of the Go-mang College of
Dre-bung Monastic University on the western outskirts Hla-sa (but now
part of the city) and Dra-shi-kyil Monastic University in the upper eastern
province of Tibet called Am-do, and

* his predecessor Gung-ru Ché-jung.

Their presentations are the most detailed and contain criticisms of other scho-
lars” views, which I will weave into the discussion. The initial step will be to
identify first-wheel sttras, and then to identify how they teach “own-character.”
Neither the Sitra Unraveling the Thought nor Dzong-ka-ba’s The Essence of Elo-
quence identify the sttras in which Buddha taught the doctrines of the first
wheel, and for this reason these commentaries are particularly helpful.

The First Wheel

Issue #10: Just what are first-wheel sitras?

According to the Go-mang tradition of exegesis, in the first turning of the
wheel of doctrine, Buddha taught that all phenomena are established by way of
their own character as the referents of their respective conceptual conscious-
nesses,” whereas in the middle wheel he said that no phenomenon is established

2 1898-1946.
rang dzin rtog pa’i zhen gahir rang gi mtshan nyid kyis grub pa.
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by way of its own character in the sense of being established from its own side.
In the first wheel of the teaching, Buddha gave this teaching with respect to
seven topics, called the “seven pronouncements™—the aggregates, the sense-
spheres, dependent-arising, the foods, the four noble truths, the constituents,
and the harmonies with enlightenment. Strangely enough, the Satra Unraveling
the Thought does not identify particular first-wheel siitras, nor does Dzong-ka-
ba’s The Essence of Eloquence. Gung-tang and his commentator A-ku Lo-dro-
gya-tso,” however, provide this important information with respect to each of
the seven topics, the very identifications of which lead to a tangle of issues that
they forthrightly face.

Aggregates. Specifically, in the Sitra of Advice to King Bimbisara® in the
first turning of the wheel of doctrine, Buddha said:*

Great King, form [that is established by way of its own character as the
referent of a conceptual consciousness] has production [that is estab-
lished by way of its own character as the referent of a conceptual con-
sciousness]; it also has disintegration [that is established by way of its
own character as the referent of a conceptual consciousness]. Its pro-
duction and disintegration [which are established by way of their own
character as the referents of conceptual consciousnesses] should be
known. Great King, feeling and....

This passage beginning with “Great King, form has production; it also has dis-
integration,” is one of the instances in which Buddha spoke about the entities
of the aggregates of forms, feelings, discriminations, compositional factors, and
consciousnesses—in which one travels in cyclic existence—as having own-
character, that is to say, as being established by way of their own character
as the referents of conceptual consciousnesses. (The absence in such sttra
statements of the phrase “established by way of their own character as the refe-
rents of conceptual consciousnesses,” or anything remotely resembling this, is
striking, but, as is explained in Chapter 8 of Reflections on Reality, such is said to
be contained even in the literal reading. In the indented siitra citation, I have
added “established by way of their own character as the referents of conceptual
consciousnesses” in brackets in order to emphasize the absence of such in the
actual run of the words.)

N bka’ stsal bdun.
b Gung-tang (Difficult Points, 80.12-80.16) points out that although this passage is not
found in a sutra titled rgyal po la gdams pa’i mdo, it is found in gzugs can snying pos bsu ba,
which is composed of advice to King Bimbisara (see also Jik-may-dam-ché-gya-tso’s Port of
Entry, 154.3-154.5). In addition, he identifies what is either a mis-translation into Tibetan
or a corrupt Indian text (80.16-81.5).

Gung-tang (Annotations, 14.2) identifies dmag ldan gzugs can snying po, bzo sbyangs
gzugs can snying po, and rgyal po gzugs can snying po as names of Bimbisara during various
stages of his life; as sources for this he cites @ul ba lung and gleng "bum.



Identifying First-Wheel Teachings 31

In the next sentence, “Its production and disintegration should be known,”
Buddha also speaks of the aggregates’ character or attribute of production and
disintegration through the force of contaminated actions and afflictive emo-
tions—the production and disintegration being established by way of their own
character as the referents of conceptual consciousnesses. The first sentence,
therefore, teaches that the entities of forms are established by way of their own
character as the referents of conceptual consciousnesses, and the second teaches
that the attributes of production and disintegration are so established.

Issue #11: Do passages teaching the entity also teach the
attributes?

Since the first sentence of the above citation from the Sitra of Advice to King
Bimbisira speaks of form’s production, it seems forced to claim that it speaks of
the entity of form and that the second sentence speaks of the attributes. Jik-
may-dam-chg-gya-tso” cites a hypothetical objection that in fact the first sen-
tence is not to be posited as a first-wheel passage explicitly indicated by Pa-
ramarthasamudgata’s description of the first wheel as teaching the own-
character of form, since it is a first-wheel passage teaching the own-character of
form’s production and not of the entity of form itself. He responds that what
comes to be communicated® by the first sentence is that both—factors imputed
in the manner of entity and factors imputed in the manner of attribute—are
established as having own-character.

In turn, the hypothetical objector flings the consequence that then any
satra passage explicitly teaching factors imputed in the manner of attributes
would be a sutra passage explicitly teaching factors imputed in the manner of
entities. Jik-may-dam-ché-gya-tso’s only response is to suggest that this must be
examined, thereby indicating that, for him, the issue is not easily settled;” his
commentary intentionally exposes the weakness of his own position. There does
not seem to be a good answer except perhaps to cite passages where Buddha lays
out the five aggregates, as in, “This is form.”

Issue #12: Does any passage merely teach the production of
form?

Jik-may-dam-ché-gya-tso” raises another interesting point by citing Sha-mar
Ge-diin-den-dzin-gya-tso’s® Notes Concerning Difficult Points in (D_zong-/m-éa 5)
“Differentiating the Interpretable and the Definitive, The Essence of Elogquence’:
Victoriously Clearing Away Mental Darkness.* Sha-mar Ge-diin-den-dzin-gya-tso

: brjod don.
zhwa dmar dge ‘dun bstan ‘dzin rgya misho, 1852-1912.
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drang nges legs bshad snying po’i dka’ gnas las brisams pa’i zin bris bcom ldan yid kyi mun
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avers that once the mere phrase “form has production” teaches that these phe-
nomena are established by way of their own character as the referents of their
respective conceptual consciousnesses, it would be hard to posit any teaching to
the intended trainees of the first wheel that teaches that production exists with-
out teaching that it is established by way of its own character as the referent of a
conceptual consciousness! That Jik-may-dam-ché-gya-tso does not try to solve
the conundrum shows how difficult indeed it would be to do so.

In a similar vein, A-ku Lo-dré-gya-tso,” feeling the import of Gung-tang’s
description of first-wheel teachings, speculates that it might have to be said that
the statement in the Satra on Dependent-Arising, “Because this exists, that aris-
es,” teaches on the literal level that all dependent-arisings (all compounded
things) are produced by way of their own character as the referents of concep-
tual consciousnesses. The problem is left unresolved.

Buddha continues in the Sutra of Advice to King Bimbisara:*

Great King, Superior Hearers—possessed of hearing [of the doctrine]
and who see this way—turn their minds away from forms, feelings,
discriminations, compositional factors, and consciousnesses. When
[their] minds do so, they become separated from desire. When sepa-
rated from desire, they become released.

Here, Buddha speaks of the abandonment of the aggregates of cyclic existence
as established by way of its own character as the referent of a conceptual con-
sciousness.

Buddha continues:

When released, they perceive the exalted wisdom of release [saying to
others], “My births are extinguished. Pure behavior is enacted. What is
to be done has been done. Another existence will not be known.”

Here, Buddha speaks of thorough knowledge—knowledge that the entities of
the aggregates are not established as a self—as itself being established by way of
its own character as the referent of a conceptual consciousness. This perhaps
may also be taken as the knowledge that the non-establishment of the aggre-
gates as a self is itself established by way of its own character as the referent of a
conceptual consciousness.” This thorough knowledge is taken as the meaning
of Buddha’s earlier statement in the Sitra of Advice to King Bimbisara:®

Great King, in that case, whatsoever forms...should be viewed with
right wisdom in this way: “These are not a self. The self is not these.
These are not owned® by a [substantially existent] self.”

In the Satra Unraveling the Thought, when Paramarthasamudgata questions

sel; Jik-may-dam-ché-gya-tso refers to it as mun sel; I have not located the text.
a

Reading bdag gi ba dag for bdag gi bdag.
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Buddha about his teachings in the first wheel, he makes reference to such sutra
passages, saying:

Supramundane Victor, when I was here alone in a solitary place, my
mind generated the following qualm. The Supramundane Victor
spoke, in many ways, of the own-character of the aggregates. He also
spoke of [their] character of production, character of disintegration,
abandonment, and thorough knowledge.

As Gung-tang says, the Sizra of Advice to King Bimbisara is just one instance of
Buddha’s many renderings of this type of teaching.

Issue #13: How to take Wonch’uk’s two explanations of
abandonment and thorough knowledge?

According to Gung-tang,’ Wonch’uk takes abandonment and thorough know-
ledge in two ways:

That which is the thoroughly afflicted form aggregate is what is to be
utterly abandoned; that which is the unafflicted form aggregate is what
is to be thoroughly known. Or, that which is in the class of objects
that are sources [of suffering] is to be utterly abandoned; that which is
in the class of true sufferings is to be thoroughly known.

In the first explanation, abandonment refers to the abandonment of the five
contaminated mental and physical aggregates, and thorough knowledge refers
to knowledge of the five uncontaminated aggregates. Thus, as A-ku Lo-dro-
gya-tso* points out, the bases that are abandoned (the contaminated mental
and physical aggregates) and the bases that are known (the uncontaminated
aggregates) are mutually exclusive. In Wonch’uk’s second explanation, aban-
donment refers to the abandonment of the contaminated causes of the five
mental and physical aggregates, contaminated actions and afflictive emotions,
and thorough knowledge refers to knowledge of the entities of those five aggre-
gates as like a disease.

Dzong-ka-ba does not refute Wonch’uk’s explanation; however, Gung-
tang® offers his own explanation that “thorough knowledge” is of the non-
establishment of the entities, the aggregates, as a self, with this knowledge being

2 Gung-tang’s Difficult Points, 78.10-79.1. Wonch’uk’s second reading is (Peking 5517,
vol. 106, chap. 5, 128.5.7; Karma pa sde dge, vol. 118, 546.7):

“Utter abandonment and thorough knowledge” are characters of suffering and of

origins [of suffering] because [contaminated] karma and afflictive emotions which
are the true origins [of suffering] are to be utterly abandoned and because the
fruits of cyclic existence which are true sufferings are to be thoroughly known.

Wonch’uk (129.1.3) refers to the other reading as being in the third section of the chapter
called khong du chud par gyur nas bka’ yang dag par blangs pa’i phyogs.
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established by way of its own character as the referent of a conceptual con-
sciousness. A-ku Lo-dro-gya-tso,” trying to ferret out why Gung-tang gives his
own explanation, suggests that Gung-tang thought it slightly preferable to
Wonch’uk’s in that it is applicable to all forms of the aggregates—that is, con-
taminated and uncontaminated, in that all of these are misapprehended as be-
ing established by way of their own character as the referents of conceptual con-
sciousnesses, whereas in Wonch’uk’s version the uncontaminated aggregates are
not to be abandoned, nor are the contaminated levels of the paths of accumula-
tion and preparation.” A-ku Lo-dro-gya-tso describes Wonch’uk’s rendering as
a general explanation or one in accord with the Hearer Sectarians who are ob-
jects of the literal teaching of the Sazra Unraveling the Thought, since it cannot
be applied to subtler levels of suffering and the causes of suffering as was done
in the previous paragraph;* he thereby indicates that Wonch’uk’s explanation is
not unsuitable.”

Sense-spheres, dependent-arising, and foods. In sttras such as the Sura
on Dependent-Arising® and perhaps the Renunciation Sitra® in which Buddha
gives advice to five hundred yogis with coiled hair, Mahakashyapa and so forth,
this same teaching of establishment by way of the object’s own character as the
referent of a conceptual consciousness is extended to the twelve sense-spheres—
the six objects (forms, sounds, odors, tastes, tangible objects, and other pheno-
mena) and the six senses (eye, ear, nose, tongue, body, and mental sense pow-
ers)—the twelve links of dependent-arising (ignorance, action, consciousness,
name and form, six sense-spheres, contact, feeling, atctachment, grasping, “exis-
tence,” birth, and aging and death), and the four foods (morsels of food, con-
tact, intention, and consciousness). In the Suzra Unraveling the Thought Pa-
ramarthasamudgata refers to these teachings:

Just as he did with respect to the aggregates, so he also spoke with re-
spect to the sense-spheres, dependent-arising, and also the foods.

Just as Buddha spoke about the entities of the aggregates and their attributes

a

A-ku Lo-dro-gya-tso (53.3) points out that in the Satra of Manifold Constituents the
meaning of abandonment also cannot be applied to the constituents of learners and non-
learners.

Jik-may-dam-ché-gya-tso (Port of Entry, 156.3) affirms that it is suitable to assert both
of Wonch’uk’s explanations.

c

rten ‘brel gyi mdo (A-ku Lo-dr6-gya-tso’s Precious Lamp, 52.6).
d mngon par "byung ba’i mdo. Gung-tang (Difficult Points, 76.16) says that it should be
investigated whether these are taught in this satra. A-ku Lo-dro-gya-tso (Precious Lamp,
53.2), following up on Gung-tang’s suggestion, reports that the foods are not mentioned in
this stitra and thus the first-wheel sitra teaching that these are established by way of their
own character as the referents of conceptual consciousnesses must be sought. Gung-tang’s
questioning the identification indicates that, rather than newly creating identifications of

these sttras, he is reporting a tradition; I give him the credit since, at minimum, he put it to
paper.
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of production, disintegration, abandonment, and thorough knowledge within
the context of these being established by way of their own character as the refe-
rents of conceptual consciousnesses, so he spoke about the entities of the sense-
spheres, dependent-arising, and the foods and their four attributes of produc-
tion, disintegration, abandonment, and thorough knowledge, all within the
same context.

Issue #14: Just what are the four foods?

Ser-shiil Lo-sang-piin-tsok® questions a list of the four foods that is given in
Dén-drup-gyel-tsen’s Four Intertwined Commentaries,” these being morsels of
food,* contact,” mind,® and meditative stabilization.! Ser-shiil indicates that he
prefers the list found in Asanga’s Compendium of Ascertainments, the commen-
taries on Maitreya’s Ornament for the Great Vebicle Sitras, the commentaries on
Asanga’s Summary of the Great Vebicle, and Vasubandhu’s Treasury of Manifest
Knowledge. As given in Gyel-tsap’s commentary on Asanga’s Summary of Ma-
nifest Knowledge,® these are:

1. morsel food,  which has a nature of odor, taste, and tangibility (visible form
being excluded because it does not function in nutrition)

2. contact food,® which is contaminated touch increasing the great elements
associated with the sense powers

3. intention food," which is intention (or attention) that involves hope for a
desired object

4. consciousness food,! which is the six collections of consciousness and main-
ly the mind-basis-of-all.”

Ser-shiil cites the third chapter of Vasubandhu’s Treasury of Manifest Knowledge
which indicates that:

+ coarse food furthers the body that is the support of this lifetime

+ contact furthers the mind that depends on the support of the body

- intention projects future lifetimes (in that it is the main feature of karma)

+  consciousness actualizes future lifetimes in the sense that karmas (retained

kham gyi zas.
reg pa.

sems.

ting nge ‘dzin.
¢ legs par bshad pa chos mngon rgya mtsho’i snying po; Collected Works, Labrang ed., vol.
ga, 101a.6.

f kham gyi zas, kavadamkira-ahara.

8 reg pa’i zas, sparia-ahdira.

sems pa’i zas, manahsamcetanahira.

rnam shes kyi zas, vijnana-ahara.
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as potencies in the mind) fill in the details of the lifetime projected by in-
tention.”!

Ser-shiil quotes Vasubandhu’s explanation that morsel food exists only in the
Desire Realm, whereas the other three exist in all three realms—Desire, Form,
and Formless—and are necessarily contaminated. (As Ge-shay Bel-den-drak-
ba” explained, the foods increase cyclic existence, and thus uncontaminated
contact, intention, and consciousness are not posited as food.)

Ser-shiil paraphrases Asanga’s Compendium of Ascertainments which ex-
plains that although meditative absorptions and engaging in pure behavior are
means of furthering the body through eliminating unfavorable circumstances,
they are not posited as foods, since they do not further the body by way of their
own entities. His point must be that meditative stabilization therefore should
not be included in the list. However, contrary to this, the late Ge-shay Ge-diin-
I5-dr* of the Go-mang College of Dre-bung Monastic University and the Uni-
versity of Hamburg includes meditative stabilization and gives mental food as
the second:”

The four types of nourishment are (1) coarse food,” (2) mental nou-
rishment,© (3) nourishment of intention,? and (4) nourishment of con-
sciousness.® The sense of mental satisfaction that comes when a desire
is fulfilled is called mental nourishment. Just as coarse food nourishes
the body, so satisfaction nourishes or replenishes the mind upon ful-
fillment of a desire. The third type, nourishment of intention, is an ac-
tion' that projects the next lifetime. Since it generates or produces the
next lifetime, it is called a nourisher, or nourishment; it is the second
link of the twelve-linked dependent-arising.? Similarly, the third link,
which is called consciousness,” is known as the food of consciousness.
Just as the action that projects, or impels, a future lifetime is called a
nourisher, so the consciousness which is imprinted with that action
and which will at the time of the effect of that action in the future life
be imprinted with other karmas is called a nourisher, or nourishment.
Why is [the first link of dependent-arising,] ignorance,’ not called a
nourisher? It is because ignorance is the agent that pervades everything;
thus, it is not singled out as a nourisher.

2 dge ‘dun blo gros, 1924-1979.
kham gyi zas, kavadamkira-ahara.
yid kyi zas.

sems pa’i zas, manahsamcetanahira.
rnam shes kyi zas, vijnana-ahara.
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There is still another type of nourishment, that of meditative sta-
bilization.* Persons who have achieved calm abiding and special insight
and have proceeded to high levels of the path do not need to use coarse
food; they have the nourishment of meditative stabilization. If you
should wish to investigate this topic, the nourishment of meditative
stabilization is discussed in the context of the four developing causes
which replenish or increase the body: sleep, meditative stabilization,
massage, and coarse food. The sources here are Kamalashila’s Stages of
Meditation and Maitreya’s Ornament for the Mahayana Sitras and, in
addition, the Sutra Unraveling the Thought and Wonch’uk’s commen-
tary on it.

Issue #15: Are these sitras deceptive?

Four noble truths. In the wheel of doctrine of the four truths, Buddha spoke
of the entities of the four truths as being established by way of their own cha-
racter as a referent of a conceptual consciousness. He also spoke of an attribute
of each the four respectively—thorough knowledge of true sufferings as im-
permanent and miserable, abandonment of the sources of suffering (contami-
nated actions and afflictive emotions), actualization of the true cessation of
contaminated actions and afflictive emotions and thereby of suffering, and me-
ditation cultivating true paths which are the means for attaining true cessation
of suffering and its causes. This teaching occurs in the Sutra of Renunciation at
the point of turning the wheel of doctrine of the four truths for the five good
ascetics.” In the Sitra Unraveling the Thought Paramarthasamudgata refers to
this teaching, saying:

The Supramundane Victor also spoke, in many ways, of the own-
character of the truths as well as speaking of [their] thorough know-
ledge, abandonment, actualization, and meditation.

Jik-may-dam-ché-gya-tso™ raises the interesting question of whether such a
satra teaching the four noble truths is deceptive with respect to the meaning
that it teaches® because it teaches that the four truths are established by way of
their own character as the referents of their respective conceptual conscious-
nesses, whereas they are not. Since it would be uncomfortable to hold that a
satra teaching the four truths is deceptive, he resolves the issue by saying that
positing a teaching as being deceptive or not about the meaning that it teaches
concerns its main topic, which in this case is the four truths. In this way, a

ting nge ‘dzin, samadhi.

Gung-tang (Difficult Points, 77.3-77.5) points out that some histories and so forth refer
to this teaching as the Wheel of Doctrine Sitra (chos kyi khor lo’i mdo) but that in fact the
latter is only an extract from the Renunciation Sutra.

b
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sutra teaching the four noble truths is non-deceptive about the meaning that it
teaches. This distinction preserves the basic validity of the teachings of such
satras and yet allows that the ontological status being taught with respect to
these topics is entirely unfounded.

Constituents. In the Siutra of Manifold Constituents* Buddha spoke of the
eighteen constituents and six constituents as being established by way of their
own character as a referent of a conceptual consciousness. The eighteen consti-
tuents are the six sense powers, the six objects, and the six consciousnesses:

Six Sense Powers Six Objects Six Consciousnesses
eye sense power visible forms eye consciousness

ear sense power sounds ear consciousness
nose sense power odors nose consciousness
tongue sense power | tastes tongue consciousness
body sense power tangible objects body consciousness
mental sense power | other phenomena mental consciousness

The six constituents are earth (hard things), water (fluid), fire (heat), wind (air),
space, and consciousness. Like the aggregates, the eighteen and six constituents
are those in which one travels in cyclic existence. As with the aggregates, Budd-
ha also spoke of the abandonment and thorough knowledge of these as being
established by way of their own character as a referent of a conceptual con-
sciousness. In the Sitra Unraveling the Thought Paramarthasamudgata mentions
these teachings when, in the first part of his question to Buddha about the first
turning of the wheel of doctrine, he says:

The Supramundane Victor also spoke, in many ways, of the own-
character of the constituents, as well as speaking of the various consti-
tuents, manifold constituents, [their] abandonment, and thorough
knowledge.

Issue #16: What are the various and manifold constituents?

In that citation from the Siatra Unraveling the Thought “various constituents”
g g

* kbams mang po’i mdo (Gung-tang’s Difficult Points, 77.13). Gung-tang (77.9-77.12)
indicates that since the type of sttra to which Paramarthasamudgata is referring must not be
disputed by the two Hearer schools—the Great Exposition School and the Sttra School—
the Collection of Constituents (khams kyi tshogs), for instance, in the Seven Treatises of Manif-
est Knowledge, which only the Great Exposition School accepts as the word of Buddha, is
not suitable as Paramarthasamudgata’s reference since some proponents of the Satra School
say that it was composed not by Buddha but by the Foe Destroyer Purnavardhana (gang spel/
gang po) and since others of the Sutra School say it was composed by a common being with
that name and not even a Foe Destroyer.
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refers to the eighteen constituents, and “manifold constituents” refers to the six
constituents.” This is clear from the siitra itself when later in this chapter Pa-
ramarthasamudgata speaks about the three natures in terms the aggregates,
sense-spheres, dependent-arising, constituents, and foods in the same order as
his question and then mentions the six and eighteen constituents. Paramartha-
samudgata says:*

Just as this is applied to the form aggregate, so this also should be ap-
plied similatly to the remaining aggregates. Just as this is applied to the
aggregates, so this also should be applied similarly to each of the sense-
spheres that are the twelve sense-spheres. This also should be applied
similarly to each of the limbs of existence that are the twelve limbs of
existence. This also should be applied similarly to each of the foods
that are the four foods. This also should be applied similarly to each of
the constituents that are the six constituents and the eighteen consti-
tuents.

That in the same chapter of the Siazra Unraveling the Thought the constituents
are listed as the six and the eighteen constituents provides good evidence that
“the various constituents and manifold constituents” must be these. Still, the
order of six and eighteen must be reversed to accommodate Dzong-ka-ba’s
statement that these refer to “the eighteen constituents and the six constitu-
ents.” Indeed, when Gung-tang” makes this point, he (or his scribe) edits
Dzong-ka-ba’s text so that it reads “the six constituents and the eighteen consti-
tuents.” Still, despite this minor flaw of the order of six and eighteen, the in-
ternal evidence that this reference to “the various constituents and manifold
constituents” must be to the eighteen and the six is good.

Wonch’uk, however, takes both “various constituents” and “manifold con-
stituents” as referring to the eighteen constituents, the first from the viewpoint
of their having internal differences in each of the eighteen and thus being “vari-
ous,” and the second from the viewpoint of their pervading all sentient beings
in the manner of being their bases of imputation since sentient beings are im-
puted in dependence upon their consticuents. Wonch’uk’s Grear Commentary
says:”

The eighteen constituents in the character of the one being different
from the others are called the “various constituents.” Just those

N khams drug dang khams bco brgyad. Since the Delhi NG dkra shis lhun po (484.3),
Guru Deva old zhol (448.6), Zi ling sku ’bum (342.17), and Sarnath gtsang (6.4) editions all
read kbams bco brgyad dang khams drug, this is clearly not a variant reading, but I doubt that
Gung-tang intended to edit Dzong-ka-ba’s text (even though it conveniently makes the siitra
and Dzong-ka-ba agree) since Gung-tang goes to some length to indicate why only the six
constituents (that is, the manifold) are mentioned after the eighteen (that is, the various).
Jik-may-dam-ché-gya-tso (Port of Entry, 157.1) points out this discrepancy and calls for
examination of it; this means that he finds it troublesome.
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eighteen constituents as specifics of limitless sentient beings are called
the “manifold constituents.”

Gung-tang” avers that Wonch’uk’s explanation may be based on Asanga’s
Compendium of Ascertainments which speaks of the various and manifold consti-
tuents in exactly this way:

What are the various constituents? The eighteen constituents which
have mutually different characters. What are the manifold constitu-
ents? Just those abiding by way of the divisions of limitlessly various
sentient beings.*

Gung-tang points out that Asanga’s explanation in the Compendium of Ascer-
tainments is in accord with a description in the Myrobalan Sitra® and in Mai-
treya’s Ornament for the Great Vebicle Sitras of the constituents (or constitu-
tions) and interests of sentient beings as being various.® Because Asanga’s Com-
pendium of Ascertainments explains the two terms in reliance on the Myrobalan

2 Wonch’uk himself (Peking 5517, vol. 106, chap. 5, 129.3.3) refers not to Asanga’s
Compendium of Ascertainments but to Asanga’s Grounds of Yogic Practice when he says right
after the above explanation, “These should be known in accordance with what is taught in
[Asanga s] treatise, the Grounds of Yogic Practice.”

As cited in Gung-tang’s Difficult Points (87.15):

The Supramundane Victor said, “Monastics, for example, if every hundred years
someone took a single myrobalan fruit from a pile of myrobalan fruit a hundred
yojanas high and a hundred yojanas wide, saying, “This myrobalan fruit is cast
away as such and such a constitution [of a sentient being]; this myrobalan fruit is
cast away as such and such a constitution,” the pile of myrobalan fruit would be
reduced only smaller and would be thoroughly exhausted; just so the constitutions
[of sentient beings] would be exhausted in that way.

c

Asvabhava’s commentary on the Ornament is Gung-tang’s source indicating that Mai-
treya’s explanation is in accordance with the description in the Myrobalan Sutra. As cited in
Gung-tang’s Difficult Points (88.8), Asvabhava’s commentary on the Ornament says:

This is as explained in the Myrobalan Sitra....What is the meaning of “constitu-
ents” as it appears in the scripture [that is, the Siatra Unraveling the Thought?
When associated with the teaching of divisions of the constituents—eyes and so
forth—and with the Sizra of Manifold Constituents, there are many aspects of divi-
sions of constituents.

Jik-may-dam-ché-gya-tso (Port of Entry, 158.1) cites Sha-mar Ge-diin-den-dzin-gya-tso’s
Clearing Away Mental Darkness which challenges Gung-tang’s point that the meanings of
Asanga’s Compendium of Ascertainments, the Myrobalan Sitra, and Maitreya’s Ornament for
the Great Vebicle Sutras treat this topic similarly, for the first is in reference to the eighteen
constituents, the second is in reference to worldly realms (Jjig rten gyi khams), and the third is
in reference to the constitutions of sentient beings (sems can gyi khams). That Jik-may-dam-
ché-gya-tso does not answer the objection suggests that he gives it credence.

A more fundamental problem is that Wonch’uk himself refers to Asanga’s Grounds of
Yogic Practice and not his Compendium of Ascertainments.
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Sittra and not in accordance with this passage in the Sutra Unraveling the
Thought, which can be seen to be mainly in reference to the Sizra of Manifold
Constituents, Wonch’uk’s explanation is rejected as inappropriate. In this vein,
Dzong-ka-Ba (Emptiness in Mind-Only, 80-81), albeit cryptically, says:

The commentaries [by Wonch’uk and so forth] explain “the various
and manifold constituents” [mentioned in the passage from the Sarra
Unraveling the Thought cited above] otherwise, but when these are put
together with a later occurrence in the Sazra [ Unraveling the Thought],
they are to be taken as the eighteen constituents and the six constitu-
ents.

Gung-tang has explained Dzong-ka-ba’s cryptic reference to “commentaries”
and “a later occurrence in the S##ra” and has identified a possible source for
Wonch’uk’s reading.

Then, revealing a potential weakness in Dzong-ka-ba’s argument, Gung-
tang® makes the important additional point that Wonch’uk’s explanation of
the two terms is indeed appropriate in a different chapter of the sitra, the
“Questions of Subhuti,” where the two terms are used in the context of apply-
ing many attributes to one substratum. However, A-ku Lo-dro-gya-tso® saves
Dzong-ka-ba’s point by making the distinction that although the usage of these
two terms at the point of Paramarthasamudgata’s question does not accord
with Wonch’uk’s explanation, it is also permissible to explain these terms as
they are set forth in the Sizra Unraveling the Thought (in general) as Wonch’uk
does, since his explanation is applicable to a certain usage, specifically that in
the “Questions of Subhuti Chapter.™

The commentators thereby not only reveal the reason behind Dzong-ka-
ba’s rejection of Wonch’uk’s explanation at this point but also, taking the dis-
cussion further, indicate the appropriateness of Wonch’uk’s explanation in the
context of the “Questions of Subhati Chapter.” By citing explanations similar
to Wonch’uk’s in sutra (the Myrobalan Sitra), in a treatise (Maitreya’s Orna-
ment for the Great Vehicle Sitras), and in a commentary on a treatise (by Asva-
bhava), they also give credence to Wonch'uk’s exegesis, even if they criticize it
for being misplaced.

Issue #17: Why are the eighteen and the six constituents singled
out when there are many sets of constituents?

The Sitra of Manifold Constituents speaks of the numerous sets of constituents
totaling sixty-two, whereas the Sitra Unraveling the Thought speaks only of the

a

For identification of the passage, see Jik-may-dam-ché-gya-tso’s Port of Entry, 157.3.
He disputes that the “Questions of Subhuti Chapter” actually treats the constituents this way
and says that the fact that it does not is clear in Wonch’uk’s commentary (see Port of Entry,
157.6).
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eighteen and the six. All the other forty-four” enumerations can be included in
the eighteen, since these contain all phenomena, and thus it is incumbent to
indicate why only the six constituents are explicitly mentioned in addition to
the eighteen. The inventively cogent reason Gung-tang® gives is that for deli-
neating selflessness, the six constituents have traditionally been singled out with
particular emphasis. Nagarjuna, for instance, uses the format of six constituents
when, in his Precious Garland, he speaks of the basis of imputation of a per-

son:®

A person is not earth, not water,

Not fire, not wind, not space,

Not consciousness, and not all of them.
What person is there other than these?

Just as a person is not real

Due to being a composite of six constituents,
So each of the constituents also

Is not real due to being a composite.

As Gung-tang says, in order to ascertain selflessness one must know how per-
sons depend on the six constituents as their basis of imputation.

His point, cogently based on tradition, is that the frequent usage of the six
constituents in connection with meditation on selflessness is the context out of
which just these are selected in the Sazra Unraveling the Thought for emphasis
in addition to the basic eighteen constituents. Gung-tang’s attention to contex-
tual detail is impressive.

Harmonies with enlightenment. The last teaching in the first turning of
the wheel of doctrine to which Paramarthasamudgata refers in his question is
that of the thirty-seven harmonies with enlightenment. They are the antidotes
to cyclic existence and to the phenomena associated with it—the aggregates of
cyclic existence and so forth. In brief, the thirty-seven harmonies with enligh-
tenment are seven groupings of beneficial phenomena that are concordant with
and lead to enlightenment as a Foe Destroyer:*

* With respect to the translation of arbant (dgra bcom pa) as “Foe Destroyer,” I do this to

accord with the usual Tibetan translation of the term and to assist in capturing the flavor of
oral and written traditions that frequently refer to this etymology. Arhants have overcome
the foe which is the afflictive emotions (nyon mongs, klea), the chief of which is ignorance.
The Indian and Tibetan translators of Sanskrit and other texts into Tibetan were also
aware of the etymology of arbant as “worthy one,” as they translated the name of the “found-
er” of the Jaina system, Arhat, as mchod ‘od “Worthy of Worship” (see Jam-jang-shay-ba’s
Great Exposition of Tenets, ka 62a.3). Also, they were aware of Chandrakirti’s gloss of the
term as “Worthy One” in his Clear Words: sadevamanusasural lokar panarbatvad arhannityu-
chyate (Milamadhyamakakarikis de Nagarjuna avec la Prasannapada Commentaire de Can-
drakirti, Bibliotheca Buddhica, 4 [Osnabriick, Germany: Biblio Verlag, 1970], 486.5), lha
dang mi dang lha ma yin du beas pa’i ’jig rten gyis mchod par ‘os pas dgra beom pa zhes brjod la
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[.  FOUR ESTABLISHMENTS THROUGH MINDFULNESS
1. mindful establishment on body
2. mindful establishment on feeling
3. mindful establishment on mind
4. mindful establishment on phenomena
II. FOUR THOROUGH ABANDONINGS
5. generating virtuous qualities not yet generated
6. increasing virtuous qualities already generated
7. not generating non-virtuous qualities not yet generated
8. thoroughly abandoning non-virtuous qualities already generated
III. FOUR LEGS OF MANIFESTATION
9. aspiration
10. effort
11. contemplation®
12. analytical meditative stabilization
IV. FIVE FACULTIES
13. faith

(409.20, Tibetan Cultural Printing Press ed.; also, Peking 5260, vol. 98, 75.2.2), “Because of
being worthy of worship by the world of gods, humans, and demi-gods, they are called Ar-
hants.”

Also, they were aware of Haribhadra’s twofold etymology in his [llumination of the
Eight Thousand Stanza Perfection of Wisdom Sitra. In the context of the list of epithets quali-
fying the retinue of Buddha at the beginning of the sutra (see Unrai Wogihara, Abhi-
samayilamkiriloka Prajna-paramita-vyakhya, The Work of Haribhadra [Tokyo: Toyo Bunko,
1932-1935; reprint, Tokyo: Sankibo Buddhist Book Store, 1973], 8.18), Haribhadra says:

They are called arhant [Worthy One, from the root arh “to be worthy”] since they

are worthy of worship, religious donations, and being assembled together in a

group, and so forth. (Wogihara, Abhisamayalamkaraloka, 9.8-9: sarva evatra pija-

daksina-gana-parikarsady-arhatayarhantab; Peking 5189, vol. 90, 67.5.7: dir thams

cad kyang mchod pa dang // yon dang tshogs su ‘dub la sogs par ‘os pas na dgra becom

pa’o).
Also:

They are called arbant [Foe Destroyer, arihan] because they have destroyed (hata)
the foe (ari). (Wogihara, Abhisamayalamkaraloka, 10.18: hataritvad arbantab;
Peking 5189, vol. 90, 69.3.6. dgra rnams bcom pas na dgra beom pa’o).

(My thanks to Gareth Sparham for the references to Haribhadra.) Thus, we are dealing with
a considered preference in the face of alternative etymologies—“Foe Destroyer” requiring a
not unusual 7 infix to make ari-han, with ari meaning enemy and /an meaning to kill, and
thus “Foe Destroyer.” Unfortunately, one word in English cannot convey both this meaning
and “Worthy of Worship”; thus I have gone with what clearly has become the predominant
meaning in Tibet. (For an excellent discussion of the two etymologies of Arhat in Buddhism
and Jainism, see L. M. Joshi, Facets of Jaina Religiousness in Comparative Light, L.D. Seties,
85 [Ahmedabad, India: L.D. Institute of Indology, 1981], 53-58.)

sems.
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14. effort
15. mindfulness
16. meditative stabilization
17. wisdom
V. FIVE POWERS
18. faith
19. effort
20. mindfulness
21. meditative stabilization
22. wisdom
VI. SEVEN BRANCHES OF ENLIGHTENMENT
23. correct mindfulness
24. correct discrimination of phenomena
25. correct effort
26. correct joy
27. correct pliancy
28. correct meditative stabilization
29. correct equanimity
VIL. EIGHTFOLD PATH
30. correct view
31. correct realization
32. correct speech
33. correct aims of actions
34. correct livelihood
35. correct exertion
36. correct mindfulness
37. correct meditative stabilization

The thirty-seven harmonies with enlightenment are coordinated with the three
trainings—in ethics, meditative stabilization, and wisdom.” The four estab-
lishments through mindfulness are the basis of training; the four thorough ab-
andonings are the training in higher ethics; the four legs of manifestation (an
ability gained upon attaining meditative stabilization) are the training in higher
meditative stabilization; and the five faculties, five powers, and seven branches
of enlightenment are the training in higher wisdom.

As before, Buddha spoke of the entities of the thirty-seven as though they
were established by way of their own character as the referents of conceptual
consciousnesses and also spoke of seven attributes of the thirty-seven, all as
being established by way of their own character as referents of conceptual con-
sciousnesses. The seven attributes are:

1. their discordances, that is, what is to be abandoned by them. In terms of
the seven groupings of the thirty-seven harmonies with enlightenment, the
discordances are:*
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four establishments through mindfulness: unknowingness
four thorough abandonings: laziness
four legs of manifestation: distraction
five faculties: non-interest
five powers: little strength of mindfulness and introspection
seven branches of enlightenment: possession of objects of abandon-
ment by the path of seeing
eightfold path: possession of objects of abandonment by the path of
meditation.
the antidotes themselves to those objects of abandonment
production of virtues or antidotes that have not been produced
the abiding of those virtues or antidotes that have been produced
non-loss of antidotes that have been produced
their arising again when one has familiarized with them again and again
increasing those antidotes through the power of familiarity and extending
them limitdessly.

NV RN

Issue #18: How can redundancy be avoided in the last two
attributes?

Wonch’uk explains that the last two attributes mean non-forgetfulness of anti-
dotes that have been produced. Gung-tang® cogently rejects this explanation
since this would be redundant with the fifth attribute—“non-loss.” Rather, he
says that the sixth refers to familiarizing with antidotes through actualizing
them repeatedly, and the seventh, to increasing them through the power of
such familiarity.” He explains that in the latter the type of increase being indi-
cated does not have a limit as the action of jumping does or as the heat of water
does, but is extendible limitlessly. In this way, these two attributes are, in a gen-
eral sense, both antidotes but do not repeat the second attribute due to their
being more specific.”

* * X

In the Sazra Unraveling the Thought, Paramarthasamudgata refers to these
teachings on the thirty-seven harmonies with enlightenment, which are set
forth in the Sasra on Mindful Establishment* and in other sttras, when he says:

The Supramundane Victor also spoke, in many ways, of the own-
character of the four mindful establishments, as well as speaking of
[their] classes of discordances, antidotes, meditation, production of
that which has not been produced, the abiding of that which has been

dran pa nyer bzhag, smrtyupasthana. Gung-tang (Difficult Points, 77.16) mentions that
one translator into Tibetan considered this text to be a Great Vehicle sutra, whereas actually
it is a Lesser Vehicle stitra as is evidenced in various lists of sttras.
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produced, non-loss, [their] arising again, and increasing and extend-
ing. Just as he did with respect to the mindful establishments, so he
spoke with respect to the thorough abandonings, the legs of magical
manifestation, the faculties, the powers, and the branches of enligh-
tenment. The Supramundane Victor also spoke, in many ways, of the
own-character of the eightfold path of Superiors, as well as speaking of
[their] discordances, antidotes, production of that which has not been
produced, the abiding of that which has been produced, recollection,
[their] arising again, and increasing and extending.

With this statement, Paramarthasamudgata concludes the first part of his ques-
tion—describing the mode of Buddha’s pronouncement of the first wheel of his
teaching.”” With Gung-tang’s fleshing out of the references, the context comes
to life, despite the nagging problem of how the sparse words of the satras that
he has cited teach that these phenomena are “established by way of their own
character as the referents of conceptual consciousnesses.”

Issue #19: Do all first-wheel sitras teach the four noble truths?

As can be seen from the seven pronouncements, the topics on which the first
wheel of doctrine® are based are many. However, Pan-chen S6-nam-drak-ba,
the textbook author of the Lo-sel-Eng College of Dre-bung Monastic Universi-
ty, holds that all first-wheel teachings have as their basis of composition the
four noble truths. Though he does not explicitly say so, he undoubtedly bases
this on Paramarthasamudgata’s summary statement of the meaning of Buddha’s
answers to his questions, when he describes the first wheel as “teaching the as-
pects of the four noble truths”:

Initially, in the area of Varanasi in the Deer Park called “Sage’s Pro-
pounding,” the Supramundane Victor thoroughly turned a wheel of
doctrine for those engaged in the Hearer Vehicle, fantastic and mar-
velous which none—god or human—had previously turned in a simi-
lar fashion in the world, through teaching the aspects of the four
noble truths.

The evidence is striking, but Gung-tang” disagrees, pointing to the fact that
when Paramarthasamudgata lists the teachings, he speaks of the four truths as
only one among the seven pronouncements.”” Gung-tang considers the four

N Since there are presentations of the wheels of doctrine that do not accord with the Sizra

Unraveling the Thought, the reference is to the wheels of doctrines as described in that
sutra.

b Pan-chen S6-nam-drak-ba’s Garland of Blue Lotuses, 12b.3. As Gén-chok-tsay-ring (oral
teaching) pointed out, once the teaching of the four truths is the only basis of composition,
one cannot cite other teachings as instances of the first wheel, as Gung-tang did (see the last
chapter). This puts Pan-chen S8-nam-drak-ba’s followers in quite a bind.
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noble truths to be the prime basis of composition, not the only one.

He makes the cogent point that—given the earlier format of the seven
pronouncements, of which the four truths are just one category—the purpose
of singling out the four noble truths here is to indicate not that the four truths
are the basic topic of all first-wheel teachings but that the four truths are the
main way of settling the meaning of Buddha’s scriptures in the first wheel, this
being in accordance with the minds of those having the lineage of the two
Hearer Schools—the Great Exposition and the Sitra schools. For instance, in
Vasubandhu’s Treasury of Manifest Knowledge—a principal text expounding in
its root stanzas positions of the Great Exposition School and in its commentary
positions of what came in Ge-luk-ba scholarship to be called the Satra School
Following Scripture—the chapter structure itself is arranged around the four
noble truths—true sufferings, sources, cessations, and paths. The first three
chapters teach about true sufferings; the next two, true sources of suffering; and
then the next three, true cessations of suffering and true paths. On the other
hand, the Mind-Only School mainly delineates the meaning of Buddha’s scrip-
tures by way of the three natures—imputational, other-powered, and thorough-
ly established—in order to demonstrate that there are no external objects, no
objects that are different entities from the consciousnesses perceiving them, and
that hence there is cognition-only. Also, the Middle Way School mainly settles
the meaning of Buddha’s scriptures by way of the two truths—conventional
and ultimate—in order to establish a union of appearance and emptiness and a
union of method and wisdom.

By identifying the principal doctrinal structures of these schools—the four
truths, three natures, and the two truths—Gung-tang shows that he is free of
the prejudice, often acquired from focusing on the Middle Way School, that
the two truths are the most important topic in all four schools. Still, the oppo-
site prejudice, sometimes found in contemporary European, American, and
Japanese scholarship—that the four noble truths, the three natures, and the two
truths are not important topics in schools other than Middle Way—is also not
justified. Rather, the central theme in the Great Exposition and Sitra schools
is the four noble truths; in the Mind-Only School, the three natures; and in the
Middle Way School, the two truths. (That the two truths dominate so much
discussion in Ge-luk-ba presentations of tenets is due to their basic Middle Way
School orientation, an interest in comparing assertions on the two truths in all
systems in order to ascertain more clearly the two truths in the Middle Way
School. Despite its pedagogical value, the focus on the two truths naturally in-
troduces distortions of emphasis.)

Showing sensitivity to the use of language in the Sutra Unraveling the
Thought, Gung-tang” emphasizes that Paramarthasamudgata’s repeated usage
of the phrase “in many ways,” or “in many forms,”* when questioning Buddha
about the teachings in the seven pronouncements means that he is referring to

a

rnam grangs du ma.
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individual sttras with different topics even though all are similar in teaching
that phenomena are established by way of their own character as the referents of
conceptual consciousnesses. Conversely, when Paramarthasamudgata speaks of
the middle wheel, he condenses the teachings into one description, since they
all equally speak of all phenomena—ranging from forms through to exalted
knowers of all aspects (omniscient consciousnesses)—as natureless, though
some passages and siitras of the middle wheel give more detailed lists of these
phenomena than others. Thus, for Gung-tang, the points of reference, called
the “bases of composition,” of the teaching in the first wheel of doctrine are the
seven categories of objects themselves and not just the four truths.

Issue #20: Do not any and all instances of Buddha’s word
teach the four noble truths?

Jik-may-dam-ché-gya-tso™ often offers developments of and counter-opinions
to Gung-tang’s ideas. He relates an oral tradition that any instance of Buddha’s
word necessarily teaches the four noble truths, this being because Bhavaviveka’s
proof in his Blaze of Reasoning” that Great Vehicle sutras are the word of
Buddha is founded on the reason that they all unerringly teach the four noble
truths. Indeed, if one takes a sttra’s “having the four noble truths as its basis of
composition” as meaning that it either directly or indirectly teaches the four
truths, then all of Buddha’s scriptures would teach the four truths.® Jik-may-
dam-chd-gya-tso does not explain the difficulty that this raises, but it must be
that then even the middle wheel would have the four noble truths as its basis of
composition, whereas such clearly would contradict the statement in the Sazra
Unraveling the Thought that the middle wheel is “based on just the natureless-
ness of all phenomena and based on just the absence of production, the absence
of cessation, quiescence from the start, and naturally having thoroughly passed
beyond sorrow.”

Consequently, the meaning of “basis of composition” in the Sitra Unrave-
ling the Thought cannot be that the topic could be taught indirectly but must be
that it is taught directly. Otherwise, one would have to hold that a siitra based
on the four truths does not necessarily directly teach the four truths, a position
which I think cannot escape the above difficulty that even the middle wheel
would have the four noble truths as its basis of composition, since, to accord

brtsams gzhi.

rtog ge ‘bar ba, tarkajvala. The Blaze of Reasoning is Bhavaviveka’s commentary on his
Heart of the Middle (dbu ma snying po, madhyamakahrdaya). Bhavaviveka’s dates are 500-
5702; see David Seyfort Ruegg, The Literature of the Madhyamaka School of Philosophy in
India (Wiesbaden, Germany: Otto Harrassowitz, 1981), 61.

Jik-may-dam-ché-gya-tso cites Sha-mar Ge-diin-den-dzin-gya-tso’s (zhwa dmar dge
dun bstan dzin rgya misho) Clearing Away Mental Darkness as the origin of this qualm.

d brisams, drabhya; Lamotte, Samdhinirmocana, 86 [30], n. 18.
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with Bhavaviveka’s statement it has to be held that the middle wheel at least
indirectly teaches the four noble truths.

These points reveal for me a possible reason for Pan-chen S6-nam-drak-
ba’s opinion that all first-wheel sttras are based on the four truths: he may want
to hold that first-wheel stitras either directly or indirectly teach the four truths
in order to establish, like Bhavaviveka, that Great Vehicle sttras are indeed the
word of Buddha. His position is indeed attractive but does not seem to reflect
the thrust of the Sama Unraveling the Thought. 1 find Gung-tang’s position to
be more cogent.



5. Probing the Implications

When Dzong-ka-ba summarizes Paramirthasamudgata’s description of the
middle and first-wheel teachings and his question to Buddha about their seem-
ing contradiction, he says:

If the statements in some sutras [that is, in the middle wheel of the
teaching] that all phenomena are natureless, and so forth, and the
statements in some sitras [in the first wheel of the teaching] that the
aggregates and so forth have an own-character, and so forth, were left
as they are verbally, they would be contradictory. However, since [the
Supramundane Victor] must be without contradiction, of what were
you [Buddha] thinking when [in the middle wheel of the teaching]
you spoke of non-nature, and so forth?

Superficially, it seems that we can rephrase Dzong—ka—Ba’s reading of Pa-
ramarthasamudgata’s question quite simply:

In the first wheel you, Buddha, said that all phenomena are established
by way of their own character, whereas in the middle wheel you said
that no phenomenon is established by way of its own character. What
were you thinking?

However, it is not so simple, as the sixteenth-century author of the old text-
book literature of Go-mang College, Gung-ru Ché-jung, points out in an early,
highly complex commentary on Dzong-ka-Ba’s text, his Garland of White Lotus-
es, and the late-seventeenth- and eatly-eighteenth-century scholar Jam-yang-
shay-ba repeats with refinements in his Grear Exposition of the Interpretable and
the Definitive.” Their critique of other scholars’ renditions of Paramarthasa-
mudgata’s question serves as a valuable key to the vocabulary and positions of
the Buddhist schools involved. Let us probe their points.

Issue #21: What does “aggregates and so forth” mean?

First, Gung-ru Ché-jung and Jam-jang-shay-ba consider the phenomena about
which Buddha was speaking in the first wheel. One of the earliest commenta-
tors, Bel-jor-hliin-drup, the author of the old textbook literature of the Jay Col-
lege of Se-ra Monastic University (replaced by the works of Jay-dziin Cho-gyi-
gyel-tsen), frames Paramarthasamudgata’s question as follows (the portion be-
ing contested at this point is in bold print):"

In the first wheel, the Supramundane Victor pronounced that phe-
nomena ranging from forms through to omniscient conscious-
nesses are established by way of their own character; in the middle

50
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wheel he pronounced that phenomena are natureless, and are unpro-
duced, unceasing, and so forth [that is, are quiescent from the start,
and are naturally passed beyond sorrow]. The Bodhisattva Paramartha-
samudgata asks, “Since, if taken literally, [these statements] are mani-
festly contradictory and since the Supramundane Victor must be with-
out contradiction, thinking of what did you teach [in the middle
wheel of doctrine that all phenomena are] natureless and so forth?”
Having explicitly asked this, [Paramarthasamudgata] also perforce asks,
“Thinking of what did you say [in the first wheel of doctrine] that
phenomena are established by way of their own character?” For, at the
point of the answer both are said to require interpretation by way of
indicating the basis in Buddha’s thought and by way of indicating the
damage to what is explicitly taught [on the literal level] in both of the
first two wheels.

Whereas Dzong-ka-ba, as cited above, refers merely to “aggregates and so forth”
when he speaks about the first wheel, Eel-jor-hlﬁn-drup, obviously intending to
identify Dzong-ka-ba’s reference, expands this to “phenomena ranging from
forms through to omniscient consciousnesses,” a standard list of one hundred
and eight phenomena drawn from the Perfection of Wisdom Siitras that begins
with forms and ends with omniscient consciousnesses.

Without mentioning Bel-jor-hliin-drup by name, Gung-ru Ché-jung” and
Jam-jang-shay-ba™ object, saying that in the first wheel of doctrine it is inap-
propriate to identify “aggregates and so forth” here as those ranging from forms
through to omniscient consciousnesses because in the first wheel Buddha did
not explicitly take the one hundred and eight phenomena—which are the bases
of his exposition in middle-wheel stitras such as the Perfection of Wisdom
Stitras—as his substrata for the teaching that objects are established by way of
their own character as the referents of their respective conceptual conscious-
nesses. Rather, in the explicit rendering of the first wheel it is obvious that he
took a smaller number of phenomena (when compared to the one hundred and
eight) as his substrata, these being the mental and physical aggregates, the sense-
spheres, dependent-arising, the foods, the four noble truths, the constituents,
and the harmonies with enlightenment—the seven pronouncements.*

*  Gungru Ché-jung (Garland of White Lotuses, 5a.4) sees this as the background of
Dzong-ka-ba’s (Emptiness in Mind-Only, 111) saying:

[Paramarthasamudgata] says that in just the way that [the three natures] are ap-

plied to the form aggregate, three natures each are applied also with respect to each

of the remaining four aggregates, the twelve sense spheres, the twelve [limbs of]

dependent-arising, and the four foods as well as the six and eighteen constituents.
However, Dzong—ka—Ba here is not addressing the style of teaching of the first wheel; rather,
he is paraphrasing Paramarthasamudgata’s presentation to Buddha of the three natures, the
explicit context of which is a presentation of the thought behind the teaching in the Perfec-
tion of Wisdom Stitras that all phenomena are natureless. Perhaps it is this inappropriateness
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The one hundred and eight phenomena are a division of all objects into
two categories—fifty-three in the thoroughly afflicted category and fifty-five in
the pure category. These are a Great Vehicle rendition of a table of phenome-
na,* including many (such as the eighteen emptinesses) that the Lesser Vehicle
schools—the Great Exposition and the Sitra schools—do not assert, such as
the eighteen and twenty emptinesses and simultaneous knowledge of all phe-
nomena. Implicit in Gung-ru Ché-jung and Jam-yang-shay-ba’s reasoning is
that even though the perspective of the present discussion of Paramarthasa-
mudgata’s question is that of the Mind-Only School,” in which “all phenome-
na” refer to these one hundred and eight, the first-wheel teachings were for
trainees with the inclinations of the Great Exposition and Sutra schools to
whom it could not be said that Buddha spoke within using “all phenomena” as
understood according to the Mind-Only School as his substrata. Jam-yang-
shay-ba” sees Dzong-ka-ba (Emptiness in Mind-Only, 242) making just this
point when he says:*

Initially, at Varanasi, he spoke of the selflessness of persons; [thus]
there is one cycle [of teaching], in which the true establishment of the
phenomena of the aggregates and so forth—[these being] no more
than a few [of the one hundred and eight phenomena]—is not refuted
and true existence is mentioned frequently.

When it is said that in the first wheel Buddha takes all phenomena as the sub-
strata for his teaching that objects are established by way of their own character
as the referents of conceptual consciousnesses, it is necessary to specify “all phe-
nomena” as those renowned to the Lesser Vehicle schools. Otherwise, as Gung-
ru Ché-jung and ]am—}'rang-shay—f)a cogently explain, it would have to be said
that in the first wheel the eighteen and twenty emptinesses are taken as substra-
ta for the teaching that phenomena are established this way, in which case it
would be necessary to say that the eighteen and twenty emptinesses are

of context that caused Jam-yang-shay-ba to omit this sentence from his cribbing of Gung-ru
Ché-jung’s text.

It is intriguing that when Paramarthasamudgata presents this material on the three
natures, he oddly frames it in the style of teaching of the first wheel—the seven pronounce-
ments—and not of the middle wheel—the one hundred and eight phenomena ranging from
forms through to omniscient consciousnesses.

2 These are listed in Jeffrey Hopkins, Meditation on Emptiness (London: Wisdom, 1983;

rev. ed., Boston, Ma.: Wisdom, 1996), 201-212.

® It will be shown later that “Mind-Only” is indeed a suitable appellation for the position

of the early proponents of this “school,” that is, Asanga, Vasubandhu, and Sthiramati. For
the time being, I shall use the term not only for convenience but also because Ge-luk-ba
traditions, which are our primary concern in this book, use it.

C

The translation follows Jam-yang-shay-ba’s reading of the sentence; for more discussion

of this passage, see 55, 79, 87, and 92.
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explicitly® taught on the literal level® in the first wheel. Absurdly, the emptiness
of a self of phenomena would come to be explicitly and extensively taught in
the first wheel, whereas this is the province of a Great Vehicle siitra, not a Less-
er Vehicle sutra, and thus of the middle and final wheels of doctrine, not of the
first wheel. As Dzong-ka-Ba says,* “The Yogic Practitioners and Middle Way
Autonomists assert that the selflessness of phenomena is not taught in the scrip-
tural collections of the Lesser Vehicle.” Hence, in the first wheel Buddha is not
speaking about the one hundred and eight phenomena that are the bases of
discussion in the Perfection of Wisdom Sutras; rather, he is taking only a small-
er number of phenomena as the substrata of his teaching—the aggregates and
so forth.*

Jay-dziin Cho-gyi-gyel-tsen, in refuting Bel-jor-hliin-drup’s position, rubs
the point in even more by saying that if the first wheel taught that the one
hundred and eight phenomena are established by way of their own character,* it
would have to teach that the six perfections, a Bodhisattva’s aspirational pray-
ers, the ten grounds, omniscience, and a Buddha’s qualities such as the ten
powers, the four fearlessnesses, the four sciences, great love, great compassion,
and the eighteen unique attributes of a Buddha are so established, in which case
it would have to teach these. However, since the first wheel is uniquely Lesser
Vehicle, it cannot. He cites Nagarjuna’s Precious Garland for support:"

Bodhisattvas’ aspirational wishes, deeds, and dedications [of merit]

N dngos su.

b sgras zin la.

¢ This is from the beginning of the section on the Consequence School titled “explaining
the meaning of the two selflessnesses being set out in dependence on the scriptural collec-
tions of the Hearers”; the passage is cited in Jay-dziin Cho-gyi-gyel-tsen’s General-Meaning
Commentary, 8b.3.

4" The term “Lesser Vehicle” (theg dman, hinayana) has its origin in the writings of Great
Vehicle (zheg chen, mahayana) authors and was, of course, not used by those to whom it was
ascribed. Substitutes such as “non-Mahayana,” “Nikaya Buddhism,” and “Theravadayana”
have been suggested in order to avoid the pejorative sense of “Lesser.” However, translation
accuracy is required, and also “Lesser Vehicle” is a convenient term in this particular context
for a type of tenet system or practice that is seen, in the tradition being discussed in this
book, to be surpassed—but not negated—by a higher system. The “Lesser Vehicle” is not
despised, most of it being incorporated into the “Great Vehicle.” The monks’ and nuns’
vows are Lesser Vehicle as is much of the course of study in Ge-luk-ba monastic universi-
ties—years of study are put into the topics of Epistemology (#shad ma, pramana), Manifest
Knowledge (chos mngon pa, abhidharma), and Discipline (‘dul ba, vinaya), all of which are
mostly Lesser Vehicle in perspective. (“Lesser Vehicle” and “Low Vehicle” are used inter-
changeably in this book.)

¢ Ihave adapted Jay-dziin Cho-gyi-gyel-tsen’s “established by way of their own character”
to read “established by way of their own character as the referents of conceptual conscious-
nesses” to conform to Gung-ru Ché-jung and Jam-jang-shay-ba’s explanation. Jay-dziin
Cho-gyi-gyel-tsen’s position on this issue will be discussed later in this chapter.
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Were not described in the Hearers” Vehicle.

Therefore how could one become
A Bodhisattva through it?

and:*

The subjects concerned with the Bodhisattva deeds
Were not mentioned in the [Hearers’ Vehicle] sutras
But were explained in the Great Vehicle.

Hence the wise should accept it [as Buddha’s word].*

Jam-yang-shay-ba® clinches the point that first-wheel sitras do not explicitly
teach the one hundred and eight phenomena by indicating that this is the signi-
ficance of Paramarthasamudgata’s specifying the seven pronouncements, one by
one:

The Supramundane Victor spoke, in many ways, of the own-character
of the aggregates.... Just as he did with respect to the aggregates, so he
also spoke with respect to the sense-spheres, dependent-arising, and
also the foods. The Supramundane Victor also spoke, in many ways,
of the own-character of the truths.... The Supramundane Victor also
spoke, in many ways, of the own-character of the constituents, as well
as speaking of the various constituents, manifold constituents.... The
Supramundane Victor also spoke, in many ways, of the own-character
of the thirty-seven harmonies with enlightenment....

It is clear that Paramarthasamudgata’s specifically mentioning these central top-
ics that are the substrata of the first-wheel teaching excludes, on the negative
side, the special phenomena of the Great Vehicle sttras. ]am—yang—shay—Ba the-
reby draws out the implications of the vocabulary and style of Paramarthasa-
mudgata’s question, settling that the substrata of the first-wheel teachings as
described in the Sizra Unraveling the Thought are phenomena ranging from
forms through the thirty-seven harmonies with enlightenment—the topics of
the seven pronouncements.

Jay-dziin Cho-gyi-gyel-tsen® rubs it in even more by citing Dzong-ka-ba’s
statement (Emptiness in Mind-Only, 112-113) about:

each of [the phenomena] ranging from the form aggregate through the

branches of the path, which were mentioned earlier on the occasion of
his question about dispelling contradiction.

It is obvious that Dzong-ka-ba limits the phenomena mentioned in the first
wheel to the topics of the seven pronouncements.

or Dzong-ka-ba’s discussion of these two stanzas, see Tsong-ka-pa, Kensur Lekden,
: For Dzong-ka-b g-ka-p

and Jeffrey Hopkins, Compassion in Tibetan Buddhism, 173.
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Issue #22: Is Paramarthasamudgata concerned with the
teaching of just compounded phenomena in the first wheel?

The Second Dalai Lama, whose commentary was most likely written after Bel-
jor-hliin-drup’s, self-consciously uses “aggregates and so forth™ instead of “all
phenomena” for the first wheel. As is clear later in his commentary,” he does
this in order not to contradict a cryptic and highly controversial statement later
by Dzong-ka-Ba (Emptiness in Mind-Only, 242) which seems to indicate that
not all phenomena in the first wheel were taught to be established by way of
their own character or truly established:"

Initially, at Varanasi, he spoke of the selflessness of persons; [thus]
there is one cycle [of teaching], in which the true establishment of the
phenomena of the aggregates and so forth, except for a few, is not re-
futed and true existence is mentioned frequently.

Hence, it is the Second Dalai Lama’s opinion that, according to Dzong—ka-Ba,
in the first wheel not all phenomena (including permanent ones such as true
cessations) but only all compounded phenomena were taught as being truly
established and established by way of their own character.*

As will be seen below (61), this opinion is problematic since it is clear that
in the system of the Sutra Unraveling the Thought and of the Mind-Only
School compounded phenomena are indeed established by way of their own
character. Also, rather than twisting the meaning of the Sitra Unraveling the
Thought to accord with a cryptic statement in Dzong-ka-ba’s text, it seems pre-
ferable to stick with the language of the satra and hold that the substrata of the
first-wheel teachings are phenomena ranging from forms through the thirty-

a

phung sogs: Second Dalai Lama’s Lamp Illuminating the Meaning of [D_zong—ka-éa’.r]
Thought, 12.6.
b The Second Dalai Lama’s citation deviates considerably from Dzong—ka—Ba’s text,

though not in meaning. Second Dalai Lama (15.3):

“khor lo dang por phung sogs kyi chos la nyung shas cig ma grogs pa shas cher bden
par yod pa ma bkag pa dang
Dzong-ka-ba (Emptiness in Mind-Only, 450):
phung po la sogs pa'i chos nyung shas gcig ma gtogs pa bden par grub pa ma bkag
cing
This passage was cited just above but with a different translation that accords with Jam-
yang-shay-ba’s reading:
Initially, at Varanasi he spoke of the selflessness of persons; [thus] there is one
cycle [of teaching] in which the true establishment of the phenomena of the aggre-
gates and so forth—[these being] 7o more than a few [of the one hundred and
eight phenomenal—is not refuted and true existence is mentioned frequently.
d Pan-chen S6-nam-drak-ba’s refutation of the Second Dalai Lama’s reading is given in
the next chapter, 86.
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seven harmonies with enlightenment—the topics of the seven pronouncements,
these being what the Lesser Vehicle Buddhist schools consider to be all pheno-
mena, permanent and impermanent.

Issue #23: When the cighteen constituents are taught, are the
one hundred eight phenomena taught?

It is the style of monastic textbooks not only to rub in perceived mistakes but
also to reveal (or create) complications in what seems obvious. Thus, Jay-dziin
Ché-gyi-gyel-tsen® reminds us of the seemingly innocent fact that the eighteen
constituents—these being one of the seven pronouncements—include all phe-
nomena, the complication being that the one hundred and eight phenomena
are therefore contained within the eighteen constituents. Still, as he says, this
does not require that the first wheel’s teaching—that all phenomena are estab-
lished by way of their own character—entails explicitly teaching that the one
hundred and eight phenomena are established this way, just as the fact that
Proponents of Sttra assert that all phenomena are established this way does not
entail that they assert that the one hundred and eight phenomena, including
the emptiness of that same status of things, are established this way. Otherwise,
they would absurdly be asserting the emptiness of the very status of things that
is so central to their system. So far, the point is well taken.

Issue #24: Can this topic be trivialized?

It also is the style of monastic textbooks to make hair-splitting verbal distinc-
tions such that the counter-intuitive comes to be asserted for the sake of its
shock-value, not insight. In this fashion Gung-ru Ché-jung” and Jam-yang-
shay-ba® go on to indicate that they are willing to hold the counter-intuitive
position that:

Upon the one hundred and eight phenomena being included in
the eighteen constituents, first-wheel sutras explicitly teach the one
hundred and eight as established by way of their own character as the
referents of conceptual consciousnesses.*

They may mean that if for the listener’s mind the one hundred and eight phe-
nomena are included in the eighteen constituents, then when the eighteen con-
stituents are taught as being established by way of their own character as the
referents of their respective conceptual consciousnesses, the one hundred and
eight phenomena are similarly taught to be established this way. However, the
one hundred and eight would not be so included for the intended trainees of
first wheel of doctrine; hence, there does not seem to be any intended listener

a

des de rnams khams bco brgyad du bsdus nas rang ‘dzin rtog pa’i zhen gzhir rang gi mtshan
nyid kyis grub par dngos su bstan.
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of the first wheel for whom they would be included.

Gung-ru Ché-jung backs up his point by drawing a parallel with two lines
from the beginning of Maitreya’s Ornament for Clear Realization®—*The per-
fection of wisdom/ Is thoroughly explained by the eight categories”™ —which he
says does not explicitly teach the seventy topics (which are the sub-topics of the
eight categories)* but does explicitly teach them upon their being included in
the eight categories. However, I do not consider the two to be parallel, since
in Maitreya’s text the seventy topics are about to be taught as subsections of the
eight categories but in the scriptures of the first wheel there is no intention to
teach the one hundred and eight phenomena.

Gung-ru Ché-jung and Jam-jang-shay-ba may merely be making the point
that the one hundred and eight phenomena are included in the eighteen consti-
tuents and that in the first wheel the eighteen constituents are explicitly taught
to be established by way of their own character as the referents of their respec-
tive conceptual consciousnesses and hence it must be said that upon the one
hundred and eight phenomena being included in the eighteen constituents,
first-wheel sttras explicitly teach them as so established. However, this treats
the two phrases—(1) “upon the one hundred and eight phenomena being in-
cluded in the eighteen constituents” and (2) “first-wheel sttras explicitly teach
them as...”—as if they are disconnected, whereas in any meaningful rendering
of the grammar they are intimately related. In fact, the shock-value of their
presentation rests on the assumption that when in the first phrase it is said that
the one hundred and eight phenomena are included in the eighteen constitu-
ents, it seems that this is being said with respect to the worldview of first-wheel
stitras. Their maneuver trivializes Jay-dziin Cho-gyi-gyel-tsen’s significant point
in an attempt to provide a counter-intuitive refinement out of sophistic sport;
for me, rather than shock I find frustration.

The eight categories are:
1. knowledge of all aspects (rnam pa thams cad mkhyen pa nyid, sarvakarajnata)
knowledge of paths (lam shes nyid, margajnata)

knowledge of bases (gzhi shes, vastujiina)

BN

complete training in all the aspects (rnam rdzogs sbyor ba/rnam kun mngon par
rdzogs par rtogs pa, sarviakarabhisambodha)

peak training (rse sbyor, miirdhaprayoga)

serial training (mthar gyis sbyor ba, anupirvaprayoga)

momentary training (skad cig ma’i sbyor ba, ksanikaprayoga)

body of attributes, the effect (chos sku, dharmakaya).

® N AW

b For more hair-splitting refinements on this topic, see A-ku Lo-dré-gya-tso’s Precious
P g P gy

Lamp, 66.1-67.6.
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Issue #25: Does the first wheel teach the actual four noble
truths?

Gung-ru Ché-jung and Jam-yang-shay-ba have made the unchallengeable point
that the first wheel does not take phenomena ranging from forms through to
omniscient consciousnesses as the substrata of its teachings. In the process of
proving their point, they use the principle that whatever is taken as a substra-
tum of a teaching is also itself explicitly taught. In this vein, they say that if the
first wheel took all phenomena ranging from forms through to omniscient con-
sciousnesses as the substrata of its teachings, then the twenty emptinesses
(which are included in this range and are a topic specific to the Great Vehicle)
absurdly would have to be taught in the first wheel.

The principle that whatever is taken as a substratum of a teaching is also
itself explicitly taught seems well taken; however, consider this problem:

Since Gung-ru Ché-jung and Jam-yang-shay-ba themselves hold that
the first wheel takes the four noble truths as one of its substrata for the
teaching that phenomena are established by way of their own character
as the referents of their respective conceptual consciousnesses, they
must hold that the first wheel teaches the actual four noble truths and
not just four noble truths that are established by way of their own cha-
racter as the referents of their respective conceptual consciousnesses.
This is because truths that are established this way are non-existent,
and followers of the Lesser Vehicle cannot attain their respective en-
lightenments through meditating on non-existent objects. Also, if first-
wheel sttras such as the Turning of the Wheel of the Four Truths do not
teach the actual four truths, then what sutra does!

As was mentioned earlier (issue #15), Jik-may-dam-ché-gya-tso’s solution™ is:

1. to admit that the first wheel teaches the actual four noble truths both
mainly and explicitly

2. but to hold that on the literal level it teaches the four truths to be estab-
lished by way of their own character as the referents of their respective con-
ceptual consciousnesses.

He uses the tack of splitting the explicit teaching from the literal reading so as
to avoid having to hold that anything the first wheel teaches on the literal level
can be taken literally and hence would have to be definitive. For if anything on
the literal level of the first wheel were definitive, this would contradict the
statement in the Sitra Unraveling the Thought that the first wheel is not defini-
tive and requires interpretation.
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Issue #26: Does the second wheel explicitly teach the actual
twenty emptinesses on the literal level?

Another technique employed by monastic authors is to apply a principle enun-
ciated in their system against another point in their own system; the honesty in
such self-contestation can even be thrilling. In this vein, A-ku Lo-drs-gya-tso”
attempts to show how Jam-yang-shay-ba’s principle enunciated with regard to
the first wheel that whatever is taken as a substracum of a teaching is also itself
explicitly taught on the literal level doubles back on his own presentation of
the second wheel. Jam-yang-shay-ba made the point that since Bel-jor-hliin-
drup says that the substratum of the teaching of the first wheel is all phenome-
na ranging from forms through omniscient consciousnesses, then the actual
emptinesses absurdly would explicitly be taught on the literal level in the first
wheel—with Jam-jang-shay-ba seemingly unnecessarily adding “on the literal
level.”

A-ku Lo-dr6-gya-tso strikes the absurd consequence that since the second
wheel takes the twenty emptinesses as one of the substrata of its teaching that
phenomena do not exist from their own side, it would have to explicitly teach
the actual twenty emptinesses on the literal level despite the fact that the
second wheel requires interpretation. However, if the second wheel did teach
the twenty emptinesses on the literal level, then it would be literal and thus
definitive, something that the Sazra Unraveling the Thoughr does not allow. A-
ku Lo-dré-gya-tso suggests that Jam-jang-shay-ba may have worded his absurd
consequence about the first wheel the way he did because the proponents of
Lesser Vehicle tenets do not distinguish between what is explicitly indicated
and the literal reading, but he calls for the intelligent to analyze the point. (It is
clear that issues raised are not necessarily settled. The genre is aimed at stimula-
tion.)

Own-Character

Issue #27: Does “own-character” mean established by way of
its own character?

As we saw above, Bel—jor—hli'm—drup says that Paramarthasamudgata’s concern is
with an apparent contradiction in Buddha’s teaching, namely that in the first
wheel of doctrine Buddha taught that phenomena ranging from forms through
to and including omniscient consciousnesses (forms being the first and omnis-
cient consciousnesses being the last of the one hundred and eight phenomena)
are equally established by way of their own character whereas in the middle
wheel he taught that these phenomena are equally not established by way of
their own character. Gung-ru Cho-jung (with Jam-yang-shay-ba following him)
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finds fault, as detailed above, with Bel-jor-hliin-drup’s mention of “phenomena
ranging from forms through to omniscient consciousnesses” as the substrata.
Jay-dziin Cho-gyi-gyel-tsen, whose works replaced Bel-jor-hliin-drup’s as the
textbook literature of the Jay College of Se-ra, adjusts Bel-jor-hliin—drup’s fram-
ing of Paramarthasamudgata’s question to take care of this faulc:”

“In the first wheel, the Supramundane Victor pronounced that all
phenomena ranging from forms through to the thirty-seven har-
monies with enlightenment are established by way of their own cha-
racter; in the middle wheel you pronounced that all phenomena rang-
ing from forms through to omniscient consciousnesses are not estab-
lished by way of their own character. Even if, taken literally, [these
statements] are contradictory, the Supramundane Victor must be
without contradiction; therefore, thinking of what did you say what
you said in the middle wheel of doctrine?” From explicitly asking this,
[Paramarthasamudgata] also implicidy asks, “Thinking of what did
you say what you did in the first [wheel of doctrine]?”

Besides the correction about the substrata of the teaching of the first wheel, Jay-
dziin Ché-gyi-gyel-tsen also replaces Bel-jor-hliin-drup’s reference to the teach-
ing in the middle wheel that “phenomena are natureless” with “are not estab-
lished by way of their own character,” but this is merely an improvement in
clarity.” Dzong—ka—Ba himself elsewhere in his text (Emptiness in Mind-Only,
114) clearly says:

Thus, in [Buddha’s] scriptures, there are three sets of stitras:

[A first-wheel] teaching that phenomena exist by way of their
own character

+  [A middle wheel] teaching that phenomena are not established
by way of their own character
[A final wheel] differentiating well whether phenomena are or are
not established by way of their own character

Furthermore, these are twofold—(1) that [final set of sutras] which
does and (2) those [first two sets of sutras] which do not differentiate
well the existence and non-existence of nature [with respect to the
three natures]. That which does is of definitive meaning since it is not
to be interpreted otherwise, and those that do not are of interpretable
meaning since they must be interpreted otherwise.

and (Emptiness in Mind-Only, 127):

The bases being posited as interpretable or definitive are the three—
the statements [in the first wheel] that phenomena equally® have na-

: See issues 44 and 55.
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ture in the sense of being established by way of their own character,
the statements [in the middle wheel] that phenomena equally do not
have such, and the good differentiation [in the final wheel] of those
[phenomena] that have [such establishment] and those that do not.

Jay-dziin Ché-gyi-gyel-tsen seems to have framed Dzong-ka-ba’s opinion per-
fectly:* the first-wheel stitras teach that objects are established by way of their
own character, whereas the middle wheel teaches that objects are not estab-
lished by way of their own character.

However, Gung-ru Ché-jung” and Jam-yang-shay-ba” make many objec-
tions to this formulation (at least some of which were known to Jay-dziin Cho-
gyi-gyel-tsen). These criticisms, despite being interesting and cogent, compli-
cate the issue to such an incredible degree that at times it seems as if what is left
is only a morass of confusion. Such shocking disorientation in which the foun-
dation of one’s understanding of important doctrines crumbles is an unstated
aim of monastic textbooks and of the daily rounds of debate in monastic colleg-
es. By unflinchingly exploring the implications of positions, the arrogance of
thinking that one has command of an issue is confronted with embroilment in
self-contradiction, mirroring the meditative process of analysis in which one’s
most cherished and fundamental postures about the nature of things are un-
dermined. Although on the surface the various systems of exegesis are commit-
ted to the posture that there are cogent, reasonable answers to all conceptual
problems, the process of training carries the different message that any topic
eventually involves self-contradiction.

Gung-ru Ché-jung and Jam-jang-shay-ba’s basic argument is:

1. The Mind-Only School maintains that compounded phenomena are estab-
lished by way of their own character.

2. If the first-wheel sttras did explicitly teach that phenomena ranging from
forms through the thirty-seven harmonies with enlightenment are estab-
lished by way of their own character, then since this list of phenomena in-
cludes both compounded (or impermanent) phenomena and uncom-
pounded (or permanent) phenomena, the first-wheel siitras would be sttras
explicitly teaching that compounded phenomena ranging from forms
through the thirty-seven harmonies with enlightenment are established by
way of their own character.

3. Hence, it would absurdly be suitable to assert literally something that the
first-wheel sutras explicitly teach, namely, that compounded phenomena

*  Jik-may-dam-cho-gya-tso (Port of Entry, 144.4-144.6) says that it appears that Jay-dziin
Ché-gyi-gyel-tsen’s mode of explanation mostly accords with the literal reading of Dzong-
ka-ba’s statement as well as of Ke-drup’s (to be given later) and the Second Dalai Lama’s
reading. His implication is that the Gung-ru Ché-jung and Jam-jang-shay-ba tradition de-
viates from Dzong—ka—Ba’s actual words despite pretending that it does not; I agree, but the
question remains as to whether that deviation is preferable.
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such as forms are established by way of their own character, and thus such
a first-wheel stitra would be a stitra whose explicit teaching is suitable to be
accepted literally.

4. However, according to the Satra Unraveling the Thought the first wheel is
supposed to require interpretation, to be unacceptable literally.

Gung-ru Ché-jung and Jam-jang-shay-ba do not establish here why in the
Mind-Only School any impermanent phenomenon must be established by way
of its own character, but this point is cleatly expressed in the Sama Unraveling
the Thought itself. For in explaining what was behind the teaching in the Perfec-
tion of Wisdom Stitras that phenomena are not produced, Buddha says that
imputational natures cannot be produced by causes and conditions because
they are not established by way of their own character, whereby it is clearly in-
dicated that establishment by way of the object’s own character is a prerequisite
for the activity of production. The siitra says:”

Concerning that, thinking of just character-non-natures [that is, think-
ing of just imputational factors which are not established by way of
their own character], I taught that all phenomena are unproduced, un-
ceasing, quiescent from the start, naturally thoroughly passed beyond
SOITOw.

Why? Paramarthasamudgata, it is thus: That which does not ex-
ist by way of its own character is not produced. That which is not
produced does not cease. That which is not produced and does not
cease is from the start quiescent. That which is quiescent from the start
is naturally thoroughly passed beyond sorrow [that is, naturally devoid
of the afflictive emotions without depending on an antidote]. That
which is naturally thoroughly passed beyond sorrow does not have the
least thing to pass beyond sorrow.

This statement is Gung-ru Ché-jung and Jam-jang-shay-ba’s ultimate source
for their position that a satra explicitly teaching that compounded phenomena
are established by way of their own character must be non-deceptive and there-
fore a literally acceptable siitra. Consequently, they draw the conclusion that
the term “own-character” that Paramarthasamudgata uses when describing the
first-wheel teaching about all phenomena cannot refer to establishment by way
of their own character but must refer to establishment by way of their own cha-
racter as the referents of their respective conceptual consciousnesses—a
status of each and every phenomenon that the Mind-Only School refutes.
Their position is cogent indeed, but, as we shall see, there are other cogent pos-
sibilides.
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Issue #28: Does non-deceptiveness require being literally
acceptable?

Contrary to Gung-ru Ché-jung and ]am-}'fang-shay-Ba, scholars such as Eel-jor-
hliin-drup, Jay-dziin Cho-gyi-gyel-tsen, and Pan-chen Sé-nam-drak-ba assert
that the term “own-character” in Paramarthasamudgata’s question refers to
establishment of objects by way of their own character. Now, since all Ge-luk-
ba scholars hold that in the Mind-Only School:

+ what s literally unacceptable requires interpretation

+  what is literally acceptable is definitive

- and all compounded phenomena are established by way of their own cha-
racter

these scholars and their followers must struggle to keep from having to admit
that a first-wheel siitra explicitly teaching that compounded phenomena are
established by way of their own character is a sitra whose explicit teaching is
suitable to be accepted literally. If they did, they would have to admit that a
first-wheel sutra is definitive, and this flies in the face of the Sama Unraveling
the Thought's clear statement that first-wheel siitras require interpretation.
Sounds impossible, does it not! (Jay-dziin Cho-gyi-gyel-tsen’s and Pan-chen S6-
nam-drak-ba’s opinions are given in the next chapter; the remainder of this
chapter sets the stage—larger and larger and larger.)

To make their predicament super-clear, Gung-ru Ché-jung and Jam-yang-
shay-ba make what in other circumstances would be the obvious point that
satras teaching doctrines that accord with the fact are literally acceptable sutras.
This is how they rub it in, supporting each reason with its own evidence:

A first-wheel sttra explicitly teaching that compounded phenomena
ranging from forms through the thirty-seven harmonies with enligh-
tenment are established by way of their own character is necessarily a
satra whose explicit teaching is suitable to be asserted literally,

+  because a sttra that explicity teaches that compounded pheno-
mena are established by way of their own character is necessarily a
satra whose explicit teaching is suitable to be asserted literally

+  because a sutra that explicitly teaches that compounded pheno-
mena are impermanent is necessarily a stitra whose explicit teach-
ing is suitable to be asserted literally

+  because a sutra that explicitly teaches the sixteen attributes of the
four noble truths is necessarily a sttra whose explicit teaching is
suitable to be asserted literally

+  because a siitra that explicitly teaches the four noble truths is nec-
essarily a sutra whose explicit teaching is suitable to be asserted
literally
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+  because a sttra that explicitly teaches the four noble truths is non-
deceptive with respect to the literal reading of its principal topics
of explicit teaching”

+  because a sutra that explicitly teaches what is to be discarded and
what is to be adopted with respect to the four truths (sufferings
and their origins are to be discarded, and cessations and paths are
to be adopted) is a correct, concordant example that possesses the
reason and the predicate in a proof that a sttra teaching very ob-
scure topics is non-deceptive with respect to what it teaches by
reason of the fact that it is a scripture devoid of contradiction

* because Dharmakirti’s Commentary on (Dignaga’s) “Compilation of
Prime Cognition” says:”

Through thorough ascertainment of just these [teachings]

On adoption [of true cessations] and discarding [true suf-
ferings] as well as [their respective] methods [or causes,
that is, true paths and true origins of suffering respec-
tively],

(It is established by inference through the power of the
fact that Buddha’s word] is non-deceptive with respect
to the principal meaning [the four noble truchs].

Therefore, [due to similarity] it is to be inferred® that
[Buddha’s word is non-deceptive] also with respect to
other [very obscure topics as well].

Dharmakirt is saying that through scriptural inference based on the logical
sign, or reason, that a certain passage teaching very obscure objects of compre-
hension is devoid of contradiction, it can be concluded that the passage is non-
deceptive with respect to what it teaches, just as Buddha’s teaching on the four
truths is non-deceptive. He cites the teaching on the four noble truths in the
context of showing that certain of Buddha’s teachings on very obscure topics®
are also non-deceptive with respect to what they teach because of also being
purified by way of three analyses in that (1) what they teach about manifest
objects is not contradicted by direct perception, (2) what they teach about
slightly obscure objects is not contradicted by usual inference (called inference
by the power of the fact),® and (3) with respect to very obscure objects, inaccess-
ible to either direct perception or usual inference, there are no internal contra-
dictions within Buddha’s teachings on those topics.

Because Dharmakirti uses a siitra explicitly teaching what is to be adopted
and what is to be discarded in terms of the four noble truths as an instance of a

a

This is a scriptural inference (lung gi rjes dpag).
b That is, very obscure objects of comprehension (shin tu lkog gyur gyi gzhal bya/ gzhal bya
shin tu lkog gyur).

c

dngos stobs rjes dpag.
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satra that is non-deceptive with respect to what it teaches, it can be concluded
that such a siitra is suitable to be asserted literally. And, if non-deceptiveness is
the criterion for the suitability of asserting a text literally, one cannot claim that
a sutra that explicitly teaches that compounded phenomena ranging from forms
through the thirty-seven harmonies with enlightenment are established by way
of their own character is not necessarily a sitra whose explicit teaching is suita-
ble to be asserted literally. (Using the juxtaposition of seemingly widely sepa-
rated doctrines, Gung-ru Ché-jung and Jam-jang-shay-ba have opened up oth-
er, barely related topics which, at first reading, divert attention from the prin-
cipal topic, seemingly fracturing the mind by straying from the issue. However,
the excursion imbeds the issue even more within the overall culture, thereby
enhancing appreciation of the fabric, the context, of the discussion.)

Still, what is the relevance of ]am-}'lang-shay-f)a’s citing a passage from a
work by Dharmakirti in a discussion that centers around the teachings of the
masters of the early Yogic Practice School—Asanga and his half-brother Vasu-
bandhu as well as their commentator Sthiramati? The connection is not merely
that Ge-luk-ba scholars assign Dharmakirti’s views also to the Mind-Only
School (also called the Yogic Practice School); rather, the connection is that
Dharmakirti was a follower of Dignaga (though not his direct student), and
Dignaga was a student of Vasubandhu, who is said to have converted to the
Mind-Only view through the teachings of his half-brother, Asanga. However,
even more relevant than this historical connection is the appropriateness of
showing the general sensibleness of accepting that a non-deceptive scripture is
literally acceptable.®

Jam-jang-shay-ba” extends the scope of the excursion even further by cit-

ing a similar passage from Aryadeva’s Four Hundred:'"

Whoever has generated doubt

For Gung-ru Ché-jung and ]am-}’fang—shay—f)a, even if the teaching of the four truths is
literally acceptable, a first-wheel sitra (as described in the Sitra Unraveling the Thought)
called the wheel of doctrine of the four truths is not literally acceptable because it teaches on
the literal level that these phenomena are established by way of their own character as the
referents of their respective conceptual consciousnesses. Pan-chen S6-nam-drak-ba holds that
according to the Mind-Only School a first-wheel sttra teaching the four truths is not literally
acceptable because it is infected with a sense of externality; see issue 35, p. 84. Nevertheless,
as Ge-shay Gén-chok-tsay-ring explained Pan-chen S6-nam-drak-ba’s position, in the Mind-
Only School the teaching of the four truths can be cited as a concordant example of some-
thing that is non-deceptive because, even though the literal reading is not literally acceptable,
the main topic being basically taught (that is, the four truths) cannot be harmed by valid
cognition (and hence is validly established). Thus, although the literal reading is harmed by
valid cognition, the basic topic is not. According to followers of Gung-ru Ché-jung and Jam-
}‘Iang—shay—l;a, however, a first-wheel sutra as described in the Sutra Unraveling the Thought
does not teach the (actual) four truths on the literal level, and thus they do not need to make
this particular maneuver; they hold that the first wheel mainly and explicitly teaches the
(actual) four truths but not on the literal level.
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Toward what is not obvious in Buddha’s word
Will believe that only Buddha [is omniscient]
Based on [his profound teaching of] emptiness.

Aryadeva’s point is that if Buddha is correct with respect to such a profound
topic as emptiness, he must also be correct with respect to less profound but
more obscure topics such as minute details of the cause and effects of actions, as
long as what he says is not contradicted by any of the three types of analyses
listed above.

The main point of these two passages is that the logical verifiability of
Buddha’s special cognition of the four truths and the verifiability of emptiness
become the means of validating his teachings on topics inaccessible to such veri-
fication. The principle is that if he is right about such profound topics, he must
be right about less profound, even though more inaccessible topics. In this vein,
the current Dalai Lama cites these same two passages after saying:'"”'

Thus Buddha, the Blessed One, from his own insight taught this de-
pendent-arising as his slogan*—showing that because phenomena are
dependent-arisings, they have a nature of emptiness, free of the eight
extremes of cessation and so forth. If Buddha is thus seen as a reliable
being who without error taught definite goodness [liberation and om-
niscience] along with its means, one will consequently see that the
Blessed One was not mistaken even with respect to teaching high sta-
tus [the pleasures of lives as humans and gods] along with its means.

If Buddha is found to be right in his teaching about the path to achieve libera-
tion from cyclic existence and to achieve the omniscience of Buddhahood,
then, of course, he must be right about other, less profound (even if more ob-
scure) topics such as how to achieve a life of high status within cyclic existence.

Tibetan scholars have used this type of reasoning for centuries as justifica-
tion for accepting cosmological explanations and so forth that are not subject to
usual verification but are devoid of contradiction by direct perception, logical
inference, and internal contradictions. The tradition has developed, over centu-
ries, a sense of what, within Buddha’s teachings on very obscure topics, can be
accepted literally. Among these is the teaching of a flat earth, now obviously
contradicted by direct perception from satellites, and this has brought into
question the whole scope of teachings on very obscure topics, not only cosmo-
logical but also ethical, hitherto considered safely verified. — We also have
gone far afield; let us return to the topic.

More evidence. Gung-ru Cho-jung® gives another argument why what is

a

The Dalai Lama himself suggested the word “slogan” to translate the Tibetan term
gtam, which might also be rendered as “principal discourse.”

Gung-ru Ché-jung’s Garland of White Lotuses, Gb.5. Jam-yang-shay-ba uses this reason-
ing in his Brief Decisive Analysis (490.6-491.4), where, in a move unusual among Ge-luk-ba
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non-deceptive must be considered to be literally acceptable, namely:

A siitra that explicitly teaches the mental and physical aggregates—
which are appropriated through afflictive emotions and actions con-
taminated by them—is necessarily a literally acceptable stitra,

+  because a sutra that explicitly teaches the selflessness of persons is
necessarily a literally acceptable siitra,

+  because a stitra that explicitly teaches that a self of persons exists is
necessarily a sitra that is not literally acceptable,

* because it is fitting to consider as a satra requiring interpretation
the siitra (passage):

O monks, a burden exists [substantially in the sense of be-
ing self-sufficient]."”

A bearer of the burden exists [substantially in the sense of
being self-sufficient].

The five aggregates are the burden.

The bearer of the burden is the person.

It is widely renowned that the teaching in this passage that persons substantially
exist in the sense of being self-sufficient is not literally acceptable because it is
contradicted by reasoning, and thus this clear instance of a teaching requiring
interpretation affirms the principle that what is deceptive is not literally accept-
able and that what is non-deceptive is literally acceptable.

Gung-ru Cho-jung'” then makes the same point from the viewpoint of a
satra renowned to be literally acceptable and hence definitive. Since Jam-yang-
shay-ba'®* restructures the argument so as to make it more biting, let us cite his
rendition first. It need not be repeated that their concern is with Pan-chen S6-
nam-drak-ba’s and Jay-dziin Chg-gyi-gyel-tsen’s® insistence that the fact that
such a first-wheel stitra explicitly teaches that compounded phenomena ranging
from forms through to the thirty-seven harmonies with enlightenment are es-
tablished by way of their own character does not entail that it is a stitra whose
explicit teaching is suitable to be accepted literally even though the Mind-Only
School asserts that compounded phenomena are indeed established this way.
From this, Jam-jang-shay-ba draws the absurd consequence that the “Ques-
tions of Paramarthasamudgata Chapter” of the Sarra Unraveling the Thought

scholars with regard to the Mind-Only School, he identifies not just texts but also objects of
expression as definitive and as requiring interpretation. He states the principle that if some-
thing is definitive (that is, established by valid cognition), a sutra that explicitly teaches it is a
definitive satra and that if something requires interpretation, a satra that explicitly teaches it
is an interpretable sutra. Usually, Ge-luk-ba scholars hold that the usage of “definitive” and
“interpretable” for objects is limited to the Middle Way School.

* A-ku Lo-dré-gya-tso (Precious Lamp, 66.1) identifies Jam-yang-shay-ba’s concern here
as likely being with Jay-dziin Chs-gyi-gyel-tsen.
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could not be a sttra of definitive meaning. (It is universally accepted that in the
Mind-Only School this chapter of the Sitra Unraveling the Thought is definitive
because it divides phenomena into what are and are not established by way of
their own character, showing that other-powered natures—that is, com-
pounded phenomena—and thoroughly established natures—emptinesses—are
established by way of their own character but that imputational natures are not
established by way of their own character.) Jam-yang-shay-ba’s point is that
once Pan-chen S6-nam-drak-ba and Jay-dziin Chs-gyi-gyel-tsen refuse to assert
that a sttra that explicitly teaches that other-powered natures are established by
way of their own character is necessarily a stitra of definitive meaning despite
the fact that they admit that in this system other-powered natures are estab-
lished this way, they must forego the assertion that a sttra that differentiates
between what is and is not established by way of its own character is necessarily
a sutra of definitive meaning, and hence they no longer have any way to deter-
mine a sttra to be definitive, whereby they absurdly have to give up holding
that even this chapter of the Siztra Unraveling the Thought is definitive!
Worded in Gung-ru Ché-jung’s more positive manner:'”

A sitra that explicitly teaches that compounded phenomena ranging
from forms through the thirty-seven harmonies with enlightenment
are established by way of their own character is necessarily a sutra
whose explicit teaching is suitable to be asserted literally,

+  because a siitra that explicitly teaches that other-powered natures
are established by way of their own character is necessarily a liter-
ally acceptable sttra

+  because a sutra that explicitly teaches that other-powered natures
and thoroughly established natures are established by way of their
own character is necessarily a literally acceptable siitra

+  because a sutra that explicitly teaches that other-powered natures
and thoroughly established natures are established by way of their
own character and that imputational natures are not established
by way of their own character is necessarily a literally acceptable
sutra

+  because a sutra that differentiates well the three natures with re-
spect to whether they are truly established or not is necessarily a
literally acceptable stitra

+  because the “Questions of Paramarthasamudgata Chapter” is po-
sited as a satra of definitive meaning from the viewpoint of its be-
ing a sutra that explicitly teaches within differentiating well
whether the three natures are truly established or not.

Once the Satra Unraveling the Thought is considered to be definitive because it
explains that other-powered natures and thoroughly established natures are
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established by way of their own character and that imputational natures are not,
it is indeed natural to consider that a sttra that teaches that compounded phe-
nomena (other-powered natures) are established by way of their own character
is also definitive. Again, the principle is that what is non-deceptive is literally
acceptable and hence definitive.

The next reasoning that Gung-ru Ché-jung and Jam-yang-shay-ba use is
faced squarely by Jay-dziin Cho-gyi-gyel-tsen in his General-Meaning Commen-
tary. First, their reasoning:

Asanga gives reasoning to refute the acceptability of the literal render-
ing of the first-wheel siitras, and if a meaning of the literal rendering of
the first-wheel stitras were that compounded phenomena ranging from
forms through the thirty-seven harmonies with enlightenment are es-
tablished by way of their own character, Asanga absurdly would be re-
futing that compounded phenomena are established by way of their
own character, in which case it would absurdly have to be said that in
the Mind-Only School compounded phenomena are not established
by way of their own character.

Jay-dziin Cho-gyi-gyel-tsen’s answer'™ is (1) to agree that Asanga’s reasoning
does indeed explicitly damage, that is, contradict, the literal rendering of the
first wheel and that indeed the first wheel explicitly teaches that forms and so
forth are equally established by way of their own character, but (2) to refuse to
accept that these facts entail that Asanga is refuting that forms and so forth are
established by way of their own character. The traditions of explanation that
follow Jay-dziin Ché-gyi-gyel-tsen and Pan-chen Sé-nam-drak-ba (insistently)
hold that if just because the first wheel teaches something that is so in fact, it
had to be literally acceptable, then since the first wheel teaches the four noble
truths, the first wheel would absurdly have to be literal. Jay-dziin Chs-gyi-gyel-
tsen could add that then Asanga’s reasoning would absurdly refute the four
truths!

The tradition following Gung-ru Ché-jung and Jam-yang-shay-ba answers
this attempt to reduce their argument to absurdity by stating (or insistently
holding) that the first wheel (as described in the Siazra Unraveling the Though?)
teaches the four truths mainly and explicitly—after all, Paramarthasamudgata
calls it “the wheel of doctrine of the four truths”—but that it does not do so on
the literal level, where it teaches only that phenomena, including the four
truths, are established by way of their own character as the referents of concep-
tual consciousnesses. This is all that it teaches on the literal level; the four noble
truths are the principal of seven bases of composition, or points of reference
being taught to be established in this way, and thus since whatever is taken as a
substratum of a teaching is also itself explicitly taught, the actual four truths
(without the qualification of being established by way of their own character as



70 The Question

the referents of their respective conceptual consciousnesses) are mainly and ex-
plicitly taught.

Gung-ru Ché-jung’s'” and Jam-jang-shay-ba’s'* next reasoning is literary
in nature. In answering Paramarthasamudgata’s question, Buddha (Emptiness in
Mind-Only, 86) asks a rhetorical question and answers it:

Paramarthasamudgata, concerning that, what are character-non-
natures of phenomena? [That is, what are natureless in terms of being
established by way of their own character?] Those which are imputa-
tional characters.

Why? It is thus: Those [imputational characters] are characters po-
sited by names and terminology and do not subsist by way of their
own character. Therefore, they are said to be “character-non-natures.”

If in the first wheel, when Buddha speaks of the “own-character” of the five
aggregates, he were speaking of the aggregates as being established by way of
their own character as Jay-dziin Cho-gyi-gyel-tsen and Pan-chen S6-nam-drak-
ba claim he is, then it would absurdly come to be that here in his answer the
establishment of the mental and physical aggregates by way of their own charac-
ter would be the character-nature that is non-existent!

Gung-ru Ché-jung and Jam-jang-shay-ba’s point is that this passage speak-
ing of the character-non-nature demonstrates damage to the acceptability of the
literal rendering of the first-wheel sutras mentioned earlier by Paramarthasa-
mudgata, and thus the literal meanings of the two passages must be contradic-
tory. For the latter to damage the former, the “character-nature” of the latter
(Buddha’s answer) and the “own-character” of the former (Paramarthasamud-
gata’s question) must be referring to the same thing. However, “character-non-
nature” cannot refer to the five aggregates’ not being established by way of their
own character simply because there is no argument that in the Mind-Only
School they are established by way of their own character. Rather, according to
Gung-ru Ché-jung and ]am—}'rang-shay—Ba, the “character-nature” that is said to
be non-existent in the latter passage is the establishment of objects by way of
their own character as the referents of conceptual consciousnesses,* and hence,
the “own-character” mentioned in Paramarthasamudgata’s question must also
be the same.

Gung-ru Ché-jung and Jam-jang-shay-ba’s reasoning is quite convincing
even though it eventually embroils their tradition in a nexus of distinctions,
almost beyond belief, when, as we shall see later (61), they try to show how
their reading does not deviate from Dzong ka-ba’s opinion. For the time being,

a

In an aside, ]am-}’fang—shay-k_)a (Grear Exposition of the Interpretable and the Definitive,
32.4) says that the Satra Unraveling the Thought at the point at which it is reporting this
teaching in satras of the first wheel is (of course!) not itself teaching (bszan) that objects are
established by way of their own character as the referents of their respective conceptual con-
sciousnesses, for the Sizra Unraveling the Thought itself teaches exactly the opposite.
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let us turn to Gung-tang’s defense of a seeming slip-up by them.

Issue #29: Can Gung-ru Chi-jung and Jam-jang-shay-ba’s
Jaux pas of citing a passage that proves the opposite point be
explained away?

As further but strange evidence for why “own-character” must refer to estab-
lishment of objects by way of their own character as the referents of conceptual
consciousnesses, Gung-ru Ché-jung'” (with ]am-)'/ang-shay-]sa”(’ following)
goes on to say that this is affirmed by Dzong-ka-ba’s (Emptiness in Mind-Only,
86) statement:

The nature of character that imputational factors do not have is to be
taken as establishment, or subsisting, by way of their own character.

However, the citation is patently irrelevant because, as Jam-yang-shay-ba him-
self later"" says and Gung-tang'? confirms, Dzong-ka-ba obviously is speaking,
not about establishment of objects by way of their own character as the refe-
rents of conceptual consciousnesses, but merely about establishment of objects
by way of their own character. This is borne out by what Dzong-ka-ba says in
the immediately following sentence:

Here, the measure indicated* with respect to existing or not existing by
way of [an object’s] own character is: not to be posited or to be posited
in dependence upon names and terminology.

Since Dzong-ka-ba’s context is indeed entirely confined to establishment of
objects by way of their own character and does not mention as the referents of
conceptual consciousnesses, the citation that they quote to seal their point
actually does just the opposite.

Gung-tang,” loyal to Jam-yang-shay-ba (and hence here to his source,
Gung-ru Ché-jung,) is more than willing to use his considerable talents to res-
cue questionable points by completely turning them around. He explains away
their seemingly irrelevant citation of the same passage in another context'” by
indicating how closely connected imputational natures’ being established by
way of their own character and imputational natures’ being established by way
of their own character as the referents of conceptual consciousnesses are. For
although it is true that mere establishment of objects such as pots by way of
their own character does not necessitate that they be established by way of their
own character as the referents of conceptual consciousnesses, if imputational
natures are established by way of their own character, they must be established
by way of their own character as the referents of conceptual consciousnesses.

bstan tshod; see issue 96.
Gung-tang’s Difficult Points, 92.13-93.12. This topic is also addressed later, 127.



72 The Question

This is because in the Sitra Unraveling the Thought other-powered natures’
emptiness of the imputational nature is taken to be the thoroughly established
nature, and, for this reason, if even imputational natures were not just concep-
tual superimpositions but were truly established like other-powered natures, the
character-nature of imputational natures would have to exist right with other-
powered natures. This is because the mode of appearance and the mode of sub-
sistence of a form as being the referent of a conceptual consciousness appre-
hending the form would have to be established by way of their own character.

Gung-tang’s defense of Gung-ru Ché-jung and Jam-jang-shay-ba’s irrele-
vant citation demonstrates the ingenious lengths to which a commentator will
go. Indeed, if their citation makes any sense consistent with their assertions,
Gung-tang has hit upon it, but it is more likely that they merely slipped up.
Still, the value of the point being made shows how even apologetic can com-
municate insight even if it does not succeed at its appointed task.

Issue #30: Does the middle wheel teach that phenomena are
not established by way of their own character?

As a final piece of evidence that “own-character” cannot be taken as meaning
“established by way of its own character” Gung-ru Ché-jung' explains that
even with respect to the middle wheel of doctrine, “own-character” cannot
mean “established by way of its own character.” For if the middle wheel expli-
citly teaches that phenomena ranging from forms through to omniscient con-
sciousnesses are not established by way of their own character, then it must
explicitly teach that imputational phenomena (such as uncompounded space)
are not established by way of their own character. In that case, the explicit
teaching of a middle-wheel teaching that imputational natures are not estab-
lished by way of their own character would have to be literally acceptable, since
imputational phenomena are indeed not established by way of their own cha-
racter according to the Mind-Only School. However, this is unsuitable because,
as we know from Paramarthasamudgata’s summation of Buddha’s meaning, the
second wheel requires interpretation:

Based on just the naturelessness of all phenomena and based on just
the absence of production, the absence of cessation, quiescence from
the start, and naturally passed beyond sorrow, the Supramundane Vic-
tor turned a second wheel of doctrine, for those engaged in the Great
Vehicle, very fantastic and marvelous, through the aspect of speaking
on emptiness. Furthermore, that wheel of doctrine turned by the Su-
pramundane Victor is surpassable, affords an occasion [for refutation],
requires interpretation, and serves as a basis for controversy.

This is the last piece of evidence in Gung-ru Ché-jung and Jam-jang-shay-ba’s
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argument refuting that “own-character” in the first wheel refers to establish-
ment of objects by way of their own character. Let us now turn to Jay-dziin
Cho-gyi-gyel-tsen’s and Pan-chen S6-nam-drak-ba’s opinions.



6. Other Views on Own-Character

Jay-dziin Cho-gyi-gyel-tsen’s Position

We have seen how Gung-ru Ché-jung and Jam-jang-shay-ba attempt to dam-
age Jay-dziin Cho-gyi-gyel-tsen’s assertion that the first-wheel teaching—about
which Paramarthasamudgata questions Buddha—is that “all phenomena rang-
ing from forms through to the thirty-seven harmonies with enlightenment are
established by way of their own character,” even though ]ay-c_izi'm Ché-gyi-gyel-
tsen seems to be following Dzong-ka-ba to the letter. We know from Jay-dziin
Ché-gyi-gyel-tsen’s consideration of a similar argument that he would not chal-
lenge the point that in the Mind-Only School impermanent phenomena are
established by way of their own character. What he would challenge is the rea-
soning that a first-wheel siitra’s teaching something that the Mind-Only School
also holds to be true necessitates that the sttra is literally acceptable and thus
definitive." Jay-dziin Cho-gyi-gyel-tsen is willing to admit that:

1. The first wheel, as described here in the Sitra Unraveling the Thought, ex-
plicitly teaches that all phenomena are established by way of their own cha-
racter.'

2. Such a first-wheel sttra is a sttra that explicitly teaches that all com-
pounded phenomena—forms and so forth—are established by way of

their own character."”

However, he insists that this does not make a first-wheel stitra that explicitly
teaches that all compounded phenomena are established by way of their own
character into one that is literally acceptable. He cites the parallel point that
since the first wheel mainly and explicitly teaches the four truths, it mainly and
explicitly teaches the selflessness of persons, but this does not make the first
wheel literally acceptable.®

It is clear that Jay-dziin Cho-gyi-gyel-tsen is trying to avoid admitting that
such a first-wheel sttra (or sttra passage, the term “satra” being used for both
an entire text and a passage within such a text) is literally acceptable, it being
axiomatic that in the Mind-Only School whatever is literally acceptable is nec-
essarily definitive. The axiom is based on Paramarthasamudgata’s associating
non-literality with requiring interpretation and associating literality with defini-
tiveness when he presents back to Buddha the import of Buddha’s response to
his question. As cited above, when Paramarthasamudgata presents to Buddha
what he has understood about the first and middle wheels, he (Emptiness in
Mind-Only, 116) says:

74
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Furthermore, that wheel of doctrine thoroughly turned by the Supra-
mundane Victor is surpassable, affords an occasion [for refutation], re-
quires interpretation, and serves as a basis for controversy.

About the third wheel of doctrine, he (Emptiness in Mind-Only, 116-117) says:

This wheel of doctrine turned by the Supramundane Victor is unsur-
passable, does not afford an occasion [for refutation], is of definitive
meaning, and does not serve as a basis for controversy.

Dzong-ka-Ba (Emptiness in Mind-Only, 126) makes clear the connection be-
tween non-literality and requiring interpretation when he explains the meaning
of “affording an occasion [for refutation]”:

The reason why the literal meaning of the two former sets of siitras af-
fords an occasion for fault but this does not is that the literal meaning
[of the former two sets] must be interpreted otherwise whereas this
does not need to be.

Thus, for Jay-dziin Ché-gyi-gyel-tsen to avoid being forced to accept that a
first-wheel sttra (or sttra passage) that explicitly teaches that all compounded
phenomena are established by way of their own character is definitive, he must
hold that it is not a literally acceptable stitra. He must somehow split a hair.

A-ku Lo-dro-gya-tso" teases Jay-dziin Cho-gyi-gyel-tsen’s followers with
two ways that they could split the hair:

+ They could hold that the explicit teaching of the first wheel is non-existent
but that whatever is an explicit teaching of the first wheel is not necessarily
non-existent (that is to say, does not necessarily teach something that is
non-existent).

+ Or they could differentiate between the explicit teaching and the literal
reading—the suggestion being that the explicit teaching could be existent
while the literal reading is not.

A-ku io-dré-gya—tso says no more, and thus he leaves this question in pregnant
hiatus.

Jay-dziin Cho-gyi-gyel-tsen cryptically does not offer a direct treatment of
the issue of what teaching makes the first wheel non-literal, but he does say'”
that first-wheel stitras teach that all phenomena are established by way of their
own character as the referents of their respective conceptual consciousnesses.
The sparseness and mystery of his position is typical to his text, which some-
times requires almost divination to penetrate. At times it can seem that his in-
sistence is mere stubbornness; however, later traditions of explanation venture
to give his meaning,
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Issue #31: Can the teaching of establishment by way of its own
character also teach something else?

Jik-may-dam-ché-gya-tso,”" himself a follower but also a critic of Jam-yang-

shay-ba, explains that “others” (who most likely include followers of ]ay-c_izﬁn
Cho-gyi-gyel-tsen) hold that the words “established by way of their own charac-
ter” do not merely express what they seem to but also express “established by
way of their own character as the referents of their respective conceptual con-
sciousnesses.” This is held to be feasible since what terms express depends on
the intention of the speaker and the mind-set of the listener (this type of expla-
nation being how Gung-tang limits the meaning of “established by way of their
own character” only to "established by way of its own character as the referent
of a conceptual consciousness”). As the contemporary scholar Ge-shay Gon-
chok-tsay-ring® of the Lo-sel-Eng College, a follower of Pan-chen S6-nam-drak-
ba, clearly frames the issue:'

Even though it is suitable to assert that forms are established by way of
their own character in accordance with the first-wheel teaching that
forms are established by way of their own character, such a first-wheel
passage is not asserted to be literally acceptable since it also teaches that
forms are established by way of their own character as the referents of
their respective conceptual consciousnesses.

This explanation of a double message conveyed by the teaching of “own-
character” allows us to make sense of Jay-dziin Cho-gyi-gyel-tsen’s clearly
enunciated opinions that:

1. the “own-character” of Paramarthasamudgata’s question means “estab-
lished by way of its own character”

2. the first wheel teaches that compounded phenomena are established by way
of their own character

3. what the first wheel teaches is not definitive.

The dual explanation is attractive in that it leaves Dzong—ka—Ba’s identification
of “own-character” as “established by way of its own character” untouched
while, by adding to its meaning, it avoids difficulties that his apparent identifi-
cation entails. This reading seems enviably benign, since it shies away from any-
thing that looks like direct criticism of the founder of the sect; however, it has
its own difficulties as we shall now explore.

: dge bshes dkon mchog tshe ring; oral communication.
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Issue #32: Do the schools following the first wheel assert that
uncompounded phenomena are established by way of their own
character?

The maneuver of positing a double teaching allows the followers of Jay-dziin
Cho-gyi-gyel-tsen (and Pan-chen S6-nam-drak-ba) to hold that there is no first-
wheel passage that is literally acceptable and hence none that is definitive.
However, as Jik-may-dam-ch-gya-tso'™ points out, if the first wheel teaches
that all phenomena are established by way of their own character, it thereby
teaches that permanent phenomena are established by way of their own charac-
ter, and thus those schools that follow the first wheel (the Great Exposition
School and the Sitra School) would have to assert that permanent phenomena
such as uncompounded space are established by way of their own character.
The problem is that texts such as Dharmakirt’s Commentary on (Dignaga’s)
“Compilation of Prime Cognition,” on which the Sttra School* depends, do not
assert that generally characterized phenomena such as uncompounded space are
established by way of their own character. For it is clear that they do not assert
that such phenomena exist without depending on imputation by terms and
conceptions—this being the meaning of establishment by way of its own cha-
racter.

Gung-ru Ché-jung™ states the problem clearly: If the first wheel teaches
that phenomena ranging from forms through the thirty-seven harmonies with
enlightenment are established by way of their own character, then the Sttra
School (which follows the first wheel) would have to assert that all phenome-
na—including even imputational natures such as uncompounded space—are
established by way of their own character; however, this is contradicted by the
fact that Dzong-ka-ba’s student Ke-drup clearly indicates that in the Sitra
School generally characterized phenomena (such as uncompounded space) are
not established by way of their own character despite being established from
their own side. Ke-drup’s Opening the Eyes of the Fortunate says,'” “In the sys-
tem of the Satra School, something does not become established by way of its
own character merely due to its being established from its own side.” Ke-drup
distinguishes between a minimal level of existence called “establishment from
its own side” and a more palpable level called “establishment by way of its own
character”; thus, something’s being established from its own side does not ne-
cessitate that it is established by way of its own character.

Ke-drup also indicates that the meaning of something’s being established
by way of its own character is that it is established from the side of its own un-
common mode of abiding without being merely imputed by conceptuality and
is not to be confused with simple establishment from its own side: “If some-
thing is established from its own side without depending upon being posited by

2 That is, the Sttra School Following Reasoning.
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conceptuality, it comes to be established by way of its own character.” Con-
versely if something is established from its own side within depending upon
being posited by conceptuality, it is not established by way of its own character
but does exist.

Hence, according even to the Sttra School a distinction is to be made be-
tween what exists and what exists by way of its own character. Otherwise, im-
putational phenomena such as uncompounded space would be established by
way of their own character, in which case they would be specifically characte-
rized phenomena,’® since the definition of a specifically characterized phenome-
non is that which is established from the side of its own uncommon mode of
abiding without being merely imputed by conceptuality. In that case, uncom-
pounded space absurdly would be truly established and hence able to perform
the function of generating an effect, since in the Sttra School specifically cha-
racterized phenomenon, that which is able to perform a function, that which is
truly established, and ultimate truth are equivalent. However, all Ge-luk-ba
scholars (including Jay-dziin Cho-gyi-gyel-tsen) agree that in all Buddhist
schools of tenets uncompounded space does not produce effects (even if the
Great Exposition School accepts that uncompounded space functions to allow
the presence of material objects).

Ke-drup indicates that we indeed know that the Proponents of Sutra assert
such, because the Consequentialists object to this very assertion. When the
Proponents of Siitra assert that generally characterized phenomena® are not es-
tablished by way of their own character and that the factor of difference be-
tween sound’s impermanence and sound’s productness is not established by
way of its own character, the Consequentialists fling the consequence at them
that generally characterized phenomena and so forth would have to be estab-
lished by way of their own character because of being established from their
own side. According to the Consequentialists, being established from their own
side requires that these phenomena be established by way of their own character
because, for them, there is no difference between these two. Ke-drup says:'"*

Even though [the Proponents of Stitra] propound that generally cha-
racterized phenomena and the factor of difference between sound’s
impermanence and sound’s productness are not established by way of
their own character, according to the Consequentialists they are forced
by reasoning into having to assert that they have the meaning of being
specifically characterized phenomena by the mere fact that they are es-
tablished from their own side.

Based on this clear statement of a lack of equivalence in the Sttra School be-
tween being established from its own side and being established by way of its
own character, Gung-ru Ché-jung finds it patently absurd for anyone (for

rang mishan, svalaksana.

spyi mtshan, simanyalaksana
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example, ]ay-azi'm Ché-gyi-gyel-tsen) to claim that in the Satra School whatev-
er exists is necessarily established by way of its own character. This is powerful
evidence against taking at face value Dzong-ka-ba’s frequent statement that the
first wheel teaches that all phenomena (including generally characterized phe-
nomena, that is, permanent objects such as uncompounded space) are estab-
lished by way of their own character, since the Sttra School which follows the
first wheel clearly (at least according to Gung-ru Ché-jung) does not assert
such.

Ke-drup’s opinion carries great weight because of his favored position as
one of Dzong-ka-ba’s two most important direct disciples. Nevertheless, Jay-
dziin Cho-gyi-gyel-tsen finds Ke-drup’s presentation to be unconvincing.'”
Rather, taking Dzong-ka-Ba at face value, he holds that the first wheel does
indeed teach that all phenomena are established by way of their own character.
Recognizing the problem and wanting to avoid the consequent fault that then
uncompounded space and so forth would produce effects, he holds that in the
Sttra School that which is established by way of its own character is not equiva-
lent to that which is able to perform a function and that which is truly estab-
lished.* He weakens the meaning of establishment by way of its own character
such that it is equivalent to established from its own side, and hence, for him,
in the Sttra School all phenomena are established by way of their own character
and established from their own side. By holding true establishment to be a
stronger level of existence, he is still able to differentiate between those pheno-
mena that can and cannot produce effects. This maneuver allows him to make
excellent sense of Dzong-ka-ba’s many statements that in the first wheel Budd-
ha taught that all phenomena are equally established by way of their own cha-
racter and of Dzong-ka-ba’s otherwise cryptic statement (Emptiness in Mind-
Only, 242) mentioned in the previous chapter (52 and 55):"

Inidially, at Varanasi, he spoke of the selflessness of persons; [thus]
there is one cycle [of teaching], in which the true establishment of the
phenomena of the aggregates and so forth, except for a few, is not re-
futed and true existence is mentioned frequently.

Jay-dziin Ché-gyi-gyel-tsen holds that Dzong-ka-ba is here referring to Budd-
ha’s refutation in the first wheel of the teaching that imputational phenomena
such as uncompounded space are truly established even though he taught that
all phenomena are established by way of their own character. Finding such
good evidence, he discounts Ke-drup’s opinion.

a

It is also clear that he does not hold that established by way of its own character (rang gi
mishan nyid kyis grub pa, svalaksanasiddha) and specifically characterized phenomenon (rang
mishan, svalaksana) are equivalent.

b For further discussion of this passage, see 87 and 92.
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Jam-yang-shay-ba, on the other hand, re-writes the grammar of this passage
so that it reads:*

Initially, at Varanasi, he spoke of the selflessness of persons; [thus]
there is one cycle [of teaching], in which the true establishment of the
phenomena of the aggregates and so forth—[these being] no more
than a few [of the one hundred and eight phenomena]—is not refuted
and true existence is mentioned frequently.

For ]am-}'/ang-shay-Ba, when Dzong-ka-Ba speaks of Buddha’s teaching in the
first wheel that all phenomena are established by way of their own character,
Dzong-ka-ba means (or should mean) that Buddha taught that all phenomena
are established by way of their own character as the referents of their respec-
tive conceptual consciousnesses, and hence here also when Dzong—ka—Ba de-
scribes the first wheel as teaching “true establishment,” this also means the
same. For this reason, in the first wheel Buddha could not possibly omit even a
few phenomena from those taught to be so established, and thus Jam-yang-
shay-Ba must make Dzong-ka—Ba say something else by re-working the gram-
mar.

To repeat: Jay-dziin Cho-gyi-gyel-tsen holds that even in the Sitra School
all phenomena, including permanent ones, are indeed asserted to be established
by way of their own character. Instead of holding that “established by way of
their own character” and “truly established” are synonymous in the Satra
School, he avers that this school equates the former with “exists” and consider
only “truly established” to mean that the object in question exists without de-
pending on imputation by terms and conceptions. He considers it simply to be
wrong to hold that “established by way of their own character” and “truly es-
tablished” are equivalent in the Satra School.

Through this move, Jay-dziin Cho-gyi-gyel-tsen not only avoids the chief
fault against taking “own-character” as meaning “established by way of its own
character” but also can take Dzong-ka—Ba’s above-quoted cryptic statement at
face value. He has the double benefit of twice not having to twist Dzong-ka-
ba’s words into meaning something else. His only cost is to have to refuse to
accept a set of statements by Ke-drup that in the Sttra School permanent phe-
nomena are not established by way of their own character—these being so clear
that he cannot explain them away and thus he call