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PREFACE

This book is the culmination of a project that began over thirty years ago in Pune,
India, when I was doing research for my dissertation on Bhaviveka (then known to the
scholarly world as Bhavaviveka). The focus of that research was the commentary on
Nagarjuna's Root Verses on the Middle Way (Milamadhbyamakakirikiah), but from time to
time I was able to spend afternoons with Prof. V. V. Gokhale reading the Sanskrit and
Tibetan texts of a work by Bhaviveka that was just beginning to spark the curiosity of
scholars of Indian Buddhism. V. V. Gokhale had been given Rahula Samkrtyayana's
hand-written copy of a Sanskrit manuscript of Bhaviveka's Verses on the Heart of the
Middle Way (Madhyamakabydayakirikah). Samkrtyayana had found this manuscript in
Zha-lu monastery in Tibet. This transcription made it possible to study Bhaviveka's
work in the original language for the first time, without having to peer through the veil
of a Tibetan translation. What we saw became a source of deep fascination. Bhaviveka
offered not only his own distinctive account of Madhyamaka philosophy, a philosophy
that shaped Buddhist thought in India and went on to dominate the Buddhist intellec-
tual tradition in Tibet. He also gave a detailed, idiosyncratic, and carefully reasoned
survey of the entire landscape of Indian philosophy as he knew it in sixth-century India.
Those quiet afternoons in V. V. Gokhale’s austere quarters in Pune led me to my book
To See the Buddha, on Bhaviveka's concept of the Buddha. Now they have led to this book
on Bhaviveka’s relationship with his Buddhist opponents.

The journey has been a long and circuitous one, and it has involved the help of many
generous and thoughtful colleagues and friends. Bhaviveka's Verses, with their accompa-
nying commentary, cover so many different aspects of Buddhist literature that it would
have been impossible to produce this work in isolation. After Ileft India in the mid-1970's,
Robert A. F. Thurman was kind enough to share a draft of his translation of the verses
in chapter 4. He also introduced me to Geshe Lozang Jamspal at Geshe Wangyal's study
center in Washington, New Jersey. Geshe Jamspal helped lead me through the argu-
ments against the Yogacara in Chapter 5. When we finished reading that chapter, Geshe
Jamspal said that Mafijuéri had smiled on us. It certainly felt as if this were true, and the
sustaining power of that smile has continued to illuminate the rest of the project.

Eventuallytheprojectexpanded toinclude Shotarolida, whohad produced an English
version of Susumu Yamaguchi's pioneering Japanese translation of chapter 5, and also
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Christian Lindtner, who had opened up the study of Bhavya's Madhyamakaratnapradipa.
(The disputed authorship of this text is discussed in Part 1 of this book.) Eventually
Shotaro Tida's interests turned elsewhere, and Christian Lindtner and I produced a very
tentative translation of both chapters. When it was no longer possible to continue that
collaboration, I continued alone to resolve the many lingering puzzles in the translation
and edition of the text, to provide the explanatory notes, and to introduce the text in
Part 1 of this book.

In that painstaking process, I have benefited from the support and encouragement
of many fine scholars. For the translation of chapter 4, Jan Nattier and Paul Harrison
have generously shared their knowledge of the Mahayana sttras, Peter Skilling has done
the same for the Nikaya traditions, Gregory Schopen has commented on some of the
philological difficulties of the chapter, and Shayne Clarke has helped identify several
references to rules in the Vinaya. The translation of chapter 5 has been greatly enhanced
by Parimal Patil's knowledge of the epistemological tradition, especially Bhaviveka’s
arguments against the Yogacara interpretation of “mind-only” and Dignaga’s theory
of language as apoha or (as Bhaviveka interpreted it) “exclusion-by-the-other.” Zhihua
Yao helped gain access to Chinese sources, and Dan Lusthaus has been particularly
generous in sharing his knowledge of the Yogaciara tradition, especially the biography
of Xuanzang. It has been a pleasure to read the translation of both chapters with the
members of Professor Patil's seminar on "Buddhists against Themselves" at Harvard
in spring 2008. Their interest and thoughtful attention helped move the work forward
toward completion. I am grateful also to Michael Witzel, the editor of the Harvard
Oriental Series, for his encouragement and generosity in agreeing to include this book
in his series. It is a remarkable honor to present this work in a series that has been
shaped by scholars like Henry Clarke Warren, Charles Rockwell Lanman, Masaaki
Hattori, and Daniel H. H. Ingalls.

During the process of research and writing that led to the final text, I have benefited
from conversations with Leonard van der Kuijp, Janet Gyatso, and Charles Hallisey
at Harvard, Akira Saito in Tokyo, Ryusei Takeda in Kyoto, and Olle Qvarnstrém in
Lund. The critical eye of these thoughtful colleagues offered new perspectives on even
the most familiar material. In the editorial process, I am grateful to Zachary Bos for
his help with technical aspects of the publication process, to Frances Whistler of the
Editorial Institute at Boston University for her guidance in the preparation of the text,
and to my daughter Leslie Elizabeth Eckel for reading the final proofs with such a care-
ful scholarly eye.

Looking back to the more distant past, I am aware of many others who helped shape
this book and are no longer present to receive my thanks. Kendall W. Folkert shared
hisinterestin the Jain compendiawhen we were in graduate school together at Harvard
and has influenced my argument about Bhaviveka’s system of classification in Part I of
this book. Unfortunately he was lost in an accident in India and was never able to pursue
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his interests in these Buddhist sources. Masatoshi Nagatomi, my adviser at Harvard,
helped a generation of Buddhist scholars bridge the gap between Buddhist scriptural
traditions and Buddhist philosophy. In this respect, he had the same unified and seam-
less vision of Buddhist thought that we find in Bhaviveka. My analysis of Bhaviveka’s
logical procedure in Part I of this book has been informed by John Clayton’s under-
standing of comparative philosophy, especially by his concept of “local rationalities.” I
enjoyed his presence as Chair of the Department of Religion at Boston University, and
we mourn his loss. Thanks are due also to Paul Hoornaert, who took an important step
in the study of Bhaviveka with his thoughtful translations of Tarkajvili chapter 5 and
unfortunately was prevented by illness from continuing his scholarly work.

Finally, I am grateful to my wife Sarah Vance, whose skill and experience as a
designer transformed this project from a mass of words into a coherent and appealing
vehicle of communication. Without her intelligence, patience, and support, this book
would certainly not have been possible, especially in its present form.

The research for this book has been funded in part by grants from the National
Endowment for the Humanities and from the Humanities Foundation at Boston
University. They too deserve thanks for its completion.

As a final act of acknowledgment, it is customary to accept responsibility for any
errors or omissions, known or unknown, that may remain in the text. No one is more
aware of this book's annoying and persistent inadequacies than I, from the work of
the mysterious Vararuci to the obscure quotations, odd similes, and unknown place
names that still are unexplained. I have taken courage from Lambert Schmithausen's
suggestion in the preface to his book on the @layavijiiana (Schmithausen 1987) that it
is better to bequeath these unsolved problems to one's readers than to wait forever for
their resolution. My hope is that this book will serve as a stimulus to further research
on the rich and varied texture of Mahayana Buddhism, on its relationship with other
traditions of Indian thought, and on the scholar and intellect who has challenged us to
decipher this remarkable text. If he were present, I imagine that Bhaviveka might share
Mafijuér’s smile at what he sees.

Malcolm David Eckel
Brookline, Massachusetts
2008

xi






AAA
AM
AN
Asta
AP
BBh
BCA
BEFEO
BSOAS
DN
DPPN
J
JIABS
JIBS
JIp
JPTS
JRAS

Kosa

ABBREVIATIONS

Abbisamayilamkariloki Prajiiaparamitavyakbyi of Haribhadra
Alokamala of Kambala

Anguttaranikiya

Astasabasrikd Prajiidparamita

Alambanapariksi of Dignaga

Bodhisattvabbiimi of Asanga

Bodhicaryavatira of Santideva

Bulletin de ’Ecole Francaise &’Extréme-Orient

Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies
Dighanikiaya

Dictionary of Pali Proper Names, edited by Malalasekera
Indo-Iranian fournal

Fournal of the International Association of Buddhbist Studies
Fournal of Indian and Buddhist Studies

Fournal of Indian Philosophy

Fournal of the Pali Text Society

Fournal of the Royal Asiatic Society

Abbidbarmakosabbisyam of Vasubandhu, edited by P. Pradhan

xiii



MA

MAV

MAVT

MCB

MHK

MMK

MN

MPS

MRP

MS

MSA

MVT

MVY

PEW

PP

PS

PTS

RGS

SN

SOR

ABBREVIATIONS

Madhbyamakivatira of Candrakirti
Madhyantavibhiga, attributed to Maitreya
Madhyantavibhigatika of Sthiramati

Meélanges Chinois et Bouddhiques
Madbyamakabydayakirikih of Bhaviveka
Malamadhyamakakarikab of Nagarjuna
Majihimanikiya

Mahaparinirvana Sitra, edited by Waldschmidt
Madhyamakaratnapradipa, attributed to Bhaviveka
Mahayanasamgraha of Asanga
Muabayianasitralamkara, attributed to Maitreya
Madhyantavibhigatika of Sthiramati
Mahavyutpatti

Philosophy East and West

Prasannapadi of Candrakirti
Pramanasamuccaya of Dignaga

Pali Text Society
Prajiia-paramita-vatna-guna-samcaya-gathia
Samyuttanikaya

Serie Orientale Roma

xiv



T

1]
Traité
VY

WZKS

ABBREVIATIONS

Tuisha Shinshii Daizokyo

Tarkajvili of Bhaviveka

Le Traité de la grande vertu de sagesse, translated by Lamotte
Vyakbyayukti of Vasubandhu

Wiener Zeitschrift fiir die Kunde Siid- und Ost- Asiens

p:4%






ParT 1:
ANALYSIS






INTRODUCTION

For anyone who sets out to understand the development of Buddhist philosophy
in India, it is hard to imagine a more central text than The Heart of the Middle Way
(Madbyamakahbyrdaya) by the sixth-century philosopher Bhaviveka.! This is not to say
that the text was the most influential or even the most brilliant contribution to the
development of Indian Buddhist thought. For sheer historical impact one would have
to favor the works of Nagarjuna or Asanga and Vasubandhu, the founders of the major
Mahayana traditions. To dig deeply into the intellectual puzzles of Mahayana phi-
losophy, some might prefer the works of Candrakirti or Dharmakirti. But no Indian
Mahayana thinker played a more crucial role in mapping the landscape of Indian phi-
losophy and defining the relationships of its different traditions. At a time when major
branches of Indian philosophy were still in the process of formation, Bhaviveka pro-
vided a model of textual classification (the philosophical compendium or doxography)
that became the classic vehicle for the study of Indian philosophy. It would be an exag-
geration to say that Bhaviveka was India’s first systematic comparative philosopher, but
it would not be far from the truth. There were earlier attempts to classify the variety
of positions in Indian philosophy, and there were many disputes between individual
thinkers and between different schools, but Bhaviveka has given us the first surviving
example (and perhaps the first example that ever existed) of a genre that defined the
systematic comparison of philosophical schools in India until the present day.

The most distinctive feature of Bhaviveka’s text is so simple that it is easy to take
for granted. Rather than organizing his text by topic (like “the nature of the self” or
“the means of valid knowledge”), Bhaviveka organizes it by tradition or school. The
text begins with three chapters on his own philosophy, then it devotes two chapters
to his Buddhist opponents (the Sravakas and Yogacaras),? followed by four chapters
on his Hindu opponents (Samkhya, VaiSesika, Vedanta, and Mimamsa). It concludes
with a brief discussion of Jain arguments about omniscience and three verses in praise
of the Buddha. As is true of later philosophical compendia, Bhaviveka’s text says rela-
tively little about the historical development of these traditions.” With the important
exception of his account of the eighteen schools of the Sravakas, Bhaviveka tells us very
little about how these traditions came to be. He simply gives us a picture of the tradi-
tions as they were known to him in the middle of the sixth century CE. But the text



PART 1: ANALYSIS

has extraordinary historical value, particularly for the study of Bhaviveka’s Buddhist
opponents. Buddhist literature before the time of Bhaviveka was rife with contro-
versy. Sometimes the opponents were explicitly identified; more often their identities
remained obscure. But, as far as we know, Bhaviveka gives the first systematic account
of the controversies that divided Indian Buddhist thinkers during the classical period of
the Indian Mahayana. The purpose of this book is to make Bhaviveka’s understanding
of these controversies clear. ‘

Itis common to begin a Sanskrit commentary with a statement of its subject matter
(abbidheya), its purpose (prayojana), and the connection (sambandha) between the two.
In a narrow sense, the subject matter of this book is obvious. This is a book about a
book. Or, more accurately, it is a book about a portion of a book. It provides an edition,
translation, notes, and introductory analysis to the two chapters of Bhaviveka’s text
that deal with his Buddhist opponents. For some readers, it will be enough simply to
gain access to Bhaviveka’s text. These two chapters provide an extraordinarily detailed
picture of Buddhist thought and practice in what may have been one of the most cre-
ative and diverse periods in the history of the Buddhist tradition.* Bhaviveka saw the
big picture, but he also had an eye for unusual and telling details. As several scholars
have noted, Bhaviveka gives one of the most precise and detailed accounts of the func-
tion of mantras, dharanis, and vidyds in any Indian text before the arrival of Tantric
traditions. For anyone who has wondered whether a Bodhisattva can ever be justified
in committing murder, Bhaviveka gives a thorough analysis of the question based on
traditional sources. He also explains what happens when a Bodhisattva who commits
murder is scorched, however briefly, by the flames of hell. Is it acceptable for a monk
to pay homage to a lay person? Bhaviveka has the answer, as he does to other questions
about the relationship between the Sravakas and the adherents of the Mahayana. Are
the different canonical collections of the eighteen schools complete? If not, what is the
relationship between their canonical literature and the satras of the Mahayana? I's there
anything distinctive about the way Bodhisattvas practice the eightfold path? What is
the status of a Bodhisattva vow? In a period when texts seldom seem to come down
to earth in the practice of actual Buddhist communities, Bhaviveka gives such a lively
account of the arguments that set one Buddhist group against another that it is possible
to imagine for a moment how it might have felt to enter a living Buddhist debate.

But the significance of Bhaviveka’s text goes beyond these myriad differences to the
status of “difference” itself. In this respect, he helps correct one of the most common
misconceptions about Buddhist thought. Buddhism is often viewed as a tradition that
tolerates differences. In the first chapter of Walpola Rahula’s classic introductory text,
What the Buddha Taught, Rahula says: “the tolerance allowed by the Buddha is aston-
ishing to the student of the history of religion” (4). Rahula illustrates this point with a
story about Upili, a disciple of Mahavira the Jina who is sent to the Buddha to engage
him in debate. When Upili and the Buddha finish their discussion, Upali decides that
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the Buddha is right and asks to be accepted as a disciple. The Buddha tells him to
slow down, consider his position more deeply, and show respect for his former teacher.
Rahula associates this spirit of cautious tolerance with an edict of the Buddhist emperor
Agdoka that reads (in Rahula’s translation) as follows: “One should not honour only one’s
own religion and condemn the religions of others, but one should honour others’ reli-
gions for this or that reason. So doing, one helps one’s own religion to grow and renders
service to the religions of others too. . . . Let all listen, and be willing to listen to the
doctrines professed by others” (Rahula 4-5).

Few readers are likely to be surprised by Rahula’s message. Many students of
Buddhism come to the tradition expecting a message of tolerance and peace. As many
scholars have noted, one of the most pervasive stereotypes of Indian religion in general
is that it cultivates tolerance of opposing views.’ But newcomers to the Buddhist tradi-
tion soon discover that there was as much variety and disagreement in the early Buddhist
community as there is in other religious communities. And these disagreements only
intensified with the appearance of the Mahayana. Not only did the Mahayana differen-
tiate itself aggressively from earlier traditions, it also generated its own internal process
of differentiation and critique. It did not takelong for these complex controversies to call
for something like a Buddhist theory of difference. When the monastery on the eastern
mountain develops views that are different from those that are held by the monastery
on the western mountain, which differences are significant? Where do the differences
come from? Where do the differences lead? How are the differences classified? Are
some kinds of differences more threatening than others? Are some ideas or practices
right and others wrong, or are all of them equally valid? If so, what determines their
validity? Do some differences go so far beyond the pale that they should be suppressed?
And does the process of understanding and analyzing differences have any value? Does
it give a person more power or more status? Does it make a person more wise?

In the face of questions like these, mere tolerance is not enough. It may work well if
another group of monks dyesits robes the color of copper rather than saffron, and little
seems to ride on the difference. But if the monks with copper-colored robes think that
nirvana is an absence when others think that nirvana is a presence, it is a different story,
especially in a tradition where “right understanding” plays a crucial role in the path to
nirvina. Differences about “rightness” pose serious questions. An obvious question is
how the two positions are related. Is it possible, for example, that the rightness of one
position excludes the rightness of the other? In comparative philosophy, this option
would be called an exclusive view of truth. Another possibility might be that both posi-
tions are right but one position is better, in the sense that it subsumes or replaces the
other. This option is often called an inclusive view of truth. A third possibility might be
that both positions are right from certain perspectives or in certain ways. This option
might be called a relative view of truth. Of these three options, the only one that seems
to correspond to what we generally mean by “tolerance” is the third, in the sense that
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it treats other positions as having equal value. But this option also is the most problem-
atic. It is not clear that anyone can hold this position in a thorough or rigorous way.
Even the idea of a “rigorous relativism” seems to stretch the limits of language. What
is clear, however, is that exclusive and inclusive views of truth fall short of an ideal of
tolerance, although each view falls shortin a different way.

Some kinds of exclusivism preclude conversation. It is not difficult to imagine a
situation in which one person finds another’s position so deeply mistaken that there
is no possibility of further discussion. But it is not impossible for even the most radi-
cally exclusive positions to enter into dialogue if they share a common tradition of dis-
course and a common commitment to truth. Bhaviveka reports, for example, that the
Sravakas said: “The Mahayana is not the Buddha’s teaching and was taught by Mara to
mislead foolish and ignorant people.” This is like calling someone else’s scripture the
work of the devil; it does not seem to leave much room for negotiation. But in this case
the appearances are deceptive. Judging from Bhaviveka’s account of this dispute, the
Sravakas gave reasons for their position, cited examples, and entered into a serious dis-
cussion of its truth. They may have disagreed about the authenticity of the Mahayana,
but they did not disagree about the canons of rationality and the formal requirements
of a valid argument. For whatever the reason, they also seem to have agreed that it was
worthwhile to argue their position in a public setting. Their approach to the Mahayana
may have been “exclusive,” but it was exclusivism with a difference. They shared enough
with their opponents to take part in a common discussion of the truth.

The situation appears even more complex when it comes to the various traditions of
Indian inclusivism. Paul Hacker has pointed out that the apparent tolerance of Indian
religion usually boils down to some type of inclusivism (Halbfass 1988: 403). For exam-
ple, the Hindu sage Tulsidas tells a story about how the god Siva was so impressed by
Rama that he became one of his worshippers. The effect of the story is to incorporate
the worship of Siva into Tulsidas’s worship of Rama as an incarnation of Visnu. A more
contemporary example of this interpretive strategy is Radhakrishnan’s modern recon-
struction of Vedanta (Halbfass 1988: 405). Radhakrishnan considered other religious
traditions to be “equal in their worth or essence or aim,” but he understood that “the
hidden goal or centre or essence of all religions is the Vedanta.” This model acknowl-
edges the value of different traditions, but it places them in a larger interpretive whole
and reserves the key to interpretation for itself. Kendall W. Folkert has made a similar
point about Jain approaches to other traditions (215-27). The Jain doctrine of anekanta-
vdda (“non-absolutism”) has often been interpreted as the most tolerant of Indian
approaches to philosophical diversity, but it too presupposes that the Jain perspective
has a unique interpretive authority. In the popular Jain parable of the blind men and the
elephant, each of the men may touch a different part of the elephant and grasp part of
the truth, but only the Jain perspective, like the perspective of an omniscient observer,
encompasses all these truths without distortion or partiality.
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When people come to Bhaviveka for the first time, they expect to find a classic
Indian inclusivist, and Bhaviveka seems to play the part.® One of his most striking state-
ments about the Buddha equates the Buddha’s Dharma Body with Brahman, the ulti-
mate reality of the Upanisads. Bhaviveka goes on to say that accomplished Bodhisattvas
such as Avalokite$vara and Maitreya pay homage to it.” On the surface, this seems iden-
tical to the stance Tulsidas took toward Siva. What could be more inclusive than to say
that great Bodhisattvas worship Brahman? But this is not the whole picture. Bhaviveka
says that Avalokite$vara and Maitreya worship Brahman correctly, and deities like Siva
and Visnu do not. What counts as correct worship? These great Bodhisattvas worship
Brahman with the discipline (yoga) of no-worship. If this is inclusivism, it is inclusivism
with a difference. Bhaviveka may “include” Brahman as an object of worship, but the
proper worship of Brahman is not to worship it. Bhaviveka could just as well be saying
that the tradition about Brahman is false and his own tradition is true.

Bhaviveka does not single out his Hindu opponents for special punishment. He
uses the same approach to deal with the Sravakas’ argument that the Mahayana teaches
a different path (MHK 43 and commentary). Bhaviveka responds by saying that
Mahiyana practitioners follow the same noble eightfold path, they just follow it dif-
ferently. Instead of “right vision,” Bodhisattvas practice “no vision.” Instead of “right
thought,” Bodhisattvas practice “no thought,” and so on. If Bodhisattvas follow the
same path, but practice it by not practicing it, what could it possibly mean to say that
their path is the “same”? As soon as you ask this question, you have stepped into the
landscape of the Mahayana as Bhaviveka understood it. More needs to be said about his
approach to issues of “identity” and “sameness” before there can be a serious answer to
this question, but Bhaviveka’s inclusivism seems ironic at best. It seems just as accurate
to say that he excludes his opponents’ practices by inverting and negating them. But
even when he negates them, he does not refuse to engage them. He treats his oppo-
nents’ arguments as part of a common tradition of analysis, and this tradition allows
both Bhaviveka and his opponents to take part in a rational conversation.

To say that Bhaviveka presupposes a common tradition of analysis is hardly sur-
prising. What is language, after all, but a common tradition of discourse? But tradi-
tions ramify and become complex very quickly. Bhaviveka’s simple gesture of adding a
negative particle to his opponents’ words invokes a rhetorical tradition of considerable
antiquity, going back not only to Nagirjuna, the founder of Bhiaviveka’s Madhyamaka
tradition, but to the entire corpus of the Perfection of Wisdom Sutras, the scriptural
foundation of the Mahayana. The ubiquity of this rhetorical gesture suggests that it is
more than a stylistic peculiarity. It involves a relationship betwen different communi-
ties. Jonathan Z. Smith has commented on this issue in his study of taxonomy and
difference: “Difference is rarely something simply to be noted; it is, most often, some-
thing in which one has a stake. Above all, it is a political matter” (2004: 252). When
Radhakrishnan said that non-dualistic Vedanta transcended and subsumed all other



PART 1: ANALYSIS

religions, he was talking not just about metaphysics and epistemology, but about his
vision of India as a political entity in which different communities could be respected
for their differences but also subsumed into a single nation. Along with this claim about
India came a claim about status and integrity, about a nation that could hold its own
among other nations. The challenges of a twentieth-century struggle for nationhood
do not have a strong counterpart in sixth-century India, when Bhaviveka attempted
to gain the rhetorical upper hand over his Hindu and Buddhist opponents, but there
was no shortage of competition for what Jonathan Z. Smith has called “a hierarchy of
prestige and the concomitant political ranking of superordinate and subordinate” (253).
In the ironic exclusion / inclusion of Bhaviveka’s “no” lay a claim to intellectual prior-
ity: the presumption that he could appropriate others’ words, invert their meaning, and
absorb them into his own system of interpretation. Whether this rhetorical practice
corresponds to an identifiable social practice remains to be seen. It is enough for the
moment simply to note that the rhetoric of Bhaviveka’s argument raises a series of prac-
tical questions about Bhaviveka’s cultural setting, beginning with some of the simplest
questions of all: Who were these competing thinkers, and why did they compete the
way they did?

We pose these questions as if they were ours, but they also must have occupied the
minds of Bhaviveka and his contemporaries. To see others as different and to grasp the
difference is also to see ourselves reflected in the face or the words of the other. What
did Bhaviveka see in himself when he responded to his Buddhist opponents? We have
already seen one possible answer. He articulated a practice of negation, with emphasis
on the word “practice” as well as the word “negation.” He even referred to it as a form of
yoga. Does this mean that his philosophical arguments could be used to achieve a salvific
goal? If so, how? And how did the “Sravakas” and “Yogacaras” go astray? Were their
differences defined by texts, by doctrines, by practices, or by their institutional affili-
ations? Did the terms “Sravaka” and “Yogacara” represent schools, traditions, sects, or
nothing more than a series of isolated thinkers? And how did these opponents become
so important that they provoked Bhaviveka’s refutation? All these questions lead us into
the intellectual and social world that lies behind Bhaviveka’s text. They also invite us to
consider issues that come up throughout the Buddhist world whenever Buddhists dif-
ferentiate themselves from one another and attempt to set themselves apart as authentic
bearers of Buddhist tradition. Bhaviveka’s text is a study in Buddhist “difference,” but it
also is a study of Buddhist identity, with all the paradoxical implications raised by the
concept of identity in a tradition that so often asserts that there is no identity at all.



THE AUTHOR
Braviveka AND THE CULTURE OF DEBATE

To investigate the problem of Buddhist identity, an obvious way to begin is to consider
the identity of Bhaviveka himself. Unfortunately, in this corner of the tradition obvious
questions often yield shadowy answers. Bhaviveka’s life, like the lives of other Indian
scholars, is shrouded in legend. The earliest available account of Bhaviveka comes from
The Great Tang Dynasty Record of the Western Regions by Xuanzang, the Chinese scholar-
monk who visited India in the early decades of the seventh century.® Xuanzang tells us
that Bhaviveka lived in south India, in the region thatis now Andhra Pradesh, and was
a master of scholarly texts. When he heard about the reputation of Dharmapala, one of
the leading Yogacara philosophers of the sixth century, he decided to travel north to the
Ganges Basin to engage him in debate. When Bhaviveka arrived, he sent his students
to Dharmapala to issue the challenge. Xuanzang summarizes Dharmapala’s response
in the following way: “The human world is illusory and life is ephemeral. As I practice
religion with diligence and sincerity all day long, I am short of time to have a discus-
sion.”” Frustrated by Dharmapila’s rejection, Bhaviveka returned home and, according
to Xuanzang, engaged in a series of practices that were intended to help him stay in this
world long enough to greet the arrival of the future Buddha Maitreya.

Like the stories of many Indian scholars, this account of Bhaviveka offers little
reliable information, but it does give us a sense of the controversial setting in which
Xuanzang placed Bhaviveka. Xuanzang was a student in Dharmapila’s lineage and was
sympathetic to Dharmapala’s position. It is likely that the details of the story were
meant to cast Bhaviveka in an unflattering light. Not only did Bhaviveka fail to defeat
Dharmapila, he failed even to draw him into debate. The idea that Bhaviveka tried to
wait for Maitreya just adds further irony to his fruitless journey. Maitreya was consid-
ered the source of the Yogacara tradition. To wait and study the Dharma with Maitreya
would be a good way for Bhaviveka to get a stern tutorial about the views he found
objectionable in the works of Dharmapila, or so Xuanzang mightimagine. About most
of this we can only guess. But Xuanzang’s story is not an isolated legend; it shares
important features with other traditions about Indian scholars in Bhaviveka’s time and
with the well-known works of Bhaviveka himself. When we put all of this evidence
together, we get quite a rich picture of the life that would have been lived by a scholar
in Bhaviveka’s intellectual world.

If Bhaviveka traveled north to debate an opponent, he was not the first southern
scholar who was reputed to have made such a journey. One of Bhaviveka’s best-known
predecessors was Aryadeva, a disciple of Nagarjuna and a founding figure of Bhaviveka’s
Madhyamaka tradition. (Aryadeva’s dates are obscure, but he seems to have been active
in the second or third century CE.) According to the Madhyamaka commentator
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Candrakirti, Aryadeva was born in the island of Simhala (the modern Sri Lanka) and
came to south India to study with Nagarjuna (Ruegg 1981: 50). Xuanzang tells us that
Aryadeva eventually left Nagarjuna and traveled north to study and debate his oppo-
nents. At one pointhe came to Prayaga, atthe confluence of the Yamuna and the Ganges,
joined a monastery, and debated an eloquent but irritating “heretical Brahman,” who
was fond of leading his opponents in a process of circular reasoning.! The most engag-
ing story about Aryadeva, however, is associated with the city of Pataliputra, where
he came to the rescue of a Buddhist monastery that had fallen on hard times. A group
of scholarly “heretics” (the generic word for a non-Buddhist) arrived at the door of
the monastery and asked the monks to ring the bell and defend their views in debate.
With the king functioning as judge, the Buddhists were defeated and told that they no
longer had the right to call an assembly for debate. When news of the defeat reached
Nagarjuna in South India, Nagarjuna said that he would go in person to defend the
monastery. Aryadeva offered to go instead. The heretics in Pataliputra heard that he
was coming and tried to bar him from the city, but Aryadeva entered the city in disguise
and spent the night on the terrace that housed the monastery’s bell. In the morning he
rang the bell, and a boisterous debate ensued. In less than twelve days, Aryadeva refuted
the heretics “through analysis” and restored the prestige of the monastery."

These itinerant southern scholars were not limited to members of the Madhyamaka
tradition. Plausible traditions locate the birth of Dignaga (known as “the father of
medieval logic in India”) and of Dharmapala in the vicinity of Kafici in South India."?
Both scholars were known as powerful debaters and spent significant portions of their
careers traveling, studying, and teaching in the north. Xuanzang showed his rever-
ence for Dharmapala in one of his most intriguing stories about debate.”® In this story,
Xuanzang tells us that there was a king in the city of Kasapura who supported “hereti-
cal” views and tried to humiliate the Buddhists by sponsoring a debate. He invited a
talented “Sastra-master” to compose a text, consisting of a thousand stanzas denounc-
ing the Buddhist Dharma, then he summoned the monks to debate. According to
Xuanzang’s account, the stakes were high. If the Sastra-master won, the Dharma would
be destroyed; if the Buddhists won, the Sastra-master would cut out his tongue. The
Buddhists were frightened and could not decide what to do. Like managers of a belea-
guered boxing team, they could not think of anyone to send into the ring against such
a formidable opponent. Dharmapila was then just a young monk. When no one else
volunteered, he offered to accept the challenge. Since he was so young, he said, it would
be no disgrace to lose; and if he won, his victory would show that the monastery enjoyed
special “spiritual protection.”

Dharmapala situated himself on “the seat of discussion” and listened attentively
while the Sastra-master recited his critique. When he finished, Dharmapala smiled and
said: “T have won. Shall I recite your book backwards, or shall I recite it with the phrases
transposed in order?” The master said that he would be happy if Dharmapala would
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simply recite the text in its normal sequence and explain its meaning. Dharmapala then
gave a perfect imitation of the scholar’s voice, right down to the rhythm and intona-
tion of his words, recited the text, and explained its meaning. The master was so over-
whelmed that he gave up the debate and offered to cut out his tongue. Dharmapala said
that he would rather have the master correct his mistaken views. With a little coaching
from Dharmapala, he complied. To complete the transformation, the king also “gave up
the erroneous way” and accepted the Dharma.

With these stories in mind, it is not implausible to think that Bhaviveka was one of
many scholars who took to the road, like other itinerant debaters, and tried to confront
their opponents in debate. Nor is it implausible to think that one of Bhaviveka’s most
important controversies took place with the Yogacara philosophers of the sixth century,
represented in Xuanzang’s account by the elusive Dharmapala. Bhaviveka’s dispute with
the Yogacara also figures in a much later account of Bhaviveka’s life in The History
of Indian Buddhism (rgya gar chos ’byung) by the Tibetan historian Taranatha (1575-
1634)."* Taranatha tells us that Bhaviveka (or Bhavya) was born in a princely family
in South India, traveled north to study Mahayana satras and the works of Nagarjuna,
then returned to the south where he became a successful scholar and leader of some
fifty monasteries. Taranatha adds the following comment about his relationship with
his Yogacara opponents:

Before the arrival of these two masters [Buddhapilita and Bhaviveka],
all adherents of the Mahayana remained under the same teaching. Then
these two masters said: “The approaches of Nagarjuna and Asanga are
different. Asanga’s approach does not teach the Middle Path; it is just
mind-only. We accept Nagarjuna’s approach and do not deviate from it.”
And they refuted the other position. After the death of Bhaviveka (Jegs
Idan), the adherents of the Mahayana divided into two schools (sde) and
began to debate.?

Taranatha goes on to explain that after Bhaviveka’s death, his students focused their
critique on Sthiramati, a Yogacara scholar who wrote a commentary on Nagarjuna’s
Root Verses on the Middle Way (Milamadhyamakakirikih). When copies of Sthiramati’s
work were circulated in south India, Bhaviveka’s students took offense and traveled
north to challenge their opponents in debate. The journey was similar to the one
reported by Xuanzang, but Taranitha’s sources claimed a different outcome: not only
did Bhaviveka’s students manage to confront their opponents face to face, but they went
home victorious.!®

These stories help us understand atleast one of the striking features of Bhaviveka’s
text. While later Indian compendia function largely as summaries of basic teachings
(Haribhadra’s Compendium of Six Views, for example, distinguishes each view according
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to its deity and its principles of reality),” Bhaviveka follows the format of a debate. For
ten or twenty verses in each chapter, he presents the opponent’s position (like the posi-
tion that Dharmapala memorized and repeated), then Bhaviveka spends the rest of the
chapter refuting the opponent’s arguments. His response often takes the form of an
imaginary dialogue: “If the opponent (whom he sometimes refers to simply as ‘you’) says
such and such, one (or ‘we’) should respond as follows.” The text gives a useful account
of the basic principles of each tradition, but it reads less like a formal treatise and more
like a manual of debate. Itis as if Bhaviveka were attempting to give us a verbal snapshot
of Dharmapila’s encounter with the unruly “heretic.” The difference is that Bhaviveka
does more than repeat the opponent’s position; he gives a full refutation.

Here Jonathan Z. Smith’s comment that difference is a “political matter” takes on
a local habitation and a name. The location is the conflict for patronage and prestige
in sixth- and seventh-century India, and the name is debate. Once the text has been
situated in this context, it provokes a whole new set of questions. How did someone like
Dharmapala prepare for debate? Had he already memorized parts of the opponent’s
position, or did he come to the debate completely cold? What role did kings or wealthy
patrons play in sponsoring the debate or adjudicating its outcome? What could be won
or lost? Were there any regional differences in the culture of debate? (Was the south
Indian origin of many of these debaters merely accidental, or did it reflect a regional
variation in scholarly practice?) What issues did the debaters debate? What were the
rules? How were the rules enforced? Could the rules be broken? Were there ways to
pressure opponents apart from sheer intellectual persuasion? What were the schools,
lineages, textual traditions, or modes of affiliation that came most frequently into con-
flict?» Why did they conflict? How were they defined? Answers to many of these ques-
tions will emerge in the course of this study. For the moment, itis enough to suggest the
complexity of these questions by considering three more stories: one from the closing
months of Xuanzang’s journey to India, another from the Tamil Buddhist poetic narra-
tive known as the Manimekalai, and a third from Jain lives of the scholars Haribhadra
and Akalanka.

In his opening comments about Indian culture, at the beginning of the second fas-
cicle of The Record of the Western Regions, Xuanzang explains that debates played a cen-
tral role in Indian monastic life. This was not a culture where monks listened silently
to their teachers and then wrote exams to show how much they understood. They dis-
played their learning in public debate, and the stakes were high. Xuanzang says:

Assemblies for discussion are often held to test the intellectual capacity of
the monks, in order to distinguish the superior from the inferior, and to
reject the dull and promote the bright. Those who can deliberate on the
subtle sayings, and glorify the wonderful theories with refined diction
and quick eloquence, may ride richly caparisoned elephants with hosts
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of attendants preceding and following behind them. But those to whom
the theories are taught in vain, or who have been defeated in a debate,
explaining few principles in a verbose way, or distorting the teachings
with language that is merely pleasant to the ear, are daubed with ocher or
chalk in the face, while dust is scattered over the body, and are expelled
to the wilderness, or discarded into ditches. In this way the good and the
evil are distinguished, and the wise and the ignorant are disclosed.®

Xuanzang’s comments about the significance of debate are confirmed as the narra-
tive unfolds, whether it is in the stories about individual scholars, like Aryadeva or
Dharmapala, or in Xuanzang’s account of the organization of individual monasteries.
Even to enter some of the more important monastic centers required a mastery of basic
dialectical skills. In Nalanda, for example, where Xuanzang spent some of his most pro-
ductive time, scholars visiting from other regions were challenged by the gatekeeper.
Only those who showed knowledge of “ancient and contemporary learning” were
allowed to enter.” Xuanzang reports that when visitors attempted to join in debate,
“seven or eight out of ten flee in defeat.” The rest risk disgrace when they come under
further interrogation. Only a few talented scholars have “the retentive memory and
good virtue” to rise in influence and maintain the reputation of the monastery. Among
these scholars, it seems, was Xuanzang himself.

The best account of Xuanzang’s own scholarly prowess comes not from his own
Record of the Western Regions, but, understandably enough, from the Biography of Xuanzang
by his disciple Huili. The story begins with a teacher named Prajiiagupta, who once had
been a brahmin in south India and had participated in a royal consecration.?® After
developing expertise in the doctrine of the Buddhist Sammitiya school, he wrote a text
in seven hundred stanzas attacking the Mahayana. When King Harsa (known in the
story as Siladitya) was on an expedition in eastern India, a group of scholars showed
him the text and said: “This is our teaching. Could there be any Mahayana follower
who could refute a single word of it?” As a patron of Nalanda, King Harsa accepted
the challenge and asked the monks at Nalanda for someone to defend the Mahayana.
Silabhadra, the monastery’s leading scholar, appointed a committee made up of
Sagaramati, Jianaprabha, Simhaprabha, and the gifted Chinese visitor Xuanzang. The
three Indian scholars doubted whether they could meet the challenge, but Xuanzang
reassured them. He said that he had studied the Hinayana in China and Kashmir and
knew that they had nothing to fear.

At this point in the story, Huili digresses and tells us about a Lokayata (an Indian
materialist) who arrived at the door of the monastery, posted fourteen points, and said:
“If anybody is able to refute any one point of my argument, I shall cut off my head
to apologize!” Xuanzang asked a servant to take the theses down and trample them,
then he summoned the Lokayata and gave him a lecture about the shortcomings of a
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series of rival traditions, including Saiva ascetics and Jains, as well as the Samkhyas and
Vaisesikas. Huili pays particular attention to the arguments against the Samkhya view
that material nature (prakrti) is made up of three strands: luminosity (sattva), passion
(rajas), and dark inertia (tamas). Xuanzang claimed that if material nature is a compos-
ite entity, it cannot be ultimately real, and if all things are made up of the same three
strands, there cannot be any differences among them. These arguments are relatively
commonplace and are not unanswerable, but they were enough, by Huili’s account, for
the Lokayata to concede defeat. In a gesture of magnanimity, Xuanzang told his oppo-
nent that he did not have to take his own life. All he had to do was act as Xuanzang’s
servant.

This gesture turned out to be fortuitous. To prepare for Harsa’s debate, Xuanzang
asked the Lokayata whether he had ever studied the Sammitiya text. He said that he
had. Infact, he had heard lectures aboutit on five separate occasions. Xuanzang worked
through the text with him and wrote a refutation in sixteen hundred stanzas entitled
simply: “The Refutation of Wrong Views.”! Unfortunately neither this text nor the
one that it criticizes seems to have survived. When they finished studying the text,
Xuanzang released the Lokayata from his obligation and sent him on his way.

This act of generosity, too, turned out to be fortuitous. As Huili turns the page and
begins a new fascicle of the text, the Lokayata has made hisway to Kamarapa in Eastern
India and sung the praises of Xuanzang to the king. The king responds by sending a
message to Silabhadra inviting the Chinese scholar to visit him in Eastern India. After
passing messages back and forth, Xuanzang agrees to make the trip and gets caught
in a tug of war between two kings: King Kumara of Kamartpa and King Harsa of
Kanyakubja in Magadha. Xuanzang gives a succinct account of their negotiations: “At
first I was invited by King Kumira to proceed from the country of Magadha to the
country of Kamarapa. At that time King Siladitya was making an inspection tour in
the country of Kajunghira, and he sent an order to King Kumira, saying, ‘It befits you
to come promptly with the Sramana, a guest from a distant land, to Nilanda, to attend
an assembly.””?? The purpose of the assembly was to discuss the “The Refutation of the
Mahayana,” the text to which Xuanzang had already written a reply.

King Harsa sailed up the Ganges with Xuanzang and called an assembly of eigh-
teen kings, three thousand Buddhist monks, and two thousand brahmins and Jains in
a hall specially built for the occasion. When the day came for the debate, King Harsa
and King Kumira, dressed as the gods Indra and Brahma, led an immense procession
to the debating ground. Behind King Harsa rode Xuanzang on a royal elephant, sur-
rounded by jewels and flowers. Behind Xuanzang came three hundred more elephants
with members of the royal family, chief ministers, and honored guests. At the debat-
ing ground, Xuanzang was invited to present his teaching, and opponents were invited
to respond. In the face of this display of royal power, it is not surprising that no one
rose to the challenge. Huili says that a number of Xuanzang’s disgruntled opponents
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attempted to assassinate him instead, but they were easily defeated. The story ends with
the king offering Xuanzang a large financial reward and declaring that Xuanzang had
established the correct doctrine.

Even through the hagiographic haze, it is possible to recognize in this story some
of the features that characterized Xuanzang’s own acount of monastic debate. Xuanzang
had indicated that debate was the key to a successful scholarly career. An effective debater
had to be familiar not just with different Buddhist traditions, butalso with non-Buddhist
rivals, including the Lokayatas, Jains, Saivas, Samkhyas, and VaiSesikas. Scholars moved
around the country, studying with experts in other traditions and debating with their
opponents. Preparation was important. It is conceivable that someone like Dharmapala
could listen to a hundred stanzas and repeat them verbatim, but a more prudent prac-
tice would have been to prepare the way Xuanzang did, by studying the arguments in
advance. Ideally a debater could rely on someone who already knew the arguments.
Debaters also needed the right texts. Scholars used texts to issue challenges, study oppo-
nents’ positions, and prepare their responses. But in the end, the text yielded to an oral
performance, where success depended on eloquence, conciseness, a voracious memory,
and careful mastery of the opponents’ positions, to say nothing of the ability to sway
an audience and mobilize the support of powerful patrons. Huili may not be entirely
trustworthy when he attributes such extravagance to these scholarly confrontations, but
it is hard not to be impressed by the prestige that he associated with these public per-
formances. It is as if itinerant debaters were the rock stars and sports heroes of classical
India. Their debates seem to have drawn enthusiastic audiences, and the winners were
showered with adulation and wealth.

Huili’s picture of the significance of debate is supported by a text that seems at
first to be an unlikely source for the study of scholarly practices: the Tamil Buddhist
narrative known as the Manimekalai.”® This text is datable, within a certain margin of
error, to the sixth century, when Bhaviveka flourished in South India. It tells the story
of Manimekalai, the illegitimate daughter of a courtesan, who goes through a series
of adventures until she finally enters a2 monastery and takes up the life of a Buddhist
ascetic.?* The early chapters of the text explore the complexity of karma and the vaga-
ries of love; the final chapters shift register and explore the complexity of religious
diversity and the rules of debate.

Manimekalai’s journey begins in the city of Vafici, where her adoptive mother
Kannaki tells her: “Dear child, with your scented hair! The time has now come for
you to go and visit the adepts of the various religions, those who use the most skill-
ful arguments. You must try honestly to learn the portion of truth that each religion
may include. If it then seems to you that none of them leads to transcendent truth, you
may dedicate your life to following unswervingly the rules (yamas) announced by the
Buddha.”® Manimekalai begins with a Mimamsaka who teaches her the means of valid
knowledge (pramana). Armed with this basic knowledge, she visits representatives of
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nine other traditions: an exponent of Saivism, a Brahmavadin (who holds that Brahma is
the creator of the world), a worshipper of Visnu/Narayana, an exponent of the Veda, an
Ajivika, a Nirgrantha or Jain, an exponent of the Samkhya, a Vaisesika, and a Bhittavadin
(a variety of Indian materialist). Realizing that none of their doctrines meets the test of
truth, she refuses even to engage them in conversation.

Her education takes another step forward when she arrives in Kafici and meets
Aravanan, a Buddhist teacher who offers what she considers the definitive teaching.
Like the Mimamsaka, Aravanan begins with a discussion of epistemology, but this time
the focus is not the means of knowledge in general but the structure of a valid syllogism,
the principal tool of debate. Aravanan tells Manimekalai about the classic five-member
syllogism, familiar in Nyaya sources, then explains the Buddhist theory of the three-
member syllogism. Whether Aravanan’s theory of logical procedure is identical to the
logical innovations of Dignaga is apparently unclear,? but the text certainly reflects
the style of argument associated with Dignaga and his followers. Once Aravanan has
instructed Manimekalai about the process of argument, he concludes with an account
of the twelve-fold chain of dependent co-arising (pratityasamutpida) and the four noble
truths. The text ends by saying that Aravanan leads Manimekalai to the truth through
the stages of hearing (s7uti), thinking (cintana), repeated practice (bhdvanda), and vision
(darsana),¥’ and “Manimekalai, beautiful as a doll, having put on the monastic habit,
henceforth led the life of austerity that is indispensable for attaining wisdom and being
free of the faults that bind us to the interminable cycle of birth and death.”?

For someone who is familar with Indian Buddhism, the moststriking aspect of this
story is not that Manimekalai would set out on a journey in search of wisdom. This is a
feature of Buddhist stories throughout the Buddhist world. (The journey of the young
man Sudhana in the Gandavyiha Sitra is an obvious parallel.) What is striking is that
this quest for wisdom involves the study of epistemology, the challenge of religious
diversity, and the procedures of logical argument. Anne E. Monius sees this aspect of
Manimekalai’s story as a general feature of sixth-century Tamil literary culture, which,
in her words, was characterized by “rivalry, or more specifically, by competition among
various philosophical or religious worldviews.”?* Monius links this feature of the Tamil
tradition to the literary rivalries that were given dramatic expression at the same time
in the pages of satirical Sanskrit dramas. With the story of Xuanzang in mind, this
aspect of south Indian culture comes as no surprise. Whether we look at south India
or the Ganges Basin, the sixth and seventh centuries seem to have been characterized
by intense inter- and intra-religious rivalries. The literary and philosophical traditions
not only reflected these rivalries, but provided a setting where these rivalries could be
played out. Why would Manimekalai learn the rules of logic to lay the groundwork for
wisdom? One simple answer is that in sixth- and seventh-century Indian culture it was
only the rules of logic that allowed one tradition to claim dominance over another in
the sphere of public debate. Without mastering these rules, how could anyone be sure
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that the so-called “wisdom” being offered by a rival group was not just another form
of folly?

When success as a debater depends not just on natural ability but on scholarly
preparation, it is no surprise to come across stories of scholars who disguised them-
selves in order to infiltrate the schools of their rivals. In Phyllis Granoff’s study of the
Jain lives of Haribhadra, there is a story about two brothers, Akalanka and Niskalanka,
who masqueraded as Buddhists to study with a Buddhist teacher at Mahabodhi (Bodh
Gay3a).’® One day the teacher discovered that someone had corrected his quotation of a
Jain verse. He took this to mean that a Jain imposter had hidden among his students.
To expose the imposter, he tried two tricks. One was to make a drawing of the Jina on
the floor and ask his students to step on it. Another was to startle them in the middle
of the night and find out which deity they called on for help. The second trick was the
one that worked. The two brothers were caught off guard and called out the name of
the Jina. The teacher then imprisoned them, intending to kill them, but the two broth-
ers managed to escape. Niskalanka was caught and killed, while Akalanka took refuge
with a sympathetic Jain queen. Eventually a dispute arose with a Buddhist monk over
the conduct of a Jain festival, and Akalanka was drawn into debate. At first, with super-
natural intervention from Tard, the Buddhist monk managed to hold his own. But a
Jain goddess named Cakres$varidevi appeared to Akalanka and told him how Tara could
be defeated. The story ends with a resounding defeat for the Buddhist monk and his
protective deity.

According to Phyllis Granoff, this story and stories like it circulated widely in Jain
and Buddhist communities. Like the Manimekalai and the story of Xuanzang’s trium-
phant debate, they offer little reliable historical evidence about the lives of the scholars
who figure in their pages. But they do help us picture the literary and scholarly prac-
tices of the communities that produced them. In this way, they help us understand the
significance of the debate culture that formed Bhaviveka’s account of the philosophical
controversies of sixth-century India. These controversies had serious intellectual, insti-
tutional, and personal consequences, and much was at stake in the debate.

THE TEXT

"THE PROBLEM OF AUTHENTICITY

One of the perennial problems in the study of Indian Buddhist sources has to do with the
authenticity of the text. The chronological relationship of different authors is of ten uncer-

tain, and textual transmission is obscure. In many cases, it is even unclear what it means to
say that a certain person is an “author.” As is true of some of the major works in the canon
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of Greek philosophy, the Buddhist texts that come down to us may not even be the writ-
ten work of the masters themselves, but transcriptions of oral presentations, with all of the
attendant opportunities for copyists or students to add their own glosses or disrupt the text
with their own infelicities or misunderstandings. The “original” texts may then have been
supplemented, interpolated, or unwittingly corrupted by the hands of later commentators
and copyists. All of these uncertainties are compounded several times over when the origi-
nal Sanskrit has been lost and we have access only to the Tibetan or Chinese translations.
When we attempt to reconstruct Bhaviveka’s response to the philosophical challenges of
sixth-century India, it is important to know which works he is likely to have written, but
it also is important to recognize that any judgment about authenticity is based only on a
complex set of probabilities. In the end, especially when it comes to particular passages,
there is no substitute for the hard discipline of philology to distinguish spurious readings
from readings that seem to reflect the mind and word of the master.

The gold standard for any discussion of Bhaviveka’s works is The Lamp of Wisdom
(Prajiiapradipa), Bhaviveka’s commentary on Nagarjuna’s Root Verses on the Middle Way
(Mizlamadbyamakakirikab, abbreviated MMK).*! This commentary no longer survives
in Sanskrit, apart from occasional quotations in other texts, but it was the target of a
pointed critique by Bhaviveka’s rival, Candrakirti, and it was the subject of an extensive
subcommentary by Avalokitavrata (spyan ras gzigs brtul zbhugs).> For anyone who has the
perseverance to read Avalokitavrata and Bhaviveka side by side, The Lamp of Wisdom
is eminently readable and provides one of the most useful resources not only for the
interpretation of Madhyamaka thought, but for the study of Madhyamaka approaches
to other philosophical traditions.

The second major work that can be ascribed with some certainty to Bhaviveka
is The Verses on the Heart of the Middle Way (Madhyamakahydayakirikip, abbreviated
MHK). The Lamp of Wisdom may be Bhaviveka’s most important Madhyamaka work,
but The Heart of the Middle Way gives the most impressive account of the range and
depth of his own philosophical scholarship. Freed from the constraints of commenting
on the words of the master, Bhaviveka was able to present Madhyamaka thought in a
way that reflected not only the distinctive philosophical practices of the sixth century
but also his own vision of the relationship between the Madhyamaka and other tradi-
tions of Indian thought.

The text begins with three chapters that represent Bhaviveka’s own philosophy:

1. Not Giving Up the Mind of Awakening (bodhicittaparityiga)
2. Taking the Vow of an Ascetic (munivratasamasraya)

3. Seeking the Knowledge of Reality (tatrvajianaisana)

These three chapters may have functioned as a separate text entitled “Introduction
to the Ambrosia of Reality” (tattvamytavatira).? This possibility is supported by the
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opening verses of the first chapter, where Bhaviveka states the purpose of the text that
follows:

1.4 mahdbodhau kytadhiyam pardvthodayadiksayid /
tattvamytavatardya Saktitap kimcid ucyate //

LS bodbicittaparityigo munivratasamdasrayah /
tattvajiianaisand ceti caryd sarvarthasiddhaye //

With a vow to bring about the welfare of others and with mind focused
on great awakening, I say what I can to introduce the ambrosia of reality.
“Not giving up the mind of awakening, taking the vow of an ascetic, and
seeking the knowledge of reality” are a practice that is meant to achieve
the welfare of all.

Whether these chapters were meant to function as a separate text or not, Bhaviveka
clearly thought of them as a unified system. The parts of the text that we are accus-
tomed to calling “philosophy” (including his reflections on the means of knowledge and
the nature of reality) are pieces of a larger picture, to be combined with the practice of
meditation, devotion, and other forms of moral discipline. Whether the same can be
said about Bhaviveka’s chapters on the views of his opponents is an issue that will be
discussed later in this introduction.

After Bhaviveka has given this account of his own philosophy, he devotes two chap-
ters to his Buddhist opponents:

4. Introduction to the Analysis of Reality According to the Sravakas
($ravakatattvaviniscaydvatira)

5. Introduction to the Analysis of Reality According to the Yogacaras
(yogdcaratattvaviniscaydvatira)

These chapters are followed by four chapters on his Hindu opponents:

6. Introduction to Reality According to the Samkhyas (szmkbyatattvavatira)
7. Analysis of Reality According to the VaiSesikas (vaisesikatattvaviniscaya)

8. Analysis of Reality According to the Vedanta (vedantatattvaviniscaya)

9. Introduction to the Analysis of Reality According to the Mimamsa
(mimdamsatattvanirnaydvatira).

The longest of these chapters, with 167 verses in the Tibetan translation, is the analysis

of the Mimamsa. The text concludes with a brief account of Jain views of omniscience
and four verses in praise of the Buddha.
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10. Exposition of the Realization of Omniscience (sarvajiiatisiddhinirdesa)
11. Exposition of Praise and Characteristics (stutilaksapanirdesa).

It is the distinctive structure of the latter portion of this text—with each chapter
devoted to the position of a different opponent—that gives it such a special place in
the history of Indian philosophical compendia. The earliest competing example of this
type is Haribhadra’s Compendium of Six Views (saddarsanasamuccaya), and Haribhadra’s
text was notwritten until the eighth century. Whether there were precedents for at least
some of the key features of Bhaviveka’s text is unclear. In The Collection of the Means of
Knowledge (pramianasamuccaya), Dignaga (early sixth century) says that a reader should
consult his Nydya-, Vaisesika-, and Samkhya-pariksas for more extensive discussion of
these traditions.’* Since these “investigations” (pariksz) do notsurvive, we cannot know
whether they anticipated the chapters of Bhaviveka’s text. Even if they did, they do not
seem to have been collected into a single text. Given the present state of our knowledge
of Bhaviveka and his tradition, it seems legitimate to say that Bhaviveka is the source of
this distinctive and influential genre of philosophical text.

But to say that Bhaviveka is responsible for the first compendium does not tell us
much about what a compendium is or how it functioned in the intellectual context of
sixth-century India. Olle Qvarnstrom has distinguished three types of “doxographical
treatises.”” The first of these is a familiar component of Indian religious and philo-
sophical literature from at least the time of the Upanisads and the earliest Jain and
Buddhist scriptures. It consists of a running dialogue between a teacher and an oppo-
nent: the opponent asks a question or poses a problem, and the teacher responds. This
is “doxographical” in the sense that it records important doctrinal positions. What little
we know about doctrinal diversity in ancient India comes to us in precisely this narra-
tive form. These philosophical stories do not, however, attempt to present opponents’
positions as systematic wholes.

In the second type of doxographical treatise, each tradition is discussed in a sepa-
rate chapter. Chapters begin with accounts of the opponent’s position, in the form of a
parvapaksa or “preliminary position” (better translated simply as “objection”). Then the
author deals with the parvapaksa in an wuttarapaksa or “response.” The distinguishing
feature of this doxographical type is that it gives a systematic account of the opponent’s
views. For a few verses, at least, the opponent gets to take the stage and define the terms
of the debate. This type of doxographical writing strives for some degree of complete-
ness, in the sense that it attempts to lay out the major controversial issues that might
arise between two schools, and it has a certain kind of intellectual structure. It is not a
series of random objections, but a systematic account of alternative philosophical views.
By presenting a systematic alternative, it also elicits a systematic response. This second
type of doxographical treatise can be called a true “compendium,” since it devotes a
separate chapter to each philosophical tradition, and, no matter how abbreviated it may
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be, it strives for some degree of completeness.

The third type of doxography also presents each system in a separate chapter but
does not attempt to refute them. The purpose of this doxography is simply descriptive;
it does not probe for the weak points in an opponent’s position and it does not develop
any kind of controversial response. The classic example of this third type of doxogra-
phy is Haribhadra’s Compendium of Six Views, just as the classic example of the second is
Bhaviveka’s Heart of the Middle Way.

In the Tibetan canon, Bhaviveka’s verses are accompanied by an “auto-commentary”
entitled The Flame of Reason (Tarkajvald, abbreviated TJ). Tibetan tradition ascribes this
commentary to the same author who wrote the verses, and many features of the text
support this judgment. The prose style of the commentary follows the precedent of The
Lamp of Wisdom, it also does not introduce any obvious philosophical innovations that
would associate it with a later period, and it does not seem to diverge in obvious ways
from the meaning of the verses. Someone who knows the style of The Lamp of Wisdom
would get the strong impression that The Flame of Reason comes from the hand of the
master himself, or at least from a student who has learned to follow the master’s com-
mentarial technique.

The most important piece of internal evidence against this impression of authen-
ticity comes from the text’s curious practice of referring to the author of the verses
as “the Master” (Tib. slob dpon / Skt. dgcarya). The word “Master” is used in this way
in the commentary on verse 4.2: “The Master says ‘so they say’ (kilz) because he does
not agree. He does not want to be defiled by the opponent’s opinions, by their alleged
altruism, or even by their words.”® The word “Master” is mirrored by the word
“author” (Tib. bstan beos byed pa / Skt. Sistrakara) in the commentary on 5.2: ““So they
say’ (kilz) means that the author himself does not agree.” David Seyfort Ruegg and
others have pointed out that while Sanskrit commentators frequently refer to them-
selves in the third person, Buddhist authors seldom refer to themselves as “Master,”’
leaving us to wonder whether the “Master” is one person and the author of the com-
mentary is another. V. V. Gokhale responded to this problem by suggesting that ref-
erences to “the Master” were interpolated by the Tibetan assistant who helped Ati$a
with the Tibetan translation, or perhaps even by Atisa himself.*® Yasunori Ejima has
suggested that the word “Master” was the result of a two-stage process of redaction,
in which the “Ur-Tarkajvala” was written as an auto-commentary by the author of the
verses, then the text was revised by the author of The fewel Lamp of the Middle Way
(Madhyamakaratnapradipa, abbreviated MRP). The word “Master” might very well
have been inserted as part of this revision.

More will be said shortly about The fewel Lamp of the Middle Way. For the moment,
the question is whether the use of the word “Master” is sufficient to dispute the author-
ship of The Flame of Reason. While the word is rare in Buddhist auto-commentaries, it
is not rare in Sanskrit commentarial literature as a whole, as in Patafijali’s Mababhaisya
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and various works of the Parva Mimamsa. When a certain point is discussed in the
Mimamsa, three views are represented: the parvapaksa, the uttarapaksa, and the sid-
dhanta. These three positions are presented, respectively, by the “student,” the “master
in training,” and the “master” (Zcarya). The first gives the naive view, the second refutes
it, and the “Master” gives the view that is decisive.* We know from Bhaviveka’s chapter
on the Mimamsa that he was familiar with Mimamsa exegesis, and we know that he
adopted terminology and stylistic conventions from other Brahmanical sources. It does
not stretch the imagination to think that he would incorporate a version of this stylis-
tic device in his own work. To add further support to this view, the end of The Flame
of Reason identifies the author of the commentary as the author of the verses. The last
verse of The Heart of the Middle Way says: “This text has been written in this way as the
concise heart of the middle way; it is a mirror in which scholars can see reflected a mul-
titude of satras.”® The commentary on the first half of this verse explains: ““Written’
means that it was composed by me, the one who analyzes with wisdom. In other words,
I am the Master (Tib. slob dpon / Skt. dcarya) who wrote the text (Tib. bstan beos byed pa
/ Skt. Sastrakara)”" While it is possible that this passage is an interpolation, and the
Tibetan might be subject to other interpretations, it certainly seems that the author of
the commentary thought of himself as the author of the verses.

In his discussion of the authorship of Bhaviveka’s works, David Seyfort Ruegg
cites the principle of parsimony, that “entities should not be multiplied beyond need”
(1990: 65). If we follow his advice, the question is whether there is any need to sup-
pose that The Flame of Reason was written by someone other than the sixth-century
Bhaviveka. Judging from the evidence I have just outlined, the answer seems to be
no, at least with regard to the work as a whole. There is no need to be quite so parsi-
monious, however, when it comes to the authorship of individual passages. Ejima has
suggested that portions of The Flame of Reason were revised by later hands. Gokhale
made a similar point when he suggested the possibility of interpolation. The truth
is that we know much less than we would like about the process of editing, copying,
and transmitting a text as complex as The Flame of Reason, and what little we do know
suggests that such texts often were subject to significant interpolation. Akira Saito’s
research on the Dunhuang recension of The Introduction to the Bodhisattva Practice
(Bodhisattvacaryivatira) shows that this important work went through major changes
in the process of textual transmission (Saito 2000). Some of the later chapters of the
The Heart of the Middle Way show significant differences between the Sanskrit ver-
sion and the version that is preserved in the commentary.* It seems only realistic to
imagine that the commentary on The Heart of the Middle Way was subject to expansion
and interpolation. This seems particularly likely in the long prose passage that follows
the commentary on verse 4.35. Among other things, this passage discusses a series of
“miscellaneous objections” that are introduced after the prose account of the divisions
of the eighteen schools and before the resumption of the normal flow of the argument
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inverse 4.9. These could very easily have been inserted by a student or a later editor. If
The Heart of the Middle Way and The Flame of Reason together functioned as a debater’s
manual, as they seem to suggest, it would have been natural for them to be expanded
with the addition new arguments. What better place to insert new arguments than in
this section of unstructured prose in the middle of the text? It is quite possible that
some or all of this prose passage was added by another hand. But a possibility is not a
certainty. Rather than multiply authors unnecessarily, it seems best to begin with the
assumption that this portion of the text belongs to the author of The Heart of the Middle
Way, unless there is strong textual and historical evidence to prove otherwise.

The list of works that can be confidently ascribed to the sixth-century Bhaviveka
would be incomplete without mentioning The Fewel in the Hand (title restored in
Sanskrit as *Karatalaratna).® This short text is available only in Xuanzang’s Chinese
translation (Taisho 1578), butit gives a fascinating glimpse not only of Bhaviveka’s log-
ical and rhetorical method but also of Xuanzang’s mastery of Madhyamaka thought.
The text focuses on only two syllogisms: “conditioned things (sazzskra) are ultimately
empty, because they arise from conditions, like an illusion,” and “unconditioned things
(asamskrta) are ultimately unreal, because they do not arise, like a flower in the sky”
The discussion of these two arguments dwells on the standard logical problems asso-
ciated with Bhaviveka’s arguments, such as the way Bhaviveka claims to “accept” the
existence of something that he ultimately denies. It also applies these arguments to
the basic categories of the Samkhya, Vaisesika, Vaibhasika, and Yogacara. It is possible
that this discussion of the Yogicara was the argument that drew Xuanzang to the text,
since it gives a preview of the longer argument in chapter 5 of The Heart of the Middle
Way. At one point, the text says that a particular argument has already been elucidated
atlength in the “Introduction to the Ambrosia of Reality,” suggesting that The Fewelin
the Hand was written between the first three chapters and the full text of The Heart of
the Middle Way. The discussion of the Yogacara contains at least passing references to
many of the important points that appear in chapter 5 of The Heart of the Middle Way,
such as the passage in the Bodhisatrvabhiimi that describes a “nihilist” (nastika) as some-
one who falls into bad rebirths and takes others with him.** In sum, the text functions
as a useful point d’appui for study of the Madhyamaka-Yogacara controversy, especially
for those who approach the controversy through the medium of Chinese.

This discussion of the authenticity of Bhaviveka’s works would not be complete
without considering the most problematic text in the Bhaviveka corpus: The fewel- Lamp
of the Middle Way (Madhyamakaratnapradipa, abbreviated MRP), ascribed to “Bhavya.”
This text occupies approximately thirty folios in the sDe-dge edition of the Tibetan
canon and is divided into nine chapters:
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1. Two Truths (satyadvaya)

2. Mistaken Relative Wisdom (samevrtibbrantaprajii)

3. Correct Interpretable Relative Wisdom (neyarthatathyasamvrtiprajiia)

4. Correct Interpretable Relative Wisdom, Part 2

5. Definitive Relative Wisdom (nitarthatathyasamortiprajiia)

6. Ultimate Wisdom (paramarthaprajiii)

7. Stages of Practice (bhavanakrama)

8. Statement of the Greatness of the Teacher (@caryapadamabatneyibhidhina)
9. Advantages (anusamsa)

Arguments in favor of the authenticity of this text rely on two types of evidence: the
text’s account of its own authorship and affinities between arguments in this text and
other recognized works of Bhaviveka. On the positive side of the ledger are two places
where the author seems to name himself as the author of The Heart of the Middle Way
and The Flame of Reason. In one of these passages, the textsays: “We have avoided both
extremes, so [we] also negate absence in order to teach the middle path.”” The text then
quotes verse 3.259 of The Heart of the Middle Way: ““The idea that things do not exist is
not considered correct, because it is brought about by concepts, like the idea thata post
is aman.” The word “we” (Tib. kbo bo) gives the impression that the author of the Fewe!
Lamp is quoting himself. The connection is stated more explicitly in an earlier chapter:
“This point can be examined more extensively in The Five Aggregates of the Middle Way
by the reverend Candrakirti and in my (Tib. bdag gis bkod pa) Flame of Reason.”* The
second type of evidence comes from affinities between The fewel Lamp and other works
of Bhaviveka. There are particularly close connections between the argument against
the Yogiacara in chapter 4 of The fewel Lamp, chapter 5 of The Heart of the Middle Way,
and the appendix to chapter 25 of The Lamp of Wisdom. The parallels are close enough to
at least suggest a common authorship, as Christian Lindtner has pointed out forcefully
in a number of publications.”” But these similarities have to be balanced by a series of
troubling historical incongruities and with major differences in style and thought.

David Seyfort Ruegg summarized many of the historical problems in his article
“On the authorship of some works ascribed to Bhavaviveka/Bhavya.” One kind of prob-
lem is associated with The Fewel Lamp’s use of quotations from texts that come from
a period later than the sixth century. In its account of the “prediction” of Nagarjuna,
the text quotes from the Muadijusrimiilatantra, a text thatis dated to the reign of King
Gopila, the founder of the Pala Dynasty, who reigned in the late decades of the eighth
century. The Fewel Lamp also quotes a verse from Saraha’s Dobakosa, a text that can be
dated on linguistic grounds to the seventh century or thereafter. These chronological
considerations place the The Fewel Lamp considerably later than the sixth-century date
of the so-called “Ur-Bhaviveka.”

An even more challenging problem has to do with the the text’s presentation of
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basic Madhyamaka concepts. From the sixth to the eighth century, there was a discern-
ible sequence in the development of Mahayana thought. Starting with a date of 500-560
for Bhaviveka,”® we can assign Digniga to the early part of the sixth century, based on
his importance as a source for Bhaviveka’s logical method and for Bhaviveka’s argu-
ment against the Yogacara in chapter 5 of The Heart of the Middle Way. Both Dignaga
and Bhaviveka were known to Xuanzang, who visited India in the early part of the sev-
enth century. The next stage in the development of the tradition places Dharmakirti,
Dignaga’s commentator, and Candrakirti, who wrote a forceful critique of Bhaviveka’s
commentary on Nagarjuna’s Root Verses, somewhere in the middle of the seventh cen-
tury. In the late seventh or early eighth century come two Madhyamikas, Srigupta and
Jhanagarbha, who accept Bhaviveka’s method and extend it by incorporating ideas from
Dharmakirti and perhaps also from Candrakirti*® In the mid-eighth century Srigupta
and Jhanagarbha were followed by Santaraksita and Kamalasila, each of whom played a
role in the introduction of Indian Buddhism to Tibet.*

This period of almost three centuries involved substantial intellectual creativ-
ity and cannot easily be distilled into a handful of formulas, but in Bhaviveka’s tradi-
tion the shift from the sixth to the eighth centuries was associated with at least two
major ideas. The first of these had to do with the definition of relative truth (samvrti).
Madhyamaka works of the late seventh and early eighth centuries define relative truth
(samovrti) with a three-part formula: relative truth “satisfies when it is not analyzed”
(avicararamaniya or avicaramanohara), “has arisen dependently” (pratityasamutpanna),
and “is capable of effective action” (arthakriyisamartha)’* The earliest known example
of this formula is The Introduction to Reality (tattvavatara) by Srigupta.’ This three-part
formula reappears in the work of Jiianagarbha, who is said to have been a disciple of
Srigupta, and then in the work of Santaraksita who lived in the early decades of the
eighth century and is said to have been a disciple of Jianagarbha.”* Apart from the stan-
dard reference to the idea that all conventional entities have arisen dependently, this
formula appears to be a distinctive artifact from the end of the seventh century. The
phrase “capable of effective action” (arthakriyasamartha) is traceable to Dharmakirti
and shows how eighth-century Madhyamikas absorbed one of the distinctive features
of his philosophical method into their account of the Madhyamaka.** The source of
the phrase “satisfies without analysis” is more difficult to pin down, but it might be
understood as a response to Candrakirti’s critique of Bhaviveka in the first chapter of
his commentary on Nagarjuna’s Root Verses.”® Whatever its origin may have been, it
played an important role in a number of eighth-century texts, including Jayarasi’s Lion
that Annibilates Philosophical Principles (tattvopaplavasimba), the only surviving text by a
Lokayata or Indian skeptic, and it became a touchstone in later Tibetan accounts of
the Madhyamaka approach to relative truth.”

The definition of relative truth in The Fewel Lamp follows this classic, three-part
formula: “As we see it, samvrti is like the pith of a banana tree; it satisfies when it is not
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analyzed, it arises from causes, and it is capable of effective action.”*® This formula does
not appear anywhere in the works of the sixth-century Bhaviveka. If the author of The
Lamyp of Wisdom and The Heart of the Middle Way developed this three-part definition of
relative truth, incorporating Dharmakirti’s concept of “effective action” and the con-
cept of “no-analysis,” and then bequeathed this definition to the Madhyamikas of the
late seventh and eighth centuries, it would squeeze almost two centuries of philosophi-
cal development into the lifetime of a single individual. Such a development is conceiv-
able, but it is not very likely.

A second distinctive feature of eighth-century Madhyamaka has to do with argu-
ments in favor of emptiness. To prove that everything is empty, the Bhaviveka of The
Lamp of Wisdom and The Heart of the Middle Way relies largely on arguments drawn from
causation. The Lamp of Wisdom begins with Nagarjuna’s argument that nothing can arise
ultimately from itself, from something else, from both, or from nothing at all. The first
substantial argument for emptiness in The Heart of the Middle Way also focuses on the
process of causation: “Here earth and so forth do not have the identity of the gross ele-
ments, because they are created and because they have a cause and so forth, like cogni-
tion.””? In the eighth century, Madhyamaka arguments for emptiness shifted toward
the problem of “the one and the many.” As Tom Tillemans has pointed out (1984: 357),
the “neither one nor many argument” became the central idea around which scholars
like Santaraksita structured their presentation of the Madhyamaka. Santaraksita for-
mulates the argument like this: “The things of which we and others speak actually have
no identity, because they are neither one nor many, like a reflection.”®® This argument
is borrowed almost verbatim from his teacher’s teacher, Srigupta: “Everything that is
internal or external actually has no identity, because it is neither one nor many, like a
reflection.” Jfianagarbha varies this argument in a way that maintains the reference
to “one and many” but reintroduces the idea of causation: “Many do not produce one,
many do not produce many, one does not produce many, and one does not produce
one.” The origin of these two “one and many” arguments is complex, but it is clear
from the sources that both arguments represent a rapprochement between Yogacara and
Madhyamaka traditions. The version in Srigupta and Santaraksita reflects the Yogacara
argument against the existence of external objects in verse 11 of Vasubandhu’s Twenty
Verses (Vimsatika). Jiianagarbha’s version maintains Bhaviveka’s concern for causation,
but it has to do with the arising of cognitions rather than with the arising of things. This
move is consistent with Jiianagarbha’s turn toward Dharmakirti’s epistemology and away
from the ontological preoccupations of Bhaviveka’s arguments against the Yogacara.

The Fewel Lamp takes the development of these arguments a step further. Rather
than choosing one of these arguments over another, it presents all of them together in
what it calls a “general” (Tib. spyir / Skt. s@manyena) refutation of Hindu and Jain oppo-
nents.®® In this respect, it mirrors the synthetic process that characterized eleventh-
century works like AtiSa’s Lamp for the Path of Awakening and was developed further in
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the Madhyamaka scholarship of Tibet.** Where The Fewel Lamp stands in this sequence
of intellectual development needs further study, but it seems reasonable to suppose,
once again, that it represents a late phase in the evolution of Madhyamaka thought, a
phase that was characterized as much by summary and synthesis as it was by original
philosophical reflection.

This hypothesis is supported by what must be the strangest feature of this odd
text. Not only does The Fewel Lamp quote Dharmakirti, a philosopher who normally is
identified with the seventh century, it also quotes Candrakirti, and it quotes him with
the same honorific terminology that it uses for Nagarjuna, Aryadeva, and the Buddha.
There is no evidence at all of the bitter, sometimes mocking critique Candrakirti lev-
eled at Bhaviveka in his commentary on Nagarjuna’s Root Verses. Itis hard to believe that
the respectful words of this text could have come from the mouth of the sixth-century
Bhaviveka, who was nothing if not a debater, ready to engage his opponents at the
slightest hint of controversy. Either we are dealing with a very mellow scholar, who had
lived long enough to leave these controversies behind, or we have an author who found
ituseful to attribute his summary of Madhyamaka to the earlier Bhaviveka, hoping per-
haps that he could wrap the text in the authority of an ancient master. Without knowing
more about the intellectual development in late Madhyamaka thought, and also about
the compositional strategies that were popular in Indian monastic communities at this
time, all we can do is speculate. But it seems doubtful that any reasonable calculation of
the evidence would now place The Fewel Lamp in the sixth century.

Along with The Fewel Lamyp in the category of questionable texts belongs one final
work, A Summary of the Meaning of the Middle Way (madhyamakarthasamgraha).® This
text summarizes the doctrine of the two truths in twelve verses. David Seyfort Ruegg
has pointed out that this text shows significant affinities with Jfianagarbha’s Distinction
Between the Two Truths, including the definition of “correctrelative truth” (tathyasamorti)
as “capable of effective action.” This concept shows the influence of Dharmakirti and
locates the text in the eighth century or thereafter.

THE INTELLECTUAL STRUCTURE OF BHAVIVEKA’S COMPENDIUM

Once we have considered the authorship of The Heart of the Middle Way and The Flame of
Reason, the next important question has to do with its structure as a philosophical com-
pendium. If the design of the text is as original as it seems, why did the author organize
it as he did? What qualifies Bhaviveka’s opponents as opponents? Are they particular
individuals? Are they defined by any particular social or intellectual affiliation? Are
they grouped by doctrines, systems of thought, traditions, schools, or by something else
altogether? If the textis concerned with doctrines or texts rather than with individuals,
how are they related? For someone who has been steeped in the long tradition of Indian
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compendia, the answers to most of these questions seem obvious. Indian philosophy
today is organized most often into six (or more) systems of thought, known as darsz-
nas (literally, “visions” or “views”).5¢ Less frequently, these systems are designated by
terms such as zata (“thought”) or siddbhanta (“established position”).#” Regardless of the
terminology, these systems differ on a series of standard topics, such as the means of
valid knowledge (pramana), the nature of the deity (devaza), and the categories of reality
(¢tattva). When the different systems are gathered together into a single text, they con-
stitute a coherent body of reflection on the central issues of Indian thought.

What seems obvious to us today, however, was not as obvious at the time of
Bhaviveka. The “darsana system” was just one of several competing models of classifica-
tion, if it could even be considered a system at all. The best way to understand the inno-
vation in Bhaviveka’s text is to set the terminology of the later compendia aside and look
closely at the way Bhaviveka thought about the intellectual situation in his own time. If
we base our judgment solely on the texts of The Heart of the Middle Way and The Flame
of Reason, Bhaviveka had three important options available to organize his approach to
other traditions: a system of sixty-two “wrong views” (Tib. lta ba ngan pa / Skt. *kudysti),
a system (which is actually little more than a list) of 363 views (drsti), and an emerging
system of multiple darsanas.

Of these three options, the most elaborate is the Buddhist system of sixty-two
“wrong views.” This list is derived from an early canonical text, the Brabmajila Sitra,
and is prominent enough to be mentioned in a number of later Mahayana sources,
including Dignaga’s Epitome of the Perfection of Wisdom (prajiiapiramitipindirtha).®®
Bhaviveka gives his own account of the sixty-two views in the commentary on MHK
11.1ab: “Ordinary people are deluded about conventional reality, and they are dis-
turbed by a network of wrong views (kudysti).”* The commentary offers the following
explanation:

Ordinary people are disturbed by a network of 62 wrong views. What are
these 62 wrong views? They are explained in the Brahmajila Sitra: There
are eighteen kinds of heretics in the first group: four kinds of eternalists
(sassatavida), four kinds of partial eternalists (ekaccasassatavida), four kinds
of limitists and unlimitists (ant@nantikavida), four kinds of evasive dis-
putants (amaravikkbepika), and two kinds of fortuitous originists (adhicca-
samuppanika). There are forty-four heretics in the second group: sixteen
kinds who hold that the soul is conscious after death (sa7isiivada), eight
kinds who hold that the soul is not conscious after death (asaiiziivada),
eight kinds who hold that the soul is neither conscious nor unconscious
after death (nevasaiiinasaiiiiivada), five kinds of theorisers about the at-
tainment of nirvana in this life (dittthadbhammanibbanavada), and seven
kinds of annihilationists (ucchedavada).”
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Several scholars have suggested that this list of “views” recalls rival positions that were
current in the intellectual environment of early Indian Buddhism, but the historical
connection is tenuous at best.” The system functions principally as a theoretical model
for Buddhist practitioners to avoid errors in their own thinking and to develop a correct
understanding of their own doctrinal commitments.

Bhaviveka mentions the number 363 twice in The Flame of Reason. In both cases,
the number is used to represent differences of tradition (Zgama) and reflects a quarrel
between Bhaviveka and his opponents about the relationship of inference (anumaina)
to other means of valid knowledge (pramana). Near the end of chapter 5, Bhaviveka’s
Yogacara opponent objects to the idea that inference can be used to know ultimate
reality:

5104  tattvasydtarkagamyatvit tadbodho nanumanatah /
natas tarkena dbarmandm gamyate dbarmateti cet //

The Dharma nature of dbarmas cannot be known by logical reasoning,
because reality is not an object of logical reasoning and is not known by
inference.

The opponent’s use of the word “logical reasoning” (tarka) in this verse has particular
force. Not only does it challenge the title of Bhaviveka’s own text (The Flame of Reason),
it also invokes a venerable Buddhist prohibition against the use of reason. Candrakirti
quotes a stitra that places this prohibition in the life of the Buddha: “Not long after his
perfect awakening, the Blessed One thought: ‘T have attained a Dharma that appears
profound and is profound. It cannot be investigated (atarkya) and is not accessible to
logical reasoning (atarkavacara). It is subtle and can be known only by the consciousness
of a sage.””7? Bhaviveka echoes these words in a verse of his own: “[ The Dharma Body of
the Buddha] is as inaccessible to logicians (¢4rkika) as heaven is to sinners, detachment is
to those who are passionate, and the sun is to those who have been born blind.””?

If the Dharma is not accessible to logical reasoning, what use is the “flame of
reason”? Bhaviveka answers this question by invoking a two-stage process of under-
standing: first, reason is used to remove misconceptions, then it is possible to see things
as they are:

5105  ibanumanin nirdosad agamanuvidhiyinab /
kalpitasesavividbavikalpaughanirikyteh //
5106  sakalajiieyayathatmyam dkisasamacetasah /

Jiianena nirvikalpena buddbab pasyanty adarsanit //

Buddhas use faultless inference in a way that is consistent with tradition
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to completely reject many different concepts of imagined things. Then,
without seeing, they see all objects of knowledge just as they are, with
non-conceptual knowledge and with minds like space.”

Superficially, this verse follows a standard Buddhist sequence, moving from language
and concepts to the direct perception of reality. Translated into the language of the
pramanas, this sequence would mean that inference (anumaina) prepares the way for
perception (pratyaksa). But Bhaviveka undercuts this process (as he did with the wor-
ship of Brahman and the practice of the eightfold path), by saying that true seeing is
no seeing. In terms of the pramainas, this means that true perception is no perception.
If perception cannot provide a safe resting place at the end of this epistemological pro-
cess, Bhaviveka has no alternative but to involve himself again in the practice of infer-
ence. By returning to inference, he returns to the problem that calls forth inference
in the first place: the differences in understanding (buddhbi) that arise from differences
in tradition (Zgama). These differences in tradition call forth his first reference to the
number 363.

5107  ato ‘numanavisayam na tattvam pratipadyate /
tattvajidnavipakso yas tasya tena nivikviyi //

5108  agamantarabbedena bhedayatisu buddhisu /
abbede py agamasyanyah kab pariksaksamo vidhih //

It is impossible to understand reality as an object of inference, but infer-
ence rules out the opposite of the knowledge of reality. Differences in
other traditions cause differences in understanding; even when there are
no differences in tradition, what other method is capable of investigating
[these differences]?

Commentary: Other traditions are traditions that differ from one another.
Their differences, which consist of 363 doctrines, give rise to differences of
understanding. Those who seek agreement have no way to investigate [these
differences] other than by inference (#numana), which consists of theses,
reasons, and examples.”

There is surprising ambiguity in this passage about the actual reference of the
number 363. In the verse, the problem of intellectual diversity is attributed to differ-
ences of tradition (Zgama). In the commentary, these differences are associated with a
Tibetan term (rgo/ ba) that I have translated here as “doctrine” (vZda). It could also be
translated as “dispute” or “argument,” or it could be taken as a reference to a person
who enters into dispute (vadin). In other words, it could refer to a debater.’s But this
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ambiguity does not affect the point of the argument. Whether philosophical differ-
ences reside in words, actions, or agents, Bhaviveka is persuaded that they can only be
resolved by inference.

Bhaviveka returns to the number 363 in the chapter on Mimamsa as part ofhis cri-
tique of the authority of the Veda. The Mimamsaka begins with an argument in favor
of tradition:

94cd  sampradayanupacchedid idgamo sau tadatyaye //
9.5 atyantiksaparokse bi pratipattih katham bhavet /
adystalingasambandhe svargapirvadivastuni //

The Veda is tradition (Zgama), because its transmission is unbroken.
Without it, how can anyone understand something like heaven or karmic
consequences, which are completely beyond the senses and not connected
with any visible mark?”

Bhaviveka responds with an argument that mirrors his dispute with the Yogacara. For
him, tradition only has authority if it is investigated by reason. Why? For the same
reason that inference was necessary in his dispute with the Yogacara: without inference,

there is no way to resolve differences between traditions.’

9.18 tad atridpi paviksante yathabbitagavesinah /
paksapatavisam bitvd Sabdarthanydyakovidab //

919  sampradiyinupacchedid dgamasyigamatvatab /
sarvasyagamatisiddbeh kim tattvam iti dbaryatam //

Those who seek the truth and know how to reason about the meanings of
words avoid the poison of partiality and carry out the following investiga-
tion: If tradition has the status of tradition because it has an unbroken
transmission, then everything is tradition, and it is necessary to deter-
mine which is true.

The commentary explains that the word “everything” refers to “363 views” (the Tibetan
Ita ba can translate either drsti or darsana). The commentary expands this point with a
mind-numbing list of what seem to be followers of different teachers or practices. I use
the word “seem” advisedly, since determined investigation has yet to reveal any prec-
edent for this list or identify more than a handful of its terms. Qvarnstrém has pointed
out that the list has affinities with an equally obscure list in the Rzjavarttika, an eighth-
century Jain commentary on Umasvati’s Tattvartha Sitra.” But the two are not identi-
cal, and the Rzjavarttika list is no help in deciphering the list in the The Flame of Reason.
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To make matters worse, the number 363 is attached to a similar list in the second chap-
ter of The Fewel Lamp. The two lists start out the same (leading some scholars to assume
that they are identical), but they rapidly diverge, until it is clear that the author, copyist,
or translator has incorporated radically different ideas of what the list should contain.
The list is sufficiently impenetrable that one begins to suspect that impenetrability is
precisely the point, as if Bhaviveka were saying that “tradition” in India is a buzzing,
bewildering complexity that can yield its secrets only to the clear light of reason.

In effect, thatis what happened to the number 363 in Jain philosophical compendia.
Kendall W. Folkert has shown that the number 363 appeared as early as the second or
third century in Jain literature as a way of designating the variety of philosophical posi-
tions (1993: 229-45). The number eventually came to be associated with a list of four
categories that could be used to organize reflection about philosophical differences.
These categories were kriygvida (to affirm the existence of the world and the soul), akri-
yavada (to deny the existence of the soul), ajfidnavida (to profess skepticism about these
points), and vinayavida (teaching what commentators refer to as “respectful service”).
Over a period of time, these four categories evolved (like the 62 “wrong views” in the
Brabmajila Siitra) into a list of 363 different positions. In its standard form, as outlined
by Schrader (1902: 3-4), this list included 180 varieties of kriyzvida, 84 varieties of akri-
yavida, 67 varieties of ajiianavida, and 32 varieties of vinayavida. The first Jain scholar
to articulate the full system was Haribhadra (eighth century). In its rational coherence
and consistency, Haribhadra’s account of the 363 doctrines goes far beyond anything
Bhaviveka was able to accomplish with his seemingly random list. But the complexity of
Haribhadra’s account shows the difficulty of the challenge that confronted Bhaviveka
and his contemporaries. In the face of such bewildering diversity, not just of philosophi-
cal views but even of classification systems, how could a scholar establish any sense of
order?

Bhaviveka’s response was to divide the field of possibilities into a series of chapters
dedicated to what came to be known in later literature as darsanas, a word that can be

”

translated as “visions,” “views,” or simply “philosophies.” The classic statement of the
darsana-system comes at the beginning of Haribhadra’s eighth-century Compendium
of Six Views (saddarsanasamuccaya): “Here, with respect to basic differences, there are
only six darsanas; scholars should understand them according to the differences in their
deities and in their principles of reality.”® Haribhadra’s list of six darsanas includes the
Bauddha (Buddhist), Nyaya, Samkhya, Jaina, VaiSesika, and Mimamsa, with a postscript
on the Lokayatas. (In his introduction to the chapter on the Lokayatas, Haribhadra
explains that some scholars group the Nyaya and Vaidesika together, leaving room for
separate treatment of the Lokayatas.) Bhaviveka’s list also includes six philosophies:
Sravaka, Yogacara, Samkhya, Vaisesika, Vedanta, and Mimamsa. The two lists seem
to converge on the number six, but Bhaviveka does not treat the number as having
any particular significance, and his list differs from Haribhadra’s in significant ways.
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Bhaviveka devotes separate chapters to two different Buddhist opponents, he omits the
Nyaya and Lokayata, and he includes Vedanta. While Haribhadra lists his own phi-
losophy as one of the six, Bhaviveka begins his text with a separate account of his own
philosophy and presents it in a format that differs significantly from the account of
his opponents. Finally, his only account of Jainism occurs in the “Exposition of the
Realization of Omniscience” in chapter 10.

The reasons for these differences is not immediately clear. It is possible that
Bhaviveka, as a Buddhist, took the challenge of intra-Buddhist debates more seriously
than Haribhadra. Butit also is possible that these intra-Buddhist debates simply receded
in importance in the two centuries that separated Bhaviveka from Haribhadra. Why
does Bhaviveka say nothing about the Nyaya but devotes a chapter to Vedanta, while
Haribhadra includes a chapter on the Nyaya but says nothing about Vedanta? One pos-
sibility is that Vedanta simply did not have enough influence in Haribhadra’s intellec-
tual environment to deserve a place on the list. But why would Vedanta have posed such
a challenge to Bhaviveka? It is tempting to attribute the difference to geography, but
we know from Xuanzang that students and scholars, to say nothing of texts, circulated
widely across India. It is more likely that Bhaviveka’s concern about Vedanta had to do
with intellectual rather than geographical proximity. Near the end of the Vedanta chap-
ter, Bhaviveka accuses the Vedantins of borrowing their approach from the teaching of
the Buddha: “Thinking that the Tathagata’s flawless approach is good, the heretics have
developed a longing for it and made it their own.”® Perhaps this is a case of “the proxi-
mate ‘other,’ the near neighbor, who,” as Jonathan Z. Smith observes, “is most trouble-
some” (2004: 245) and deserves the most thorough response. Similar questions apply to
Bhaviveka’s omission of the Nyaya. Again, it is possible that there just were not enough
important Naiyayikas in Bhaviveka’s neighborhood in the sixth century to demand a
response.?? This seems to be the case in the Manimekalai. For logic and epistemology,
that text relies on Mimamsa and Buddhist logic rather than Nyaya. Bhaviveka reflects
this priority when he devotes his longest non-Buddhist chapter to Mimamsa. The only
point that can be drawn reliably from these different lists is that there was no standard
account of significant philosophical traditions. Groups seem to have been included or
omitted for reasons that were both practical and intellectual. To be certain about why
Bhaviveka or Haribhadra made their choices, we would need to know more about the
actual practice of debate in sixth-, seventh-, and eighth-century India than our sources
have so far been able to yield.

The trajectory of thought from Bhaviveka to Haribhadra raises further questions,
not the least of which has to do with the meaning of the word darsana itself. In a strictly
etymological sense, darsana functions simply as a verbal noun that means to “see.” It
is common to represent the etymology of darsana by using the English words “vision”
or “view,” as if there were a simple correlation between the metaphor of a philosophi-
cal “view” in Sanskrit and English. But this correlation cannot be taken for granted,
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if only because of the dense history associated with these terms on both sides of the
Indian / European divide. How, then, did a word that has to do with “vision” or “seeing”
come to play such a crucial role in the understanding of Indian philosophy? In his
study of Jain compendia, Kendall W. Folkert has traced a long process of evolution
that led to the use of darsana as a chapter heading in Haribhadra’s compendium (1993:
113-45). The story begins in early Jain literature, where the word darsana appears as
one of three elements in the “way to liberation” (moksamdirga). It is customary in Jain
circles to translate these elements as “right faith” (samsyagdarsana), “knowledge” (jiiana),
and “conduct” (caritra). In its original setting, “right faith” had a strong moral mean-
ing: right faith functioned as a way of removing the karma that prevented a soul from
seeing the truth. Over time, darsana as a verbal noun became associated with the term
tattva (“reality”) as its direct object. This led to the widely-accepted definition of “right
faith” as “firm conviction about reality” (tzttvarthasraddhanam samyagdarsanam)® As
Folkert tells the story, this association with “reality” loosened the karmic significance
of darsana and made it possible for the word to designate the philosophical “views” of
others. Eventually this process of evolution led to Haribhadra’s use of the word darsana
to name a “philosophy” in the sense of a body of doctrine or a system of thought. In
later Jain compendia this usage was hardened even further by replacing darsana with
the term siddhanta, which referred initially to the settled conclusion of an argument but
came eventually to name a system of thought. An example of this usage is the title of the
anonymous Jain compendium Sarvasiddhantapravesaka (“Introduction to All Systems of
Thought”); other examples are common in Tibet.3* The process of evolution that led
from “right faith” to “system of thought” or, as Folkert puts it, “the transformation of
‘faith’ into ‘a faith,” was a result of many factors, but a key element in the change had to
do with the encounter with philosophical diversity. Once it became clear that darsana
was something “others” could have, the way was open to using the term as the organiz-
ing principle for a philosophical compendium.

Other Indian traditions have reflected this process as well. Wilhelm Halbfass has
noted that Bhartrhari, the philosophical grammarian who served as the source for sev-
eral arguments in Bhaviveka’s chapter on the Mimamsa, shows the “doxographic usage”
of the word darsana “in statu nascendi.”® Bhartrhari sometimes uses the word darsana
in a generic sense to refer to different “views” or “ways of thinking.” In Kanda 2 of the
Vikyapadiya, for example, he says: “The way of seeing (darsana) a single visible object
can be different.”® In a discussion of universals in Kanda 3, he refers to a perception
of identity (ekatvadarsana), as well as a perception of connection (samsargadarsana).’’
Moving into a doxographic mode in his commentary on the Mahabhisya, he refers to
the VaiSesika “view” (vaisesikadarsana) and the Mimamsa “view” (mimamsadarsana).
And in a verse that Halbfass rightly notes could serve as a motto for the entire tradition
of Indian doxographical literature, Bhartrhari says:
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prajiia vivekam labhate bhinnair Ggamadarsanaib /
kiyad vi Sakyam unnetum svatarkam anudbivatd //

Wisdom gains discrimination from different traditional views; how can
one lead upward by following one’s own reason?®

The question here is whether the word darsana in the compound “traditional view”
(@gamadarsana) has made the transition from its status as a verbal noun, meaning “view”
or “way of seeing,” into the designation of a philosophical system. The commentator
Punyaraja does not offer much help. He falls naturally into the later usage by glossing
darsana as siddbanta (“system of thought”), but the word could just as easily be inter-
preted as a “way of seeing” that is based on traditional authorities (Zgama). But from
Bhaviveka’s point of view, the most striking feature of Bhartrhari’s verse is not the
ambiguity in the meaning of darsana; it is the combination of darsana with the concept
of “tradition” (Zgama). This is precisely the issue that Bhaviveka addressed with his
awkward list of 363 doctrines. For him it was the diversity of “tradition” that required
logical analysis. Here @gama and darsana go together as the foundation of the doxo-
graphical tradition.

Bhaviveka’s use of the term darsana shares some of Bhartrhari’s ambiguity. While
there are places where his terminology reflects Halbfass’s “doxographic usage,” there
are other places where he avoids the term altogether. An example of the doxographic
usage occurs in the objections that start chapter 4, where the Sravakas say:

4.7 na buddhoktir mabiyinam satrantadiv asamgrahat /
margantaropadesid vi yatha vedantadarsanam //
4.8ab  phalabetvapavidid vi yathd nastikadaysanam /

The Mahayana is not the Buddha’s teaching, because it is not included
in the Satranta and so forth, because it teaches another path, like the
Vedanta view (vedantadarsana), or because it improperly denies cause and
effect, like a nihilistic view (nastikadarsana).

In chapter 9, a similar objection comes from the Mimamsa:

9.17 apramanam vaco bauddham trayidarsanadisanat /
yad yathoktam tathoktam tad yathi nagnitadarsanam //

The Buddha’s teaching is not a authoritative, because it attacks the view
of the Vedas. Whatever is one is also the other, like the Jain view.*
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In his commentary on both passages, Bhaviveka equates darsana with siddbanta (“system
of thought”), clearly anticipating the practice of the eighth century. But these examples
of Bhaviveka’s “doxographic usage” are only part of the picture. If we turn the ques-
tion around, we get a different answer. Instead of asking whether Bhaviveka uses the
word darsana as Haribhadra did in the eighth century, it is better to ask what Bhaviveka
himself thought was the focus of his chapters. Was it a series of darsanas, or was it some-
thing else? The Buddhist chapters give a surprising answer. According to Bhaviveka,
his Buddhist opponents distinguish themselves by rejecting Bhaviveka’s “approach”
(niti or naya) and clinging to an “approach of their own.” The Sravakas are introduced
as “those who have low aspirations and cannotunderstand this difficult approach” (nits).
The commentary glosses “this difficult approach” as “the quest for the knowledge of
reality” (tattvajiianaisand) that he explained in the previous chapter. In other words, the
“difficult approach” is what we would call Bhaviveka’s own Madhyamaka philosophy.
In chapter 5, Bhaviveka frames his argument against the Yogacara in a similar way: the
Yogacaras are “proud of their own approach (svaniti) and claim to give the best ‘intro-
duction to the ambrosia of reality’ (tattvamytavatira)” “Introduction to the ambrosia
of reality” again refers back to the position Bhaviveka laid out in the opening chapters
of his text. Bhaviveka uses the term “approach” (niti or naya) again when he starts his
response to both opponents. In the case of the Sravakas, he says: “According to the
approach explained earlier, the opponent’s approach has gone wrong. The opponent
cannot tolerate this and has spoken out.” In the case of the Yogacaras, he promises to
lead the opponent to a correct understanding of the Buddha’s teaching by following a
“rational approach” (yuktimannayap).

To understand Bhaviveka’s own view of philosophical difference, it is crucial to
understand what he means by this seemingly modest word “approach.” It should be
no surprise that the precedents are rich and varied, beginning with the Jains. Early
Jain sources use a system of seven different nayas to explain the significance of the
anekantavida (of ten translated as “relativism,” but more accurately represented as “non-
absolutism” or “non-exclusivity”).” By this they mean that reality can be approached
seven different ways (although it is understood that these seven nayas are abstractions
from what Folkert calls an “incalculable number of possible nayas”). Each naya is valid
from its own perspective and only becomes an incorrect naya (durnays) when it is taken
as true to the exclusion of others, hence the doctrine of non-exclusivity (snekinta-
vada). The term itself is explained in different ways in Jain sources. Padmanabh Jaini
(1979: 93) quotes a passage in the Syidvidamaiijari that defines naya or niti as “that
by which an object (artha) is led to (niyate) or ascertained (paricchidyate) in a particular
respect (ekadesavisista)” Folkert quotes a passage from the auto-commentary on the
Tuttvarthadbigama Sitra that says nayas “lead to, i.e., obtain, cause, enable, bring about,
illuminate, grasp, manifest [etc.] the categories of jiva and the rest.””* The nuances of
the term are difficult to pin down, as translators have shown by their struggle to find
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an acceptable English equivalent. Jaini translates naya as “a partial expression of the
truth.” Folkert prefers “standpoint” or “viewpoint.” But the root meaning has less to
do with saying, standing, or seeing than with “leading” (#7) the mind toward an object.
Bhaviveka picks up this meaning in his commentary on MHK 4.1, when he glosses #iti
as “path” (the Tibetan lam is equivalent to the Sanskrit zarga or pratipad), and elabo-
rates the sense of motion in MHK 5.9, where he promises to “follow a rational approach
(naya) in order to make the opponent understand.” Here the word “follow” comes from
the root (mrg) that produces the word “path” (marga), and the word “understand” (pra-
tiparti) also means to move forward or make progress toward a goal. Whatever else the
words naya or niti may have meant for Bhaviveka, they clearly were related to his basic
understanding of knowledge as movement toward a goal.

Bhaviveka’s use of naya and niri also has important resonances with the scrip-
tural tradition of the Mahayana, particularly the Perfection of Wisdom literature.
We read, for example, in Ratnagunasamcayagithi 5.2: “To know all dbarmas with the
approach (raya) of non-arising and emptiness is to practice the Perfection of Wisdom.”
The Perfection of Wisdom in Eight Thousand Lines makes a similar point when it says:
“According to this kind of approach to dbharmas (dharmanayajatyi), there is no dbarma.”
Beyond these early Perfection of Wisdom texts, the terms nays and ziti lead in two
directions, one of which Bhaviveka exploits, the other of which he seems studiously to
avoid. The Teaching of Vimalakirti (Vimalakirtinirdesn) speaks of a “knowledge of one
approach (ekanaya) without grasping or rejecting any dharma.””* The concept of “one
approach” had important resonances for Bhaviveka. In his discussion of the Sravakas,
Bhaviveka argues that the Mahayana teaches “one approach” rather than many, and he
equates this “one approach” with the “one vehicle” (ek#ysns) mentioned in the Lotus
Sitra and other Mahayana sources.”* The connection between “one approach” and “one
vehicle” has important implications, not only for the relationship between the Sravakas
and the Mahayana, butalso for the relationships between different traditions within the
Mahayana.”® Obviously the verbal affinity between nays and yana makes it easy to treat
the two concepts as equivalent, but the affinity is more than skin deep. In its root mean-
ing, the word yana also is a verbal noun that has to do with moving along a path.

Another way to explore the meaning of naya and #iti as a mode of classification
would be to consider the hermeneutical distinction between provisional meaning
(neyartha) and definitive meaning (nit@rtha).?® This distinction is found quite often in
Mahayina literature and has particular significance for the Yogacara. Like the words
naya and niti, these terms play on the meaning of the root to “lead” (n7). To say that
a statement is neydrtha means that its meaning (artha) needs to be “led to” (neya).”” In
other words, it requires further interpretation. To say that a statement is #itZrtha means
thatits meaning (#rtha) has been “led to” (nita). In other words, its meaning is definitive
and requires no further interpretation. Strangely enough for such an inclusive thinker,
Bhaviveka makes almost no mention of this distinction, even though it is a key feature
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not only in the Mahayana tradition more generally but in sources that he mines deeply
for other ideas.”® Why does he ignore it? I will have more to say about this point when I
discuss Bhaviveka’s arguments against the Sravakas. For the moment, the answer seems
to be that Bhaviveka was an ekanaya thinker: he had a deep conviction about the unity of
Buddhist thought. He was not interested in developing multiple approaches; he simply
wanted to determine the correct approach and defend it against its critics.

TowARD A THEORY OF DIFFERENCE

With so many possible ways of conceptualizing philosophical differences, it would
be easy to get the impression that Bhaviveka was as confused about his classification
system as he was about the actual diversity of philosophical views. He knew about 62
wrong views and 363 doctrines, and he was aware of the “doxographic usage” of the
term darsana. He even seemed to pick up an old Jain tradition of distinguishing multiple
nayas and develop it in a distinctively Buddhist way. Could it be that Bhaviveka marked
nothing more than a tentative, exploratory stage on the way to the more settled doxo-
graphical practice of the eighth century? Certainly it would be no insult to Bhaviveka
if this were true. We could think of his text as an early attempt to build something like
a philosophical museum, where the collector’s mind has gathered a treasure trove of
odd doctrines and even a few odd systems of classification, without quite deciding how
to put the collection in order. Bhaviveka was indeed an extraordinary collector, and
it is not unfair to admire his fascination with odd doctrines and curious details. But
it is unfair to think that he did nothing else. He also had an unusually precise mental
picture of the practice of philosophy, and with this picture came a precise view of how
different intellectual alternatives should be approached and given a place in his mental
map. Wittgenstein is well known for saying that “a picture held us captive.” The picture
he had in mind involved the application of words to things. It would be true to say thata
picture also held Bhaviveka captive. Butit was a picture about the practice of philosophy
as a way to see, with emphasis on both the word “way” and the word “see.” If the term
“theory” can be taken in its Greek sense as “vision,” then Bhaviveka saw philosophy
itself as movement toward a theory, not just of difference, but of reality itself.

The metaphor of philosophy as a way to see permeates Bhaviveka’s thought, from
his choice of words to the architecture of his system as a whole. Perhaps the best way
to appreciate the significance of this metaphor is to start at the level of Bhaviveka’s
language and watch how carefully he chooses words to explore the connection between
going and seeing. A good example comes at the beginning of chapter 9, where the
Mimamsa objector compares logicians like Bhaviveka to blind men who run along a
dangerous road by feeling it with their feet:
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9.13 disayitvd trayimargam betubbir hetuvadinab /
anumanapradhinatvit svanayam dyotayanti ye //

9.14  padasparsid ivindbanim visame pathi dbivatim /
anumanapradhandnidm patas tesam na durlabbah //

Logicians who use reasons to criticize the Veda illuminate their own ap-
proach by giving priority to inference. Those who give priority to infer-
ence are like blind men who run on a dangerous road by touching it with
their feet; it is easy for them to fall.

Shinjo Kawasaki pointed out that the second of these verses is a near-quotation of verse

1.42 of Bhartrhari’s Viakyapadiya:

hastasparsad ivandbena visame pathi dbavati /
anumanapradbinena vinipidto na durlabhab //

Someone who gives priority to inference is like a blind man who runs on
a dangerous road by touching it with his hands; it is easy for him to fall.”

In his expansion of this verse, Bhaviveka has done two striking things: he has changed
the word “hands” to “feet,” and he has added the image of a blind man attempting to
“illuminate” his path. It is possible that Bhartrhari had in mind a blind man who feels
his way along a road by touching it with his cane. Otherwise, it makes no sense to say
that a blind man runs and also touches the road with his hands. Bhaviveka seems to be
sensitive to this incongruity and changes the image to a blind man who feels the road
with his feet. If Bhaviveka were casual about his language or imprecise about his use
of imagery, there would be no reason to make the change. But the image is important
enough to get just right.

In Bhaviveka’s expansion of Bhartrhari’s verse, Bhatrhari’s “road” (path) is mirrored
by the Bhaviveka’s “approach” (naya), and the blind man’s act of feeling his way along
the road is mirrored by the logicians’ act of illumination. The Mimamsaka (as pictured
by Bhaviveka) claims that logicians are blind and try to shed light (dyozayanti) on their
“approach” by using inference. For a blind man to “shed light on” something is clearly
an act of futility. And futility is exactly what the Mimamsaka thinks of Bhaviveka’s
preference for inference. Not far in the background lies Bhartrhari’s claim that reason
(¢tarka) alone is incapable of providing reliable knowledge:

nagamad yte dbharmas tarkena vyavatisthate /
rsindm api yaj jiianam tad apy agamapiiroakam //
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Without tradition (Zgama), reason cannot determine what is right. Even
the knowledge of the Seers follows tradition.!”

Bhaviveka also echoes another of Bhartrhari’s verses on the diversity of tradition:

prajiid vivekam labbate bhinnair dgamadarsanaib /
kiyad va Sakyam unnetumn svatarkam anudhdvati //

Wisdom gains discrimination from different traditional views; how can
one lead upward by following one’s own reason?'"

The verb to “follow” (anu-dhav) in this verse comes from the same root (dhav) as the
word “run” in the verse quoted by Bhaviveka, and the word translated as “lead upward”
(unnetum) comes from the same root (n7) as Bhaviveka’s word “approach.” While it is
notentirely clear what Bhartrhari means by “lead upward,” at least in this context, there
would be little obscurity for Bhaviveka. The path that he illuminates with the “flame of
reason” (tarkajvalid) does not just lead forward along a road; it also leads upward toward
a place where someone can develop a more inclusive view of reality.

What makes Bhaviveka remarkable, both as a thinker and writer, is not simply the
presence of these metaphors. It would be easy to multiply examples of Indian philoso-
phers who illustrate or enliven their arguments with metaphorical language. In this
respect, Bhaviveka is just one of the crowd. But the metaphors seem to run deeper for
him than they do for others. He explores them, develops them, and returns to them
again and again as he unfolds the structure of his arguments. They are not just embel-
lishments on the surface of his text; they reflect something much deeper about his
vision of the world, and they invite the reader to enter into that world in a way that
mere discursive argumentation cannot do. Nietzsche once remarked that “truths are
illusions of which one has forgotten that they are illusions; worn-out metaphors which
have become powerless to affect the senses; coins which have their obverse effaced and
now are no longer of account as coins but merely as metal.”2 Bhaviveka rubs the grime
off the face of these coins and puts them back in circulation. Or, to borrow a metaphor
from Howard Nemerov, he shows that the moribund metaphors of Sanskrit philosophy
are not dead but merely sleeping.’®® He wakes them up so that they can walk through
his sentences and through the landscape of his thought. As they walk, they start to tell
a story about the obstacles they encounter and about the landscape they see.

Bhaviveka’s story about moving and seeing starts in earnest in chapter 3, where the
philosopher / poet “seeks the knowledge of reality” (tattvajiianaisani).

3.1 yasya jiianamayam caksus caksus tasydsti netavat /
yatas tasmad bhaved dbimams tattvajianaisanaparab //
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True vision is the vision that consists of knowledge, nothing else; this is
why a scholar should focus on seeking knowledge of reality.!*

3.2 pasyaty andho ‘pi matiman didrksuviprakyistakin /
siksmavyavahitan arthams trailokyiabatadarsanab //

Even if a scholar is blind, he sees the three worlds without any obstruction; he
sees whatever he wants to see, whether it is far away, subtle, or concealed.

3.3 sabasvendpi netrandm anetvo buddbivarjitab /
svargapavargasadbhitamargamargisamiksanat //

Without intelligence, even [Indra] who has a thousand eyes is blind,
because he does not see the right and wrong paths to heaven and liberation.

3.4 drstadystavisistestaphalasivisakantake /
pravartate na dinddau prajiionmilitalocanah //

When he has opened the eye of wisdom, he does not enter into the
perfections as if they were thorns poisoned by desire for visible, invisible,
special, or favorable results.

3.5 trimandalavisuddhe hi danadiv abhiyujyate /
karunyat sarvavittviya tatrapy asthitamanasab //

He practices the perfections, pure in three ways, with compassion as the
motivation and omniscience as the goal, but he does not set his mind on
that goal.

3.6 prajidgmytam typtikaram dipo ‘pratibataprabbab /
moksaprasadasopinam klesendbanabutasanah //

Wisdom is the ambrosia that brings satisfaction, the lamp whose light
cannot be obscured, the steps on the palace of liberation, and the fire that
burns the fuel of the defilements.

310  asesakalpandjdlapratisedbavidhiyini /
Santapratydtmasamvedyanirvikalpanivaksare //

3.11 vigataikatvananitve tattve gagananirmale /
apracarapracivi ca prajiid syat paramdarthiki //
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Ultimate wisdom negates the entire network of concepts, and it moves
without moving into the clear sky of reality, which is peaceful, directly
known, non-conceptual, non-verbal, and free from unity and diversity.

312 tattvaprasidasikbararobanam na hi yujyate /
tathyasamuvytisopanam antarena yatas tatap //

313 parvam samvrtisatyena praviviktamativ bhavet /
tato dharmasvas@manyalaksane suviniscitap //

Surely it is impossible to climb to the top of the palace of reality with-
out the steps of correct relative [truth]. For that reason, one should first
discriminate according to relative truth, then one should analyze the
particular and universal characteristics of things.

3.14  abbiyujyeta medhavi samiadhandya cetasab /
tatha Srutamayajiiane tadanyajiianabetutab //

A scholar should practice concentration of the mind and also the knowl-
edge that comes from hearing, because that causes the other forms of
knowledge.

315 na pasyati yathd vaktram kausapracale jale /
tathdsamdahite citte tattvam nivarvanivrte //

He cannot see his face in muddy or turbulent water, and he cannot see
reality if his mind is distracted and covered with obstructions.

316  mibadhyalambanastambbe smytivajjod manogajam /
unmargacarinam kuryat prajidmkusavasam sanaip //

When his mind strays from the right path like an elephant, he should
bind it to the post of the object with the rope of mindfulness and gradu-

ally bring it under control with the hook of wisdom.

317 anityat@manaskivair uddhatam Samam anayet /
vipuldlambanibhyisat samksiptam vipuldtmatam //

If [his mind] is arrogant, he should quiet it by thinking about imperma-
nence; if it is timid, he should expand it by practicing something vast.
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3.18 viksiptam sambaret ksiptanimittadinaveksanat /
viryanusamsadarsitvil [inam uttejayed api //

If it is distracted he should concentrate it by considering the suffering
that distraction causes; if it is depressed, he should energize it by consid-
ering the advantages of courage.

3.19 ragadvesatamahbpankamalimasam asamyatam /
ksalayed asubbamaitripratityotpadaviring //

If it is undisciplined and stained by the mud of passion, hatred, and delu-
sion, he should wash it with the water of [meditation on] repulsive things,
friendliness, and dependent arising.

3.20  viviktam acalam Sintam dlambanapariyanam /
karmanyam mydu ca jidtvd tatva samyag upeksayet //

When he knows that it is isolated, immovable, peaceful, intent on its
object, skillful, and supple, then he is properly detached.

3.21  samabitamatib pascat prajiiaydivam pariksayet /
y0 ‘yam svabbavo dbharmanam grhyate vyavaharatap //
3.22  vicaryamdinas tu dhiyd kim ayam paramarthatab /
yadi syat tattvam evayam ato ‘nyas cet sa mygyate //

After his mind has been concentrated, he should analyze with wisdom:

Is the identity of dharmas thatis grasped conventionally also grasped
ultimately? If so, then it is reality. If it is different from this [reality], then
it must still be sought.

The images in these verses are difficult to distill into a single story, but on the most
basic level, they tell us that the scholar’s goal is to see and, by seeing, to avoid various
hazards, like the thorns that lie at the side of the path or the risk of straying from the
right path altogether. But this path does not just lead in a horizontal direction across the
landscape; it also leads upwards to “the clear sky of reality” and “the top of the palace
of reality.”** When the scholar / traveler ascends to this level, vision is not, as it were,
merely prudential. It does not just help a person make practical choices about staying on
a path. It surveys the landscape in an inclusive way and suggests an experience similar to
omniscience. It seems to escape the necessity of sequence (“it moves without moving in
the clear sky of reality”), and it is detached from what it sees (it is not “poisoned by desire
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for visible, invisible, special, or favorable results” and finally is “properly detached”).
These three aspects of the scholar’s vision are strongly reminiscent of Hans Jonas’s
account of “the nobility of sight” in Western philosophical literature.'”” Jonas asks why
philosophers from the time of Plato and Aristotle have pictured theoria, the highest and
noblest activity of the mind, in a metaphor of vision. His answer is that sight distin-
guishes itself from other senses in three significant ways. It comprehends many things in
a single, simultaneous field of vision; it is dynamically neutral, in the sense that it is not
directly affected by the object it sees; and it is distant from what it sees.

Jonas argues that these three aspects of vision are the starting point for some of the
most basic concepts in Western philosophy: “Simultaneity of presentation furnishes the
idea of an enduring present, the contrast between change and the unchanging, between
time and eternity. Dynamic neutralization furnishes form as distinct from matter, essence
as distinct from existence, and the difference of theory and practice. Distance furnishes
the idea of infinity. Thus the mind has gone where vision pointed.”'% Bhaviveka is not
so one-sided that he pictures the scholar’s achievement solely in images of vision; he also
speaks of wisdom as “the ambrosia that brings satisfaction, the lamp whose light cannot
be obscured, the steps on the palace of liberation, and the fire that burns the fuel of the
defilements.” He even calls it a hook to bring the mind under control when it rages like a
wild elephant. But it is clear that Bhaviveka thinks that the philosopher’s goal is to reach
an elevated vantage point and survey reality in a detached and inclusive way.

At least this is the picture that Bhaviveka conveys at the beginning of the journey.
As the chapter unfolds, the character of the vision changes. The process of analysis
mentioned in verses 3.21-22 gradually leads to the realization that the “identities” of
things are not what they seem, and the structures of reality begin to dissolve.

3.251  timirapagame yadvad visuddhamalalocanab /
neksate kesamasakadvicandrasikbicandyrakan //

When someone removes an eye disease and his eyes are pure and clear, he
does not see spots, hairs, flies, or a double image of the moon.

3.252  klesajiieyavytitamastimiripagame tathi /
na pasyati budhab kimcit samyagjianamaleksanab //

Similarly, when a scholar removes the eye disease of defilements and
objects of cognition and has the clear eye of true knowledge, he does not

see anything at all.

3.253  yathd prasuptab putrastvivimanabbavanidikam /
pasyed middhavasat tatva pratibuddho na pasyati //

44



TuE TEXT

When someone feels drowsy and falls asleep, he sees things like young
men, young women, and a palace, but he does not see them when he
wakes up.

3.254  samvrtyadhigatims tadvad unmilitamatiksanah /
ajiiananidyoparamat pratibuddho na pasyati //

Similarly, when someone has opened the eye of wisdom, stopped the
sleep of ignorance, and woken up, he does not see things as they are seen
conventionally.

3.255  misi bhitany abbitani yathad tamasi pasyati /
pronmilitakso yady arka udeti ca na pasyati //

On a dark night, someone may see ghosts that are unreal, but he does not
see them when the sun rises and his eyes are opened.

3.256  ma pasyati tathd vidviams cittacaitasagocaram /
samyagjiianaravidhvastasamastajiianavisanidh //

Similarly, when a scholar has destroyed all traces of ignorance with the sun
of true knowledge, he does not see mind and mental phenomena as objects.

As conventional identities dissolve, the palace also dissolves, and with it dissolves the
idea that a scholar can ascend through real stages to reach a vision of real things. It is as
if the metaphor of the journey has dissolved into the image of a dream, and the scholar’s
laborious climb up the steps on the palace has become nothing more than a moment of

waking up.

In some accounts of the Mahayana path, this moment of awakening constitutes the
final stage of the path, but not for Bhaviveka. The image of the dream-palace gives way
to a series of images that involve re-engagement with the realm of conventional reality.
First the Bodhisattva looks back from the top of the “palace of reality” (here pictured as

a “mountain of wisdom”) and weeps for the people who have been left behind.

3.296  sa prajiiamerusebaram aridhab karunavasit /
asokab Sokasamtaptam preksate dubkhitam jagat //

When he has climbed the mountain peak of wisdom and is free from

grief, he looks with compassion on ordinary people who suffer and are
burned by grief.!?
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3.297  satadd karundrdena lokam dlokya caksusa /
vikalpasilpasambhitakalpandjalasamortam //

Then, with eyes moist with compassion, he looks at ordinary people who are
covered by the network of concepts that come from the art of conceptual
thought.

Here Bhaviveka takes advantage of the same rhetorical device that he uses in his quota-
tion from Bhartrhari in chapter 9: he incorporates the image of a received verse into his
own text and expands its meaning. In this case the verse comes from the Udanavarga,
with a more distant echo of the Mahabhirata:'®

paiiidpdsidam drubya asoko sokinim pajam /
pabbatattho va bhummatthe divo bile avekkhati //

When he has climbed the palace of wisdom, he is steadfast and free from
grief; he looks down on people who grieve, as if he were standing on a
mountain and looking down on foolish people who stand on the earth.

Bhaviveka’s most important intervention in this verse is to transform the image from
one of detachment to one of compassion and concern. His “looking at” (@lokya) reflects
the “looking down” that embodies the compassion of the Bodhisattva Avalokite$vara
(“the lord who looks down”).

Bhaviveka’s re-engagement with conventional reality is not limited, however, to a
compassionate gaze. The image of the palace returns in a discussion of the powers that
come to advanced Bodhisattvas in the eighth and ninth stages of the Bodhisattva path.

3.340  sambuddhbebbyo vibuddhebhyo jagaddhitavidhau parab /
pajam vidhatte bhaktyardrah stutibhib stauti casakrt //

To bring benefit to the world, [the Bodhisattva] worships the perfectly
enlightened and awakened Buddhas; weeping with devotion, he praises
them continually with hymns.

3341 ratnacchattravitGnddyair muktdjalapariskytaib /
apramanaib sphuradratnakivaninkuradanturaip //

He worships them with enormous jewelled parasols and canopies, deco-

rated with nets of pearls and sparkling with jewels, whose rays look like
sprouts or teeth.
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3342 ramyabarmojjvalastambhbair muktabaravilambibhih /
vicitrodararatnaughaghatitais citrakarmabhip //

3343 katagarair jualadratnaprabbidipasatojvalaih /
abramilthais ca kurvadbhip svaprabbisabald disab //

And he worships them with palaces that have pleasant balconies and
radiant pillars, that are hung with garlands of pearls, constructed from a
mass of different jewels, and decorated with paintings. They shine with
hundreds of lamps, whose light comes from radiant jewels; they are as
high as the clouds and fill every direction with light.

Here the Bodhisattva’s eyes are filled once again with tears, but this time the emo-
tion is not compassion for the suffering of sentient beings; it is devotion (bhakti) to the
Buddhas. And the palace is no longer a structure to climb or a dream from which to
awake, but the active product of the Bodhisattva’s own power to shape reality, to bring
benefit to the world and pay homage the Buddhas. To take the image of vision and light
to its final stage, Bhaviveka describes the moment when the Bodhisattva becomes a
Buddha as an act of illumination:

3346 bhiarvd sambuddhasavitro bhavyabuddhyambujakaram /
bodhayaty uktikiranair amalair malabaribbib //

[The Bodhisattva] becomes a perfect Buddha and opens the minds of
fortunate beings with the pure, cleansing rays of his teaching, just as the
sun brings a pond of lotuses to flower.

But here it is not the Bodhisattva who is illuminated; the Bodhisattva turns around and
illuminates the world. The Bodhisattva’s act of vision is not passive or receptive (and it
certainly is not non-existent); it actively illuminates others, and it does so in what seems
to be an act of synesthesia. The “rays of teaching” combine the imagery of two senses:
the sense of hearing and the sense of sight. They also combine two means of valid
knowledge: verbal testimony and perception. The result is an image of suppleness and
power that transcends conventional categories and draws them into the salvific project
of the Bodhisattva, a project that is as much oriented toward others as it is toward the
Bodhisattva himself or herself.

When Bhaviveka objects to his opponents’ “approach” (niti or naya) and charac-
terizes his opponents’ position as a “view” (darsana), he clearly has something more
in mind than a handful of tired metaphors. These terms function for him as building
blocks in a systematic and coherent view of the world. As R. W. B. Lewis said about
the image of the “American Adam” in American literature, they tell “a certain habitual
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story, an assumed dramatic design for the representative life” (1955: 3). In other words,
they function as a myth, not because they are in some way “false” (although Bhaviveka
would be as critical of the literal application of these images as he would of any other
conventional terminology), but because they provide an imaginative template to guide
and interpret experience. In this respect, Bhaviveka’s mythic vision of philosophy is not
unlike Plato’s well-known allegory of the cave in Book 7 of The Republic. Socrates begins
that book by asking his listeners to “make an image of our nature in its education and
want of education, likening it to a condition of the following kind” (1991: 193). Then
he creates a word-picture of human beings as prisoners who are shackled at the bottom
of a cave, with their heads locked in place so that they can only see shadows projected
on a screen in front of them. These shadows are cast by a fire at the mouth of the cave.
Socrates goes on to explain that the purpose of philosophy, in a metaphorical sense, is
to untie the shackles, compel the prisoners to turn around, and lead them out of the
cave so that they can see the light. Eventually, Socrates says, the released prisoners will
return to the cave to help others make the same journey into the light.

The similarites between Plato’s image of philosophy and Bhaviveka’s account of
the philosopher’s quest are striking, but so are their differences. Both involve an ascent
from darkness to light and from images to reality, both use the sense of sight as a
metaphor for knowledge, both treat the sun as the journey’s goal, and both talk about
the importance of returning into the darkness to lead others to the light. (Some have
pointed out that the opening line of The Republic represents just this movement: “I went
down to the Piraeus yesterday with Glaucon, son of Ariston, to pray to the goddess.”)
But the two journeys also seem to differ in fundamental ways. Plato emphasizes the
elements of struggle and pain, especially when the prisoners are forced to turn around
and adjust their eyes to the light. Painful transformations are not unknown in Buddhist
tradition (as in Bhaviveka’s image of wisdom as the hook that brings the mind under
control), but Bhaviveka does not generally choose to stress them.!%” Perhaps the crucial
transformation has already taken place before a scholar even starts the journey. There
also is nothing in Plato that quite corresponds to the image of the Bodhisattva at the top
of the mountain, who first sees reality as empty sky and then turns to weep for those
who were left behind. And, while both journeys aim toward the sun, Plato does notsug-
gest that the philosopher actually becomes the sun.

The most intriguing aspect of the comparison, however, has to do not with the
myths themselves but with the way they come to life in particular discursive practices.
Each mythos represents a distinctive Jogos, or rational principle, that guides philosophi-
cal practice. Socrates articulates the Jogos in Book 6 of The Republic when he gives his
account of “the divided line” and charts the intellectual movement from the level of
images to the level of the forms, passing through the levels of sensible things and math-
ematical objects. Each level is associated with a different kind of knowing: images with
imagination, sensible things with trust, mathematicals with thought, and the formswith
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intellection. Socrates’s account of these levels is elliptical and difficult to interpret, but
the structure of his cognitive system is clear, as is the significance of the “intellection”
that gives access to the forms. In an exchange with Glaucon in Book 7, Socrates says:
“isn’t this at last the song itself that dialectic performs? It is in the realm of the intelli-
gible, but it is imitated by the power of sight. . . . [W]hen a man tries by discussion—by
means of argument without the use of any of the senses—to attain to each thing itself
thatis and doesn’t give up before he grasps by intellection itself that which is good itself,
he comes to the very end of the intelligible realm just as that other man was then at the
end of the visible” (1991: 211). Dialectic, without the use of the senses, leads a person
beyond appearances to the realm of reality. If Socrates could interrogate Bhaviveka the
way he interrogates his companions in The Republic, his questions would have to do with
precisely this cognitive process: How does a philosopher climb the ladder of reality?
Does he use the senses, rational argument, or some other means of knowing, and what
realities does he find? In what way are they real, and how are they known? Implicit in
all these questions is a concern not only about a correct view of philosophy, but also
about philosophical disagreement. Given this view of reality and the nature of knowl-
edge, how do some thinkers seem to go wrong, and how can their errors be corrected?
Bhaviveka did not answer these questions in a way that Socrates would find persuasive,
but he would have recognized the cogency of the questions themselves. They were pre-
cisely the questions that drove his encounter with his philosophical opponents.

BuaAviveka’s DIALECTICAL METHOD

For many years Bhaviveka was best known among Buddhist scholars for a point of logi-
cal procedure—for holding what Edward Conze called the “well-nigh incredible thesis”
that Madhyamika philosophers should maintain valid, independent (svatantra) infer-
ences (1967: 238-39). Bhaviveka thought that it was not enough to respond to opponents
by pointing out their errors; he felt that he had an obligation to state Madhyamaka argu-
ments as independent theses (pratijiid) and support them with valid reasons and exam-
ples.' In this way he differed sharply from the practice of his predecessor Buddhapilita.
The first substantive verse of Nagarjuna’s MMK says: “Nothing arises from itself, from
something else, from both, or from no cause at all.” Buddhapalita explains the first part
of this verse as follows: “Nothing arises from itself, because its arising would be use-
less, and because it would lead to an absurd conclusion. There would be no point for
things that already exist in their own right to arise again, and, if something arises after
it already exists, it would never cease to arise.”’"! Bhaviveka reformulates this argu-
ment as a positive assertion: “The internal sense media ultimately do not arise from
themselves, because they already exist, like consciousness.”!? By making this logical
transformation, Bhaviveka takes an argument that reduces the opponent’s assertion to
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an absurd conclusion (prasariga) and substitutes an independent (svatantra) inference,
with a proper thesis (pratijiid), reason (betu), and example (drstanta).""* From this change
grew the well-known distinction between two kinds of Madhyamikas: Prasangikas who
reduce their opponents’ positions to absurd conclusions, and Svatantrikas who formu-
late arguments in which they hold positions of their own."*

The most obvious problem with Bhaviveka’s method is that it appears to contradict
the words of Nagarjuna himself. In The Avoidance of Refutations (Vigrahavyavartani),
Nagarjuna’s most explicit account of his logical procedure, an opponent accuses
Nagarjuna, in effect, of having nothing to say: “If nothing has any identity of its own,
then your statement must have no identity of its own, and it cannot deny that anything
has any identity.”’”* Nagarjuna responds by conceding that his statement has no identity,
but points out that it can still function to negate the identity of things, just as a cart or
pot can carry wood or water, or a cloth can protect from cold and heat.!"* Then he makes
a crucial statement: “If I had any thesis (pratijiia), this fault would apply to me, but I
have no thesis, so this faultdoes not apply to me.”"” Taken literally, this statement leaves
little room for Bhaviveka’s claim that Madhyamikas should construct valid, indepen-
dent inferences. I will not attempt to give a full account of Bhaviveka’s response to this
problem, except to say that the form of his response mirrors Nagarjuna’s response to his
critic in The Avoidance of Refutations.'® Using the Madhyamaka doctrine of two truths,
he acknowledges that there ultimately can be no thesis, just as there ultimately can be
no identity, but it is still possible to use words conventionally as if they were making
assertions, just as a cart can carry wood, or a blanket can keep someone warm. This
conventional possibility is enough for Bhaviveka to open the door to a Madhyamaka
tradition of syllogistic reasoning.

It did not take long for Madhyamikas to realize that this procedural dispute turned
on a question about the status of conventional reality. If words could be used conven-
tionally to construct meaningful arguments, what were the proper guidelines for their
use and what kinds of objects could they “conventionally” designate? For that matter,
what is conventional “reality”? Candrakirti posed these questions in a very forceful way
a century or so after Bhaviveka in his own commentary on Nagarjuna’s MMK, and
these questions have echoed throughout the development of Tibetan Madhyamaka.
A more important question for our purposes, however, is simply “why?” Why would
Bhaviveka risk this kind of criticism by introducing a formal style of syllogistic reason-
ing into Madhyamaka tradition? One possible answer to this question comes from the
stories Xuanzang told about the role of debate in sixth- and seventh-century India. For
the Lokayata to walk up to the gate at Nalanda, post a series of propositions, and demand
a response, he would have to have a proposition. The same was true in the story of the
young Dharmapila. The debate began when the opponent stated his opening position.
Dharmapila showed his mastery by memorizing his opponent’s position and reciting it
back to him. To take part in these contests for intellectual status and worldly success (to
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say nothing of engaging in debate as a quest for truth), a contestant had to deal in the
currency of debate, and that currency involved propositions, reasons, and examples.

Another reason for Bhaviveka’s choice comes from traditional Indian rules for
debate. In a list of unacceptable forms of reasoning, the Nyaya Sitras include vitanda.
The term vitanda is sometimes translated as “wrangling,” but it has no obvious English
equivalent. Vitanda is best understood instead through its definition: “that [form of
unacceptable reasoning] that lacks the establishment of a counter-position is vitanda.”"?
According to the Nyaya Siitras, debate follows a standard pattern. One person begins by
stating a position (paksa) and supporting it with a proper inference. An opponent then
contradicts this position by stating and defending a counter-position (pratipaksa), which
is defined as the attribution of a contradictory property to the same subject.!? The
debate consists of a conflict between these two positions, with both parties pointing out
faults in the other’s argument and defending their own positions against the opponent’s
critique. A vaitapdika is someone who does nothing more than negate his opponent’s
position and does not establish a position of his own.

On the rare occasions when scholars of Buddhism have discussed the problem of
vitandd, they have generally dismissed it as irrelevant to the study of Madhyamaka. Th.
Stcherbatsky took Nagarjuna’s refusal to affirm a thesis as evidence that he intended to
destroy logic: “For a certain class of Buddhists truth consists of the negation of logic.
Truth according to the convention of these men will emerge from the destruction of all
logic. The truth is the world of the mystic.”'* Kamaleswar Bhattacharya followed a dif-
ferent approach but reached a similar conclusion.!?? He argued that the Nyays Satras did
not define viranda as the lack of a counter-position but as the lack of the establishment
of a counter-position. If the Madhyamikas did not even have a position, how could they
be accused of failing to establish one?

Evidently Bhaviveka had a different idea. In the commentary on MMK 18.9,
Bhaviveka relates the problem of vitanda to the problem of defining ultimate reality: If
ultimate reality (fattva) transcends all conceptual expression, is it enough for Buddhist
thinkers simply to reject everyone else’s definition of reality, or are they required to
state a definition of their own? And if they are required to state a definition, what kind
of definition should it be? Can a definition of something undefinable ever be useful or
true? Bhaviveka deals with these questions in the following way:

Some Buddhists, along with other opponents, raise the following objec-
tion: If you think that reality (z4tzva) can be known by completely reject-
ing the identity that others imagine, then you have to state its definition.
If you do not, you reject your opponent’s position without establishing
one of your own, and you are guilty of vitanda.

Reply: This is true. If the definition could be stated, we would state it,

51



PART 1: ANALYSIS

but it cannot be stated. However, to encourage those who are just begin-
ning, we state [a definition] using conceptual, analytical cognition:

[MMK 189] “Notknown through anyone else, peaceful, not expressed by
discursive ideas, non-conceptual, not diverse—this is the definition of reality.”

Here [reality] is not expressed by discursive ideas, because it is non-
conceptual. Because it is not expressed by discursive ideas, it is peaceful.
Because it is peaceful, it is accessible only to non-conceptual knowledge.
Because it is accessible only to non-conceptual knowledge, it is not known
through anyone else. In this way, the nature of reality completely tran-
scends the application of words.

However, even though [reality] cannot be expressed, statements that ne-
gate the identity and the specific attributes of all things help to produce,
by not producing, the non-conceptual cognition that understands the
nature of reality. [These statements] come from the application of syl-
lables. So we describe reality with skillful means, even though it can only
be known directly. In this way, we do state a definition. Since this is not

vitanda, your criticism does not apply.'?’

Bhaviveka’s strategy in this passage mirrors the two-part strategy in Nagarjuna’s
response to his critic in The Avoidance of Refutations. He acknowledges that there
cannot really be a definition of reality, but he says that words can still be used as if they
were expressing a definition. He does not give a technical designation of these two
approaches; all he says is that the second involves “skillful means” (up@ya). But it would
be clear to any Madhyamika reader that they reflect Nagarjuna’s distinction between
ultimate and conventional truth.!?*

Bhaviveka also discusses vitanda in his commentary on the first formal syllogism in

MHK chapter 3. The verse reads:

3.26  tatra bhitasvabhivam bi norvyadi pavamarthatah /
krtakatvad yatha jiianam hetumatviadito ‘piva //

Here earth and so forth do not ultimately have the identity of the gross
elements, because they are created and because they have a cause and so

forth, like cognition.

An opponent suggests that Bhaviveka’s argumentis aform of vitanda, because he refutes
his opponent’s position without establishing a position of his own. Bhaviveka responds
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by saying: “This is not vitapda. We have a position, which is emptiness of identity
(svabhavasinyatvam), and this is the nature of dharmas. In this way we establish that our
position is free from fault.”?

Reading these two passages side by side shows how seriously Bhaviveka took his
responsibility as a logician. We do not know much about the way he lived. We do not
know how much he was involved in debate. We do not know who his patrons were, when
he won his greatest victories or suffered his most embarrassing defeats. But we can see
from the innovations in his commentary on Nagarjuna that he was committed to bring-
ing Madhyamaka arguments into the mainstream of Indian debate. By formulating his
“independent” syllogisms, he could post his own positions on the gate, figuratively or
literally, alongside the positions of his competitors, and he could demand a response.
This made him not only an innovator in Madhyamaka tradition but very much a man
of his time.

THE STANDARD THREE-PART SYLLOGISM

To follow the logic of Bhaviveka’s arguments, the most important requirement is simply
to understand the rules of the standard three-part syllogism as it was used by Bhaviveka
and his contemporaries.!?® We already have seen an example of the standard syllogism
in the argument that begins the analytical portion of MHK chapter 3:

3.26  tatra bhitasvabbavam bi norvyidi pavamarthatab /
krtakarvid yatha jiianam hetumatviadito ‘pi va //

Earth and so forth do not ultimately have the identity of gross elements,
because they are created and because they have a cause and so forth, like
cognition.

In the terminology of Indian logic, “earth and so forth” constitute the “locus” (paksa)
or “property-possessor” (dharmin) of the syllogism. “Do not ultimately have the iden-
tity of gross elements” constitutes the “inferred property” (szdhyadharma). When the
“locus” is qualified by the “inferred property,” it constitutes a “thesis” (pratjiiz). Rather
than using the Sanskrit terminology of “locus” and “inferred property,” I will simplify
the terminology and refer to the two parts of the thesis as “subject” and “predicate.”?
In Bhaviveka’s syllogism, the terms “are created” and “have a cause” function as the
“inferring properties” (sédbanadharma). The attribution of an “inferring property” to a
subject constitutes a “reason” (betw). “Like cognition” is the “example” (dystanta). The
“thesis,” “reason,” and “example” serve as the three members of a standard syllogism.
In the notes to the translation and in the analysis that follows, I will list these three
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members in the following way:

[Thesis:] Earth and so forth do not ultimately have the identity of gross
elements,

[Reason:] because they are created and because they have a cause and so forth,
[Example] like cognition.

The first step in understanding Bhaviveka’s arguments is simply to identify the
separate parts of the syllogism. This alone is sufficient to clarify many of the apparent
obscurities in the text. With the syllogism clearly in mind, the next step for the reader,
as for Bhaviveka himself, is to examine the three parts of the argument for possible
faults (dosa). Faults can be found in any of the three parts of the syllogism. What fol-
lows is a brief summary of the standard faults as they appear in Bhaviveka’s arguments
against the Sravakas and Yogacaras.

"THE CONTRADICTED OR FAULTY THESIS

In The Introduction to Logic (Nydyapravesa), a sixth-century guide to the standard syl-
logism, the author Sankarasvamin defines a thesis as “an accepted subject” (prasiddba
dharmin) that is “qualified by an accepted qualifier” (prasiddhavisesanavisista). This defi-
nition makes it possible to attack a thesis directly, without reference to the other parts
of the syllogism. If either the “subject” or “qualifier” (visesana) is not “accepted” (pra-
siddba), the thesis is contradicted (viruddha). Bhaviveka follows this approach in MHK
5.15 and the accompanying commentary, in his response to the following Yogacara
syllogism:

A non-conceptual cognition of material form is false,
because ithas the image of an object,
like the cognition of a double moon.

He begins by criticizing the reason (on grounds that will be considered shortly), then
he criticizes the thesis directly:

Here the thesis is “a cognition of material form is false,” but how can
a cognition of material form in this context be false? The falsehood of
a cognition of material form is contradicted by perception (pratyaksa),
tradition (Zgama), and common sense (lokaprasiddha).

Here Bhaviveka is saying that “falsehood” is not “an accepted qualifier” of the subject,

which is “a cognition of material form.” If the subject is not qualified by an accepted
qualifier, then the thesis itself is contradicted. To give a complete argument, Bhaviveka
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would need to explain why the opponent’s qualifier (“falsehood”) is contradicted by
perception, tradition, and common sense, as he does later in the text when he gives his
own account of the cognition of external objects. But the point s sufficiently obvious at
this stage in the argument to stand without further explanation. Bhaviveka is saying, in
effect, that perception, tradition, and common sense all presuppose that at least some
cognitions of material form are true.

THE THREE REQUIREMENTS OF A VALID REASON

According to Sankarasvamin, a valid “reason” (hetz) has to satisfy three requirements:
(1) the “inferring property” (s@dhanadharma) has to be present in the subject of the
syllogism, (2) it has to be present in another subject that possesses the inferred prop-
erty (sadhyadharma), (3) and it has to be absent in any subject that does not possess the
inferred property. (In the logical shorthand of this tradition, a “subject that possesses
the inferred property” is called a sapaksa or “similar locus,” and a “subject that does not
possess the inferred property” is called a vipaksa or “dissimilar locus.”) As the logical
tradition unfolded after Dignaga and Bhaviveka, it became clear that the second of
these three requirements was considerably less important than the third.!”® Bhaviveka
observed the need to present a positive example in support of his arguments (to satisfy
requirement 2), but the most decisive way to defeat an opponent’s syllogism was to show
that it did not satisfy requirement 3. A debater could do this by citing an example in
which the inferring property is present but the inferred property is not. For example,
in the standard illustration of an Indian syllogism, “There is fire on the mountain,
because there is smoke on the mountain, as in a kitchen,” a debater may be able to cite
any number of examples of places where fire is associated with smoke and not decisively
prove the argument, but if he can cite even a single counter-example, where smoke is
present but fire is not, the syllogism fails. In his attack on opponents’ reasons, Bhaviveka
generally focuses on requirements 1 and 3.

"THE UNACCEPTED REASON

One of the most common ways for Bhaviveka to attack an opponent’s reason is to say
that the reason is “unaccepted” or “unestablished” (asiddha). This amounts to a claim
that the opponent violates requirement 1, the requirement that “the inferring property
be presentin the subject.” In the context of an actual debate, the word asiddha has useful
ambiguity. In a strong sense, it can mean that the presence of the inferred property is
“unproven” or “unestablished,” but in the process of an actual debate, the word can
mean simply that the presence of the inferred property is “not accepted” by one or
both of the parties in the argument. When Bhaviveka raises this objection, he usually
means that he does not accept the presence of the inferring property in the subject. But
he often goes on to support this claim with a valid syllogism, in which he shows that
the presence of the inferring property is not established in the subject. He follows this

55



PART 1: ANALYSIS

procedure in verses 5.33-35, as part of his argument against the Yogacara interpretation
of mind-only (cittamatra). Verse 5.33 states a Yogacara syllogism:

The form of many atoms is not the object of the mind,
Because it is not substantially real,
like a double moon.

In verse 5.35 and in the commentary, Bhaviveka explains that he does not accept the
Yogacara reason:

When the opponent takes the material form of a combination of homoge-
neous (fulyajiatiya) atoms as the subject and gives “not substantially real”
as the reason, the reason is not accepted by one of the parties to the argu-
ment (anyatarasiddha). Why? [We] think that [a combination of homoge-
neous atoms] is the object when [atoms] are combined or associated with

the material forms of other, homogeneous atoms.

This can only mean that Bhaviveka thinks that “the form of many atoms” (the subject of
the syllogism) isnot “not substantially real” (the inferring property). At first this sounds
like an odd position. It is virtually axiomatic for Buddhists to say that combinations like
“the form of many atoms” cannot be real. But Bhaviveka explains that he is thinking of
“the form of many atoms” in only a relative sense: “We think that a combination of sim-
ilar atoms, such as a pot, is real in a relative sense (s@zzvrta).” In other words, Bhaviveka
does not accept that “not substantially real” is a property of “the form of many atoms.”
By making this claim, Bhaviveka opens up one of the most intriguing sections of the
text. To back it up, he has to show how “the form of many atoms” can function as an
object of the mind in a relative sense. This is a major challenge, with enormous conse-
quences for the development of Madhyamaka in India and Tibet.!?” But the argument
starts in a simple, almost disarming way. It is as if Bhaviveka the debater simply raised
his hand and and told his Yogicara opponent: “Stop! I don’taccept that reason.”

THE INCONCLUSIVE REASON

To satisfy requirements 2 and 3 of a valid reason, the “inferring property” has to be
present in the sapaksa (a subject that possesses the “inferred property”) and absent in the
vipaksa (a subject that does not possess the “inferred property”). When the “inferring
property” is present in some of the szpaksa and some of the vipaksa, the reason is “incon-
clusive” (anaikintika).*® Bhaviveka again provides a useful illustration. In verse 5.27,
as part of the argument against the Yogacara understanding of mind-only, Bhaviveka
considers the following Yogacara syllogism:
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External objects have the nature of mind,
because they are objects of cognition,
like an immediately preceding condition.

In verse 5.28, he argues that the reason (“because they are objects of cognition”) is
inconclusive. “Being an object of cognition” may mean that something has “the nature
of mind,” or it may mean that it does not. According to traditional dharma-theory, an
immediately preceding condition can be either the mind itself (citza) or a mental phe-
nomenon (czitta).”*! This definition makes the reason ambiguous. To be “an object of
cognition like an immediately preceding cognition” can mean that something is the
mind, or it can mean that it is a mental phenomenon. Obviously the opponent needs
to limit the scope of the reason and example to make the syllogism persuasive, if it can
be made persuasive at all. In the meantime Bhaviveka has gained at least a temporary
advantage in the argument.

THE CONTRADICTED REASON

The “inferring property” is considered “contradicted” (viruddha) if it proves the oppo-
site of either the “inferred property,” the “subject,” or some aspect of the subject. A
good illustration of this fault occurs in Bhaviveka’s response to the Yogacara argument
for the falsehood of a cognition of material form:

A non-conceptual cognition of material form is false,
because it has theimage of an object,
like the cognition of a double moon.

We saw earlier that Bhaviveka considered the thesis in this syllogism to be “unac-
cepted.” The verse and commentary show that he also considered the reason to be
“contradicted.”

[Verse 5.15] If [the opponent takes the position that] a cognition of material
form is false because it has the image of an object, the reason is mistaken, and
the thesis fails.

[Commentary:] “Mistaken™?? means contradicted (viruddha). A cognition

of material form cannot have any other nature than to have the image of an
object. To infer that “having the image of an object” excludes “truthfulness”
is contradictory, because it proves the opposite of the nature of the subject.

A more obscure example of a contradicted reason is found in Bhaviveka’s discussion
of “dependent identity” (paratantrasvabbiva) in verses 5.69-71. The argument begins
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with the Yogacira claim that “imagined (parikalpita) things do not exist, but dependent
(paratantra) things do exist.” Bhaviveka anticipates that the objector will support this
claim in the following way:

Things are empty,
because they are empty of the identity attributed to them by words.

He interprets this reason to mean that “things” (bh7va) are only empty of the identity
attributed to them by words but not empty in and of themselves. By “thing” he would
have in mind something like Dignaga’s concept of a “unique particular” (svalaksana).**
Bhaviveka responds to this Yogacara claim by saying that the reason is contradicted.
Why? If something is “empty of the identity attributed to it by words,” then it cannot
function as the subject of a syllogism. In other words, the reason proves the opposite of
an aspect of the subject.

FauLTS OF THE EXAMPLE

When Bhaviveka objects to an opponent’s example, the objections are often closely
related to problems in the reason. If the example fails to show that the “inferring prop-
erty” is present in the sapaksa and absent in the vipaksa, it undermines the validity of the
reason itself. A good illustration of this fault is the first Yogacara argument in favor of
mind-only:

A cognition of material form and so forth has no object,
because it arises with thatkind of image,
like the cognition of material form and so forth in a dream.

The reason in this syllogism is obscure, butit can be clarified by comparing Bhaviveka’s
version of the syllogism to its source in verses 1-3 of Vasubandhu’s Twenty Verses
(Vimsatika): “because it arises with that kind of image” means that it “arises with the
image of unreal objects.” With this clarification, we can restate the Yogacara argument
in the following form:

A cognition of material form and so forth has no object,
because it arises with the image of unreal objects,
like the cognition of material form and so forth in a dream.

Bhaviveka objects to this syllogism by attacking the example; he argues that dreams

often are based on objects that have been seen before, when the dreamers were awake,
so it is not true to say that dreams always have unreal objects:
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Dream-consciousness and so forth have objects, because they repeat
[objects] that have been seen before, like memory. The traces of things
that were seen in previous lives cause a variety of material forms to ap-
pear in dreams, with different colors and shapes, even for those who are
blind and have lost the use of their eyes. Objects are not absent even in
such cognitions. For it is said, “O Bhadrapala, a blind man sees material
form in a dream with his mind’s eye; he does not see with physical eyes.”
Because the mind’s eye has a dbarma as its object, dream-consciousness,
and so forth, have objects. Therefore, your argument (szdhana) suffers the
fault of having no example.

Since the “inferring property” is “arise with the image of unreal objects,” this passage
could be translated: “For your inferring [property], there is the fault of there being no
example.” Either way, a flaw in the example points to a flaw in the reason.

A SERIES oF LINKED SYLLOGISMS

There is very little about Bhaviveka’s use of the standard syllogism that could not be
recreated from well-known manuals like Sankarasvamin’s Introduction to Logic. But there
are surprisingly few accounts in Indian literature about what actually took place when
debaters put these rules into play in confrontations with their opponents. In spite of all
that has been written about Indian philosophical debates, including Xuanzang’s stories
and reminiscences, we know very little about what debaters actually said. Simply to
leap from the theory of debate to its practice is tempting, but it also is problematic.’** It
would be like assuming that Robert’s Rules of Order give an accurate account of debate in
the houses of Congress. It is not that the rules are irrelevant, but there is much more to
the practice of debate than rules for motions, amendments, and votes. One of the many
reasons Bhaviveka’s text is so valuable is that it takes at least a modest step toward bridg-
ing this gap between theory and practice. Bhaviveka does not give us the transcript of
an actual debate. He does not say that on such and such an occasion an opponent made
the following argument, and that the master responded by pointing out the following
errors. But his text does read as if it were preparing a student to confront an actual
opponent. First, the opponent presents a syllogism, and Bhaviveka criticizes its errors.
Then Bhaviveka presents a syllogism of his own and defends it against the opponent’s
criticism. In the give and take of argument and counter-argument, we get a picture of
how debaters could use the rules of the syllogism to gain victory over their opponents.
An example from the chapter on the Sravakas will show how this might be true.
Bhaviveka begins the chapter with a simple statement: “The purpose of this chapter
is to prove that the Mahayana is the teaching of the Buddha.” The Sravakas’ objections
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move briefly in other directions, but eventually they come back to this fundamental prob-
lem of authenticity. To start the attack, the Sravakas formulate the following syllogism:

4.7 na buddhoktir mahdyanam satrantadiv asamgrahat /
margantaropadesid va yatha vedantadarsanam //

The Mahayina is not the Buddha’s teaching, because it is not included
in the Sutrantas and so forth, or because it teaches another path, like the
Vedanta view.

Bhaviveka does not respond by pointing out the opponent’s errors, as he often does, but
immediately states his own counter-position:

434 mahdyinam ca no bauddham nairatmyadiprakdsanat /
ratnatritayamabatmyaprathandc chisyayanavat //

According to us, the Mahayana is the Buddha’s, because it shows that
there is no self and so forth, and because it teaches the greatness of the
three jewels, like the Sravakayana.

This verse constitutes a contradiction of the opponent’s thesis. Rather than merely
asserting the contradiction, he supports it with a counter-argument. Once he has given
his own position, he gets down to the business of criticizing his opponent’s reason
(“because it is not included in the the Satrantas and so forth”):

435  pratitarkena badbato hetos ca syad asiddhata /
mabayanoktasatyidisamgrahad vinayidisu //

And the reason is not accepted, because it is contradicted by a counter-
argument, because the teachings of the Mahayana, beginning with the
[four] truths, are included in the Vinaya and so forth.

At this point, the burden of the argument shifts to the commentary, where Bhaviveka
offers a series of reasons to question the relationship between the opponent’s reason
(“because it is not included in the Satrantas and so forth”) and thesis (“the Mahayana
is not the Buddha’s teaching”). One reason is that the canonical texts of the eighteen
schools contradict one another. Another is that the canonical texts of different schools
contain references to teachings of the Buddha thatwere delivered during his lifetime but
were not included in the different versions of the canon. All these arguments show that
the opponent’s reason is inconclusive, since it is possible for something to be accepted as
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the Buddha’s teaching and not be included in one of the canonical collections.
Verses 4.36-55 respond to the opponent’s second reason, concluding with the fol-
lowing argument:

4.55 ayam eva yato margah samyagdystipurahsarab /
mahdyane ‘pi nivdistas tasmad dbetor asiddbati //

The Mahayana teaches the very same path, beginning with right vision,
so the reason is unaccepted.

Then Bhaviveka finishes his response to the opponent’s initial syllogism with a critique
of the example:

4.56  wvedante ca hi yat siktam tat sarvam buddhabbasitam /
drstantanyinatid tasmat samdigdbam va pariksyatam //

Everything that is well spoken in the Vedanta is taught by the Buddha. There-
fore, either the example is deficient or one should analyze its ambiguity.

As is true with many of the earlier verses, this gives rise to an interesting exchange in
the commentary about the ambiguity of the word “Vedianta.” The opponent argues that
the example refers to the parts of the Veda that clearly contradict the teaching of the
Buddha. Bhaviveka replies that the Mahayana has no such teachings, so the example
fails to establish a relationship between the thesis and the reason.

Would an actual debate have followed this pattern? We have no way of knowing.
With all of the digressions and the twists and turns in the argument, it is clear that a
debater could have entered the dispute at just about any point, concentrating, perhaps,
on the example or on the second of the two reasons before turning to the first. But
Bhaviveka has given us a clear picture not only of how a debater might have worked
methodically through an analysis of his opponent’s syllogism, but also how a student
might build up a battery of arguments to respond to the thrusts and counter-thrusts of
an opponent. In this respect, the text comes much closer to real debate than the rules
of a logical manual.

The text comes closer in a second respect as well. In his account of the debating
practices in Tibetan monasteries, Georges B. J. Dreyfus comments on the psychologi-
cal pressure when a defender is slow to answer a question or finds the flow of debate
turning against him (2003: 257-59). It is easy for a debater to be rattled, to get angry,
or to grope for the right words. Victory might not necessarily go to the person who
has memorized the most effective arguments, but to the person who can come up with
a sharp rejoinder or a clever comparison to mock the opponent and put him on the
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defensive. Along with his systematic analysis of syllogisms, Bhaviveka gives us a taste of
the rhetorical tricks a debater could use to make the opponent angry or break his con-
centration. Bhaviveka starts the chapter on the Sravakas with a slighting reference to the
“inferior aspirations” (hnddhimukti) of his opponents, echoing the distinction between
the “inferior vehicle” of the Sravakas and the “great vehicle” of the Mahayana. In verse
4.11, the Sravaka objector calls the Mahayanists “clowns” (vidizsaka) for saying that the
qualifier “in reality” frees them from a particularly egregious fault. If the Mahayana
argument is correct, the Sravaka says, then it would be correct “in reality” to say that a
man can have sex with a woman who is forbidden, because she is a woman, like another
woman. Bhaviveka has a sharp rejoinder in verse 4.65: “If you want to refute us, you have
to prove that there ultimately can be sex with a woman who is permissible for sex,” and
so on. At the beginning of the Yogacara chapter, Bhaviveka refers to his opponents as
“scholars” (dhira) who are “proud of their approach” (svanitav abbimaninap). The pride
of the Yogicara seems to have become proverbial, at least for Haribhadra, who begins
the Abbisamayidlamkiriloka with a reference to Vasubandhu as “elevated” (we might say
“puffed up”) with “pride in his knowledge.”* In verse 5.54, Bhaviveka responds to a
Yogacara claim that a person should use the concept of mind-only to remove the idea
of external objects, then use the concept again to remove the idea of a separate subject.
Bhaviveka responds with a clever proverb about “washing away mud,”*¢ saying that the
opponent would be better off seeking the truth from the very beginning, rather than
covering himself with mud and then washing it away. In 5.82-83, near the end of the
section on “dependent identity,” Bhaviveka quotes a passage from the Bodbisattvabhiimi
that accuses an unidentified “nihilist” (nastika) of going straight to hell and taking
others with him. Bhaviveka takes this passage to be a reference to the Madhyamikas,
and he throwsitback in the Yogacaras’ face, saying: “These angry words are like vomit:
they show undigested pride.” This line picks up the reference to the Yogacaras’ pride at
the start of the chapter and turns it into an insult that seems crude and at the same time
unusually apt. What better way to mock a defeated opponent than to compare his argu-
ments to vomit? It seems that there was more to the rhetorical give and take of these
debates than the mere analysis of a string of syllogisms.

THE ARGUMENT
BHAVIVEKA’Ss BUDDHIST OPPONENTS
Once all of this has been said—once we have a sense of who Bhaviveka was, what works

can be reliably attributed to him, and how he formed his arguments—who were his
Buddhist opponents, and what were the issues that seemed to divide them?
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The title of chapter 4 identifies the opponents as “Sravakas,” a word that often is
translated as “disciples” or “listeners,” or simply left untranslated. The term “Sravaka”
is of ten used in Mahayana texts to refer to the adherents of the first of three different
“vehicles” (yana): the Sravakayina, the Pratyekabuddhayana, and the Mahayana. In the
verses and commentary of chapter 4, Bhaviveka treats the term as sufficiently self-evident
to use it not only in his own account of the opponents’ position, but in the Sravakas’ own
designation of themselves (as in the commentary on verse 4.4). The term takes on greater
historical specificity as the chapter unfolds, when Bhaviveka associates the Sravakas not
only with a series of doctrinal arguments against the Mahayana, but with a particular
view of the contents of the Buddhist canon and with the division of the Buddhist com-
munity into a series of eighteen schools (#ikaya). These points emerge in Bhaviveka’s
discussion of a series of reasons, two of which have already been mentioned:

4.7 na buddhboktir mabayinam satrantadiv asamgrabat /
mavgantaropadesid vi yathd vedintadarsanam //

4.8 phalabetvapaviadiad vi yathid nastikadarsanam /
astadasanikayantarbbavibhivan na niscitam //

The Mahiyana is not the Buddha’s teaching, because it is not included
in the Sttrantas and so forth or because it teaches another path, like the
Vedanta view (vedantadarsana), or because it repudiates cause and effect,
like a nihilistic view (nastikadarsana). The pointis clinched because it is
notincluded in the eighteen schools.

The Sravakas who emerge from these objections, and from Bhaviveka’s response, are
much more than a textual stereotype. Each nikzya or “school” has its own distinc-
tive approach to key issues of doctrine or discipline, each has its own history, and
each has its own distinctive body of canonical literature. The commentary on verse
4.8 contains Bhavaviveka’s well-known “Explanation of the Divisions of Schools”
(nikayabhedavibhangavyikhyana), one of the most important sources for the history of
sectarian movements in Indian Buddhism,”’ and Bhaviveka’s response to the argu-
ment that the Mahayana is “not included in the Satrantas and so forth” (in verse 4.35
and the following commentary) explores the content of different canonical collections.
Bhaviveka begins by arguing that the teachings of the Mahdyana are found in the
canonical collections of the nikiyas. In strictly logical terms, this amounts to a claim
that the reason is “unaccepted”; Bhaviveka does not accept that the “inferring prop-
erty” (“not included in the Sttrantas and so forth”) is not a property of the “subject”
(“the Mahayana”). Bhaviveka then argues that the reason is “inconclusive.” To do this,
he has to show that it is possible for a text to be “the Buddha’s teaching” and “not be
included in the Satrantas and so forth.” This argument has important implications for
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our understanding of the integrity of Buddhist canonical collections. In a passage that
he appears to borrow from Vasubandhu’s Logic of Explanation (Vyakhyiayukti), Bhaviveka
points out that some canonical texts refer to teachings of the Buddha that were not
transmitted in any of the existing canonical collections. He goes on to argue that the
canonical texts of different schools contradict one another, so that the teachings that
are accepted as authentic by some schools are rejected by others. All of this shows that
the Sravakas themselves acknowledge greater diversity in the Buddha’s teaching than is
found in any particular canonical collection. In a wider sense, it shows that the Sravakas
were a far more varied group than we now can observe with the paucity of our sources.

The term “Yogacara” in the title of chapter 5 presents a different set of histori-
cal issues. In a generic sense, the word can be used to refer simply to a “practitioner
of discipline,” as in a passage from the Brabmapariprechi Sitra quoted by Bhaviveka
in The Lamp of Wisdom: “O Blessed One, a practitioner of discipline who has perfect
understanding does not cause the arising or cessation of any dbarma, does not seek to
attain any dharma, and does not seek understanding.”*® Bhaviveka frequently refers to
the Bodhisattva practice as a form of yoga (“discipline”) and to Bodhisattvas themselves
as yogins (“practitioners of discipline”), as in the commentary on MHK 3.292. This
usage follows the standard terminology of the Perfection of Wisdom literature® and
is mirrored in other important Madhyamaka works, such as Aryadeva’s Four Hundred
Verses (Catubsataka), whose long title in the Tibetan edition is Bodhisattva-yogacaryi-
Sastra-catubsataka-kariki (Four Hundred Verses on the Bodbisattva’s Practice of Discipline).*°
It is clear, however, that the Yogacara who is named in the title of chapter 5 is not
just a generic “practitioner of discipline” but the adherent of a rival tradition, as the
Sravaka is in chapter 4. Bhaviveka makes this point explicit in the commentary on 5.1,
when he identifies the Yogacaras as “Asanga, Vasubandhu, and so forth.” Judging from
Bhaviveka’s arguments about “mind-only” in verses 5.17-54 and his response to the con-
cept of “exclusion-by-the-other” (anyipoha) in verses 5.60-68, it is clear that Bhaviveka
also thought of Dignaga as a Yogacara. He mentions Dignaga’s Investigation of the Object
(Alambanapariksi) by name in the commentary on 5.39.

There is no scholarly consensus about why Bhaviveka used the word “Yogacara” to
name this particular group of Mahayana opponents. The old idea that the Yogacara tra-
dition was known for its distinctive practice of yoga now has to be discarded. The prac-
tice of yoga belonged as much to the Madhyamaka tradition as it did to the Yogacara.
For that matter, it belonged as much to Indian religion in general as it did to any par-
ticular branch of Buddhist thought. A more likely explanation is that Bhaviveka took
the word from the title of Asanga’s Yogacarabhiimi (Stages in the Practice of Yoga). We
know from Huili’s biography of Xuanzang that the Yogacarabhiimi served as the defin-
ing text for Xuanzang’s own scholarly identity. Huili tells us that Xuanzang under-
took his journey to India specifically to study the Yogacarabhiimi, so that he could cut
through the sectarian differences that plagued Buddhist teachers in China.'! When he
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finally arrived at Nalanda monastery and was ushered into the presence of the master
Silabhadra, Xuanzang introduced himself by saying that he had come from China in
order to study the Yogacarabbimi under the guidance of a teacher. If we understand the
word “Yogicara” this way, it would refer first to a text, then to the teaching derived
from the text and to the scholars who represent that teaching. As the designation of a
teaching, it would be similar to Bhartrhari’s word Zgamadarsana (a “tradition-view”).
As the name of a group of scholars, it would be similar to two other Buddhist terms:
Vaibhasika, which names the scholars who base their teaching on the Mabavibhisa,
and Sautrantika, which names the scholars who base their teaching on the Sutranza. It
is useful to note that Bhaviveka took a similar position about the meaning of the term
madhbyamaka in his commentary on the last verse of the MHK (“This completes the con-
cise heart of the Madhyamaka: for scholars it is a mirror to reflect the meaning of many
stitras”). Bhaviveka explains that the suffix “#4” refers to “the act (or means) of teaching
and proclaiming the middle path.” Then he goes on to say that the word madhyamaka
can refer to either the “Madhyamaka text” (madhyamakasistra) or the “Madhyamaka
system” (madhyamakasiddhinta) ™

There has been a great deal of discussion about whether it is accurate to call rival
text-traditions like the Madhyamaka and Yogacara “schools” in a formal sense. Stanley
Weinstein has pointed out that in China full-fledged Buddhist schools only emerged
during the latter half of the Tang Dynasty (1993: 485). T. Griffith Foulk has argued
that the term “school” should only be used to designate a movement or group “united in
a self-conscious manner by a common set of beliefs, practices, and/or social structure”
(1992: 18-31). Bhaviveka clearly thought that the Madhyamaka and Yogacara text-tradi-
tions were separated by self-conscious sets of beliefs. To what extent these beliefs were
accompanied by differences in practice or social structure is difficult to determine, but
there are suggestions in the text that point toward significant institutional divisions.
In verses 5.82-83ab, Bhaviveka quotes a passage from the Bodbisatrvabhimi (a portion
of the Yogacarabhiimi) and takes it to be a critical reference to the Madhyamaka. The
passage reads like this:

When some people hear the difficult and profound Mahayana satras that
deal with emptiness and convey a meaning that needs to be interpreted, they
do not discern the correct meaning, they develop false concepts, they have
unreasonable views based only on logic (farka), and they say: “All of reality is
nothing but a designation; whoever sees it this way, sees correctly.” For these
people there is no real thing to serve as the basis of designation. This means
that there cannot be any designation at all. How can reality be nothing but
designation? By saying this they deny both designation and reality. Someone
who denies designation and reality should be known as the worst kind of
nihilist (nastika). Those who are wise and practice a religious life should not
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speak or share living quarters with this kind of nihilist. He causes himself to
fall, and those who agree with his false views fall as well.1¥#

If the word “nihilist” is meant to include Madhyamikas, as Bhaviveka thought, this pas-
sage means not only that the Yogacaras (who are affiliated with the text-tradition of the
Yogicarabhiimi) disagree with the Madhyamikas; they should not speak with them or
share living quarters. How this prohibition played outin practice in Bhaviveka’s lifetime,
we do not know. But the passage suggests that the intellectual rivalry was accompa-
nied by a significant institutional rivalry. Xuanzang’s narrative confirms that these two
text-traditions were rivals, and Bhaviveka’s argument assumes it. This rivalry continued
to generate important philosophical controversies in India and later in Tibet, where
Bhaviveka’s critique of the Yogacara was a key source of the doctrinal differences that
José Ignacio Cabezon has aptly called the “scholia” of Tibetan scholasticism (1994).

Some have argued that Bhaviveka not only chronicled the dispute between
Madhyamaka and Yogacira but also created it. This point goes back at least as far
as Taranatha, who said (in a passage quoted earlier) that, before Buddhapalita and
Bhaviveka, “all adherents of the Mahayana remained under the same teaching.” It was
only after the death of Bhaviveka that “the adherents of the Mahayana divided into
two schools (sde) and began to debate.” Bhaviveka’s chapter on the Yogicaras shows
that he understood the situation quite differently. In the opening verse and in the
following commentary, Bhaviveka says that “other scholars,” beginning with Asanga
and Vasubandhu, have claimed that their approach is superior to the approach of the
Madhyamikas. The Yogiacara claim of superiority is expressed even more sharply in the
last verse of the Yogacara objection:

5.7 prajiiagparamitanitiv iyane sarvajiiataptaye /
na tatpadanirvodhadipratisedbapariyana //

This approach to the Perfection of Wisdom is [the means] to attain om-
niscience; the approach that concentrates on the negation of arising and
cessation is not.

The commentary on this verse makes clear who follows these two approaches:

This approach to the Perfection of Wisdom—namely the one that we [the Yo-
gaciaras] present—is the means to attain omniscience. The approach that con-
centrates on the negation of arising and cessation—namely the approach of
the Madhyamikas (madhyamavidin)—is tantamount to nihilism (ndstikadysti)
and is not the means to attain omniscience.
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In verses 5.82-83, Bhaviveka connects this accusation of nihilism to the passage just
quoted from the Bodhisattvabbiimi. From these verses and their surrounding commen-
tary, it is hard to avoid the conclusion that Bhaviveka himself attributed responsibility
for the dispute to the Yogacaras themselves. They were the ones who defended the
approach of the Yogacirabhiimi, along with its accusation of nihilism. All he was doing
was defending his own text-tradition against its critics.

When two traditions are as close as the Madhyamaka and Yogacara, itis tempting to
minimize or overlook the differences. But it is often the “proximate others” or the near
neighborswho pose the problem of difference in its most acute and troubling form. They
challenge a person or group not just to identify what sets the other apart, but to look in
the mirror and identify what it is that makes them themselves. In other words, they pose
the question of identity. If the language of “identity” or “selfhood” seems strange to
Buddhist ears (after all, “selfhood” is precisely what others have and Buddhists do not), it
is this strangeness that gives the differences among Buddhist philosophers their intellec-
tual edge. Jonathan Z. Smith has said that difference or otherness “becomes most prob-
lematic when it is TOO-MUCH-LIKE-US or when it claims to BE-US” (2004: 245).
In the case of these two kindred Mahayana traditions, the problem of difference is only
sharpened by the fact that Mahayana philosophy has to do with the absence of identity—
in things, in selves, in others, and, for that matter, even in traditions and schools.

What is it, then, that made these two TOO-MUCH-LIKE-US traditions so dif-
ferent? Bhaviveka has a great deal to say about the signature doctrines of the Yogacira,
including “mind-only” (cittamatra) and the “three identities” (¢isvabhiva), but the core
of the dispute mirrors his dispute with the Sravakas: it has to do with scripture. The
problem is not whether the Mahayana suatras are authentic. About this the Madhyamikas
and Yogacaras agreed. The problem is that the Yogacaras made an exclusive claim
about their approach to scripture: “This approach to the Perfection of Wisdom is the
means to attain omniscience; the approach that concentrates on the negation of arising
and cessation is not.”** Examples of this kind of exclusive claim are rare in Yogacara
sources, but they are not unknown. One clear example is found in Dignaga’s Epitome of
the Perfection of Wisdom (prajiiaparamitapindartha), verses 27-29: “The teaching in the
Perfection of Wisdom is based on three [identities]: imagined, dependent, and absolute.
The words ‘do not exist’ rule out everything that is imagined. Examples such as illusion
(maya) teach dependent [identity]. The fourfold purification teaches absolute [identity].
The Buddha has no other teaching in the Perfection of Wisdom.” The key words here
are nanyd buddbasya desana: “the Buddha has no other teaching.” It is possible that more
examples of this exclusive claim would be forthcoming if we could examine the com-
mentaries on the Perfection of Wisdom by Asanga and Vasubandhu. Haribhadra refers
to these commentaries in the introduction to his Abbisamayalamkaraloka, but neither of
them survives in their Sanskrit original or in Chinese or Tibetan translation.!¥

Dignaga’s verses not only offer an exclusive interpretation of the Perfection of
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Wisdom, they also give us an intellectual framework to understand what the interpre-
tation is about. The Yogacaras interpret the Perfection of Wisdom through a doctrine
of “three identities” (¢7isvabbava). While Digniaga does not mention the corresponding
Madhyamaka, his readers would know that the “three identities” do the same philo-
sophical work for the Yogacara that “two truths” (satyadvaya) do for the Madhyamaka.
At its most basic level, the dispute between these two traditions (as it was formulated
in the sixth century) can be understood as a conflict between these two interpretive
principles: the Yogacara doctrine of “three natures” versus the Madhyamaka doctrine
of “two truths.”

Nigarjuna once said: “Buddhas teach the Dharma based on two truths: mundane
relative truth and ultimate truth. Anyone who misunderstands the distinction between
these two truths misunderstands the profound point in the Buddhas’ teaching.”'*¢ These
two verses have provoked an ocean of commentary and no small amount of misun-
derstanding. Without getting into the technical details of the two truths, perhaps it is
enough to say that Madhyamikas like Bhaviveka approach the world from two different
perspectives. From a conventional or “relative” (samvrti) perspective, they accept things
as they are designated in ordinary speech and appear in ordinary experience. From an
ultimate (paramartha) perspective, they look closely at these things and discover that
theyhave no identity in and of themselves. The two truths together constitute a “middle
path” (madhyama pratipad), in the sense that these two perspectives make it possible to
say that things both are and are not. From a conventional perspective, the contents of
ordinary experience (and the experiences themselves) are; from an ultimate perspective,
they are not. In this way, the middle path avoids two extremes: the extreme of “improper
denial” (apavida) and the extreme of “improper reification” (saznaropa). To “deny” some-
thing in the technical sense is to deny that it has any reality or moral significance at all.
In effect, it is a kind of nihilism. To “reify” something is to atribute so much reality to it
that one cannot be free from it. “Reification” functions, in effect, as a kind of fatalism.
While these two extremes have to do initially with the reality of things, their greatest
significance comes in the realm of ethical practice. To take the requirements of the
path seriously, it is important to understand that the things a person does today will
have serious consequences tomorrow, as Bhaviveka himself explained: “Someone who is
in the habit of denying cause and effect pulls up beneficial roots, enters evil paths, and
rejects conventional reality itself. Madhyamikas do not deny cause and effect, which
is like magic or a mirage, and they do not enter evil paths.”¥ On the other side, it is
important to understand that a person is not bound by the past; a person can change and
become something new. These two modes of understanding constitute the middle path.
In fact, it would reflect Bhaviveka’s approach more accurately to take the word pratipad
not as “path” but as “way of understanding” (as in Bhaviveka’s verse 5.9) and interpret the
“middle path” as a balanced way of understanding oneself and one’s place in the world.

The Yogiacara approaches the same intellectual problems from a very different
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angle. The Chinese monk, traveller, and translator Yijing explained the difference like
this: “For Yogacara the real exists, but the conventional does not exist; and [Yogacaral
takes the three identities as foundational. For Madhyamaka the real does not exist, but
the conventional does exist; and actually the two truths are primary.”**® The difference
between the two traditions is more complicated than this, but just barely. The symme-
try of the Yogacara position is evident in the first few verses of The Distinction between
the Middle and the Extremes (Madhyantavibhiga), a Yogacara text attributed to Maitreya
and transmitted by Asanga:

abbitaparikalpo ‘sti dvayam tatra na vidyate /
Sanyatd vidyate tv atra tasydm api sa vidyate //

na Sanyam casanyam tasmat sarvam vidhiyate /
sattvad asattvadt sattvic ca madbyama pratipac ca si //

The imagination of what is unreal exists. Duality does not exist in it, but

emptiness does exist in it, and it exists in emptiness.

This is why itis said that nothing is empty and nothing is non-empty, be-
cause of the existence [of the imagination], the non-existence [of duality],
and the existence [of emptiness]. This is the middle path.

The categories mentioned in these two verses can be aligned with the three identi-
ties in the following way:

duality imagined identity does not exist
imagination dependent identity exists
emptiness absolute identity exists

In later verses, the text complicates the picture slightly by equating the imagination
(parikalpa) with consciousness (vijiidna) and asserting that consciousness both exists and
does not exist. This means that it does not exist as it appears, but it is not entirely non-
existent, since it arises in the form of deluded awareness.!*” To use a comparison that is
common in other Yogacira texts, consciousness arises like a dream. The objects seen in
a dream are not real, but no one can reasonably doubt the dreaming of the dream itself.
This addition changes the Yogacara picture of reality in a modest but significant way:

duality imagined identity does not exist
imagination dependent identity exists and does not exist
emptiness absolute identity exists

According to this picture, dependentidentity (or consciousness) is a direct expression of
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the middle path. From one point of view it is, and from another point of view it is not.
As was true with the Madhyamikas, this view of the middle path is directly related to
the concerns of Buddhist practice. The Madhyantavibhiga makes this point with cryp-
tic precision: “We think that liberation comes from its destruction” (tatksayin muktir
isyate).” In his commentary, Vasubandhu draws out the implications: “Why do we not
think that this deluded awareness (bhranti) is non-existent? Because ‘we think that lib-
eration comes from its destruction.” Otherwise there would be no bondage and no lib-
eration, and, in that case, there would be the fault of denying (#pavids) defilement and
purification.” Here “deluded awareness” is another word for the imaginative capacity of
consciousness. In his subcommentary on this passage, Sthiramati adds further explana-
tion by saying that if deluded awareness exists ultimately, defilement must be perma-
nent, and if deluded awareness does not existat all, there can be no purification. In both
cases, there would be no point in making any effort to achieve liberation.*® These two
problems correspond to the fatalism and nihilism that concerned the Madhyamikas,
but the Yogacara response turns the response of the Madhyamaka upside down. Instead
of affirming things conventionally and denying them ultimately, the Yogacara denies
their imagined identity and affirms their absolute identity, with the intermediate cat-
egory, dependent identity, sharing elements of both.

The fine points of the Yogacara position, along with Bhaviveka’s response, can be
studied in the translation and notes that follow, but the structure of Bhaviveka’s critique
of the Yogacara is not difficult to grasp. Yijing understood exactly what was at stake.
Bhaviveka maps the two basic existence claims of the Yogacara onto the Madhyamaka
doctrine of two truths and asks whether either of them makes sense. If the Yogacara
denial of imagined identity is intended to be ultimate, then the Madhyamika has no
reason to object. But if it is intended to be conventional, the Yogacara is guilty of an
“improper denial” (#pavida) of things that ordinary people consider to be real. Bhaviveka
makes this point in verses 5.55-56, in response to a Yogacara argument that “imagined
[identity] does not exist, because it is imagined, like a snake.” He has in mind the classic
Indian comparison of the snake that someone imagines when he walks down a dark road
and sees a coiled rope.

5.55 nesto bhujagavac casat kalpitam kalpitatvatab /
rajjvatmand by anekantat pratitir api badhika //

5.56 tadamsadyster na bhrantir anekamsa hi sa yatah /
sarvatharthanisedhdt te syic ca vastvapavaditad //

We do not think that imagined [identity] does not exist, because it is
imagined, like a snake. This [argument] is inconclusive with regard to the
rope and is contradicted by common sense.

Imagined identity is not completely illusory,'s! because we observe that
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this example has more than one part. By negating all objects, you make
an improper denial of real things.

Bhaviveka explains that when someone sees a rope as a snake, the cognition has two
parts. It is true that the snake is imagined and does not really exist, but the rope is
not imagined and actually does exist. He says that there is a general or common sense
agreement that there is such a thing as a rope “made by hands and human effort from
water, fiber, and other materials.” To say that the whole cognition is false “improperly
denies” the cognition of the rope.

After he has criticized his opponent’s position, Bhiaviveka’s normal procedure is to
offer a positive statement of his own position. In this case, the situation calls for a posi-
tive statement about the existence of imagined identity, as Bhaviveka understands it. As
it turns out, this simple move had important intellectual implications for the subsequent
history of Madhyamaka, especially in Tibet. When the Tibetan philosopher Tsong kha
pa (1357-1419) constructed his classification of the varieties of Indian Madhyamaka, he
argued that Bhaviveka’s critique of the Yogacara concept of imagined identity implicitly
commits him to the opposite position. Since the Yogacara says that imagined identity is
“empty ofidentity” (svalaksanasinya), Tsong kha pa interprets this to mean that Bhaviveka
implicitly affirms the “identity” (Tib. rang gi mtshan nyid / Skt. svalaksana) of imagined
identity conventionally. Whether Tsong kha pa is right in drawing this conclusion from
Bhaviveka’s argument is beyond the scope of this book,”? but Tsong kha pa’s argument
suggests that readers should pay particularly close attention to the positive position that
Bhaviveka puts forward in place of the Yogacara negation of imagined identity.

In effect, Bhaviveka responds to the Yogacara negation in two separate ways. Before
he even gets to the doctrine of imagined identity, Bhaviveka has already argued that
external objects exist conventionally as “combinations of homogeneous atoms” (verses
5.35-36). This argument is the positive side of Bhaviveka’s critique of the Yogacira
interpretation of “mind-only” (citramatra). Bhaviveka took the Yogacara position to be
a denial of “external objects” (Tib. phyi rol gyi don / Skt. bahyartha); his response is to
affirm external objects. Some contemporary interpreters of the Yogacara say thatitis a
misreading of the Yogicara to think that they deny the existence of objects outside the
mind. Bhaviveka clearly thought otherwise. The argument about “mind-only” in verses
5.17-54 shows that Bhaviveka had strong textual warrant for his interpretation, and he
knew the Yogacara as a living tradition in his own time.!* Whether later Yogacara com-
mentators blurred this position is a point that others can decide, but Bhaviveka leaves
no doubt that the Yogacara scholars who were his dialog partners in the sixth century
took “mind-only” as a denial of objects external to the mind.

In his response to the Yogacara negation of “imagined identity,” Bhaviveka does not
need to say anything more about the conventional existence of external objects. He took
care of that in the section on “mind-only.” He turns instead to a discussion of language
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and explains how words can be used to refer to objects conventionally. The argument
begins in the introduction to verse 5.57 with a Yogacara objection: “External objects do
not exist, but defilements arise from concepts of the cognitive marks of objects, based
on names and conventions.” After a brief digression to show that the Yogacara point
cannot account for animals, who can be just as angry as human beings, even though
they have no ability to speak, Bhaviveka launches into a critique of Dignaga’s view of
universals as the “exclusion-by-the-other” (anyapoba). The details of this argument are
best understood directly from the translation and the notes. At this point, it is enough
to say that Bhaviveka not only identifies a problem with Dignaga’s definition that had
an important impact on later developments of the concept of apoba. He also develops
a striking and, as far as anyone has been able to determine, unprecedented account of
language as designating the “emptiness of what is dissimilar” (vijatiyena Sanyatvam).
Taken at face value, this means that the conventional nature of a thing (as an object of
language) is emptiness of other, while its ultimate nature is emptiness of self. The sym-
metry of this formulation is one more sign of the elegance of Bhaviveka’s philosophical
imagination. Perhaps he also delivered it with the hint of a smile.

When Bhaviveka turns his attention to the concept of dependent identity, he once
again interrogates the Yogacara position from the point of view of two truths. The
argument begins with a Yogacara objection in the introduction to verses 5.69-71, ending
with a formula that mirrors the language of the Madhyantavibhaga: “We accept the exis-
tence of dependent identity, because ‘imagined identity does not exist, but dependent
identity does exist.””* In verses 5.69-70, Bhaviveka uses this formula as the basis of a
Yogacara syllogism: “Things are empty, because they are empty of the identity that is
attributed to them by words.” Bhavaviveka interprets this syllogism to mean that things
are empty of imagined identity, but not of dependent identity. This Yogicara formula
elicits the response that we would expect, given Bhaviveka’s understanding of the two
truths:

5.71 paratantyastitoktan ca samvyrtya siddbasidbhanam /
tattvatas cen na dystanto hetos capi viruddhata //

If [the opponents] are saying that dependent [identity] exists in a relative
sense, they are proving something that [we] accept. If [they are saying that
it exists] in a real sense, there is no example and the reason is contradicted.

There is no example for the simple reason that the objector cannot cite an instance
of anything that exists “in reality” (taftvatap). The reason is contradicted because it
asserts only that things are empty of imagined identity, not that they are empty of
dependent identity. Bhaviveka continues the argument by exploring the Yogacara claim
that dependent identity “arises” (in various forms of the verb u#-pad). His point again
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is that this claim can be taken two ways. From the conventional or relative point of
view, no Madhyamika can object, but ultimately the claim cannot make sense: things
can arise and cease only if they are not ultimately real. This argument concludes in the
most pointed rhetorical exchange of the entire chapter, when Bhaviveka quotes the pas-
sage from the Bodbisatrvabbiimi that implicitly accuses the Madhyamikas of nihilism.
Bhaviveka responds to this charge by saying that the words of the Yogacara (which are
the words of the Yogacarabhiimi) are like vomit that shows undigested pride.

Bhaviveka’s critique of the concept of absolute identity is similar to his critique of
dependent identity. He moves back and forth between two positions: If absolute identity
exists, as the Yogacira claims, then it must be conventional, and if it exists ultimately,
it cannot have the attributes that the Mahayana normally ascribes to ultimate reality.
Verses 5.85-86, for example, say that absolute identity (here referred to as dharma-tattva
or “the Dharma nature”) cannot be a real thing and still be “non-conceptual” (nirvikalpa)
and “inexpressible” (enabbilipya). The argument takes a distinctive turn in verse 5.97,
when Bhiaviveka focuses on the Buddha’s awareness of ultimate reality rather than on
ultimate reality as an object of awareness. We know from an earlier passage in the text
that Bhaviveka thinks that the primary referent of the word “ultimate” (paramartha) is
the cognition whose object is ultimate, rather than the object of an ultimate cognition.
(This explanation is found in the commentary on verse 3.26.) He also understands that
the words “Buddha” or “Teacher” (§7st7) refer primarily to a state of awareness. Both of
these claims come into play when Bhaviveka says:

597  mirdlambo na Sistd syat tathatidlambanatvatahb /
na capi samatd bodbis tattvasvabhiasabbedatah //

The Teacher is not free from objects if he objectifies Thusness, and
awakening is not [an understanding of] equality if the image of reality is
differentiated.

In other words, the Yogacara objector cannot account for the non-conceptual char-
acter of the Buddha’s awareness if he treats absolute identity as a real thing. As far as
Bhaviveka is concerned, the Madhyamaka avoids this problem by insisting that there is
no reality from the ultimate point of view. If this is the case, the Buddha’s awakening
has nothing to conceptualize and nothing to objectify. In fact, the Buddha’s awareness
is no awareness at all.

5.99cd  adravyatvanupalabhyarvid yuktam nas tad yathoditam //

5.100  agjater nirvisesatvat kbatulyam capy alipyatab /
atyantanabhilzpyam ca sarvathapy agrahad dhiya //
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[Reality] is not a real thing and cannot be apprehended, so for us it can
be what [you] have said: it is like space, because it does not arise, it has no
particulars, and it is unstained. It also is completely inexpressible, because
it cannot be grasped by the mind in any way.

In effect, these verses conclude Bhaviveka’s critique of absolute identity. He has shown
why he thinks absolute identity cannot ultimately exist; he also has shown how his view
of ultimate reality allows the Buddha’s awareness to be truly non-conceptual. One cru-
cial question remains: how can a philosopher like Bhaviveka be confident that this view
of reality is correct?

In the earlier discussion of Bhaviveka’s approach to philosophical diversity, par-
ticularly to the diversity expressed in the 363 “doctrines” or “views,” I mentioned the
ambiguity of Bhaviveka’s understanding of tarka or “reason.” The concept of tarka was
important to him; he even used it in the title of his commentary (Tarkajvila). But it was
a concept about which he was deeply ambivalent. Now it is possible to understand the
nature of that ambivalence and put it in the proper context, not only in relation to his
dispute with the Yogacara but in the structure of Indian epistemology more generally.
In verse 5.104, Bhaviveka’s Yogacara opponent objects to the idea that inference can be
used to know ultimate reality:

tattvasyatarkagamyarvit tadbodho nanumanatap /
natas tarkena dbharmanam gamyate dbarmateti cet //

The nature of dbharmas cannot be known by logical reasoning, because
reality is not an object of logical reasoning and is not known by inference.

Why would the Yogacara raise this objection at this point in the argument? One reason
is that Bhaviveka has just used a logical argument to refute the Yogacara understand-
ing of absolute identity. This is another way of saying that his argument gives a more
accurate understanding of ultimate reality than the approach of the Yogicara. But the
argument goes deeper than this. Bhiviveka also has said that there ultimately is no
such thing as absolute identity. This means that the Yogacira has no epistemological
refuge other than the logical procedure that leads to Bhaviveka’s negation. Bhaviveka
presents the Yogacara point of view in the objection that introduces verse 5.104. Here
the Yogacara objector says:

When it says in a satra that “the ultimate cannot be analyzed (#tarkya) and is
not an object of reason (tarkagocara),” it means that [the ultimate] is an object
of perception (pratyaksa). You contradict tradition when you say that [the
ultimate] is an object of logical reasoning.
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If absolute identity ultimately does not exist, then there ultimately is no non-conceptual
awareness. Translated into the language of the pramainas (the means of valid knowl-
edge), this means that there ultimately is no perception, non-dual or otherwise, by
which ultimate reality can be known. Without perception, what other authority can
there be but inference?

This argument puts Bhaviveka in the anomalous position of saying that ultimate
reality is not an object of inference (as the sttra says), but that there is no decisive way to
know this state of affairs apart from reason itself. He makes this point in verses 5.104-6:

ihanumanan nirdosad agamanuvidbiyinab /
kalpitisesavividbavikalpaughanivikytep //
sakalajiieyayathatmyam Gkisasamacetasab /

Jiianena nirvikalpena buddbhab pasyanty adarsanat //
ato ‘mumanavisayam na tattvam pratipadyate /
tattvajiianavipakso yas tasya tena nivikriya //

Buddhas® use faultless inference in a way that is consistent with tradition
to completely reject many different concepts of imagined things.

Then, without seeing, they see all objects of knowledge, just as they are,
with non-conceptual knowledge and with minds like space.

It is impossible to understand reality as an object of inference, but infer-
ence rules out the opposite of the knowledge of reality.

On the surface, these three verses seem to outline a two-stage cognitive process leading
from conceptual thought to the non-conceptual experience of awakening. Since infer-
ence is conceptual, it can only prepare the way; it cannot give direct access to ultimate
reality. But if reality is not an object of knowledge—if, in fact, it is not anything at
all—the final epistemic authority lies with reason, and the so-called “experience” of
awakening is only experience in a conventional or metaphorical sense. Ultimately, what
we call “experience” is no experience. Bhaviveka makes this point in his commentary on
verse 5.06: “[ The Buddhas’ awareness] is a single moment of non-conceptual, perceptual
(pratyaksa) knowledge (jiiana). The word ‘see’ is only metaphorical; [Buddhas] see by the
discipline of no-seeing (Tib. gzigs pa med pa’i tshul gyis / Skt. adarsanayogena).”>¢ From a
conventional point of view, Buddhas see reality (where the word “see” indicates a form
of direct perception), but ultimately there is no seeing and nothing to see. Buddhas see
reality by a yoga or “discipline” of no seeing.’s’

Some might say that the formula “see without seeing” implies an intellectual con-
vergence with the Yogacara, as if Bhaviveka carried his negation almost to the bitter
end and then affirmed a form of non-conceptual awareness that could only be named
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paradoxically as “no-seeing.” But this interpretation makes nonsense of the structure of
Bhaviveka’sargument. If reality is anywhere for Bhaviveka, itmustbe in the conventional
realm, as Yijing clearly understood when he said: “For Madhyamaka the real does not
exist, but the conventional does exist.”*® The Bodhisatrvabhiimi reflected Yijing’s point
when it said: “When some people hear the difficult and profound Mahayana satras that
deal with Emptiness. . ., they develop false concepts and have unreasonable views based
only on logic (tarka), and they say: ‘All of reality is nothing but a designation; whoever
sees it this way, sees correctly.”” When Bhaviveka’s argument is understood this way,
his apparent convergence with the Yogacara seems more like his ironic claim that great
Bodhisattvas such as Avalokite$vara and Maitreya worship Brahman by the discipline
of no-worship. Bhaviveka “includes” the Yogacara view of perception, but it does this
in a way that inverts and negates it. In the process he also inverts the Yogacara ranking
of perception and inference. For Bhaviveka, it is not perception that transcends infer-
ence, but inference that gives the proper rational criterion to understand the nature and
limits of perception.

Dan Arnold has called attention to this aspect of the Madhyamaka method in
his account of Candrakirti’s “transcendental” critique of Dignaga’s view of percep-
tion. Candrakirti’s critique was based on the logical requirements of reason itself,
rather than on the perceptual content of experience (Arnold 2005: 117-42). It is pos-
sible to make the same point in the Madhyamikas’ own language by considering how
Bhaviveka’s successors in the so-called “Svatantrika” tradition drew out the implica-
tions of his understanding of reason. Jianagarbha, the eighth-century predecessor of
Santaraksita and Kamalagila, defines conventional truth as “consistent with what one
sees” (yathadarsana)—in other words, consistent with perception. He defines ultimate
truth as “consistent with reason” (nydyanusara).*® This formulation of the two truths
turns the conventional Yogacira definition upside down. For Dignaga, there were only
two means of valid knowledge: perception and inference. Perception was non-concep-
tual and gave access to ultimate reality; inference was subject to words and concepts
and could give access only to conventional reality. As strange as it may seem, these
two Mahiyana traditions, which shared the same scriptures and the same view of the
Bodhisattva path, took radically different approaches to this fundamental question:
What does it mean to know reality and, by implication, what does it mean to have the
knowledge of a Buddha? Bhaviveka thought that the decisive means of knowledge was
inference, while the Yogacara thought that it was perception.

It would take us beyond the scope of this book, but it would be possible to extend
this comparison to the other major non-dualistic tradition in Indian philosophy, Advaita
Vedanta. Sankara (eighth century) and his disciples struggled with the same problem of
how to know a reality that is beyond the distinctions of language and beyond the ordi-
nary subject-object dualities of perception. Their strategy was to use a rational process
of inference to strip away misconceptions about the nature of the self and persuade a
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student that the self cannot be identified with anything that is limited or imperma-
nent.’* Then it is possible for a teacher to pronounce one of the authoritative statements
of the Veda, like “That art thou” or “I am Brahman,” and identify the self with Brahman.
While this awareness of identity is not, in a sense, new knowledge, since Brahman is
always aware of itself, it comes as a moment of revelation to the person who seeks it, and
it functions as a counterpart to the Buddhist moment of awakening. When Sankara’s
approach is set side by side with the approaches of the Yogacara and Madhyamaka, it
creates a remarkable picture. These three traditions, which share so many presupposi-
tions and common influences, take radically different approaches to the epistemology of
awakening. The Yogacira favors perception, the Madhyamaka favors inference, and the
Vedanta favorsscriptural revelation. This is a case where traditions thatare SO-MUCH-
LIKE-US yield some of the most striking and problematic differences.

Finally, what should we make of Bhaviveka’s relationship with the Sravakas, a loosely
affiliated group of Buddhist practitioners who rejected not only the scriptural sources
of the Mahayana but also its view of the path to Buddhahood? On the face of it, the gap
between Bhaviveka and the Sravakas seems unbridgeable. But Bhaviveka continues to
surprise. His approach to the Sravakas is almost the mirror image of his approach to the
Yogacaras. Instead of discerning differences in apparent similarity, he finds similari-
ties in the midst of difference. One of these differences has to do, of course, with the
authority of the Mahayana scriptures. This point has already been mentioned and does
not need to be repeated. But the Sravakas carry their criticism a step further. Not only
do they claim that the Mahayana has the wrong scriptures; it also has the wrong path.
This argument is expressed as the second reason in verse 4.7:

na buddhoktir mabdyanam satrantddiv asamgrahat /
mdrgantaropadesid vi yathd vedintadarsanam //

The Mahayana is not the Buddha’s teaching, because it is not included
in the Satrantas and so forth, or because it teaches another path, like the
Vedanta view.

What does it mean for the Sravakas to say that the Mahayana teaches “another path”
(margantara)? The commentary on verse 4.7 elaborates this claim by listing a series of
questionable practices normally associated with brahmanical traditions: “[The Vedanta]
says that one [removes] impurities and attains liberation by bathing at pilgrimage places
on rivers such as the Ganga, by fasting, and by reciting mantras in three ways. The
adherents of the Mahayana also bathe in four rivers called Ganga, Sindhu, Paksu, and
Sita, drink from them, and, while standing in them, initiate and repeat dhdranis and
mantras to remove impurities and increase merit.” Bhaviveka responds to this argument
in the commentary on verse 4.36 and makes some fascinating points about Mahayana
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pilgrimage practices and the use of fasting to purify the body for the practice of magical
chants (vidyz). He quotes the Anavatapta Sitra, for example, to show that the benefits
of bathing in these four sacred rivers do not come from the power of the rivers them-
selves, but from the Bodhisattva vow of the Naga king Anavatapta. Since they come
from the help of a “spiritual friend” (kalyanamitra), they are consistent with the benefits
that come from religious teachers in more conventional forms of Buddhist practice. But
these points are not central to the argument. The key question is whether the Mahayana
view of the path differs from the traditional eightfold path of the Buddha.
Bhaviveka introduces the Sravakas’ objection in verses 4.3-6:

43 samyagdrstyadimargena pratitena pratiyate /
sambuddbandam mababodbir bodbitvic chisyabodhivat //

The great awakening of the Buddhas is achieved by following the eight-
fold path, because it is awakening, like the awakening of a student.

44 indriyatisaydc chastub sarvajiajiianasambbavap /
margabbede yathabhistah kasyacit pratisamvidab //

A Teacher can be omniscient because of the excellence of his faculties,
just as [we] think that someone can have [different] analytical insights,
even though there is no difference in the path.

4.5 etenaiva ca mavgena jieyavaranasamksayah /
caitasatve sati vrtep klesavrtivad isyate //

[We] think that the obstacles to knowledge are removed by this same
path, because they are mental obstacles, like the obstacles that consist of
defilements.

4.6 mabadyiane Dy ayam margab sarvavittvaptaye muneh /
yanantaratvat pratyekabuddhbayine yathesyate //

[We] think that this path also leads to the omniscience of a Sage in the

Mahayiana, because the Mahayana is a different vehicle, like the Pratyeka-
buddhayana.

The text of the commentary on these verses is obscure, but the meaning is clear. The
Sravakas admit that Buddhas, Pratyekabuddhas, and Sravakas achieve different types
of awakening, but they insist that these different types of awakening are achieved by
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following the same noble eightfold path. In the commentary that introduces verse 4.4,
an objector raises a question: if the path to awakening is the same, how can the results
be so different? This objector is not identified, but we can assume that the objection
comes from the Mahayana. The Sravakas respond by saying that the different types of
awakening are due to differences in the “faculties” (indriya) of the different practitioners,
not to differences in their path. In the commentary that precedes verse 4.5, the Sravakas
attribute another objection to the Mahayana opponent. According to the Sravakas
account of the Mahayana, the Mahayana distinguishes between two kind of “obstacles”
(@varana): obstacles that consist of defilements (kleszvarana) and obstacles to knowledge
(jiieyavarana).* Of these, the eightfold path removes only the obstacles that consist of
defilements. Obstacles to knowledge have to be removed by the vision (darsana) of emp-
tiness. In verse 4.5, the Sravakas respond to this Mahayana objection with a syllogism,
arguing that both obstacles are removed by the same path. The Sravaka then concludes
the argument in verse 4.6 by playing on the meaning of the word yzna (“vehicle”). The
Mahayana may be a different vehicle, but there is no reason why it has to follow a dif-
ferent path. The terms of this argument are not surprising. The distinctions between
the two kinds of obstacles and between different kinds of awakening are well known in
Mahayana sources. What is surprising is Bhaviveka’s response.

Instead of rejecting the Sravakas’ argument, he agrees with it. He is happy to accept
that there is only one path, but he insists that the path should be practiced with the cor-
rect approach. This point appears in the commentary on verse 4.20cd:

[Sravakas’ objection:] According to the [Buddha’s] teaching, full, perfect
awakening is attained by the eightfold path (lit. the path that begins with
right vision).

[Bhaviveka’s reply:] This is true, but one attains full, perfect awakening by
practicing this path with the approach of no-apprehension (enupalambbanaya)
and without habitual attachment to things (vastvabhinivesz). What is the prac-
tice of no-apprehension?

4.20cd samyagdystyadimargam ca bhavaty abbyasyato yada //
4.21 adarsanam asamkalpo vagavyibytiv akviyi /
andjrvo ‘samdarambho ‘sampramoso ‘sthitis tatha //
4.22 tadianenaiva margena buddhabodhiv matd hinab /
siddhasadhanadoso ‘to bhavani va pariksyatim //

Someone who practices the path that begins with right vision as no vi-

sion, no thought, no speech, no action, no livelihood, no effort, no mind-
fulness, and no concentration, achieves the awakening of a Buddha. Since
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this is our position, either there is the fault of proving something that we
have already accepted, or one should investigate the practice.

The “approach of no-apprehension” (enupalambhanaya) is directly related to the “disci-
pline of no-seeing” (adarsanayogn) in Bhaviveka’s critique of the Yogacara. Both involve
the ability to see things (like the individual practices of the eightfold path) without
treating them as ultimately real. The underlying meaning of “no-apprehension” (anu-
palambha) and “no-objectification” (andlambana) is the same. Both terms have to do
with not “grasping” at things in a way that treats them as real objects.

This long and circuitous journey through Bhaviveka’s controversy with his
Buddhist opponents makes it possible to return to a question that was raised earlier and
answer it with much greater precision. Did Bhaviveka take an inclusive approach to his
fellow Buddhists, or did he hold an exclusive view of truth? The answer to this question
depends on what Bhaviveka is being asked to include. Bhaviveka resists the Sravakas’
attempt to treat the Mahayana as a separate path. As far as he is concerned, the noble
eightfold path is as authoritative for the Mahayana as it is for the Sravakas. He makes a
similar point about other apparent doctrinal innovations in the Mahayana. When the
Sravakas object, for example, to the idea that the Buddha is “eternal,” that Sakyamuni is
a manifestation (nirmana), or that mantras can be used to remove defilements, he argues
that these points are not as distinctive as they seem. As far as he is concerned, they are
consistent with the basic doctrinal commitments of the Sravaka tradition. Bhaviveka
also has an inclusive attitude toward the authority of scripture. He makes this approach
explicitin verse 5.8, when he says: “All of the Tathagatas’ teachings are authoritative for
us” (pramanam nah sarvam tithigatam vacab). One measure of his commitment to the
unity of Buddhist tradition lies in the absence of any substantive reference to the distinc-
tion between nitirtha and neyartha (definitive and interpretable meanings).'s? If there is
atruth to be sought, why be distracted by any partial or provisional truths? Bhaviveka’s
commitment to the unity of tradition also informs his response to the Sravakas’ objec-
tions about the authenticity of the Mahayana. As far as he is concerned, the Mahiyana
is not a separate canon of scripture; it is just one part of a larger scriptural whole.

His problem with the Sravakas and Yogacaras is not that they rely on the wrong
scriptures or follow the wrong path; it is that they use the wrong approach. The
Sravakas differ from the adherents of the Mahayana not in the path they follow, but in
the “vehicle” (yana) or “approach” (naya) they use to follow it. If all Buddhist traditions
are following the same “middle” path, how do some of them seem to go wrong? In the
case of the Yogacaras, the error takes two forms: they fall into the extreme of “improper
denial” (apavida) by denying the reality of imagined identity, and they fall into the
extreme of “improper reification” (saziropa) by affirming the reality of dependent and
absolute identity. In the case of the Sravakas, the mistake has to do principally with an
act of false reification, as Bhaviveka points out in the commentary on verse 4.24:
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Noble Sravakas have an understanding that consists of the vision only of
dharmas. Pratyekabuddhas have an understanding of dependent origi-
nation (pratityasamutpida). They [accomplish this] by practicing the
path described earlier [i.e. the eightfold path] as if it were a real thing. A
Blessed One achieves awakening by perfecting no-apprehension. This
does not happen unless concepts of real things are completely uprooted.
Therefore, itis the practice of no-apprehension that causes the noble
[eightfold] path to act in a distinctive way to bring about perfect awaken-
ing. But [the path itself] is not limited to one group or another.

To practice “the approach of no-apprehension” is to avoid this extreme of improper
reification.

In the end, then, did Bhaviveka “include” or “exclude” his opponents? From one
point of view, Bhaviveka clearly thinks like an inclusivist. He acknowledges that the
Sravakas and Yogacaras are following the same path and are part of a single, unified
tradition. In facg, it is precisely the “exclusive” aspects of their teaching that provoke
his sharpest response. With the Sravakas, it is their refusal to acknowledge the author-
ity of the Mahayana; with the Yogacaras, it is the claim that people who looked very
much like Madhyamikas were “nihilists” and should be shunned by the community. But
Bhaviveka also made a sharp distinction between their “approaches” and his own. They
may have been following the same path and interpreting the words of the same teacher,
but their approaches were radically different. In this respect, Bhaviveka’s position was
not negotiable and not inherently inclusive. Based solely on his treatment of the concept
of “approach,” Bhaviveka mightvery well be considered a principled Buddhist exclusiv-
ist; he acknowledges differences, but considers only one “approach” to be correct. In the
end, whether we call him an “inclusivist” or an “exclusivist,” he gives a far more rigor-
ous and nuanced account of Buddhist intellectual diversity than one might glean from
the conventional stereotype of a tolerant Buddhist tradition. In this respect, Bhaviveka
has a great deal in common with other philosophers of religion who develop compre-
hensive views of philosophical diversity and give each opponent a place in their system,
but who never give up their claim to truth.

TowaARD A BUDDHIST PHILOSOPHY OF RELIGION

Jonathan Z. Smith has remarked that a theory of the other is another way of articulat-
ing a theory of the self (2004: 275). It would be unfortunate to leave Bhaviveka’s account
of the differences that separate him from other Buddhist thinkers without consider-
ing its significance for understanding not only Bhaviveka himself, but the Buddhist
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tradition that he represents.

First of all, it is worth noting that Bhaviveka’s critique of the Sravakas and Yogaciras
begins in both cases with arguments about the authority and interpretation of scrip-
ture. In some respects, itis surprising to find scripture playing such a prominent role in
his argument. After all, he mocks the Sravakas for refusing to take a critical approach
to scripture, comparing them to naive children who take hard pieces of medicine just
because their mothers tell them to, then bite down and break their teeth (verse 4.24). In
a philosophical setting that was already deeply colored by Dignaga’s approach to episte-
mology, Buddhist thought was moving further and further away from a formal reliance
on the authority of scripture. But epistemological theory is different from the practice
of debate. As John Clayton points outin his study of Indian arguments for the existence
of God, intra-traditional debates focus naturally on differences about the interpreta-
tion of tradition (2006: 8). Clayton takes his examples from Ramanuja’s argument with
Sankara about the interpretation of the Brahmasitras, but the same could be said about
Bhaviveka and his Buddhist rivals. Bhaviveka begins his discussion with the Sravakas
by announcing that he will defend the status of the Mahidyana as the Buddha’s teaching,
and he begins his critique of the Yogacaras by disputing the claim that they give the
best interpretation of the Perfection of Wisdom. This aspect of Bhaviveka’s argument
reminds us that, whatever its larger epistemological commitments may be, a “Buddhist”
philosophy has to place itself in relationship to Buddhist tradition. A crucial part of this
process is to resist claims by other Buddhist thinkers who say that they have privileged
access to the teaching of the Buddhas. If we take Bhaviveka’s arguments seriously, they
pose challenging questions for Buddhist thinkers at any stage in Buddhist history. They
can give us new eyes for the hermeneutical controversies that shaped the identity of
Buddhist traditions throughout Asia. If a group claims to be “Buddhist,” what texts or
traditions does it consider authoritative? Do the members of this group limit them-
selves to a certain group of texts? If so, what criterion do they use to exclude other texts?
What are their principles of interpretation? And most importantly, perhaps, are they
willing to defend their scriptural judgments in public debate?

A second significant point has to do with Bhaviveka’s use of critical rationality. His
arguments may begin with tradition, but they move toward a process of critical scrutiny
and argumentation. Bhaviveka is committed to the use of reason, not just in the sense
thathe gives reasons for what he believes and expects others to do the same, but because
he considers the giving and receiving of reasons to be the highest authority in disputes
about doctrine, practice, and scriptural interpretation. It is impossible to overemphasize
the significance of this point for understanding Bhaviveka or for the Buddhist tradition
more generally. Bhaviveka is well aware of the claim that experience (including the
experience of Buddhahood) is based on a direct, non-conceptual awareness of reality,
and he rejects it, not just because he feels that differences in perception have to yield to
the authority of reason, but because rational analysis shows that so-called “experiences”
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are ultimately no more real than anything else. In one of the most striking passages of
the text (verses 5.105-6), he even says that “Buddhas use faultless inference” to remove
concepts and see things as they really are. How strange it is to imagine the Buddha as
a logician! And yet it was the Buddha himself, according to Buddhist tradition, who
insisted that his followers should use their own critical capacities to investigate the
truth of the teaching.

Some of Bhaviveka’s respect for rationality can be attributed to the controversial
requirements of his own intellectual setting: what John Clayton referred to as a “local
rationality” (xiii). The stories we glean from Xuanzang and other sources, to say noth-
ing of the intellectual structure of Bhaviveka’s own work, depict a situation in which
intellectual competition was taken seriously and could be played for high stakes. But
Bhaviveka’s commitment to reason is also woven into his understanding of what it
means to practice a Buddhist path. The critical analysis of opponents’ categories not
only gave a debater the upper hand in a public dispute, it also could help strip away
the subtle forms of reification that defile the mind and block the way of Buddhahood.
As Bhaviveka indicates in his own choice of language, this is philosophical analysis as
a form of yoga. Even if there were no Sravaka or Yogicara to encounter in debate, the
discipline of analysis has a useful function, not only in the sociological sense that it
supports the solidarity of an interpretive community, but also in a soteriological sense.
It helps a person imagine, seek, and perhaps in some small measure even achieve the
tradition’s highest goal: the awareness of emptiness or, in Bhaviveka’s own words, the
knowledge of reality.

When Bhaviveka’s respect for reason is translated into the language of Indian epis-
temology, it involves an assertion of the primacy of inference (anumaina) over percep-
tion (pratyaksa). This is expressed implicitly in Bhaviveka’s verses 5.105-10 and stated
explicitly by Jiianagarbha in his definition of reason (yukzi) as ultimate (Eckel 1987:
71). Taken seriously, this claim has important implications for the understanding of
Buddhist “experience.” One of the most fundamental stereotypes about Buddhism in
the modern world is that it elevates direct experience over the second-hand testimony
of tradition. In some respects, this stereotype is true. Bhaviveka himself describes a
path that has an experiential dimension. He even refers to the Buddha’s awakening as
a moment of non-conceptual awareness. But he makes it clear that this designation is
metaphorical, as in verse 5.106:

Then, without seeing, [Buddhas] see all objects of knowledge just as they
are, with non-conceptual knowledge and with minds like space.

[Commentary:] They attain the name [Buddha] and so forth. Their mind

is empty in the sense that they do not grasp the five kinds of objects: past,
future, present, unspecifiable, and uncompounded. This [awareness] is
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a single moment of non-conceptual, perceptual knowledge. The word
“see” is a metaphor (upacira): [they see] by the discipline of no-seeing
(adarsanayogena).

Elsewhere in the text, Bhaviveka says that this moment of awareness arises by the dis-
cipline of no-arising (#nutpidayogens).” These passages indicate that Bhaviveka’s under-
standing of “experience” is paradoxical at best. To say that the ultimate experience is
no-experience and that it arises without arising makes it seem that awakening is noth-
ing at all. Is this what Bhaviveka means? He leaves no doubt that this is his intention
when experience is considered from the ultimate point of view. Ultimately awakening
is no more real than anything else. But what does such a metaphorical awakening look
like from a conventional point of view?

Near the end of chapter 3, Bhaviveka completes his account of the Bodhisattva path
with a verse that marks the Bodhisattva’s transition to the state of Buddhahood. In my
translation of chapter 3, I call this the moment when the Bodhisattva becomes a “con-
ventional Buddha.” Bhaviveka marks this transition in the following verse:

3.346  bharvd sambuddhasavitro bhavyabuddbhyambujikaram /
bodbayaty uktikiranair amalaiv malabaribhib //

[The Bodhisattva] becomes a Buddha and opens the minds of fortunate
beings with the pure, cleansing rays of teaching, just as the sun opens the
blossoms in a pond of lotuses.

The word “Bodhisattva” that stands in as the subject of this sentence is carried down
from the previous verses, as if it were a carry-over from the Bodhisattva path that
prepared for this moment of Buddhahood. But it would be more accurate to say that
the Bodhisattva has been effaced in the act of becoming a Buddha in the service of
others. In a strictly grammatical sense, the subject of the verb bodhayati (which means
to “awaken” and also to “open,” as in the blossoming of a flower) is the compound
“Buddha-sun.” But the commentary indicates that the distinctive characteristics of the
action are attributable not to the Buddha per se, but to the influence of his previous vow
(pranidhina). Bhaviveka explains the mechanism of the vow in more detail in his com-
mentary on MMK 24.24:

[An opponent objects:] A Buddha who is free from concepts cannot have a
Mahayana, because such a Buddha ultimately does not teach any Dharma.

[Bhaviveka replies:] The Tathagata is free from concepts, but because of
a promise to seek the welfare and happiness of others and because of a
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previous vow, a Manifestation Body arises from it that is capable of as-
sisting everyone. On this basis, a teaching arises that consists of words,
syllables, and sentences. [This teaching] reveals to the followers of the
excellent vehicle the selflessness of dbarmas and persons—a doctrine that
is not shared by heretics, Sravakas, and Pratyekabuddhas—in order to
complete the perfections. This [teaching] is called the Mahayana. The
teaching arises in spoken form when the ultimate Buddha is present, so
[we] consider the Teacher to be the agent of this teaching.!®

If we take Bhaviveka’s account of the Buddha at face value, the “experience” of Buddha-
hood is austere indeed. The ex-Bodhisattva, now-Buddha has no concept at all; it is
the lingering presence of the vow thatallows him to function in a way that illuminates
others.

This restrained view of Buddhahood is consistent with Bhaviveka’s understanding
of ultimate reality; from the ultimate point of view, Buddhahood, such as it is, can only
arise by not arising. To say anything else would make nonsense of Bhaviveka’s approach
to reality. But does it make any sense of the stories other Buddhists tell about their awak-
ening experiences? Bhaviveka can only pose this question. Others will have to answer
it, based on the sources and experiences of their own traditions. But it might be useful
to consider just one example from the Indian tradition that seems to bear the imprint
and even the language of Bhaviveka’s approach to awakening. The example comes from
the life of the Tantric saint Maitrigupta (also known as Maitripa or Advayavajra, “Non-
Dual Thunderbolt”).164

According to Sanskrit and Tibetan sources, Maitrigupta was born as a brahmin in
northern India and grew up to become a Buddhist monk. A series of dreams and visions
led him on a long and circuitous quest for awakening, to a mountain in south India and
to a teacher named Sabara, whose name might be translated simply as “Mountain Man.”
When Maitrigupta asked Sabara for instruction, Sabara told him to eat no food and sit
on a rock in the forest until he received a vision. After a few days, Maitrigupta saw a
woman chase a wild pig out of the forest, shoot it with an arrow, slice a piece of meat
from its side, and say:

In the forest of samsara that has no arising,
Runs the boar of ignorance.

Shooting the arrow of clear wisdom,

I'slay the boar of ignorance.

Eat you of the flesh—non-duality;

Enjoy the corpse—the great bliss.

Maitrigupta tried to commit this startling verse to memory, but by the time he got back
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to meet his teacher, he had forgotten it. In despair, he tried to kill himself. Sabara said:

Where does one find the knowing
Of doctrines that have not arisen?
Where does one find the forgetting
Of doctrines that have not ceased?

Maitrigupta accepted Sabara’s teaching, went back to his monastery, and became not
only a respected Tantric saint but a Madhyamaka philosopher. As a scholar he was
known for expounding the doctrine of “no thought” (amanasikara).

This story is cryptic and full of holes. As an expression of historical actuality, it is as
elusive as one of Maitrigupta’s dreams, and I have only made the situation worse by sum-
marizing the story so briefly. But it seems to show a pattern that is similar in a formal
sense to Bhaviveka’s understanding of awakening. There is a stage of intense prepara-
tion, represented in Bhaviveka’s case by the eons of practice in the Bodhisattva path In
Maitrigupta’s case, this stage is represented by the rigors of his journey. Preparation can
involve any number of ascetical practices, including “meditation” (dhyina), mental con-
centration (samddhi), “mindfulness” (smrti), the calming of the mind (Swmatha), visual-
izations, or dreams (or simply hours and hours of tedious practice). Then this practice
givesway to amoment of understanding. This understanding may seem anti-climactic,
as if it were as much a non-occurrence as an occurrence, but it allows the practitioner
to interpret the previous practices in a different way and place them in a new context
of understanding. What is the cognitive content of this understanding? Sabara sum-
marizes it in the verse that begins: “Where does one find the knowing?” This is almost
a formulaic expression of Bhaviveka’s concept of no-arising. In more colloquial terms,
Sabara’s words could be translated by saying simply: “Nothing happens.” But in the
narrative of Maitrigupta’s life, this no-happening is precisely the turning point that
Maitrigupta was seeking.

The story of Maitrigupta suggests that there are two significant trajectories in the
study of Buddhist experience. One trajectory is the practice that leads up the moment of
awakening; the other has to do with the awakening’s lingering effects. At the intersec-
tion of these two trajectories there is an indeterminate moment that in Madhyamaka
terms is called simply “no-arising.” We might call it “no-happening.” Does it make any
sense to call this “no-happening” an experience? William James used an empiricist
model to answer a similar question in his account of religious experience. When he was
asked to judge the validity of a religious experience, he said: “By their fruits ye shall
know them, not by their roots” (James 20). The story of Maitrigupta tells us that James’s
formulation was partly right and partly wrong. If we had the sources, it would cer-
tainly be valuable to investigate Maitrigupta’s “experience” by asking how his moment
of understanding affected his subsequent life. Unfortunately, the rest of Maitrigupta’s
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life is not open for study. Butit is not impossible to imagine that his understanding of
“no-happening” would have given a certain flavor to his life, not unlike the concept
of “no thought” that apparently characterized his philosophy. In this respect, James
was right: awakenings should be knowable by their fruits. But in this case James was
wrong to say that we cannot also study these awakenings by their roots. For Bhaviveka,
as for Maitrigupta, the understanding of no-arising is anticipated by many affective,
cognitive, and bodily practices, not the least of which is the philosophical practice of
Bhaviveka’s text. These practices are in principle knowable, although Bhaviveka would
insist that they cannot be confused with the moment of understanding itself.

One final way in which Bhaviveka can serve as a catalyst for useful reflection out-
side the narrow confines of the Indian tradition has to do with the connection between
metaphor and thought. Bhaviveka’s arguments are situated in a much larger picture of
the world. He thought of a philosophical argument not just as an “idea,” a “position,” a
“proposition,” or any of the other conventional terms that can be used to name the cur-
rency of intellectual disputes. He pictured it as a trajectory of thought or an “approach”
that led eventually to a distinctive “vision” of reality. The metaphor of vision (of fol-
lowing a path in order to see) generates many of the important features of Bhaviveka’s
thought. How do philosophers typically go wrong? They wander off the path by fall-
ing into “extremes,” or they are deluded into seeing things that are not there. In one
unusually expressive image (in verse 4.1), they can even be terrified of not standing still
(asthanatrasa). It may difficult to discern the discipline of Buddhist practice and the
process of liberation in the intramural disputes that occupy the attention of Bhaviveka’s
two chapters, but they lurk in the background and give the arguments in these chapters
a degree of intellectual seriousness that goes beyond the give and take of a practical
debate. In the rich and intricate details of these chapters, there is an invitation to enter
a world, as Pierre Hadot has said of classical Western philosophy (Hadot 2002), where
theory is a form of practice and where thinkers struggle not only to define and adjudi-
cate their differences but to remove the barriers that prevent them from achieving their

highest goal.
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There has been a great deal of discussion about the correct spelling of Bhaviveka’s name.
The name “Bhavaviveka” comes from the Sanskrit text of Candrakirti’s Prasannapada,
edited by La Vallée Poussin. For many years this was the preferred form in Western schol-
arship. In his discussion of the evidence, Chr. Lindtner (1995: 37-65) suggested that the
form “Bhavaviveka” be treated as a textual corruption and that “Bhavya” be adopted as the
most persuasive of the different possibilities. More recently Yoshiyasu Yonezawa (1999) has
shown that “Bhaviveka” is attested as early as the twelfth century in a Sanskrit manuscript
of an anonymous commentary on the Prasannapada. It is now generally accepted that the
correct form of the name is “Bhaviveka.” For further discussion of this point, see Ejima 1990
andthe summary of Ejima’s argument in Watanabe 1998. The authorship of The Heart of the
Middle Way will be considered later in this book.

Bhaviveka refers to his Mahayana opponents as “yogaczras” in MHK 5.1 in the claim (attrib-
uted to the opponent) that “the Yogacaras have given the best introduction to the ambro-
sia of reality” (tattvamrtavataro bi yogacaraib sudesitah). The commentary identifies these
“Yogacaras” as “Mahayana masters beginning with Asanga and Vasubandhu” (theg pa chen
po myid kyi slob dpon thogs med dang dbyig gnyen las sogs pa).

Halbfass makes this point about the genre of Indian philosophical compendia in 1988: 349-
68.

I have in mind the period from Vasubandhu (fourth or fifth century) to Dharmakirti (sev-
enth century).

See, for example, ““Inclusivism’ and ‘“Tolerance’ in the Encounter between India and the
West” in Halbfass 1988: 403-18.

Halbfass makes this point about Bhaviveka in 1988: 356.

This statement is found in MHK chapter 3. See Eckel 1992: 169 and Gokhale 1961-62.
Xuanzang 1996: 316-18.

I have commented on this story more extensively in Eckel 1992.

Xuanzang 1996: 156-57.

Another example of the traveling southern scholar is the story of Gunamati’s challenge and
defeatof the Samkhya scholar Madhava, found in Xuanzang 1996: 236-40. In the account of
his journey to south India, Xuanzang tells another debate story, this time about the conflict
between two southern debaters. The first is an arrogant wanderer who wears a copper belt
around his waist and carries a lamp on his head. When he is asked to explain, he says that
belt is meant to keep him from bursting with knowledge, and the lamp is meant to enlighten
the ignorant. This wanderer beats the “drum of contention” and demands a debate. The
local ruler enlists a Buddhist ascetic, also from south India, to respond. The Buddhist wins,
and a local monastery is given a handsome endowment to commemorate the victory. For a
parallel account of this story, see Huili 1995: 109-10.

The traditions about Dignaga’s life are summarized in Hattori 1968: 1-11.

Xuanzang 1996: 161-63.

Taranatha 1970: 186-88.

Taranatha 1974, folio 133: slob dpon 'di gnyis ma byon gyi bar du theg pa chen po pa mtha’ dag
bstan pa gcig tu gnas pa las / slob dpon 'di gnyis kyis *phags pa klu sgrub pa dang / phags pa thogs
med kyi lugs gnyis mi shin tu tha dad de / thogs med kyi lugs ni dbu ma’i lam ston pa ma yin par sems
tsam kho na yin la / *phags pa klu sgrub kyi bzbed pa ni kho bo cag gi 'di las gzhan du med do zhes
mtha’ gzhan ’gog par mdzad pas / legs ldan sku *das pa’i *og tsam nas theg pa chen po pa’ang nang
du sde gnyis su gyes nas rtsod pa byung ngo //.

The passage reads as follow: “Then Sthiramati wrote a commentary in which he explained
the meaning of the Malamadhyamaka according to consciousness (rnam rig tu). When
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copies of this commentary reached the south, Bhaviveka’s students objected. They went
to Nalendra and debated with Sthiramati’s students. Those who hold the doctrine of no-
identity (ngo bo nyid med pa) say that Bhaviveka’s students won. But it is understood that this
debate was similar to the debate between Candragomin and Candrakirti (deyangsiob dpon blo
gros brtan pas dbu ma vtsa ba’i dgongs pa rnam rag [read rig) tu ’grel ba’i ynam bshad cig mdzad
la 1 dei glegs pa ma lho phyogs kyi rgyud du byung nas legs ldan gyi slob ma rnams kyis mi ’thad
par byas so // de dag nilendrar *ongs nas blo brtan gyi slob ma rnams dang brtsod pas / legs ldan gyi
slob ma v gyal po zhes ngo bo nyid med par smra ba rnams zer ba dang / candragomi dang / zla ba
grags pa’i rtsod pa dang byung tshul gyis shes so). Taranatha explains that the debate between
Candragomin and Candrakirti went on for seven years without reaching a decisive conclu-
sion (Taranatha 1970: 203-5).

Verse 1.2: “Here, with respect to their basic differences, there are six darsanas; scholars
should understand them according to the differences in their deities and in principles of real-
ity” (darsanani sadevitra milabbedavyapeksayd / devatatattvabbedena jiidtavyiani manisibhib).
Xuanzang 1996: 58.

Xuanzang 1996: 283.

Huili 1995: 130-50.

Li Rongxi gives *Aghadarsanabbeda Sastra as the Sanskrit equivalent of the Chinese Po ejian
Jun. Dan Lusthaus has pointed out that the title means simply: “The Treatise that Refutes
False Views.”

Xuanzang 1996: 145.

Translated by Daniélou 1989.

For a thoughtful study of this text, including discussion of its sources and theories about its
composition, see Monius 2001.

Daniélou 1989: 124.

See Sastri 1937 and Monius 2001: 14 (n. 14).

This list of four stages corresponds to the well known list of three kinds of wisdom: wisdom
that comes for hearing (srutamayi prajiia), wisdom that comes from thinking (cintamayi
prajiid), and wisdom that comes from repeated practice (bhavandmayi prajia). Why darsana
is added as a fourth is unclear. Perhaps it is an indication simply of the text’s reverence for
the vision of reality that comes from all three of these practices, a vision that in some con-
texts is equated with “philosophy.”

Daniélou 1989: 172.

Monius 2001: 61.

According to Granoff (1989: 113-14), the earliest recorded version of Akalanka’s life story
(from which this story comes), is told by Prabhacandra in the Kathikosa.
Full bibliographical information about this text is found in the Bibliography.

Shes rab sgron ma’i rgya cher ’grel pa / Prajiigpradipatika, Otani no. 5259.

This possibility was first pointed out by V. V. Gokhale in his edition and translation of
chapter 2. The colophon at the end of chapter 3 reads: “Here ends the chapter on the quest
for the knowledge of reality in the introduction to the ambrosia of reality” (tattvamytiavatare
tattvajiianaisandparicchedo samaptah).

Hattori 1968: 9. Two of these texts (if they are texts) are mentioned by Santaraksita in the
Vidanydayatika, and one is mentioned in the Nygyamukhba. The word samuccaya in the title of
Dignaga’s text is the same word that is translated “compendium” in the title of Haribhadra’s
Compendium of Six Views (saddarsanasamuccaya). I am reserving the word “compendium” to
refer to a text that gives each tradition its own chapter, but Dignaga’s text is another impor-
tant type of philosophical survey, where the chapters are organized by topic rather than by
tradition.

Qvarnstrom 1999.
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See also the commentary on MHK 1.21, 3.58, 3.97, 3.176, 3.196, 5.14cd, and 5.83cd.

Ruegg 1990: 63-64. A commonly cited precedent for this usage is the commentary on The
Treasury of Abhidbarma (Abbidbarmakosa) 1.3, where Vasubandhu uses the term dcarya to
refer to himself as the author of the verses. In this context, however, Vasubandhu is not
citing his own opinion but is quoting the words of an opponent.

Gokhale 1985: 77 and 99.

See Clooney 1993 and 1994: 139-69.

De ltar °di ni dbu ma yi I/ snying po mdor bsdus byas pa yin// blo ldan mdo sde du ma yi // gzugs
brnyan lta ba’i me long yin // (sDe-dge, Dza, folio 329a).

Byas pa zhes bya ba ni rnam parbkod pa ste / bdag shes rab [rang D] kyis dpyod par byed pas so //
des na bstan beos byed pa’i slob dpon bdag nyid bstan pa yin no // (sDe-dge, Dza 329a).

See, for example, MHK 8.78-84 in Qvarnstrom’s edition and of the Vedanta chapter. These
verses are included in the Sanskrit manuscript of the versesbutare not found in the Tibetan
translation or the commentary.

Translated by La Vallée Poussin as “Le joyau dans le main” (1933a: 68-138).

Bhaviveka interprets this passage as a criticism of Madhyamaka in MHK 5.82-84.

Gang gi phyir kho bo mtha’ gnyis spangs pas / dbu ma’i lam ston pa’i phyir med pa nyid kyang ’gog
par byed de (Peking Tibetan Tripitaka, vol. 95, Tsha, folio 345a).

"Di don rgyas par slob dpon zla ba grags pa’i zbal snga nas mdzad pa’i dbu ma phung po Inga pa
dang / bdag gis bkod pa rtog ge ‘bar ba la sogs par Ita bar bya'o (Peking Tibetan Tripitaka, vol.
95, Tsha, folio 335b).

See particularly Lindtner 1984.

On the date of Bhaviveka see Kajiyama 1968-69.

Discussed in Eckel 1987.

Tibetan sources indicate that Santaraksita arrived in Tibet for the first time around 763
and stayed from 775 to his death in approximately 788. Kamalasila visited Tibet during the
“Council of bSam yas” in 792-94 and died there in approximately 795. For a discussion of
the historical sources, see Ruegg 1981: 67-71; and 1982.

Since much of this literature is only available in Tibetan translation, the Sanskrit terms are
often only approximations. In this case, however, they are confirmed by the Sanskrit text
of Haribhadra’s Abhisamayilamkiariloka, a text that reflects this stage in the development of
Madhyamaka thought. See Eckel 1987, and Keira and Ueda 1998.

Ma brtags geig pu nyams dga’ ste // de *dra las byung de bzhin no // (sDe-dge, Otanino. 3892, Ha,
folio 41b). On Srigupta’s use of this formula, see Eckel 1987: 63.

On Jfianagarbha’s use of this formula, see Eckel 1987: 40-43. The formula also appears in
Santaraksita’s Madbyamakalamkiara 64: ma brtags geig pu nyams dga’ zhing // skye dang %ig pa’i
chos can pa // don byed pa dag nus rnams kyi /! rang bzhin kun rdzob pa yin rtogs// (Ichigo 1985:
202). Stories about the lineage that leads from Srigupta to Jiianagarbha and Santaraksita
come from Taranatha’s History and are discussed in Ruegg 1981: 67-71.

On Dharmakirti’s use of the term arthakriyi, see Nagatomi 1967-68.

For a discussion of the key passages in Candrakirti and their relationship to Bhaviveka’s
successors, see Eckel 2003.

Franco 1987 and de Jong 1989.

Eckel 2003.

Chu shing gi ni phung po bzhin // ma brtags nyams dga’i mtshan nyid can // rgyu las skyes dang don
byed nus // tshu rol mthong ba’i kun rdzob yin // (sDe-dge, Otani no. 3854, Tsha, folio 260a).
MHK 3.26: tatra bhiatasvabbavam hi norvyadi paramdrthatab / krtakatvid yathajianam hetu-
matvadito ’pi va //. In the MMK the argument can be distilled into the assertion: If some-
thing exists (as a thing in its own right), it cannot arise from any cause. In the MHK the
argument is reversed, if something has a cause, it cannot be a thing in its own right.
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Nibsvabbavi amf bhavas tattvatab svaparoditah | ekanekasvabbavena viyogat pratibimbavat //
(Ichigo 1985: cxiii).

Tattvavatdra 1: phyi rol nang na gnas *di kun // yang dag tuni rang bzhin med // gcig dang du ma’i
rang bzhin nyid // bral ba’i phyir na gzugs brnyan bzhin // (sDe-dge, Otani no. 3892, Ha, folio
39b).

Satyadvayavibbanga 14: du mas dngos po geig mi byed // du mas du ma byed ma yin // gcig gis du
ma’i dngos mi byed // geig gis geig byed pa yang min //. For commentary on this verse, see Eckel
1987: 80. Haribhadra discusses this argument at length in the Abbisamayilamkaraloka (970-
71). He also mentions the other version of the “one and many” argument at the beginning
of his Sphutartha (Naughton 1991: 18).

Spyir ba bkag pa ni / bdag las mi skye gzhan las min // gnyis las mi skye rgyu med min // vgyu ngan
pa las mi skye zhing // kun rdzob nyid diang skye ba min // don dam par ni / geig las du ma’i dngos
mi skye // du mas gcig gi dngos mi skye // geig las geig kyang mi skye zhing // du ma las kyang du
ma min // yod pa nam yang mi skye ste // med pa'ang skye bar vigs ma yin // yod dang med pa’ang
gnyi ga min // gnyi ga min pa’ang mi skye’o // dngos po geig tu i vigs te // du ma dag tu'ang rigs
pa min /] geig dang du ma ma gtogs pa’i // dngos gang rnyed par ga la gyur // dbu ma’i rtsa ba rtsod
pa zlog // stong nyid bdun cu vigs drug cu // rnam par thag pa la sogs pas // dngos rnams skye med
shes par bya // (sDe-dge, Otani no. 3854, Tsha, folio 326b).

As in the work of Atisa (tenth-eleventh century). See Ruegg 1981: 68 and 112.

Sastri 1931: 41-49.

As in Hiriyanna 1970 and Chatterji and Datta 1968. On the use of the term darsana in the
Sanskrit doxographies, see Halbfass 1988: 349-68.

Theterm siddhinta in its Tibetan form (grub mtha’) ismore common in Tibet (Mimaki 1976
and 1992).

Dignaga, Prajiia paramitiapindartha 23.

Translated from the Tibetan (tha snyad la yang rmongs gyur pa // lta ba’i phreng *kbrugs *gro
rnams las). The Sanskrit is not available.

In this translation, I have adopted the terminology of Dutt’s study of the Brabmajiala Sutta
(Dutt 1932) and included the Pali equivalents of key technical terms. Bhaviveka’s word “her-
etic” (Skt. tirthika) is not found in the Pali. Bhaviveka would have worked from a Sanskrit
version. The Tibetan translation is found in the sDe-dge edition, Dza, folio 325b: i ltar
sngon gyi mtha’ la rtog [rtogs P) pa’i mu stegs ni beo br gyad de / de rnams la bzhi ni rtag par smra
ba'o 1/ bzhi ni gzhan ’ga’ zbig rtag par smra ba’o // bzhi ni mtha’ dang ldan pa dang mtha’ dang mi
Idan par smra ba’o /] bzhi wi ngag gi rnam par gyeng ba can no // gnyis ni rgyu med par °byung bar
smra ba ste de ltar beo brgyad do // phyi ma’i mtha’ la rrog pa mi bzhi bew rtsa ba zhi ste / de rnams
las bew drug ni “du shes dang ldan par smra ba’o // brgyad ni *du shes med par smra ba'o // brgyad
ni ’du shes yod pa yang ma yin *du shes med pa yang ma yin par smra ba’o // Inga ni mthong ba’i chos
la mya ngan las ‘da’ bar smra ba’o /1 bdun ni chad par smra ba ste lta ba bzhi bew rtsa ba zhi yin no
/1.

For different approaches to this question, see Dutt 1932; Norman 1983a: 33; and Qvarnstrém
1999: 173.

Prasannapadi 498. Pali sources can be investigated in the CPD swv. atakkivacara.

MHK 3.286: papatmanim iva svargab sarananam ivirand / jaryandhanam ividityas tarkikanim
agocarah /1.

This could be translated: “with empty minds.”

The Tibetan text of this passage can be found in the edition of the Sanskrit and Tibetan
texts of this chapter later in this book.

Asin MHK 4.33ab: “The reason is inconclusive, so the opponent loses the argument” (betub
savyabhbiciro ‘to vidaryagas ca vidinah). In the commentary on this verse, Bhaviveka glosses
vidin as “the other” or “the opponent.”
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Here the term /iniga should be understood as a logical “mark.”

In his analysis of Mimamsa-Buddhist debates about the authority of tradition, Dan Arnold
notes that even if one were to grant that the Vedas are unfalsifiable, problems still arise
about how the texts should be interpreted (Arnold 112-13). Bhaviveka would say that these
problems can only be solved by the use of reason.

Qvarnstrom 1999: 184. The Jain listis found in Schrader 1902: 15-16.

Verse 1.2: darsanani sadevitra milabbedavyapeksayi / devatatattvabbedena jiiatavyiani mani sibbip.
MHK 8.86: tathigatim avitathdm matvi nitim imam subbdm / tasmdaj jatasprhais tirthyaib
krtam tatra mamapi tat //.

The Nyaya tradition increased in prominence in the seventh century with the appearance
of Uddyotakara.

Tatrvarthidhbigama Satra 1.2 (as quoted in Folkert 1993: 115).

Folkert 1993: 132ff. On the Tibetan compendia, see Mimaki 1982.

Halbfass 1988: 268.

Verse 2.136: ekasminn api dys'ye ‘rthe darsanambbidyate prthak. All references tothe Vakyapadiya
are taken from the edition by Wilhelm Rau, 1977.

Vikyapadiya 3.1.103-4.

Vikyapadiya 2.489. The word “lead upward” (unnetum) will be discussed below.

Apramanam vaco bauddbam trayidarsanadisanat / yad yathoktam tathoktam tad yathi
nagnatadarsanam /1.

On the nayavida in classical Jain sources, see Folkert 1993: 219-27; and Jaini 1979: 93-97.
Folkert 1993: 220.

Astasabasriki Prajiiaparamita: 159.

Vimalakirtinirdesa, ch. 3, sect. 73. Lamotte (1976: 109-11) discusses several parallel passages
in other sutras, including the Sandbinirmocana Sitra.

The key passage is found in the prose digression that follows MHK 4.35: “The Saddharma-
pundarika Sitra points out in all its pronouncements: “There is one vehicle, not two or
three.” The Aksayamatinirdesa Sitra says: “The letter (vyafijana) teaches how a vehicle is
defined; the meaning (artha) is the one approach (mays) to the knowledge that enters the
indivisible Dharma Realm (dbharmadhatu). Likewise, it says in the Sagaramati Sitra and
others: ‘All vehicles are included in one vehicle.” References can be found in the footnotes
to the translation.

As discussed, for example, in Nattier 2007.

Onthedistinction between provisional meaning (neysrtha) and definitive meaning (nitartha)
in Buddhist sources, see Lamotte 1949 and Lopez 1988.

Compare the Jain definition ofz2ys mentioned earlier: “that by which an object (#7tha) isled
to (niyate) or ascertained (paricchidyate) in a particular respect (ekadesavisista).”

The distinction figures prominently in Vasubandhu’s Vyakhyayukti, a source that Bhaviveka
quotes extensively in his account of the Sravakas.

Vikyapadiya 1.42.

Vikyapadiya 1.30.

Vikyapadiya 2.489.

Quoted in Derrida 1982: 217.

Nemerov 1991: 228.

When Bhaviveka refers to the “palace of reality” and the “mountain of wisdom,” he has in
mind the image of an Indian temple that combines the symbolic function of a palace for a
deity and also the cosmic mountain at the center of the earth. These symbolic connections
are discussed in Eckel 1992: ch. 1.

Jonas 2001: 135-56.

Jonas 2001: 152.
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In the introduction to verse 3.292, the “he” of thisverse is identified as a “practitioner (Tib.
rnal byor pa / Skt. yogin). In later verses this practitioner is referred to as a Bodhisattva.

108 Bernhard 1965-68: 127. Compare also the Dhammapada in Carter and Palihawadana: 116. A

similar verse is found in Mahabbarata 12.17.19: prajiiaprisidam arubya nasocyafi socato janin /
jagatisthan ivadristho mandabuddhbin aveksate //.

109 For a commentary on the concept of repentance and conversion in Buddhist sources, see

110

111
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117
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119
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125

Eckel 1996.

The bestsource for the study of Bhaviveka’s commentarial method is chapter 1 of The Lamp
of Wisdom, his commentary on Nagarjuna’s Root Verses on the Middle Way. Bhaviveka also
gives a useful analysis of the parts of the syllogism in his account of the means of valid
knowledge (pramana) at the end of chapter 27. For a translation and discussion of this pas-
sage, see Lindtner 1986a.

Na svata utpadyante bbivab / tadutpidavaiyarthyat | atiprasangadosic ca /| na hi svatmana
vidyamanindm paddrthandm punarutpide prayojanam asti / atha sann api jayeta / na kadicin na
jayeta / (Prasannapadi 14).

Na paramdirthata idhyatmikayatandni svata utpannini / vidyamanatvit / caitanyavad / (Pra-
sannapadi 25-26).

There has been significant discussion in Buddhist scholarship about whether it is appropri-
ate to call the standard Indian inference as a “syllogism.” (See Dreyfus 2003: 206-7 and
Tillemans 1984.) There are important differences between the Indian inference and a
standard Aristotelian syllogism, especially in the role of the “example.” In this account of
Bhaviveka’s logic, I will follow the standard scholarly practice of referring to his argument
as a “syllogism,” even though it is subject to somewhat different formal requirements.

For a thorough study of this distinction in Indian and Tibetan Madhyamaka, see Dreyfus
and McClintock 2003, especially Cabezén’s account of the earliest uses of this distinction in
Tibet (291-93).

Sarvesam bbavanim sarvatra na vidyate svabhivas cet / tvadvacanam asvabhivam na nivartayitum
svabbavam alam /] Vigrahavyavartani 1.

The cart, pot, and cloth are standard examples of composite entities that have no identity in
their own right but are still able to perform practical functions.

Yadi kicana pratijiia syan me tata eva me bhaved dosab / nisti ca mama pratijiid tasman naivasti
me dosap // Vigrabavyavartant 29.

Bhaviveka’s responds to this problem in verse 4.72 and in the subsequent commentary. His
argument mirrors the account of his logical procedure in the commentary on verse 3.26. See
the commentary on verse 4.72 for a more complete explanation.

Sa pratipaksasthapanabino vitanda: Nyaya Sitra 1.2.3 (Thakur 628).

Tau samanadhbikaranau viruddhau dbarman paksapratipaksav ity uktau tayor ekataram vaitandiko
na sthapayatiti parapaksapratsedhenaiva pravartata iti. Quoted from Vatsyayana’s Nyzyabbasya
(Thakur 628).

Stcherbatsky 1930: vol. 1, p. 344.

Bhattacharya 1975.

Eckel 1980: 232-34.

As in MMK 24.8-10: “Buddhas rely on two truths when they teach the Dharma: ordinary
relative truth (Jokasamovrtisatya) and ultimate (paramartha) truth. Those who do not under-
stand the distinction between these two truths do not understand the profound reality
(tattva) in the Buddhas® teaching. It is impossible to teach the ultimate without relying on
the conventional (vyavabara), and without understanding the ultimate, it is impossible to
attain nirvana.”

Gal te rang gi phyogs bzhag pa med pa’i phyir dang / gzban gyi phyogs sun *byin pa’i co *dri ba nyid
ma yin nam zhe na / kho bo cag gi phyogs la ni ngo bo nyid stong pa nyid yin te / chos rnams kyingo
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bo nyid ni de yin pa’i phyir de na co *dri ba nyid ma yin te / ve zhig de ltar phyogs kyi skyon med par
rnam par bzhag go // (Tibetan quoted from Iida 1980: 87-88).

Bhaviveka follows the logical procedure formulated by Dignaga (circa 400-480). The account
that follows is based on Matilal 1998 and the edition and translation of Sankarasvamin’s
Nyayapravesa by Tachikawa (1971). Sankarasvamin is thought to have been a student of
Dignaga. For a thorough logical analysis of the Nyayapravesa, see Gillon and Love 1980.

B. K. Matilal has commented on the logical issues implicit in this translation in 1998:
18-30.

Matilal 1998: 7.

On the historical significance of this point, see Eckel 2003.

This summary of the definition of the “inconclusive” reason is meant to include four of
Sankarasvamin’s six types (Tachikawa 1971: 124 and 142): one that is common [to both the
sapaksa and the vipaksa), one thatis present in some sapaksa and in all vipaksa, one thatis pres-
entin some vipaksa and all sapaksa, and one that is present in some sapaksa and some vipaksa.
It exclude the “uncommon” (aszdharana) reason and the reason that “establishes a set of con-~
tradictory results.” Bhaviveka does not refer to the last of these types.

Kosa 2.62ab: “With the exception of the last, the mind and mental phenomena that have
already arisen are the immediately preceding [condition]” (cittacaittd acarami utpannahb
samanantarap).

Itis possible that Bhaviveka considers a viruddha-hetu to be a subcategory of anaikiantika-
hetu.

For a recent account of Dignaga’s concept of the “unique particular” with references to the
appropriate sources, see Arnold 2005, chapter 1.

As Georges B. J. Dreyfus has pointed out in his account of Tibetan debate (2003: 209).
AAA267.

The pankapraksalana-nyiya, as discussed in Apte’s Sanskrit-English Dictionary, Appendix E:
66.

This section of the text also appears as a separate work in the Tibetan Canon (Otani no.
5640).

See Eckel 1985b: 74. On the term yogacara-bhiksu, see Silk 2000: 273.

A sin Prajiia paramitarmtnagunasamcayagithi 10.9; 22.10, 13; and 26.3.

140 The title of Aryadeva’s text is discussed in Lang 1986 and Ruegg 1981: 52-53. For examples

141
142

143

144

145

of the term yogin in the work of Candrakirti, see May 1959: 229.

Huili 18. The following story about entrance to Nalanda is found on page 91.

Dbu ma’i lam de ston par byed cing / sgrogs par byed pas ka zhes bya ste / skad kyi dbyings kyi sgra
las [la P] dbu ma’i bstan beos zhes bya ba'am / dbu ma zbes bya ba’i ming gang la yod pa de ni dbu
ma’o /1 yang na ka zhes bya ba’i ming gis brjod pa yin pas dbu ma zhes bya ste / dbu ma’i grub pa’i
mtha’o // Sde-dge, Dza, folio 329a.

BBh 31; Willis 1979: 161-62. It would be useful to know what kind of institutional exclu-
sion is involved in saying that someone is “a person with whom one should not share living
quarters” (asamovasya). Shayne Clarke (2008) explains that the possibilities can range from
outright expulsion to some form of shunning. Either way, the term suggests that the person
is no longer a monk in good standing in the monastic community.

Verse 5.7. The commentary explains the term “Perfection of Wisdom” by quoting a series
of phrases from the sttras.

Even though we no longer have these commentaries by Asanga and Vasubandhu, the
point is clearly reflected in later commentaries. On the difference between Yogacara and
Madhyamaka interpretations of the Heart Satra, see Eckel 1987a. John P. Keenan (1997:
45) has said that “there is no extant textual evidence to support the view that [Asanga and
Vasubandhu] ever explicitly denigrated Madhyamika thought” I take this to mean that
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they did not designate the “Madhyamikas” by name as their opponents. Bhaviveka clearly
thought that passages like the one just quoted from the Bodhisattvabhiimi constituted an
explicit critique of the Madhyamaka and required his response.

MMK 24.8-9: dve sat ye samupiasvitya buddbinim dharmadesani / lokasamvrtisat yam ca satyam
ca paramdrthatah /1 ye ‘nayor na vijinanti vibhagam satyayor dvayok / te tattvam na vijananti
gambhiram buddhasisane //.

The full passage reads as follows: “Having finished translating Bodhisattva Asanga’s
Commentary on the [Vajracchediki) Prajiia piramitd, (1], Yijing, have examined carefully the
nine examples that are singled out by the great master. I can say that the text is subtle and
deep. Who else but someone in proximity to the Stage of Joy (pramuditabhbiimi), could have
produced such knowledge and wisdom? In the Western Lands (i.e. India), it has been handed
down from master to disciple that in olden times Asanga Bodhisattva received these eighty
verses directly from the venerable Maitreya in Tusita Heaven. They lay out the essentials
of the Prajiaparamita according to the principles of the Yogacara school, elucidating the
meaning of consciousness-only. Consequently these teachings have flowed from India—ah!
golden, a blazing radiance—all the way to Japan, and they have been disseminated in China
like the light of the moon drifting over the peaks of the Himalayas. There were many com-
mentaries on the Vajracchedika Prajiiaparamita in the India. Having investigated their begin-
nings, the earliest is this verse commentary [by Asanga]. The great master Vasubandhu
himself wrote a commentary on this work. Although Chinese translations [of the satra] have
been made, they are deficient in conveying its meaning. So I sat down to carefully scrutinize
it, earnestly examining its intricacies, and retranslated the commentary and sttra to match
their intent. Again, Bodhisattva Vasubandhu wrote a commentary, [emphasizing] the sev-
enfold meaning of the Prajfiaparamita. His treatise was copiously transmitted at Nalanda,
but its meaning contained such subtleties that those who analyzed it could not figure it out.
A Dharma-master, Simhacandra, wrote a commentary on it, and in eastern India a learned
layman named Candragomin wrote a commentary that explained the meaning by collating
[the teachings of] various schools. While all of these conform to the idea of three identities,
the same is not the case for Madhyamikas, who have different commentaries that accord
with the teachings of Nagarjuna instead of Yogacara.

“For Yogacara the real exists, but the conventional does not exist; and [Yogacara] takes
the three identities as foundational. For Madhyamaka the real does not exist, but the conven-
tional does exist; and actually the two truths are primary. The great tenet of Prajfiaparamita
embodies both of these intentions. Just as we here in China have our [sectarian] divisions
of the Dao into North and South, in the Western Lands the theoretical divide is between
emptiness and existence. One should be aware of how these divisions are connected. If the
principles are not harmonized and blended, each will be accepted [in opposition to the other
by different factions]. The saints sincerely point out flaws [in others’ opinions] and argue
about the Vehicles. . . .” This passage occurs at the end of Yijing’s translation of Asanga’s
Commentary on the Vajracchediki Prajiiaparamiti Sitra (T 1817:783ab). (This translation
has been provided by Dan Lusthaus.) The Sanskrit text of Asanga’s commentary has been
published by Tucci, with a summary of Vasubandhu’s analysis (1956-58: 1-171).

This explanation follows Vasubandhu’s commentary: na tathisya bhivo yatha pratibbasa
utpadyate / na ca sarvathibhiavo bbrantimatrasyotpadit //.

Madbyiantavibbigatiki: 21.

Note that Bhaviveka’s way of using the word bhranti differs from the way Vasubandhu and
Sthiramati used it in their commentaries on the Madhyantavibhiga quoted earlier. In that
context, bhranti was used to name “deluded awareness” and was a synonym of consciousness
or dependent identity. Here bbranti is used as a way of describing imagined identity.

Tsong kha pa’s argument is discussed in detail in Eckel 2003.
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153 In verse 5.18 and in the commentary that follows, Bhaviveka uses the argument and lan-
guage of the first verse of Vasubandhu’s Vimsatiki. Other sources are outlined in the notes
on the translation of 5.18 and following verses.

154 The quotation comes from Lankivatira Sitra 2.189: nisti vai kalpito bhavah paratantras ca
vidyate. Other occurrrences of this verse are noted in Lindtner 1982a: 155. I translate bhavah
as “nature” rather than as “entity” or “thing.”

155 The Tibetan translation (sangs rgyas) supports the reading buddhbih, but it would seem more
appropriate to read budhah (“scholars”) as in 3.252.

156 In the commentary on 5.106, Bhaviveka explains that the Buddhas’ awakening is only
“vision” in a metaphorical sense. Actually Buddhas “see” by the discipline of no-seeing:
“[The Buddhas’ awareness] is a single moment of non-conceptual (nirvikalpa), perceptual
(pratyaksa) knowledge (jiiana). The word “see” (pasyanti) is a metaphor (upacara): [they see]
by the discipline of no-seeing (adarsanayogens).”

157 Compare Bhaviveka’s definition of the Buddha as “the understanding thatis no understand-
ing” (abodhabodba) in MHK 3.267 (Eckel 1992: 158).

158 See note 148.

159 Eckel 1987b: 71.

160 A particularly useful source for the study of this Vedinta argument is SureSvara’s
Naiskarmyasiddhi, edited and translated by A. J. Alston (1971: 78ff.).

161 Asin chapter 2 (Zvaranapariccheda) of the Madhyantavibhiga (MAV).

162 This point was discussed on pages 37-38.

163 For further discussion of Bhaviveka’s understanding of the “previous vow” and for the
source of this passage, see Eckel 1992: 75.

164 This analysis is based on Mark Tatz’s account of the lives of Maitrigupta in Tatz 1987.
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A NOTE ON THE TRANSLATION

Indian philosophical literature, whether it is verse or prose, poses distinctive problems for
a translator. On the surface, the challenge may seem simple. John Dryden once said about
his own translations of the classics: "I have endeavor'd to make Virgil speak such English
as he would himself have spoken, if he had been born in England, and in this present age.”
A translator who takes Dryden's advice literally would have to force Bhaviveka's argument
into the idiom of a contemporary philosopher. This might have its value in certain set-
tings, but it risks obscuring the distinctive rhetorical patterns and styles of argument that
made Bhaviveka's text persuasive in its own cultural milieu. In this translation I have not
tried to make Bhaviveka speak like a contemporary philosopher. I have tried instead to
lead scholars of Buddhism or Indian philosophy into Bhaviveka’s intellectual world with
as few barriers as possible. To say that the result is “readable” in the same way that the
translation of a sitra or a Buddhist legend might be readable would be to say too much,
and it would distort the intention of Bhaviveka’s text. My goal has been simply to make
Bhaviveka’s work “intelligible” so that a thoughtful and attentive reader can understand
why Bhaviveka’s arguments would have been effective tools to understand the serious
questions of Buddhist philosophy in sixth-century India.

The first step for the reader, like the translator, is to identify the logical compo-
nents of Bhaviveka's arguments. In most cases this means identifying the opponents'
objections that begin each chapter and then setting them side by side with Bhaviveka's
responses. Almost all of these arguments are presented in the form of a standard three-
part syllogism, including a thesis, a reason, and an example. Bhaviveka begins his
responses to the opponents' syllogisms by pointing out their "faults" (dosa), then he
states syllogisms of his own and defends them against the faults alleged by his oppo-
nents. The best way to enter into the spirit of these arguments is to imagine that the
text is preparing a student for a debate. Sometimes Bhaviveka refers to opponents with
the second person pronoun: "If you say such and such, we reply." Sometimes he refers to
them in the third person as "the opponent” (para) or as the representative of a particular
tradition. Sometimes no opponent is identified, but the argument still continues in the
form of a hypothetical debate.

One of the potential barriers to understanding has to do with the elliptical style of
scholarly Sanskrit. To translate Bhaviveka's arguments into intelligible English often
requires the insertion of words that were not necessary in the text's original setting.
Sometimes this is due to the technical sophistication of the text. Bhaviveka was writing
for someone who already had mastered a certain body knowledge and did not need to be
told the meaning of common technical terms. When Bhaviveka presupposes some form
of technical knowledge, I have attempted to provide an explanation in the notes. Another
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reason for the elliptical character of the text has to with a stylistic preference for nouns
over verbs. For example, a typical three-part syllogisms (expressing a Yogacara objection
in verse 5.27) is translated as follows: "External objects have the nature of mind, because
they are objects of cognition, like an immediately preceding cognition.” In Sanskrit this
syllogism is more compact: "An external object (b@hyo ‘rtho) [has] the nature of mind
(cittasvabhavo), because of consciousness-object-ness (vijianavisayatvena), like an imme-
diately preceding (yathd samantarah)." The term “immediately preceding cognition” is
abbreviated, and the verbs are understood. When this syllogism is transposed from the
Sanskrit structure into English, other stylistic choices naturally follow.

Another fundamental reason for the compactness of Sanskrit argument has to do
with the practice of anuvytti or "carrying over." Words that are mentioned early in an
argument can be “carried over” or understood in subsequent verses. Sometimes they
are referred to simply by the pronouns “this” or “that”; sometimes they are omitted
altogether. Since these words are meant to be understood from the context, it would be
justifiable for a translator to insert them with no special indication that they are miss-
ing in the text. A more common practice in translations of Indian sources is to insert
these words in brackets, to indicate that they are unspoken but are required for a full
translation of the text. I have adopted that practice here and have added the "carried
over" words in brackets. (When the source of a "carried over" word is unclear, I have
explained it in the notes.) But I have great sympathy for those who argue that transla-
tors of Indian texts should drop the use of brackets. When we read a modern translation
of Plato's Republic, it would seem absurdly pedantic for a translator to insert words in
brackets. Most readers would be tempted to say: If the translation requires the addition
of a word, add it and forget the brackets. If the word is not required, leave it out. We may
need to wean the translation of Buddhist philosophy from the pedantic equivocation of
the bracketed word. But for a scholarly translation, it seems better to indicate the pres-
ence of a carried-over word, rather than send the reader on a fruitless quest for a word
thatis not found in the text. I have tried to use brackets only for words that are required
by the text. I have not used them to insert my own explanatory comments. Explanation
and commentary can be found in the notes.

The question of what to insert and what to leave out comes up most acutely in
the translation of Bhaviveka’s verses. Bhaviveka follows a common Buddhist prac-
tice of expressing his arguments in verses embedded in commentary. (Other promi-
nent examples of this genre are Nagarjuna’s Vigrahavyivartani and Vasubandhu’s
Abhidbarmakosa.) The most common suspicion about this text is to doubt Bhaviveka's
authorship of the commentary, but few doubt the authorship of the verses. Why did
Bhaviveka choose to write in verse? Tradition certainly played a role. His text mimics
the verses of Nagarjuna's Madbyamakakarikih and implicitly lays claim to their author-
ity. But his verses also were intended to play a role in the process of debate. As the story
of Dharmapala's triumphant feat of memorization makes clear, a scholar could gain
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competitive advantage by memorizing his opponent's verses and repeating them with-
out error. Verses were the currency of debate. We know very little about Indian debate
practices and can only guess at the way these verses were actually used, but Bhaviveka
gives us a picture of what might have made a successful verse. First of all, to be easy
for a student to memorize and useful in debate, a verse should be forceful and clear. A
debater would want a verse that could put the opponent on the defensive and persuade
the audience that his view was correct. This is hard to do with a verse that is murky,
ambiguous, or obscure. But a successful verse should not be too clear. It should chal-
lenge the opponent's mastery of the tradition, use words in a clever way, and flatter the
audience's learning. At least this is what we might imagine, and this is what we find in
some of Bhaviveka's most successful verses. In my translation of the verses, I have tried
to strike a proper balance between clarity and compactness, so that some of Bhaviveka’s
rhetorical skill comes through. When the impact of the verse depends on a play on
words (as in verse 4.65), this word-play is explained in the notes.

The notes are more extensive than usual and deserve some explanation. They are
meant to do three things. Their most important function is to elucidate the logical
structure of the argument. Unless the argument is clear, it is impossible to understand
the significance of the text. The second function is to fill in some of the intellectual
background that Bhaviveka could assume in his original audience and did not need to
explain. I use the word “some” deliberately. A vast amount of the cultural lore that lies
behind this text is now lost. But I have tried to draw on the resources of every aspect of
Buddhist (and non-Buddhist) scholarship to construct a picture of Bhaviveka’s sources.
The result is an extraordinarily rich and detailed picture of Buddhist intellectual life in
sixth-century India. I hope that these notes will spark a multitude of new questions and
new lines of investigation in Indian Buddhist scholarship. The third and perhaps least
significant function of the notes is to explain why I have interpreted certain technical
terms in the way I did. Rather than invent new terminology, I have tried to situate this
translation within the established traditions of Buddhist scholarship, represented by
Edward Conze, Franklin Edgerton, Etienne Lamotte, André Bareau, B. K. Matilal,
Peter Skilling, and others. I hope this will make the terminology less mysterious than
it would be otherwise. Finally, I should say what the notes are not intended to do. After
Etienne Lamotte’s Traité de la grande vertu de sagesse, it would be foolish to try to give a
complete account of every Buddhist concept mentioned in this work. Instead, I have tried
to indicate the sources where a reader can find a more complete explanation. Sometimes
these are primary sources like the Abhidbarmakosa; sometimes they are reference works
like Franklin Edgerton’s Buddhist Hybrid Sanskrit Dictionary; and sometimes they are
the works of Lamotte himself. The goal is to make Bhaviveka’s work intelligible, and
through it to cast light on the tradition he represents.

To facilitate reference to the Tibetan text, I have included the folio numbers of the
sDe-dge edition in the margins of the translation.
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CHAPTER 4: ANALYSIS OF REALITY
ACCORDING TO THE SRAVAKAS

Now, here begins the fourth chapter, the analysis of reality according to the Sravakas.!
The purpose is to prove that the Mahayana is the Buddha’s teaching.

INTRODUCTION

Reality is experienced (anubbiita) by profound knowledge of the supreme Dharma as it
has previously been defined.

4.1 Those who have low aspirations cannot understand this difficult ap-
proach. Shaken by baseless fear, they make the following claims.?

This approach (niti)* is the aforementioned quest for the knowledge of reality?
(tattvajiianaisand). This approach is difficult for those who do not know the means
to remove the obstacles to knowledge (jiieyavarana)’ and cannot understand it. They

1 The title of this chapter appears two different ways. In the opening line, it is called “the
analysis of reality according to the Sravakas.” At the end of the chapter, it is called “the
introduction to reality according to the Sravakas.” T have combined these two versions of
the title to reflect the title of the Yogacara chapter. The term translated as “analysis” (vi-
niscaya) occurs frequently in the titles of Indian philosophical texts. Bhaviveka is likely to
have associated it with important Yogacara works, such as the Tattvaviniscaya (Asanga’s lost
commentary on the Abhisamayidlamkira) and the Viniscayasamgrabant of the Yogacarabhimi.
For further discussion of the meaning of this term, see Schmithausen 1969b.

2 The terminology in this verse and in the accompanying commentary reflects conventional
Mahayana accounts of the shortcomings of the Sravakas. Compare, for example, MSA
1.18: “If someone who has inferior aspirations, has a very low status, and is surrounded
by inferior friends does not aspire to the Dharma that is broad, deep, and well taught, it
is established [as superior]” (hinadhimukteh sunibinadbator hinaib sabdyaibh parivaritasya /
audaryagambhiryasudesite ‘smin dharme ‘dbimuktir yadi nasti siddham /7).

3 Bhaviveka’s criticism of the Sravakas and Yogaciras focuses on errors in their “approach”
(niti or naya). For a discussion of this term in Bhaviveka’s account of Buddhist philosophical
differences, see Part 1 of this book.

4 “The quest for the knowledge of reality (tattvajiianaisana)” is the title of MHK chapter 3.

5 On the obstacles to knowledge (jiieyzvarana), see note 29 below.
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cannot understand the approach or the path of the Mahayana, which is called a vehicle
because it is used to travel or reach a destination. Why? Because they are deficient in
the faculties (indriya), namely faith, energy, mindfulness, concentration, and wisdom.®
The vision in which there is no-apprehension (anupalambbadarsana) is not a basis for
fear,® but they think of it as a frightening nihilistic view (ucchedadysti). It is as if they
were afraid of empty space. They do not see anything without being afraid, and their
minds tremble in the grip of the demon of realism. It is as if they were drawing infer-
ences about the sun from the light of a firefly, or about the ocean from the mark of a
cow’s hoofprint.” These adherents of the Sravakayana'® have no aspiration (adbimukti)
for the [vehicle] that is deep and broad."" They think and they argue that the Mahayana
is not the Buddha’s teaching.

6  On the five faculties, see Gethin 2001: ch. 4.

7 Bhaviveka equates the Buddha’s non-conceptual awareness with awareness in which there
is no “apprehension” (upalambha or upalabdhi). Bhaviveka’s most thorough account of the
practice of no-apprehension is found in verses 4.20-22. See note 133 below.

8  The term translated as “baseless” (asthina) can mean “out of place” or “unsuitable.” More
literally, it can mean “no place” or “no standing.” The simplest way to translate the com-
pound asthana-trisa (“baseless fear”) is as an unsuitable, unnecessary, or useless fear. But
the compound also can be interpreted as referring to a fear of “no place” or “no standing.”
These meanings play an important role in the account of the Bodhisattva practice in the
first chapter of The Perfection of Wisdom in Eight Thousand Lines: “When one speaks of a
‘Bodhisattva,” what dharma does the word ‘Bodhisattva’ denote? I do not, O Blessed One,
see (samanupasyami) that dharma ‘Bodhisattva,’ nor a dbarma called ‘perfect wisdom.” Since
I neither find (#vindan), nor apprehend (anupalabbamdino), nor see (asamanupasyan) a dharma
‘Bodhisattva,” nor a ‘perfect wisdom,” what Bodhisattva shall I instruct and admonish in what
perfect wisdom? And yet, O Blessed One, if, when this is pointed out, a Bodhisattva’s heart
does not become cowed, nor stolid, does not despair nor despond, if he does not turn away
or become dejected, does not tremble, is not frightened (uttrasyati) or terrified (samtrasyati),
it is just this Bodhisattva, this great being who should be instructed in perfect wisdom”
(Conze 1973b: 83-84). Several lines later Subhuti relates the Bodhisattva’s fearlessness to the
discipline of no-standing (asthanayoga): “A Bodhisattva who does not become afraid when
this deep and perfect wisdom is being taught should be recognized as not lacking in perfect
wisdom, as standing at the irreversible stage of a Bodhisattva, standing firmly, with the
discipline of no standing (asthdnayogena)” (translation adapted from Conze 1973b: 85). For
other uses of the term asthana in the Perfection of Wisdom literature, see Conze 1973a, s.v.
asthiana and asthana-yoga. Compare also Bhaviveka’s use of the term apratistha (“no founda-
tion”) in his account of the Dharma Body of the Buddha in MHK 3.278 and his account of
“nirvana-without-foundation” (apratisthitanirvana) in MHK 1.20-21; 3.292-95.

9  Mahayanasitrasoften compare the Sravakayana to the light of a firefly and the water ina cow’s
hoofprint, as in chapter 3 of the Vimalakrtinirdesa Siitra and the Arya Asokadattavyakarana
Sitra (Otani no. 760/32), translated in Chang 1983: 117-21. The comparison is also found in
the Asokavadina (Strong 1983: 190).

10 Tib. nyan thos kyi theg pa pa / Skt. sravakayanin or Sravakayinika.

11 Compare Nagarjuna’s Ratnavali 4.79: “Those who are dejected and unaccomplished criti-
cize the Mahayana because it is deep and broad. They do this out of ignorance and cause
harm to themselves and others.”
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THE SRAVAKAS’ OBJECTION

"To prove that it is not, they say:

4.2 The Teacher’s"” body is not the locus of non-conceptual cognition, be-
cause it is a body, like the body of a cowherd.” So they say."*

The word “Buddha” refers to the moment of cognition that follows the diamond-like

concentration (vajropamasamdadhi) and is attained by the sixteen moments of thought

in the path of liberation (vimuktimarga).” This does not contradict the teaching of any

schools (Tib. sde pa / Skt. nikiya). Furthermore, it is reasonable for this non-conceptual

12
13

14

15

The word “Teacher” (s7str) refers to the Buddha.
Verse 4.2 states the first formal syllogism of the chapter:

The Teacher’s body (s#rira) is not the locus (@s7aya) of non-conceptual cognition,
because it is a body,
like the body of a cowherd.

In spite of its apparent simplicity, this verse presents a number of problems. The first has
to do with the meaning of the word “locus” (#sraya). Asraya can refer to the place where the
Buddha’s non-conceptual cognition is located or to the object that is named by the term
“non-conceptual.” The first option is the simplest grammatically, but the second option
removes some of the awkwardness of the commentary. Following the second option yields
the following translation: “If the Buddha is a non-conceptual cognition, then a body cannot
be called [“Buddha”], because it is a body, like the body of a cowherd.”

The second problem has to do with the reason in the syllogism: “because it is a body.”
The Tibetan translation (fus can yin phyir) reflects a reading of sariritvat (“because it has a
body”) rather than sariratvar (“because it is a body”). A literal reading of the Tibetan trans-
lation of the verse yields the following thesis: “The Teacher’s non-conceptual cognition
does not have a body as its locus.” The problem with this is that it produces an impossible
example. It makes no sense to say that a cowherd does not have a body. The example is pos-
sible only if the Teacher’s body is the subject of the inference: “The Teacher’s body is not
the locus of non-conceptual cognition . . . like the body of a cowherd.” If this is the thesis,
then the reason must be “because it is a body” ($arzratvar) rather than “because it has a
body” (sariritvat). The Tibetan translation must be an error on the part of the translator or
copyist.

The particle kila (translated as “so they say”) normally has an emphatic meaning, but here it
is used ironically to distance Bhaviveka from the words of the opponent, as in Speijer 1886:
312. The word is used the same way in 5.2.

According to Kosz 6.28tf., all of the sixteen moments of thought are part of the darsanamarga
(“path of vision”), with the exception of the sixteenth, which is part of the bhdvanamirga
(“path of practice”). Bhaviveka lists the sixteen moments in the commentary on verse 4.27.
Obermiller discusses these moments in his analysis of the Abbisamayilamkiara (1932a: 22,
39). Although Bhaviveka says that this numbering system does not contradict the teaching
of other schools, others would not agree. For a different account of the moments leading to
awakening, see Skilling 2006: 113-14.
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[cognition] to be the Buddha, because it apprehends the four noble truths, like a
Pratyekabuddha’s cognition and so forth. The thesis is that a non-conceptual cogni-
tion can be the locus, because it is non-conceptual, but a body that has auspicious signs
and marks cannot be called “Buddha.” Why? Because it is a body. A body cannot be the
locus of the non-conceptual [cognition that is the] Buddha. What is the example? Like
the body of a cowherd and so forth. This [argument] shows that [the Sravakas] think
that the Buddha is a moment of cognition and do not accept the definition that is widely
known in the Mahayana, namely, that [a Buddha consists] of three bodies. The Master'¢
says “so they say” (kila), because he does not agree. He does not want to be defiled by
the opponents’ opinions, by their alleged altruism, or even by their words.
If the adherents of the Mahayana!” say,

In the Mahayana, the Buddha’s awakening (bodhi) is said to have five as-
pects: an eternal body, Thusness as a mere dbarma, the understanding of

conditions, the understanding of no-arising, and omniscience,'®

they are not knowledgeable!” about the approach of the teaching (pravacananiti), because
[they think that awakening] is achieved by a different path. In response [we] say:

4.3 The great awakening of the Buddhas is achieved?® by following the eight-

16 The word acdrya (“Master”) in this passage is used like the word $7strakara (“author”) in the
commentary on 5.2 to refer to the author of the verses. The word is used in a similar way in
the commentary on 5.14cd and 5.83cd. Some have taken this to mean that the author of the
commentary is different from the author of the verses. This issue is discussed in Part 1 of
this book.

17 Tib. theg pa chen po pa / Skt. mahiyinin or mabiyinika.

18 The source of this verse is unknown.

19 The Tibetan term mkhas pa (“knowledgeable”) is used to translate several different Sanskrit
terms, including sat (4.23), vidvan (4.45, 60, 74), budha (4.67), and dhira (5.1), as well as terms
such as kausalya (“skill”) in the compound upaya-kausalya (“skill-in-means”). As a noun, it
is translated as “scholar”; as an adjective, it is translated as “knowledgeable” or “wise.” The
term often refers to an adherent of the Mahayana or to a member of the author’s own school.
See, for example, Alokamali 121, 163; Trisvabbavanirdesa (La Vallée Poussin 1932-33b: 154);
and Fiianasarasamuccaya (Mimaki 1976: 188). Commenting on 5.1, Bhaviveka explains thata
“scholar” (Tib. mbkas pa / Skt. dhira) is a “Mahayana master” (dcarya).

20 Bhaviveka’s use of the words prati-pad and prati-i (translated here as “achieved”) is discussed
more extensively in the notes on verses 5.8-9. These words combine a sense of motion with
a sense of understanding. Normally they are translated with the word “understand” (follow-
ing the Tibetan rtogs). Here, where the verb prati-i occurs twice and take “awakening” and
“path” as its direct objects, it seems better to translate it in the first case as “achieve” and
in the second as “follow.” The Tibetan translators made a similar choice by translating one
occurrence of the word as 7ab rtogs byed (“understand”) and the other as dren byed (“lead”).
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fold path, because it is awakening, like a the awakening of a student.”!

According to tradition,* the noble eightfold path, which consists of right vision, right
thinking, right speech, right action, right livelihood, right effort, right mindfulness,
and right concentration, is the means to attain perfect Buddhahood. Therefore, the
Buddhas’ awakening is achieved or experienced (#nubhiita) by this path. Awakening is
achieved by the discrimination (pravicaya) of all dbarmas. This is the nature of awaken-
ing, and because this is the nature of awakening, awakening must be achieved by this
path and no other, like the awakening of a Sravaka. A Buddha’s awakening is achieved
by the eightfold path, like the awakening of a Sravaka.?

Someone may ask: If [Sravakas and Buddhas] have the same path, why is the
Sravakas’ awareness one-sided and dependent on others, while the Buddha’s is omni-
scient (sarviakdrajiia) and independent of others?**

(Reply]

44 A Teacher can be omniscient because of the excellence of his faculties,
just as [we] think that someone can have [different] analytical insights,
even though there is no difference in the path.

The Blessed One’s five faculties® are extremely sharp, the Sravakas’ are dull, and the
Pratyekabuddhas’ are in between. This is why the Blessed One has the omniscience of a
Self-Existent One (svayambhii), while Sravakas and others do not. [We] see that Sravakas
have different faculties, even though their path is the same. For example, it says:

The wisdom of all sentient beings, apart from the Tathagata, does not
amount to even a sixteenth part of the wisdom of Sariputra.

21 The word “student” (sisya) is a synonym for “Sravaka.”

22 Interpret lung gi rigs pa as dgama-nikiya (“body of tradition”) rather than dgama-yukti
(“argument of tradition”).

23 Compare MN III 7-15 (Gopaka-Moggallina Sutta).

24 The Sravakas have just argued that the Mahayana teaches “a different path.” Here the
adherent of the Mahiyana seems to ask the Sravakas to explain how their view of the path
accounts for the difference between Sravakas and Buddhas. The Tibetan text contains an
additional negative particle: “If [Sravakas and Buddhas] do not have the same path, why is
the Sravakas’ awareness one-sided. . . ?” The passage makes better sense if this particle is
dropped. The Abhidharmadipa discusses the same issue in verses 239-41, in response to the
following objection: “If it is said that there is no path to awakening other than the Tripitaka,
which begins with the Sutras, then, if there is no difference in the path, there should be no
difference in the results achieved by Buddhas, Pratyekabuddhas, and Sravakas” (Jaini 1977:
202). See also Traité 1559. Bhaviveka gives his own position in verses 4.20cd-22: Bodhisattvas
practice the same path, but practice it differently.

25 Literally, “the faculties (indriya) that begin with faith.”

107

D146a



D146b

PART 2: TRANSLATION

And:

Maudgalyayana is the foremost of those who have magical power, Ani-
ruddha is the foremost of those who have clairvoyance, Ananda is the
foremost of those who retain what they have heard, and Purna is the

foremost of those who recite the Dharma.?®

Pratyekabuddhas have five aspects. What are they? It is said:?’

Those who are in the Pratyekabuddha stage (bhimi) have five aspects:
lineage (gotra), path (mdirga), achievement (sumudigama), way of life
(vibara), and behavior (carita). The lineage of Pratyekabuddhas has three
characteristics. First, it can happen naturally that a Pratyekabuddha has
little passion and is not inclined toward society, or he can have little com-
passion and not be inclined to serve the interests of sentient beings, or

he can have excessive pride, want to have no teacher, and become awak-
ened alone. There are three kinds of paths. Some worship Buddhas for a
hundred eons, resolve to attain solitary awakening, and reach fulfillment.
Others worship Buddhas, but attain only partial fulfillment. Others, who
[resolve] to become [Pratyeka-] buddhas, attain the results [of asceticism],
but do not become Arhants. These three [paths] are the causes of [three]
achievements. With these [paths], [Pratyekabuddhas] attain Arhantship
without a Buddha and without a teacher. A Pratyekabuddha who achieves
the first [achievement] is compared to the horn of a rhinoceros. Others
achieve [achievements] that constitute conditional Pratyekabuddhahood.?
The first has a solitary way of life and aspires to profound insight. The
other two live in groups. [All] control their bodies, and so forth, beg for
food, and remain silent to help those who are less fortunate.

There are differences in their awareness, but not in their path. The Buddha’s [aware-
ness] should be seen in the same way.

26 Compare AN I 23-24 (Etadagga Vagga): iddhimantanam yad idam mabi moggallino. dibba-
cakkhukanam yad idam aniruddho. dhammakathikanam yad idam punno mantaniputto. Ananda
is not mentioned in this passage.

27 Bhaviveka’s account of the “aspects” of the pratyekabuddhabhiimi is similar to the explanation
found in the text of the same name edited by Wayman (1960) and translated by Kloppenborg
(1974: 126-29). Many of the obscure and elliptical phrases in Bhaviveka’s verses can be filled
in from this text, but difficulties remain. The last pida, for example, may refer to the idea
that Pratyekabuddhas teach with their body, but without words, but the verse can be inter-
preted quite differently.

28 On “conditional” Pratyekabuddhahood, see Norman 1983 and Collins 1992.
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Now, the adherents of the Mahayana may say: There are two kinds of obstacles
(@varana): the obstacles that consist of defilements (kleszvarana), such as passion, and
the obstacles to knowledge (jiieyavarana), such as material form (r@pa).” Of these, the
[eightfold] path removes only the obstacles that consist of defilements, not the obstacles
to knowledge. As it is said:

The diversity of the world is not desire; the passion of the human imagi-
nation is desire. The diversity of the world may remain, but those who are
wise control their desire for it.*°

Similarly,

O desire, I know your root; you arise from imagination. I will no longer
imagine you, and you will then no longer exist for me.*!

This means that someone who is free from imagination is free from defilements.
Sravakas and others are subject to the traces (visana) of defilements that are produced
from time immemorial by the obstacles that consist of defilements. The Blessed One
has completely uprooted the entire network of defilements, along with their traces, by
long practice of the vision (darsana) of emptiness. So [the Blessed One] is said to be dis-
tinctive, in that he has the means (#paya) to remove the obstacles to knowledge.

This [assertion] is not correct. Why?

4.5  [We] think that obstacles to knowledge are removed by the same path, be-
cause they are mental obstacles, like obstacles that consist of defilements.*?

29 Bhaviveka’s account of the obstacles that consist of defilements (kleszvarana) and the obstacles
to knowledge (jiieyavarana) follows chapter 2 (zvaranapariccheda) of the Madhyantavibhiga,
attributed to Maitreya. In his commentary on MMK 18.4-5, Bhaviveka says: “The libera-
tion of the Sravakas and Pratyekabuddhas results from a vision of the selflessness (nair-
atmya) of persons (pudgala). [ The liberation] of those who follow the Buddhayana is attained
by removing both the obstacles that consist of defilements and the obstacles to knowledge”
(Eckel 1980: 214-15). For further discussion of these obstacles, see the commentary on
verses 4.26-29 below. See also BBh 62; Scherrer-Schaub 1991: 104; and May 1959: 141.

30 Udanavarga 2.7: na te kdma yani citrini loke sammkalparagah purusasya kamah / tisthanti citrini
tathaiva loke athatra dbiva vinayanti cchandam. The Sanskrit text is found in Bernhard
1965-68: 114. This verse is quoted in the commentary on MHK 3.24ab (Iida 1980: 80) and
in the commentary on Kosz 3.3.

31 Udanavarga 2.1: kima janami te milam samkalpat kama jayase / na tvam samkalpayisyami tato
me na bbavisyasi. The Sanskrit text is found in Bernhard 1965-68: 112. This verse is quoted
in Candrakirti’s commentary on MMK 18.5.

32 Bhaviveka gives a clear explanation of this syllogism in the commentary:
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“Removal of obstacles to knowledge” is the subject (dharmin). “By the same path” is the
predicate (dharma). The combination of subject and predicate is the thesis (paksa). An
obstacle is something that hinders or obscures. “Because they are mental obstacles” is
the reason (beru). This is qualified [by the term “mental”] to avoid the inconclusive-
ness (anaikantikatva) that would come from similarity with an external obstacle. “Like
obstacles that consist of defilements” is the example.”® In other words,** obstacles to
knowledge can be removed by this path, just as [the obstacles] that consist of defile-
ments can be removed [by this path], because both are obstacles.

[An adherent of the Mahayana] may say that, according to the texts of the Sravaka-
yana, omniscience is attained by this very same path, but not according to the texts of
the Mahayana. But this is incorrect for the following reason:

4.6 Even in the Mahayana, [you] think that this path leads to the omni-
science of a Sage, because [the Mahayana] is a different vehicle, like the
Pratyekabuddhayana.®

The following words should be supplied: “In all three vehicles, this very same path is
the cause of the attainment of the three types of awakening, and apart from this path
there is no awakening whatsoever.”

Why waste any more words? If [someone claims that] the Mahayana does not

Removal of of the obstacles to knowledge is brought about by the same path,
because they are mental obstacles,
like the obstacles that consist of knowledge.

He responds to this argument in verses 4.25-27. In the commentary on verse 4.5, he explains
that the word “obstacle” is qualified by the term “mental” to avoid confusion with “exter-
nal” obstacles. An external obstacle is a physical object like a blanket. A blanket covers or
obstructs one’s vision of a bed, but it is not the kind of obstacle that is removed by practicing
the path.

33 There is a problem in the Tibetan text of this line: zhes bya ba’i should be the end of one
sentence and nyon mongs pa’i sgrib pa the beginning of another. It is likely that something has
been left out.

34 “In other words” (Tib. snyam du bsams pa yin no / Skt. ity abhiprayab or iti cintd) is a common
way for a commentator to paraphrase the meaning of a verse. See Tubb and Boose 25.

35 The argument in verse 4.6 seems to mean that the adherent of the Mahayana has to admit
that there is only one path, because the Mahayana is a vehicle, not a path. In other words,
there may be many vehicles, but these vehicles follow only one road. Bhaviveka turns
the same point against the Sravaka in verses 4.20cd-22, when he says that the Mahayana
follows the same path but uses a different “approach” (naya). In his discussion of the
Saddharmapundarika and Aksayamatinirdesa Sitras later in the chapter, he treats yzna and
naya as equivalent terms. (See notes 242-44.) In the commentary that follows verse 4.6,
Bhaviveka supplies an unusually long sentence to fill out the meaning of the verse. Since the
Tibetan zhes bya ba ni (Skt. iti) occurs at the end of the sentence, it is possible that only the
last clause (“and apart from this path . ..”) is intended.
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contradict the Buddha’s teaching, then it is reasonable to analyze whether the path
[taughtin the Mahayana] is consistent with the point of view [of the Buddha’s teaching].*®
It cannot be the teaching of the Buddha, because it is contradicted by reason (yukti-
viruddha).’” In what way?

4.7  'The Mahayana is not the Buddha’s teaching, because it is not included in
the Satrantas and so forth, or because it teaches a different path, like the
Vedanta view.’

The Mahayana is not the Buddha’s teaching. Why? Because it is not included in the
Satrantas, Abhidharma, and Vinaya. Everything that was taught by the Buddha appears
in the Satrantas, Abhidharma, and Vinaya, and not even the word “Mahayana” is men-
tioned in the Satrantas, Abhidharma, and Vinaya. Therefore, [the Mahayana] is not
the Buddha’s teaching, like the Vedanta view. Vedanta is the conclusion (#vas@ya) or end
of the Veda.* It says that one [removes] impurities and attains liberation by bathing at
pilgrimage places on [rivers] such as the Ganges, by fasting, and by reciting mantras
in three ways (traidhatuka).*® The adherents of the Mahayana also bathe in the four

36 The text that introduces verse 4.7 is unclear and may be corrupt.

37 In the Vyakhyayukti (VY), Vasubandhu defines “reason” (yukti) as the three means of valid
knowledge (pramana): perception (pratyaksa), inference (enumdna), and authoritative tradi-
tion (@ptagama). (See Skilling 2000: 321.) According to this definition, it would contradict
reason to contradict the Buddha’s teaching as recorded in the sutras.

38 The two arguments in this verse constitute the heart of the Sravaka objection:

The Mahayana is not the Buddha’s teaching,

because it is not included in the Statrantas and so forth,
and because it teaches a different path,

like the Vedanta view (vedantadarsana).

Bhaviveka’s response is found in verses 4.34-56. In the commentary on verse 4.7, the
opponent includes the Abhidharma in the teaching of the Buddha. This may indicate that
Bhaviveka is imagining a Sarvastivadin opponent, rather than a Sautrantika. Sarvastivadins
defended the authority of the Abhidharma with arguments that were similar to the argu-
ments used by Bhaviveka to defend the Mahayana.

39 The word translated as “conclusion” (nges pa) normally corresponds to one of the Sanskrit
words for “certainty,” such as niscaya. Negi also cites avasiya as a possible equivalent. It
is likely that Bhaviveka is defining the word anta in Vedanta as “conclusion” or “settled
meaning,” both of which are meanings of #vasdys. Bhaviveka gives a similar etymology of
“Vedanta” in the commentary on MHK 8.1: “Vedanta occurs at the end of the Veda and is
conclusive knowledge of non-attachment” (rig pa’i mthar phyin pa ni rig byed mtha’ pa ste /
chags pa med par nges par rig pa’o: sDe-dge Dza, folio 251a).

40 According to Douglas Renfrew Brooks (private communication), the word traidhituka
(“three realms”) can refer in Hindu Tantra to three kinds of recitation (silent, under one’s
breath, and aloud) or to recitation that is directed toward three realms (the world, the
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rivers called Ganges, Sindhu, Paksu, and Sita,” drink from them, and, while standing
in them, initiate and repeat dharanis and mantras to remove impurities and increase
merit. Because [the Mahayana] teaches this other path, it is like the Vedanta view. This
is why [we] say that the Mahayana is not the Buddha’s teaching.

4.8ab Or [the Mahiyana is not the Buddha’s teaching] because it improperly
denies cause and effect, like a nihilistic view (nastikadarsana).

"This is another reason [for the claim that the Mahayana is not the Buddha’s teaching].
[The adherents of the Mahayana] accept that everything is completely empty of self,
and they say that, because there are no actions, results, [four] truths, or [three] jewels,
there is nothing to be done, no action, and no result. Because they improperly deny
(apa-vad) cause and effect, the system (siddhanta) of the Mahayana is equivalent to the
view that there is only this world. Are they not also annihilationists (ucchedavidin)?
They hold the view that neither this world nor any other exists and no result comes
from good or bad actions.” The point of the Madhyamaka chapter that begins with the
following verse is relevant here as well:

If everything is empty and there is no arising or cessation, then the four
noble truths do not exist for you.®

Furthermore,

4.8cd The point is clinched because it is not included in the eighteen schools.

ancestors, and the gods). Here Bhaviveka is comparing a Mahayana practice to one that is
found in Vedanta tradition.

41 Edgerton discusses these four rivers in BHSD, s.v. “Paksu.” The names of the four rivers
also appear in MVY 3304-8 in the names of four Nagarajas. The accepted form of the last
name is Sitd, although the sDe-dge clearly reads Sita. See the commentary on verse 4.36 for
more discussion of these rivers. For a contemporary account of these rivers in Himalayan
geography, see Staal 2004.

42 'This is a stock definition of a false view (Skt. mithyddysti / Pali micchaditthi), as in the
Mabhdcartarisaka Surta (MN III 71ff): “What, O monks, is a false view? There is no such
thing as alms, sacrifice, or oblation; there is no such thing as the fruit or result of good or
bad actions; there is no such thing as this world or the next. . . .” The commentary on Kosz
4.78 defines a false view with a quotation from a sttra: “There is no such thing as alms,
sacrifice, or oblation, no good action, and no bad action” (nasti dattam nastistam ndsti hutam
ndsti sucaritam ndsti duscaritam). Seven different types of “annihilation doctrine” (uccheda-
vada) are listed in the Brahmajala Siatra (DN 1 2-46). None corresponds precisely to this
formula. For further discussion of “false views” in the Pali tradition, see Jaini 2007.

43 MMK 24.1.
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The argument is formulated as follows: The Mahayana is not the Buddha’s teaching,
because it is not included in the eighteen schools, like the Vedanta view.

How did the divisions of the eighteen schools (nik@ya) come to be?** [I] have heard
about them in my lineage (guruparampari) as follows.

A SARVASTIVADA ACCOUNT®

One hundred and sixty years after the parinirvana of the Blessed One, the Buddha,
in the reign of the king named Dharmasoka in the city called Kusumapura, there was
a great schism (Tib. dbyen chen po / Skt. mahibheda) in the Samgha as a result of vari-
ous disputes (Tib. 7tsod pa / Skt. vivada). The first division was into two schools: the
Mahasamghika and the Sthavira.

Eventually the Mahasamghika school divided into eight: (1) the Mahasamghikas,
(2) the Ekavyavaharikas, (3) the Lokottaravadins, (4) the Bahusrutiyas, (5) the Prajiapti-
vadins, (6) the Caitikas, (7) the Parvasailas, and (8) the Aparasailas.

Eventually the Sthaviras divided into ten: (1) the Sthaviras who are also called
Haimavatas, (2) the Sarvastivadins who are called Vibhajyavadins*® and the Hetuvadins
whom some call Muruntakas, (3) the Vitsiputriyas, (4) the Dharmottariyas, (5) the
Bhadrayaniyas, (6) the Sammitiyas whom some call Avantakas and others Kaurukullas,
(7) the Mahisasakas, (8) the Dharmaguptakas, (9) those called Suvarsakas whom some
call Kasyapiyas, and (10) the Uttariyas whom some call Samkrantivadins. These are the
divisions of the eighteen schools.

Here, the great (mahid) community (samgha) is the Mahasamgha. Those who claim
to be this [great community] are Mahasamghikas. Some make the conventional claim
(vyavahira), “The Blessed Ones, the Buddhas, comprehend all dharmas with a single
thought and realize all dharmas with a single moment of wisdom,” so they are called
Ekavyavaharikas. Those who say, “Because the Blessed Ones, the Buddhas, have passed

44 Bhaviveka’s account of the divisions of the eighteen schools (nikayabhedavyakhyina) appears
as a separate text in the Tibetan canon (Otani no. 5640). Bareau (1955 and 1956) has trans-
lated the text in French and provided a thorough comparative analysis. For more recent
analysis of traditions concerning the eighteen schools, see Nattier and Prebish 1977 and
Cousins 1992.

45 According to Taranatha, Bhaviveka incorporates three different traditions about the divi-
sions of the Samgha. Bareau (1955: 20-21) explains that the first of these traditions is of
Kashmiri Sarvastivadin origin and gives “une mauvaise lecture” of the table found in the
account of the eighteen schools attributed to Vasumitra (translated by Bareau 1954). Cousins
(1992: 28) explains that the attribution of this work to the Sarvastivadin master Vasumitra
is absent in the earliest Chinese translation and should be considered questionable. Cousins
refers to the author instead as “Pseudo-Vasumitra.” A probable date for this work is the third
or fourth centuries CE.

46 On the Vibhajjavadins, see Cousins 2001.
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beyond the world of all ordinary dharmas, a Tathagata has no ordinary dharmas,” are
called Lokottaravadins. Those who follow the Master Bahusruta are the Bahusrutiyas.
Those who say that conditioned states (samskrta) are suffering in the sense that they
refer to one another (anyonyaprajiiapti) are the Prajiiaptivadins. Those who live on a
mountain with a shrine are the Caitikas. Those who live on the eastern and western
mountains are, respectively, the Purvasailas and the Apara$ailas.

Those who claim to belong to the noble (7rya) lineage of the elders (sthavira) are the
Sthaviras. These [Sthaviras] are called Haimavatas if they live in the Himalayas. Those
who hold the doctrine (vada) that everything exists, including the past, future, and
present, are Sarvastivadins. Some of these [Sarvastivadins] are called Vibhajyavadins
because they hold a doctrine that is based on the following distinction: “Past karma
exists when its result has not yet arisen, but [karma] whose result has already been
experienced and future [karma] do not exist.” Of these [Vibhajyavadins], the ones who
hold the doctrine that “anything that has already arisen, that is arising, or that will arise
has a cause” are Hetuvadins. Of these, some are called Muruntakas because they live
on Mt. Murunta. A woman who belongs to the Vatsagotra is Vatsi, and a boy born to
her is Vatsiputra. The Vatsiputriyas’ teacher belongs to this gotra. The Dharmottariyas
follow the teaching of Master Dharmottara. The Bhadrayaniyas are students of a
good vehicle (bhadrayina).”’ Those who teach the approach of Master Sammata are
the Sammitiyas. Of these, some are called Avantaka because they gather in the city of
Avanti, and some are called Kaurukulla, because they live on Mount Kurukulla. The
Mabhisasakas govern according to the teaching of the sound of the word “happiness of
the earth” (mabibhadra),” and teach a large group of sentient beings that rebirth does
not take place. The Dharmaguptakas claim to be [students] of Master Dharmagupta.
The Suvarsakas cause the rain of the praiseworthy, supreme Dharma to fall. They also
are the Kasyapiyas because they claim to be [students] of Master Kasyapa. In a simi-
lar way, the Uttariyas claim to be [students] of Uttara. Of these, some hold the doc-
trine that “the person (pudgala) transmigrates from this world to the next.” These are
Samkrantivadins.

Of these [eighteen schools], the eight that were mentioned first, beginning with the
Mahasamghikas, alongwith the Sthaviras, Sarvastivadins, Mahi$asakas, Dharmottariyas,
and Kasyapiyas who were mentioned later, hold the doctrine of no-self (anatmavida).
They say that the self (@t77an) and whatever belongs to the self (##miya), as imagined by
non-Buddhists (t77¢hika), are empty, and no dharmas have any self. The remaining five
schools, beginning with the Vitsiputriyas, hold the doctrine of the person (pudgala) and
say: “The person cannot be specified as identical to or different from the aggregates

47 Following Bareau 1956: 170. Elsewhere Bareau (1955: 128) explains thatin China the Bhadra-
yaniyas are understood to be “students who follow [the teacher] Bhadra.”
48 TFollowing Bareau 1955: 181 and 1956: 170, but the Tibetan is obscure.
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(skandba); it is known (jiieya) by the six forms of cognition; and it can be liberated from
samsara.” These are the divisions of the eighteen schools.

A MAHASAMGHIKA ACCOUNTY

Others say that the basis [of the divisions] is explained as before, but that there are three
fundamental divisions: the Sthaviras, the Mahasamghikas, and the Vibhajyavadins.
Of these, the Sthaviras come in two forms: the schools of the Sarvastivadins and the
Vitsiputriyas. The Sarvastivadins come in two forms: Sarvastivadins and Sautrantikas.
The Vatsiputriyas come in four forms: Sammitiyas, Dharmottariyas, Bhadrayaniyas,
and Sannagarikas. In this way, there are six kinds of Sthaviras. There are eight kinds
of Mahasamghikas. These are called Mahasamghikas, Purvasailas, Aparasailas, Raja-
girikas, Haimavatas, Caitikas, Siddharthikas, and Kaukkutikas.’® These are the divi-
sions of the Mahasamghikas. There are four kinds of Vibhajyavadins: Mahisasakas,
Kasyapiyas, Dharmaguptakas, and Tamrasatiyas. These are the eighteen divisions of
the schools of the noble ones.

A SANMITIYA ACCOUNT?!

Still others say, “One hundred and thirty-seven years after the parinirvana of the Blessed
One, in the city of Pataliputra, the kings Nanda and Mahapadma convened a group of
noble ones, who were unattached and had become cool. Then, when the community
(samgha) consisting of the noble Mahakasyapa, Mahiloma, Mahatyaga, Uttara, Revata,
and so forth, who were Arhants and had attained analytical knowledge (pratisamvid),
were residing there, the evil Mara, who is the opposite of everything good,” took the
robes of a monk. Displaying a variety of supernatural powers (7ddhi), he used five points
to cause a great schism in the community.”® Learned elders (sthavira) named Naga and

49  For an analysis of the Mahasamghika traditions that lie behind Bhaviveka’s second account
of the divisions of the Samgha, see Bareau 1955: 22ff.

50 Known in Pali as Gokulikas. The etymology of the name is discussed by Cousins 1992:
48-49. This group may be identical to the Kaurukullas mentioned by Bhaviveka in the
Sarvastivada account.

51 For an analysis of the Sammitiya traditions reflected in Bhaviveka’s third account of the
divisions of the Samgha, see Bareau 1955: 17ff. The name of this school is often spelled
Sammatiya. In adopting the form Sammitiya, I am following the usage recommended by
Skilling (2006: 99), as I am in substituting Sthavira for the more common Sthavira.

52 Bareau interprets 7z as “man” rather than as the negative particle and translates this phrase
as “de fagon & étre semblable & un homme ayant toutes les qualitiés (bhadra)” (1956: 172).

53 This is the first of two accounts of the infamous “five points” of Mahadeva. The second
occurs in the account of the Ekavyavaharikas in the next paragraph. Cousins’ (1992) analysis
of these points makes it possible to clarify some aspects of Bhaviveka’s list, but obscuri-
ties remain. The second and third points (“ignorance” and “doubt”) are the same in both
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Sthiramati praised the five points. They said: “It is the teaching of the Buddha that
[an Arhant] answers to someone else, is ignorant, has doubt, is [caused to] investigate
(or comprehend) by others, and [claims that] the path itself is the means of healing the
self.” This brought about the division into the two schools called the Sthaviras and the
Mahasamghikas. The community quarreled over this division for sixty-three years.
"Two hundred years later, the teaching of the elder Vatsiputra was collected. After it had
been collected, the Mahasamghikas also gave rise to two forms, the Ekavyavaharikas
and the Kaukkutikas.

Of these [two], the Ekavyavaharikas make the following basic claims (Tib. dam
tshig gi rtsa ba / Skt. samayamiila): The Blessed Ones, the Buddhas, are supermun-
dane (lokottara), and the Tathagatas do not have any mundane (Jaukika) dharmas.>* The
Tathagatas do not turn the wheel of the Dharma in all their teachings.” The teachings
of all the Tathagatas manifest® the essence (garbha) [of reality?]. Tathagatas do not have
any attachment to the form in which they reside. When they are Bodhisattvas, they do
not enter the kalala, arbuda, and pesin stages of embryonic development.’” Bodhisattvas

accounts and are non-controversial. The fourth point (yongs su brtag pa) is clearly related
to the Pali term paravitarand, which represents the fourth point in the Kathavatthu. The
Tibetan yongs su brtag pa would normally represent forms of the Sanskrit verbs pari-iks and
pari-kilp, both of which can mean to “investigate” or “understand,” like the Pali vitzrana.
The prefix pari (represented by the Tib. yongs su) could be interpreted as a mistaken reading
of para. Replacing pari with para makes it possible to follow Cousins’ translation of the Pali
as “[caused to] investigate or comprehend by others.” Bhaviveka’s text gives two different
versions of the first point: “answers to someone else” (gzhan la lan gdab pa) and “is caused to
realize the teaching by others” (gzhan dag gis bstan pa sgrub par byed do). These are not identi-
cal to Cousins’ interpretation of the Pali version of the first point (paripabira) as meaning
that the Arhant is “provided various requisites by others.” But Bhaviveka’s terms are close.
The biggest difficulty comes in the interpretation of the fifth point. Bhaviveka offers two
versions: one says that “the path is the means to heal the self” (bdag nyid gso bar byed pa
ni lam), while the other says that “the path removes suffering” (sdug sngal spong ba’i lam).
Cousins points out that the Kathdvarthu mentions two items that can function as the fifth
point: the possibility that someone can speak in a state of attainment (sazzapannassa) and the
cryptic formula dukkbiaharo magganganam. It is possible to see Bhaviveka’s second version
of the fifth point (“the path removes suffering”) as reflecting the second of the options in
the Kathavatthu, but Bhaviveka’s first version of the fifth point (the one that is found in this
passage) seems too far removed from the Pali to represent the same technical term.

54 Cousins (1992: 48) notes that Ekavyavaharika and Lokottaravadin are likely to be two names
for the same school.

55 The meaning of this sentence is uncertain. Bareau (1956: 173) notes that this statement, as
here interpreted, is contrary to the one reported by Vasumitra and Vinitadeva. It also con-
tradicts Cousins’ (1992: 49) account of the Ekavyavaharikas’ view that Buddhas have “only
one kind of utterance.”

56 Bareau identifies Tib. mngon par mos pa with Skt. abbimuiicanti, presumably by analogy with
adhimukti (Tib. mos pa or lhag par mos pa). It also could represent abbilisin “to desire.”

57 These stages of embryonic development are discussed in various places in the Kosz com-
mentary, including 2.52 (on causation) and 3.15 (on the process of reincarnation).
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enter their mothers’ sides as great elephants and come forth by themselves, but they
have no idea of desire. By their own free will, they take birth in unpleasant realms
(durgati) and bring sentient beings to maturity. They understand the four truths with
a single cognition (jzana). The six forms of consciousness are passionate (sa7dga) and
dispassionate (virign).”® The eyes see material forms. Arhants are provided for by others,
are ignorant, have doubts, are caused to investigate (or understand) by others, and pro-
nounce [the word] “suffering” as the cause of the path.”” One can speak while in an
attainment (samaparti). There is a removal of impurity (asuci). Someone who has real-
ized (saksatkrta) restraint (samyama) is said to have removed all bondage (samyojana).
Tathagatas do not have mundane (laukika) correct views (samyagdrsti). Since the mind is
luminous by nature (prakrtiprabbisvara), one cannot say whether dispositions (anusaya)
are similar to the mind or not.® A disposition is one thing and possession (paryava-
sthana) is another. The past and future do not exist. A stream-winner (s7ota-apanna)
attains meditation (dhyana). These are the claims of the Ekavyavaharikas.

The divisions of the Kaukkutikasare called the Bahusrutiyasand the Prajfiaptivadins.
Of these, the Bahu$rutiyas make the following basic claims: There is no analysis (vicra)
on the path to deliverance (nairyanika). The truth of suffering, conventional truth, and
the noble truths are truths. One enters the perfect fixed course (nyamavakrinti)® by
seeing the suffering of conditioned states (samskaradubkha), but not by seeing the suffer-
ing of suffering (dubkhadubkha) or the suffering thatis due to change (viparinamadubkba).

58 Vasumitra reports a similar claim (Bareau 1956: 174). As a general assertion it would be
unremarkable, as would the following assertion about the eyes seeing material forms. It is
likely that it refers to the Bodhisattvas’ process of liberation and is related to the discus-
sion in Kathavatthu 3.3 (and in Kosz 6.77-78) about the removal of desire at the moment of
liberation.

59  An earlier version of these five points was discussed in the preceding paragraph. The first
four points here are either identical or close enough to be considered identical to the points
mentioned earlier. The major difference comes in point five. According to Cousins’ (1992)
analysis of the five points, the Kathavatthu offers two versions of the fifth point: some-
one can speak in a state of attainment (samzdpannassa) and the cryptic formula dukkbihiro
magganganam. In this paragraph, Bhaviveka refers to both of these points, but in reverse
order. Cousins interprets the second (dukkhihiro magganganam) to mean “pronouncing
[the word] ‘suffering’ is the cause of the path.” Bhaviveka’s Tibetan translator takes zhira
(mistakenly) as “remove” (spong ba) and does not show any evidence of the Pali term anga.
Otherwise, the text of Bhaviveka reflects Cousins’ account of the fifth point and should be
translated accordingly.

60 “Dispositions” (anusaya) are discussed in Kosz 5. In his translation of this chapter, La Vallée
Poussin comments on the issues mentioned here.

61 “One enters the perfect fixed course” translates Tib. yang dag par skyon med pa la jug. As
Edgerton explains, skyon med pa represents the Sanskrit nygma (BHSD). The term sanzyak-
tva-nyama-avakranti is found in the BBh: 244. Edgerton points out that the Tibetan transla-
tion (mzi skyon med pa) is based on a mistaken etymology of the hybrid Sanskrit form nyama.
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The Samgha is supermundane (Jokotzara). Arhants are provided for by others.®” There is
a correct way of recitation.® There is a correct entrance into concentration (samzadhi).
These are the claims of the Bahusrutiyas.

The Prajfiaptivadins [make the following claims]: There is suffering that is not an
aggregate. There are sense media (Zyatana) that are incomplete. The conditioned states
refer to one another. Suffering is ultimate. Mental phenomena are not the path. There
is no premature death. The person (purusa) does not act. All suffering comes from
karma. These are the basic claims of the Prajfiaptivadins.

From a division of the Kaukkutikas come the Sthaviras who are called Caitikas. A
wanderer by the name of Mahadeva was initiated (pravrajita) and lived on Mt. Caitya.
He maintained the [five] points®* of the Mahasamghikas and established the school of
the Caitikas.

These are the six divisions of the Mahasamghikas.

There are two kinds of Sthaviras who are called the previous (pirva) Sthaviras
and the Haimavatas. The previous Sthaviras make the following basic claims: Arhants
are not provided for by others.”® The [rest of the] five points are equally false. There
is a person (pudgala).®® There is an intermediate state (antardbbava). An Arhant attains
parinirvana. The past and future exist. Nirvana has a purpose (or meaning).” These are
the basic claims of the previous Sthaviras.

The Haimavatas make the following basic claims: Bodhisattvas are not called ordi-
nary (prthagjana).*® Even outsiders have the five super-knowledges (#bhijiii). The person
(pudgala) is said to be different from the aggregates, because the person continues after
the achievement of nirvana, when the aggregates have ceased. One can speak in a state
of concentration. One removes suffering by means of the path.®” These are the basic
claims of the Haimavatas.

There are two kinds of former (Tib. dang po’) Sthaviras: the Sarvastivadins and the

62 This is the first of the “five points” mentioned in the two preceding paragraphs. Bareau
(1955: 82) indicates that the Bahusrutiyas affirm all five of these points.

63 This and the following point are unclear.

64 The “five points” of Mahadeva were mentioned previously in the introductory paragraph of
the Sammitiya account and in the paragraph on the Ekavyavaharikas.

65 As the following sentence indicates, this can be taken as the negation of the first of the “five
points” of Mahadeva.

66 Bareau (1955: 110 and 1956: 171) points out that the Sthaviras never held this position; this
claim should be interpreted as an attempt by the Sammitiyas to validate the fundamental
teaching of their own school.

67 Bareau (1955: 110) notes that the meaning of this assertion is unclear.

68 Bareau (1955: 113) notes that Bhaviveka reverses the thesis recorded in Vasumitra and
Vinitadeva. He does the same with the following assertion about “outsiders.” He also lists a
Sammitiya view about the persistence of the pudgala after parinirviana. As Bareau notes, this
makes his account of the Haimavatas questionable.

69 Emend both P and D to lam gyis.
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Vitsiputriyas. The Sarvastivadins make the following basic claims: Everything is com-
prised of two [categories]: conditioned (sazzskrta) and unconditioned (asarskrta). What
is the point of this statement? There is no person (pudgala). As it is said:

The body is born without a self, without an agent, and without a knower.
You, great Sravaka, should listen to this teaching about how to enter the
stream of samsara.

These are the basic claims of the Sarvastivadins.

They make the following additional basic claims:"® Everything is included in name
and form (namariipa). The past and future exist. A stream-winner is said not to fall
back (aparibaridbarma).”' Conditioned things have three characteristics (Jaksana). The
four noble truths are realized gradually (Tib. rim gyis / Skt. kramena).”> One enters the
fixed way (ny@mavakranti)”? by means of emptiness (sanyati), wishlessness (apranibita),
and signlessness (animitta). One enters the result (phala) of a stream-winner in fifteen
moments. A stream-winner attains meditation (dhyana). Even an Arhant is capable of
falling back. Even ordinary people remove passion (r7gz) and malice (vyapida). Even
outsiders have the five super-knowledges (#bhijiii). Even the gods practice celibacy
(brabmacaryd). All sutras are interpretable in meaning (zeyartha).”* One enters the fixed
way from the realm of desire (k#madhatu). There is a mundane (Jaukika) correct view
(samyagdysti). The five groups of consciousness are neither passionate nor dispassionate.
These are basic claims of the Sarvastivadins.

Another division of the Sarvastivadins is the Vibhajyavadins. The Vibhajyavadins
are divided into the Mahisasakas, the Dharmaguptakas, the Tamrasatiyas,” and the
Kasyapiyas.

The Mahisasakas make the following basic claims: The past and future do not
exist. Present conditioned states do exist. When one has seen the truth of suffering,
one has seen the four [noble] truths. Dispositions (#nuszya) are one thing and behav-
ior (paryavasthina) another. There is no intermediate state (antarabbava). There is celi-
bacy (brabmacaryi) even in the realm of the gods.”® Even Arhants accumulate merit.
The five groups of consciousness are both passionate and dispassionate. There is a

70 Ten of the sixteen assertions in this paragraph are repeated with only slight variations later
in the text. Both sections give the impression of being interpolations.

71 Bareau interprets i nyams pa’i chos as “n’a pas des choses (dharma) de recul (paribini).”

72 See Kosa on anupiirva-abhisamaya and Kathavatthu on anupubba-abbisamaya.

73 See note 61 on Edgerton’s explanation of the term nyama.

74 Bareau (1955: 145) reports two related positions from Vasumitra: “all the Buddha’s state-
ments are not literal” and “all satras do not have a definitive meaning.”

75  On the Tamrasatiyas, see Skilling 1993b: 155£f.

76 Bhaviveka contradicts Vasumitra (Bareau 1955: 183).
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person (pudgala) who is samasirsin, and so forth.”” A stream-winner attains meditation
(dhyina). Even ordinary people (prthagjana) remove passion and malice. The Buddha
is included in the Samgha. [Gifts to] the Samgha produce a great result, but [gifts to]
the Buddha do not [produce] a similar [result]”® The Buddha and the Sravakas have
the same liberation (vimzukti). The person is invisible. No mind (citza) or mental phe-
nomena (czitta), and nothing that arises, transmigrate from this world to the next. All
conditioned (samskrta) [dharmas] are momentary. Karma arises as the expansion of con-
ditioned states (sazzskara).”” Conditioned states do not continue. Karma conforms to
the mind, but there is no karma of body and speech. There is nothing that cannot be
destroyed.®” Worship of a shrine (caitya) is fruitless. Dispositions are always present.
One enters the fixed way by seeing conditioned [dharmas]. These are the basic claims
of the Mahisasakas.

The Dharmaguptakas make the following basic claims: The Buddha is not included
in the realm of the Samgha. [Gifts to] the Buddha produce a great result, but [gifts to] the
Samgha do not.®! There is celibacy (brabmacaryi) even in the realm of the gods. There
are mundane (Jaukika) dharmas. These are the basic claims of the Dharmaguptakas.

The Kasyapiyas make the following basic claims: [Karmic] results and resulting
dbarmas (vipdkadharma) exist as future dharmas.® There is not complete awareness
(parijiiana) of any removal (prahina), and there is not complete awareness of no remov-
al.¥ In addition, all of the positions of the Dharmaguptakas are basic claims of the
Kasyapiyas.

The Tamrasatiyas make the following basic claim: The person does not exist.

The Samkrantikas are particular Sarvastivadin masters who expound the teaching

77 Bareau notes that the Tibetan translator has misunderstood the original Sanskrit samasirsin
(Pali samasisi). Compare Vasumitra’s report on the Mahi$asakas, and also Puggalapaiiiiatti
1.16: Katamo ca puggalo samasisi? Yassa puggalassa apubbam acarimam dsavapariyidianaii ca
boti jivitapariyadanaii ca ayam vuccati puggalo samasisi (Bareau 1954: 260). A person who is
samasirsin is a “non-returner” (anigamin) (Bareau 1955: 184).

78 This interpetation is confirmed by Vasumitra (Bareau 1955: 185). The reason is that the
Buddha is included in the Samgha.

79 Bareau, Walleser, and Teramoto have different interpretations of this sentence. See Bareau
1956: 181.

80 Bareau 1955: 187 (thesis no. 34).

81 The Mahisasakas make the opposite claim in the preceding section.

82 Although the Tibetan in unclear, Bareau points out that this is a statement of the Kasyapiyas’
basic principle: past karma whose result has not yet come to fruition exists, while other
aspects of the past do not exist (1955: 202). Bareau takes the first part of the sentence as
a dvandva compound and translates it as “la maturation (vipaka) et les choses de maturation
(ipakadbarma).”

83 The translation follows Bareau (1955: 202). The Tibetan says only: “There is no complete
awareness of removal (spang la yongs su ma shes pa yang yod do).” Vasumitra gives a more com-
plete explanation.
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of Uttara. They make the following basic claims: The five aggregates (skandha) trans-
migrate from this world to the next. There is no cessation of aggregates apart from the
path. There are aggregates with fundamental transgressions (mzzlapatti). The person is
not apprehended as ultimate. Everything is impermanent. These are the basic claims of
the Samkrantikas. The fundamental claims of the Sarvastivadins come in these seven
forms.

The Vatsiputriyas make the following basic claims: That which can be appropri-
ated (upddeya) and that which is appropriated (upddiana) are nominal (prajiiapti). There is
no dharma that transmigrates from this world to the next. The person transmigrates in
dependence upon (upadiya) the five aggregates. There are conditioned (sazzskrta) [dhar-
mas] that are momentary and non-momentary. The person cannot be said to be identi-
cal to or different from the aggregates on which it depends (upadianaskandha). Nirvana
cannot be said to be identical to or different from all dharmas. Nirvana cannot be said to
exist or not exist. The five groups of consciousness (vijzanakiya) are neither passionate
nor dispassionate. These are the basic claims of the Vatsiputriyas.

There are two kinds of Vitsiputriyas: the Mahagiriyas and the Sammitiyas. The
Sammitiyas make the following basic claim: That which is going to exist and that which
does exist, that which is going to cease and that which does cease, that which is going to
arise and that which does arise, that which is going to die and that which does die, that
which is going to act and that which does act, that which is going to be destroyed and
that which is destroyed, that which is going to be conscious and that which is conscious
exist. This is the basic claim of the Sammitiyas.

There are two kinds of Mahagiriyas: the Dharmottariyas and the Bhadrayaniyas.
The Dharmottariyas make the following basic claims: In birth there is ignorance
and birth, and in cessation there is ignorance and cessation. The [teachings] of the
Bhadryaniyas are the same.

Some say that the Sannagarikas are a division of the Mahagiriyas. Others say that
they are a division of the Sammitiyas.

These are the four divisions of the Vitsiputriyas.

These are the eighteen schools that followed the masters, and these are their basic
concepts. There are many more internal subdivisions that could be mentioned. What
are they?

The distinctive doctrines of the Sarvastivadins are divided into four categories: the
transformation of entities (bhava or vastu), [the transformation] of characteristics (Jaksana),
[the transformation] of states (#vasthi), and mutual (anyonya) [transformation].®*

The first of these, the transformation of entities, is attributed to Bhadanta

84 The next four paragraphs show that the word “transformation” is meant to apply to all four
of these categories. See Kosz 5.25d for an account of these four positions.
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Dharmatrata. He says: “When time passes,® dharmas are transformed into other enti-
ties, but they are not transformed into other substances. When a golden pot is broken
and fashioned into something else, it is transformed into a different shape, but it is
not transformed into a different substance. When milk is transformed into curds, it
has a different flavor, strength, and result but not a different color. Similarly, when
dharmas pass from the past into the present, the entities of the past cease to be, but the
substances do not. Similarly, when dharmas pass from the present into the future, the
entities of the present cease to be, but the substances do not.”

[The doctrine of] the transformation of characteristics (Jaksana) is attributed to
Bhadanta Ghosaka. He says: “When time passes, dbarmas that have the characteristic
of being past take on (lit. do not lack) the characteristics of being present and future,
and [dharmas] that have the characteristic of being future develop the characteristics of
being past and present. For example, when a man desires a particular woman, he devel-
ops a desire for others.”

[The doctrine of] the transformation of state (#vasthi) is attributed to Bhadanta
Vasumitra. He says: “When time passes, dbarmas that are said to become one thing
or another change state but are not transformed into another substance. For example,
when one counts a single post, it is called ‘one” When it belongs to [a series of] a hun-
dred, it is called ‘hundred.” When one counts a thousand, it is called ‘thousand.”

[The doctrine of] mutual transformation is attributed to Bhadanta Buddhadeva.
When time passes, the transformation of one dharma into another depends on [whether
itis viewed] before or after it occurs. For example, the same woman can be called mother
or daughter.

These four [teachers] are called Sarvastivadins because they agree in saying that
everything exists.

Similarly, some say that there are seven conditions (pratyaya): the causal (hetu), the
objective (#lambana), the immediate (samantara), the dominant (adhipateya), the active
(karaka), the nutrient (@hara), and the supportive (@s7aya). Similarly, some say that there
are four mental states (citza) that understand (zva-budh) the four [noble] truths. Others
say that cognitions (jiidna) of dbarmas and subsequent cognitions (anvayajiiana) make
eight kinds [of cognition], but discriminative cognition (pratisamkhyinajiidna) is not
[one of them]. Others say that there are twelve, while others think that there are sixteen.
Similarly, [some say that] there is no consciousness (citt4) in unconscious sleep, but there
is in the remaining states (samprayukta).

When there is a cessation (nirodha) of ideas (samyiid) and feelings (vedanda), there
is® a negation (pratisedha) of ideas and feelings. The remainder are as above. Someone

85 Bareau emends Jig to ’jug (pravartana) to be consistent with the phrase that begins the next
three paragraphs.
86 Bareau says “i/ n’y a pas.” On what basis is unclear.
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who feels aversion toward doubt [achieves] attainment (sazdpatti) in meditation (dhyina)
without analysis. In a similar way, someone who feels aversion toward pleasure [achieves]
attainment in meditation (dhyina) without pleasure, and someone who feels aversion
toward ideas and feelings [achieves] the attainment of cessation (nirodbasamdipatti)
through the ideas and feelings.

Also, some say that the attainment of the distinction between the object (visaya) and
the mind (citta) is nirvana. Others say that the absence of the aggregates is nirvana, but
their presence is not. Some say that nirvana is indeterminate in nature.

Similarly, others say that the immeasurables (apramina) are the limbs of awaken-
ing (bodhyanga). Some say that there are three great results (phala): the result that is
[obtained] by the mind of someone else (paracitta), the great result, and the result that is
immeasurable. Similarly, whatever goes to a certain realm (gazi) because of defilements
(klesa), accompanied [by these defilements?], is karma.?” Similarly, removal does not
go to these realms. Some take the position that one goes first because of one’s previ-
ous karma. Others take the position that it is because of habitual (yathabhyasta) karma.
Some say that it is because of practice (@bhydsa) of five kinds, that is, the practice of the
previous four® plus a particular condition.?” Some say that past attachment (upadina)
burns the fire of karma. Others say that it is present karma [that is burned].

Some say that intention (cezand) is karma, because, by virtue of the five impedi-
ments (nivarana), it is inconsistent with everything that is proper.”” Some think that the
form realm has four colors.” Some think that it has one color.

Similarly, others say that there is a person different from the aggregates. [They also
say that] not only the aggregates exist, but [the person] is conceived as appropriating the
aggregates of appropriation (upadanaskandhba). This is because the absence of appropria-
tion is nirvana. When one has investigated the four noble truths in order, one achieves
understanding (#bhisamaya). In the intermediate state there is no inconsistent (vipaksa)
mind (czitta).”? One enters the fixed way with the limbs of awakening (bodhyarga) that
apprehend suffering. One attains the result of becoming a stream-winner with thirteen
thoughts (citza) that are based on attention (mzanasikira) concerning the impermanence

87 This paragraph would be better translated by making human beings the agents of the verbs:
“To go to a particular realm [of rebirth] because of defilements is karma. When one removes
[these defilements], one is not reborn. Some say that the first place one goes is caused by
one’s earliest karma. Others say that [the first place one goes] is caused by one’s habitual
karma, etc.”

88 'The previous four are karma, the removal of karma, previous karma, and habitual karma.

89  “.. .ayant bien accomplis par les cing sortes, on fait une distinction entre les quatre antérieurs
(piirva) et la condition (pratyaya)” (Bareau).

90 As Bareau notes, the Tibetan is unclear. I have followed Bareau’s conjecture about the
meaning. On the five nivaranas see BHSD.

91 DN reads kbams bzhi bar (“four realms”) for kha dog bzhi (“four colors”).

92 Bareau translates “inconsistent” (Tib. 7z mthun pa / Skt. vipaksa?) as “inadéquate.”
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of the conditioned states that are included in [the realm of] desire. When one is situated
in this dharma [i.e. in the stage of a stream-winner], one does not fall back. One also has
begun in this way.”* Even an Arhant can fall back. There is an intermediate realm. The
past and future exist. Nirvana is the only goal (artha) of wholesome (kusala) dbarmas.
The cessation of the aggregates is liberation from time. Even the gods practice celibacy
(brabmacaryi). One enters the fixed way from the realm of desire. Even ordinary people
remove passion and hatred. The five groups of consciousness are neither passionate nor
dispassionate, because they are non-conceptual. The sixth is both passionate and dispas-
sionate. An Arhant apprehends the defiled (s@srava) and the undefiled (nirdsrava) with
form (r7ipa) and mind (citta) that are defiled (s@srava). One does not go to another place
with?* the mind, but one can apprehend a distant place while remaining here. There is
no form in the formless realm (ar@padhatu). Even an Arhant can fall back.”” There can
be an untimely death. A human being engages in action. There is ordinary, correct
vision. Even outsiders have the five superknowledges (#bhijiid). Arhants are not provided
for by others,” are not ignorant, do not have doubts, are not caused to investigate (or
comprehend) by others, and do not engage in speech.”” This is because they have gener-
ated the faculties (indriya), powers (bala), and limbs of awakening (bodhyarnga).

The Sravakas of the Blessed One are not born in Uttarakuru,” in the heaven of
Mara (marakiyika),”” or as an unconscious (asamyiiin) being.'® A stream-winner does
not attain meditation (dhyana)."" All stutras are definitive in meaning (nitdrtha). There
are dispositions (#nusaya) that are not associated (viprayukra) [with the mind]'” and dis-
positions that are mental phenomena (caitta). The conditioned (sarmskrta) [dharmas] are
momentary and not momentary. When appropriation ceases, karma is burned.

93 Another obscure sentence. The de bzhin du at the beginning might indicate that it begins
another topic.

94 Read kyis.

95 Repetition of a sentence that appears earlier in the paragraph.

96 This point and the four that follow negate the “five points” of Mahadeva mentioned earlier.
The first four points are clear; the fifth is more problematic. As before, it seems likely that
the formula “do not engage in speech (ngag jug pa’i smra ba med de)” means that Arhants do
not proceed on the path by pronouncing the word “suffering.”

97 “In a state of concentration” can be supplied from the discussion of the Vyavaharikas.

98 Uttarakuru (or Kuru) is one of the four continents (dvipa) in Kosz 3.55.

99 Interpret bdud ris as marakiyika (gods who belong to the heaven of Mara). Lamotte (1972:
100) explains that Mara is the head of the sixth and last class of the gods of the desire realm
(kamadhatu). See also Traité 339-46 and DPPN 2.613 (s.v. “Mara”).

100 Kosz 2.41 and commentary explain that “the beings who are unconscious” (asamjiiisattva) are
the Brhatphala gods. According to the commentary on Kosz 3.1, the Brhatphalas reside in
the fourth dhyana of the form realm (rapadhatu).

101 This and the following sentence negate two of the “additional basic claims” from which
large portions of the preceding paragraph are drawn.

102 On the dharmas that are not associated with the mind (citzaviprayukta), see Kosa 2.35. The
dispositions are discussed at the beginning of Kosz 5.
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Certain sentient beings, as a result of ignorance, die just when they have attained
the end of death. The single thought that acts as a cause of death is laid to rest. The
immeasurables are not the limbs of awakening. When sixty-seven attainments (sa7zd-
patti) have been accomplished, a Bodhisatttva correctly practices nineteen attain-
ments (samapatti), the faculties (indriya), the powers (bala), and the limbs of awakening
(bodhyanga). The bonds (samyojana) are completely removed by the immediate path
(anantaryamarga).'” The path of a candidate (pratipannakamdrga) is definitely two-
fold.!* The results of asceticism (s7@manyaphala) are not attained gradually (kramena).
One realizes the result of a once-returner (sakrdigamin) and a non-returner (andgamin)
with the mundane paths (laukikamarga)."” Rebirth (samsira) also is changed. There
is no dharma that moves from this world to the next. A sentient being (satrva) trans-
migrates by depending (upddiya) on the aggregates. The form realm (rapadhitu) has
four colors. Similarly, the intermediate realm (antarabbava) has ten colors or is like the
color of mother of pearl. Similarly, the intermediate realm (antarabhava) lasts five days,
seven days, or longer. Similarly, karma is never non-existent, never lost, and never
laid aside. The result (vipaka) of karma is not lost;!% it lasts in the same continuum
as long as there is rebirth. When one has acquired the conditions of karma that were
previously accumulated or were accumulated later, one goes to particular realms (gati).
Definite karma cannot be reversed.

A Bodhisattva enters the womb as a human being (purusaripa). [A Bodhisattva]
does not enter the body of its mother as an elephant;'" that is something that she imag-
ines in a dream. [The Bodhisattva] is present in the kalala, arbuda, and pesin stages of
embryonic development. Even though [a Bodhisattva] is born from a womb, it is capable
of [attaining] a liberation (vimukti) in which there are no hindrances (7varana). The
Blessed Ones, the Buddhas, have knowledge (jiana) that enters into enjoyment. In a
single moment of thought, [the Buddhas] cease to be ordinary people (prthagjana). In a
single moment of thought, they remove all hindrances. In a single moment of thought,
they attain the liberation in which there is no hindrance to omniscience. In a single
moment of thought, they bring the dharmas of a candidate (pratipannaka) to an end and
generate [the dharmas] of someone who has attained the result (phalastha).

All conditions (pratyaya) are included in four conditions. It is because of suffering

103 The dnantarya-marga is called the prabina-marga (“path of removal”) in the commentary
on Kosz 4.87. See Kosu 6.65 for a discussion of the @nantarya-mirga in relation to the prayoga-
vimukti- and visesa-margas.

104 This seems to be the best possibility among the various subdivisions of the path mentioned
in the the commentary on Kosa 5.28.

105 “The paths of liberation (vimuktimairga) and the immediate paths (Znantaryamdrga) are
mundane (aukika)” (Kosa 6.49).

106 DN reads nyams su myong ba (“experienced”) rather than nyams par (“lost”).

107 This position contradicts one of the assertions of the Vyavaharikas.

125

D155a

D155b



D156a

PART 2: TRANSLATION

that someone whose obsessions (paryavasthiana) need to be removed commits deadly sins
(@nantarya); it is not because of something else. By collecting into four the dispositions
(anusaya) that are removed by vision (darsana), one has collected all. These cut off all
wholesome roots (kusalamiila),'"® but the ones that are removed by practice (bhavana)
do not. As long as one resides entirely in practice, one is not hurt by anyone else, nor
is one hurt by effort; and when one’s time has run out, one dies. All Arhants die by
separating but do not die by transmigrating. As it is said, “One dies by separating from
the body, because an Arhant separates from the last body.” “Body” here means the body
with the senses (indriyakaya). That which is going to exist, that which does exist, that
which is going to cease, that which does cease, that which is going to arise, that which
does arise, that which is going to die, that which does die, that which is going to act,
that which does act, that which is going to be destroyed, that which is destroyed, that
which is going to move, that which does move, that which is going to be conscious, and
that which is conscious exist."”” They are included in three groups of sentient beings,
but they are not all dharmas.''° All feelings come from karma. All karma that has to be
removed by previous practice (bhdvand) matures by means of karma. This is the end [of
the explanation of the divisions in the eighteen schools].

If the Mahayana were included in any of these scholastic divisions (nikayabheda), it
would be considered the Buddha’s teaching, but, because it is not even mentioned in the
teachings (pravacana) of these schools, the Mahayana is not the Buddha’s teaching. It
is not included in the eighteen schools because it was not collected by the compilers of

111

the root collection'" at the time of the Buddha’s parinirvana and was not collected by

compilers later, after the schism.
MISCELLANEOUS OBJECTIONS

To teach that the Tathagata is eternal contradicts the statement that everything is
impermanent. To say that there is “pervasion by the essence of the Tathagata” (tathi-
gatagarbba) and that there is an “appropriating consciousness” (upadanavijiiana) does
not avoid the concept of a self (#tmagriba). To say that the Buddha has not attained
nirvana is to say that there is no peace. These [three claims] contradict three seals of
the Dharma.'? [The Mahayana] predicts [the awakening] of great Sravakas and insults

108 The anusayas removed by vision [of the four noble truths] are discussed in Kosz 5.4. Those
that are removed by practice are discussed in Kosz 5.5. Unfortunately these two sentences
remain obscure.

109 A repetition of the formula used earlier in the account of the Sammitiyas.

110 This sentence is unclear.

111 Tib. rtsa ba’i yang dag par sdud par byed pa / Skt. milasamgitikiraka.

112 The seals of the Dharma (dbharmamudra), like the dharma-uddianas, are summaries of the
Dharma. They appear in lists of three (as here) or four, including three “characteristics”
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Arhants. It also pays homage to householders and exalts Bodhisattvas over Buddhas.

The vows (pranidhina) of Bodhisattvas like Gaganagafija are just words.!”® To say that

Sakyamuni is a manifestation (nirmana) denies the entire teaching (upadesa). To say

that [the Buddha] is always in a state of concentration (samzidhi) is unreasonable. Many

[Mahayana] sttras teach useless mantras. To say that even great evil can be uprooted

denies that karma has a result. The Vaipulya has a different teaching."* And [the

Mahayana] is not mentioned in the divisions in the dream of Krkin.""’ For all these

113

114

115

(anitya, dubkha, and anidtman) and nirvana as peace. See Lamotte 1976: 63-64.

The name Gaganagafija (“Space-Treasury”) occurs in a list of Bodhisattvas in MVY 700 and
at the beginning of the Vimalakirtinirdesa Siitra. (For other occurrences, see Lamotte 1976:
4.) Why Gaganagafija would be singled out in this critique of the Bodhisattva vow is unclear,
especially when other, better-known Bodhisattva vows might have served just as well. The
answer to this question seems to lie in the story of Gaganagaija as told in The Questions of
Gaganagaiija Siitra (Arya Gaganagasijapariprecha Siitra, Otani no. 815). In response to ques-
tions by Gaganagaiija, the Buddha explains how a series of categories, beginning with gen-
erosity (dana), are similar to space (yatha gagananz). When the Buddha finishes his explana-
tion, a Bodhisattva named Myur-du Spobs-pa asks Gaganagafija to explain the meaning of
his name: “Does it mean that space (gagana) is your treasury (gaiija)?” Gaganagafija replies:
“Yes, space is my treasury.” Then the Buddha asks Gaganagafija to show the distinctive
characteristic (visesz) of “Space-Treasury.” Gaganagaiija tells Myur-du Spobs-pa to ask for
whatever he wants, and it will showered on him from space. The text goes on to explain that
these gifts come from Gaganagafja’s sustaining power (adhbisthana) and from the sustaining
power of his vows (pranidhanadhbisthina). (sDe-dge Pa, folio 284a/2.) A later passage explains
that Gaganagaiija’s vows (pranidhana) are inexhaustible, just as space is inexhaustible (Pa,
folio 287a/5), and goes on to say that space is “just words” (ming tsam pa ni nam mkba’ ste //
de la kba dog dbyibs kyang med // sems dang yid dang rnam shes kyang // ming gis yongs su bstan
pa’o /). (Pa, folio 288a/2-3.) Here the opponent’s argument seems to play on the idea that
Gaganagafija’s vows, like space, are “just words.”

In the second chapter of the VY (158-60), Vasubandhu explains that a monk who knows
the Dharma (dharmajiia) knows the twelve divisions (Tib. yan lag / Skt. anga) of the
Buddha’s teaching. These divisions are sitra, geya, vydkarana, githi, udina, nidina, avadina,
itivrttaka, jataka, vaipulya, adbhutadbharma, and upadesa. Vasubandhu equates the Vaipulya
with the Mahayana and explains that the Mahayana is “a teaching (Tib. lung phog pa / Skt.
upadesa) according to which Bodhisattvas use ten perfections to reach ten stages (bhimi)
and attain Buddhahood, as the location of ten powers (dasabalisraya).” Later in the text
(175-76), Vasubandhu formulates the opponent’s objection as a claim about the nature of the
Vaipulya: “Similarly, the claim that the vaipulya-anga is the Mahayana contradicts tradition
(@gama).” Bhaviveka’s position is similar to Vasubandhu’s and is subject to the same objec-
tion. Skilling (1997b: 31-42) points out that this position is also found in the Tiuité (44). See
Lamotte 1988: 140-47 on the place of the vaipulya-ariga in the nine and twelve arigas of the
Buddhist canon.

King Krkin (Pali Kiki) is a legendary king of Benares who lived at the time of the Buddha
Kasyapa. The ten dreams of King Krkin are mentioned in the commentary on Kosz 3.13 in the
context of a discussion of the soul in the intermediate existence (antarabhava). Vasubandhu
says that the form of the soul is similar to the form it will assume in the next life. This
claim provokes another question: If so, why did the Bodhisattva’s mother dream that the
Bodhisattva entered her womb in the form of a white elephant? Vasubandhu explains that
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reasons, the Mahayana is not the Buddha’s teaching. It clearly was [taught] by Mara

116 There are many other [points] that have not

been mentioned.

The Mahayana view (darsana) also completely contradicts perception and so forth.

4.9  Ifacognition apprehends something like material form and also is aware

of itself, it must exist. So someone who holds the doctrine of no-arising

also contradicts perception.!?

her dream was only a sign of the future, like the dreams of King Krkin. YaSomitra’s com-
mentary on Kosz 3.13 tells the story of the dreams, based, he says, on the Vinaya: “King
Krkin saw ten dreams: an elephant goes out through a window and is caught by the tail; a
well flows in front of someone who is thirsty; someone trades barley for pearls; sandalwood
is scattered like wood; thieves steal flowers and fruit from trees in a park; a young elephant
frightens older elephants; a monkey is smeared with something unclean and defiles others;
a monkey is consecrated as a king; eighteen people tug on a small piece of cloth; a large
group of people disagree with one another and start to quarrel, and so forth.” When King
Krkin tells these dreams to the Buddha Kasyapa, Kasyapa explains that they are signs of a
conflict that will arise at the time of the Buddha Sakyamuni: “In the future there will be
a Tathagata named Sakyamuni. When his Sravakas have been scattered, after leaving the
company of their own people and relations and going forth into monastic life, they will
consider monasteries to be their homes and will become attached, like an elephant who goes
out through a window and is caught by the tail.” Here in the TJ, the objector is referring
to the last two of Krkin’s dreams. Kasyapa explains: “The dream of the cloth shows that
[Sakyamuni’s] teaching will be divided into eighteen parts, but the cloth of liberation will
not be torn. The dream about the quarrel shows that his Sravakas will fall into disputes with
one another because of their adherence to schools (nikayaparigrahat).” For further references
to the dreams of King Krkin, see Lessing and Wayman 1968: 66-69; E. Obermiller 1939b:
vol. 2, p. 98. La Vallée Poussin has a helpful summary of earlier scholarship on the dreams
in the notes on his translation of Kosz 3.13.

116 On the accusation that the Mahayana is the teaching of Mara, see Jaini 2002. Compare also

the Ratnarasi: “These are not what was spoken by the Buddha, but rather they are one’s
own personal fabrications, or they are created by Mara to cause havoc. Therefore they will
mislead many beings” (translated in Silk 1994: 382-83).

117 The commentary on 4.9 explains that the two predicates in the first half of the verse (“appre-

hends something like material form” and “is aware of itself”) are meant to serve as reasons
for two separate flaws in the doctrine of non-arising (#jativida): If a cognition has an object,
then the denial of external objects contradicts perception (pratyaksa). If a cognition is aware
of itself (svasamvedya), then the claim that cognition does not arise contradicts common
sense (prasiddba). The word api in the first line sets “aware of itself” apart as a separate point
in addition to “apprehends something like material form.” The function of the api in the
second line is less clear. It seems to indicate only that “the contradiction of perception” is
not the only problem with the assertion of no-arising. If this is its purpose, the word adi
would have been a better choice, but it is not supported by the commentary. It is difficult
to account for the use of gnod to translate jzyate. It would make more sense to read yod to
conform to the last line of the commentary.
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A cognition that apprehends something like material form is one that apprehends objects
(visaya) such as material form. Conceptual cognitions of objects (visayavijiiana) are defined
as conceptual cognitions that are consistent with the thing itself (bhavasvabbiva).""® [To
say that a cognition is aware of] itself means that it is experienced in its own continuum
(santiana). The word “also” (api) means that all sentient beings have this knowledge. If
a cognition has an object, then the idea that [objects] do not arise is unreasonable and
contradicts perception (pratyaksa). The claim that [objects] do not arise also contradicts
common sense (prasiddha), because it contradicts something that everyone knows.

4.10 If he says that he does not contradict perception and common sense,
because he uses the qualification “In reality things do not arise,”

If he says: Madhyamikas make statements such as the following: “[Cognition] is not
in the eye, it is not in form, and it is not between them or in both of them. Wherever
it might be present, it neither exists nor does not exist.”"'” So no cognition (jiiina) is
apprehended. For this reason, it is impossible for us ultimately to contradict either per-
ception (pratyaksa) or common sense (Jokaprasiddha), because there is no perception and
ordinary people (loka) are deluded by a veil of ignorance.

"To show that he is a clown (vidiisaka), [we] reply:

4.11 'Then this faulty argument would be correct: “It is ultimately correct to
have sexual relations with a woman who is forbidden, because she is a

woman, like another [woman].”'?

“It is ultimately correct to have sexual relations with a woman who is forbidden” is the
point to be proved (sadhya). “Because she is a woman” is the reason (berz). Anyone who is
a woman is appropriate for sexual relations. What is the example? Like another woman;
that is, like one’s own wife. Some may say that this point contradicts ordinary experi-
ence (Jaukika) and tradition (Zgama), but there is no fault, because this point is qualified
by the word “ultimately.” But this is unreasonable. It is as if a wicked person said that,
when desire drives someone to approach a woman, all women are equally capable of
relieving desire. When you improperly deny (apavida) all things, it is like saying that
there is nothing wrong with that statement.

118 On conceptual cognition in the Sarvastivaida Abhidharma, see the notes on 5.14.

119 The source of this verse is unclear. It is not found in MMK 3 (caksuradindriyapariksi), in
Aryadeva’s Catubsataka 13 (on the sense faculties and their objects), or in Bhaviveka’s analy-
sis of vision in MHK 3.46ff.

120 This verse should be read together with the reference to Persian (pdrasika or maga) religion
in the next verse. Apparently a common charge against Persian religion was that it advo-
cated forbidden sex (agamyigamana). See Lindtner 1988 and van der Kuijp 2006.
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There is another big fault.

4.12  If [he says that] the vision of the [four noble] truths is not true, then that
is not true. Otherwise, the teaching of Yonaka Deva would be true, and

that is not acceptable.!”!

In the Mahayana, the statements, “Suffering, arising, cessation, and the path do not
exist,” and, “Even someone who understands the four noble truths does not attain
nirvana,” are accepted as the words of the Teacher. If the vision of the [four noble]
truths is not true, then explain what else is true? If someone says that the teaching of
the Mahayana is true, this is unreasonable, because it differs from the vision of the
[four noble] truths, like the teaching of Yonika Deva. According to this [teaching],
the following is true: “One is liberated from transmigration by killing an ant with a
golden needle in a golden pot. The one who kills this [ant] is thought to gain the result
of liberation. Killing cows, and so forth, and having sex with one’s parent are causes of
heaven and so forth.”*?

Furthermore, [the Mahayana opponent] misinterprets the traditional statement,
“The triple world is mind-only,” and denies the existence of the external sense-media
(bahydyatana) and so forth.'? So the teaching [of the Mahayana] again is wrong, for the
following reason:

121 The commentary makes the logical structure of this verse more clear. The objector has in
mind the following syllogism: “The statement that the four noble truths are not true is not
true, because it is different from the four noble truths, like the teaching of Yonaka Deva.” If
a statement that contradicts the four noble truths could be true, then the teaching of Yonaka
Deva could also be true, and that is not a point that the Mahayana accepts. The phrase “he
says that” (which corresponds to the Sanskrit particle iti), refers to the Mahayana opponent
who holds the doctrine of no-arising (#jativadin) in verse 4.10, as is clear from the commen-
tary. For a full discussion of the reference to Yonaka Deva in this verse see Lindtner 1988.
It can be interpreted together with Bhaviveka’s response in 4.68 and a further reference to
Persian religion (magasistra) in MHK 9.31. Lindtner points out that Bhaviveka depends
heavily on Abhidharma sources, such as the Kosz and Mahavibhasa, for his knowledge of
Persian religion. The word yonika is derived from yona (Skt. yavana), the common Indian
word for a barbarian. The Tibetan translation of “Yonaka Deva” (nam mkba’i Iha) suggests
that Yonaka Deva should be identified as a sky god. The commentary on 4.68 says that
Yonaika is created by Brahma. This seems to rule out the possibility that Bhaviveka is refer-
ring to Ahura Mazda. Lindtner suggests that Yonaka should be identified with Mithra.

122 Van der Kuijp (2006: 198) points out that the elements of this ritual are discussed in
Avalokitavrata’s commentary on Bhaviveka’s Prajiidgpradipa.

123 The Yogacara view of the apprehension (and no-apprehension) of mind-only is discussed
in 5.4 and commentary: “Based on the apprehension (upalabdhi) of mind-only (cittamatra),
there arises no-apprehension of objects (viszya). If there are no objects (grahya), there also
can be no subjects (grzhaka). Therefore, based on no-apprehension of objects, there arises
no-apprehension of the six forms of consciousness that constitute the subject.” Bhaviveka’s
response begins in 5.17.
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4.13  The external sense media exist, because a cognition arises with their im-
age. [The existence of] the object of cognition should be just as accept-
able to you as the existence of the mind.'**

External sense media are the subject, and their existence is the predicate. The image
(nirbhdisa) of these external sense media consists of the form of the object (@lambandikira).
"To have their image is to arise with their image. What arises with this image? A cogni-
tion. That is, one of the six forms of sense consciousness. It has not been established
that a cognition arises without any object (visaya). [Your] position about the existence
of the mind is well known in your texts. The existence of external sense media should
be just as acceptable to you as your position about the existence of the mind. This is the
meaning [of the verse].

4.14 Ifyou do not think that the mind exists, then the world is not mind-only.
And if the world is your subject, there is no reason or example.

Also, if you think that one first apprehends mind-only and does not apprehend the
external sense media and so forth, then, when one no longer apprehends the sense
media and so forth, one does not apprehend mind-only, you undermine the scriptural
(agama) statement: “This is mind-only.” Furthermore, what is the reason for the state-
ment, “The world is mind-only,” and what is the example? This [statement] has no
correct reason or example, so it is merely a thesis (pratijiid), and a thesis alone does not
prove a point.

"This is a statement of the objection (pérvapaksa) formulated by the adherents of the
Sravakayana.

BHAVIVEKA’S RESPONSE
4.15 “According to the approach explained earlier, the opponent’s approach

has gone wrong. The opponent cannot tolerate this and has spoken out,
but his statements are unreasonable.” This is what [we] think.'?®

124 “Because a cognition arises with their image” (tannirbbisodayid dbiyah) is a common formula
in Bhaviveka’s account of the objects of cognition. See verses 5.36 and 61 and accompanying
notes. The argument about “mind-only” is discussed at length in verses 5.17-54.

125 “The approach that was explained earlier” refers to the arguments in chapter 3, many of which
criticize categories accepted by the Sravakas. These arguments begin in 3.26 with a formal
syllogism about the gross elements: “Earth and so forth do not have the nature of elements.
...” According to Bhaviveka, the opponent cannot tolerate the impact of these arguments on
his own position and attempts to refute them. In this verse, Bhaviveka begins his response
to the opponent’s attempt at refutation. Bhaviveka starts, as he does again in verse 5.9, by
playing on the sense of motion in the word “approach” (niti). A literal translation would be:

131

D157b



PART 2: TRANSLATION

Here the quotation marks indicate that [the verse] introduces the response (uttarapaksa).
The opponent is an adherent of the Sravakayana. “The approach that was explained ear-
lier” refers to [verses| such as “Earth and so forth do not have the nature of elements.”
According to this approach, his approach, which is the approach of the Tripitaka, has
gone wrong. “Cannot tolerate” means “cannot bear.” His statements are his claims of
refutation. “Are unreasonable” means that they will be refuted by the response that fol-
D158a  lows. This is the meaning [of the verse].
The opponent’s objection implies the following argument: The Teacher has non-
conceptual cognition (nirvikalpadhi), because he apprehends the four noble truths, just
126

as Pratyekabuddhas and so forth have [non-conceptual] cognition.
[We] reply as follows:

4.16 [We] think that the Teacher’s cognition is non-conceptual, because his cog-
nition apprehends no-self, just as it has the no-self of persons as its object.

“According to the approach explained earlier, there is a misstep (vipad) in [the opponent’s]
own approach.” The word vipad (“misstep”) could be translated as “misfortune,” “disaster,”
or even “death,” but its root meaning comes from the verb pad (to “fall” or “go”). With the
prefix vi-, it means to go astray. Monier-Williams defines vi-pad in its verbal form as: “to go
wrongly, fail, miscarry, come to nought, perish, die.”

126 Verses 4.16-19 respond to the Sravaka’s first objection in verse 4.2:

The Teacher’s body is not the locus of non-conceptual cognition,
because it is a body,
like the body of a cowherd.

Rather than criticize this syllogism directly, Bhaviveka takes up the assumption that lies
behind it:

The Teacher has non-conceptual cognition,

because he apprehends the four noble truths,

just as Pratyekabuddhas and so forth have [non-conceptual] cognition.
This syllogism reads more clearly if “cognition” is taken as the subject:

The Teacher’s cognition is non-conceptual,

because it apprehends the four noble truths,

like the cognition of Pratyekabuddhas and so forth.
In verse 4.16, Bhaviveka gives a syllogism of his own:

The Teacher’s cognition is non-conceptual,

because his cognition apprehends no-self,
like [a cognition] that has the no-self of persons as its object.
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The Blessed One has no concept of a person, because he understands that persons have
no self, and he has no concept of a dharma, because he understands that dharmas have
no self. Since everything is either a person or a dbarma, what can he conceptualize that
would affect his non-conceptuality?

4.17ab The [opponent’s] argument is refuted, because it does not avoid
contradiction,'?’

"This argument refutes the [opponent’s] previous argument by contradicting it.
4.17cd when it denies the arising of functional cognitions and so forth.

Functional (prayogika) cognitions'?® are subsequent to supermundane (lokottara) non-
conceptual (nirvikalpa) [cognitions]. These are called pure mundane cognitions (suddha-
laukikajiiana), and Madhyamikas think that these [cognitions] arise. The opponents
imagine that, according to our view, none of the Buddha’s actions exist, beginning with
the Blessed One’s forty-year teaching of the Dharma. They also [imagine] that we deny
the arising of functional cognitions. This is incorrect, because it superimposes [the
opponents’ own interpretation] on [a position] that is not at fault.

But when it comes to supermundane cognition, we use reason to prove that it is
incorrect to argue that [supermundane cognition] is conceptual. This is proved in the
following way:

4.18 Since there is no object of cognition, awakening is understood as the
no-arising of cognition with regard to this [no-object], because this [no-
arising] is consistent with the reality (tatrva) of the object.!®’

127 The relationship between verses 4.17ab and 4.16 is unclear. Since 4.17ab is missing in the
Tibetan of both the verses and the commentary, it is possible that it was orginally part of the
commentary and was added incorrectly to the Sanskrit text of the verses.

128 On functional (prayogika) cognitions, see Kosz 2.53 and 72.

129 Verse 4.18 follows Bhaviveka’s definition of the Buddha in MHK 3.266-67: “No object of
knowledge exists at all, so [the Buddhas] who know reality say that the reality that has no
equal is [the object] about which not even a non-conceptual cognition arises. The no-arising
of cognition, which is called ‘Buddha’ because it is the understanding of this [reality], is the
primary [Buddha], because it is the understanding that is no-understanding, and because it
dispels the sleep of concepts.” Behind the complexity of these clauses, Bhaviveka is making
a simple point: in the primary or literal (mukhya) sense, a Buddha is the no-arising (enudaya)
of cognition (dhiyah). Why is it no-arising? Because there ultimately is nothing for any
cognition to know.

While the obvious way to read 4.18 is as a reflection of the definition in 3.266-67, the
Tibetan translation introduces a different interpretation: instead of anudaya (no-arising), it
assumes anidaya (arising that is consistent) and takes the relative pronoun yas as if it were
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We have already proved that objects of cognition (jizeya), which are defined as aggre-
gates (skandha), sense media (@yatana), and realms (dharu), have no identity (svabbava). If
their identities are completely unestablished and there is nothing to be cognized, how
can there be any cognition? The no-arising of cognition with regard to this [no-object]
is non-conceptual awakening. [We] think that [this no-arising of cognition] is awaken-
ing, because it is understood in such a way that it is consistent with the reality (tatrva)
of the object, whose identity is unestablished. If [this awakening] were established, it
would be momentary and would be like an illusion or a dream. How could it then be
consistent [with reality]?

4.19 [We] think that [the Buddha’s] cognition is free from concepts of iden-
tity (svabhava) and so forth. If [you] are denying that this [cognition] has
a locus, [you] are proving [our] point."*

Non-conceptual awakening has no concept (vikalpa) of the identity of a thing as itself
or as something else, the discrimination (niri@pana) [of this identity], or the recollection
(anusmyti) of this [identity]."”! It also is perceptual in nature (pratyaksalaksana). [We]
think that this [non-conceptual awakening] is the Teacher. If [you] are proving that this
[non-conceptual awakening] does not have the manifestation body (nirmanakaya) called
éﬁkyamuni as its locus (@sraya), [you] prove [our] point, because its locus is the enjoy-
ment body (sammboghakdiya) that resides in Akanistha.

Objection: In that case, how can it be called peaceful (s7nta), empty (Sinya), non-
dual (advaya), and so forth?

Reply:

a locative. This results in the following translation: “The one in whom a cognition arises
that is consistent with this [object] is known as the non-conceptual awakened one.” This
introduces a person into Bhaviveka’s verse and relieves the starkness of his language, but it
is inconsistent with the formula used elsewhere in the text. It is preferable to read anudaya
and identify the primary or literal Buddha simply as no-arising.

Near the end of the commentary on this verse, the phrase “whose identity is unestab-
lished” uses the word yongs su sgrub pa, a word that can be used to translate the Yogacara
concept of absolute (parinispanna) identity. It is more likely that the word is being used here
in a non-technical sense, since the Yogiacara meaning would add an unnecessarily contro-
versial note to this already complex passage.

130 Inverse 4.19, Bhaviveka directly addresses the opponent’s thesis in verse 4.2: “The Teacher’s
body is not the locus of non-conceptual cognition.” He agrees that Sakyamuni’s body is not
the locus. For him Sakyamuni is simply a “manifestation body” (nirmanakiya). He thinks
that the locus of awakening is the “enjoyment body” (samboghakdys) in Akanistha heaven. This
point is discussed in more detail in the commentary on MHK 3.268 (Eckel 1992: 159-60).

131 These three kinds of concepts correspond to the three kinds of vikalpa (svabhiva, niripand,
anusmarana) mentioned in Kosz 1.33. They are discussed in the commentary and notes on
MHK 5.15.
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4.20ab Itis called peaceful and so forth by superimposing concepts.'*

Words such as “pure” (suddha), “inherently luminous” (prakytiprabbisvara), and “the one
who alleviates poverty and sickness” are applied with one’s own concepts, as in the case
of a wishing-jewel.

Objection: According to the teaching, full perfect awakening (samyaksambodhi) is
attained by the eightfold path (lit. the path that begins with right vision)."*

Reply: This is true, but one attains full, perfect awakening by practicing this path
with the approach of no-apprehension (enupalambbanaya) and without habitual attach-
ment to things (vastvabhinivesa). What is the practice of no-apprehension?

4.20cd-21 Someone who practices the path that begins with right vision as no
vision, no thought, no speech, no action, no livelihood, no effort, no

mindfulness, and no concentration, . . .1**

Right vision is no vision, because no dharmas are established in their own right. Right
thought is no thought, because past thoughts have ceased, future thoughts have not yet
occurred, and present thoughts do not continue. Right speech is no speech, because it is
impossible to apprehend as speech the place, action, and effort, separately or together,
of individual syllables. Right action is no action, because the body, senses, and mind'**
have no self, and, because the sentient being who engages in good action ceases as
soon as it arises, there ultimately is nothing to receive the action. Right livelihood

132 Compare MHK 3.282: “Words such as ‘Buddha’ are superimposed in a way that corresponds
to [the Buddha’s] understanding (pratipatti), but ultimately [the Buddha] is considered inde-
scribable because he cannot be conceptualized in any way” (Eckel 1992: 165).

133 In verses 4.20-24, Bhaviveka responds to the Sravaka’s objection in verse 4.3:

The great awakening of the Buddhas is achieved by following the eightfold path,
because it is awakening,
like the awakening of a student.

He agrees that the path is the same, but he insists that the path should be practiced with
“the approach of no-apprehension” (anupalambhanaya). For other references to the concept
of “no-apprehension,” see the commentary on MHK 1.18cd, 21; 3.266, 292 (Eckel 1992: 158,
172); 5.4-5, 51-54. Bhaviveka uses anupalambba and anupalabdhi interchangeably. In MHK
1.21, the term is anupalambha: “Scholars do not apprehend samsara or nirvana as different
or the same, so they do not stand anywhere, yet they stand everywhere in samsara” (bbeds-
bhedena samsaranirvananupalambbatab / na ca kvacana tisthanti sarvatra ca bhave budhah /7). In
MHK 5.5, the term is anupalabdhi, reflecting the terminology of the Madhyantavibhiga.

134 The “when” of 4.20cd is followed by the “then” of 4.22. The practitioner in this verse is
identified as a Bodhisattva in the introduction to 4.22 below.

135 The word for “mind” is Tib. blo’ tshogs / Skt. dhikiya. The same term is translated as
“composite cognition” in the commentary on 5.90ab.
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is no livelihood, because the body’s primordial attachment to possessions causes the
body to grow and accumulate things like food and clothing. The idea that these are
beneficial is superimposed on the aggregates, as on a ball of foam, a bubble, a mirage,
a plantain tree, or an illusion.””® The body is inanimate, unconscious, and inactive,
like grass or trees, and the mind is like an illusion, so they do not engage in right
effort even for a moment. In reality there is no right effort, but striving for wholesome
qualities (kusaladharma) can be referred to as right effort conventionally (vyavabiratah).
Ultimately there is no experience of sense-consciousness (indriyavijiiana), so what can
mindfulness, which is a mental consciousness (manovijiiana) that arises subsequent to
[sense consciousness], conform to? If there is nothing to be mindful of, there is no act of
mindfulness that can be called “mindfulness.” However, it is possible to say in a relative
sense (sazmvrtyd) that non-forgetfulness is right mindfulness. Since past consciousness
(citta) has ceased, future [consciousness] has not yet arisen, and present [consciousness]
is about to cease, there is not even a moment of consciousness to be concentrated. There
is no sequential apprehension of objects, so no-concentration is referred to convention-
ally as concentration."’
A Bodhisattva who has practiced this [path]

4.22 achieves the awakening of a Buddha. Since this is our position, either
there is the fault of proving something that we have already accepted, or
one should investigate the practice.

When [the opponents] say that awakening is achieved by the eightfold path, they prove
something that has already been accepted. If the opponents do not accept this, one
should focus on the eightfold path and investigate whether it is reasonable to practice it
as we have described it.

Objection: When someone follows this path, is it reasonable to practice it this way?
And in what way is it reasonable?

Reply: It is held to be true if it follows inference and does not contradict tradition.

Objection: Following your inference contradicts tradition.

Reply:

4.23  For scholars who follow inference, reality does not contradict tradition,
and they think of practice in exactly the same way."*®

136 Compare PP 41: “Material form is like a ball of foam, feelings are like a bubble, ideas are
like a mirage, volitional states are like a plantain tree, and consciousness is like an illusion.”
See also MHK 1.31.

137 The last sentence in this paragraph seems to contain one too many negative particles. In the
absence of a better solution, I have read yin no for ma yin no.

138 The word order in the verse treats “does not contradict tradition” as the subject and “reality”

136



THE SRAVAKAS

The introduction to “Seeking the Knowledge of Reality,” defines reality as peaceful,
empty, non-dual, not dependent on anything else, no-apprehension, and so forth."*
This does not contradict tradition or reason. We have established it, and it is reality.
The reason (yukti) for this practice (bhavand) will be explained shortly. Its traditional
sources (dgama) are as follows:

It is said:"* “O Mafjusri, whoever sees all dbharmas as equal, non-dual, and inca-
pable of being dichotomized has the right view. O Mafijusri, whoever sees all dhar-
mas without seeing and without thought, concept, or imagination has right thought.
Whoever sees all dharmas without speaking and understands the equality of no speech
has right speech. Whoever sees all dharmas without action and who does not apprehend
any agent has right action. Whoever does not increase or decrease any dharma and who
stays in the equality of no livelihood has right livelihood. Whoever does not initiate any
dharma, does not undertake anything, and does not attempt to subdue anyone else has
right effort. Whoever is free from the path in which one is mindful of all dbarmas and
thus has no mindfulness has right mindfulness. O Mafjusri, whoever sees all dbarmas
as naturally concentrated, does not apprehend the disturbance of any effort and has
right concentration. This is the way to see the noble eightfold path. Anyone who has
this correct view of the path is said to have crossed over, to have gone beyond, to have
reached dry land, to have attained peace, to have attained fearlessness, to be undefiled,
to be an Arhant, an ascetic, and a brahmin.”

Likewise, in The Perfection of Wisdom it says: “One should practice the right view based
on isolation, non-attachment, and cessation with the approach of no-apprehension.”

Someone may say that this practice of no vision is a different path, but this should
not be said. It should be said that [awakening] is achieved by the same path. Why?
The right way to practice the eightfold path is as an antidote to remove unwhole-
some dharmas, such as wrong views, that are not conducive to liberation. In the Arya
Aksayamatinirdesa Sitra it says:'™™ “What is right vision? Right vision does not come
from seeing a noble one as having the self, the being, the life, the motion, the soul, the
person, the cessation, the permanence, the existence, the non-existence, the wholesome
[dharmas], the unwholesome [dharmas], the indeterminate [dharmas], the rebirth, and
the nirvana of a supermundane noble one. What is right thought? Right thought is not

as the predicate. I have reversed the order to make clear that this is Bhaviveka’s definition
of reality.

139 This definition mirrors the definition in MHK 1.1-2. Compare also MHK 3.245-46, 266ff.
On Bhaviveka’s understanding of inference and tradition, see Part 1 of this book.

140 The source is the Arya Sarvadharmapravyttinirdesa Siitra (phags pa chos thams cad *byung ba
med par bstan pa shes bya ba’i theg pa chen po’i mdo), Tohoku no. 180, Ma, folios 267a-96a. This
quotation is located in folios 278a to 278b. Bhaviveka abbreviates the conclusion; otherwise,
he follows the text closely. Some fragments of the corresponding Sanskrit text, along with
an edition of the Tibetan, have been published in Braarvig 2000: 139ff.

141 Braarvig 1993, vol. 1, pp. 543-48; vol. 2, pp. 144-45.
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to think thoughts that are passionate, hateful, or ignorant and to think thoughts that
stem from moral conduct, concentration, wisdom, liberation, and the vision in which
there is knowledge of liberation.”* Therefore, one carries out the practice of no vision,
and so forth, in order to remove habitual attachment to real things. By doing this, one
removes the stream (santina) [of defilements], along with their traces (vasand), with a
single, correct moment of a Self Existent One’s realization (#bhisamaya) of the reality of
all dharmas. If traces have to do with the existence and continued presence of objects of
cognition (jiieya), then, on what basis can a trace arise when one does not apprehend any
object of cognition? This is the sequence (krama) [of practice] in the Mahayana.

[The next verse] explains that one attains reality by practicing the aforementioned
path with this kind of vision.

4.24ab To understand this' is to be Buddha. Anything else is mother’s candy.

It is reasonable to say that a Buddha has understood reality by practicing this traditional
teaching in a way that is consistent with reason, because such a person has correct
knowledge. If an argument about reality is consistent only with tradition and contra-
dicts reason, it is like the sweet medicine that mothers give to little children. It cannot
stand up to analysis. To trick little children into taking their medicine, some women
give them hard pieces covered with sugar, saying: “Here, eat this candy.” Thinking that
their mothers would not deceive them, these children put the pieces in their mouths,
bite down hard, and break their teeth. In the same way, some people do not properly
understand that the Sugata’s teaching is like the prescription of a great physician: it uses
conventional language (sazzketa) and has a hidden intention (abhipraya).'** They take the
statement, “This is the Sage’s teaching,” literally, and they teach this habit (abhinivesa)
[to others]. Scholars think of these people like children who take sweet medicine from
their mothers. They should not follow tradition alone; they should engage in rational
inference.

The reason (yukti) is as follows:'* Noble Sravakas have a realization (abbisamaya)

142 Moral conduct (s7a), concentration (samaidhi), wisdom (prajiid), liberation (vimukti), and
vision in which there is knowledge of liberation (vimuktijianadarsana) constitute the five
“supermundane aggregates” (lokottaraskandhba). See PP 48,292, and 432.

143 The word “this” refers to “the reality that does not contradict tradition” mentioned in the
previous verse. In the commentary, Bhaviveka explains that “anything else” is an under-
standing of reality that “is consistent only with tradition and contradicts reason.” People
who accept a view of reality based only on tradition are like children who accept hard medi-
cine from their mothers thinking that it is candy and end up breaking their teeth.

144 The concept of abhipriya figures prominently in Vasubandhu’s defence of the Mahayina in
the VY. This is one of the rare places where Bhaviveka uses it in his own argument.

145 In the commentary on 4.23, Bhaviveka said: “The reason (yukti) for this practice (bhavanda)
will be explained shortly.” Here he provides that explanation.
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that consists of the vision only of dharmas. Pratyekabuddhas have an understanding
(parijiiana) of dependent origination (pratityasamutpida). They [accomplish this] by
practicing the aforementioned path as if it were a real thing. A Blessed One achieves
awakening by perfecting (samapatti) no-apprehension. This does not happen unless
concepts of real things are completely uprooted. Therefore, it is the practice of no-
apprehension that causes the noble path to function in a distinctive way to bring about
perfect awakening. But [the path] is not limited to one group or another.

4.24cd This is a decisive response to the claim that the Mahayana is not the
Buddha’s teaching.

[An argument] that produces certainty and causes someone to understand the point at

hand is a decisive response (nirpaya). What is it? The Mahayana is the Buddha’s teaching,

because it does not contradict tradition that is consistent with reason. If it contradicted

inference, it would not be the Buddha’s teaching, like the doctrine of nihilism (uccheda-

vada). The Mahayana is not contradicted by reason. The reason itself will be explained

later. Therefore, the Mahayana is the Buddha’s teaching, like the Pratyekabuddhayana.
Furthermore,

4.25 'The aforementioned path is not sufficient to attain the Buddha’s awak-
ening, because its awakening has to do with the aspects of suffering and

so forth, like the path of the Pratyekabuddhas.!*

“Without the practice of no-vision and so forth” should be supplied. The aspects of suf-
fering and so forth are as follows. Suffering has four aspects: impermanence, suffering,
emptiness, and no-self. The aspects of arising, cessation, and the path are described in the
sttras in a similar way. Or one can think of the twelve aspects as suffering, arising, cessa-
tion, the path, that which is to be understood, that which is to be removed, that which is
to be realized, that which is to be practiced, the act of understanding, the act of removal,
the act of realization, and the act of practice. The Pratyekabuddha path is similar. Since
the Blessed One does not apprehend these twelve aspects, he understands their equality.

4.26 Either the opponent’s position is contradicted by inference or the ex-
ample is impossible. This [path] does not remove those [obstacles].

146 Verses 4.25-26 respond to the objection in verses 4.4-5. The key syllogism was stated in
verse 4.5:

Obstacles to knowledge are removed by the same path,

because they are mental obstacles,
like the obstacles that consist of defilements.
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[The opponent] says that the obstacles to knowledge are removed by the same path.
However, the obstacles to knowledge cannot be removed without the distinctive prac-
tice [of no-apprehension]. Even the Blessed One does not remove the obstacles to knowl-
edge with this path, because he removes them with another distinctive form of practice.
If it were possible to remove the obstacles to knowledge on this path, the Sravakas
and Pratyekabuddhas would remove both obstacles, along with their traces, but this is
impossible. Therefore, the obstacles to knowledge are only removed by the distinctive
practice of the path as described in the Mahayana.
Furthermore,

4.27 'The cognitions of no-arising and cessation are not ultimately true, be-
cause they are conceptual, like an erroneous cognition. What is awaken-
ing really about?

The cognitions that the aggregates do not arise and that defilements cease occur when
a person completes the sixteen moments of thought,'”” namely conviction (ksanti) in
the cognition of dharma with regard to suffering, cognition of dharma with regard to
suffering, perseverance in the subsequent cognition of suffering, the subsequent cogni-
tion of suffering, and the same [perseverance in the cognition of] dharma, cognition [of
dharmal, perseverance in subsequent cognition, and [subsequent] cognition with regard
to arising, cessation and the path. Since this was taught by the Blessed One, the oppo-
nent thinks that awakening is the cognitions of cessation and no-arising, but this is not
consistent [with reason]. To refute it, [we] say that these [cognitions] are not ultimately
true. Why? Because they are conceptual, like an erroneous cognition. The cognitions
of cessation and no-arising are like an erroneous cognition, that is, they apprehend a
false [object], so they cannot be correct awareness.

4.28ab This also responds to the reason in which [the Mahayana] is

called a different vehicle.'*

147 On the sixteen moments, see note 15.

148 In verse 4.6 the opponent argued: Even in the Mahayana, the same path leads to omni-
science, because [the Mahayana] is a different vehicle, like the Pratyekabuddhayana. The
commentary on 4.28ab explains that the author responds with a syllogism of his own:

The path of the Sravakayana does not cause perfect awakening,

because it lacks the practice [of no-apprehension] and cannot remove obstacles to
knowledge,

like the Pratyekabuddhayana.

The challenge here is to relate the syllogism in the commentary to the condensed language
of the verse. Bhaviveka seems to be saying that the opponent has used “other-vehicleness” as
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The path that is described in the Sravakayana is not the cause of perfect awakening,
because it lacks this practice [of no-apprehension] and cannot remove the obstacles to
knowledge, like the Pratyekabuddhyana. This is the construction [of the verse].

4.28cd  How can an Arhant attain nirvana if he still has obstacles?

There are two obstacles: the obstacles that consist of defilements (kleszvarana) and the
obstacles to knowledge (jiieyavarana). There are two types of obstacles that consist
of defilements: those that cause bondage (bandhana) and those that consist of traces
(vasand). The obstacles to knowledge cause bondage. Of these [obstacles], the Sravakas
and Pratyekabuddhas remove only the defilements that cause bondage, not the defile-
ments that consist of traces. They also do not [remove] the second kind of obstacle, the
obstacle to knowledge. Therefore, it is wrong to say that an Arhant attains nirvana,
because he still has obstacles, like a stream-winner (s7ota-dpanna). This proves that
Sravakas and Pratyekabuddhas have to remove traces and accumulate the requisites of
awakening (bodhisambhdira) to become Buddhas.

If so, there are two kinds of ignorance: defiled (k/isza) and undefiled (aklista). Of
these, defiled ignorance is made up of pride in the self, ignorance of the self, desire for
the self, and so forth. Undefiled ignorance is made up of traces, as is said in Vararuci’s
Teaching of the Deeds of the Buddha:**

There are two kinds of ignorance: mundane (Jaukika) and noble (@rya).

his reason (hetuyanantaratvikbya) to prove that the path of the Sravakayana leads to omni-
science. Bhaviveka argues that this path cannot produce omniscience because it lacks the
necessary practice of no-apprehension. The Sanskritis puzzling. The noun zkbya is normally
feminine (zkhyz). If we accept the reading Zkhya, then it should be an adjective agreeing with
gatottarah. If we change dkhya (@khyab before sandhi) to dkhya, then sandhi will reduce the
length of the verse by one syllable. The best option is to treat gatottarah (“response”) as the
noun and -7khya as the adjective. The literal translation of the verse would then be: “By this
same [argument] there is a response that speaks of other-vehicle-ness as the reason.”

149 Vararuci’s Teaching of the Deeds of the Buddba (Tib. sangs rgyas kyi mdzad pa bstan pa / Skt.
buddhakriyianirdesa?) is quoted again later in this chapter in Bhaviveka’s discussion of the
claim that “The Mahayana predicts the awakening of great Sravakas and insults Arhants.”
The name Vararuci appears in several forms in Tibetan: mchog ‘dod (as here), ba ra ru ci (later
in this chapter), and mchog sred (MVY 3496, in a list of “previous teachers” that includes
Bhavya and Panini). Taranatha transmits two different legends about a figure named
Vararuci. One has to do with a brahmin who lived on the northern frontier during the reign
of king Mahapadma and was involved in the transmission of the Vibhasa (Taranatha: 85-87).
Another has to do with a brahmin who lived in Magadha and traveled to other regions of
India, including the south where he taught Sanskrit grammar to king Udayana (Taranatha:
111-15). Sanskrit traditions about Vararuci’s life and works are even less conclusive, as noted
by Losang Norbu Shastri (2001). The title Deeds of the Buddha does not appear in any of the
known lists of Vararuci’s works.
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The mundane produces karmic formations; the noble goes beyond. When
a student is in a state of cessation, with a concentrated mind, he has no
grasping and is no longer reborn. When he is not in a state of cessation,
he is deluded by noble ignorance. He is said to be liberated when his con-
sciousness is free from grasping. But how can someone who is deluded be
liberated if he is deluded? His consciousness is hidden in dharmas as sense
media (Zyatana). He is not reborn, but he has not reached final awaken-
ing. Compared to the Buddha’s Dharma Body, his nirvana is passive. True
nirvana is the Dharma Body of the Buddha. The Buddha realizes this and
continues by his sustaining power.

Noble Sravakas completely remove defiled ignorance by understanding the selflessness
of persons. Undefiled [ignorance] does not obstruct this liberation, so they are said to
have attained the cognitions of cessation and non-arising, even though they still have
[undefiled ignorance].

4.29 If [the opponent] thinks that [a Sravaka’s] liberation is like a Buddha’s,
because [a Sravaka] removes defiled ignorance, this is wrong, because
neither the primary nor the manifested Buddha actually [removes de-
filed ignorance].

As a Bodhisattva, the Buddha removes defiled ignorance by realizing the conviction
(ksanti) that is based on words (ghosanuga), based on analysis (anulomiki), and directed
toward dharmas that do not arise (anutpattikadbharma).”® Neither the primary [Buddhal,
which is the Dharma Body, nor the manifested (zirmina) Buddha remove defiled igno-
rance.’! So a Buddha and [a Sravaka] do not have the same liberation.

Furthermore, according to the approach of the Mahayana, [we] say that the Blessed
One practices the path and becomes awakened in a relative sense (samzvrtya), but not in
an ultimate sense (paramarthatah). Accordingly,

430 In the Mahayana, the path does not really lead to the awakening of a
Buddha, because it has concepts and cognitive marks, like a path that is
clearly mundane.

150 The three kinds of ksanti are discussed in Lamotte 1965: 160-61. Lamotte points out that
these three follow an intellectual process that mirrors the three forms of wisdom: wisdom
that consists of hearing (§7utamayi), thinking (cintamayr), and practice (bhavanamayi). In this
case, ksanti is better translated by “conviction” than by the more common term “patience.”

151 On Bhaviveka’s distinction between the primary (mukhya) and the manifested (nirmana)
Buddha, see Eckel 1992: 115-22.
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The path is not a cause of awakening, because it has concepts (vikalpa) and cognitive
marks (nimitta) such as, “This world and the other world exist,” like the path of whole-
some action that leads to rebirth as a god or human being.

4.31 Someone may say: If the path is unreal, then it cannot cause the cessation
of defilements, because it is unreal, just as the cognition that a post is a

man cannot cause their cessation.'*

The practice of the path is intended to bring about the cessation of defilements, but if
it is unreal, how can it cause the cessation of defilements? The cognition that a post is a
man cannot dispel doubt. This is the opponent’s objection. In other words, if the path
is unreal, it cannot cause the cessation of defilements. And if the cognition that a post
is a man is incorrect, it cannot cause their cessation.

We reply:

4.32 Itis like the cognition that a rope is a mass of vines, which serves as an
antidote to a terrified person’s mistaken idea that a rope is a snake.!*

Someone may mistakenly think that a rope is a snake and not know that it is a rope, then
he may realize that it is a coil of vines and thus a rope. The cognition that it is a coil
of vines is not [ultimately] true, but it is an antidote to [the mistaken idea of] a snake.
Similarly, someone may have a mistaken view of the aggregates and, because of this
wrong concept, become attached. Then, when he knows that he is mistaken about them

152 The opponent responds to Bhaviveka’s point about ultimate truth with a prasanga: “If the
path is unreal, then it cannot cause the cessation of defilements.” This argument is then
translated into a syllogism:

The path does not cause the cessation of defilements,
because it is unreal (abhitatvar),
like a cognition that a post is a man.

This objection is common in Madhyamaka literature, as in the opening verse of the
Vigrahavyavartani and in MMK chapter 24. The reason, abbiitatva (“unreality”), is a good
example of the ambiguity in Sanskrit words for existence, which can refer not only to exis-
tence but to truth. The path is nonexistent (#bhiita) in the same way that a false cognition is
untrue (zbhita). The Tibetan translator dealt with the ambiguity by translating abbita as mi
bden pa (“untrue”).

153 Bhaviveka argues that the opponent’s reason (“because it is unreal”), is inconclusive, because
unreal things can have real effects. For other Madhyamaka examples of this argument,
see Nagarjuna’s discussion of the pot, cloth, and cart and the magically created man in
Vigrahavyavartani 22-23. For more discussion of the comparison of the snake and the rope,
see MHK 5.55-56.
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and develops the view that is the antidote, namely right vision and so forth, he knows
that both [right vision and wrong vision] are wrong, because they involve concepts of
real things. No-vision is right, because nothing has any identity at all. As it is said in the
Tathiagatakosa Siitra,>*

O Kasyapa, it is as if someone were suffering from a poison of doubtful real-
ity, cried out, “I have taken poison, I have taken poison,” and beat his breast.
A skilled physician might then give him another false poison, remove his idea
about the doubtful poison, and free him from suffering. What do you think,
Kasyapa? If the physician had not given the man the other, false poison,
would he have lived?

No, Blessed One. He suffered from unreal poison, and he was cured by
another unreal poison.

D164a The Blessed One said: Kasyapa, I teach the Dharma in the same unreal way
to foolish people who are defiled by defilements.

Does the Blessed One not teach the truth? How can the Blessed One’s
teaching not be true?

The Blessed One said: What do you think, O Kasyapa? Are you liberated
by [a teaching] that is true or by one that is not true?

I'am liberated by [a teaching] that is not true, not by one that is true. Why?
The Blessed One said that desire, hatred, and ignorance are unreal. O Blessed
One, if desire were real, [meditation on] repulsive things (#subha) could not
remove desire. O Blessed One, if hatred were real, friendliness (7zaitr7) could
not remove hatred. O Blessed One, if ignorance were real, dependent origina-
tion could not remove ignorance. O Blessed One, it is because desire, hatred,
and ignorance are unreal that meditation (bh7vana) on repulsive things,
friendliness, and dependent origination can remove them. O Blessed One, all
defilements are unreal, so they are removed by unreal realizations. O Blessed
One, both the defilements and the means to remove them are unreal, so one
is free not only from unreal defilements, but also from unreal realizations.

D164b 4.33ab The reason is inconclusive, and the opponent loses the argument.

[The opponent] says [that the path does not cause the cessation of defilements] because
it is unreal, like a cognition that a post is a man. But something that is unreal can

154 The Tibetan title is de bzhin gshegs pa’i mdzod kyi mdo. This satra is sometimes mistak-
enly identified as the Tuthagatagarbha Sitra (Tohoku no. 258). Paul Harrison has identi-
fied it as the Tathiagatagubyakosa Siitra (T 821, 17.844al17-b5), for which there is no Tibetan
translation.
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remove an unreal mistake. The reason is inconclusive (savyabhicirin), because unreality
(abbiitatva) can imply removal, as in the case of the mistaken cognition that a rope is a
snake, or unreality can imply no removal, as in the case of the mistaken cognition that a
post is a man. Because of this example, the opponent’s argument that a real path causes
an accumulation of real defilements to cease is false. Without these two [i.e. a correct
reason and example], the argument in favor of the Sravakayana is lost.

Furthermore,

4.33cd This also is an answer to [the argument that the path is real] because it
is an antidote to defilements.

The opponents may say: The path is real, because it is an antidote to defilements, just
as light is an antidote to darkness. This [argument] also can be answered by saying, “an
unreal antidote can remove unreal defilements,” and using the example of the rope, the
snake, and the coiled vines. Since the reason is inconclusive, the opponent loses.

[The opponent says:] We have already proven that the Mahayana is not the Buddha’s
teaching. Therefore, it is wrong to teach a Mahayana that has no scriptural source
(andgama), since it is nothing but dry logical reasoning.'”

To answer this claim, [we] distinguish between the objection (pérvapaksa) and the
response (pratipaksa).

4.34 According to us, the Mahayana is the Buddha’s, because it shows that
there is no self and so forth, and because it displays the greatness of the
three jewels, like the Sravakayana.

155 In verse 4.34, Bhaviveka takes up the opponent’s argument in verse 4.7:

The Mahayana is not the Buddha’s teaching,

because it is not included in the Sttrantas and so forth,
or because it teaches a different path,

like the Vedanta view (vedantadarsana).

Bhaviveka starts with a syllogism of his own:

The Mahayana is the Buddha’s [teaching],

because it shows that there is no self and so forth,

and because it displays the greatness of the three jewels,
like the Sravakayana.

In verse 4.35 and in the subsequent commentary, he offers more reasons why the Mahayana

should be considered the Buddha’s teaching. These function as counter-arguments (prati-
tarka) to contradict the opponent’s thesis.
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The Mahayana is the path known as the six perfections together with their results. It
also is the texts (§7stra) that make them clear. This [Mahayana] is the subject (dbarmin).
“Is the Buddha’s” means that it is the Buddha’s teaching. This is the predicate (sidhya).
The combination of the subject and the predicate is the thesis. To have no self is to
transcend what other heretics (¢77thika) imagine to be the self and so forth. The state
of having no self (niratmabhiva) is no-self-ness (nairatmya). Something that has no self
and so forth not only has no self but also is empty, impermanent, and so forth. To show
that there is no self and so forth is to reveal it. A jewel is an object that is difficult to
obtain and brings pleasure. The three jewels are the Buddha, Dharma, and Samgha.
The greatness (mahditmya) of the three jewels is their great nature. To display the great-
ness of the three jewels is to proclaim it. Whatever shows that there is no self and so
forth and also displays the greatness of the three jewels is the Buddha’s teaching, like
the Sravakayana. To be like the Sravakayana is to be similar to it. For this reason, the
Mahayana is the Buddha’s teaching.

Objection: This is not the case. According to us, the three baskets (tripitaka) cause
one to obtain [the three jewels],"* but the Mahayana does not. Since we do not accept
that it is the Buddha’s teaching, this [argument] suffers the fault of not being accepted
by both parties.

Reply: Undefiled ignorance (aklistavidyd) is removed by a single moment of a Self
Existent One’s correct knowledge, which understands all dharmas. Someone who has
practiced no-apprehension is free [from undefiled ignorance]. This was taught by the
Buddha in the other vehicle, so it is not the case that this point is not accepted by both
parties.

4.35ab  And the reason is not accepted, because it is contradicted by a counter-
argument.

In the objection, [the opponent] argued that the Mahayana is not the Buddha’s teach-
ing, because it is not included in the Satrantas and so forth, like the Vedanta view. To
respond, it is necessary to establish its contradiction and thereby [demonstrate that]
the reason—because [the Mahayana] is not included in the satras and so forth—is not
accepted. How?

4.35cd Because the teachings of the Mahayana, beginning with the [four]
truths, are included in the Tripitaka (lit. Vinaya and so forth).

156 The text of the Peking says only that the three baskets are “the cause of obtaining” (thob pa’i
rgyu). The sDe-dge specifies that one obtains “the three vehicles” (theg pa gsum). Clearly
something has gone amiss. Perhaps one obtains “the three jewels” (¢#7iratna) rather than “the
three vehicles” (triyana).
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The teachings of the Mahayana, such as the truths of suffering, arising, cessation, and
the path, the faculties (indriya), the strengths (bala), the limbs of awakening (bodhyarnga),
the paths, the ten powers (bala), the modes of fearlessness (vaisiradya), the analytical
awarenesses (pratisamvid), and the special qualities of a Buddha (Gvenikabuddbadbarma)
are taught word for word"™ in the Vinaya, Satras, and Abhidharma. [The teachings of
the Mahayana] are the same in the way they use these practices to remove defilements.
They are distinctive in that only the Blessed One uses the Mahayana approach of no-
apprehension to remove the obstacles to knowledge. Therefore, because the truths
taught in the Vinaya and so forth are fully explained in the Mahayana, the Satras and
so forth are consistent with the Mahayana. Since the Mahayana is included implicitly in
the Sutras and so forth, the opponent’s reason is not accepted.

Objection: Although some [teachings], such as the noble truths, are included in the
Mahayana, [the Mahayana] contradicts the texts (sZst74) of many different schools, as we
pointed out in our objection.

Reply: Your mind is stained by the traces of false attachment, and you speak with-
out definitively grasping the meaning of Mahayana texts. We respond:

The Mahayana is the Buddha’s teaching, because it is consistent with the seals
(mudrd) of the Dharma. It also is possible to argue that the Mahayana is the Buddha’s
teaching, because it follows the satras [that teach] the noble truths, because it is the
true vision that disciplines defilements, and because it is consistent with the teaching
of dependent arising.

Furthermore, all eighteen schools follow their own canonical texts (lit. Satras
and so forth) and greatly contradict one another. With its deep and broad approach of
acting for the welfare of others, the Mahayana sometimes does not follow a particular
canonical collection (siztradipitaka) of the Sravakas, but it does follow the sutras of the
Mahayana, because it appears in the seven hundred precepts (siksapada) of a Bodhisattva
and is consistent with the doctrine of emptiness. Therefore, it is consistent with the
seals of the Dharma.

Another response is to say that the Mahayana is the Buddha’s teaching, because it was
collected by the original compilers, such as Samantabhadra, Mafijuéri, Guhyakadhipati,
and Maitreya.'8 Sravakas did not compile our root collection, because the teachings of
the Mahiyana were beyond them.

As it is said in the Sims’apziwnﬂ Sitra,

157 Lit. in syllables (aksara), words (sabda), and consonants (vyaiijana).

158 Taranitha lists the same four Bodhisattvas as original compilers of the Mahayana (trans.
Chimpa and Chattopadhyaya: 98). The Truité (383) lists the compilers as Samantabhadra,
Mafijusri, Maitreya, and Vajrapani. (Guhyakadhipati is an epithet of Vajrapani.) Bu-ston’s
account of the compilation of the Mahayana mentions the tradition of the Tarkajvald along
with several others (Obermiller 1932b: 2.101-2).
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Ananda, I have understood an extremely large number of dharmas, as
many as there are leaves in this Simsapa grove, but I have not taught them
to you. They are not profitable for you; they do not cause you to be weary
[with samsara] or free from desire."’
Similarly:1%°
The Uttara, Ananda, Patali, Dubkhaskandba, Mahi|sisaka), Udayi, Sﬂnyam‘,
Varsa, Pirna, Gupta, Rampaka, Nirvana, Rastrapila, and Gati Sitras were
incomplete in the original collection and should be understood as being
abbreviated [lit. not extensive].

In the Uttara Sitranta it says:'"' “Sakra, the Lord of the Gods, said: Reverend
Uttara, when I look into the minds of all the Sravakas of the Blessed One who are living
in Jambudvipa, there is not a single monk, apart from you, reverend Uttara, who has
memorized this Dharma teaching (dharmaparyaya). But, reverend Uttara, this Dharma
teaching was taught by the Blessed One, so you must memorize it.” This leads us to
infer that there were no others at that time [who knew this teaching]. Just a short time
after the Blessed One’s parinirvana, even when the noble Ananda was still alive, nobody
knew or understood this teaching of the Buddha. How much more so today?

In addition, it says in the Ananda Sitra: “When the Blessed One had grown old, he

159 Compare SN V 437-38.

160 The following passage appears to be a quotation from Vasubandhu’s Vyakhyayukti (VY),
although it is possible that both texts quote from a common source. The translations of the
two passages are similar, but there are significant textual variants. The most important of
these are noted when they occur. Vasubandhu uses the argument in this passage to respond
to an objection in which the Sravaka argues that “The Mahayana is not the Buddha’s teach-
ing, because it contradicts the generally accepted (prasiddhba) teachings of the Buddha” (VY
203). Vasubandhu initially responds by pointing out that the Sravakayana itself contains
contradictory teachings. The Sravaka then argues that there are no contradictions, because
only some of these passages contain the Buddha’s definitive (nitartha) teaching. Vasubandhu
responds by asking why it is not possible to say the same about the Mahayana: “In the
Mahayana, why is there no definitive (nitartha) [teaching] that is definitively grasped as
not contradictory? Do the gods know the whole Mahayana? If not—if they do not know
the whole [Mahayana]—how can they know that it has no definitive [teaching]? If some-
thing does not appear now, why can it not appear [later]? Similarly, the whole teaching of
the Buddha does not appear in the Sravakayana.” Bhaviveka’s terminology contains echoes
of Vasubandhu’s. He mentioned several paragraphs earlier, for example, that his objector
“does not definitively grasp the meaning of Mahayana texts.” Otherwise Bhaviveka ignores
Vasubandhu’s use of the concept of “definitive meaning” (nit@rtha). His only concern is to
show that the objector’s reason (“because it is not included in the Satrantas and so forth”) is
inconclusive. This reason was first presented in verse 4.7.

161 Compare AN IV 166 (Uttara Sutta), quoted in VY (Skilling 2000: 340).
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addressed the noble Ananda and said: ‘Can you memorize the dharmas I have taught?’
In response to this question, [Ananda] said: ‘I would need to stay in the Blessed One’s
presence for at least twenty years!’” In the same [satra] it says: “I have memorized eighty
thousand articles of Dharma (dharmaskandha) in the presence of the Blessed One; two
[thousand] came from monks.”'* This means that he [Ananda] did not memorize [every
article] that the Blessed One had previously taught. It would not have been reasonable
for [the Blessed One] to teach them to him, because the monks had already memorized
them. It also would not have been reasonable to teach each small [article] again in a
period of forty years.

Someone may say that the noble Ananda understood everything [taught by the
Blessed One]. If so, Sakra, the Lord of Gods, would not have said in the Uttara Sitra
that no monk had memorized that Dharma teaching. This should be understood to
mean that Ananda did not memorize everything. Therefore, the full teaching of the
Buddha does not appear in the collection made by those who were taught by [Ananda]
and who collected [his teachings].'®*

In the Patali Siitra,'** the Blessed One said, among other things: “Patali, when the
assembly was few in number, where was the Dharma teaching (dharmaparyiya) called
“The Thoroughbred’s Fair Colt’ taught to the community of monks?”'® This is not
extant as a sutra.

Moreover, in the Dubkhaskandba Sitra,'® the Blessed One said to Mahanama the

162 Compare Theragitha 1024: dvisitim buddhbato ganhi dve sabassani bhikkbuto (I have learned
eighty-two thousand from the Buddha and two thousand from a monk”). Bhaviveka fol-
lows a Sanskrit tradition that is attested in the Avadanasataka (242), among other sources:
bhagavato ‘ntikad asitir dbarmaskandbasabasrany udgrbitani. Lamotte (1988: 148-49) has a
thorough discussion of the traditions connected with eighty thousand and eighty-four thou-
sand articles of Dharma.

163 VY: “The compilers collected what [Ananda] said. Therefore, the complete teaching of the
Buddha does not appear today.”

164 VY refers to this satra as the od sel gyi mdo. The quotation from this sttra refers to a text
called 7ta cang shes bzhon bzangs kyi chos kyi rnam grangs, corresponding to T]J’s rta cang
shes bzang po’i rte’u zhes bya ba’i chos kyi rnam grangs (“the Dharma teaching called “The
Thoroughbred’s Fair Colt””). A number of Pali suttas mention the qualities of a thorough-
bred (Tib. rta cang shes; Skt. ajaneya or asvijineya; Pali djaiiiia or ajaniya), such as AN II 250-
51, 251-52; 111 248; IV 188-90, 282-84. But none mentions a text of this name.

165 VY reads: “Od sel, when I taught “The Thoroughbred’s Fair Colt’ to the assembly of monks,
you (pl.) were few in number.”

166 Compare MN 1 91-95 (Caladukkhakkbandha Sutta): Ekam idibam mabinima samayam
rajagabe vibarami gijjhakite pabbate. Tena kho pana samayena sambabuld nigantha isigilipasse
kalasilayam ubbbatthakd honti dsanapatikkbitta, opakkamika dukkha tippa katukd vedand vedi-
yanti. Atha kho ‘bam mabanama sidyanhasamayam patisallana vutthito yena isigilipassam kalasila
yena te nigantha ten’ upasarkamint, upasankamirvd te niganthe etad avocam: Kin nu tumhbe avuso
nigantha ubbbatthakd dsanapatikkhitta opakkamikd dukkha tippd katukd vedand vediyathiati?
PTS translation: “At one time, I, Mahanama, was staying near Rajagaha on Mount Vulture
Peak. Now at that time several Jains on the Black Rock on the slope of (Mount) Isigili

149

D167a



PART 2: TRANSLATION

Sakya: “At one time, after staying in Rajagrha, I went along a mountain path to Suparéva
Mountain. There I saw an ascetic (zirgrantha) with his head down;'” I said to him. . ..”
This'®® is not extant as a satra.

In the Mabisisaka Siitra,'” the Blessed One said: “At one time, when I was staying
in Rajagrha, many heretics (¢t77thika) and wanderers (parirvrdjaka) met me on the road
leading to the mountain. When they had gathered around me, they thought of asking
me. .. .”"7° This is not extant as a satra.

In the Udayi Satra" it says: “There is a method (parydya) by which I teach four feel-
ings.” This is not extant as a sttra.

In the Sanyata Sitra'™ it says: “The noble Ananda said: ‘At one time the Blessed
One was staying in the market town of the Sakyas. There I understood what the Blessed
One meant when he said: “Now I have lived a great deal in emptiness.” This is not
extant as a sutra.

In the Udayi Satra'” it says: “The Blessed One said: ‘Great king, I remember having

came to be standing erect and refusing a seat; they were experiencing feelings that were
acute, painful, sharp, severe. Then I, Mahanama, having emerged from solitary meditation
towards evening, approached the slopes of (Mount) Isigili, the Black Rock and those Jains;
having approached, I spoke thus to those Jains: ‘Why do you, reverend Jains, standing erect
and refusing a seat, experience feelings that are acute, painful, sharp, severe?’”

167 VY reads “with upraised arms” (Tib. lag pa bsgreng ba / Skt. dirdbvabibu) rather than “with
his head down” (mgo thur du pa stan pa).”

168 Bhaviveka uses the phrase that is translated zhes bya ba la sogs pa rgyas par "byung ba to indicate
that he is abbreviating the text of the satra.

169 TJ reads sa pa’i mdo (Mabi Sitra?). VY reads sa ston gyi mdo, for which the Sanskrit equivalent
would be Mahisisaka Sitra. This title is not attested in the Satra literature.

170 A comparable story is found in DN 111 36ff. (Udumbarika Sihanida Suttanta).

171 An Udayi Satra is mentioned in the commentary on Kosz 2.44 and discussed at length in the
Vyakhya. On the “methods” for the enumeration of feelings (vedandi), compare SN IV 224:
Dve pi mayi ananda vedand vuttd pariydyena // tisso pi mayid vedand vuttd pariydyena // paiica
pi mayd vedand vuttd parviyayena // cha pi mayid vedand vuttd pariydyena // attharasd pi mayi
vedand vuttd pariydyena // chattimsad pi mayd vedand vuttd parviydyena // atthasatam pi mayi
vedand vuttd pariyayena. P'TS translation: “There are two feelings, Ananda, in my way of
explaining. There are three feelings, Ananda, in my way of explaining. There are also five,
six, eighteen, thirty-six, there are one hundred and eight feelings in my way of explain-
ing, Ananda.” The number four in Bhaviveka’s account of this quotation is puzzling. Kosz
1.14 and commentary enumerate three and six feelings. The same system is followed in the
Arthaviniscayasitra (Santani 1971: 126).

172 Compare MN III 104 (Célasuiiiiati Sutta): Ekamidam bbante, samayam bbagavi sakkesu
vibharati. Nagarakam nama sakyanam nigamo. Tattha me, bhante, bhagavato sammukhad sutam
sammukha patiggahitam: Suniiiatavibarendbam, ananda, etarabi babulam vibaramiti. Kacci me
tam, bhante, sussutam suggabitam sumanasikatam sipadhiritan ti. The Tibetan text of this
sttra has been edited by Skilling 1994-97. Here the Tibetan text mistakenly attributes the
words of this quotation to the Buddha.

173 'TJ reads ‘char ba’i mdo (Udayi Sitra?). VY reads chu las skyes pa’i mdo. Skilling notes a refer-
ence to MVY 6142, perhaps Falaja Sitra. It seems that VY is reading Udaja and T Udayi or
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said at one time: “There are no ascetics (s7amana) or brahmins who know everything
and see everything. There have not been in the past, nor will there be in the future.
This is impossible.” This is not extant as a sttra.

In the Pirna Sitra'™ it says: “The elder Ananda said: ‘When I was a newcomer to
the order, the monk and elder Maitrayaniputra, now known as the venerable Parna,
gave a very profound Dharma talk.” This is not extant as a sttra.

In the Gupta Sitra' it says: “Varsakara’ said: ‘At one time, the monk Gautama
was staying in Nadika"” in a brick residence,"”® and so forth. There the Blessed One
Gautama praised meditation (dhyina) in every way.” This is not extant as a sttra.

In the Rampaka Siitra," the Blessed One said to a group of five monks: “Previously,
when I had not yet gone forth and was still living at home, I thought and taught that
living in a house is harmful.”®° This is not extant as a sttra.

81 it says: “The elder Ananda said to the venera-
ble Aniruddha: ‘In the presence of the Blessed One, I heard directly and understood
directly that the Blessed Ones,'® the Buddhas, attain (sazzapanna) the fourth meditative

In the Mahaparinirvana Sitra,

Udaya. On the Udayi Sitra (char ka’i mdo), see previous discussion of SN IV 224.

174 Compare SN III 105-6: Pupno ndma dvuso dyasmd mantiniputto ambikam navakinam
satam bahipakdro hoti, so ambe imind ovidena ovadati. Idajica pana me dyasmato punnassa
mantaniputtassadbammadesanam sutvi dbammo abisametoti. P'TS translation: “The venerable
Ananda thus spoke: ‘Punna, friends, the venerable son of Mantani, was very helpful to us
when we were novices. With this instruction he instructed us.”” On the venerable Piirna,
see DPPN 222-23.

175 TJ reads sbas pa’i mdo (Gupta Sitra). VY reads sa ’tsho’i mdo. Compare MN III 13
(Gopakamoggallana Sutta): Ekamidibam bho ananda, samayam so bhavam gotamo vesiliyaim
vibarati mahdvane kitagarasalayam. Atha kho abam bho ananda, yena mabavanam kitigarasila,
yena so bhavam gotamo, tenupasankamim. Tatra ca pana so bbhavam gotamo anekapariyiyena
Jhianakatham kathesi. Fhayi ceva so bhavam gotamo abosi jhanasili ca sabbaiica pana so bhavam
gotamo jhanam vapnesiti. PTS translation: “At one time, good Ananda, the revered Gotama
was staying near Vesali in the Great Wood in the hall of the Gabled House. Then I, good
Ananda, approached the revered Gotama in the Great Wood in the hall of the Gabled
House. While he was there the revered Gotama in many a figure talked a talk on medi-
tation. A meditator was the revered Gotama and he was disposed to meditation; and the
revered Gotama praised every (form of) meditation.”

176 'TJ reads lo byed, VY reads dbyar tshul. Both are equivalents of the name Varsakara (Pali
Vassakara).

177 The place names in this passage can be clarified by comparing the Pali Mahaparinibbina
Sutta (DN 11 91) with the Sanskrit Mahaparinirvana Satra (abbreviated MPS) 11 162.

178 For “brick residence,” T] reads gu ‘dzi ka’i bsti gnas na; VY reads "ol ma se can gyi nang na; the
Sanskrit MPS reads kuiijikavasatha; the Pali reads giiijakavasatha.

179 'TJ reads ram pa ka’i mdo; V'Y reads chu shing gi mdo. Compare MN 1160-219 (Ariyapariyesana
Sutta), which starts in the hermitage of the brahmin Rammaka.

180 For “harmful,” T]J reads gnod pa and V'Y reads nyam nga. Both are equivalent to sambidha.

181 MPS I1 394-97 (sect. 42.14-17). The parallel passage in Pali is found in DN II 156.

182 Compare MPS III 396: sammukbam me dyusmann aniruddha bbagavato ‘ntikdc chrutam
sammukham udgrhitam.
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state (dhyina) and achieve immovable peace, then as Seers'™ they enter parinirvana.’”
This is not extant as a sttra.

[In the Rastrapala Sitra] the noble Rastrapala said:®** “Great king, the Blessed One
who sees and understands correctly, the Tathagata, Arhant, Samyaksambuddha, spoke
of four ways of becoming weary [with samsaral. . . .” The last of these is: “Great king,
this world is a slave of insatiable desire.” This is not extant as a sitra.

In the Gati Sitra it says: “Anathapindada’ said: ‘In the presence of the Blessed One
I heard directly and understood directly that, when a certain person creates a grove
and dedicates it, after death he is reborn among the gods in heaven. . . ”” This pas-
sage concludes by saying: “There is a statement of praise and there is a reason to praise
generosity.”!8¢ This is not extant as a sttra.

Other saitras can be understood in the same way. In the Tusnimbbava Sitra,'s

itsays:
“As was said earlier in the Buddha’s teaching to Maudgalyayana, you, Maudgalyayana,
should practice a noble silence; you should not be careless.” And in the Sthatavya Sitra'®
it says: “In this noble state you should not be careless.” The sutras that contain these
statements are not extant.

Also, many sutras that exist today, such as the Mahaparinirvana Sitra, contain vari-
ant readings. From this it is clear that these and many other sutras do not now appear
as the Buddha’s extensive teaching in the Sravakayana.

[It also is clear that sttras] collected by the compilers of the root collection,'® who
were Arhants such as Mahakasyapa, have now been lost, because there are different

183 'TJ reads mig dang ldan pa; VY reads spyan dang ldan pa.

184 Compare MN II 68 (Ratthapila Sutta): Atthi kho, mabirdja, tena bhagavata janatd passati
arahatd sammasambuddhena cattiro dbammuddesi uddittha; ye abam fiatvi ca disvd ca sutvd ca
agirasma anagariyam pabbajito. Katame cattiro? . . . Uno loko atitto tanhadiso ti kbo, mabardja,
tena bhagavata janatd passatd arabatd sammdasambuddbena catuttho dbammuddeso uddittho; yam
abam fiatvd ca disvd ca sutvd ca agdrasma anagiriyam pabbajito. P'TS translation: “There are,
sire, four expoundings of dhamma expounded by the Lord who knows, who sees, perfected
one, fully Self~Awakened One; because I have known and seen and heard these, I have
gone forth into homelessness. What are the four? ... The fourth expounding of dhamma
expounded by the Lord who knows, who sees, perfected one, fully Self-Awakened One is
that: ‘the world lacks and is unsatisfied, a slave to craving.”

185 On Anathapindada (Pali Anathapindika), see MN III 258-64. 1] reads kun dga’ ra ba byas
nas sngo bar byed pa; VY reads simply kun dga’ ra ba phul ba (“when someone gives a pleasure
grove”). See also AN V 185-89 and the story of Anathapindada in the Sayanasanavastu
(Gnoli 1978: 11ff.).

186 The meaning of this sentence is unclear. V'Y reads yon bsngo ba byas pa’i rgyus. The reference
to “dedication” may reflect the “dedication” mentioned at the beginning of the T] version.

187 For references to the “noble silence” (@riyatunhibhiva) in Pali literature, see SN II 236, 273
and MN 1 161. T] reads mi smra ba’i dngos po’i mdo; V'Y reads cang mi smra ba’i mdo.

188 ‘T reads gnas par bya ba’i mdo; VY reads gnas pa’i mdo.

189 For “compilers of the root collection,” both T rtsa ba’i sdud par byed pa po and VY yang dag
par bsdus pa’i gzhi po seem to be the equivalent of milasamgitikiaraka.

152



THE SRAVAKAS

recensions of these siitras in the Agamas of different schools (nikaya), and because
sitras collected in different Agamas contain different topics (padartha).””® [We] also
see other sitras that were not included [in these Agamas] and do not contradict them,
whose names are Garbhavakrianti (mngal du ’jug pa),”" Nandin (or Nandaka / dga’ ba can),
and Ayubparyanta (tshe’i mthar thug pa).* If this is the case and even the compilers are
confused, how can anyone be confident that these are the complete!” teaching of the
Buddha? We hear that up to a hundred [texts] can come from hearing a single [text]
passed on by a lineage of transmission.'”*

Furthermore, if the teachings in the Mahayana are different, why would the other
compilers have collected them? If [teachings] are contradictory, they must have differ-
ent compilers. This is why the noble Sammitiyas do not accept sutras that deal with
no-self such as the Paramarthasanyatd [Sitral."”* Schools such as the Mahi§asakas do not
accept [satras] that deal with the intermediate realm (antaribbava) such as the Saptabhava
[S7tra). Similarly, in the Vinaya, according to the Vitsiputriyas, one is prohibited from
eating such things as molasses at the wrong time, while, according to the Sarvastivadins,
it appears that one can eat and enjoy them.'”® A satra of these [Vatsiputriyas] extols the
existence of the self, while the Sarvastivadins reject it.

Similarly, some say that there is no self, while others say that there is a person. Some
think that all conditioned states are momentary, while some think that they last for two

190 The translation of this sentence follows VY, where the syntax is more clear.

191 The Garbhavakranti Sitra has a complex textual history. A Garbhavakrinti is quoted in the
commentary on Kosz 1.35. Two independent versions of a satra with this name are found
in the Ratnakita; another version is included in the Milasarvistivada Vinaya. J. W. de Jong
(1977) has commented on the textual issues connected with this satra.

192 The Ayubparyanta Sitra is edited in Matsumura 1989. This sitra exists in Sanskrit and in
Tibetan translation but not in Pali. There is no indication that it was part of a particular
Agama. Apparently such sitras circulated independently in Buddhist circles but were not
part of specific canonical collections.

193 Follow VY; TJ reads “extensive.”

194 This sentence concludes Bhaviveka’s quotation of the VY. At the end of his version of this
argument, Vasubandhu returns to the point about whether the Mahayana contains the
Buddha’s definitive meaning (nitartha): “Therefore one cannot definitively grasp (nges par
gzung bar mi bya’o) that there is no definitive meaning in the Mahayana, simply because a
sutra with definitive meaning does not now appear (or simply because one does not now see
such a satra).”

195 Vasubandhu quotes the objectionable passage in his discussion of the pudgala-vida at the end
of the Abhidharmakosabhisya (Kosa: 468): iti hi bhiksavo ‘sti karmasti vipakah karakas tu nopa-
labhyate (“O monks, there is a karma and there is a result, but no agent is to be found.”)

196 Shayne Clarke has identified a passage that discusses this point in the Milasarvastivada
Vinaya: “Then the Blessed One said to the monks: . . .whether it is the right time or not, or
whether one is sick or not, one can enjoy molasses without having to repent”: de nas bcom ldan
‘das kyis dge slong rnams la bka’ stsal pa / de lta bas na rjes su gnang ste / dus sam dus ma yin pa’am
/ na ba’am mi na bas / bu ram la longs spyad par bya ste / 'di la ’gyod par ni mi bya’o // (sDe-ge
"Dul ba, Ga, folio 16b).
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moments, and others think that this earth lasts until the end of a kalpa. Some think
that nirvana is substantially real (dravyasat), while others think that it is only a name
(n@mamatra). Some think that there is an intermediate realm (antarabhava), while others
do not. Some think that the Blessed One’s understanding occurs in a single moment,
while others think that it takes sixteen moments. Therefore, since the teachings of the
separate schools (nik@ya) contradict one another in these ways, they are different, and
it is difficult to establish their authority (Tib. gtsug lag nyid / Skt. *$istratva). So [the
opponent is arguing that] the Mahayana is not the Buddha’s teaching simply because it
was collected by different compilers.

Tue ETERNAL TATHAGATA'Y

Furthermore, the claim that Tathagata is eternal (nitys) means that the Tathagata’s
understanding (@bhisamaya) is eternal, and that the Tathagata is identical to this under-
standing. It does not mean, however, that [the Tathagata] does not change. Someone who
wants to understand [this point] in more detail, should consult the Larikavatira Sitra.
The word “eternal” can refer to something that functions as a continuum (sentana) but
is dissolved at every moment, like a river that constantly flows or a fire that constantly
burns. Thus [the teaching that the Buddha is eternal] does not contradict the statement
that all conditioned states are impermanent (anitya).

PERVASION BY THE TATHAGATAGARBHA

To say that there is “pervasion by [the essence of] the Tathagata” means that [the
Tathagata’s] knowledge encompasses'® all objects of cognition, not that he is omnipres-
ent like Visnu. To say that [sentient beings] have the essence of the Tathagata means
that emptiness (sZnyata), signlessness (animitta), wishlessness (apranihita), and so forth,
are present in the continuum!”’ of all sentient beings, but this [essence of the Tathagata]
is not like an all-pervasive, eternal, inner soul (purusa). As it is said: “All dharmas are
empty, signless, and wishless, and emptiness, signlessness, and wishlessness are the
Tathagata.” Furthermore, the appropriating consciousness (Zdanavijiiana) causes the

197 Here Bhaviveka takes up the miscellaneous objections that were introduced after the dis-
cussion of the eighteen schools, just before verse 4.9. Bhaviveka refers to a discussion of the
“eternal” (nitya) Tathdgata in chapter 5 of the Lankavatira Sitra (“On the consequences
of the eternal and non-eternal Tathagata”). The satra explains why the Tathagata is nei-
ther eternal (#itya) nor non-eternal (#nitya). On the concept of the eternal (zitys) Buddha in
Bhaviveka’s own work and in other Mahayana sources, see Eckel 1992: 109-13.

198 “Pervade” and “encompass” represent the same term (Tib. kbyab pa / Skt. vy-ap).

199 The Tibetan rgyud represents the Sanskrit suntina.
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ebb and flow?® of samsara. Since it flows like the stream of a great river, it clearly is
active, but it is active as a continuum of moments. It is not like a self (7tzan), so this does
not contradict the seal of the Dharma that consists of no-self.

Ture Buppia Dors NoT ATTAIN COMPLETE NIRVANA

[The Mahayana] says that the Buddha does not attain complete nirvana,” but he cer-
tainly has removed the obstacles that consist of defilements and the obstacles to knowl-
edge. For the sake of beings who need to be disciplined (vineyajana), he is born natu-
rally.?”? For some he continues to burn, but wherever there is no one who needs to be
disciplined he displays extinction (zirvana).”” In some states of existence, he is like a fire
without fuel. In others he displays the acts of a Buddha, including nirvana, whenever he
wishes. But he has not definitively attained complete nirvana. This is because he made
a vow (pranidhana) to carry the entire realm of sentient beings to completion.”** Even
though he has not attained nirvana, he displays nirvana so that those who need to be
disciplined will feel disgust [with samsara]. There is either a literal (parydya) nirvana or
a nirvana that is located neither in samsara nor in peace ($7nt7).>” This is why it says:

I do not attain nirvana as an existing thing, as an action, or as a dis-

200 Other possibilities might be “rising and falling” or “starting and stopping.” The Tibetan
’jug pa dang ldog pa might represent the Sanskrit pravartana and nivartana. Note, however,
that jug pa is translated as “active” in the next sentence.

201 The word translated as “does not attain complete nirvana” (Tib. mya ngan yongs mi da’ /
Skt. na parinirviti) is the verbal form of the word parinirvana. Another translation might be
“pass completely away” or “become completely extinct.”

202 Literally “his birth is attained through the nature of things” (Tib. chos nyid kyis thob pa’i skye
ba / Skt. dbarmatapratilabdhajanma). On dbarmata-pratilambba as “natural,” see BHSD (swv.
dbarmata). The compound dharmati-pratilabdha occurs twice in Haribhadra’s AAA (77, 162)
in discussions of the gotra of Sravakas and Pratyekabuddhas. Compare also the account of
great Sravakas after the prediction of the Tathagata in the next section of this chapter.

203 Literally “wherever there is no field of beings who need to be disciplined.” The meaning is
clarified by a comparable passage in Haribhadra’s AAA (147): “If there is no one in a partic-
ular world system who needs to be disciplined by the display of a Buddha’s form, he displays
cessation (nirvrtti) to benefit those who need to be disciplined by the display of nirvana.”
Here Bhaviveka’s words play on the contrast between the burning of a fire and nirvana as
the extinction of a flame.

204 The same terminology occurs in a slightly different form in the Dasabbiimika Sitra (11): “He
carries out these great vows with ten completions. What are these ten? The completion of
the realm of sentient beings. . .” (tani ca mahapranidhanani dasabhir nisthapadair abbinirharati
/ katamair dasabhib / yad uta sattvadbiarunisthayi).

205 On the synonyms (parydya) of nirvana, see the Abbhidharmasamuccaya (Tatia 1976: 74-75).
On Bhaviveka’s understanding of apratisthita-nirvana (the nirvana that is not located in
samsara or nirvana), see MHK 1.20-21 (Gokhale 1985: 98-99) and MHK 3.293-95 (Eckel
1992: 173).
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tinctive characteristic. I attain nirvana by transcending the distinction
between subject and object.?’

Therefore, [we| accept a nirvana that is free from concepts, and [our view of] nirvana
does not contradict [the seal of the Dharma that consists of] peace.

THE MAHAYANA PREDICTS THE AWAKENING OF SRAVAKAS AND INSULTS ARHANTS

It is wrong [to say] that the prediction (vyzkarana) of great Sravakas is not the Buddha’s
teaching. Predictions are made about the lineages (gotra) of Sravakas. One lineage of
sentient beings has sharp faculties (indriya) and the skill-in-means (upayakausalya) to
achieve the welfare of others. They seek to achieve a distinctive, superior goal. Because
they seek this excellent goal, they become excellent, like Bodhisattvas. Another lineage
of sentient beings have dull faculties and seek their own welfare. Since they meditate on
the selflessness of persons, their goal is inferior and they attain inferior distinction, like
Sravakas and Pratyekabuddhas. Some lineages of sentient beings seek a distinctive goal,
but attain an inferior one. For example, the Pratyekabuddhas who live in isolation have
collected the requisites (samzbhira) of awakening for a hundred eons (ka/pa), but then, for

some reason, turn back from great awakening.?"”

Some lineages of sentient beings have
sharp faculties but seek to distinguish themselves in an inferior way, do not have skill-
in-means, and start to remove defilements. When the Tathagata sees that they are suit-
able’" for great awakening, he makes a prediction. Then they remove karma and defile-

ments and are born naturally.?”” When they have collected the distinctive requisites of

206 This verse is almost identical to Lasnikavatara Sitra 2.177 (2.179 in Suzuki’s translation):
nabam nirvami bhavena kriyayi laksanena ca / vikalpahetuvijiiane nivrtte nivrtto by abam //.
Instead of “when the consciousness that causes concepts ceases (vikalpabetuvijiiane nivrite)”
in the third pida, Bhaviveka reads “when concepts of subject and object cease (jiaanajiieya-
vikalpe nivrite).” In the Lankavatira this verse is accompanied by an explanation: “Once
again, Mahamati, there are four kinds of nirvana. What are the four? The nirvana that
is the absence of an entity (bhavasvabbavabhiva), the nirvana that is the absence of diver-
sity of characteristics (Jaksanavicitrabhavibbiva), the nirvana that is the understanding of
the absence of particular characteristics (svalaksanabhivabhivivabodha), and the nirvana
that cuts off the stream of the particular and universal characteristics of the aggregates
(skandbaniam svasamanyalaksanasantatiprabandbavyuccheda). These four kinds of nirvana are
associated with the heretics (tirthika), not with my teaching. According to my teaching, O
Mahamati, nirvana is the cessation (vyzvrtti) of the mental awareness (manovijiiana) that
causes concepts (vikalpaka).” Lindtner (1992: 259) discusses this passage in an article on the
relationship between the Lankavatira Sitra and early Madhyamaka. A more extensive dis-
cussion of heretical views of nirvana can be found in Lazikavatiara 3.69-78.

207 On the Pratyekabuddhas who live in isolation (lit. “like a rhinoceros”), see Kosz 3.94d and
commentary.

208 Read skal pa (as in sabbiaga or bhavya) rather than bskal pa.

208 On dharmata-pratilabdha-janma, see note 202.
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great awakening, they achieve a distinctive awareness (adhigama), like great Sravakas
such as Sariputra. This has been explained in the Dasadbarmaka Sitra.® Or they
remove the obstacles that consist of defilements, then remove the obstacles to knowl-
edge. When they have been completely purified in this way, they attain omniscience.

It is not reasonable to say that this [awareness] is like a sprout, which does not
arise when its seed has been burned. We do not think that it arises like a sprout, in the
same way that defilements arise.?'! However, in order to remove the undefiled obstacles
to knowledge, the Blessed Ones, the Buddhas, train [their students] by admonishing
them. They start at a level of pure aspiration (adhimukti), then engage in a Bodhisattva
practice that seems defiled; but it should be seen as a Bodhisattva practice that is not
defiled.?”

It is said that [a Bodhisattva] in the seventh stage (bhimi) neither has defilements
nor does not have defilements. The explanation is that [this Bodhisattva] is undefiled
in the sense that his defilements are not active, and is not undefiled in the sense that
he has not fulfilled the desire to have a Tathagata’s knowledge (jiZna).*"* During the
second immeasurable eon (asamkhbyeyakalpa) in the eighth perfect stage (bhimi), [the
Bodhisattva] becomes absolutely perfect due to all the actions that arise from his
practice. The moment he perfects the [final] activity that still has defilements, the
Bodhisattva obtains a position in the profound and isolated Bodhisattva state (vibira).*'*
When he, like an Arhant who has achieved nirodhasamapatti, abides in conviction with
regard to dharmas that do not arise (anutpattikadbarmaksinti),’” then, if the Buddhas,

210 Otanino. 760/9; Taisho no. 314; cited in the Bodhisambhdra attributed to Nagarjuna (Lindtner
1982: 239); also cited three times in the Sik;ﬁmmmmyﬂ.

211 The meaning of these two sentences is unclear. Bhaviveka seems to be saying that nothing,
including omniscience, can arise from the ultimate point of view.

212 On Bhaviveka’s understanding of the stages of the Bodhisattva path, see Eckel 1992: 172-88
(on MHK 3.292-345) and accompanying notes. He divides the path into four stages: the
first arising of the mind of awakening (prathamacittotpidika), the practice of the six per-
fections (satparamiticaryi), the irreversible stage (anivartaniya), and the stage that is one
birth away from awakening (ekajatipratibaddhba). The first of these stages corresponds to the
adbimukticarya-bhimi (the stage for the practice of aspiration), the second corresponds to
bhitmis 1-7, the third to bhimis 8-9, and the fourth to bhimi 10.

213 Compare Bhaviveka’s description of nirvana-without-foundation (apratisthitanirvina) in
MHK 1.20-21 and 3.293-95 (as mentioned in note 205).

214 Compare Dasabhiimika Sitra (42): gambbiram bodhisattvavibaram anuprapto bhavati . . . sarva-
vivekabhimukhibhitam.

215 Dasabhimika Siitra (43): “O Jinaputra, I say to you and make itknown that, unless the Buddhas,
the Blessed Ones, cause a Bodhisattva to enter the gates of the accomplishment of omniscience,
his whole body will come to an end, and he will pass away” (@rocaydmi te bho jinaputra prati-
vedaydami / te ced buddhid bhagavantas tam bodhisattvam evam sarvajiiajiiandbbinirbaramukhesu
navatarayeyuh tadevdsya parinirvanam bhavet sarvasattvakdyapratisrabdhbis ca). On “conviction
with regard to dbarmas that do not arise” (anutpattikadharmaksanti), see the commentary on
MHK 4.29.
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the Blessed Ones, do not cause him to arise [from nirodhasamapatti], he passes away right
there. These are the words of the [Dasabhiimika) Sitra. [A Bodhisattva who has] convic-
tion with regard to dharmas that do not arise has abandoned the obstacles that consist
of defilements, becomes cool like an Arhant, and obtains the ten masteries (vasita),*°
which begin with mastery over life-span (Zyubvasitd) and are free from samsara. When
he has these masteries, he intensively cultivates the four bases of power (rddbipida) and
defeats the four Maras. Concerned only about the welfare of sentient beings, he abides
in unlimited kindness. With a body like a wishing jewel (cintamani), a healing post,*”’
or a wishing tree (kalpataru), he accomplishes whatever any sentient being desires, like
mig dug can.*'®

This point is made in The Perfection of Wisdom:** “Those gods who have not gener-
ated the mind of supreme awakening but who have sharp faculties, and so forth, should
generate the mind of supreme awakening. Those [Arhants] who have entered a fixed
state (samyaktvaniyima)**® cannot generate the mind of supreme awakening. Why?
Because they are confined by the stream of samsara. But I rejoice if a solitary practi-
tioner or someone who belongs to an inferior lineage generates the mind of supreme
awakening.”?”! Those who belong to the superior lineage are considered superior to
those who are below them, even if they abandon defilements without any skill-in-means.
Why? Their qualities (dharma) are more noble, transcendent, and excellent than the
qualities of the Sravakas and [Pratyekabuddhas], because they apprehend the dharma
of omniscience. Therefore, it is reasonable [for the Buddha] to make a prediction about
[the awakening of] Sravakas and [Pratyekabuddhas].

Alternatively,

216 On Bhaviveka’s account of the ten vasitas, see Eckel 1992: 178-84.

217 Asin BCA 9.36, where the Buddha is compared to someone who consecrates a post. The post
continues to cure snake bite even after the person is gone.

218 The meaning of the term mzig dug can is unclear. A possible solution may lie in Avadinasataka,
ch. 51 (krsnasarpab), where a black snake known as drstivisah (“one who has poison in his
glance”) lives in a garden and protects a buried treasure. If so, m2ig dug can could be emended
to mig gdug can, asin MV'Y 5223, which lists mig gdug pa as an equivalent of drstivisa. Another,
less likely possibility might be a Bodhisattva or deity who has six eyes (mzig drug can).

219 Compare Asta (17): yair devaputrair anuttardyam samyaksambodhau cittam notpaditam tair
utpaditavyam / ye tv avakrantih samyaktvaniydman: na te bbavyi anuttarayim samyaksambodhau
cittam utpadayitum / tat kasya betoh baddhasimdno bi te samsarasrotasah / abhavya hi te punah
punah samsarandya anuttardydm samyaksambodhau cittam utpadayitum / api tu kbalu punas tesam
apy anumode / sacet te ‘py anuttariyam samyaksambodbau cittany utpidayeran. Translations of
this passage are found in Conze 1973b and 1975.

220 The Tibetan translates this term incorrectly as skyon med pa la zbhugs par gyur pa (“entered
into a faultless state”). On the correct interpretation of this term, see Nattier 2003: 221.

221 Evidently the quotation ends at this point, although the Tibetan translation treats it as if it
continues.
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Through the power of compassion, a Tathagata displays any form that
will discipline sentient beings.

A Bodhisattva in the eighth stage is free from defilements like an Arhant, but only he

can use skill-in-means to manifest the five kinds of sense pleasure (kZmaguna) and con-

sult with Bodhisattvas. He displays many different kinds of seemingly defiled activities. ~ DI171a
He even renounces the world of four continents so that sentient beings will feel aversion

[toward samsara]. This has been described by Vararuci in The Deeds of the Buddhba:**

Although he is only one, he manifests many excellent deeds. Not be-

ing many, he is said to delight in himself. He accompanies those who are
intoxicated but is not intoxicated or proud. He transcends desire but plays
with those who are drunk with desire. He has burned desire with the fire
of yogic knowledge, but he displays what seems to be the birth of desire.
His activities are like a dream or an illusion, and he plays with the longings
of those who are intoxicated. He remains immovable and, among many, is
just one. By good actions he has given up sleep, yet he seems to sleep.

Therefore, even though he has no desire, he compassionately displays the manifesta-
tion?” of defiled actions.

THE MAHAYANA Pays HOMAGE TO HOUSEHOLDERS AND EXALTS BODHISATTVAS??

Some say that the Bodhisattva, in his last birth, took delight in love and fathered a
child. According to them, [the Bodhisattva] was not a Buddha, because he violated
moral precepts (dupsila), as it is said: “If someone has no perfection of moral conduct
(Silaparamitd), then, without the perfection of moral conduct, he can have no perfec-
tions at all. For someone who violates moral precepts has no generosity (dana), patience
(ksanti), fortitude (virya), concentration (dhyana), or wisdom (prajiid).” They conclude
that [the Bodhisattva] had no perfection and cannot be a Buddha.

There are many other unreasonable claims.??* It is not reasonable to say that [a

222 On the identity of Vararuci (here translated as *bar 7a ru ces) see note 149. With no other
source for this quotation, the translation is quite conjectural. The passage as a whole reflects
the rhetorical contrasts that characterize the supermundane Buddha in the Lokanuvartana
Satra and parallel passages in the Mahavastu (Harrison 1982).

223 Literally “a dance of manifestations” (sprul pa’i gar stabs).

224 The text reverses the order of these two points. It first responds to the Sravakas’ claim that
the Mahayana exalts the status of Bodhisattvas, then discusses the relationship between
monks and householders.

225 This paragraph and the four paragraphs that follow quote arguments found in VY: 242-44.
Here the objector argues that, if a Bodhisattva has eliminated defilements before his last
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Bodhisattva] who is close to omniscience and in full possession of power??® enters his
mother’s womb and is born, while the entire universe is illuminated by extraordinary
radiance,?”’ yet [the Bodhisattva] has not mastered the powers of learning (s7uza), con-
centration (samddhi), and attainment (samdpatti) and has not abandoned defiled activi-
ties. Itis not reasonable to say that defilements cause such [a Bodhisattva] to seek rebirth
in the realm of desire (kimadhatu), enter the womb, and stay there. It is not reasonable
to say that, not long after he was born, the Bodhisattva took seven steps without being
supported by anyone, surveyed the four directions, and said, “This is my last birth!”??
then, when he had grown up physically and his senses had matured, enjoyed the plea-
sures of love and was heedless.

It also is not reasonable that [the Bodhisattva], who naturally remembered many

229

past lives, lived a holy life (brahmacaryi) under the Blessed One Kasyapa,??’ and prac-
ticed the path to awakening, could have arrived here, after living among the six kinds of
gods in Tusita, not known that he and others were subject to old age, sickness, and death,
sought out the path to awakening from others who were heretics (t77thika), thought that
the path lay in the practice of self-torment, and suffered the pain of asceticism.

There also are cases in which [a Bodhisattva] does not remember past lives. It
is not reasonable for a text to say that [a Bodhisattva] collects the requisites of merit
(punyasambbara) for many eons and attains immense powers of recollection (szz7ti) and
intellect (7zati), then loses his memory when he enters the womb and is born. Nor is it
reasonable to claim that a Bodhisattva in his final birth generates meditation (dhydna)
and formless attainment (@rapyasamapatti), then falls back. If he does not fall back, it
is not reasonable for him to seek to become pure by practicing austerities, to engage in
sense pleasures and clings to the realm of sense desire, or that he overestimates rites and
observances (s#lavrataparamarsadysti).

What if a Bodhisattva deliberately displays all [the actions] that have just been
described as a means to discipline sentient beings? [ The Bodhisattva] still does all these

birth (as the Mahayana claims), it is impossible to explain a Bodhisattva’s defiled actions in
his last birth. Bhaviveka responds by applying the same argument to the Sravakas’ accounts
of the Buddha. He concludes that these apparent lapses must be attributed to manifestations
(nirmana).

226 The phrase is: Tib. mthu phun sum tshogs pa / Skt. balasampanna. VY contains a longer
expression that refers to a Bodhisattva’s power to pervade the whole world with a great
light (jig rten thams cad snang ba rgya chen pos khyab par gyur pa de lta bu’i mthu phun sum
tshogs pa yin la).

227 Compare MN III 118-24 (Acchariyabbbutadhamma Sutta).

228 Bhaviveka’s account of the Bodhisattva’s birth is similar to the account found in the
Samghabhedavastu: bodbisattvah saptapadiani prakrintah parigrbito na kenacit; caturdisam ca
vyavalokayati; vicam ca bhisate . . . mama pascimam janma bbavisyati (Gnoli 1977: 44).

229 A reference to the story of Jyotipala (or Uttara) the brahmin boy who was ordained under
the Buddha Kasyapa. The Pali version of the story is found in MN II 45-54 (Ghatikira
Sutta). Jyotipala and Uttara are discussed further in note 231.
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things as manifestations (néirmana). In that case, it is not reasonable for him to take birth
by chance (7gantuka). And, if that is not reasonable, one should not say that he devotes
himself to desire and merit, or that he devotes himself to self-mortification.

Someone may say: If all this is a manifestation, why was the practice of austerities
the result of karma?»® Why did [the Blessed One] say: “When I previously was the
brahmin Uttara,?' I said about the perfectly awakened one Kasyapa: ‘How can a bald
ascetic be awakened? Awakening is very difficult to attain.” As a result of these words, I
practiced austerities for six years.”

Now these extremely murky arguments must be clarified. How can a faithful person
be satisfied in the presence of someone who thinks like this??** It is said that when the
householder Anathapindada heard the word “Buddha,” which he had not heard before,
his hair stood on end, he felt great happiness and pleasure, and he wanted very much to
see him.?* It also is said that the young brahmin Uttara insulted a Buddha, but became
a Buddha himself in his third birth thereafter.?*

The word “nirvana” also is celebrated everywhere, and the conqueror of Mara’s
hosts, the Tathagata, became victorious over the four Maras with the sound of a great
bell.?® He completely defeated the Lord of Death and in so doing brought harm to his
deadly enemy. After performing an action that made his body appear great and small in
size, the Blessed One spoke as if his body were the same size as other men, as if he were
under the power of the Lord of Death and were an ordinary person. He said: “Ananda,
this Jambudvipa is delightful. This 7% lam gyi 7i is delightful.#*¢ Every desire and every

230 VY begins with an shorter version of this sentence: “If all this is a manifestation, why does
he perform difficult practices (gal te de thams cad sprul pa yin na ci’i phyir dka’ ba spyad pa na)?”
This sentence refers to the results of karma mentioned at the end of the paragraph. This
episode in a previous life of Sakyamuni is discussed by Sally Mellick Cutler (1997: 73).

231 'TJ reads bram ze bla ma zhe bya bar gyur pa’i dus na; VY reads bram ze’i khye’u bla ma’i gnas
skabs na. In the Pali version of this story, the Buddha identifies himself as “Jotipala (Skt.
Jyotipala) the brahmin boy.” The story is found in MN II 45-54 (Ghatikara Sutta). In the
Sanskrit version, preserved in the Gilgit manuscript of the Sayandsanavastu (Gnoli 1978b:
14ff)), he is identified as Uttara, as he is in the Vinayavastu (Hofinger 1982: 102ff.).

232 This sentence is missing in VY.

233 This is a common account of Anathapindada’s first encounter with the Buddha. Compare
Sayanasanavastu (Gnoli 1978b: 14): anathapindadasya grbapater buddba ity asrutapiirvam
ghosam Srutvd sarvaromakipany ahystani; sa abystaromakiipas tam grbapatim idam avocat: ka
esa grhapate buddho nama?

234 This sentence concludes the apparent quotation from VY that began with the sentence
“There are many other unreasonable claims.”

235 In Traité 339-46, the four Maras are identified as the klesa-mara, skandba-mara, mytyu-mara,
and devaputra-maira. The last is the anthropomorphic evil one. See also BHSD and DPPN
(sv. “Mara”).

236 This sentence is part of the narrative in the Mabaparinibbana Sutta (DN 11 128-29), as is the
story of the Buddha’s request for water. The phrase 7% lam gyi ri, however, is not found in
the extant versions. The parallel passage in Sanskrit occurs in MPS II 264-68. A story about
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variety of pleasant, beautiful, and agreeable thing is now at hand.” This statement is
well known. [The Buddha] said that he was tired of painful sensations when he was sick,
and he said that the monks should not stay in his presence. He also expressed displea-
sure when he said that Ananda took too long fetching water. At this, about a thousand
Arhants grew weak with grief and lamentation; their sighing darkened them; and they
covered their faces. They emitted various sounds of distress, and they wept. A group of
about a hundred thousand ordinary monks wept, and the endless community of monks
discarded their . . . .»” A group of about a thousand laymen (updsaka) and laywomen
(updsikd) threw away their upper garments and ornaments; their heads and bodies were
covered with sweat; and their faces were wet with tears. They pulled their hair, threw
away their topknots, wept pitifully, and wailed with miserable faces. A hundred thou-
sand gods threw away their ornaments, garlands, body ornaments, diadems, bracelets,
garments, and head-ornaments. They lifted their arms and swung them like sticks, and
they grieved at the thought that they had no protector. The wind of impermanence
struck them like a wind that strikes the flickering flame of a lamp, and death left them
in the belly of the crocodile of impermanence. All these statements contradict [the
opponent’s argument].

If an individual abstains from violence and is generous, he acquires two benefits
(sampad): the benefit of great wealth and the benefit of a long life.”*® With regard to
these [two benefits], the Blessed One has become pure by completely abandoning any
kind of violence, and he has made a great offering by giving away a vast number of
possessions, including external objects and parts of his own body (lit. things that are
external and internal). But this accumulated karma does not seem to have resulted in a
body that lived very long. If this [karma] had been accumulated for three innumerable
[eons], it is unreasonable for it to have had no result in forty-five years.

Can this be due to the power of the Blessed One’s karma? If the Blessed One was
completely fearless, it is not reasonable to say that he had anything to fear from his
karma. The karma that results in a body that lives a long time—[a body] that is uninter-
rupted and immeasurably large and expansive—may be suppressed by some bad karma,
so that it matures as the karma of a body with a short life. But only fools would say
that [the Buddha’s good karma] was suppressed by other [karma] and matured with

Ananda’s search for milk is reported in the Vimalakirtinirdesa Siitra, where the story is part
of Vimalakirti’s critique of the Sravakas’ literal-mindedness. Lamotte’s translation (1976:
80-84) gives extensive references to the canonical sources.

237 The meaning of this sentence is unclear. There are various references to lamentation at the
parinirvana of the Buddha, as in DN II 158 and MPS IIT 404, but they do not correspond to
the description here. Apparently Bhaviveka is working with a different tradition.

238 Compare Suvarpaprabbisa (3): uktam caiva bhagavatd dvau beti ca pratyayau dirghdyuskatayim
! katamau dvau pranatipataviramanam bhojanapradinam ca. (“The Blessed One said that there
are two causes and conditions for a long life. What are these two? Refraining from violence
to living beings and making donations of food.”)
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only [a short life]. The body of the Blessed One was as unbreakable as a diamond?*’
and abandoned all unwholesome qualities (@kusaladharma), but it did become ill. When
Maudgalyayana made a request of Jivaka, he [Jivaka] said “melted butter. . . .”** It was
not reasonable for the Omniscient One to make a request of Jivaka. It also is well known
that elder Bakula®* said to his co-ascetics (sabrahmacarin): “Venerable Ones, it has been
more than eighty years since I was ordained, and I do not remember having even the
slightest headache.” There also is the well known lion’s roar (simhanida): “By giving
a sick person this myrobalan fruit as medicine, his appearance has become such and
such.” If giving just one myrobalan fruit to a sick man had this kind of result, how much
more could be said of the Blessed One’s fulfillment of the perfection of generosity. This
also is a contradiction.

All of these [episodes] are the manifestations (nirmana) of the Blessed One for the
sake of sentient beings. Thus the predictions (vyakarana) apply to himself, manifested
as a Sravaka, or the predictions apply to Bodhisattvas who take on the appearance of
Sravakas and bear the names Sariputra and so forth. As it is said:

To attract some and retain others, the perfect Buddhas taught one vehicle

(ekayina) to those who are uncertain.’*

Others are liberated by removing any connection with the traces (v@sana). This only
applies to the Tathagata, not the Sravakas and Pratyekabuddhas, because they have unde-
filed ignorance (aklistavidya). On this point it is said: “Sravakas and Pratyekabuddhas
attain the non-conceptual knowledge of a Tathagata when they become free from traces
by removing obstacles to knowledge (jiieyavarana). With this non-conceptual aware-
ness and without effort, they continue to bring about the welfare of sentient beings as
long as there is samsara, through the power of their previous vows (pranidhina).” This

239 The commentary on Kosz 7.34 lists vajrasaristhi (bones as hard as a diamond) as one of the
benefits (sampad) of the Form Body.

240 This is another example of Bhaviveka’s use of an ellipsis to abbreviate a quotation. According
to the DPPN, Jivaka was a well-known physician. When the Buddha was sick, Jivaka said
that he should be rubbed with fat and given fragrant lotuses. Jivaka forgot to say that the
Buddha also should be given a bath, but the Buddha was able to read his mind and took
the necessary bath. Perhaps that aspect of the story is reflected here by the mention of the
“Omniscient One.”

241 On Bakula, see MN III 125-28 (Bakkula Sutta) and Mahakarmavibbanga (ed. Lévi, p. 76),
also the story of Vakula in Hofinger 227-29. According to the DPPN; the Buddha declared
Bakkula (Bakula or Vakkula) to be the foremost in good health. (See also AN I 25 and Mil
215f£)

242 MSA 11.54: dkarsandrtham ekesam anyasamdbarandya ca / deSitaniyatandm hi sambuddhair
ekayinati. The same verse is quoted in AAA 331. Compare also MS 10.31. These sources
explain that the word “some” refers to Sravakas and “others” to Bodhisattvas. “Uncertain”
(aniyata) means that they are uncertain in their lineage (gorra).
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means that the prediction (vyakarana) of the Sravakas and [Pratyekabuddhas] is appro-
priate and reasonable, since they are eternal, possess the essence of the Tathagata, and
do not attain parinirvana.

"The Saddharmapundarika Sitra points out throughout the text: “There is one vehi-
cle, not two or three.”** The Aksayamatinirdesa Sitra says: “The letter (vyaitjana) teaches
how a vehicle is defined; the meaning (#7tha) is the one approach (naya) to the knowl-
edge (jiiana) that enters the indivisible Dharma realm (dharmadbaru).”*** Likewise, it
says in the Sagaramati Siitra*® and others: “All vehicles are included in one vehicle.” It
also says in the Sumatidirika** that the difference between a Sravaka and a Bodhisattva
is like the difference between a mustard seed and Mount Meru, between a firefly and
the sun, between a fox and a lion, between a castor oil plant and a sandalwood tree.
These are statements of fact; they do not insult or praise anyone. If someone says that a
wishing jewel (cintdmani) is more radiant than a glass bead, is this an insult to the glass
bead or praise for the wishing jewel? Deluded people might compare the great ocean to
the water in a cow’s hoofprint, but to say that the water in a cow’s hoofprint is the ocean
would be ridiculous. Here the followers of the Sravakayana and Pratyekabuddhayana
are deficient in purpose (a7tha) and in action (kriyi). They neglect the welfare of others,
discipline themselves, focus on peace, and rely on a small seed of liberation. It is not
an insult to say that they attain pure knowledge (andsravajiiana) that is as large as the
space eaten by a worm inside a mustard seed. Bodhisattvas have accumulated whole-
some roots for ten million hundred thousand immeasurable eons (asamkbyeyakalpa), and
they sympathize with the suffering of others. In order to liberate all sentient beings,
with faithful minds, they have achieved pure knowledge as large as the entire realm of
space. It is not flattery to say that they possess such infinite power. As it is said:

Even a small seed produces a large result, so the infinite cause of a
Buddha produces an infinite result.”

Someone may say that the Mahayana is not the Buddha’s teaching, because it accepts

243 Saddbarmapundarika Sitra 31 (ch. 2, vs. 54): ekam bi yanam dvittyam na vidyate.

244 Tibetan text in Braarvig 1993: vol. 1, p. 115, with English translation in vol. 2, pp. 441-42.
Braarvig’s text follows a different word order in the second part of the sentence: “the mean-
ing is the knowledge that enters the one approach to the indivisible Dharma realm” (chos ky:
dbyings dbyed med cing tshul gcig pa la jug pa shes pa’o).

245 Arya Sagaramatiparipyccha Siitra, Otani no. 819. The Sagaramatiparivarta is included in the
Mabdasamnipita Sitra (Braarvig 1993, vol. 2, p. xxvii).

246 Arya Sumatidarika Sitra, Otani no. 760/30 (no. 30 of the Ratnakita collection), translated
in Chang 1983: 256-61. Bhaviveka is summarizing a passage from the Arya Asokadatta-
vyakarana Sitra, Otani no. 760/32 (no. 32 of the Ratnakita collection), translated in Chang
1983: 115-33.

247 Nagarjuna, Ratnavali 3.11.
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that [monks] pay homage to householders. Loke$vara?*® and other Bodhisattvas are not
householders, because they have removed all attachment, have taken the pratimoksa vow,
and are bound by their Bodhisattva discipline until they sit on the throne of awakening
(bodbimanda). Furthermore, they show the form of a householder, and so forth, as mani-
festations (nirmana). Since they do this to ripen sentient beings, it is right to pay them
homage, even though they are not householders. For example, the Sage manifested
himself as a cakravartin king to discipline King Kapphina,** but he was not a house-
holder, and it was right to pay him homage. When he was in the form of a great king,
the Blessed One wore ornaments. Some say that he had no arrows, but he took a bow
and arrow, and strung the bow. All of the great Sravakas assumed the forms of ministers
and wore a variety of ornaments that are not permitted for renunciants (parivrajaka).
In Sravasti, when the time came to discipline a brahmin named rgyu can,™ the Blessed
One wore the crown of the four-faced form of Brahma. To discipline a brahmin woman
of the Vasistha lineage (gotra), also in Sravasti, the Blessed One assumed the form of a
brahmin and held the corpse of a woman, saying: “This is my wife.” To discipline danc-
ers in Kosala, the Blessed One assumed the form of a dancer and beat a clay drum. To
discipline Paficasikha the Gandharva,”! the Blessed One assumed the common form of
a Gandharva, took a stringed instrument, and strummed it. So, even if the Blessed One
and the Sravakas assumed the form, behavior, and mode of speech of vulgar household-
ers, such as potters, blacksmiths, wrestlers, and hunters, all of which contradict the life
of a renunciant and are prohibited in the Vinaya, they still were worthy of homage. As
it is said:

Even though he is adorned by ornaments, he practices the Dharma;
he is calm, tamed, controlled, and practices the religious life.

248 Presumably %ig rten dbang phyug is another name for Avalokite§vara.

249 On the story of King Kapphina, see Avadinasataka 219-23. In Haribhadra’s AAA, cited in
Inagaki 1987: 359, King Kapphina is described as having “intense greed, anger, stupidity,
and arrogance” and being as difficult to discipline as Arya Sundarananda, Angulimala, and
Uruvilva Kagyapa (Pali, Uruvela Kassapa).

250 The Tibetan reads bram ze rgyu can zhes bya ba (“a brahmin named rgyu can”). A possible
equivalent for 7gyu can is Hetuka. A monk by this name is mentioned in the Bhaisajyavastu
(Hofinger 278-82). In his previous life as a brahmin, he was converted by the Buddha
Vipasyin. The word rgyu could also be a misreading for g.yo or sgyu. MVY (2487-89) lists
g:y0 can and sgyu can as equivalents in a series of words that mean “tricky” or “deceitful.”

251 According to DPPN, Paficasikha the Gandharva (Pali, Paficasikha the Gandhabba) was a
favorite of the Buddha and played a role in several Pali suttas. A version of his story is found
in the Mahdagovindiya Siitra of the Mabiavastu (vol. 3, pp. 197-224), but the story of his con-
version is not mentioned. A story like the one mentioned here is found in the commentary
on Satapaiicasatka 62 (Bailey 80-81): the Buddha adopts the art of a musician to tame the
pride of a Gandharva king named Supriya. Both Paficasikha and Supriya figure in a story
about an encounter with the Buddha in Avadinasataka 43-45.
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He has given up harm toward all sentient beings; he is a true brahmin, an
ascetic, and a monk.?

Someone may say that only a householder should pay homage to someone who
has the form of a householder, and a renunciant should not. But if someone deserves
homage for the excellence of his virtues, then a renunciant should pay him homage. It
is not [wrong] to show signs of homage to a person who has excellent virtues, but it is
extremely blameworthy to pay homage to a person who has no virtue. As it is said:

"Those who have been ordained but are uncertain in every respect, who wear
saffron robes but do not abandon mental faults, who carry alms bowls but are
not vessels of virtues are neither householders nor monks, no matter what they
imagine. The Sugata said that failed monks are like a cloud without rain, a
well without water, a failed harvest, a seed without a sprout, and a picture
of a lamp; they neither are nor are not [monks].

Why would anyone be proud of merely wearing the signs [of renunciation]? There is a
big difference between Bodhisattvas and the Sravakas and Pratyekabuddhas who wear
the signs of renunciation and have perfect moral conduct. It is as if one group were rich
and the other poor. [Bodhisattvas] generate the mind of awakening (bodhicirta), then
accumulate the wholesome roots (kusazlamiila) of the six perfections (paramiti). They
are like great caravan leaders (sarthaviha) whose great vehicles carry the Mahayana
and who share their riches with many people. They are not like the Sravakas, who by
comparison seem poor and lazy, to say nothing of others who merely wear the signs
[of renunciation]. This is why renunciants who are poor in virtue should definitely pay
homage to virtuous householders.

It also is generally accepted in the texts of most of the eighteen schools (nikaya) that
[monks] should pay homage to Bodhisattvas.?*

For instance, it says in the Vidyadharapitaka of the Siddharthika Mahasamghikas:

“If a monk [seeks] pure, supreme, perfect awakening, has faith in Maitreya,
and pays homage to him, he has paid homage to and worshipped me, the
supreme, perfectly awakened Buddha. Those for whom I am the teacher and
the supreme focus of worship should pay homage to the Bodhisattva Maitreya

252 Udanavarga XXXIIL.2 (Bernhard 1965-68: 460).

253 The following seventeen quotations are discussed in Skilling 1997. On the Vidyadharapitaka
of the Siddharthika Mahasamghikas (the source of the first quotation) and its affinities with
divisions in other canonical collections, see Skilling 1992: 114-15. Candrakirti’s response

to the problem of monks paying homage to Bodhisattvas is discussed in Serensen 1986:
44-47.
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and worship him. All four groups—monks, nuns, laymen and laywomen—
should pay homage to the crown prince Maitreya.” When one thousand two
hundred and fifty Arhants heard the Blessed One’s words, they exclaimed at
once with a single voice: “Let each of us pay homage to all Bodhisattvas who
have been consecrated crown prince. Let us also pay homage to those [Bo-
dhisattvas] who reside in /ha sbas dang lam sbas.”**

It says in the Bodhisattvapitaka of the Parvasaila Arya Mahasamghikas, who also are
said to be located in Jas kyi yul *khor:*>

Then crown prince Mafijusri said to elder Subhuti: “Elder Subhati, do you
know, understand, or see the 84,000 preoccupations?¢ of sentient beings
which the Blessed One knows? Can you teach in accordance with them?”
[Subhuti] replied: “Mafijusri, I cannot.” [Mafjusri said:] “Elder, it is possible
to enter and remain in a concentration in which one sees all sentient beings
and sees the 84,000 preoccupations of sentient beings. When one has under-
stood them, it is possible to teach the Dharma in an appropriate way. Can you
enter this concentration?” [Subhuti] replied: “Mafjusri, I cannot.” Then elder
Subhiti said to crown prince Mafijusri: “Mafijusri, is there any Bodhisattva
who knows the 84,000 preoccupations of sentient beings and can expound D176a
the Dharma in accordance with them?” Mafijusri replied: “Elder Subhati,
please ask the Blessed One; the Blessed One will explain.” The elder Subhuti
then asked the Blessed One: “O Blessed One, is there anyone who can really
understand the 84,000 preoccupations of sentient beings and expound the
Dharma in accordance with them?” The Blessed One replied: “Subhati, there

254 The meaning of /ha sbas dang lam sbas is unclear. Perhaps these are place names corresponding
to the Sanskrit *devagupta and *mairgagupta.

255 The following quotation has close affinities with a comparable passage in the Brahmua-
visesacintipariprecha Sitra ((Tohoku no. 160, Ba, folios 23a-100b; T 586, 15.44a and 15.50c¢-
51a). The parallel passage begins in folio 73a, line 6. The Brahmavisesacintipariprecha has the
same two interlocutors (Subhiti and Mafjusri) and reproduces many of the same narrative
elements, but it expands the story considerably and addresses different questions (includ-
ing the Bodhisattva’s ability to teach the Dharma while maintaining a noble silence). The
parallel between these two passages has important implications for the textual relationship
between the Mahasamghikas and the Mahayana. The history of the Bodhisattvapitaka (either
as a single text or as a canonical collection) is complex. For a discussion of the problems, see
Pagel 1995: 5-6. Unfortunately the meaning of the phrase /as kyi yul ’khor is unclear. A pos-
sible Sanskrit equivalent might be *karma-rastra.

256 Kosz 1.26cd and commentary explain that 80,000 dbarma-skandhas are prescribed as anti-
dotes to 80,000 preoccupations or practices (carita) of sentient beings. The number 84,000 is
attested in other sources, including sutras and §astras of the Mahayana. For a full discussion,
see Lamotte 1988: 148-49.
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is a concentration called ‘all dbarmas have the same nature.”””’ Any Bodhisat-
tvas who obtain this concentration will correctly understand the 84,000
preoccupations of sentient beings and expound the Dharma in accordance
with them. But Sravakas and Pratyekabuddhas cannot do this, no matter
how much they understand.” Then elder Subhtti said to the Blessed One: “O
Blessed One, Bodhisattvas behave wonderfully. O Blessed One, Bodhisattvas
are extraordinary. The range of Bodhisattvas is beyond the range of Sravakas
and Pratyekabuddhas. Bodhisattvas have powers that Sravakas and Pratyeka-
buddhas do not have. O Blessed One, this is why one should pay homage to
Bodhisattvas.”

It says in the Bodhisattvapitaka of the Aparasaila Arya Mahasamghikas:*®

Then the elder Mahakasyapa asked the Blessed One: “O Blessed One, of what
is this a vision?” The Blessed One replied: “Mahakasyapa, it is the color of
the Bodhisattva Jaliniprabha. His retinue has a golden color, and his follow-
ers have a single aspiration: they aspire to omniscience. Among them, Sra-
vakas and Pratyekabuddhas are not even mentioned, but only Buddhas with

a great congregation of Bodhisattvas.” Then the elder Mahakasyapa said to
the Blessed One: “O Blessed One, the Bodhisattvas are marvelous. O Blessed
One, the Bodhisattvas are wonderful. O Blessed One, Bodhisattvas can do
things that are not possible for Sravakas and Pratyekabuddhas. Bodhisattvas
have powers that Sravakas and Pratyekabuddhas do not have. O Blessed One,
this is why one should pay homage to Bodhisattvas.”

It says in the Vaipulyapitaka of the Bhadrayaniya Mahasamghikas who live in the
city of dpal yon can:*>’

He asked the Blessed One: “O yogin, having obtained the powers (ba/a), super-
knowledges (abhijiia) and faculties (indriya), you are the sun among sages (rzuni).
With Samantabhadra and others, you have dwelt in the tenth stage (bhanzi).
The Dharma is permanent among the doctrines of the triple world. It surpasses
all [other] doctrines and is beyond the range of Sravakas and Pratyekabuddhas.
O Preacher of Dharma, please teach this Dharma to sentient beings.”

257 Sarvadbarmasvabbivasamatavipaiicita is another name for the Samadhirija Satra (Tohoku
no. 127).

258 Like the preceding quotation from the Bodhisattvapitaka of the Parvasailas, this quotation also
has parallels in the Brabmavisesacintipariprechd Siitra (T6hoku no. 169, Ba, folios 53a-53b).

259 The identity of the city dpal yon can is unclear. A possibility might be Sridhanya(kataka). The
meaning of the following verses also is unclear.
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Then the venerable Maha-Maudgalyayana said to the Blessed One: “For
those who [see] the Buddha as Protector, the sight of Dharma, O Blessed
One, is very far away. Even for the Bodhisattvas, it has not become a personal
possession. O Blessed One, this is why we pay sincere homage to powerful
Bodhisattvas. Let us bow down and pay them homage.”

It says in the fatakapitaka of the Haimavata Mahasamghikas:

“Sravakas and Pratyekabuddhas cannot fathom the secrets of the Bodhisatt-
vas’ body, speech, and mind. Ananda, the Sravakas and Pratyekabuddhas can-
not understand even five hundred of the Bodhisattvas’ births. Sravakas and
Pratyekabuddhas cannot [understand] the inconceivable deeds of Avalokites-
vara. Ananda, if sentient beings just remember his name, all of them will be
free from any kind of fear.”?¢

After [the Blessed One] had spoken, the venerable Ananda said to the
Blessed One: “O Blessed One, he is a hero, he is fearless, and he is the essence
of compassion. I bow before the great sage Avalokite$vara.”

It says in the Satrapitaka of the Arya Mahasamghikas:

Mahakasyapa said: “Protector of the World, when you sought a medicine for
all sentient beings, you removed your eye and offered it as a gift. Homage to
the one who is worthy of homage! Homage to the succession of births of the
Protector, the great Sage, of whose deeds and exploits in former lives we have
heard.”" O Sage, I joyfully praise your [deeds] when you were in Tusita, when
you were born in the Sakya clan and became a perfect Buddha.”

The preceding [quotations] come from [the Mahasamghikas]:

Six are rooted in the Mahasamghikas: peaceful Lokottaras and Siddharthas,
those who live on the two Mountains, Bhadrayanas and Haimavatas.*?

The Dviadasasabassabuddbavamsa of the Arya Sthavira Abhayagirivasins says:¢*

260 Compare the Pranidbanasaptati (Lindtner 1984b).

261 The last part of this sentence is unclear.

262 Skilling (1997: 611) cites a similar Sanskrit verse from the Sﬂgbﬂnﬂ‘cﬁmmmgmhﬂﬂkﬂ': vadinas
carthasiddbarthab sailadvayanivisinab / bhadvayand haimavatih sadbbedid milasamghikab.

263 The title of this text follows Skilling’s tentative reconstruction (1993a: 170).
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As a son of the Buddhas, a Bodhisattva should be respected by the entire
world. His wisdom is as boundless as his moral conduct and liberative
wisdom. He wears great armor as his protection, and he has attained in-
conceivable power. He has completed the ten perfections and realized the
qualities of a Buddha. As a shrine for the whole world, the whole world
should respect him. In wisdom, moral conduct, and concentration, no
Samgha is his equal. The whole world should pay homage to him. Apart
from the omniscient Buddhas, everyone in the world, including the gods,
should pay homage to him.

It says in the Mabapratiharya Sitra of the Prajiaptivadin Bahusrutiyas:

Then, when the venerable Sariputra saw the Blessed One perform the great
miracle at Sravasti, his mind was infused with deep faith. He put his hands
together to pay homage to the Blessed One, and he praised him with these
verses: “You have overcome all faults together with their traces; you have
defeated all heretics without exception. With this miracle, you have delighted
the minds of gods as far as Akanistha. As many salutations to the great Hero
as there are particles of dust in the world! I pay homage to the Great Seer
from the moment when he first generated the mind of awakening. Homage to
anyone who generates the mind of awakening! Homage to the fully awakened
Buddha! Homage to the one who turns the wheel of the Dharma! Homage to
those who have become cool!”

It says in the Mahapratibarya Sitra of the Arya Caitikas:

Then, when the venerable Parna saw the Blessed One perform the great
miracle at Sravasti, his mind was filled with faith, and he said: “Blessed One,
as a Bodhisattva you performed 100,000 miracles. Homage to you! Hom-

age also to those births as Bodhisattvas that were the foundation for these
100,000 miracles! Homage to you, Protector, when you go away! Homage to
you, Protector, when you remain! Homage to you, Protector, whenever your
body moves! In all their modes of behavior, all the Buddha’s actions are medi-
cine for all sentient beings. Homage to you who are worthy of homage!”

It says in the Mabapratibharya Sitra of the Arya Gokulika Mahacaitikas:

Then, when the venerable Kumiarakasyapa saw him perform the great miracle
at Sravasti, his mind was filled with faith. He put the palms of his hands
together to pay homage to the Blessed One, and he praised the Blessed One

170



THE SRAVAKAS

in these verses: “Descending from Tusita Heaven, you entered the womb and
were born. When you were born, you displayed miracles. You who are worthy
of homage were honored by all. Homage to you, Great Hero and supreme
Caravan Leader. O Sage without impurity, expert in the way, you have left
birth behind and will not be reborn. Having crossed beyond, you have es-
caped the wilderness. Homage to the Bodhisattva who displays miracles!”

Mahakasyapa said: “O Hero, I prostrate myself at your feet and pay homage
to you who have no fear. O Protector, I pay homage to your birth! Homage to
unsurpassed, perfect awakening and to the wheel of Dharma. Homage to the
Sage who achieved nirvana, to all former births, to all enshrined relics, and to
all protectors!”

It says in the Paramitamarga of the Arya Kasyapiyas:

Noble Sariputra said: “O Sage, from the time when you first aspired to awak-

ening, from that time on, I bow my head to you and pay homage, O Best of

Men! You lead beings to happiness. You have attained awakening and become
omniscient. Folding my hands and bowing my head, I praise you with many

hundreds of salutations! When you gave your own flesh to someone who was

eager to have it, you were worthy of praise. You are the Blessed One, an object

of worship! With the great insight of the six superknowledges, you are the

greatest of the great conquerors. Homage to you and worship!” D178b

It says in the Buddhavacana of the Arya Tamraatiyas:

Venerable Revata said: “Great Hero, I pay homage to all your deeds! You are

17

worthy of homage in the three realms. I pay homage to your former births!
According to the Arya Kaurukulla Sammitiyas:***

Venerable Ananda said: “After illuminating Tusita Heaven with beautiful light,>*
the Bodhisattva arrived here. Homage to Sakyamuni! Born as a prince in the
Sakya clan and adorned with ornaments, he was mindful and aware. Homage to
Sakyamuni! When he sat in the shade of the rose-apple tree and the sun began to
set, the shadow did not leave the incomparable one. Homage to Sakyamuni!”

264 Translated by Skilling (1997).
265 On the radiance that accompanied the Bodhisattva’s descent from Tusita Heaven, see MN
111 120; Lalitavistara 28; and Traité 1343.
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It says in the Astavargiya of the Arya Mahisasakas:

Venerable Subhtti said: “When he had fully collected the requisites, he was
born in the clan of Sakya kings. He is worshipped by groups of gods and men.
Homage to the one who is worthy of homage! Seated at the foot of the Bodhi
Tree, he defeated Mara and his hosts, and became omniscient. Homage to the
one who then was worthy of homage! In the garden of the sages in Varanasi,
he understood the deathless state and set the wheel of the deathless [Dharmal]
in motion. Homage to the one who is worthy of homage!”

It says in the Buddhavacana of the Arya Vibhajyavadins:

Kalodayin said: “To heal all beings, you sacrificed your head, along with its
precious crown. Homage to you who are the best of all!”

It says in the Dharmapada of the Arya Dharmaguptakas:

When Dipamkara predicted my [future awakening], I attained the eighth

D179a stage and the ten masteries.?®® When they heard this prediction directly
from the Lord of the World, the world with its gods reverently paid hom-
age to me. When the Buddha stepped with his feet on the locks of my
hair, the world with its gods paid homage to me as one who is worthy of
homage. Apart from the brothers who dwell on the two stages®® and the
omniscient Buddha, no one here is worthy of homage. It is said that there
is none [like him] in this world.

It says in the Adbhutadbarma of the Arya Sarvastivadins:

Venerable Ananda said: “When the Blessed One was a Bodhisattva, he
descended from Tusita Heaven and entered his mother’s womb, mindful

and fully aware. O Blessed One, I consider this to be an extraordinary and
marvelous quality.?® About this, it is said: ‘I pay homage to the one who
descended from Tusita Heaven and entered his mother’s womb, mindful and
aware.” When the Blessed One was born as a Bodhisattva, he illuminated the

266 On Bhaviveka’s account of the ten masteries (vasita) acquired by a Bodhisattva in the eighth
and ninth stages of the path, see Eckel 1992: 179-84.

267 The meaning of the phrase spun zla sa gnyis gnas pa is unclear. Perhaps it is a reference to
Sravakas and Pratyekabuddhas.

268 Compare MN I1II 123 (Acchariyabbbhutadbamma Sutta): sato sampajiano Bodbisatto Tusitd kayi
cavitvd matu kucchim okkami, idam p’ abam Bhagavato acchariyam abbhutadbammam dhiaremi.
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universe that consists of a great trichiliocosm with his radiance. O Blessed
One, I consider this to be an extraordinary and marvelous quality of the
Bodhisattva. About this, it is said: “‘When he was born, he illuminated the
trichiliocosm with his radiance. Homage to the Blessed One who is like ten
million suns.” As soon as the Blessed One was born as a Bodhisattva, he took
seven steps. This too, O Blessed One, I consider to be an extraordinary and
marvelous quality of a Bodhisattva. About this, it is said: ‘As soon as you were
born, you took seven steps, standing on lotus flowers. You came playfully like
a bull. Homage to Gautama!””

Thus it is established, according to the authoritative texts of the eighteen schools,
that one should pay homage to Bodhisattvas from the first generation of the mind of
awakening and thereafter. It is reasonable, therefore, to include the Mahayana in the
eighteen schools.

Should renunciants pay homage to all householders who have generated the mind
of awakening? Yes, they should pay homage to anyone who is said to have entered a
[Bodhisattva] stage and received a prediction, even if he is an animal, like a rabbit or

a king of geese.”

? This is even more true of a human being. It is said that a monk
should pay homage to two [kinds of people]: the Buddha and senior monks. In this
context, [a monk] should pay homage to a Buddha in two respects: as the requisites of
merit (pupyasambhira) and as the achievement of the requisites of knowledge (jiiana-
sambhara). The root of both of these [requisites] is the mind of awakening. In the Arya
Aksayamatinirdesa Sitra it says:*® “A Tathagata’s moral conduct (si74), concentration
(samadhi), wisdom (prajiid), liberation (vimoksa), view of the knowledge of liberation
(vimoksajiianadarsana), and so forth, as well as [the perfections] that begin with gener-
osity, all have the mind of awakening as their root. This is why they are imperishable

(aksaya).” Likewise it is said:*"!

If the merit of the mind of awakening took material form, it would fill the
realm of space, and there would be more left over.

Even when someone has no realization of reality but still has the solid mind of awaken-
ing that is its foundation, one should pay homage. In the first stage (bhimi), realiza-
tion (abhisamaya) is conviction about oral teaching (ghosanugaksanti). In the sixth it is

269 A reference to the Susa and Hamsa Jatakas.

270 The Tibetan text is edited in Braarvig 1993: vol. 1, p. 21; the English translation is found in
vol. 2, p. 80.

271 'The Viradattapariprechd, quoted in Bhavanakrama 1 (Tucci 1956-58: 192): bodhicittad vai yat
punyan tac ca ripi bbaved yadi / akasadbatum sampiirya bbityas cottaritam bbavet.
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conforming (#nulomiki-); and in the eighth it is conviction about dharmas that do not
arise (anutpattikadbarmaksinti).’’”> With this realization, [a Bodhisattva] shakes, illu-
minates, and travels to as many as a hundred world-systems with his power,’” lives as
long as a hundred eons, enters into the past and future, and so on. Since none of these
inconceivable [abilities] is shared by Sravakas, there is no Bodhisattva, from the first
arising of the mind of awakening, to whom one should not pay homage. How can this
be contradicted? One should pay homage to a Bodhisattva in the same way that one
pays homage to a Buddha, because they belong to the same continuum, just as one pays
homage to the sapling of a fig tree and to the son of a Cakravartin, as if both were fully
grown.

A Buddha comes from a Bodhisattva; the Dharma comes from a perfect
Buddha; and the noble Samgha comes from the Dharma. From this we
have the three jewels. Someone who hates a Bodhisattva hates the three
jewels. Someone who rejects the three jewels is not a monk and has not
taken a vow.?’*

Matrceta and other hymn-writers for the most part praise the greatness of the
Blessed One by referring to his previous deeds. For example:*”

O Hero, only you know the essence of the jewel of the mind, which is the
seed of perfect awakening. Others are far away from it. Should I praise
you first or the great compassion that long held you in samsira, even
though you knew its faults?

Also, in the Buddbanusmrtibhavana,”® it is said that one should recollect the virtues
(guna) of the previous deeds (pirvayoga) of the Tathagata.””” The previous deeds begin
with the first arising of the mind [of awakening], and that is the Bodhisattva prac-
tice (bodhisattvacaryd). If someone recollects the Tathagata by recollecting his previous
deeds, how can this be homage to a Buddha, rather than to a Bodhisattva? In some
stras of the Mahayana, Bodhisattvas address Sravakas with terms of respect such as

272 On the three forms of ksanti, see note 150.

273 Compare Bhaviveka’s account of the mastery of power (rddhivasita) in MHK 3.313ff.

274 “Someone who has taken a vow” represents the Tibetan sdom pa; the most common Sanskrit
equivalent is samzvara.

275 Satapaiicasatka 19 (samyaksambodhibijasya cittaratnasya tasya te / tvam eva vira sirajiio diire tasy-
etaro janah //) and 59 (kim nu prathamato vande rvam mahikarunam uta / yayaivam api dosajiias
tvam samsare dbrtas ciram //). Quoted from Bailey 48 and 78.

276 Perhaps Arya Buddhanusmyti, Otani no. 945. Mahavastu 1163 refers to a “Dharma teaching”
(dbarmaparyaya) called Buddhanusmyti.

277 On the term parvayoga see BHSD.
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“honorable one” (bhadanta) and pay them homage, and Sravakas use terms such as “son
of good family” (kulaputra) [to address Bodhisattvas]. This follows social conventions
(lokasamvrti).

Thus Arhants should pay homage to [Bodhisattvas] who have attained conviction
(ksanti), who have attained concentrations (sazzddhi) such as the heroic (s@ramgama),
and who are able to display Buddha-manifestations. If Bodhisattvas displays manifesta-
tions of the Buddha, they do not consider homage to be directed to themselves, as was
the case with Upagupta, when he spoke to Mara and Mara manifested himself as the
Buddha.’”® Someone who seeks a distinctive attainment should not speak these nasty
words. They begin with hatred and lead to bad rebirths. Instead he should see the pro-
found teaching of the Mahayana.

It is said that the merits that produce the marks (Jaksana) of the Tathagata are equal
to the grains of sand in seventy-two Ganges rivers and also are equal to the merits that
produce the marks of the noble Avalokite$vara. This is said in the Ratnakita Sitra,’”’
which extols Bodhisattvas with the simile of the waxing moon, because from these
[Bodhisattvas] the noble [Buddha] arises, because they pass beyond, because their gen-
eration of the mind of awakening makes them the primary preceptors (kalyinamitra),
and [because] the seed of awakening is referred to as going-forth (pravrajya).

THE Vows OF BODHISATTVAS LIKE (GAGANAGANJA ARE JusT WORDS

Furthermore, the vows (pranidhana) of [Bodhisattvas] like Gaganagafija?®

are not just
words, because [we] see that they have a result. Why do [we] not see [this result] now?
When there is a result in the continuum of someone who has few wholesome roots
(kusalamiila), it may be diminished, or it may be seen incorrectly, just as [some beings]
see the Ganges as dry, as pus, or as fire.”® For example, many hundreds of thousands
of hungry ghosts may be standing on the bank of the Ganges, but because of their own
lack of good fortune, they see the Ganges as if it were totally dry, as pus, or as fire. In

a similar way, a shower of wealth comes from the Bodhisattva vow (pranidhina), but it

278 The story of Upagupta and Mara is found in the Asokavadina (Strong 1983: 185-98). Upagupta
asks Mara to show him the form of the Buddha. Mara agrees, but only if Upagupta promises
not to pay homage to him. When Mara does as Upagupta asks, Upagupta is so overwhelmed
by the sight that he pays homage anyway. Upagupta explains that he bows to the form of the
Buddha, not to Mara himself. For further discussion of the story, see Strong 1992: ch. 5.

279 When Bhaviveka refers to the Ratnakita, he has in mind the Kasyapaparivarta. The compari-
son of the Bodhisattva to a waxing moon is found in Stagl-Holstein 129: tad yathapi nama
kasyapa navacandro namaskryate si ceva piarnacandro na tathi namaskryate / evam eva kisyapa
ye mama sraddadhamti te balavamtataram bodhisattvam namaskartavya / na tathagatah tat kasya
beto bodhisattvanirjata bi tathigatah tatredam ucyate. Compare also Traité 246-55.

280 On the Bodhisattva Gaganagafija, see note 113.

281 Vasubandhu uses the same comparison in Vimsatika 3.
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does not fall on sentient beings who have not accumulated wholesome roots. Either it
does not fall at all, or it falls like a thunderbolt and so forth. Itis as if the rising sun were
sending a thousand rays of light in a cloudless sky, but people whose previous karma
has made them blind cannot see even a single ray. It is as if a heap of jewels were falling
from the sky, but people who have little merit because of a deficiency in their previous
karma cannot enjoy any of them.

Someone may say that a Bodhisattva vow has no power, regardless of one’s previ-
ous karma. But it does have power, because its benefit to others arises from a complex
of causes. For example, a sprout grows from a complex of causes, consisting of earth,
water, fire, wind, and space, but if one of these conditions is missing, [the sprout] does
not grow. Similarly, [Bodhisattvas] cultivate a great deal of renunciation, freedom from
avarice, and lack of desire; they seek equanimity and perfect generosity; they do not
hope for any reward and generate no desire for any result; and they are equally generous
to all sentient beings. By doing so, they gain a result (vipka) that consists of a shower
of wealth, and they make [this result] manifest, but this does not happen if even one of
the conditions is missing. Therefore, the vows of [Bodhisattvas] such as Gaganagaifija
definitely have results.

SAKYAMUNI IS A MANIFESTATION

It also is reasonable that Sékyamuni is a manifestation (nzrmana), because [this manifes-
tation] arises from the Enjoyment Body (sambhogakdya), which is based on the Dharma
Body (dharmakdiya) and located in Akanistha. Someone may ask: If the Dharma Body and
Enjoyment Body are non-conceptual, what do the Manifestation Bodies (nirmanakiya)
arise from, since these [bodies] are non-conceptual? The answer is that the Blessed
One made this vow while he was a Bodhisattva: “When I have attained the non-con-
ceptual Dharma nature, even though I make no conceptual effort, may I engage in any
action, form, or voice that will discipline sentient beings.” From the root Tathagata
Body (milatathigatakiya), by the force of this vow, comes the means to benefit sen-
tient beings, beginning with [the actions of] staying in Tusita and ending with nirvana.
Without the Manifestation Body, it is impossible to discipline the sentient beings who
need to be disciplined by displaying a billion births in Jambudvipa, entrance [into a
mother’s womb], birth, being taught the arts, living in the harem, going forth, defeat-
ing Mara, awakening, turning the wheel of Dharma, and achieving parinirvana.?®
Even in the texts of the different schools (nikiya), there are accounts of the Buddha’s
manifestations. For example, to discipline someone who was attached to hunting, [the
Buddha] manifested the form of a hunter, and to discipline king “Lotus-Person” (padma
skyes bu), he manifested the form of an old man. When Aniruddha was asked what he

282 For another list of the Buddha’s deeds, see MHK 3.268 and commentary (Eckel 1992: 160).
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saw with his clairvoyance (divyacaksub), he said: “I see the Tathagata’s manifestations and
innumerable sentient beings in the intermediate state.”?®* These manifestations disci-
pline sentient beings and are active as manifestations. Sakyamuni’s manifestations act
in the same way and are not false like an illusion (#z4y7). While the Tathagata Vairocana
remains in a pure abode (Tib. gnas gtsang ma / Skt. *Suddhavisa), his sustaining power
(adbisthana) displays Buddha-manifestations, but these Buddha-manifestations are not
different from the Buddha, because they have the same basis (@s7aya), like rays that come
from the sun or people whose actions are derived from a king. Even though there are
many manifestations, we do not think that there are many Tathagatas, because there is
only one action.”®* Therefore, this does not contradict the claim that it is impossible?® for
many Buddhas to appear in a single universe (Jokadhatu). This statement refers to the uni-
verse that consists of a great trichiliocosm (t7isahasramahdsihasra), not to all universes.?%
The Dharmaguptakas recite the following:

Homage to the Buddhas, the Buddhas’ Sravakas, and the bodies of the
illustrious perfect Buddhas, to the place where the perfect Buddha was
born, where he realized awakening, where he turned the wheel of Dhar-
ma, where he attained nirvana without outflows. I pay homage also to the
place where the Tathagata stood, walked, and sat, and to the place where
he lay down like a lion. The best of bipeds who dwells in the eastern

and northern directions, the Conqueror named “Hard to Approach”
(dusprasaha)®® spoke these verses. One who praises the Tathagatas with
these four verses will not go to a bad rebirth for ten billion eons.

Furthermore, when the elder Maudgalyayana did not have the power (rddhi) to lift

283 Aniruddha, a first cousin of the Buddha, was known as “foremost among those who have
clairvoyance” (aggo dibbacakkbukinam), as in AN I 23. His clairvoyance is the key to the
story about him in the Vimalakirtinirdesa Siitra (Lamotte 1976: 65-68). For a more extensive
account of his life, see DPPN s.v. “Anuruddha.”

284 The Tibetan term mdzad pa (honorific for byed pa) is normally used to refer to a Buddha’s
actions, but here it might refer to the Buddha as a single agent.

285 Literally “out of place” (Tib. gnasmed) and “irrelevant” (Tib. skabs med ). On the impossibility
of many Buddhas in a single universe, see MIN III 109 and Kosz 3.95-96.

286 On the different universes (lokadhatu) in Buddhist cosmology, see Lamotte 1976: 275-84.

287 In the sDe-dge and Peking, this Buddha is called brten dka’ (“Hard to Rely”), but the MVY
lists no Buddha by this name. A more likely possibility is Dusprasaha (bzod par dka’ ba, MVY
6574). Lamotte (1976: 111) explains that Dusprasaha (“Hard to Approach”) is a contem-
porary of Sakyamuni and lives in the Marici universe, sixty-one great chiliocosms away
from this universe. As a Buddha who lives at the same time as Sakyamuni, Dusprasaha fits
the context well. One way to accommodate this change would be to emend the text from
brten to bzod, but the next paragraph shows that the correct reading is bsten in the sense of
“approach.” For further discussion of the Buddha Dusprasaha, see Nattier 1991: 23.
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a sash worn by the elder Sariputra, the Blessed One said: “Maudgalyayana, you have not
lost your power; the monk Sariputra can use the power of his wisdom (prajiiabala) to
tie the end of his sash to the throne of the Tathagata Hard to Approach and approach
him.”?® It should be understood that the stories of the goldsmith and the carpenter
show the universe with and without Buddhas.?®

It also is said:**°

The perfect Buddhas of the past and future, along with the Buddha of the
present—all of whom who remove sorrow—paid respects to the Dharma
in the past, do so in the present, and will do so in the future. This is the
nature of the perfect Buddhas.

Therefore, those who think that there is only one Tathagata in all universes do notunderstand
the meaning of the teaching. It is said that there are many past Buddhas, such as Dipamkara
and Ratnasikhin,”" and there will be many in the future such as Simha and Pusya.”* This
point also is repeated in the siitras of the Agama. How so? “How many Tathagatas have there
been in the past? As many as there are grains of sand in the Ganges. How many will there be
in the future? As many as there are grains of sand in the Ganges and so forth.” Therefore, it
is reasonable that many [Buddhas] arise in many world systems, not just one.

Trr BubppHa Is ALways IN CONCENTRATION

It is said: “Even though the Tathagata is always in concentration (samdahita), he sees,

288 A version of this story is found in the Bhaisajyavastu (Hofinger 181-83). Xuanzang also tells
this story in the account of his visit to Sravasti. The Buddha asks Maudgalyayana to summon
Sariputra to an assembly. Sariputra asks him to wait. Maudgalyayana threatens to use his
power to transport both of them into the Buddha’s presence. Sariputra takes off his sash,
throws it on the ground, and challenges Maudgalyayana to lift it. When Maudgalyayana
cannot, he returns to the assembly, only to find that Sariputra has arrived before him. The
story is used to illustrate the superiority of Sariputra’s wisdom over Maudgalyayana’s super-
natural power.

289 The meaning of this sentence is unclear.

290 Udinavarga 21.11-12: ye cabhyatitih sambuddba. . . . For other equivalents, see Skilling 1997:
613. Skilling’s references are taken from Bernhard 1965-68. A similar verse is quoted in
the pudgalaviniscaya section of the Kosabhasya (Vyakhya 1204): ye cabbyatitah sambuddhi ye
ca buddhd andgatah / yas ca etarhi sambuddhd babundam sokandsanah. A corresponding verse is
found in Mahivastu 111 327.

291 Ratnasikhin is mentioned as a Buddha of the past in the Lalitavistara, Divyavadina, and so
forth. See BHSD, s.v. “Ratnasikhin.”

292 Edgerton (BHSD, s.v. “Maitreya”) mentions several different lists of future Buddhas. The
Mahavastu contains a short list in which Simha is listed as the first Buddha after Maitreya
and Pusya as the last.
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because he sees in the past, present, and future.””” This means that [the Buddha] acts
in conformity with the world. He is in concentration, but he acts by the power of his
previous vow. He performs all these actions, but he does not act in a conceptual way. He
is like a gardener who sends water into various small furrows: after he has released the
water in the desired directions, he sits still and does nothing. Therefore, it is not true
that this [claim about the Buddha’s concentration] is not the Buddha’s teaching.

MAHAYANA SUTRAS TEACH USELESS MANTRAS

Some say that the sttras of the Mahayana are praised for their many benefits, but these
results generally come later and have few benefits in this life. These people are deficient
in faith ($r2ddhi) and aspiration (adhyisaya); they also reject what is wholesome and prac-
tice what is not. They are overcome by the power of evil habits in this life. When their
faith diminishes and they give up their aspiration, it is as difficult for them to see their
own benefit as it is to see the stars when the sun rises and sends out myriads of rays.

Some give up the true Dharma, slander the noble ones, and harm the three jewels.
While they may have accumulated many wholesome roots, it is as if they were cov-
ered with dust, and they stay on the path of the three evil destinies (#pays). How can
these people gain any benefit? Others fear even the slightest evil and practice noth-
ing but virtue. They exert themselves in the practice of ten tasks: copying texts of
the Mahayana, memorizing them, reading them, reciting them from memory, think-
ing about them, meditating on them, listening to them, donating them, promulgating
them, and worshipping them. Since they are not overwhelmed by contrary tendencies,
why should they not gain the benefit that has just been described? They are like people
who base their practice on the three kinds of §astras®** and are certain to attain an
immortal place (amrtapada) where they are free from the afflictions of birth, old age,
sickness, and death.

If this is the case, [the Mahayana] is not like [Vedanta],** for someone who bases
his practice on the Tripitaka’s teaching of the thirty-seven auxiliaries to awaken-

293 On the claim that the Buddha is always in concentration, see Kathavatthu bk. 18, sec. 2 (not
exact) and Bareau 1955: 60, where this point is the twelfth thesis of the Mahasamghikas. On
the significance of this point in Bhaviveka’s theory of the Buddha, see Eckel 1992: Part II.

294 The BBh (68) explains that a Bodhisattva should study the bodhisattva-pitaka, the sravaka-
pitaka, three additional §astras, and several different varieties of arts and crafts. The three
additional §astras are logic (betu), grammar ($zbda), and medicine (cikitsaka).

295 The text simply says that “there is no similarity.” The context does not make clear what
is dissimilar to what. The most likely possibility is that the Mahayana is not similar to
Vedanta, since this section of the chapter has been a response to the Sravakas’ argument in
verse 4.7 that “the Mahayana is not the Buddha’s teaching, because it is not included in the
Satrantas and so forth, like the Vedanta view.”
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ing (bodhipiksikadharma),?*® will realize awakening and have no difficulty destroying
defilements.

Some might say: In the Mahayana it says that that dharanis, mantras, and vidyas
have many benefits, even though their syllables and meanings are unintelligible.?”’
These teachings mislead foolish people, like the opponents’ Vedas. Without practice
(bhavana), it is impossible to destroy even the slightest fault (dosz). When someone has
accumulated defilements and the roots of these [defilements] are still present, how can
that person destroy evil (papa)? A dharani cannot destroy evil, because it does not coun-
teract its cause, like violence (himzsi). Similarly, a mantra cannot destroy evil, because it
is a foreign language, like the languages of the barbarians (mzleccha).

To those who think that the dhdranis of the Mahayana are merely combinations
of syllables, we reply as follows: First of all, a dharani is a form of practice (bhavanda).**®
As it is said in the Anantamukbanirbaradbarani**® “A Bodhisattva who practices this
dharant does not conceptualize conditioned or unconditioned dharmas. He does not
grasp them, does not settle in them, does not adhere to them, and does not refer to
them. He practices the recollection of the Buddha (buddbinusmyti) alone.” Likewise,
in the Sagarandgardjapariprechd Sitra it says?** “Nagaraja, that which is imperishable
(aksaya) in all teachings is the dbarant called aksayakarandi’™ It is the source of four

296 The thirty-seven bodhipaksika-dharmas often serve as a standard outline of the path. For a
comprehensive account of this system, see Gethin 2001.

297 Bhaviveka’s explanation of the use of mantras has been discussed in Braarvig 1994 and
Kapstein 2001: 233-55.

298 In his account of the dharani-mukhbas (Traité 1854-69), Lamotte cites a passage from the BBh
on the four kinds of Bodhisattva dharanis (dharmadharant, arthadbarant, mantradbarant, and
bodhisatrvaksantilabhaya dbarant). While the subject matter is similar, Bhaviveka’s account of
dharanis does not show any direct relationship with the BBh.

299 Chapter 9 of the Anantamukbanirbaradbarant introduces the dharani from which the text
gets it name, beginning tad yathi ane ane. Chapter 10 then explains it significance. Here
Bhaviveka seems to be paraphrasing the opening lines of chapter 10. The full version reads
as follows: “O Sﬁriputra, a Bodhisattva-Mahasattva who holds onto this dharani does not
take pride in any conditioned or unconditioned dharmas. He does not apprehend them,
disparage them, overlook them, receive them, or make effort toward them. He does not
treat them as things to be obtained, avoided, practiced, or nourished. He does not see them
as things to do, accomplish, or strive for. He does not see them as things not to [strive for].
He does not see dharmas arise. He does not see them cease. He does not see dharmas in the
past. He does not see dharmas in the future. He does not see dharmas in the present. He
does not see them increasing or diminishing. He does not collect them. He does not lose
them. He is not conscious of them. In this way he practices the recollection of the Buddha
(buddhanusmyti) alone.” The Tibetan translation has been edited by Inagaki (1987: 153).

300 Bhaviveka is paraphrasing a passage that is found in the Peking (Otani no. 820), Pu, folio
147aff. The Sagaranigarajapariprechd Sitra is quoted twice in the Satrasamuccaya (Lindtner
1982a: 177) and frequently in the Siksasanuccaya.

301 On the concept of the “imperishable” (#ksaya) in Mahayana literature, see Braarvig 1993,
vol. 2. The term aksayakarandi means “imperishable basket” or “basket of imperishables.”
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imperishables, namely, analytical knowledge (pratisamvid), knowledge (jiiana), wisdom
(prajiid), and eloquence (pratibbana). In a similar way, it is the source of four unfath-
omables (duravagiha) and four grounds of self-confidence (vaiszradya), which glow with
insatiable energy, and are limitless, invisible, unreliable, inexpressible, and impossible
to subdue.’” It also is the source of four treasures: the essences, penetrations (nirvedhba),
radiances (#vabhdsa), and powers (bala). A Bodhisattva who enters this aksayakarandi
dharantknows the entrance into all syllable-methods, names, terms (sazzketa), and dharma
terms. For all dharmas are pure from the beginning.”® Similarly: “A Bodhisattva who
is established in this dharani seeks awakening from these syllables and enters it in the
following way. The syllables (#ksara) are power (bala); their arrangement is the body;
the head-view’** that leads into the door of Dharma is the forehead; and wisdom is the
eye.” The root of this and similar practices is wisdom. When wisdom is present, there
cannot be any delusion, and desire or hatred cannot exist when they have no source.
Therefore, when [an opponent] says [that a dhdrani cannot remove evil] because it does
not counteract its cause, the point is not accepted.

[The opponent’s] point can also be contradicted with a counter-argument
(pratitarka).’® A dbarant can destroy evil, because it is a form of practice, like the medi-
tation on impure states (asubhabbivandi), which counteracts the cause [of evil].

Similarly, mantras are able to produce whatever one wants, because they have great
power, like a wishing tree. As a combination of hidden (gupta) syllables that reveal the
secret of the Tathagata’s knowledge, they remain in the continuum of someone who has
engaged in this practice (bhavand).

In general, vidyds also show how to destroy defilements with syllables (#ksara) and
meanings (#rtha) that convey the six perfections, the noble truths, and the auxiliaries

(¥4

to awakening (bodhipaksikadbarma). For example: “Somaya samaya dante sSinte dbarmarija

Abksayakarando (sic) is listed in MV'Y 603 as the name of a samadhi. In MVY 750, aksayakarandi
is listed as the name of a dharani.

302 Unfortunately these epithets, beginning with “glow with invincible energy,” do not appear
in the text of the sutra. It is unclear whether they are adjectives that modify “grounds of
self-confidence” or are meant to be categories in their own right.

303 The construction of the first part of this sentence is unclear, and the parallel passage in the
sttra is not much help: ki bdag po sems can gyi brda’i rjes su jug pa’am / chos kyi brda’i rjes su
Jug pa’i yi ge gang yin pa de dag thams cad ni mi zad pa’i za ma tog kyi gzungs kyi rjes su ’jug pa’i
tshul gyis byang chub sems dpas yi ge de dang de rnams kyis tshul kyi dgongs pa rab tu shes te / 'di
Ita ste / chos thams cad bzod ma nas dag pa na chos thams cad kyi rang bzhin la slu bar mi byed do
(Pu, folio 149a / 2-3).

304 Kapstein (2001: 248) suggests that this term (2go bo blta ba ni) refers to an elevated form of
vision.

305 Bhaviveka has just pointed out a flaw in the opponent’s argument: “A dharani cannot destroy
evil, because it does not counteract its cause, like violence.” Now he goes on the offensive
and states an argument of his own to prove that a dhdrani can destroy evil.
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bhasite mahbe mabavidyd sarvarthasidbana.”"

Similarly, “tare” comes from the highest
Dharma (agradharma), “tuttare” comes from the original Dharma (Tib. dang po’i chos /
Skt. adidharma), and “ture” comes from the inexpressible Dharma (anabbilapyadbarma)>”
These [vidyas] show understanding (#bbisamaya). Since they are free from ignorance
(avidyd) about the self, they can generate knowledge (vidyd) in others. Therefore, if some-

one relies on them, they can destroy evil along with its foundation,*®

because they have
power, like kindness (aitri). The words of a vidyi [destroy evil] even for those who do
not understand the meaning, because they may be spoken in a supermundane (Jokottara)
language, and because they may be spoken in the language of Devas, Nagas, Yaksas, and
so forth. These [vidyas] definitely show the Dharma nature (dharmati), so [the Dharma
nature] is accessible to those who obtain a samayavidyd and a dharani. As it is said in the
Gubyamati Siitra: “Here the four noble truths are ‘tne mine dapphe dadapphe’ [in the lan-
guage] of the four great divine kings (caturmabarijiki deviah).”** How can anyone compare
vidyds that convey a mundane meaning, such as those of Camunda, who spreads irresist-
ible defilements, with ultimate (paramartha) vidyds, such as those of Tara?*'° Therefore,
the example is not accepted, because it lacks the point to be proved.*!

It is possible to say: dharanis, mantras and vidyds can remove evil along with its
causes, when they are recited, pondered, and put into practice, like the Tathagata’s
teaching. This is because they are consistent with the path, like the teaching of the
Satrantas and so forth.

306 The text of the sDe-dge reads: sumaya samaya dante sinte dbarmaraja bhasite mahe mabavidya
sarvirthasidhana. Braarvig (1997: 36) corrects the spelling to: semaya swmaya dinte Sinte
dbarmarija bhasite mahe mahdvidya sarvasadhana.

307 The term “highest Dharma” (agradharma) occurs several times in the AAA. See Conze
1973a, s.v. agradbarma. The other two terms are hypothetical reconstructions. Braarvig
(1997: 36) notes that these syllables belong to the ten-syllable mantra of Tara: omz tare tuttare
ture svahd. Braarvig points out that this passage gives the earliest known reference to the
Tara mantra (assuming that this text was written by the sixth-century Bhaviveka). Tara and
Camunda are discussed later in this paragraph. For a more general discussion of the cult of
Tara, see Beyer 1973.

308 Lit. “why can they not destroy. . . ?”

309 The Tibetan transcribes these syllables as ene, mene, dampo, and dadampo. Braarvig (1997: 34)
identifies the mantra as ne mine dapphe dadapphe. Bernhard (1967) has noted that the words
of this mantra may have a Dravidian origin and refer to the four noble truths.

310 Bhaviveka is comparing two female deities, one of whom is useful in removing defilements
while the other is not. (Camunda should be emended to Camunda.) The description of
Camunda, however, is unclear. The phrase bzod par dka’ ba’i nyon mongs pa bdo bas *khrigs pa
could mean someone who is “sticky with increasing hard to bear (or resist) defilements,” but
*khrigs pa also could have a sexual reference.

311 The opponent has not actually formulated a syllogism about the effectiveness of vidydis. It
seems that Bhaviveka is suggesting his own example, namely vidyas associated with Tara.
This example would not support the opponent’s s@dhya-dharma, which is “do not destroy
evil.”
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EVEN GRrREAT EviL CAN BE UPROOTED

Furthermore, it is not unreasonable to say that one can uproot even great evil (papa).
In the statement “karmas are not destroyed for hundreds of eons,”*"? the words “kalpa-
Satair” (“hundreds of eons”) and the second “api” indicate that [karmas] are destroyed.
How? This is accomplished by restraint, by applying antidotes (pratipaksa), by confess-
ing (desand) evil, and by strength of reliance (@rayabala). As it is said*"* “Maitreya, a
Bodhisattva-Mahasattva who possesses four qualities (dharma) can overcome even evil
that has already been committed and accumulated. What are these four? They are: (1)
the habit of criticism (vidiisana) which multiplies regrets about unwholesome (akusala)
karmas that already have been committed, (2) the habit that serves as an antidote
(pratipaksa) adds wholesome karmas that greatly outnumber the unwholesome karmas
that already have been committed, (3) the strength of turning away (pratyapatti) means
that one restrains oneself and promises not to commit [evil], and (4) the strength of reli-
ance (#s7aya) means that one takes refuge in the Buddha, Dharma, and Samgha and does
not relinquish the mind of awakening. With these four qualities, a Bodhisattva removes
all remaining evil and does not experience any result.”

In the Karmavaranavisuddhi Sitra it says?* “When the right time and condi-
tions are present (s@mzagrim prapya kalam ca).” This means that, if the power of a seed
is unimpaired, it produces a sprout when the right time and conditions are present:
namely, earth, water, fire, wind, and space. But if a seed is burned, rotten, or damaged,
it will not produce a sprout, even if the right conditions are present. The same is true if
any of the conditions are missing. Similarly, when sentient beings have been helpful or

312 Bhaviveka is referring to a verse that occurs in the Avadana literature and is quoted in the
Bodhicarydvatarapaiijiki (220): na pranasyanti karmdni kalpakotisatair api / saimagrim prapya
kalam ca phalanti kbalu debinam (“Karmas are not destroyed for hundreds of kotis of eons;
when the right time and right conditions are present, they bear fruit for sentient beings”).
The verse itself is commonly cited in the Avadinasataka in passages that comment on the
inevitability of karmic retribution. Bhaviveka’s version of the quotation omits the word koti.
Bhaviveka also seems to read napi for na pra and indicates that the double use of the particle
api has the force of a double negative. A few lines below, he apparently quotes another por-
tion of the verse and identifies the source as the Karmavaranavisuddhbi Sitra.

313 Compare Caturdharmaka Sitra: catubbir maitreya dbarmaih samanvigato bodbisattvo mabdsat-
tvah krtopacitam papam abhibbavati / katamais catubbib / yad uta vidiisandsamudicirena prati-
paksasamudicarenapratyipattibalenadsrayabalenaca/ tatravidisandsamuddcaro ‘kusalam karma-
dhydcarati tatraiva tatraiva ca vipratisarababulo bhavati / tatra pratipaksasamudicarab krtvapy
akusalam karma kusale karmany atyarthabbiyogam gatah / pratyapattibalam samvarasamadindd
akaranasamvaralibhab / tatrisrayabalam buddhadharmasamghasaranagamanam anutsystabodhbi-
cittatd ca / subalavatsamnisrayena na Sakyate papendbhibhavitum /| ebhir maitreya catubbir
dharmaib samanvigato bodhisattvo mabdsattvah krtopacitam papam abhibbavatiti (quoted in
Sik,sﬁmmucmyﬂ 89-90).

314 Arya Karmavaranavisuddbi Sitra, Otani no. 885; T 1494.
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harmful and the power of their wholesome or unwholesome karma is unimpaired, [this
karma] will produce the appropriate effect, when the conditions of level (gati), place
(visaya), and body are present, and when the appointed time has arrived for [karma] that
is to be experienced in this life (drstadbarmavedaniya), to be experienced in the next life
(upapadyavedaniya), and to be experienced in a subsequent life (aparaparydyavedaniya).’®®
But when wholesome [karma] is impaired by wrong views (mithyidrsti) and malevo-
lence, or when unwholesome [karma] is weakened by antidotes (pratipaksa) such as

16 how can wholesome or

curses ($7pa), restraints (samrvara), and confessions (desand),
unwholesome seeds have any result when their power has been impaired, even when the
right conditions are present?

If the right conditions are not present and the timing has changed, why is it impos-
sible [for a great evil] to be uprooted? As it is said: “The evil that this upholder of the
true Dharma is definitely going to experience (niyatavedaniya) will be experienced in
this life.” It also says: “Furthermore, any karma that leads to bad rebirth may here be
just a headache.””

[Objection:]*'® If [a great evil] only results in a headache, in what sense has it been
uprooted?

[Reply:] When the results of unwholesome karmas are completely fulfilled by expe-
riencing the sufferings of hell, and those karmas no longer cause even the slightest
experience of the sufferings of hell, then they have been completely uprooted. Here, if
[unwholesome karma] produces something like a headache, there certainly has been a
result.’’’

[Objection:] If unwholesome karma can be completely eliminated, why do [sttras]
say: “with the exception of the result of previous karma”?¥*

Reply: This statement refers to the experience of results in the continua (santina)
of people who are blind, one-eyed, lame, maimed, mute, or deaf, because the results of

actions that are in the process of maturation cannot be totally eliminated. Something

315 These three forms of karma (¢t7ikarmakara) are listed in MVY 2308-10. Bhaviveka reverses
the order of the second and third items on the list. For a more complete discussion, see Kosz
4.50ff. The MV calls the third form of karma lan grangs gzhan la myong bar *gyur ba, rather
than the rrnam grangs gzhan of our text.

316 These antidotes do not seem to constitute a standard list, at least in MV'Y and related dic-
tionaries. Perhaps dmzod pa is a promise never to do something evil, while sdoz pa is a promise
definitely to do something good, and *thags pa is what you do when you fail.

317 Lit. “just a hot head” (mgo bo tsha ba tsam).

318 The logical structure of this passage is difficult to follow. I have attempted to identify the
objections and responses, but obscurities remain.

319 Lit. “how can there be no result at all?”

320 Skilling (1992: 148) refers to the phrase “with the exception of the result of previous karma
(varjayitvd pauranam karmavipakam)” as the “escape clause” that limits the effect of man-
tras and other forms of protection. He notes that the phrase occurs widely in Buddhist
literature.
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that has been performed by a thought that is still in its causal state may be succeeded by
another distinctive thought and be completely eliminated,*! as in case of Angulimala,
Ajatasatru, who killed his father,**> ASoka, and so forth.

If Ajatasatru and the one who was determined to kill his mother*”® generated other,
virtuous intentions, why were they reborn in Avici without eliminating their karma?

Reply: It is taught that they were reborn in Avici and so forth in order to generate
confidence in the law of karma (lit. karma and result), but their karma was completely
eliminated. They were born there [in Avici] and then were liberated, like a silk ball that
falls down and rises up.*** They were not touched by the flames of hell. In this way, evil
can be uprooted without denying the law of karma.

Scholars of the Mahayana think that karmas can only be uprooted when there is
application of an antidote; they will not be eliminated unless they are overpowered by
an antidote. Just as it is seen that even a small evil brings a result (vip7ka) for someone

321 The syntax of this sentence is unclear. It would help the parallelism in the sentence to
read rgyur gyur pa’i sems pa for rgyur gyur pa’i sems pas. Then one thought could “attain”
or be succeeded by another. Left as it is, it seems best to assume that the implied object of
mngon par ‘dus byas pa is evil karma, since that is what needs to be eliminated. Bhaviveka
is clearly describing the mechanism of conversion, as the examples in the next sentence
demonstrate.

322 The Tibetan reads “Ajatasatru, Svaka, and pig-killer” as if they were separate names (4 skyes
dgra dang / sva ka dang / phag gsod pa dang). A possible way to make sense of the names “Svaka
and pig-killer” is to emend the text from phag gsod pa (pig-killer) to pha gsod pa (father-killer)
and interpret sva ka (the equivalent of the Sanskrit “own”) as modifying pha gsod pa (“father-
killer”). DPPN explains that Ajatasatru (Pali Ajatasattu) was encouraged by Devadatta to
seize the throne from his father, king Bimbisara. When Bimbisara learned of the plot, he
abdicated the throne, but Ajatasatru was not satisfied until Bimbisara was killed.

323 A reference to Angulimala. When the king of Kosala sent a detachment of men to seize
Angulimila, Angulimila’s mother attempted to warn him. Angulimala was determined to
kill his mother and collect her fingers. The Buddha intervened and prevented the murder.
See DPPN;, s.v. “Angulimala.”

324 The comparison in this passage is unclear. A similar pointis made in Sthiramati’s Mahdyina-
satralamkara-vrtti-bhasya on MSA 3.8: “Itis as if, because of the power of their lineage, they
experience the suffering of a hell-being only as great as being bound by a silk ball, like King
AjataSatru” (de yang dper na rgyal po ma skyes dgra lta bu tshams med pa Inga byas kyang rigs kyi
mthus sems can dmyal ba’i sdug bsngal dar gyi pho long bsdams pa tsam zhig myong ba lta bu’s). The
problem lies not only in the term dar gyi pho long (silk ball or flower), for which the avail-
able dictionaries offer no decisive Sanskrit equivalent, but also in the action attributed to it.
The Tibetan text of TJ reads brdabs pa las ’phar ba (“fall down and rise up”); the Tibetan of
Sthiramati’s bhasya reads bsdams pa (“bound”). A solution may lie in the ’Jig rten mgon po
Bka’ ’bum as cited in “The Online Tibetan to English Dictionary and Translation Tool”
(www.thdl.org/reference/translation-tool.html): “Because of this karma, someone who
comes to Avici is only struck by a silk ball” (las des mnar med du song ba dar gyi pho long gdabs
pa tsam yin). If this reference is to be trusted, the “fall down and rise up” of the TJ can be
interpreted as an act of striking, and the term bsdams pa of Sthiramati’s bhasya as a copyist’s
error. Tsong kha pa quotes this passage in the Lawmz rim chen mo (Cutler 2000: 256).

185



D186a

D186b

PART 2: TRANSLATION

who lacks skill-in-means (updyakausalya), as in the case of Mahamaudgalyayana®® and
so forth. Even though they have collected great wholesome roots, it is as if their mental
flaws have turned them to dust, like the monk who was the attendant (vaiyavrtyakara) of
the Tathagata Sarvabhibha.** In the past, this [monk] was the first to honor the great
Arhants, but he subsequently was overcome by strong desire. He stole the property of
the community and, with a spiteful mind, abused it with angry words. As a result he was
born as a filth-eating worm in a place that is very hard to escape, and not even a fraction
of his wholesome roots remained. In the Avadina it says: “Bodhisattvas and others have
the power of skill-in-means to eliminate a great heap of evil and do not fail to obtain a
small wholesome root.” It also says in a stitra:*”’ “O monks, it is like this: If a man pours
an ounce of salt into a small amount of water, the water becomes undrinkable. But if
another man pours an ounce of salt into a large amount of water, it cannot be tasted, and
the water does not become undrinkable. Why? O monks, it is because there is so much
water. O monks, in a similar way, an individual who commits a sin remains [secure] in
the second respect.” Thus it is said:

If someone pours an ounce of salt into a large pond, the water is not un-
drinkable. But, if someone pours an ounce of salt into a handful of water,
the handful of water is undrinkable. Similarly, if someone collects a lot

of merit and commit a little poison of evil, the result is insignificant and
does not lead to a bad rebirth. But if someone does not collect even a little
good and collects a lot of evil, just a little evil will lead this defiled person
to a lower rebirth.

In other words, this person is like someone who has eaten unwholesome food.
[Objection:] If all karmas are eliminated by the first production of the mind [of
awakening], why did the perfectly awakened Buddha have karmic results (vipaka) such

328

as being wounded by the thorn of an acacia tree,*?® [being accused of] the murder of

325 Because of his previous resentment against his parents, Mahamaudgalyayana was not able
to prevent his own death (Hofinger 200-1). DPPN notes that Moggallana’s death resulted
from a plot by the Niganthas.

326 Sarvabhibha is mentioned in a list of previous Buddhas in Mahdavastu 111 240£f.

327 Compare AN III 99 (Lonaphala Sutta), where the Buddha uses the salt comparison to explain
why a small evil action can have a large effect on an ordinary person, while a much greater
evil action has little effect on someone who has developed good qualities. La Vallée Poussin
discusses this and similar comparisons in a note on his translation of Kosz 6.34ab. He con-
siders the larger issue of differences in karmic retribution in a note on Kosz 4.50.

328 Bhaviveka’s account of the unfortunate effects of the Buddha’s previous karma is related to
the “ten karmic connections” in part three of the Updyakausalya Sitra, although he does
not reproduce the list in exactly the same order. Tatz’s translation of this sutra contains the
full list. For a discussion of the relationship between this list and its traditional sources, see
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Sundarika, being slandered by a mad woman, returning with an empty begging bowl,
teaching the Dharma by [eating] barley for three months, being insulted by the angry
Bhiradvaja, becoming sick, [being injured by] a rock thrown by Devadatta, and so
forth?

[Reply:] All these [karmic results] are displayed with skill-in-means in order to
discipline sentient beings. The Blessed One does not have even the slightest bit of
karma. As it says in the Upayakausalya Sitra®® and the Lokottaraparivarta*® “O son
of good family (kulaputra), one should understand that the Tathdgata’s teachings of
the ten karmic results are skill-in-means and have a hidden meaning (abhisamdhi).>'!
These [karmic results] are impossible.”?> As long as a Bodhisattva has unwholesome
roots, even as small as the tip of a hair, it is impossible for him to approach the Bodhi
Tree. A Tathagata has all the wholesome roots and has abandoned all the unwholesome
roots. How can a Tathagata who has removed any connection with traces (v@sana) pos-
sibly have any bad karmic obstacle? Most sentient beings waste karmic results, how-
ever, and the Tathagata teaches [that he has] karmic results in order to teach karmic
results to those who have no confidence in karmic results. He teaches: ‘If even I, a
king of Dharma, have a karmic result, why shouldn’t you have a karmic result?’ But the
Tathagata does not have the slightest karmic obstacle. A skilled doctor who is not sick
may prescribe [medicine] for himself as if he were sick, and by prescribing bitter and hot
[medicine], he may completely cure the sick people who follow his advice. As the king
of physicians, the Tathagata cures all ailments in the same way. Even though he has no
[karmic] obstacles, he teaches karma by saying: “This is the result of my karma.” When
sutras like the Updyakausalya say, “When sentient beings are terrified by karma, they
purify their body, speech and mind,” are they not like liberators, for they sustain the
mind by freeing it from ignorance and so forth?

Others see someone on the verge of committing a heinous crime (7nantarya), know
that this action will cause suffering for a long time, and kill that person out of compas-
sion.**® They certainly know that they will be born in hell, but they adopt a wholesome

Cutler 1997: 63-82; Skilling 2006; and Xing 2005: 106ff. Lamotte has a helpful discussion
of traditional interpretations of the illness and other difficulties suffered by the Buddha’s
physical body (1976: 294-98).

329 The Upayakausalya Sitra is translated in Chang 1983 and in Tatz 1994. The passage quoted
by Bhaviveka is translated by Tatz on pages 71-72.

330 Ichigo (Gémez and Silk 239) identifies the Lokottaraparivarta as Otani no. 761/26 (number 26
of the Buddhavatamsaka). It is more likely that Bhaviveka is referring to the Lokanuvartana
(see Harrison 1982).

331 “Hidden meaning” represents the Tibetan word ldem dgongs. See the catvaro ‘bhisamdhayah
(ldem por dgongs pa bzhi’i ming la) in MVY 1671-75.

332 Literally “out of place” and “irrelevant,” a stock expression of impossibility.

333 The account of a Bodhisattva who kills out of compassion immediately follows the pas-
sage just quoted from the Updyakausalya Sitra (Tatz 73-74). This paragraph occurs in an
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or indeterminate (#vyakrta) motivation (citta)*** and kill in order to protect [others].
They accept their own rebirth in hell, but their wholesome [motivation] is sustained by
wholesome thoughts like: “This is great suffering, but it will not last long.” This [moti-
vation] is wholesome, because it is like a thought that is free from desire and so forth.

Objection: Even if a killer is sustained by [a thought] that is free from desire and
so forth, this [killing] is contemptible and denies the distinction between abusive and
friendly words.*¥

Reply: In satras such as the Udayi and the Kimpa,**¢ the Blessed One does not pro-
hibit abusive words. For example, he calls Devadatta a fool and Mara evil.*” It is possible
to say: A Bodhisattva who commits murder out of compassion, cannot be reproached
for this action, because it is not generated by hatred, like the Tathigata’s own words.

In many satras of the Mahayana, such as the Ratnakeru*’® and the Candrapradipa,®
it says that even a very great evil can be uprooted. In a sttra belonging to other schools
(nikaya), it says** “In the future, monks will, if they wish, pay homage to and travel to
shrines (caitya), thinking: ‘Here the Tathagata was born; here the Tathagata was per-
fectly awakened; here the Tathdgata set the wheel of the Dharma in motion; and here
the Tathagata attained parinirvana.” They will be born among the gods in heaven as
if they were giving up a heavy burden, even if they die immediately. Others, with the
exception of those who are in their final birth, will not be left out,** even if they have
committed a heinous crime.”

Furthermore, in the Vinaya of your own view (darsana), the teachings about rising
from moral failure (@pattikarma) contradict [your argument]. For it says: “There are

identical form in VY, but it plays a different role in the text. Vasubandhu uses it to support
his argument in favor of the Buddha’s manifestations (nirmana).

334 Lit. “they are firm in a thought that is wholesome or indeterminate” (dge ba'am lung du ma
bstan pa’i sems la gnas par byas nas).

335 TJ reads gshe ba (Skt. adhiksepa) dang mdza’ ba (Skt. priya) dbye ba la sogs pa. Compare VY rtsub
po'am mdza bo dang dbye bar byed pa (VY 245).

336 The identity of these sitras is unclear.

337 See Traité 16611f.

338 As in the Muabasannipataratnaketudhiarani Siatra (Dutt 1984: 39): yas casya drstadbarma-
sampardyikab kayavanmanodubkbapratisamvedaniyo duskrtanim vanmanabkarmanam phala-
vipiakah sapariksayam gacchati.

339 Candrapradipa is another name for the Samadhiraja Sitra.

340 Compare MPS 111 388: dgamisyanti bhiksavo mamdatyaydt caityaparicarakis caityavandakds ta
evam vaksyanti / iha bhagavaii jatah / iba bhagavan anuttardm samyaksambodhim abhisambuddbah
/ iha bhagavata triparivartam dvadasikaram dbarmyam dbarmacakram pravartitam / iba bhaga-
van anupddhisese nirvanadbatau parinirvrtah / atrantard ye kecit prasannacittd mamdantike kilam
karisyanti te swrve svargopagi ye kecit sopadisesah. While the sense of the passage is the same,
Bhaviveka’s quotation differs in significant details. The parallel passage in Pali is found in
DN II 140-41.

341 The term is bsal zhing [cing P) bor ba med do.
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two kinds of people who die with no moral failure: those who do not send forth** any
moral failure, and those who, according to the Dharma, confess any moral failures that
may occur.” There is a reason [for this]. We see that someone who has powerful skill-
in-means (updya) can diminish evil and eventually eliminate it completely, as if he were
putting salt in water or butter in fire. Someone who knows this skill-in-means has a
powerful antidote and can completely eliminate all the evil that has accumulated for a
thousand incalculable eons, just as a blazing fire immediately removes darkness from a
very dark place. For someone who lacks skill-in-means, the good also can be eliminated,
like darkness without the light of the sun. But if [good] is accumulated every day, it will
certainly grow and not be lost, like the honey collected by honey bees or like the shape
of the waxing moon. Whether karma is damaged or not depends on causes; it is not
established by nature. Therefore, it is established that one can minimize and uproot
even terrible evil by personally repenting it, criticizing it, confessing it, announcing it,
and vowing not to do it again.

THE VarpuLyA Has A DIFFERENT TEACHING

[The opponent] claims that the Vaipulya has a different teaching, but the word
[Vaipulya] refers literally to something that is extensive.*® The Mahayana is far more
extensive than the Sravakayana. If you think that the Vaipulya is something other
[than the Mahayana], this is nothing but words. We think that the entire teaching of
the Mahayana is called “Vaipulya,” because its texts (grantha) and its meaning (artha)
are extensive. The Blessed One did not make a clear distinction by saying: “This is
Vaipulya, and that is not.” Therefore, when [we] say that the Mahayana is the Buddha’s
teaching, and you respond with hatred, your response is not authoritative (pramana) for
us. In this way, it is established that the Mahayana is the Vaipulya.

THE MAHAYANA IS NOT MENTIONED IN THE DREAM OF KING KRKIN

Objection: When the Blessed One Kasyapa was asked about King Krkin’s dreams, he
said: “The Tathagata Sakyamuni will appear when human beings live a hundred years,
and his teaching will be divided into eighteen schools (nikiya).” The Mahayana is not
mentioned in this division of the teaching.

Reply: The Mahayana has to do with the inclinations of those who aspire to

342 The word for “send forth” is ’byin pa, the same word that has been translated as “uproot.” It
would make sense to say that this first group of people “uproot” their @patti, but it would not
fit the point of the argument.

343 On the role of the vaipulya-anga (“extensive part”) in the various accounts of the Buddhist
canon, see note 114. The grammatical analysis of this sentence and much of the rest of this
passage is unclear. The Peking repeats a line by dittography.
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something profound and vast, while the teaching in the eighteen schools is common,
like the teaching in §astras that make no distinction in birth, age, color, country, and
time.

Furthermore, there is definitely a distinction between the Sravakayana, Pratyeka-
buddhayana, and Mahayana in the teachings of all Buddhas. But there also is a distinction
about particular teachings that belong only to Sakyamuni and not to others.*** Tathagatas
such as Krakucchanda*® distinguished different vehicles, but Kasyapa did not. So [this]
does not [prove] that the Mahayana is not the Buddha’s teaching.

Soon after the Blessed One’s parinirvana, the Sravakas and others became attached
to the teachings that had been made to each one of them, and they became divided.
Their compilers collected [these teachings] accordingly. Since there was no suitable
vessel for the Mahayana at that time, none of them collected it. [The Mahayana] was
collected [instead] by Nagas and so forth, who delighted in the Sugata, and it was taken
to the world of the Nagas and so forth.**® Then the noble Nagarjuna, whom the Blessed
One had predicted would be a suitable vessel [for the Mahayana], collected it from them
and spread it widely in the human world.

The teaching of the Mahayana is consistent with the attainment of the knowledge
of all modes (sarvikirajiiatd) and does not belong to Mara, so it is not right to reject or
refute the Mahayana. If one is capable of analysis,** one should rationally investigate it.

[This topic] has been adequately discussed. We now return to the point at hand.’*

344 Aliteral translation would read: “Furthermore, in the teaching of all Buddhas, there definitely
is a distinction of the Sravakayana, Pratyekabuddhayana, and Mahayana. And a distinction
of particular teachings belongs only to Sikyamuni, but not to another. And Tathagatas such
as Krakucchanda made a distinction between different vehicles, and Kasyapa did not teach
[it]. Therefore. ...” The logical connection between clauses is unclear. It is not obvious what
it means to say that the distinction of vehicles is present in the teaching of all the Buddhas,
but Kasyapa did not teach it.

345 MVY 90 lists log pa dang sel as the name of Krakucchanda. Edgerton (BHSD s.v. “Kraku-
cchanda”)notes thatthe more common equivalentfor Krakucchandais ’khorba 5ig (“Destroyer
of Samsira”). According to Edgerton, Krakucchanda (also known as Krakutsanda and, in
Pali, Kakusamdha) is often listed as the third Buddha before §ﬁkyamuni. The two interven-
ing Buddhas between Krakucchanda and Sakyamuni are Kanakamuni and Kasyapa.

346 On traditional accounts of the transmission of Mahayana sitras, see Lamotte 1954.

347 Lit. “capable of analysis with the mind” (blos dpyod par nus pa), an echo of MHK 3.22 (vicarya-
manas tu dhiyd).

348 Bhaviveka has just completed his response to the first argument in verse 4.7 (“The Mahayana
is not the Buddha’s teaching, because it is not included in the Sutrantas and so forth, like the
Vedanta view”). He also has responded to the “Miscellaneous Objections” that immediately
preceded verse 4.9. After this long prose digression, he now returns to the second argument
in verse 4.7:

The Mahayana is not the Buddha’s teaching,

because it teaches a different path,
like the Vedanta view.
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436 The reason is unaccepted, because the eightfold path to omniscience is
taught in the Mahayana.

The majority of Mahayana sutras,** such as the Prajiidpiaramita, the Bodbisatrvapitaka,
the Aksayamati, the Siagaramati, the Gaganagaiija, the Dharanisvarariji, the Ratnaciida,
and the Sagarapariprecha, teach that this eightfold path is the cause of perfect awakening,
and they do not teach a different path. Therefore, the reason, “because the Mahayana
teaches a different path,” is unaccepted.

Objection: Doesn’t [the Mahayana] have a different teaching about bathing on the
banks of [rivers] such as the Ganges, fasting, and so forth?

Reply: This is true. It teaches that evil and so forth are removed by the power of a
Bodhisattva vow, when people bathe in four rivers, the Ganges, the Sindhu, the Paksu,
and the Sita,**° drink from them, immerse themselves in them, and so forth. But the
power to remove evil does not reside in the water. In the Anavatapra Siatra®! it says:
“The Naga king Anavatapta gained power over karma and rebirth and was born in a
great lake called Panasa. He vowed that if any sentient beings bathe in the rivers that
flow from his lake, drink from them, and immerse themselves in them, these [actions]
would bring about their awakening. He said that he would eventually take all of them
to Buddhahood.” It is not a contradiction for them to become Buddhas with the help
of a spiritual friend (kalyanamitra). Fasting and so forth are taught in order to make a
vidya effective by purifying the body of the person who practices the vidyi. They are not
taught out of a desire for liberation. There is no reason for these [practices] to be a dif-
ferent path. Therefore [the opponent] cannot avoid the fault of an unaccepted reason.

Objection: Even if this is true, the teaching of the Mahayana about these paths
is useless. [According to the Mahayana], the knowledge of suffering does not lead to
nirvana, so [the Mahayana] contradicts the vision of the four noble truths.

Reply: In this case, you first should examine the following statement by the Teacher:
“Purification is the equality (sazzatd) of the four noble truths.” What is equality? The
emptiness of all dharmas, because they have a single taste, which is absence. The empti-
ness of the four noble truths is analyzed as follows:*2

349 In addition to the Prajiiaparamita Sitra, which is widely available in its various versions, the
sutras in Bhaviveka’s list can be consulted in the following sources: Bodhisattvapitaka (Pagel
1995); Aksayamatinirdesa Sitra (Braarvig 1993); Sagaramatipariprechd Sitra (Otani no. 819);
Gaganagaiijapariprecha Satra (Otani no. 815); Dbaranisvarardja Sitra, identified by Takasaki
(1966a: 146) as the Tathigatamahikaruni Sitra (Otani no. 814); Ratnacidapariprecha Sitra
(Otani no. 760/47); and Sagaranagarajapariprechd Sitra (Otani nos. 820-22).

350 On these four rivers see note 41.

351 Arya Anavataptanagarajaparipyechi Siitra, Otani no. 824.

352 In the next verse, the opponent claims that suffering must arise because of traditional state-
ments about the arising and ceasing of suffering, Bhaviveka responds in verses 4.37-38ab
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4.37 If someone thinks that suffering arises, because suffering is said to arise
and cease, why not hold that, if it arises, it must be empty of the identity
of suffering?

[We] have denied that anything arises from itself, from something else, from both, or
from no cause at all, so how can the truth of suffering apply to [suffering] that does not
arise? The thesis is the following: “Why not hold that the five aggregates (skandha),
which someone sees as arising or originating from causes and conditions, are empty of
the identity [of suffering]”?

The reason and example are:

4.38ab Because it is conditioned, like illusion or like the pure aggregates.
“If suffering arises and ceases, it is empty of the identity [of suffering]” should be sup-
plied. Therefore, since [suffering] has this identity [namely, to be empty of the identity
of suffering],

4.38cd What do you think is the truth of suffering, and what is right vision?*
[Suffering] is a truth (s#zya) in the sense that it is free from error (avitatha), but it does
not have even a trace of the identity (svabbiva) of suffering. It is free from error in the
sense that this [no identity] is its identity.** This is the truth of suffering. Right vision
is to see this correctly, because it too is free from error.

Furthermore,

4.39ab A painful feeling is suffering, but why are birth and so forth suffering?

People want to be free from a painful feelings as soon as they arise, but why are other

with the following syllogism: “If suffering arises and ceases, it is empty of the identity [of
suffering], because it is conditioned, like illusion (mdya) or like the pure aggregates.” The
commentary restates the syllogism in a slightly different form: “The five aggregates are
empty of the identity of suffering, because they are conditioned, like illusion or like the
pure aggregates.”

353 On Bhaviveka’s understanding of samyag-darsana (right vision), compare his commentary on
MMK 24.14: To see the non-arising and so forth of entities that are ultimately illusory is to
see the noble truths” (Eckel 1980: 276).

354 The sDe-dge adds “in the sense that it is empty of identity” (di ngo bo nyid stong pa nyid
kyis). This addition is not necessary to make sense of the passage. The Peking version can
be understood as an example of the standard, paradoxical use of the word svabhiva (here
translated as “identity”): It is the identity of things to have no identity (zihsvabhiva) or to be
empty of identity (svabhavasinya).
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feelings that are not like this, such as birth, old age, sickness, death, and sorrow,
suffering?

4.39cd If impermanence is suffering,* then the cause [of suffering] and the
path [to the cessation of suffering] also are suffering.

Whatever is impermanent is suffering, so it follows that the origin [of suffering] and the
path [to the cessation of suffering] also are suffering. If this is the case, there are only
two truths: suffering and cessation.

4.40ab If [birth and so forth] are suffering because they are the causes [of suf-
fering], then the origin [of suffering] also is suffering.

Someone may think that birth and so forth are suffering because they are the causes
of painful feelings, and because it is possible to attribute the effect to the cause. If so,
if the cause of painful feelings is suffering, it follows that the ignorance, thirst, and
karma that are said to be the origin [of suffering] also are suffering, since they also are
the cause of painful feelings. If this is the case, there are only three truths: suffering,
cessation, and the path.

Furthermore,

4.40cd And if suffering is only a word, how can a cognition of suffering be
knowledge of this [truth of suffering]?

Nominal (prajiiapti), only a word (vikya), relative (sazmvrti), and metaphorical (upacira)
[are synonyms]. To be only a word is to be nothing more than a way of speaking. If birth
and so forth do not have the identity of suffering, but are called suffering by the conven-
tional application of a word, then the knowledge that birth and so forth are suffering is
metaphorical. If [this knowledge that birth is suffering] is not correct, however, it is not
consistent with the truth.

It is possible to prove by means of argument that the knowledge of the four noble
truths is not true (yathartha).

441 [We] do not think that any knowledge that has suffering as its object is
really true, because it is knowledge that a certain thing is suffering, like
the cognition that something like a stab wound is suffering.

355 The words vindasas tasya in the first pada could be emended to something like vinasatas ca to
be consistent with 7z rtag phyir na in the Tibetan.
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When knowledge of the form “this is suffering” arises, it is not really (zattvatah) true,
because it is knowledge that something has a painful aspect (7kara),* like the unpleasant
and painful cognitions experienced by the inhabitants of hell or by those who enter a
battlefield and are pierced, slashed, and struck by arrows, spears, and swords.*”

When the truth of suffering has been negated in this way, one should start to negate
the truth of the origin [of suffering].

442 The cause [of suffering] cannot be the origin [of suffering] because it is the
cause of suffering, like a sword blow and so forth, or because it is a mental
phenomenon, like the path.**®

The ignorance, thirst, and karma that are considered the cause (betu) of suffering cannot
be called the origin (samudaya) [of suffering],”’ because they are the cause of suffering,
just as a sword blow and so forth are the cause of suffering, or because the origin [of
suffering] is a mental phenomenon (caitta), like the eightfold path, which is not the cause
of suffering.’¢

Likewise,

4.43  [We] do not think that a cognition that has the cause of suffering as its
object is true, because it is a cognition of the form (7kara) of suffering
and so forth, like a different cognition of a cause of suffering.

A cognition that has the cause of suffering as its object is not true, because it is a cogni-
tion of the form, “Suffering arises from a painful cause,” like the cognition that some-
thing like a sword blow is a cause of suffering.

Now that the origin [of suffering] has been negated in this way, [the next verse]
negates the truth of cessation.

4.44ab If there is no arising, there is no cessation, because of the negation
stated earlier.

356 Bhaviveka may have in mind the argument that any cognition of an object is ultimately false,
as in the appendix to Prajiiapradipa 25 (Eckel 1985: 72).

357 The sDe-dge makes better sense of this passage than the Peking.

358 The Tibetan of the verse reads: “The cause cannot be the cause of suffering because it is the
origin.” The reason for this reversal is made clear in the commentary.

359 There is a redundant expression in the Tibetan of this sentence that seems best omitted in
English.

360 The Tibetan translator reversed the reason (beru) and the point to be proved (s@dhya) in the
verse in order to make sense of these two examples (drstanta).
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Earlier in this text [we] negated all arising and then proved that if something does not
arise, it does not cease. If there is nothing [to cease], there ultimately cannot be any ces-
sation, and there cannot be any way for the truth [of cessation] to be correct.

Therefore,

4.44cd Something that arises can cease, but something that does not arise can-
not [cease], like a flower in the sky.

Arising can be the cause of cessation conventionally (sazzvrtyd), just as one observes

that a lamp arises from the combination of a vessel, oil, and a wick, and ceases when

these conditions are absent. But if something does not arise, like a flower in the sky, it

certainly cannot cease. How can something that does not arise ever cease?
Furthermore,

445 When we do not think that there is anything to arise or cease, how can
you, as a scholar, claim that the other [i.e. cessation] is true?

When something arises and ceases, it is possible to speak of its cessation. One uses the
word “cessation” when something comes to an end. But we have already proved that
whatever arises does not arise. How can you, who are so proud of your wisdom, claim
that [cessation] is really true (satya)?

If you think that something that does not arise really (tattvatah) ceases, the follow-
ing inference can be constructed to negate that [position] as well.

446 The cessation of something that has not arisen is ultimately not cessa-
tion, because it is the cessation of something that has not arisen, like
cessation that is not due to discernment.

Cessation that is not due to discernment, which is present when [its conditions] cease, is
not real (satya), because everything that is compounded (sa77zskrta) is momentary, even if
itis not realized (s@ksatkrta) through wisdom.*! Cessation thatis due to discernmentis a
cessation that is attained through discernment by wisdom. This is real in the sense that
it causes one to be free from [defilements], because it is preceded by wisdom. Neither of
these [two forms of cessation] has the nature of something that arises (utpannasvabhiva),
so their cessation is imagined. It is reasonable that the cessation that is due to discern-
ment is not ultimate, like the cessation that is not due to discernment.

361 “Cessation that is not due to discernment” (apratisambkhyinirodha), as defined in Kosz 1.6 and
elsewhere, is a complete cessation of arising attained not through wisdom but through an
absence of the conditions that cause arising.
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Now that the truth of cessation has been negated in this way, [the next verse] negates
the truth of the path.

4.47 If there cannot be any cessation, where does your path lead? And if [the
path] does not arise, how can it be a path, and whom does it cause to at-
tain this [cessation]?

If [you] think that the path causes someone to attain cessation, then, if this is what [you]
think, and cessation is impossible,*** what is being sought and what is being attained
when [you] use the word “path”? And if the path does not arise in its own right, who is a
practitioner (yogin) and what truth of cessation does [a practitioner] attain, when neither
[a practitioner nor cessation] arises?

This is proved by the following argument:

4.48 'The path does not cause anyone to attain liberation (#pavarga), because
it is conditioned, like another [path], or because it has cessation as its
object, like another cognition of cessation.

[The prefix] apa [in the word apavarga] refers to something that is lower, namely,
thoughts that are based on the realms of desire, form, and formlessness. Because it
removes (vry) [these thoughts], apavarga is liberation (mzoksa). The path does not cause
someone to attain this [liberation],’** because it is conditioned, like the path to heaven
that is called “the ten virtues” (dasakusala). Or [the path does not cause someone to
attain liberation], because it has cessation [as an object] to be realized (szksatkrtya), that
is, because the path of practice (bhavanamirga) objectifies cessation and thus has cessa-
tion as an object, like a cognition of the cessation that is not due to discernment.
"To negate the eightfold path in detail, [we] say:

4.49 [Right] vision of the four noble truths should be considered false, because it
has universals as its object or because it is conditioned, like a false cognition.

Rightvision (sazyagdrsti) is knowing that suffering is suffering,** that origin is origin, and
that cessation is cessation. Here vision of the four noble truths is the subject. Its inferred
property is to be false. “Because it has universals (s#zzdnya), such as impermanence,

362 Interpret sambhava as “possible” even though the Tibetan translates it as svabbiava.

363 Itis often necessary to translate sentences of the form B i A yin te as “A is B,” assuming that
the subject and predicate are often reversed in Sanskrit. Here the change in order is justified
by the fact that the path is the subject of the syllogism in the verse. The practice cannot be
generalized, however, since it often is necessary to follow the Tibetan word order.

364 Literally to know the sufferingness (dubkhatva) of suffering.
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no-self, and emptiness, as its object (@ambana) or because it is conditioned by causes and
conditions” are the reasons. “Like a false cognition” is the example.

4.50 Ultimately it is not reasonable for the truth of the path to be true, be-
cause right thinking, right effort, and so forth are false.

Right thinking, right effort, right livelihood, right action, right mindfulness, and right
concentration are relative (sézzvrta), but ultimately they are false, because they have
universals as their objects or because they are conditioned, like a false cognition. This
is the way to prove that the truth of the path is not ultimately true.

Then how should the path be truly understood?

4.51 Itis not reasonable to practice it in this way, but it is reasonable [to prac-
tice it] by not seeing the four noble truths, because the actual state of the
thing that is seen is always to be unseen.

According to the Mahayana, it is not reasonable to practice the path as you who are
attached to real things explain it in the Sravakayana, because of the sequence of analy-
sis of the [eight] aspects [of the path] beginning with right vision. This is because the
practice of not seeing the four noble truths is reasonable. Why? The thing that is to be
seen is not established as having the identity of the four noble truths.*®® To be “unseen”
is to be an absence (@bhavasvabhava). This is always the case. That is, the actual state of
things is always like this.
The next verse takes up the opponent’s idea and presents it as an objection.

4.52  Someone may say: “An idiot cannot be liberated, because he does not see
the truth, like a fool, and the same is true of you.”

“The adherents of the Mahayana hate the vision of the four noble truths and cannot
be liberated, because they do not see the truth, like a fool.” The adherents of the
Sravakayana make this claim because they want to hurt us.

"To respond to them [we] say:

4.53 If there is no suffering and no one who suffers, who wants liberation from

365 The construction of the Tibetan translation makes it difficult to give a better translation of
this sentence. Perhaps “the four noble truths” (sdug bsngal ln sogs pa) can be taken as a gloss
of “the thing that is to be seen” (drsyasya). If so, the sentence could be translated as follows:
“The thing that is to be seen, namely the four noble truths, does not have an established
identity.” Note that the commentary turns drsyasya (sg.) into a plural (rnams kyi’o).
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what? People speak of liberation erroneously,** like a product of illusion.

Since suffering does not arise, because of the argument stated earlier, the one who
suffers from this suffering also does not arise. Who then thinks that someone escapes
from the bondage of samsara, when neither [samsira nor bondage] arise? Those who
are bound by the bondage of false concepts, which depend on causes and conditions
and are deceptive in nature, speak of liberation erroneously, like a product of illusion.
Ultimately, however, there is neither bondage nor liberation.

Likewise,

4.54 [We] think that liberation is the complete no-vision of the four noble
truths, so the example is impossible and the reason is unaccepted.

The position of the Mahayana stated here is that liberation is the complete no-vision
of the four noble truths. The no-vision of these [truths] is beyond the reach of the
Sravakas and others who see nothing but dharmas. Therefore, the example, “like the
awakening of a student,” stated in the objection is impossible.’” Similarly, the Teacher’s
omniscient insight is produced by the excellence (atisaya) of his practice of the path

3% 'Therefore, as far as we are concerned,

rather than by the excellence of his faculties.
the reason, “[because of] the excellence of his faculties,”® is unaccepted.
The reason, “[because the Mahayana] teaches a different path,”” also is unac-

cepted. Why?

4.55 'This very same path, beginning with right vision, is taught in the Maha-
yana, so the reason is unaccepted.

From a relative point of view (sazvrtyi) one should practice the eightfold path liter-
ally, but when one understands reality (fastva), one should practice it as no-vision and
so forth. So a distinctive practice is taught in the Mahayana, but not a different path.
Therefore, the reason, “because [the Mahayana] teaches a different path,” is unaccepted.
This is why,

366 The Tibetan translation of the verse and commentary reads kbrul pa’i dbang gis, putting the
reading of bhrantyavedhan in question. It might be better to read dvesz for avedha.

367 This example is found in verse 4.3.

368 Bhaviveka here takes up the Sravaka’s claim in verse 4.4 that the Buddha’s omniscience
comes from the “excellence” (atisaya) of his faculties (indriya). Read phul du byung ba (D)
to correspond to the word atisaya in verse 4.4. The translation of verse 4.4 uses another
Tibetan equivalent of atisaya: kbyad *phags.

369 This reason is found in verse 4.4.

370 This reason is found in verse 4.7.
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The Buddhas’ teaching is based on two truths: ordinary relative truth
and ultimate truth.’”!

The Blessed One seeks the welfare of the world, so he does not always favor reality. For
sentient beings whose minds are unstable, he teaches an antidote that leads to freedom
from defilements. Its meaning is not true, but ultimately it is consistent with purifica-
tion. What kind [of teaching is this]? It is like the following statements: “O monks,
if you perceive a woman as a mother, then think of her as a mother; likewise, if you
perceive a woman as a sister or daughter, then think of her as a daughter.” “There are
spontaneously born (upapiduka) beings.”*’? “A single person arises in the world.””* “All
sentient beings live by food.”*”* “I am old and weak.””

A concept (vikalpa) can be beneficial or harmful, just as dirt—such as earth, ashes,
or cow dung—can remove some impurities—such as smoke, oil, and mud—and increase
others. It is beneficial to think of one’s teacher’s wife as a mother or a sister. This false
concept about the [teacher’s] wife removes desire for her.’’ It is said:

For a wise person to be free from impurity, an impurity can provide puri-
fication. In this way, the relative (sazzvrti) is best to free one from things
in a relative sense.’”’

Furthermore, the Tathagata uses various manifestations (nirmana) to make correct
teaching known in the world. Accordingly,

4.56 Everything that is well spoken (sizkza) in the Vedanta is taught by the
Buddha. Therefore, either the example is deficient or one should analyze
its ambiguity.’’

371 MMK 24.8.

372 See commentary on Kosz 3.8cd. For references, see La Vallée Poussin’s translation.

373 Quoted in Kosabhdsya (468): ekab pudgalo loka utpadyamana utpadyate. See also AN 122: eka-
puggalo bhikkhave loke uppajjamdno.

374 DN 111 211 (Samgiti Sutta): sabbe sattd aharatthitika.

375 The likely Skt. is vrddho ‘ham.

376 The last part of this sentence could also be translated: “To imagine falsely that she is [your]
wife leads to an undesirable [result].” This translation duplicates the parallel construction
of the previous sentence, in which a beneficial result is contrasted with a non-beneficial
result.

377 This verse contains a number of obscurities that might be cleared up by locating the Sanskrit.
The word gos, for example, can be taken as the instrumental of the noun ’go b2 (“stain”) or
as the perfect of the verb 'go bz (“to stain”). If it is taken as a verb, the first part of the verse
means that one is first stained and then purified.

378 Bhaviveka is referring to the example in verse 4.7: “like the Vedanta view.” The term “well
spoken” (sikta) is an allusion to the conventional term for a Vedic hymn. Gombrich (1990)
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Earlier [the opponent] said: “The Mahayana is not the teaching of the Buddha, like the
Vedanta view.” The claim that the Vedanta is an example must be accepted,’” so [the
argument suffers] the fault of an unaccepted example.

Objection: This is not the case. The parts of the Vedas that contain faulty teachings
about killing, stealing, and so forth are the example.

Reply: This is not a fault, because the Mahayana does not have such teachings. The
Mahayana does not contradict the teachings of the three $astras,’® and it has no teach-
ing that contradicts the Dharma nature (dharmati), as has previously been established.
The [parts of the] Vedas that are well spoken and do not contradict the teaching of the
Buddha should be accepted, and those that are not well spoken should not be accepted.
When one analyzes this ambiguity, [the part of the Veda] that is reasonable according
to this [analysis] should be accepted, and [the part] that is not reasonable should not be
accepted.

[The next verse] responds to the claim that the Mahayana is like a nihilistic view,
because it denies cause and effect.’®!

4.57 If [we] practice wisdom in a way that excludes the concepts of being and
non-being, to whom and for what reason do [you] attribute the view that
denies cause and effect?

If we avoided the position of being (bhidva) and accepted the position of non-being
(abhiva), then [our position] would be nihilism (nastikatva), and there would be no
substance to the claim that we avoid the extremes of being and non-being and estab-
lish a middle [way]. If we know this [middle way] directly (svasamvedya), by practicing
wisdom without any concepts of being and non-being, how can [you] assert that we
are nihilists?® When [we] avoid the extremes of being and non-being, what false view
(drstyabhinivesa) or thing (bhava) can there be [for us] to grasp? If [we] avoid the extremes

speculates that early Buddhist poems were called sizkza, a term that became sutta in Pali and
was re-Sanskritized as sttra.

379 Bhaviveka means that it must be accepted for the argument to be valid.

380 Presumably hetu-sastra (logic), sabda-sastra (grammar), and cikitsaka-sistra (medicine), as
mentioned earlier in the text.

381 This argument is found in verse 4.8ab:

The Mahayana is not the Buddha’s teaching,
because it improperly denies cause and effect,
like a nihilistic view (na@stikadarsana).

382 The commentary explains the sentence “[our] practice of wisdom avoids the concepts of

being and non-being” with another sentence that is virtually identical. To avoid redun-
dancy, it has been omitted.
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of improper reification (sazzdropa) and improper denial (#pavida), then ultimately [we]
do not hold a view that denies cause and effect.
From a relative point of view (samvrtyd),

4.58 The reason is unaccepted, because [we] do not deny the connection be-
tween cause and effect as it is understood in the world.

We reject the following false views (mithyadysti): “This word does not exist, the other
world does not exist, and there are no results from good and evil karma.” We also do
not deny the following claims as they are accepted in the world: “This world exists, and
good and evil actions bring results,” and “[people] acquire the karmic results that they
have accumulated.” Therefore, the reason [for the claim that] we deny cause and effect
is unaccepted. It is said:

In brief, the view of non-being (ndstitadysti) is the false view that karmas
have no result, no merit, and no bad rebirth. In brief, the view of being
(astitadysti) is the right view that karmas have a result and merit brings

a good rebirth.*®® A nihilist (nastika) goes to a bad rebirth; the opposite
(astika) goes to a good rebirth. Those who avoid both [extremes| and rely
on non-duality are liberated.’*

Therefore, we hold a doctrine of non-duality (¢dvayavida) and are not nihilists. The
proof of this has been given in The Rooz [Verses| on the Middle Way (milamadhyamaka).

One should investigate whether the claim that Madhyamikas (madhyamavidin) are like
nihilists (ndstika) is made from a conventional (vyavahdira) point of view or from the point
of view of reality (tattvadarsana). In the first case, a nihilist is attached to the improper
denial (apavida) of cause and effect conventionally; he casts off all that is wholesome and
enters every unwholesome path. In this way, he violates correct conventional truth. We
[Madhyamikas] do not enter any unwholesome path, because we do not deny that there is
a connection between cause and effect, as long as it is understood merely as illusion (#27y)
or a mirage. We think that aggregates are reborn from defiled aggregates, so we accept
that aggregates arise in the present and future from other aggregates that precede them.
Therefore, because we think that [the connection between cause and effect] is like an illu-
sion or a dream, we are not like nihilists from a conventional point of view.

383 Ratnavalt 1.43-44: samdsin nastitadystib phalam ndstiti karmanam /| apunyapiyiki caisd
mithyadystib smytd /] samdsad astitddystih phalam cdstiti karmandm / punyd sugatinisyandid
samyagdystiv iti smyta /1.
advayanisritap //. For 1.57c, Bhaviveka reads “those who avoid both,” corresponding to
something like tathi dvayaparibaran. For Sanskrit and Tibetan texts, see Hahn 1982.
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[We] also are not [nihilists] from the point of view of reality. The nihilists’ non-
being (abhiva) generates a cognition (vijiiana) that has non-being as its object (visaya)
and denies all things. Because of this false cognition, they are stained by the impurity
of immorality (duhsila) and do not relieve suffering. According to our vision of reality,
[we] understand the emptiness of such things as material form, which previously gave
rise to cognitions that objects such as material form were true. As a result, [we] rule
out the idea that things such as material form are true. [We] also do not engage in a
cognition of non-being (#bhiva), which is a cognition that arises from an object. The
cognition, “The objects that consist of such things as material form do not exist,” is not
the ultimate ultimate (yathaparamarthaparamdrtha), because it is a cognition, like the
cognition that [such things as material form] exist. This is the refutation [of the claim
that we are like nihilists].

Furthermore, when [we] negate the arising of a cognition of an apparent object,
there is an opportunity for a cognition of the non-existence of that [apparent object].
[But], because [the object] that is negated has no identity, [we] understand that [the
cognition of the non-exstence of this object] is false. Thus [we] also rule out the cogni-
tion of non-existence. The cognition of non-existence does not arise when one resides
in the practice of wisdom that cannot be removed;*® it also does not [arise] in isolation.
So the Madhyamikas do not even share the word “non-existence” with the nihilists.
According to [our] teaching, [the word “non-existence”] is merely a denial of existence,
not an assertion of non-existence. So [nihilists and Madhyamikas] are as different as a
mustard seed and Mt. Meru. As it is said,

[We] deny existence and do not maintain non-existence. Why should the
statement “it is not blue” imply “it is white”?*%¢

Therefore, both of these views (drsti) are painful to scholars who seek the pleasure of
peace by removing all conceptual diversity (prapaiica). Why? It is appropriate conven-
tionally to do certain things to attain wholesome, unwholesome, and indeterminate
[qualities], which relate to [the realms of] form and no-form (ari@pivacira) and beyond
(lokottara).*®” But if wholesome and unwholesome qualities exist ultimately in their own

385 Negi lists apahara (“removal” or “theft”) as one of the Sanskrit equivalents of ’phrog pa.
Because of the parallel between the two sentences, perhaps *anapabira is equivalent to the
sadasatkalpandpodha of 4.57.

386 According to Avalokitavrata, the commentator on Bhaviveka’s Prajiiapradipa, this verse
comes from a lost work of Nagarjuna called the Lokapariksi (jig rten brtag pa). See Lindtner
1982a: 14.

387 Kosa 2.66 and commentary divide the mind (citta) into three categories: wholesome (kusala),
unwholesome (#kusala), and indeterminate (zvydkrta). The “indeterminate” occurs in two
forms: defiled (nivrta) and undefiled (anivrta). The Kosa then associates these categories of
mind with the three realms (k@ma, ripa, and aripa) and also with a state that it refers to as
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right, it is useless to try to generate or not to generate them. If they truly exist, like a
real pot or cloth, the pleasurable ones would not cease to be pleasurable, and the pain-
ful ones would not cease to be painful. They also would be attached to particular living
beings, according to their caste (jati), age, size, and posture (i7ydpatha), like paint on a
wall. On the other hand, if wholesome and unwholesome qualities are absences (#bhiva-
svabbava), it is equally useless to try to generate or not generate them, either in the three
realms (dhatu) or beyond (fokottara). If there is no being (sattva), conventional usage is
annihilated, as if one were arguing that a rabbit’s horn is sharp.

Concerning those whose wisdom-eye has been damaged by the disease (timira) of
false views (kudysti), it is said,

Those who have inferior intelligence see existence and non-existence, and

they do not see the blessed cessation of things as objects of vision.**

It also is said in a siitra:

Since there is no reason to assert existence, to claim that there is exis-
tence and non-existence is to hold wrong views. But when people see
this world as neither existing nor not existing, thoughts cease and they
understand no-self.

Similarly,
O Kasyapa, existence is one extreme, and non-existence is another. The
middle between these two extremes is formless, invisible, unattainable, with-
out appearance, unknowable even by a superior person, not a basis, and not a

support. The middle path is correct penetrative insight into dbarmas.*®

Similarly,

“pure” (andsrava). The commentary explains that the “pure” state corresponds to the stages
of “instruction” (sziksa) and “no-instruction” (asaiksa). According to the commentary on this
verse, unwholesome states of mind belong only to the realm of desire. Later in this para-
graph, Bhaviveka speaks of generating wholesome and unwholesome qualities in the three
realms, not just in the realms of form and no form. It is likely that this sentence was intended
to refer not just to the realms of form and no-form, but also to the realm of desire.

388 MMK 5.8: astitvam ye tu pasyanti ndstitvam calpabuddbayah / bhivandm te na pasyanti
drastavyopasamanm sivam.

389 Kasyapaparivarta 60 (Stagl-Holstein 90), quoted (in a more extensive version) in Prasannapadi
270: astiti kasyapa ayam eko ‘nto ndstiti kasyapa ayam eko ‘ntab / yad enayor dvayor antayor
madhyam tad aripyam anidarsanam apratistham anabhdsam aniketam avijiaptikam iyam ucyate
kasyapa madhyama pratipad dbarmandm bhitapratyavekseti.
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O Katyayana, what do they grasp, who seek to be truly superior in this
world? The dharmas, which are based on existence and non-existence, do
not exist and do not not exist.*”

Similarly,

O Ananda, to say “it exists” falls into the extreme of permanence; to say
“it does not exist” falls into nihilism. Avoiding these two extremes and
accomplishing the middle path, the Tathagata teaches the Dharma. That
is: “When this exists, that arises,” and so forth.’”!

The Mahayina is based on the middle path; its followers hold the doctrine of the middle
and are not nihilists. Therefore, the example is not established and is not concomitant
with the point to be proved.

It is not reasonable to argue that “the Mahayana is not the Buddha’s teaching
because it contradicts perception.”*? Why?

4.59 The object of perception that ordinary people grasp is relative. The reply
to this [objection] is the same as before, so this contradiction is not a con-
tradiction.

If [an opponent] wants to generate a contradiction with perception, it is reasonable to
respond by asking what is meant by “perception.” Ultimately the senses are unconscious,
because conditioned states (sazzskira) are inanimate; and sense consciousness has no power
to apprehend objects, because it is momentary. However, so-called “visual consciousness”
arises in a relative sense (sa7zvrtyid), by depending on the eye and material form. Its object
is relative. What ordinary people grasp is called perception. But the vision of reality ulti-
mately is no vision, as has already been established in [verses] such as the following:

Material form ultimately is not apprehended by visual consciousness,

because it is a combination, like sound, or because it consists of gross

elements.’”

390 Compare MMK 15.7: katydyanavavide castiti nistiti cobhayam / pratisiddham bbagavata
bbaviabhavavibbivini /1.

391 Compare SN II 15 (Nidana Samyutta).

392 Inverse 4.59, Bhaviveka responds to the argument in verse 4.9, where the opponent pointed
out two separate flaws in the doctrine of no-arising (#jativida): If a cognition has an object,
then the denial of external objects contradicts perception, and if a cognition is aware of
itself, then the claim that cognition does not arise contradicts common sense.

393 MHK 3.40.
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[The next verse] explains why [our position] is not contradicted by common sense.

4.60 Common sense does not contradict the analysis of a sage,*** as is true
with the claim that dbarmas have no self and are momentary.

If our claim that all dharmas ultimately do not arise is contradicted by common sense,
then the claim made by the other side that all dharmas have no self and are momentary
also is contradicted by common sense. If [the opponent] says that this [claim] is not
contradicted by common sense, why should our claim that dharmas do not arise be
contradicted by common sense?

[The next verse] shows by inference that [our position] is not contradicted by
common sense.

4.61 Ordinary people do not have as their object the reality of material form,
because they do not develop inner wisdom, just as [they do not have as
their object] emptiness of the self and so forth.

Ordinary people do not have as their object the ultimate reality of material form, because
they do not develop inner wisdom. “Inner” (adhyitma) means with reference to the self,
that is, with reference to the [five] bodily senses plus the mind. To “develop” means to
practice. Ordinary people who do not develop inner wisdom do not have [the reality of
material form] as their object, just as [they do not have] the emptiness of the self and
so forth [as their objects]. Ordinary people are proud, self-deluded, and attached to
themselves. They are habitually attached to the idea of a real self (satk@yadysti), and they
are influenced by the concept of a self (@tmagraha). How can they have any cognition in
which the object is the emptiness of the self and so forth?
Similarly,

4.62  Ordinary people do not have an ultimate cognition of the reality of ma-
terial form, because they are blinded by the impediment of ignorance,
just as [they do not have a cognition] in which nirvéna is the object.

The thesis is “ordinary people do not have an ultimate cognition of the reality of mate-
rial form.” The reason is “because they are blinded by the impediment of ignorance.”
Ignorance consists of a lack of knowledge about action and its effects, the [four] truths
and the [three] jewels. This is an impediment because it causes blindness. To be blinded
by this is to be blinded by the impediment of ignorance, that is, to be blinded by the

394 Lit. “analyis according to the approach of a sage” (vidvannitivicare), an unusual use of the
word niti.
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impediment of the ignorance that has this nature. “Just as [they do not have a cogni-
tion] in which nirvana is the object” is the example. Just as ordinary people do not have
a cognition in which nirvana is the object, they also do not have a cognition in which
the reality of material form is the object. Because [ordinary people] are blinded by the
impediment of ignorance, [our position] is not contradicted by common sense.

4.63 Because of the qualification “in reality things do not arise,” perception
and common sense do not contradict it. So where is the contradiction?

This answers the previous [objection]. [Our] thesis contains the qualification (visesana)
“in reality” (tattvatah) and is not contradicted by perception and common sense.’” [Our
opponents] habitually accuse [us] of unreal faults and repeatedly claim that [our posi-
tions| are contradicted, but we are not contradicted, for the reasons*”® that have just
been stated. This is the intention [of the verse].?”

[The next verse] answers the objection that begins “it would ultimately be correct

to have sex with a woman who is forbidden.”*"*

4.64 Since there ultimately is no female identity, when dharmas are as peaceful
as space, how can [you] think that this example contradicts anything?

A woman is someone who conceives a child. But ultimately there is no agent, action,
or goal. So, when dharmas are like space, where all action is excluded, there can be no

[woman]. If there is no [woman], why do [you] think that this example proves anything?
Thus,

4.65 If [you] want to refute [us], [you] have to prove that there can be sex with
a woman who is permissible for sex, just as [you have to prove] that there
is a woman who is permissible for sex, a man to have sex with her, and the

action of having sex with her.**’

395 The commentary reads mngon sum du grags pa rather than mngon sum dang grags pa, as in the
verse. It is clear from the argument of the preceding verses and from the use of the dual in
the verse that the compound should be taken as a dvandva.

396 The term sun ’byin pa (disana) refers to Bhaviveka’s answer to the opponent’s attempted
refutation.

397 The Tib. zhes bya ba’i bsams bas so / Skt. ity abiprayah indicates that Bhaviveka has just para-
phrased the meaning of the verse.

398 Verse 4.64 responds to the opponent’s objection in verses 4.10-11: “If he says that he does
not contradict perception and common sense, because he uses the qualification “In reality
things do not arise,” then this faulty argument would be correct: “It is ultimately correct to
have sex with a woman who is forbidden, because she is a woman, like another [woman].”

399 Bhaviveka is engaging in some amusing word-play on the terminology of the MMK. The
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A woman who is permissible for sex (gamya) is one with whom one is allowed to have
sex. To have sex with her is to approach and unite with her. The man who has sex with
her is her lover. It is generally accepted (Jokaprasiddha) that these three [categories] exist.
If you want to refute us by saying, “It is ultimately correct to have sex with a woman who
is forbidden,” what kind of proof (s#dhana) do you have?

4.66 Itis true that this [assertion] contradicts common sense, but [we] do not
accept that this applies to this qualification. So this fake [inference] is
incapable of contradicting our thesis.

It is true that the statement, “it is correct to have sex with a woman who is forbidden,
because she is a woman, like another woman,” contradicts common sense. But this does
not apply to [a thesis] that contains the qualification “ultimately,” because ultimately
there is no woman at all. Therefore your fake inference is incapable, or powerless, to
prove that we contradict common sense.

[The next verse] responds to [the objection] that begins: “If [he says that] the vision
of the [four noble] truths is not true, then that is not true.”*

4.67 Scholars know reality as free from conceptual diversity, directly known,
free from the stain of concepts, not one, not many, and peaceful.*!

It is free from conceptual diversity (nisprapaiica) because it cannot be explained in
words. Itis directly known (svasamvedya) because it is understood by perceptual cogni-
tion (pratyaksajiiana). Therefore it also is free from conceptual defilements, in the form
of discrimination (niripana) or memory (anusmyti).*** It is not many because all dharmas
have the flavor only of absence (¢bhavasvabhiva). It is not one because an absence is
nothing at all. It is peaceful because it is free from arising, cessation, going, coming, and
so forth. A reality (tattva) of this kind is ultimate (paramartha). Sages have exceptional
knowledge. [Their] knowledge comes either from the Tathagata or from his teaching.
We do not have any truth that is different from the [four] noble truths, as long as they

word for having sex is the word for “going” (gamana), the topic of MMK chapter 2. Verse
4.65ab echoes MMK 2.25¢d: “Therefore there is no goer, nothing to be gone to, and no act
of going” (tasmdid gatis ca ganti ca gantavyam ca na vidyate).

400 Bhaviveka turns next to the argument in verse 4.12: “If [he says that] the vision of the [four
noble] truths is not true, then that is not true. Otherwise, the teaching of Yonika Deva would
be true, and that is not acceptable.”

401 An echo of the opening verse in the MMK: “I praise the perfect Buddha, the best of teach-
ers, who taught dependent origination as no cessation, no arising, no destruction, no per-
manence, not one, not many, not coming, not going, the blessed pacification of conceptual
diversity” (Prasannapadi 11).

402 On this definition of concepts (vikalpa), see the note on verse 5.14.
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are properly defined. But Sravakas and Pratyekabuddhas understand only the individual
truths of suffering and so forth. The Tathagata understands the equality (samati) of
the four noble truths, and this is exceptional. As is said in The Perfection of Wisdom,
“[Nirvana] is not the nirvana of suffering, origin, cessation, and the path. I say that
nirvana is the equality (sazzatd) of these four noble truths.”

4.68 So it is not reasonable for the teaching of Yonaka Deva to be reality,
because they say that this god comes from the first god, Brahma.

Out of devotion (bhakti) to Yonaka Deva, they say: “The god called Brahma is the first
god, Yonika Deva is created by the power of Brahmi, and [Brahma] teaches that it is
correct to kill cows and so forth.” Brahma is habitually attached to the view of his own
excellence and thinks: “I create living beings.” He does not understand reality (tatva).

03 view, how can he understand reality?

Since Yonaka Deva follows his [i.e. Brahma’s]
Therefore, the teaching about reality, as defined in the Mahayana, is not like the teach-
ing of Yonaka Deva.

From a relative point of view (sazmzvrtya),

4.69 [We] think that the existence of the sense media that begin with material
form is knowable. If you are arguing that these [sense media] exist in a

general sense, we agree.

We think that these [sense media] are knowable by visual consciousness and so forth. If
you are arguing that the sense media that begin with material form [exist] in general,
without qualifications such as “actually” (vastutab) or “truly” (satyatah), then we agree.
In other words, you are proving something that [we] accept.

But if you accept the qualification,

4.70 If you argue that the sense media, beginning with form, exist and are

403 A reference to the Brabmajila Sutta, DN 1 7-19.

404 Verse 4.69 responds to the opponent’s syllogism in 4.13: “The external sense media exist,
because a cognition arises with their image, just as the mind exists (cittastitvam).” The
Tibetan translator has read astirvam as if it were abhiasatvam (snang ba nyid) and interpreted
the verse as follows: “We think that the imageness of the sense media, beginning with
material form, is the object of cognition.” This makes sense of Bhaviveka’s use of the phrase
“object of cognition” (buddhivisaya), but it is not consistent with the objection that provokes
the verse. This substitution continues in the translation of the commentary, which simply
analyzes the compound rapadyiayatanibbisatvam: “Material-form-and-so-forth-sense-
media-image is the image of the sense media that begin with material form. The abstract
state of this (fadbbava) is material-form-and-so-forth-sense-media-image-ness.” This expla-
nation is redundant in English and has been omitted.
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derived from the gross elements and so forth, there is no example, and
[the argument] is contradicted by a counter-argument.

[If you argue that] the sense media, beginning with form, exist and are derived from
the gross elements and so forth, because they are real things (vastutvar), because they
are objects of knowledge (jiieyatvir), and because they are objects of speech (vicyatvat),
there is no example, because everything is included in the point to be proved.

Others may say: It is possible to use an example of something that is different, so
the point can be proved through the possession of the contrary property (vaidharmyit).
Whatever is not a derivative of the gross elements [and so forth] does not exist, like the
horn of a rabbit, a flower that grows in the sky, and so forth.

We refute this argument with a counter-argument:

4.71 [We] think that the sense media, beginning with material form, are not
defined as gross elements or as derivatives of the gross elements, because
they cause the birth of a cognition of the appearance of their own identi-
ties, like the mind.

The sense media that begin with material form are the subject. “Not defined as gross
elements or as derivatives of gross elements” is the inferred property. Their own ident-
ites (svatman) are color and shape in the case of material form, to have human origin or
not to have human origin in the case of sound,*” and to be pleasant or unpleasant in the
case of odor. A cognition of the appearance (nirbhasa) of identity (svatman) is a cognition
of the distinctive form (7karavisesa) of such an identity. To say that a cognition of the
appearance of an identity is born is to say that a cognition of the appearance of an iden-
tity arises.* To say that the sense media, beginning with material form, cause the birth
of a cognition of the appearance of an identity is to say that they give rise to the birth of
the cognition of the appearance of an identity. Because it is the nature of these [sense
media] to cause the birth of a cognition of the appearance of an identity, [the verse] says
“because they cause the birth of a cognition of the appearance of their own identities.”
Anything that causes the birth of a cognition of the appearance of an identity is not
defined as a gross element or a derivative of the gross elements. For example, they are
like the sense medium mind (mzanas). Ultimately [the opponent’s argument] is refuted

405 Bhaviveka mentions the same categoriesin the commentary on MHK 3.44. For an explanation
of the term upatta see Kosa 1.10 and commentary.

406 In this sentence and the one that follows, Bhaviveka paraphrases the words “cause the birth
of a cognition of the appearance of their own identities.” Apparently this passage uses a
close synonym for the word “birth,” since both words are translated by the Tibetan bskyed
pa. The next sentence seems to use a synonym of the word “cause” (both translated by the
Tibetan rgyu).
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by a [counter-] argument in which the position, reason, and example are faultless.

[The opponent] said: If [you] take the world as the subject of the claim “The triple
world is mind-only,” there is no reason, and there is no example.*” [We] first [respond]
to this [objection] from the relative point of view (sazvrtyi):

4.72ab It is generally accepted that mind and mental phenomena have the na-
ture of mind and mental phenomena.

And ultimately,
4.72cd Practitioners have no position, so they have no reason or example.

The ultimate is not accessible to words, so we do not hold a position of existence, non-
existence, or both. Therefore, in reality (fartvarah) we have no position.*®® With no
position, how can a practitioner (yogizz) who understands the ultimate have any reason
or example?

Someone may say: This is not the case. If the relative (sazzvrti) is not authoritative
(pramdna) because it is known by mundane (lokasidhiarana) knowledge, and if the ulti-
mate (paramdrtha), as understood by a practitioner, is beyond words, how is it possible,
for you to state an inference to refute a point that your opponent imagines, and for your
inference (enumdna) to prove its point?

Reply: For us there are two kinds of ultimate.*” The first is effortless (anabhi-
samskara), supermundane (Jokottara), pure (andsrava), and free from conceptual diver-
sity (misprapaiica). 'The second is accessible to effort; it is called “purified mundane

407 Bhaviveka is referring to the opponent’s objection in verse 4.14.

408 This sentence echoes Nagarjuna’s statement in Vigrabavyavartani 29: “I have no thesis”
(ndsti ca mama pratijiid). In verses 22 and 23, Nagarjuna explains that his statements can still
have practical effect, even though they are empty of identity. The two sides of Nagarjuna’s
argument are reflected in Bhaviveka’s use of the two truths to explain his logical procedure.
This point is discussed at greater length in the Part 1 of this book.

409 Bhaviveka is repeating a distinction that he introduced in the commentary on the syllo-
gism in verse 3.26: “There are two kinds of ultimate: The first is effortless, supermundane
(lokottara), free from impurity, and free from conceptual diversity (nisprapaiica). The second
is accessible to effort, consistent with the requisites of merit and knowledge, accessible to
conceptual diversity (saprapaiica) and is called ‘purified mundane (Jaukika) knowledge’: (don
dam pa ni rnam pa gnyis te / de la geig ni mngon par ‘du byed pa med par ’jug pa ’jig rten las ‘das pa
zag pa med pa spros pa med pa’o // gnyis pa ni mngon par “du byed pa dang beas par ’jug pa bsod nams
dang ye shes kyi tshogs kyi rjes su mthun pa dag pa ’jig rten pa’i ye shes zhes bya ba spros pa dang beas
pa ste). The Tibetan is quoted from Iida 1980: 86; the translation is mine. The distinction
between two kinds of ultimate played an important role in eighth-century Madhyamaka, in
the works of authors such as Jianagarbha and Santaraksita, and it was elaborated further in
Tibet. See Eckel 1987: 112-13 for further discussion of this point.
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knowledge” (Suddhalaukikajiiana); it is impure (s@srava); and it is subject to conceptual
diversity (saprapaiica). Because this [second] ultimate is used as the qualifier (visesa) in
[our] assertions, [our] points are proved.

Furthermore,

4.73  [We] reject the claim that “mind-only” is meant to deny the existence of
external objects, so how can there be a problem with [our] position?

Some argue that the statement, “O son of the Conqueror, all of this triple world is
mind-only,”'? is meant to deny external objects (bzhyartha). But, according to us, it is
meant to deny that there is an agent or a knower, and so forth. We reject the claim that
[this statement] is meant to deny external objects, so how can our position be unac-
cepted? We accept the existence of external sense media.

Therefore the opponent’s objection as formulated at the beginning [of this chapter]
is incorrect. Accordingly,

4.74ab One does not calm the mind without using words.

Even someone who is not an excellent debater (vadin) can follow tradition and reason to
express a correct argument. Now that we have stated our reply, if it does not please you,
set partiality aside and

4.74cd Let scholars understand which words have substance and which do not.

From long practice, the evil-minded become attached to their own position and do not
trust anyone else, even someone who says something that is true and good. Those who
are wise and honest™! and who understand the meaning of debate should analyze which
words have substance and which do not, and they should speak accordingly. Now it is
best to say no more. Let our words stand as a means of protection. In this rational way,
scholars will amuse themselves by analyzing whether your words or ours have substance
or not.

Adherents of the Mahayana are superior, because their intentions are compassion-
ate, even if their conduct is deficient. Adherents of the Sravakayana cannot compare,
even if they conduct themselves well, because their intentions are inferior. Even if a

410 Bhaviveka’s interpretation of this quotation from the Dasabhiimika Sitra is discussed in
more detail in verses 5.28-29 and in the accompanying notes. In chapter 5 and in the text
of the sttra, “son of the Conqueror” appears in the plural and refers to the congregation of
Bodhisattvas to whom the stutra is addressed.

411 The phrase yid grod kyang / rung mi gtod kyang / rung la gzu bor gnas pa is unclear.
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radiant jewel sits in excrement, it is better than a piece of shiny glass in a golden bowl.
Even if someone who rides the good vehicle is stained by karma and defilements, no
followers of the other vehicle can surpass him, just as the sun, even when it is covered
by clouds, cannot be surpassed by a firefly in a cloudless sky.

This has been “The Introduction to Reality According to the Sravakas,” the fourth
chapter of The Flame of Reason, the commentary on The Heart of the Middle Way.
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CHAPTER 5: ANALYSIS OF REALITY
ACCORDING TO THE YOGACARAS

Now, here begins the fifth chapter, the introduction to the analysis of reality accord-
ing to the Yogacaras.!

INTRODUCTION
5.1 Other scholars, who are proud of their own approach, say that the Yoga-

caras have given the correct explanation of the introduction to the am-
brosia of reality.?

1 The term yogdcira can be used in a generic sense to refer to a “practitioner of discipline.”
Bhaviveka frequently refers to the Bodhisattva path as a form of yoga (“discipline”) and to the
Bodhisattva as a yogin (“practitioner of discipline”), as in the commentary on MHK 3.292.
In this respect, he follows the terminology of the Perfection of Wisdom literature as found,
for example, in Ratnagunasamcayagithi 10.9; 22.10, 13; and 26.3. The Bodhisattva practice
is referred to as yoga in other Madhyamaka works, such as Aryadeva’s Catubsataka, whose
long title in the Tibetan bsTan-"gyur is Bodhisattva-yogacaryi-sistra-carubsataka-karika (“A
Text on the Practice of the Bodhisattva Discipline in Four Hundred Verses”). The title of
Aryadeva’s text is discussed in Lang 1986 and Ruegg 1981: 52-53. For examples of this usage
in the work of Candrakirti, see May 1959: 229. In this chapter of the Tarkajvali, however,
Bhaviveka uses the term yogicira to refer not just to a generic “practitioner of discipline”
but to the adherent of a rival Mahayana tradition, just as he uses the term Sravaka to refer
to the member of a rival non-Mahayana tradition. The commentary on verse 5.1 identifies
the Yogacaras as “Asanga, Vasubandhu, and so forth.” It is likely that Bhaviveka’s use of the
term yogzcdra in this chapter comes from the title of the Yogacarabhiimi, the text that defines
this rival tradition’s scholarly identity. For further discussion of this point, see Part 1 of this
book.

2 Verse 5.1 uses a number of different technical terms that play a key role in Bhaviveka’s
argument.

In the commentary on 5.1, Bhaviveka explains that the word “scholar” (dhira) refers to
a “Mahayana master (7carya).” The Tibetan translators give the term an ironic twist when
they translate it as mkbas par rlom (“those who consider themselves scholars”). For further
discussion of the term dhira, see the note on the introduction to verse 4.3.

Verse 5.1 introduces the argument with the Yogacaras as a dispute about the correct
“approach” (niti or naya). In verse 5.7, Bhaviveka specifies that this approach has to do
with the Perfection of Wisdom. Haribhadra makes a similar point when he refers to the
Abbisamaydlamkara as a clarification of the “approach” (naya) of the Perfection of Wisdom
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The noble Nagarjuna, whose awakening was predicted® by the Tathagata and who

(AAA: 1). The word “approach” is used again in relation to the Yogacaras in verses 5.46, 88,
and 99. On the significance of this term as a device to classify the differences between dif-
ferent philosophical views, see Part 1 of this book.

At the beginning of the MHK, Bhaviveka explains that the purpose of the text is to
“introduce the ambrosia of reality (tattvamrtivatiriya)” (verse 1.4). Here in verse 5.1,
the Yogaciras claim that they give the correct “introduction to the ambrosia of reality.”
Bhaviveka uses the term “ambrosia” (amzrta) to refer to both the subject and the object of a
cognition of reality. In MHK 1.14 he explains that “the ambrosia of reality” is “the ambrosia
that consists of the understanding of reality as object” (tattvarthadhigamamyta). In 3.354 he
refers not to the ambrosia of reality, but to the “ambrosia of wisdom” (prajiiamsrta). This
usage is consistent with his understanding of the term “ultimate” (paramdirtha) as refer-
ring not just to an object of cognition, but to cognition itself. Compare also MHK 3.136
(“When a scholar understands that things do not have the self that is imagined in our own
and in others’ doctrinal systems, he drinks the ambrosia of the knowledge of reality”; MMK
18.11 (where the term refers to the Buddhas’ teaching); Lokatitastava 23 and Acintyastava
56 (Lindtner 1982a: 58-59, 136-37). In a note on “Perfumed Amrta and the Sacred Meal,”
Lamotte (1976: 307-14) distinguishes Buddhist views of ambrosia from their Hindu coun-
terparts by pointing out in particular that Buddhist amrta comes from above rather than
being churned up from below.

The Tibetan translation interprets avatara (“introduction”) as “lead, guide, or insert”
(gzud bya ba’i phyir in verse 1.4 and commentary) or “enter” (jug pa in verse 5.1 and com-
mentary). It also indicates that one is led “into ambrosia” (bdud rstir or bdud rtsi la). This
usage reflects the beginning of Vasubandhu’s commentary on MAV 1.6 (quoted in MHK
5.4), where Vasubandhu explains that his verse gives “the means to enter the definition [of
reality] as absence” (asallaksananupravesopiya).

Itis likely, however, that Bhaviveka is using the term avatara to refer not only to an “intro-
duction” or “entrance” into ambrosia but also to a “crossing down” or “descent” (#va-tr) of
ambrosia, reflecting the Hindu concept of the “descent” or “incarnation” of God. As V. V.
Gokhale (1972: 40-45) has shown in his discussion of MHK chapter 2, Bhaviveka makes
rich use of imagery drawn from Hindu tradition, often with ironic intent. To interpret the
word avatira here as “descent” would be consistent with Bhaviveka’s representation of the
Bodhisattva path as an ascent of the “mountain of wisdom” (prajiiameru in MHK 3.296) or
the “palace of reality” (tattvaprisida in MHK 3.12) followed by the “descent” of compas-
sion toward the beings who suffer below, as in MHK 3.296: “[The Bodhisattva] climbs the
mountain of wisdom and is free from grief but looks with compassion on ordinary people
who suffer and are burned by grief.” To help suffering beings, this Bodhisattva “sends forth
rivers with the lovely water of pure merit from the mountain of the perfections” (MHK
3.303). Understood in this way, the avatara of the title would represent the “descent” of a
river of compassion from the mountain of wisdom. But this descent does not leave readers or
practitioners standing metaphorically at the bottom of the mountain: it gives them the abil-
ity to climb and “enter” the “ambrosia of reality” that is “as clear as the autumn sky” (MHK
3.300). Bhaviveka pictures his work as a “descent” of ambrosia, consisting of the knowledge
of reality, which then allows Bodhisattvas to “ascend” and “enter” the knowledge of real-
ity for themselves. For further discussion of Bhaviveka’s use of such spatial metaphors, see
Eckel 1992: chs. 1-2, and Part 1 of this book.

3 In the commentary on Madhyamakavatira 6.3, Candrakirti cites two scriptural sources for
the “prediction” (vyakarana) of Nagarjuna. A passage in the Larnkavatara Sitra predicts that
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attained the [first] stage (bhimi) [of the Bodhisattva path], properly understood the
approach (niti) of the Mahayana. Other Mahayana masters, beginning with Asanga
and Vasubandhu, have misinterpreted it. Without shame or embarrassment, they think
that they understand it correctly, even though they misunderstand its meaning. Proud
of their own knowledge, they say: “We alone have given the correct introduction to the
ambrosia of reality, while the Madhyamikas (madhyamavidin) have not.”

YoGAcARrRA OBJECTION

Reality is defined as follows:*

he will appear in the south, in Vidarbha, destroy the extremes of being and non-being, teach
the Mahayana, attain the first stage of the Bodhisattva path, and enter the Pure Land. A
passage in the Arya Dasasahasramabamegha Sitra predicts that four hundred years after the
Buddha’s nirvana, the Buddha’s disciple Ananda will be born as a monk named Naga and
provide an extensive version of the Buddha’s teaching. The sttra goes on to say that this
monk will eventually become a Buddha named Jaanakaraprabha in a world system called
Suvisuddhaprabhabhami. In his translation of Madbyamakavatira 6.3, La Vallée Poussin
notes that the Lankavatara prediction is missing in the first Chinese translation of the text.
Other references to a prediction about Nagirjuna are found in MRP 8 and in the prose
passage that precedes MHK 4.36 in the Turkajvili. Bu-ston cites the prediction from the
Lankavatira Sutra along with a similar prediction in the Madjusrimila Tantra (Obermiller
1932b: vol. 2, p. 111).

4 Bhaviveka divides the Yogacara definition of the ultimate (paramartha) into two parts:
the ultimate as object and the ultimate as subject (or as cognition itself). This distinction
is common in Bhaviveka’s works (as in his use of the term “ambrosia”). Bhaviveka’s most
thorough explanation of the term paramartha is found in the commentary on MHK 3.26
(Tida 1980: 82-83; Eckel 1992: 117, 217), where he explains that the compound parama-artha
(“ultimate-object”) can be interpreted three ways. As a karmadhiraya it means “ultimate
object”; as a tatpurusa it means “the object of the ultimate [cognition]”; and as a babuvrihi
it means “[the cognition] whose object is ultimate.” Bhaviveka explains that he uses the
term “ultimately” (paramarthatab) in the third of these three ways. The distinction between
“reality” (tattva) and the “awareness” (bodha) of reality also frames his discussion of the con-
cept of the Buddha in MHK 3.266ff. The distinction was developed further by Jianagarbha
and later Tibetan authors (Eckel 1987: 71-72, 112-13).

Akira Saito (1998) has noted that Bhaviveka’s analysis of the term paramartha is simi-
lar to MAV 3.11ab (arthapraptipratipattyd hi paramdirthas tridhi matah). The commentary
explains: “The paramartha that is an object (artha) is Thusness, the object of an ultimate
cognition. The paramartha that is an attainment (prapti) is nirvana, the ultimate object (or
goal). The paramartha that is an understanding (pratipatti) is the path (marga) whose object
(or goal) is ultimate.”

The Yogacara definition of the ultimate in verse 5.2 follows the form of MAV 1.13ab:
“Emptiness is defined as the absence of duality and as the existence of this absence” (dvaya-
bbavo hy abhavasya bhiavah Sinyasya laksanam). Vasubandhu’s commentary explains the
verse as follows: “Emptiness is defined as the absence (#bhiva) of the duality of subject and
object and as the existence (bhava) of that absence. This means that emptiness is defined as
the existence of an absence (¢bhavasvabhiva).” Vasubandhu’s explanation continues in the
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5.2 [The Yogacaras| think that the ultimate is the object of cognitions of ex-
istence and [absence], because it is the existence of the absence of duality
or because it is the absence of duality. This is their opinion.

commentary on 1.13cd: “And this existence of an absence (¢bhavasvabbiva) is ‘neither exis-
tence (bhava) nor absence (abhava).! Why is it not existence? Because it is the absence of
duality. Why is not an absence? Because it is the existence of the absence of duality. This is
the definition of emptiness.”

The formula “existence of an absence” (abhavabbiva) defies easy translation. The key to
the formula, of course, lies in the symmetry of the two terms: “absence” (#bhiva) is the nega-
tion of “existence” (bhava). To follow the middle path is to avoid falling into either of these
two extremes. To say that ultimate reality is only an “absence” (#bhiva) would involve the
extreme of improper denial (#pavida); to say that the ultimate is only an “existence” (bhiva)
would involve the extreme of improper reification (samaropa).

The symmetry of these words might be preserved by translating abhiva as “absence” and
bhava as “presence.” Other possibilities might be “nonentity” and “entity” or “nonexistence”
and “existence.” To say “entity of nonentity,” however, gains nothing in clarity, and abhiva
has a more specific meaning in Indian epistemology than a general concept of nonexistence.
In Bhaviveka’s intellectual setting, the word refers to the absence of a particular thing in a
particular place, like the absence of a pot on a table. According to some schools of Indian
thought, an absence can function as an object of cognition in its own right. Even if a school
denies this possibility, it still has to offer its own theory of how the cognition of an absence
can be constructed out of the cognition of existing entities. To say that ultimate reality can
be cognized as an absence seems obscure, but it is consistent with accepted Sanskrit termi-
nology. For a thorough discussion of the concept of “absence” in Indian epistemology, see
Matilal 1968: 52ff.

Assuming that abbiva is translated as “absence,” what should be done with the term
bhava? Bhava can refer to the “presence” of an object like a pot on a table; it can refer to the
“existence” or “reality” of the object; or it can refer to the object itself as a real “entity.” In
Bhaviveka’s text these meanings blend into one another. It is plausible to translate abhzvasya
bhava in 5.3 as “presence of an absence.” But as the argument develops, Bhaviveka treats the
word bhiava as referring to an “existing thing” or “real entity.” To preserve the possibility of
this semantic shift from “presence” through “existence” to “entity,” I have chosen to use the
word “existence,” the middle term on the spectrum. An attentive reader should watch for
places where the word “existence” seems closer in meaning to “presence” and other places
where it comes closer to naming a real “entity.” When Bhaviveka uses the word to refer to
an “entity,” he is preparing to accuse the Yogacaras of falling into the extreme of “improper
reification” (sammiropa), the extreme that the doctrine of emptiness is meant most explicitly
to avoid.

In the commentary on 5.2, Bhaviveka explains dvayabhiavasya sadbhava (“the existence of
the absence of duality”) as “the constant existence and the absence of the duality of subject
and object).” It is likely that the phrase “constant existence” (Tib. rtag tu yod pa nyid) rep-
resents the Sanskrit sadibhiva, corresponding to the sadbhiva of the verse, but it also calls
to mind the Nyaya-VaiSesika concept of “constant” or “absolute” (atyanta) absence, as in
Annambbhatta’s Tarkasamgraba, section 9. The concept of constant or absolute absence is
mentioned in the Vaisesika Satras of Kanada. On this type of absence, see Potter 1977: 146
and 219.
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Duality is [the duality] of subject and object, like [the duality] of visual cognition
(caksurvijiiana) and material form (rzpa). Absence (abhiva) is the absence of this dual-
ity. The existence of this absence (#bbavasya sadbhiva) is the constant existence of the
absence of the duality of subject and object. [The existence of this absence] is the object
(visaya) of a cognition (buddhi) of existence, because it is the existence of the absence of
duality, and it is the object of a cognition of absence, because it is the absence of dual-
ity. We Yogacaras think that the ultimate (paramadrtha) is like this. This is the intention
(abbipraya) [of the verse]. “This is their opinion” (kila) means that the author himself
does not agree, because subsequent analysis will show that the ultimate cannot be estab-
lished in this way.
According to these [Yogacaras], the ultimate has the following synonyms:’

5.3 [The ultimate] is the existence of an absence, no-self, thusness, the ac-
tual state of things, and the object of non-conceptual cognition. Italso is
the realization of this object.

Here the existence of absence (@bhavabhiva) is the existence of the absence of the imag-
ined duality of subject and object. No-self (nairdtmya) is the absence of self in persons
(pudgala) and dharmas. Thusness is a lack of distortion (#viparydsarva). The actual state
of things (tarhdsthiti) is the way things always are. The object of non-conceptual cog-
nition (nirvikalpamatigrihya) is the non-duality (#dvaya) that is free from all concepts
and therefore is the object of non-conceptual cognition. These are [synonyms of] the
ultimate.
[The ultimate] also is the realization (adhigama) of this object, as follows:*

5 A comparable list of the “synonyms” (paryiya) of the ultimate is found in MAV 1.14: “In
brief, the synonyms of emptiness are thusness, reality-limit, signlessness, the ultimate, and
the Dharma essence” (tathati bhiitakotis canimittam paramarthatd / dbarmadhditus ca parydyih
Sinyatayiah samdasatah). Compare Bodhicittavivarana 71 (Lindtner 1982a: 207).

6  Bhaviveka introduces the ultimate (paramartha) as cognition, or as consciousness (vijiiana)
itself, by quoting the last pada of verse 5.3 (“it also is the realization of this object”). Verse
5.4 then quotes MAV 1.6. Vasubandhu explains the verse as follows: “From apprehension of
ideation-only (vijiaptimatra), comes no-apprehension of objects (a7tha). From no-apprehen-
sion of objects, comes no-apprehension of ideation-only.” Bhaviveka follows Vasubandhu
with only small changes in terminology: “From apprehension of mind-only (cittamatra),
comes no-apprehension of objects (visaya). . . . From no-apprehension of objects, comes no-
apprehension of the six forms of consciousness that constitute the subject.”

Since the topic of this verse is consciousness, Bhaviveka uses his commentary to intro-
duce the Yogicara concept of store-consciousness (#layavijiiana). As Paul Hoornaert points
out in his translation of this chapter, Bhaviveka’s account of the store-consciousness follows
the structure of the Trimsika but expands and elaborates it in distinctive ways. Bhaviveka
begins with a list of the major features of the store-consciousness, then gives an account of
the three transformations (parinama) of consciousness (following Trimsika 1-19 and 26-30).
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54  From apprehension comes no-apprehension; from no-apprehension
comes no-apprehension.

Here the so-called store-consciousness (#layavijiidna) has existed from time imme-
morial (enddikalat) and contains the traces (vasand) of discursive ideas (prapaiica) that
also have existed from time immemorial. It embraces (pari-grab) object (@dlambana) and
image (7kara) indiscriminately (aparicchinna).® It is continuous and immeasurable. With
its arising and ceasing come many states of rebirth (jazi). It acquires endless, distinctive
potentialities (Szktivisesa),” and it has the ability to generate the six forms of conscious-
ness, in connection with the aspect [of consciousness] that experiences (darsanabhiga)
innumerable objects, such as blue and so forth. The defiled mind (k/iszamanas)'® imag-
ines that this [store-consciousness] is a self (@tman), free from arising and cessation.
[This store consciousness| contains the seeds of all realms (dhatu), levels (gati), and cir-
cumstances (yoni) [of rebirth], because of the presence of meritorious, unmeritorious,

Aspects of Bhaviveka’s terminology can also be traced to other Yogacara works, particularly
Asanga’s Mabayanasamgraba (MS). Useful explanation of the three transformations can
be found in the commentaries on the Trimsika, including Sthiramati’s Trimsikabhisya and
Xuanzang’s Vijiaptimatratasiddhi (Siddhi). Schmithausen’s study of the zlaya-vijiiana (1987)
provides an authoritative guide to these sources.

7 Bhaviveka begins with a formula that echoes the first line of Asanga’s account of the store-
consciousness in MS chapter 1. Asanga himself begins by quoting a well-known verse from
the Mabayianabhidharma Sitra, in which the store-consciousness is described as a “begin-
ningless” container of the seeds of rebirth. Bhaviveka quotes the sttra directly in the com-
mentary on verse 5.46 below. It also is quoted in the Trimsikabhasya (37) and Siddhi (159). For
other occurrences of this quotation, see also Eckel 1985: 55.

8  The claim that the store consciousness embraces (pari-grah) object (@lambana) and image
(@kara) indiscriminately (aparicchinna) derives from Trimsika 3ab, “[ The store consciousness]
has an indistinct (asamviditaka = aparicchinna) awareness (vijiiapti) of appropriation (upadi)
and location (sthana).” Sthiramati introduces this verse by saying: “If the store conscious-
ness is distinguished (vyatirikta) from the active consciousnesses, then one should state its
object (@lambana) or its form (@kara), since there can be no consciousness without an object
or form. We do not think that this [store consciousness] has no object or form. But its
object and form are not discriminated (aparicchinna). Why? Because the store consciousness
proceeds in two ways, internally as the awareness (vijiiapti) of appropriation (upiadana) and
externally as the awareness of a container (bhdjana) whose form is indistinct. Here inter-
nal appropriation consists of the traces of attachment (#bhinivesa) to imagined identity, the
sense organs with their support (adhisthana), and the mental constituents of personality.”
Schmithausen (1987: 104-8) gives a thorough account of the problems involved in the inter-
pretation of this passage, including the problem of Sthiramati’s own inconsistencies. See
also Siddhi 124-42.

9  Bhaviveka discusses the view that store consciousness acquires potentialities (szkz) that lead
to the perception of objects in verses 5.22cd, 39, and 42.

10 The defiled mind (klistamanas) is discussed in Trimsiki 6 as part of the category of cogita-
tion (manana), the second transformation (paripama) of consciousness. Bhaviveka discusses
it more fully in his account of cogitation below.
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and neutral seeds."" It is associated with three transformations:? maturation (vipika),
cogitation (7anana), and ideation (vijiiapti).

In this [store consciousness], things that arise are connected (#/iyante) as results.”®
It also is called the “appropriating consciousness” (Zdanavijiiana). It is associated with
contact, mental activity, feeling, thinking, and ideas, all of which are neutral. It is
not an object of ordinary knowledge in the form “This belongs to that” or “This is
there,” so it is indistinct (#samvidita). It is of two kinds: initiating (Zksepa) and resulting
(phalabhinirvriti). “Initiating” is initiated by consciousness, and “resulting” is brought
about as a result of the maturation (vipika) [of karmic influences]. The stream of the
store-consciousness flows like the stream of a river, which is made up of different bits
of water. As long as there is samsira, it is accompanied by meritorious (punya), unmeri-
torious (apunya), and neutral (@niiijya) traces (vasand). In accordance with the traces of

11 Sthiramati discusses the process by which store consciousness produces different levels of
rebirth in his commentary on Trimsiki 19. The levels are caused by meritorious (punya),
unmeritorious (#punya), and neutral (aneiijya) seeds. Bhaviveka discusses karmic traces in the
same terms just a few lines later.

12 The three transformations (parinama) of consciousness are introduced in Trimsiki 1d-2ab:
“Consciousness has three transformations: maturation, the one called cogitation, and ide-
ation concerning objects.”

13 Bhaviveka’s account of “maturation” (vipaka), the first transformation, begins with the first
of Asanga’s two explanations of Zlaya as “connection” in MS 1:13-14. Asanga says: “Why is
this called store-consciousness (#layavijiidna)? Because in it all arising, defiled dharmas are
connected (@/iyante) as results, and in them it is connected as cause.” Sthiramati develops
this point in the commentary on Trimsikd 2cd: “It is dlaya because it is the location (sthana)
of the seeds of all defiled dharmas. Alaya and sthana are synonyms. Or all dharmas are tied
(@ltyante) or connected (upanibadhbyante) here as effects (karyabhavena). Or the @laya can be
tied or connected with all dharmas as cause.” This account of the term #laya corresponds to
the first definition in Siddhi 96. On the diversity of explanations in other Yogacara sources,
see Schmithausen 1987: 273-76.

Bhaviveka follows the order of Asanga’s text by moving from zlaya-vijiiana to ddana-
vijiiana (“appropriating consciousness”). Compare MS 1:14-15: “It is called appropriating
consciousness. The scriptural source is the Sandbinirmocana Sitra: “The appropriating con-
sciousness is profound and subtle; like a flood, it flows with all seeds. I did not reveal it to
fools, lest they imagine it to be a self.” Why is it called appropriating consciousness? Because
it is the cause of material sense organs and the place for the appropriation of all bodies.” For
further discussion of this category, see Schmithausen 1987: 49ff.

Bhaviveka’s account of “maturation” goes on to consider Trimsika 3-5a: “It has an indis-
tinct (asamviditaka) awareness (vijiiapti) of appropriation (#padi) and location (sthana), and it
is always associated with contact, mental activity, feeling, thinking, and ideas. The feeling
(vedand) in it is neutral (upeksa). It is unobstructed (anivrta) and indeterminate (avyakrta).
The same is true for contact (sparsa) and so forth. It flows (vartate) like the flood of a river
(srotasaughavat). It ceases (vydvrtti) when one is an Arhant.” Bhaviveka’s elaboration of the
Trimsika is reflected in Sthiramati’s commentary on these verses and on verse 19, where
Sthiramati (following Vasubandhu) explains the mechanism for the maturation of karma.
On maturation as the first transformation of consciousness, see also Siddhi 97-224.
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karma and with the traces of the duality of subject and object that are present in it it
produces the appropriate maturation, such as the bodies of gods and human beings.
The stream of appropriating consciousness comes to an end when one attains the status
of an Arhant, because [at that time] all the seeds of defilements are eliminated. This is
called maturation (vipaka) and is the first transformation (paripama).

[The store consciousness] also is called #@laya-vijiana because sentient beings
cling (@liyante) to it as a self.”* That is, they perceive it as being their selves and things
that belong to their selves. It always is accompanied by the four defilements (klesz)—
delusion about the self (@tmamoha), false view of the self (@tmadysti), pride in the self
(@tmamana), and love of the self (@tmasneba)—and by contact, mental activity, and so
forth, which arise at the same level (bhismi). But an Arhant has no defiled mind, because
he has removed all defilements. This is called cogitation (mzanana) and is the second
transformation.

It also is called store-consciousness because it contains the potential [to produce]
all the active consciousnesses (pravrttivijiiana) and is associated with mental phenomena
(caitta) such as desire (chanda) and conviction (adhimoksa).” It also is called the root con-

14 Bhaviveka’s explanation of the term #/aya as “clinging” corresponds to the third explana-
tion in Siddhi 96. Here his account of “cogitation” (manana), the second transformation of
consciousness, follows Trimsika 5b-8a: “(Sbed) Based on this (tadasritya) [store-conscious-
ness], there occurs (pravartate) the consciousness that is called mind (7anas). It has this
[store-consciousness] as its object (#lambana), and it consists of cogitation (manandatmaka).
(6) It is always acompanied by the four defilements (k/es#), which are obstructed (nivyta) but
indeterminate (#vyakrta)—namely false view of the self, delusion about the self, pride in the
self, and love of the self—which arise at the same level. . . . (7bed) But it is not [accompanied
by them] when one is an Arhant, in the attainment of cessation (nirodhasamapatti), or on
the supermundane path (lokottaramarga). (8a) This is the second transformation.” On the
second transformation of consciousness, see also Siddhi 225-88.

15 Bhaviveka’s account of the term #/aya as the container of the potentiality for active conscious-
ness corresponds to the second explanation of the term in MS 1:13, zlaya-vijiiana as cause.
His explanation of “ideation” (vijiiapti), the third transformation of consciousness, follows
Trimsika 8b-9 and 15-19: “(8bcd) The third [transformation of consciousness] is the appre-
hension (upalabdhi) of the six kinds of objects (visaya). It is wholesome (kusala), unwholesome,
and neither. (9) Itis associated with pervasive (sarvatraga), specific (viniyukta), and beneficial
mental phenomena (czitta), also with defilements (kless), secondary defilements (upaklesa),
and three kinds of feeling (vedanda). . . . (15) The five [sense consciousnesses] arise in the
root consciousness (milavijiidna), according to their conditions, either simultaneously or
not, like waves in water. (16) Mental consciousness (mzanovijiiana) coincides (sambbiiti) [with
it] except among unconscious (#samzjiitka) [gods], in two forms of attainment (samapatti), in
sleep (middha), and in a fainting spell (mdrchana), where one becomes unconscious (acittaka).
(17) This transformation of consciousness is conceptual (vikalpa). Nothing that is concep-
tualized (vikalpyate) by it exists. Therefore everything is ideation-only (vijiiaptimatra). (18)
The [store] consciousness is the seed of everything. It is transformed in certain ways, and,
through a process of mutual influence, certain concepts (vikalpa) arise. (19) When the previ-
ous result (vipaka) is exhausted (ksina), the karmic trace (vasana), along with the trace of the
grasping of subject and object, produces another result (vipzka).” On ideation as the third
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sciousness (mlavijiiana). When conditions such as the eye, material form, light, space,
and mental activity coincide, the six forms of active consciousness arise from it. The
store-consciousness is like an ocean in which waves are stirred up by the movements
of such things as the wind and crocodiles. It is neither identical to active consciousness
nor different from it, like the ocean and the waves. For [the gods] who are unconscious
(@samijiiika) or for those who have attained a state of unconsciousness (asanmzjiiisamaparti)
in the attainment of cessation (nirodhasamapatti), in sleep, in drunkenness, or in a faint-
ing spell, there is no reason for any apprehension of objects. This third transformation
is called ideation (vijiiapti).

According to the Yogacara, the mind (¢itta) is transformed and appears in the
form (dkara) of the self-image (svabhisa), or subject (grihaka), and the object-image
(visaydbhdsa), or object (grahya). There are no external objects (bahyirtha). Therefore,
from the apprehension of mind-only (cittamatra), comes no-apprehension of objects
(visaya). If there are no objects (gr@hya), there also can be no subject (gr@haka). Therefore,
from no-apprehension of objects, comes no-apprehension of the six forms of conscious-
ness that constitute the subject.

As long as one does not take one’s stand in the store-consciousness,'® which is the
true nature of the mind (svacittadbharmati) and is called “ideation,” but takes one’s stand
instead in apprehension, one does not eliminate the seeds of grasping, does not remove
the seeds of the perception of marks (nimitta), and, as a result, does not abandon the
two [kinds of] traces (vasana). But when one no longer apprehends objects (@lambana)
such as material form as different from the mind, one stands in the true nature of
the mind (svacittadbarmatd). With this change of basis (@rayaparivriti), all obstacles
(@varana) are removed. A person then controls all dharmas and attains non-conceptual-
ity (nirvikalpadbarmati).

No one attains ideation-only (vijzaptimatra), or the insight (jzana) of the Tathagatas
in which there is no concept of any object, without understanding the three identities.!”

transformation of consciousness, see Siddhi 289-415.

16 The last paragraph in Bhaviveka’s commentary on verse 5.4 follows the account of the
“change of basis” (@srayaparavrtti) in Trimsika 26-30. “(26) As long as consciousness does
not stand in ideation-only, the propensity for two kinds of grasping does not cease. . . .
(28) But when consciousness does not apprehend objects, it stands in consciousness-only,
because that [consciousness] is not grasped [as a subject] if there is no object. (29) This no-
apprehension, in which there is no subject, is supermundane insight. The change of basis
is of two kinds depending on the obstacles that are removed. (30) This is the pure element
that is inconceivable, virtuous, permanent, and pleasurable. It is the liberation body and also
the [body] called Dharma that belongs to a Great Sage.” On the much-discussed parallel
between Trimsika 28 and Lankavatara Sitra 169.3ff., see Schmithausen 1992: 392-97.

17 The commentary on the three identities in verse 5.5 returns to the account of the three
identities in Trimsika 20-25: “(20) Anything that is conceptualized by any concept is imag-
ined identity and does not exist. (21) But the concept (vikalpa) itself is dependent [identity]
and arises from causes. Absolute [identity] is the constant absence of the former in the latter.
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For this reason, it is said:

5.5 Those who see reality see absolute identity when they do not apprehend
imagined [identity] and do not grasp dependent [identity].

The three identities—imagined (parikalpita), dependent (paratantra), and absolute
(parinispanna)—are included in the store-consciousness.

Of these [three identities], imagined identity (parikalpitasvabbiva) consists of any-
thing—from material form to awakening—that is conceptualized (vikalpyate) by any
concept (vikalpa) that distinguishes between subject and object. [Imagined things] do
not exist in this way [as they are imagined], because they are imagined (kalpita) by
improper reification (samaropa).

The imagination of what is unreal (abhitaparikalpa),’® consists of mind (citta) and
mental phenomena (czitta) in the triple world (raidbaruka), and is divided into the cat-
egories that begin with the wholesome (kusala). It is dependent (paratantra) identity
because it arises from (#zpadyate) and is controlled (paratantryate) by something else.
Or it is dependent (paratantra) because it has control over the arising of other things. It
also is dependent identity because it is the basis (Zs7aya) on which imagined [identity] is
imagined and absolute [identity] is achieved.

Absolute identity (parinispannasvabbiva) is the absence (rabitati) of imagined subject

(22) It is said that [absolute identity] is neither different from that [dependent identity] nor
identical to it, just as impermanence and so forth [are neither different from nor identical
to conditioned states]. If one is not seen, the other is not seen. (23) All dbarmas are said to
be empty (nibsvabhiva) in three ways, corresponding to the three identities. (24) The firstis
empty of characteristic (/aksana). The next is empty with respect to self-existence. The last
is emptiness (nibsvabhavata), (25) because it is the ultimate reality (paramartha) of dbarmas.
It is Thusness, because it is always thus. It also is ideation-only (vijiiaptimaitra).” Bhaviveka
quotes Trimsika 20-21 in his commentary on verse 5.10. Compare also the final verse of the
Trisvabhavanirdesa, MAV 1.5, AM 135, and parallel passages in the Sendhinirmocana Sitra.
18 Bhaviveka introduces “dependent identity” (paratantrasvabbiva) as “the imagination of what
is unreal” (@bhataparikalpa), as in MAV 1.1. Sthiramati’s commentary on Trimsika 21 defines
“the imagination of what is unreal” as “mind (¢/t7#) and mental phenomena (czirta) in the
triple world (traidbatuka),” quoting MAV 1.8cd for support. Sthiramati goes on to explain
that the imagination is “divided into categories that are wholesome, unwholesome, and
indeterminate.” His explanation of the term “dependent” (paratantra) corresponds to the
first of Bhaviveka’s definitions: “Dependent [identity] arises (uzpadyate) and is controlled
(paratantryate) by other causes (beru) and conditions (pratyaya). In other words, it cannot be
anything in its own right without causes and conditions that are different from itself.”

On the “no-apprehension” (enupalambha) of imagined identity, see also MSA 9.78:
“Nonexistence (zvidyamanati) is the supreme existence, and complete no-apprehension is
considered the supreme apprehension.” The commentary explains: “The nonexistence of
imagined identity is the supreme existence of absolute identity, and the complete no-appre-
hension of imagined identity is the supreme apprehension of absolute identity.”
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and objectin dependentidentity. This [absolute identity] is neither identical to nor differ-
ent from dependent [identity]. If it were different, the Dharma nature (dharmati) would
be different. If it were identical, [the Dharma nature] would be defiled (sazzklesitmalka)
and could not be the cause of purification (vyavadina).

[Question:] If there are three identities (svabbiva), in what way are they empty
(nibsvabhava)?

[Reply:] Imagined [identity] is empty of characteristic (laksananibsvabhiva)—that
is, it is empty of any characteristic of its own (svalaksanasinya)—so it should not be
apprehended. Dependent [identity] is empty of arising (utpattinibsvabhiva)—that is, it
does not arise by itself (svatmanid)—so it should not be grasped. Absolute [identity] is the
ultimate reality (paramartha) of imagined dharmas, and it is emptiness (nipsvabhivatd).
[Absolute identity] is the object (artha) or sphere of activity (gocara) of the ultimate
(parama), or the knowledge of the noble ones (@ryajiiana). It is empty in the sense that
it is the emptiness that constitutes the ultimate (paramarthanibsvabhivari). Those who
see reality (tattvadarsin), or who know the ultimate (paramartha), see absolute identity
as the equality (samatd) of subject and object. This is because supermundane insight
(alaukikajiiana) arises without any concepts.

For Sravakas, the change of basis (zrayaparavrtti) is defined as the liberation body
(vimuktikdya), because they free themselves from passions (@s7ava) and remove the
obstacles that consist of defilements (kleszvarana). For Tathagatas, it is the Dharma
Body, because they are free from all the traces (vdsand) of karma and of subject and
object and have removed all obstacles to knowledge (jiieydvarana).

Objection: If imagined identity is the object (visaya) of mundane knowledge and
absolute identity is realized directly (pratyatmavedya) as the object (visaya) of a Sage’s
(muni) supermundane knowledge, what kind of knowledge has dependent identity as its
object, and how does one know that it exists?

Reply:"

19 Verse 5.6 also appears in the Prajiidpradipa and receives extensive commentary from
Bhaviveka’s commentator Avalokitavrata (Eckel 1985: 52). It is likely that Bhaviveka had
in mind Yogacara arguments like the one made by Asanga in the Tastvartha chapter of the
Bodbisattvabhiimi (31): “If the aggregates exist, the designation (prajiiapti) ‘person’ is possi-
ble. If they do not exist, the designation ‘person’ is not possible, in the absence of a real thing
(nirvastuka). Similarly, if the dbarmas of the aggregates exist as real things (vastumatra), it is
possible to designate the dharmas of the aggregates metaphorically. If they do not exist, it is
not possible to designate them metaphorically. In that case, the designation would not refer
to a real thing, and there cannot be any designation without some basis (¢dbisthina). Some
people who hear the difficult and profound Mahayana stitras that deal with emptiness and
convey a hidden meaning (@bhiprayika) do not discern the correct meaning. They develop
false concepts, have unreasonable views (drsti) based only on logic (tarka), and say: ‘All this
reality is nothing but a designation. Whoever sees in this way sees correctly.” For these
people there is no real thing to serve as the basis of designation. If so, there could not be any
designation at all. How can reality be nothing but a designation? By saying this, they deny

223

D202a



PART 2: TRANSLATION

5.6 [We] think that dependent identity exists, because designations have
causes, because otherwise neither would not exist, and because one ap-
prehends defilements.

It is possible to infer that dependent identity exists, because designations (prajiiapti)
about the existence of mind and mental phenomena appear to have erroneous causes
(nimitta). [We] also think that dependent identity exists, because otherwise—if depen-
dent identity did not exist—it would follow that imagined and absolute [identity], or
designations and their causes, would not exist, because both depend on dependent
[identity], and because, if dependent identity did not exist, one would not apprehend any
defilements. Defilements are apprehended, because they depend on mind and mental
phenomena, and because their removal is liberation.

[Dependent identity] is the object (visaya) of supermundane (#/aukika), non-concep-
tual (nirvikalpa) knowledge and is perceived (drsta) when absolute identity is perceived
(saksatkrta). This is because dependent [identity] is realized by pure, mundane, subse-
quent knowledge (prstalabdbasuddbalaukikajiiina).

5.7 'This approach to the Perfection of Wisdom is [the means] to attain om-
niscience, and the one that concentrates on the negation of arising and
cessation is not.*’

(apavida) both designation and reality. Someone who denies designation and reality should
be known as the worst kind nihilist (nastika). Those who are wise and practice a religious life
should not speak or share living quarters with this kind of nihilist. [Such a nihilist] causes
himself to fall, and those who agree with his false views fall as well.” Bhaviveka discusses
this argument in more detail in verses 5.82-84 below.

Hoornaert points out that the word “both” in the reason “because both depend on depen-
dent [identity]” allows several different interpretations. Two interpretations are given here:
“both” imagined and absolute identity and “both” designations and their cause. Bhaviveka
refutes the second interpretation explicitly in verse 5.84 below. The first is refuted implic-
itly by his critique of the three identities. A third possibility is that “both” refers to defile-
ment and purification, as in Bhaviveka’s parallel argument in the Prajiiapradipa (Eckel 1985:
54-56). Bhaviveka outlines his own view of defilement and purification in verse 5.81 below.
On this argument compare MAV 1.21 (“If it were not defiled, no beings would be liberated.
If it were not purified, effort would be in vain.”) A fourth possibility is that the word “both”
refers to the duality of subject and object (Eckel 1985: 53).

As Bhaviveka presents the Yogacara position, arguments for the existence of dependent
identity lead directly to an attack on unnamed “nihilists” (nd@stika). In verse 5.7, Bhaviveka
shows that he understands this attack to be directed against the Madhyamikas.

20 In verse 5.7, the Yogacaras make an exclusive claim for the validity of their own position.
A comparable claim can be found in verses 27-29 of Dignaga’s Prajiidparamitipindirtha
(“Epitome of the Perfection of Wisdom”): “The teaching in the Perfection of Wisdom is
based on three [identities]: imagined, dependent, and absolute. The words ‘do not exist’
rule out everything that is imagined. Examples such as illusion (mayi) teach dependent
[identity]. The fourfold purification teaches absolute [identity]. The Buddha has no other

224



THE YOGACARAS

When [the Perfection of Wisdom Sutra) says,” “When he thus by means of these dbarmas
softens the dbarmas, fulfills, and clarifies, and perfects them, then [he realizes that]
there is no self and nothing that belongs to the self,” it means that the store-conscious-
ness evolves through concepts of a self and of something that belongs to the self, as
well as through the absence of habitual attachment (#bhinivesa) to such things. When it
says, “mind is no mind,” it means that there is neither subject nor object. When it says,
“No-mind is inconceivable,” it is referring to ideation-only (vijiiaptimatrati). When it
says, “Thus material form is a cognitive sign (nimirta), and everything up to awaken-
ing is a cognitive sign,” it is referring to imagined identity, because it mentions names
(naman) and conventions (samketa), and it is referring to dependent identity, because it
mentions dharmas that are repudiated, received, and perceived, in addition to the aux-
iliaries of awakening (bodbipiksikadharma). Words such as “thusness” (tathata), “reality
limit” (bhitakoti), “isolation” (vivekatd), “result” (phala), and “omniscience” (sarvajiiatva)
refer to absolute identity. This approach to the Perfection of Wisdom, which we pres-
ent, is the means (#p@ya) to attain omniscience. The one that concentrates on the nega-
tion of arising and cessation—which belongs to the Madhyamikas (mzadhyamavidin)—is
tantamount to nihilism (zastikadysti) and is not the means to attain omniscience.
This is the statement of the Yogicaras’ objection (pirvapaksa).

BHAVIVEKA’S RESPONSE:

5.8 Inresponse, we say: All the Tathagatas’ teachings are authoritative for us,

because they are the authoritative teaching of a reliable person. Clearly

a good person understands.?

teaching in the Perfection of Wisdom.”

Verse 5.7 clearly shows that Bhaviveka thought the dispute between Yogacara and
Madhyamaka was provoked by the Yogacara interpretation of the Perfection of Wisdom.
For more discussion of this point, see Part 1 of this book.

21 A Sanskritversion of Bhaviveka’s first quotation from the Perfection of Wisdom Siitra is found
in Kimura 1971: 160-59: evam dharmena dbarmdin abbisyandayan parisyandayan paripiirayan
parispharan pratyaveksate nirdtmakd by ete sarvadbarma atmdiatmiyavigatah. The Tibetan
version in the Tuarkajvili differs somewhat from Kimura’s Sanskrit. “He realizes that” is
supplied on the basis of the Sanskrit; otherwise the translation follows the Tibetan. For a
translation of Kimura’s Sanskrit, see Conze 1975: 205. The next two quotations (cittam tad
acittam and yad acittam tad acintyam) appear widely in the text of the sttra.

22 Verse 5.8 echoes the opening verse of Dignaga’s Pramanasamuccaya: “To the one who is
the personification of authority (pramanabhiita), who seeks the welfare of the world, the
teacher, the Sugata, the protector, I pay homage.” Hattori explains: “Unlike his predeces-
sors, Dignaga does not accept the unconditional authority of tradition. According to him,
the words of the Buddha must be subjected to critical test before they are accepted as valid.
This critical attitude he inherited from the Buddha, who used to exhort His disciples not
to accept any of His words merely out of reverence but to examine them carefully, just as
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All the teachings of the Buddhas (sugata) are authoritative (pramdina) for us, because

people examine the purity of gold by burning it in fire, cutting it, and testing it with a
touchstone” (Hattori 1968: 73).

According to Dignaga, there are only two reliable epistemological authorities or means
of knowledge (pramina): perception (pratyaksa) and inference (anumana). Dignaga con-
siders dgama (tradition) or szbda (verbal testimony) to be a form of verbal knowledge and
treats it as part of anumana: “Verbal testimony is not a different pramana from anumina”
(Pramanasamuccaya 5.1).

Here Bhaviveka seems to differ from Dignaga by treating the teaching of a Buddha as
a pramdna. To say that a Buddha’s teaching is “authoritative” (pramdina) and that a Buddha
is a “reliable person” (@pta) follows the definition of subda-pramana in Nydya Sitra 2.1.52:
“Verbal testimony (szbda) makes possible the comprehension of an object, because the teach-
ing of someone who is reliable has force.” In Tarkasamgraha 59, Annambhatta defines szbda
as “the teaching of someone who is reliable (@pravikya).”

But the appearance of this verse is somewhat deceiving. Bhaviveka follows Dignaga more
closely than the verse suggests. In MHK 9.16-17, a Mimamsaka objects to the Buddha’s
authority by saying: “The Buddha’s teachings are not authoritative (pramana), because they
are created, like those of someone else; and the Buddha is not omniscient, because he is a
human being, like someone else. The Buddha’s teachings are not authoritative, because they
criticize the three Vedas, like the view of a Jain ascetic.”

In MHK 9.19-20ab, Bhaviveka responds by saying that the authority of the Buddha’s
teaching can only be established by rational analysis (yukti): “If tradition (Zgama) is tradi-
tion because its transmission (sazzpradiya) is unbroken, then everything has to be tradition.
Why not hold onto the truth (tattva)? A statement is tradition if it can stand up to rational
analysis.”

Bhaviveka often cites traditional sources for his views, and he clearly expects his view
of reality to be consistent with tradition, but in the end, he believes that tradition can only
be correctly understood when it is examined by reason. For an example of Bhaviveka’s use
of dgama and yukti together, see 5.113 below, where Bhaviveka describes “reality” (tattva)
as “consistent with reason and tradition” (yuktyagamopeta). Shotaro lida has discussed
Bhaviveka’s approach to tradition and inference in Iida 1966.

In 5.8-9 and elsewhere in the MHK and TJ, Bhaviveka uses the verbs prati-pad and
prati-i to combine a sense of motion along a path with a sense of understanding. As Franklin
Edgerton points out in his definition of pratiparti (BHSD), these two meanings sometimes
come together to mean “behavior, practice, or performance.” In MHK 4.3 the verb prati-i
has both marga (“path”) and bodhi (“awakening”) as its objects: “The Buddhas’ great awaken-
ing is arrived at (pratiyate) by someone who has followed (pratita) the path that begins with
right views.” In 5.107, prati-pad has tattva (“reality”) as its object: “Reality is not understood
(pratipadyate) as an object of inference.” In MHK 9.93 a deficiency in understanding (pra-
tipad) is associated with an inability to lead others on the right path: “Because [the Hindu
gods] are deficient in understanding (pratipad), they cannot lead anyone to peace. They are
like someone who has fallen off a cliff and leads others along the same path.” Compare also
MHK 2.1, where the Buddhist ascetic “practices the right path” (pratiripam pratipadam
pratipanno), and MHK 2.11 where the same ascetic worships the Buddha with “the flow-
ers of understanding” (pratipatpuspa). The combination of motion with understanding is a
common feature of Sanskrit verbs to “go,” as in the common words abhisamaya and adhigati
(to “arrive at” or “understand”). The Tibetan translators use sgrub par byed (“complete,”
“accomplish,” or “achieve”) for pratipadyate in 5.8 and sgrub tu gzhug pa (“enter into comple-
tion”) for pratipatti in 5.9.
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those who taught them have seen reality (tattvadarsin). Those who have good disposi-
tions understand this and do not go astray.

5.9  But the opponent, whose mind is confused and misled by other tradi-
tions, does not.?* For this reason, one should follow a rational approach
so that he will understand.

Other traditions (7gama) are traditions that differ from this tradition. To be confused
by them is to doubt whether this [tradition] is correct. To be misled is to wander into
another doctrinal systems (siddhanta) and, without relying on this one, to be misled
about whether it is correct. Those who have minds such as this have minds that are con-
fused and misled by other traditions. These opponents state refutations and claim vic-
tory. They do not understand that this is authoritative (pramdina). Therefore, a debater
(vadin) should follow a rational (yuktiman) approach (naya), which has faultless theses
(paksa), reasons (beru), and examples (drstanta) and ends by avoiding the refutations
(dosasthana) of the opponents, so that they will understand.

THE ULTIMATE AS AN OBJECT OF COGNITION

The superimposition (kalpandpravacana) and improper denial (#pavida) that you stated
earlier cannot stand up to reason.**

23 This verse is a continuation of 5.8: “Clearly a good person understands, but the opponent
does not.” The phrase “confused and misled by other traditions” appears again in the com-
mentary on 5.108, where Bhaviveka explains that “other traditions” consist of “363 doc-
trines.” These are discussed in Part 1 of this book.

At the end of the commentary on 5.9, Bhaviveka gives a summary of his logical method.
Generally it involves two separate components: a criticism of the opponent’s syllogisms
(with their “theses, reasons, and examples”) and a defence of the syllogisms that support
his own position. For further commentary on Bhaviveka’s logical method, see Part 1 of
this book and Lindtner 1986: 62: “In order to silence the opponent for good we should give
a hetudystantabhidbina and a paroktadosaparibara” When Bhaviveka says that he ends by
avoiding the opponents’ refutations, he means that he is not mentioning all the details of his
method, since he has already done this in MHK 3.26ff.

24 Once Bhaviveka has said that he intends to follow a “rational” (yuktiman) approach, he turns
to the substance of the Yogacara position. Verses 5.10-11 respond to the Yogacara claim
(stated in the first pada of 5.2) that the ultimate (paramartha) is “the existence of the absence
of duality (dvayabhivasya sadbhiva).” Bhaviveka argues that the two parts of the definition
are contradictory: if the ultimate is an absence (#bhava), it cannot exist (bhava), and if it exists
(bbava), it cannot be an absence (#bhava). This argument, like the one that follows, has the
form of a prasanga: Bhaviveka takes the opponent’s assertion and reduces it to an absurd
conclusion.

The term kalpana (translated as “superimposition”) in the introduction to 5.10 should be
taken as a synonym of samdaropa (“improper reification”), one of the two extremes avoided by
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5.10 The existence of the absence of duality is clearly unreasonable, because it
is contradictory. You should not imagine that this [absence] exists unless
the absence of a flower in the sky” also exists.

First, if the absence (#bhava) of duality exists (bhava), how can it be an absence? If it is
an absence (¢bhava), it cannot exist (bhiva). The existence of the absence of duality is
unreasonable, because it is a contradiction in terms. If [you] say that this absence exists
because it is always present in the form of the absence of duality, then the absence of
a flower in the sky also must exist. You should not imagine that the absence of duality
exists, unless you think that the absence of a flower in the sky exists.

[Objection:] If you think this, our approach is:*

Anything that is conceptualized by any conceptual thought is imagined identity
and does not exist. But conceptual thought is dependent [identity] and arises from
causes. Absolute [identity] is the constant absence of the former in the latter.

Absolute identity is the constant absence of the former, which is imagined identity, or the

imagined [duality of] subject and object, in the latter, which is dependent identity. With

respect to imagined and dependent [identities], it is an absence (#bhava). With respect to

absolute [identity], it exists (/h7va). In this case, there is no difference between absence

and existence: the two are indistinguishable. For this reason, there is no contradiction.
Assuming that this is the opponents’ intention, [we] reply:

5.11 If [the opponents] think there is no difference between reality (tattva)
and the absence of imagined [identity], this is not an answer, because
there is the same [contradiction] when the definition is applied to the
thing that is being defined.

the middle path. The other extreme is apavida (“improper denial”). Bhaviveka argues that
the Yogacara definition of ultimate reality as “existence” (sadbhava) and “absence” (abhiava)
falls into both extremes. To say that ultimate reality exists “superimposes” reality on some-
thing that is ultimately unreal, and to say that it is an absence “denies” the reality of some-
thing that is conventionally real. On apavida as a denial of external objects, see verse 5.19
below.

25 A “flower in the sky” (kbapuspa), like the hair of a tortoise or the son of a barren woman, is
a common example of something that does not exist.

26 'To explain the Yogacara position in the commentary on 5.10, Bhaviveka quotes Trimsika
20-21: yena yena vikalpena yad yad vastu vikalpyate / parikalpita evisau svabbivo na sa vidyate
/1 paratantrasvabbavas tu vikalpam pratyayodbbavam | nispannas tasya parvena sada rahitatd tu
ya. A portion of Trimsiki 20 was quoted earlier in the commentary on verse 5.5. Hoornaert
follows Yamaguchi in pointing out that the terminology of the Yogacira objection (particu-
larly the claim that absence and existence are indistinguishable) is similar to verses 18-21 of
the Trisvabhavanirdesa (La Vallée Poussin 1932-33b: 155).
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Even if there is no difference between absolute [identity] and the absence of imag-

ined and dependent [identities], there is the same contradiction. When the definition
is applied to the thing that is being defined—that is, when reality is defined as the
existence of the absence of duality—the absence of duality cannot be an absence if it

exists, and it cannot exist if it is an absence. For this reason, the opponents’ answer is

unsatisfactory.

Furthermore,”’

5.12 If [the opponent] thinks the nature of [reality] does not cease to be [an
absence], then it cannot exist, if it does not cease to be [an absence].

If the opponents say that it is the nature (bhidva) or identity (svabbiva) of reality not to

cease to be the absence of duality—in other words, if it is simply the absence of duality—

then [we] say: Do not imagine that it exists, if it does not cease to be [an absence].

Therefore,?®

5.13 If so, the Buddhas™’ knowledge would have an absence as its object, and
this [object] would not be the selflessness of dharmas, because the cogni-
tion of an absence has a cognitive mark (nimitta).

According to the doctrinal approach (siddhantanaya) of the Mahiayana, the Buddhas’
knowledge is considered free from the extremes of existence and absence. It is a contra-

diction of tradition if you think that it has an absence as its object (@ambana).

[Objection:] It is not a contradiction. Why? You also think that selflessness (nair-

atmya) is the selflessness of imagined dharmas, and [this selflessness] is an object.

27

28

29

After he has pointed out the contradiction between “existence” (bhdva) and “absence”
(abbiava), Bhaviveka considers the possibility that the ultimate is simply an absence. This
possibility corresponds to the second pada of verse 5.2: “or because it is the absence of dual-
ity” (abbaviad va dvayasya ca). The interpretation of verse 5.12 turns on a change in the mean-
ing of the term bhava. In verses 5.10-11, Bhaviveka has treated bhava as meaning “existence”
or “existing entity.” Here he treats it as a synonym of svabhava or svaripa (“nature” or “iden-
tity”). To say that reality (tatrva) is abbavasya bhava means, according to this interpretation,
that it has the identity of being an absence. This line of interpretation corresponds to the
first part of MAV 1.13, as explained by Vasubandhu’s commentary: “The absence (¢bhiva)
of the duality of subject and object and the existence (bhzva) of that absence is the definition
(laksana) of emptiness. This means that emptiness is defined as having the identity of an
absence (abhavasvabbiva).”

In verses 5.13-14, Bhaviveka takes up the claim in 5.2¢, that the ultimate is the “object of
a cognition of existence and so forth” (sadadibuddhivisaya), and in 5.3c, that the ultimate is
“the object of a non-conceptual cognition” (nirvikalpamatigrihya). On the meaning of the
terms grahya, visaya, and alambana, see the notes on verse 5.4.

The commentary on verse 5.13 treats tattvadarsin (“one who sees reality”) as buddha.
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[Reply: We] think that the selflessness of dbarmas is free from all cognitive marks.
If something is an absence and functions as the object of a cognition of an absence, it
cannot be the selflessness of dharmas. The word “self” refers to identity (svabbiva), and
selflessness means that there is no identity (nibsvabhiva), whether it is the identity of
something that exists (bhdvasvabhiva) or the identity of an absence (abbavasvabhiva).

The opponents think that concepts (vikalpa) are called bondage, and freedom from
concepts is liberation.

5.14ab If [the opponents] think that a cognition whose object (#/ambana) is an
absence has no concept,

If [the opponents] say: All dharmas have the same taste, which is [the taste of] absence
(abhivasvabhiva). A cognition whose object (@lambana) is an absence (abhiva) would be
conceptual if it had a concept of anything, but it has no concept, so it is correct.

The Master* replies:

5.14cd then a non-conceptual cognition of material form®' must be correct.

If non-conceptual cognitions are correct, then mundane (Jzukika) cognitions that arise
from causes such as material form and are free from the concepts that consist of dis-
crimination (nirdpana) and memory (anusmarana)®* must also be taken as correct.

Objection: The only truly correct cognition (buddhi) is one that is free from the
concept of subject and object. Even a non-conceptual cognition of material form is
false, because it has the image (#bhdsa) of an object (griahya), like the cognition of a
double moon.**

30  On Bhaviveka’s use of the word “master” (T'ib. slob dpon / Skt. @carya) to refer to the author
of the verses, see the discussion of Bhaviveka as author in Part 1 of this book.

31 “Material form” is used to translate the term 7zpa, the object of visual perception. Kosz 1.10
explains that 7ipa is characterized by color (varna) and shape (samsthiana). The word “form”
will be reserved to translate the word Zkzra, the mental representation of an object.

32 According to the Sarvastivada, there are three kinds of concepts (vikalpa): concepts about
the thing itself (svabhiva), concepts that consists of discrimination (#bhiniripana), and con-
cepts that consists of memory (¢nusmarana). A non-conceptual perceptual cognition is con-
sidered free from the last two kinds of concept, but not free from the first. On this aspect of
the Sarvastivada theory of perception, see Kosz 1.33ab and Cox 1988: 36-37.

33 In the introduction to verse 5.15, the opponent presents the first formal syllogism of the
chapter:

Even a non-conceptual cognition of material form is false,

because it has an image (@bhdsa) of an object (grahya),
like the cognition of a double moon.
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Reply:

5.15 If [the opponent] thinks that a cognition of material form is incorrect
because it has the image of an object, the reason is mistaken, and the
thesis fails.

Mistaken (vyabhicirin) means contradicted (viruddha). A cognition of material form
cannot have any other nature than to have the image of an object. To infer that “having
the image of an object” (grahyabhisati) excludes “correctness” is contradicted, because
it proves the opposite of the nature of the subject. Here the thesis is that a cognition
of material form is false. But how can a cognition of material form be false in this con-
text? Perception (pratyaksa), tradition (7gama), and common sense (lokaprasiddba) all
contradict the falsehood of a cognition of material form. For this reason, the inference
is contradicted.

The same fault applies to the claim that “those who see reality only see absolute
identity.”

5.16 Ifthe Teacher’s awakening has [absolute] identity as its object (@lambana),
it must be a conceptual cognition, it must have an object, and it must not
be non-conceptual 3

If the Teacher’s awakening, or the Tathagata’s knowledge (j7iana), has [absolute] identity
as its object—that is, if it has as its object the absolute identity that is known directly

The subject of the thesis is literally “a non-conceptual cognition of material form and so
forth” (rapadidhib). In his discussion of the syllogism, Bhaviveka abbreviates it to “a non-
conceptual cognition of material form.” For the sake of simplicity, this abbreviation is fol-
lowed here as well.

In verse 5.15 and in the following commentary, Bhaviveka argues that the reason (hetu)
in this syllogism is “contradicted” (viruddha) because it proves the opposite of the subject
(dbarmin) of the thesis. If a cognition is genuinely a cognition of material form, it must be
correct. To infer otherwise would contradict the nature of the subject. Bhaviveka presents
his own position about the cognition of external objects in verses 5.34-36.

34 Verse 5.16 applies the “same fault” to the opponent’s thesis: “Those who see reality only
see absolute identity.” This thesis was part of the Yogacara objection in verse 5.5 and was
expanded in the commentary that followed. The fault is that the inference is “contradicted”
in one or both of the senses mentioned in the commentary on verse 5.15. To infer that the
Buddha’s vision of reality (or “the Teacher’s awakening” in the text of verse 5.16) sees abso-
lute identity (or “has absolute [identity] as its object”) is contradicted by the nature of the
subject, because the Buddha’s vision cannot have an object or see anything at all. To say that
a Buddha sees absolute identity as an object is also contradicted by several points of tradition
that both Bhaviveka and the opponent accept. Verse 5.16 is quoted in the commentary on
verse 5.81, and the point of the verse is discussed at length in verses 5.85-113.
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by the Tathagata and is not accessible to words—it must be conceptual. But awakening
is not considered conceptual. If it has [absolute identity] as its object, it must have an
object, and it is impossible to argue that it has no object. But awakening is not considered
to have an object. And if [awakening] conceives of reality as emptiness (nibsvabhivatd), it
must not be a non-conceptual cognition. This is the construction [of the verse].

THE ULTIMATE AS CONSCIOUSNESS

The next verse responds to the thesis: “It is like this: the three worlds are mind-only
(cittamdtra), and external objects (bahyartha) do not exist.”*

5.17 It is not true that apprehending mind-only implies that one does not
grasp material form and so forth. This thesis is contradicted by a point
that has already been accepted and also by common sense.

It is contradicted by a point that has already been accepted, because it contradicts the
traditional statement, “the arising of visual consciousness depends on the eye and mate-
rial form.” It also is contradicted by common sense, because it is contradicted by the
ordinary view that visual consciousness does not arise unless it has material form as an
object (artha).

Objection: [We] observe that consciousness arises even without objects (artha) such
as material form, because it arises with the image (7bhasa) of such [objects], just as the
cognition of material form arises in a dream.*

35 Intheintroduction to verse 5.17 Bhaviveka moves from the ultimate as an object of cognition
to the ultimate as cognition itself. This leads inevitably to the Yogacara doctrine of “mind-
only” (cittamatra). The discussion of mind-only began in verse 5.4 with the quotation of
MAV 1.6: “From apprehension comes no-apprehension; from no-apprehension comes no-
apprehension.” Vasubandhu’s commentary expands this verse as follows: “From apprehen-
sion of consciousness-only (vijiiaptimatra) comes no-apprehension of objects (#rtha); from
no-apprehension of objects (a7tha) comes no-apprehension of consciousness-only. This is
the way to enter the non-existence (asallaksana) of the object and subject (grahyagrihaka).”

Bhaviveka traces the docrine of mind-only to the Dasabbhitmika Sitra (32): “The three
worlds are mind-only (cittamatram idam yad idam traidbatukam).” He discusses this quota-
tion at greater length in the commentary on verse 5.28.

The traditional statement (Zgarma), “The arising of visual consciousness depends on the
eye and material forms” (caksub pratitya ripani cotpadyate caksurvijiianam,, is quoted in chap-
ter 9 of the Kosz (465). A similar quotation is found a few lines earlier (caksurvijiianam sarvam
tac caksub pratitya ripani ca). In his translation, La Vallée Poussin identifies the source of the
second quotation as the Sazmyukta Sitra. While this source represents a Vaibhasika point of
view, the quotation lends itself naturally to a Sautrantika interpretation.

36 When Bhaviveka challenges the Yogacara thesis that there are no external objects (bahyartha),
the objector is required to give a syllogism to support it. The syllogism takes the following
form:
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Reply: To refute this point, [we] say:

5.18 It is not reasonable to say that consciousness (vijiiana) of material form
and so forth has no object, because it arises with the image of such [an
object] (tathabhisodayid), like the cognition of material form and so forth
in a dream.

"The opponents’ inference is unsatisfactory.

Why?

5.19 [We] think that dream-consciousness and so forth have dharmas as their
objects (@lambana), so [the opponent’s inference] has a deficient example
and improperly denies objects (visaya).’’

When the mind’s eye is stained from time immemorial by the traces of subject and

object, it sees in dreams. It sees [objects] such as material form, and it does not not

see. Dream-consciousness and so forth have objects (#lambana), because they repeat

37

A cognition of material form and so forth has no object (vina arthena),
because it arises with that kind of image (tathabhasodayar),
like the cognition of material form and so forth in a dream.

The source of this argument is the first verse of the Vimsatika. With commentary, this
verse reads: “In the Mahayana, the three worlds are defined as ideation-only (wijiaptimatra),
because a sttra says: ‘O Jinaputra, the three worlds are mind-only.” Mind (citta), the mental
organ (manas), consciousness (vijiiana), and ideation (vijiiapti) are synonyms. Here ‘mind’ is
intended to include its associations. ‘Only’ is a negation of objects (artha). [Verse 1:] This
is ideation-only, because it has the image of unreal objects (asadarthivabbasanat), like the
vision of unreal networks of hair and so forth, when someone has an eye disease.”

The first verse of the Vimsatika helps clarify an important point in Bhaviveka’s argu-
ment: when he says “that kind of image” (tathibhisa), he means “an image of unreal objects”
(asadarthavabhisana). To find the source of Bhaviveka’s example of the dream, we need to
look only as far as Vimsatika 3, where the example is used to respond to an opponent’s objec-
tion to Vimsatika 1. Compare also Vimsatika 16a: “Perceptual cognition is like a dream and
so forth.”

The opponent’s syllogism is valid only if it has an example that is accepted by the other

party to the argument (who in this case is Bhaviveka). Bhaviveka criticizes the example by
claiming that dreams are based on real, external objects and therefore do not illustrate the
point that sense cognitions lack external objects. This means that the opponent’s inference
is “deficient” (nyiina) with regard to the example. In other words, it lacks the “inferred prop-
erty.” Sthiramati criticizes an argument like Bhaviveka’s in MAVT (25-26).
In verse 5.19d, Lindtner reads vastuno ‘py apaviditi (“an improper denial of real things”)
rather than visaye capavadita (“an improper denial of objects”). This reading is consis-
tent with the terminology of verse 5.56, but the Tibetan translation of verse 5.19 and its
commentary require the word visaya.
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[objects] that have been seen previously, like memory. The traces of things that were
seen in previous lives cause a variety of material forms to appear in dreams, with differ-
ent colors and shapes, even for those who are blind and have lost the use of their eyes.
Objects are not absent even in such cognitions. For it is said, “O Bhadrapila, a blind
man sees material form in a dream with his mind’s eye; he does not see with physical
eyes.” The mind’s eye has a dharma as its object (@lambana), so dream-consciousness
and so forth have objects. Your argument, therefore, has a deficient example. It also
improperly denies (#pa-vad) objects (visaya) when it rejects real objects (artha) such as
material form.

You may say: Consciousness (vijzana) arises with 