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Part I: Earliest Buddhism
Preface

L. Schmithausen
Hamburg

When asking my colleagues to participate in a workshop on "Earliest
Buddhism", I expected them to present papers mot so much on doctrinal
issues of "Early Buddhism"! in the sense of the canonical period prior to
the development of different schools with their different positions; I
expected them to discuss rather the question whether the doctrines found
in the four Nikayas and the early verse collections can or cannot be
stratified into layers of different antiquity or elements of different
provenience, layers which may, perhaps, even include such as contain the
doctrine, or stages of the development of the doctrine, of the Buddha
himself.

I was, of course, aware of the fact that this matter is still highly
controversial. To be sure, most of the above-mentioned canonical texts
are transmitted as instructions or utterances of the Buddha himself. But
in view of the discrepancies between the versions of the different
Buddhist schools as well as for other reasons, modern scholars will hardly
assert. that all these materials are literal transmissions of the Buddha's
sermons (cp. also R. Gombrich's paper). But there is no agrecment at all
with regard to the question whether and to what extent these texts can
be regarded as faithfully preserving the doctrine of the Buddha himself at
least in essence, ad sensum (and, in some cases - but which ones? -
perhaps even verbatim).

(1). Some (especially, but by no means exclusively, British) Buddho-
logists> stress the fundamental homogeneity and substantial authenticity
of at least a considerable part of the Nikayic materials. Accordingly they
tend to take divergencies within these materials, and even incoherences
(provided they admit them at all), to be of little significance; and they
tend to regard creative, innovative doctrinal developments during the oral
period of transmission to have been minimal or to have been successfully
prevented from being included into the canon. On this assumption, the
canonical texts are taken to yield a fairly coherent picture of the
authentic doctrine of the Buddha himself, and in cases of scholarly
disagreement on doctrinal issues the presentation of ome truly un-
ambiguous passage is considered to be sufficient for settling the matter
for the canon in this entirety.3
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(2). As against this, other scholars are extremely sceptical with regard
to the possibility of retrieving the doctrine of earliest Buddhism, not to
speak of the Buddha's own doctrine, from the canonical texts as we now
have them. They point, e.g., to the fact that none of these texts were
codified before the 1st century B.C. and that we do not know to what
extent they were revised even afterwards;? to methodological difficulties
in reconstructing the common, "pre-sectarian" heritage through a com-
parative study of the versions of the different schools;5 or to the
heterogeneity of their contents and to the fact that they have so far not
yet been successfully stratified in a comprehensive manner® These
scholars therefore try to gather reliable information on earliest (or at
least earlier) Buddhism from other sources, especially from inscriptions.

(3). Others” (including myself)® still continue to apply, to smaller
pieces or larger bodies of text, the methods of higher criticism, like
comparison of parallel versions or somehow related texts, textual analysis,
or Formgeschichte,” in order to isolate accretions, different strata or
heterogeneous components. To them, divergencies may indicate develop-
ment or difference of milieu, etc., and inconsistencies of content or
structure may signalize heterogeneity of the materials and compilatory or
redactional activity. Yet, these methods of higher criticism will, at best,
yield a relative sequence (or sequences) of textual layers and/or sequence
(or sequences) of stages of doctrinal development. And it may not be easy
to safely ascribe amy such layer or stage (or layers/stages) to a definite
date or even to the Buddha himself without additional criteria (cp. the
appendix of T. Vetter's paper).

All the papers contributed to the present workshop establish or
presuppose, somehow or other, that it is possible to retrieve at least the
essentials of the doctrine of the Buddha himself. But whereas R. Gombrich
and K.R. Norman side with position 1, the approaches of T. Vetter and N.
Aramaki are based on position 3. R. Gombrich's paper contains a detailed
methodological criticism of position 3 in favour of position 1, and an
essay on - partly humorous or satirical - anti-brahminical statements in
the canon as a typical feature of the authentic doctrine of the Buddha.
KR. Norman's article may be characterized as an attempt to reintegrate
the divergencies, which were pointed out by mel® with regard to the
canonical materials on bodhi and Liberating Insight and which were
interpreted, by Bronkhorst!’ and Vetter!? also, as indicating different
currents and/or stages of development, into a largely synchromic coherent
picture of the authentic doctrine of the Buddha as represented by the
majority of the canomical sources. T. Vetter, stressing that significant
differences or nuances of content and terminology should be taken
seriously, discusses some old portions of the Suttanipata and their
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relation to what he had, in an earlier paper,)® established to be the
original spiritual practice of the Buddha and its earliest developments. He
shows that some Suttas of the Atthakavagga may be understood as being,
in substance, "inclusions" stemming from a different group that came to
be incorporated into the Gotama-sangha. N. Aramaki's paperl* was
concerned with the Attadandasutta (of the Suttanipata) which he is
inclined to regard as one of the oldest Suttas, probably the Buddha's own
words, and as (ome of) the starting-point(s) of all subsequent textual and
doctrinal developments, and he tried to show how the central issue of
this Sutta, viz. the answer to the question as to the ultimate cause of
Samsara, had been prefigured by similar concepts in Vedic/Brahminical
tradition and early Jainism.

The discussion in the workshop left little doubt that the different
approaches documented in the papers themselves are hardly compatible,
and that neither party was convinced by the arguments or achievements
of the other to the extent of changing sides. Thus, there is - apart from
declaring the whole matter to be hopeless or simply disregarding other
positions - no choice but to continue methodological discussion as well as
the discussion on concrete issues.’> As long as the method of dealing
with the canonical materials is controversial, it would seem reasonable to
try different approaches side by side and to test the heuristic value of
each of them. For each approach and its presuppositions will probably
lead to specific observations but prevent or distort, at the same time, the
perception of other aspects. Perhaps the future (if there is amy to us, as
things are in the world) will decide which of these approaches is the
most fruitful one, and which theory about the formation of the canon is
the one by which a maximum of facts can be satisfactorily explained
without twisting or disregarding others.
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Notes

Apart from the colleagues whose papers are published in this volume and Prof. Noritoshi
Aramaki (see n.14), Prof. Dr. J. Bronkhorst and Prof. Dr. JW. de Jong kindly participated as
discussants.

1. Cp. M. Saigusa in: Toydo Gakujutsu Kenkyd 25.1/1986, 125ff, rejecting terms like "primitive
Buddhism" or "Urbuddhismus". The latter, at least, would however correspond to "Earliest
Buddhism" as understood in the present workshop.

2. See mnext note. Cp. also books like St. Collins, Selfless persons, Cambridge 1982; J.T.
Ergardt, Faith and knowledge in Early Buddhism, Leiden 1977; J. Pérez-Remén, Self and non-self
in Early Buddhism, The Hague 1980.

3. Cp. KR. Norman, A note on and in the Alagaddipama Sitra, in: Studies in Indian Philoso-
phy: Mem. vol. in honour of Pandit Sukhlalji Sanghvi (Ahmedabad 1981), 28.

4. G. Schopen, Two problems in the history of Indian Buddhism: The layman/monk distinction
and the doctrines of the transference of merit, in: Studien zur Indologie und Iranistik 10/1984,
Off.

5. Ibid., 14ff.

6. D. Schlingloff, Konig Asoka und das Wesen des iltesten Buddhismus, in: Saeculum 36.4/1985,
326ff.

7. Cp., eg., the recent work by K. Meisig, Das Sramanyaphalasiitra, Wiesbaden 1987; N. Aram-
aki, A text-strata-analytical interpretation of the concept of pasicaskandhas, in: Jinbun (College
of Liberal Arts, Kyoto University) 26/1980, 1ff; id., Genshi-bukkyd-kydten no seiritsu ni tsuite,
in: Toyd Gakujutsu Kenkyd 23.1/1984, 53ff; id, On the formation of a short prose Pratityasarmut-
pada Sitra, in: Buddhism and Its Relation to Other Religions: Essays in honour of Dr. Shozen
Kumoi (Kyoto 1985), 87ff. Cp. also the works quoted in ns. 11 and 12.

8. See n. 10. Cp. also: Beitrige zur Schulzugehorigheit und Textgeschichte kanonischer und
postkanonischer buddhistischer Materialien, in: Zur Schulzugehorigheit von Werken der Hinayana-
Literatur, hrsg. v. H. Bechert, 2. Teil (Gottingen 1987), 304f, esp. 343ff (§§ 7 and 8).

9. Paul J. Griffiths, Indian Buddhist Meditation Theory: History, Development and Systematiza-
tion. PhD dissertation, University of Wisconsin 1983.

10. L. Schmithansen, On some aspects of descriptions or theories of "Liberating Insight" and
"Enlightenment" in Early Buddhism, in: Studien zum Jainismus und Buddhismus (Gedenkschrift f. L.
Alsdorf), ed. K. Bruhn and A. Wezler (Wiesbaden 1981), 199ff.

11. J. Bronkhorst, The two traditions of meditation in Ancient India, Stuttgart 1986.

12. T. Vetter, Recent research on the most ancient form- of Buddhism, in: Buddhism and Its
Relation to Other Religions: Essays in honour of Dr. Shozen Kumoi (Kyoto 1985), 67ff.

13. Ibid.

14. This paper was, unfortunately, not yet available for publication.

15. Since my article of 1981 (see no. 10) is ome of .the main targets of Gombrich's and
Norman's papers, 1 myself might be expected to respond, but my time and enmergy has been (and
still is) entirely taken up by another work and other obligations.



Recovering the Buddha's Message

Richard Gombrich
Oxford University

When Professor Schmithausen was so kind as to invite me to partici-
pate in his panel on "the earliest Buddhism" and I accepted, I had to
prepare a paper for discussion without being clear what my fellow-
participants would assume that "earliest Buddhism" to be. In the nine-
teenth century, not all European scholars were even prepared to accept
that such a historical person as Gotama the Buddha had ever existed; and
though such an extremity of scepticism now seems absurd, many scholars
since have been prepared to argue either that we no longer have the
Buddha's authentic teachings or that we have only a very few, the rest
of the purported teachings being garbled or distorted by the Ilater
tradition. Since I believe that in order to make sense to an audience one
needs to begin from its assumptions - the crucial point in part II of my
paper below - this uncertainty was a handicap. On reading the papers of
my colleagues, I realized that, like me, they all (except Professor
Aramaki?) assumed that the main body of soteriological teaching found in
the Pali Canon does go back to the Buddha himself. The main thrust of
recent work by Professors Schmithausen, Vetter and Bronkhorst in this
area, as I understand it, has been to argue that there are inconsistencies
in the earliest textual material, and that from these inconsistencies we
can deduce a chronological development in the teachings, but that this
development may well have taken place within the Buddha's own lifetime
and preaching career. On the other hand, the fact that the fundamental
Buddhist teachings can be ascribed to the Buddha himself was more
assumed than argued for by my colleagues, whereas I made some attempt
to reconstruct how the scriptural texts came into being. It seems to me
that if my reconstruction is anything like correct, it raises problems for
the method of arguing from alleged inconsistencies, and also makes it
unlikely that we can in fact ever discover what the Buddha preached first
and what later. Accordingly, when I spoke on the panel I made little use
of my prepared script and preferred to use my time to address the latter
issues. It is obvious that the positions taken by some of us are incom-
patible; one can either politely ignore the fact (and leave the audience to
make up its own mind) or try to address the issues and hope to progress
by argument. Though the latter course is unusual in such intellectual
backwaters as Indology and Buddhist studies, I ventured to take it at the
conference. By the same token, I have for publication revised the first
part of my paper along the lines on which I spoke, while omitting
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criticisms of specific points. The second part of the paper is very little
altered from the conference version.

I

We agree, then, that "the earliest Buddhism" is that of the Buddha
himself. Unless a certain individual had propounded a doctrine that many
found intellectually compelling and emotionally satisfying, and unless he
had deliberately organized his following, there would now be no Dhamma
and no Sangha. There could have been a Dhamma without a Sangha, but
in that case Buddhism would have had no history.

The function of the Sangha as an institution was two-fold to provide
an institutional framework in which men and women could devote
themselves to the quest for salvation (mirvana), and to preserve the
Buddha's teaching. In an age without books, the latter function can have
been no minor matter. World history can, I believe, offer hardly any
parallels to the creation and preservation of so large a body of texts as
the Buddhist Canon. I have argued elsewhere! that the Buddhists may
have realized that it was possible because of the example before them of
the brahmin preservation of Vedic literature, achieved by dint of a system
of extraordinarily long and tedions compulsory education for brahmin
boys.

None of the other religious leaders contemporary with the Buddha
seem to have achieved such preservation of their teachings, and this may
well reflect the fact that they did not organize settled religious com-
munities like the Buddhist monasteries. I believe the Digambara Jaina
tradition that their own canon was wholly lost, for I cannot see why
such a story should arise if it were not true, whereas the temptation to
claim the highest antiquity and authority for one's scriptures is obvious.
In any case, all Jains agree that many of their canonical texts were lost
at an early stage. The Buddhists were aware of the contrast between
themselves and the Jains. The Sargiti Suttanta (DN sutta XXXII) begins
by recounting that at the death of Nigantha Nataputta his followers
disagreed about what he had said. The same passage occurs at two other
points in the Pali Canom; but it makes good sense in this context, for it
is the occasion of rehearsing a long summary of the Buddha's teaching
in the form of mnemonic lists. The text says that the rehearsal was led
by Sariputta, in the Buddha's lifetime. Whether the text records a
historical incident we shall probably never know. But that is not my
point. I would argue that unless we posit that such episodes took place,
not merely after the Buddha's death but as soon as the Sangha had
reached a size and geographic spread which precluded ‘frequent meetings
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with the Buddha, it is not possible to conceive how the teachings were
preserved or texts were composed. By similar reasoning, something like
the first sarigdyana (communal recitation) must have taken place, other-
wise there would simply be mo corpus of scriptures. Details such as the
precise time and place of the event are irrelevant to this consideration.

The Buddhists had to emulate the brahmins by preserving a large body
of texts, but since membership of the Sangha was not ascribed at birth
but achieved much later, usually in adulthood, they could not imitate the
years of compulsory education. To preserve orally the basic Buddhist
texts - by which I mean something like the Vingya minus the Parivara,
the four Nikdya of prose sermons and the poetry in the Khuddaka
Nikaya - must have required a vast amount of sustained and highly
organized effort. Though there is evidence that extraordinary feats of
memory are possible for individuals, whether or not they live in pre-
literate civilizations,2 these Buddhist texts amount to hundreds of
thousands of lines, so much that only a very few individuals of excep-
tional mnemonic gifts can ever have mastered the lot. We know that in
Ceylon monks (and presumably nuns) specialized in a specific collection
of texts, and the logic of the situation suggests that this must have been
so from the outset.

This must have implications for textual criticism. Segments of texts
(sometimes called pericopes) are preserved in different contexts, but it
may not be possible to deduce from this that one passage is earlier than
another, let alone which comes first. For instance, most of the Mahapari-
nibbana Sutta occurs elsewhere in the Pali Canon, but that only shows
that what the memorizers of the Digha Nikaya kept as a single text was
preserved piecemeal by other groups. This is by no means to deny that
one can occasionally show that a piece of text must have started in one
context from which it was then transferred to another; but each such
piece of evidence has to be teased out separately, and such demonstra-
tions are still very few.3

No one was in a position to record or reproduce the Buddha's sermons
as he uttered them. The texts preserved did not just drop from his lips;
they must be products of deliberate composition - in fact, they were
composed to be memorized. This inevitably introduces a certain formaliza-
tion: such features as versification, numbered lists, repetition and stock
formulae are all aids to memory. Vedic literature includes texts which
display all these features. Early brahminical literature also includes prose
texts, the sifra, which were orally preserved and followed a different
strategy: instead of redundancy, they aim for extreme brevity. There are
however no early Buddhist texts in the sufra style. A sifra is so compos-
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ed that it cannot be understood without exegesis. The Buddhist texts, by
contrast, apparently aim to be self-explanatory.

Since there were religious texts being preserved in the Buddha's
environment in both prose and verse, there seems to be no a priori
ground for holding that Buddhist prose must be older than Buddhist verse
or vice versa* The ability to speak in verse exterpore is not common
and there is no reason to suppose that the Buddha had it; moreover,
extended discourse in extempore verse in ancient India was generally in a
rather free metre like the anustubh, not in the kind of lyric metres
found in the Sutte-nipata. A text which purports to reproduce an actual
sermon by the Buddha is therefore likely to be in prose, and this implies
no particular lapse of time after the event.

As we know, many texts do purport to reproduce the Buddha's
sermons. If in doing so they employ various of the conventions of oral
literature, schematizing the material by the use of formulae and stock
Ppassages, this is no argument against their essential authenticity.

I turn now to consider the style of argument that attempts to discern
chronological layers in the texts by finding inconsistencies in them.
Before criticizing this approach, I must make it clear that I am in no
way committed to assuming @ priori that the early texts do all date from
the Buddha's lifetime or to denying that stratification is possible. My
wish is merely to expose what I see as faulty argumentation. I also think
it sound method to accept tradition until we are shown sufficient reason
to reject it.

The method of analyzing Buddhist arguments with a view to establish-
ing their coherence and development is I think largely inherited from the
late Professor Frauwallner. I have the greatest admiration for his work
and think that it has yielded many valid and interesting results. However,
we must remember that most of that work was applied to philosophical
texts which were undoubtedly written and read. I must begin my criticism
by reiterating in the strongest terms that the kind of anmalysis which can
dissect a written philosophical tradition is inappropriate for oral mate-
rials. As I have shown, the texts preserving "the Buddha's word" are not
authored in the same sense as is a written text. While it is perfectly
possible that some of the texts (perhaps some poetry?) were composed by
the Buddha himself, we cannot know this with any certainty, and almost
all the texts are, strictly speaking, anonmymous compositions. The one
important exception to this may be the Thera- and Theri-gathd, which
may be by the individual monks and nuns whom tradition holds to have
been the authors.

There is however a principle that we may learn from the critical study
of written texts, for its validity does not depend on the medium. This is
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the principle known as difficilior potior, that it is the more difficult
reading which is to be preferred. Colleagues have written on the assump-
tion that the Buddha, since he was a great thinker, must have been
consistent, so that inconsistencies must have been introduced later by the
less intelligent men who followed him. But that is the reverse of how we
should normally look at it. A tradition, whether scribal or oral, always
tends to iron out inconsistencies; when in any doubt, it goes for the
obvious. It is this tendency to which difficilior potior refers. If our
texts preserve something awkward, it is most unlikely to have been
introduced by later generations of Buddhists who had been taught to
accept the generally neat and uniform doctrine expounded in the commen-
taries.

The Buddha preached for many years - tradition says, for 45. Teach-
ers, unless they are exceptionally stupid, change both their opinions and
their way of putting things. That the Buddha varied his way of putting
things according to what audience he was addressing is indeed a common-
place of the Buddhist tradition, which attributes to him supreme "skill in
means"; but that tradition would baulk at the idea that he ever changed
his mind. However, I am not committed to the tradition; nor do the two
kinds of change, in meaning and expression, necessarily show results
which the observer can distinguish. It is mainly writing that freezes our
past insights for us and so gives our oeuvre a certain consistency; even
so, 1 suspect that there can be few university teachers today who have
not had the experience of re-reading something they had written long ago
and finding it unfamiliar. (Which is more depressing: to find that what we
once wrote now seems all wrong, or to find that it contains facts we
have forgotten and bright ideas we can no longer remember having
thought of?) Thus, as hard-headed historians we cannot think that over
45 years the Buddha could have been entirely consistent - and especially
when we take into account that he could not read over or play back
what he had said. If the texts have any valid claim to be the record of
so long a preaching career, they cannot be wholly consistent. Indeed, the
boot is on the other foot: the texts are too conmsistent to be a wholly
credible record. It is obvious that literary convention and human forget-
fulness have contributed to the tendency recalled in my previous para-
graph so as to iron out many of the inconsistencies of both message and
expression which must have occurred.

To avoid any possible misunderstanding, let me add that naturally I am
not suggesting that the Buddha's teaching was incoherent. Had that been
so, there would have been few converts and no enduring tradition. There
is considerable agreement in the canonical texts themselves and the
commentaries on those texts about the central features of the Buddha's
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message; and Mr. Norman seems to me to give an excellent account of
them in his paper for this volume.

Despite this, some of my learned colleagues have called the texts as
witnesses into the dock, and declared after cross-examination that their
testimony leaves much to be desired. Do the texts claim that there are
Four Noble Truths? But our logic tells us that the third is a corollary of
the second, so there should only be three. Worse, it is alleged that the
very accounts of the Buddha's Enlightenment are inconsistent. For
example, he or his followers could apparently not make up their minds
whether the crucial step is to get rid of all moral defilements or to know
that one has done so. Many similar failings are alleged, each scholar
selecting his own and accordingly devising a different line of development
for early Buddhism.

But what are we discussing here? The description of religious ex-
perience is notoriously difficult. There is good reason for this difficulty.
Since language is an instrument of social communication, all private
experiences tend to elude linguistic expression, as we know from our
visits to the doctor. For linguistic communication, we depend on shared
experience: the doctor will with luck be able to deduce from our account
of where and how it hurts what is wrong with us, because of similar
previous attempts at description which he has read or encountered in his
practice. But if our pain is unique in his experience, we are unlikely to
be able to make him understand. To describe our emotions or aesthetic
feelings we resort to the conventions offered by our culture but generally
feel dissatisfied by their inadequacy: common words cannot convey our
singularity.

Following an overwhelming experience, the Buddha tried to describe it,
in order to recommend it to others. He felt that it was new, at least in
his time, so that he had no past descriptions to help him out; indeed,
tradition records that he was reluctant to preach because he doubted
whether anyone would accept his account® Surely onme would expect a
highly intelligent and articulate person not to be content with one kind
of description of his experience but to approach it from many angles and
points of view. In particular, since his experience was felt to be an
awareness, he would be bound to speak of it both in subjective, experien-.
tial terms, and in more objective terms to convey the truth realized. (In
general Sanskrit terminology, I am referring to yoga, the experience, and
jAana, the knowledge.) Followers, no doubt including some who had not
had such an experience, standardized and classified the accounts of it.
But they did preserve two kinds of account, experiential and gnostic, and
since the Buddha evidently had a gnostic experience 1 find it odd to
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argue that one kind of account must be earlier or more authentic than
the other. ‘

The dual nature of gnostic experience is less intractable than the
sheer impossibility of describing the kinds of states of mind nowadays
generally called "altered states of consciousnmess”. The typical reaction to
having such an experience has been to say that it is beyond words and to
describe it, if at all, in highly figurative language. Nevertheless, in
societies in which altered states of consciousness are regularly sought
and/or attained, standardized descriptions of the experience are naturally
current, and people develop expectations that certain practices will lead
to specific experiences. Fieldwork in Sri Lanka has convinced me that
even in such a society the labelling of altered states of consciousness
performs a social function but may completely falsify the experiences.
Sinhala Buddhist culture defines possession, loss of normal awareness and
self-control, as the polar opposite of the states achieved by the Buddhist
meditator; and yet I have recorded® several cases in which it seems clear
from circumstantial evidence that a person is experiencing a state of
consciousnes which is defined in completely different terms (for instance,
as possession or jhana) according to the institutional context and hence
the cultural expectations. If the same state can be given contrasting
labels, it is plausible that the same label may also be applied to very
different states.

I am not claiming that the Buddha was so muddled that he could not
distinguish between losing and enhancing normal awareness. But I am
claiming that descriptions of meditative or spiritual experiences cannot
profitably be submitted to the same kind of scrutiny as philosophical
texts.

I would, however, go even further. Coherence in these matters is
largely in the eye of the beholder. Few texts - taking that term in the
widest sense - are up to the standards of the western lawyer or academic
in their logical coherence or clarity of denotation, and by those standards
most of the world's literary and religious classics are to be found
wanting, The first verse of St. John's gospel informs us (in the King
James version) that "the Word was with God, and the Word was God'".
Does this stand up to our examination? Must St. John go to the back of
the class?

Surely what we do with such a passage is not decide that it is
incoherent but try to learn what coherence the Christian tradition has
found in it. Yet some of my colleagues are finding inconsistencies in the
canonical texts which they assert to be such without telling us how the
Buddhist tradition itself regards the texts as consistent - as if that were
not important. My own view is not, I repeat, that we have to accept the
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Buddhist tradition uncritically; but -that if it interprets texts as coherent,
that interpretation deserves the most serious consideration.

The above critical remarks do not mean that I think we can do no
more than rehearse the Buddhist tradition. We have historical knowledge
and awareness denied to the commentators, and can use them to throw
light on the earliest texts. In the second half of my paper I hope to
make a positive contribution by illustrating this point. ‘

I

Meaning is embedded in a cultural context and any message, however
new, must be couched in terms the audience can understand. The speaker
cannot communicate with his audience unless he shares not merely their
language, in the literal semse, but most of the presuppositions reflected in
their use of that language - though of course he need accept the
presuppositions only provisionally. The new acquires its meaning by
standing in contrast to the old; fully to understand a speaker, we need to
know what he is denying. We shall never know all the assumptions in the
minds of the audiences to whom the Buddha preached, but we can know a
good deal, and I find that not enough use has yet been made of that
knowledge.

The Buddha's message is to be understood in opposition to the other
articulated ideologies of his day. The most important of these was the
brahminical. Jains maintain that Mahavira, the Buddha's contemporary,
was no great innovator but carrying on an older tradition. That may be
so, but of that older tradition we have no certain knowledge. Neither the
other contemporary teachers mentioned in the Pali texts nor, I believe,
Mahavira, left any surviving record of their teachings; so we depend on
what the Buddhist texts have to say about them. Even this, however, is
quite helpful: the Buddha's view of moral causation was clearly meant to
contrast with that of the other views described in the Samarraphala
Sutta’ (whether those descriptions are historically accurate or not); and
in the Vinaya the Buddha several times® defined what he meant by his
middle way in contrast to the extreme asceticism of other sects. But
clearly it is more illuminating to have independent evidence for a non-
Buddhist teaching so that we can see what the Buddha made of it.

Before trying to apply this principle, I must offer an observation
which is certainly subjective and yet seems to me important. Again and
again we find that the Buddha's references to brahmins and brahminism
are humorous and satirical. Are jokes ever composed by committees? The
guru is venerated in India. His words are treasured. That is not to say
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that later words which seem worth treasuring may not be - attributed to
the guru - certainly they may. But does ome attribute to the guru a wide
range of humorous observations, even remarks which border on flippancy?
When the Buddha is recorded to have said® that brahmins claim to be
born from the mouth of Brahma, but don't their mothers menstruate and
give birth? - then I wonder whether any monk would have dared to
attribute such a remark to him unless he had actually said it.

& % ¥

According to the Canon, many of the Buddha's sermons were addressed
to brahmins. Moreover, of those monks whose caste origins were recorded
by the tradition (mainly the commentary to the Thera-gathd), about 40%
were brahmins.!® The original Sangha did not contain a typical cross-
section. of the population. What religious institution does? In the early
Sangha the high-caste, the wealthy and the educated - three overlapping
groups then as still (in India) - were heavily over-represented. It is
hardly surprising that the Buddha should have tended to speak to the
educated. And the brahmins constituted the vast majority of ancient
India's educated class. They were the professional educators - as to a
large extent they have been ever since.

The word veda has been used to refer to certain texts, but its original
meaning is simply "knowledge". Another term for the Veda, those texts
which constituted the knowledge which really counted, is brahman. A
"brahman person" is a brahmana. The Veda had appeared among men
through the mouths of such people, and in the Buddha's day (and long
after) access to it still only lay in the same quarter. The Veda, embody-
ing true knowledge, was the source of all authority; but what the Veda
said - and indeed what it meant - one could learn only from brahmins.
To deny the authority of the Veda, therefore, was to deny the authority
of brahmins, and vice versa. This is precisely what the Buddha did.

The fact that the Buddha gave new values to terms like bréhmana is
of course very well known. For him the true brahmin is the man who
displays not the traditional, largely ascribed characteristics of the
brahmin, such as pure birth, but the achieved qualities of the good
Buddhist, ethical and psychological traits.!! The brahmin by caste alone,
the teacher of the Veda, is (jokingly) etymologized as the "mon-meditator"
(ajjhayaka).}? Brahmins who have memorized the three Vedas (tevijja)
really know nothing:!3 it is the process of achieving Enlightenment -
what the Buddha is said to have achieved in the three watches of that
night - which constitutes the true "three knowledges".1
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Some of the great modern scholars of Buddhism have said that the
Buddha had no direct knowledge of Vedic texts,> but that is certainly
wrong. The joke about how brahmins are born satirizes the Purusa-siikta,
the text in which brahmins are said to originate from the mouth of the
cosmic Man.!6 There are similarly satirical allusions to the Brhad-
dranyaka Upanisad. One example is the anecdote about Brahma's delusion
that he created other beings. It occurs in the Brahmajala Suttal’ of the
Digha Nikdya to explain why some people think that the world and the
soul are partly eternal and partly not; but, as Rhys Davids points out in
the footnote to his translation® it also occurs in the Majjhima and
Samyutta Nikdyas and in the Jateka - just what one would expect if my
view of the preservation of the Buddha-vacana is anywhere near the
truth. Brahma is reborn (in Rhys Davids' words) "either because his span
of years has passed or his merit is exhausted"; he then gets lonely and
upset and longs for company. Then, "either because their span of years
had passed or their merit was exhausted’, other beings are reborn
alongside him. Post hoc, propter hoc, thinks silly old Brahma, and gets
the idea that the other beings are his creation. I suppose that many who
have read and even taught this passage (since it is in Warder's Introduc-
tion to Pali)¥ have noticed that this is just a satirical retelling of the
creation myth in the Brhad-Granyaka Upanisad,®® in which Brahma is
lonely and afraid and so begets for company; but I am not aware that
anyone has pointed it out in print.

However, it was not just to joke on peripheral topics that the Buddha
referred to brahmin doctrines, notably as expressed in the Brhad-aranyaka
Upanisad. For many years I have tried to show in my teaching and
lecturing that the Buddha presented central parts of his message,
concerning kamma and the lilakkhana,21 as a set of antitheses to
brahminical doctrine.?? 1 shall need much more time to read and think
about the texts before I can hope to expound this interpretation at full
length, but in this paper I can at least indicate with a couple of illustra-
tions the general drift of my argument.

I am by no means the first to have pointed out the importance of the
Alagaddipama Sutta.®3 It was Mr. Norman, my teacher and fellow-
contributor to the panel, who first demonstrated® that it contains a
deliberate refutation of Yajfiavalkya's teaching in the Brhad-aranyaka
Upanisad. Since experience has shown me that this demonstration is still
not widely known, I shall take the liberty of summarizing the argument
in my own words.

The sutta has two relevant passages, which I translate? as follows:
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A. "There are six wrong views: An unwise, untrained person may
think of the body, 'This is mine, this is me, this is my self’; he
may think that of feelings; of perceptions; of volitions; or of what
has been seen, heard, thought, cognized, reached, sought or
considered by the mind. The sixth is to identify the world and
self, to believe: 'At death I shall become permanent, eternal,
unchanging, and so remain forever the same; and that is mine,
that is me, that is my self’ A wise and well-trained person sees
that all these positions are wrong, and so he is not worried about
something that does not exist."26

B. "So give up what is not yours, and you will find that that makes
you happy. What is not yours? The body, feelings, perceptions,
volitions and consciousness. What do you think of this, monks? If
someone were to gather the grass, sticks, branches and foliage
here in Jeta's wood or burn it or use it in some other way, would
you think he was gathering, burning or using you?" "No, sir." "And
why not? Because it is not your self and has nothing to do with
your self."27

Mr. Norman has shown that passage B, in the light of passage A, must
be understood as a satirical allusion to the identification of the world
and the self - the identification which constitutes the most famous
doctrine propounded in the Brhad-aranyaka and Chandogya Upanisads.
That identification was the culmination of a theory of the equivalence
between macrocosm and microcosm; the need for multiple, partial equi-
valences was short-circuited by identifying the soul/essence of the
mdividual and of the world. The Buddha in a sense kept the equivalence,
or at least parallelism, for he argued against a single essence at either
level and so made macrocosm and microcosm equally devoid of soul/essen-
ce.

There seem to be verbal echoes of Yajiavalkya. The sixth wrong view
in passage A is that after death I shall be nicco, dhuvo etc.. Compare
BaU 4,423: esa nityo mahimd brahmanasya (brahmana here being one who
has realized his identity with brahman); 4,4,20: aja arma mahan dhruvah.
The third point of the filakkhana, dukkha, is not mentioned here, but is
of course opposed to dnanda, as at BaU 3,9,28: vijianam dnandam brahma
and 4,3,33: athaisa eva parama anandah, esa brahmalokah. It remains only
to remind readers of the most important and closest parallel of all. The
fifth wrong view is to identify with what has been dittham sutam matam
vinfidtam. What exactly is that? The answer is at BaU 4,5,6: atmani khaly
are drste Srute mate vijidte idam sarvam viditam. So here is the form of
the microcosm-macrocosm equivalence to which the Buddha is alluding;
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and we can further see that his fifth wrong view is Yajhavalkya's
realization of that identity in life, and his sixth the making real that
identity at death. But, says the Buddha, this is something that does not
exist (asat).

Note that none of these parallels are recorded by the commentary.

How could one argue that these statements were not made by the Buddha
but produced by the later monastic tradition when that tradition, which
certainly did produce the commentaries, appears not fully to understand
them? ;
The Buddha did not reject everything that Yéajhavalkya said. At BaU
4,45 he says that by punya karman a person at death becomes punya, by
papa karman, papa. Though the meaning of punya karman in brahminical
literature had hitherto been "purifying ritual', the context here suggests a
more general meaning. The passage is terse, so the meaning of karman is
not spelt out; but it would be reasonable to suppose that what is meant
is "act", ritnal and ethical .action not being fully differentiated. The
Buddha went much further in his revalorization of the term: "By act", he
said, "I mean intention"?® Familiarity has dulled our perception of how
bold a use of language that is. Action is completely internalized - in
fact, transformed into its opposite. This goes just as far as saying that
someone whom the world thinks a brahmin could really be an outcaste,
and vice versa.

The change in the meaning of "action" lies at the heart of Buddhism
and is fundamental to the coherence of the system. The Buddha revaloriz-
ed not only. brahminical soteriology, but ritual too. I conclude by offering
an important instance of such revalorization.??

According to the Buddha, our six senses (including the mind) and their
objects are ablaze with the three fires of passion, hate and delusion, and
the goal is to extinguish these fires. According to Buddhist tradition, the
doctrine of the three fires was first enunciated in the Buddha's third
sermon, the Aditta-pariyaya Sutta. The Vinaya (1,23-35) presents this
sermon as the culmination of a long story: the Buddha converts three
brahmin ascetics (Uruvela Kassapa, Nadi Kassapa and Gaya Kassapa) by
miracles he performs while staying in the building in which they keep
their ritual fires; he persuades them to give up the agnihotra (Pali:
aggihutta). Thus, just as the Enlightenment is represented by the allegory
of the battle against Mara, the message of what T.S. Eliot’® has made
famous in our culture as "The Fire Sermon" is conveyed allegorically by
the story of the three Kassapas. The link is made plain by the sermon's
use of the fire metaphor.

The fires the Buddha sees burning are three because that number
corresponds to the three permanently burning fires of the ahitagni.3!
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There could after all have been some other number; were the reference
less specific, the same message could have been conveyed by talking of
one, generalized fire, or maybe two, e.g. tanhd and avijja. To reach
three, tanha has to be split into 7dga and dosa, positive and negative. '

My claim seems to be corroborated by an interesting sermon in which
the Buddha gives an allegorical interpretation of the three fires which is
somewhat like the (much later) ome in Manu, but depends on puns. I
know of no modern discussion of this sermon: 4rguttara- Nikaya, Sattaka
Nipata, Mahayarifia Vagga, sutta XLIV, published by the Pali Text Society
at AN IV, pp. 41-46. Since I find the P.T.S. translation (by E.M. Hare)
unsatisfactory, I offer my own, with some comments. The Pali commentary
on this sutta is short; it is published in the P.T.S. edition at Manoratha-
piirani IV, pp. 29-30.

Once the Blessed One was staying at Jetavana in Anathapindika's park
in Savatthi. At that time the brahmin® Uggata-sarira® (Extended-Body,
ie., Fatty) had prepared a great sacrifice. Five hundred bulls and as
many steers, heifers, goats and rams had been brought up to the sacrifi-
cial post for sacrifice. Then the brahmin went up to the Blessed One and
greeted him, and after an exchange of courtesies he sat to one side. Then
Uggata-sarira said to the Blessed One, "Gotama, I have heard that it is
very rewarding and advantageous to kindle® a fire and set up a sacrifical
post." The Blessed One agreed that he had heard the same; this conversa-
tion was twice repeated. "Well then, Gotama, your ideas and ours, what
you have heard and we have heard, agree perfectlyd."

At this the Venerable Ananda said, "Brahmin, you should not question
the Tathagata® by saying what you did, but by telling him that you want
to kindle a fire and set up a sacrificial post, and asking him to advise
and instruct you so that it may be for your long-term benefit and
welfare." Then the brahmin asked the Blessed One so to advise him.

"Brahmin, when one kindles a fire and sets up a sacrificial post, even
before the sacrifice takes place one is setting up three knives which are
morally wrongf and lead to painful results. The three are the knives of
body, speech and mind. Even before the sacrifice, one thinks, 'Let. this
many animals be slaughtered for sacrifice’. So while thinking one is doing
something purifying® one is doing something not purifying; while thinking
one is doing right one is doing wrong; while thinking one is finding the
way to a good rebirth one is finding the way to a bad. So the knife of
mind comes first. Then one says, 'Let this many animals be slaughtered
for sacrifice’, and so under the same misapprehensions one is setting up
the knife of speech next. Then one oneself initiates! the slaughter, and
so sets up the third knife of body.
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"Brahmin, these are the three fires ome should abandon, avoid, not
serve: the fires of passion, hate and delusion. Why? Because a passionate
person who is overcome and mentally controlled by passion does wrong in
body, word and thought. So at the dissolution of the body, after death,
he goes to a bad rebirth, to hell. The same goes for a hating and for a
deluded person. So one should abandon these three fires."

"Brahmin, these are the three fires one should honour, respect,
worship and look after properly and well: the fire fit for oblations, the
fire of the householder and the fire worthy of religious offerings."

"Whoever the parents arek, they, brahmin, are what is called the fire
fit for oblations. Why? From that source, brahmin, was this person
oblated, did he come into existence. So he should honour it and look
after it. Whoever your children, wives, slaves, servants or workers are,
they are what is called the householder's fire. So that fire too should be
honoured and looked after. The ascetics and brahmins who keep from
intoxication and negligence, who keep to patience and restraint, who
control, pacify and cool themselves! they are the fire worthy of religious
offerings. So that fire too should be honoured and tended."

"But, brahmin, this fire of wood should from time to time be kindled,
from time to time be cared for, from time to time be put out™, from
time to time be stored™."

At these words Uggata-sarira said to the Blessed One, "Excellent,
Gotama! From today forth please accept me as your lifelong disciple; I
put my faith in you. Herewith I release all the animals and grant them
life. Let them eat green grass and drink cool water, and let cool breezes
blow upon them."

Notes to the above translation

a Contra Hare, I construe as a genitive of agent with a past passive
participle.

b I assume a joke. The commentary (C) says he was so known because
of both his physique (attabhava) and his wealth.

¢ adhanam (Hardy) must be the correct reading, not adanam (C).

d C: sabbena sabban ti sabbena sutena sabbam sutam. sameti samsandati.
The word suta recalls Sruti, "sacred text".

e Tathagata plural of respect?

f ‘'morally wrong" translates akusala; "right" and "wrong" below kusala
and akusala.
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g ‘'purifying" translates purfie; this is onme .of the fundamental puns or
reinterpretations of Buddhism: for the Buddhist the term is virtually a
synonym of kusala.

h C reads samdrambhati with v.. samarabhati, Hardy saemdrabbhati.
Possibly connected with alabh "to kill". '

i Hare's translation is ‘grammatically impossible: "these three fires, when
esteemed, revered, venerated, respected, must bring best happiness".
Parihatabba must be passive; as C says, it = pariharitabba. For the
phonetic change c¢f. katabba <Sanskrit kartavya. Parihatabbd answers
pahatabba in the previous paragraph. The real difficulty lies in sukham,
which is not normally a synonym of samma. I suspect a corruption and
venture the suggestion that what was intended was another pun, on
sukkham, "dry', which is what fires should be kept. Not all the
Buddha's puns are phonetically perfect; one must bear in mind that
these started as oral texts, so that small differences could be blurred,
quite apart from the fact that in the Buddha's original dialect they
may have been obliterated anyway. I know no parallel for sukham/suk-
kham, but occasional dukha for dukkha is guaranteed by metre.

j The punning names of the three fires are of course untranslatable. The
first, Ghuneyya, is however a precise Pali equivalent to &havaniya, so
the reference is changed but not the meaning. The second, gahapatag-
g, has turned "the fire of householdership" into "the fire of the
householder"; losing the final i of gahapati by sandhi increases the
phonetic similarity. The third name shows a greater gap between
Sanskrit daksina "south" and Pali dakkhineyya; but the latter implies a
punning interpretation of daksinagni as "the fire of sacrificial fees
(daksina)".

k Hare's "the man who honoureth his father and his mother" is impos-
sible; it is they, not their son, who must be worthy of honour. Yassa
is difficult; the text of this passage shows several variants. The
parallel point in the text about the third fire has ye te, with no
variants. I would restore ye, or better still ye 'ssa,32 at this point for
the first two fires at lines 3 and 9, interpreting both ye and fe as
nominative plural, and posit that the corruption occurred because te
was interpreted as tava, which would make good sense, and the
relative changed to agree with it. For the third fire, te = tava would
make little sense, so there was no corruption.

! parinibbapenti. In an article elsewhere3® I have shown that this whole
phrase is hard to translate appropriately because it has been clumsily
lifted from quite a different context.

m  nibbapetabbo.
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n C: nikkhipitabbo ti yathd na vinassati evam thapetabbo: "it is to, be so
placed that it does not go out". The flame could be transferred to
some sheltered place or vessel.

It may not be fanciful to see in the Buddha's first allegorical fire an
allusion to the Brhad-aranyaka Upanisad; the idea that ome is oblated
from onme's parents is the same, and there may even be a verbal echo.
Our text says one is @huto sambhito. Compare BaU 6,2,13: "Gautama,
woman is fire. Her lap is the firewood, her body-hair is smoke, her womb
is the flame, what he does inside is the embers, enjoyments are the
sparks. In this very fire the gods offer semen; from that oblation (Ghuteh)
man comes into existence (sambhavati)."

Dr. Chris Minkowski has kindly pointed out®* that the last sentence
of the surta echoes a Vedic verse, RV X, 169, 1, which blesses cows,
invoking for them pleasant breezes, good grass and refreshing water. The
words are different but the sentiments the same. The verse, which begins
with the word mayobhir, is prescribed for use in several $rauta and
grhya rtites.35 He writes:- "It appears to be an all-purpose benedictory
verse for cows used both in daily routine and in ritual celebration. I
think it is therefore quite possible that specifically this verse is echoed
in the Buddhist text. As the Fatty Brahmin let the cows go he recited
the verse he would recite in letting them out to graze."

* k ok ok ok

Let me sum up. I have argned that we (unlike the commentators) can
see the Buddha's message in systematic opposition to beliefs and practices
of his day, especially those of the educated class who inevitably consti-
tuted most of his audience and following, Texts, which by and large do
not represent his precise words (or if they do, we can never know it),
must have been composed during his lifetime. Unfortunately I have not
made a close study of the Afthaka and Parayana Vagga, but I would
certainly see no a priori problem in allowing them to date from the
Buddha's lifetime, because I believe that a lot of the texts must do so.
To go further, and try to sort out which of the texts contemporary with
the Buddha date from his early years I would think a hopeless enterprise.

Many years ago my aunt, a violinist, was employed to play in the
orchestra attached to the Shakespeare Memorial Theatre in Stratford-on-
Avon. She lodged with a working class family. She was astonished to
discover one day that they did not believe that a man called Shakespeare
had ever existed. "So who do you think wrote the plays?" she asked. "The
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Festival Committee, of course”, came the pitying reply. I am content to
be a loyal nephew. On the other hand we must remember that if the
plays had never been published the role of the Committee might indeed
be crucial.
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Aspects of early Buddhism

KR.Norman -
Cambridge

As is well known, the aftd is specifically denied as a permanent entity
in Theravida Buddhism, although the word is of course widely used in
Pali' in the everyday semse of "omeself'. The question then arises: If
there is no permanent aftd, then what is it that transmigrates in the
course of rebirths in samsara? In the Mahatanhdsankhayasutta of the
Majjhima-nikaya? we read of the bhikkhu Sati, who so misunderstood the
Buddha's teaching that he thought it was vifiidna "consciousness” which
continued in samsdra (tad ev' idam vifiiidnam sandhavati samsdrati, anaf-
r‘zam).3 This would appear to be a recollection by Sati of some such
statements as those found in the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad that vijAigna
continues: idam mahad bhitam anantam aparam vijiana-ghana eva® "This
great being, endless, unlimited, consisting of nothing but intelligence": sa
vijfiano bhavati, sa vijidnam evanvavakramati’ "He becomes one with
intelligence; what has intelligence departs with him"; sa va@ esa mahan aja
atma yo 'vam vijianamayah pranesu "Verily, he is the great unborn Self
who is this (person) consisting of knowledge among the senses". Radha-
krishnan's note on Brhadaranyaka Upanisad IV.41 states that "the
principle of intelligence (vijigna), after having absorbed all the functions
of consciousness, proceeds to continue in a new life".”

When Sati's view was made known to the Buddha, he refuted 1t by
pointing out that he had frequently taught that aAfiatra paccaya n' atthi
vififianassa sambhavo® "Apart from condition there is no origination of
consciousness”. He rejected the idea of a permanent vifiidna which could
transmigrate, by stressing the .place of viAifidne in the twelve-fold chain
of the paticca-samuppada "dependent origination", where vifiidna is caused
by the sarkharas "compounded formations" or "conditioned things", and is
itself the cause of ndmaripa "mame and form". According to the account
of the Buddha's bodhi in the Vinaya-pitaka, the Buddha examined the
twelve-fold paticca-samuppada backwards and forwards immediately after
bodhi® but elsewhere we read of the Buddha rehearsing a shorter form
with only ten links, before his bodhi,)® and the longer chain is probably
only a later extension of an earlier idea. The Pali commentators analyse
the twelve-fold version as being spread over three existences,!! but it
seems more likely that it was in its original formulation a simple
empirical assertion, with no reference to more than one birth. There are,
in fact, many other examples of chains of cause and effect mentioned in
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the Pali canon'? and it is probable that the paticca-samuppada, of
however many links, was simply a development of earlier, less elaborate,
statements of conditionality. There is no reason to suppose that the
Buddha was the first to think of a cause and its effect.13

We may deduce that the paticca-samuppada chain was first reasoned
out by the Buddha in what we may describe as reverse order, in the way
in which the ten-fold chain mentioned above is given, starting from the
end, ie. the position in which the Buddha found himself. He was alive
and destined to suffer old age and death (jaramarana) like other people
who were alive. He was so destined because he had experienced birth
(jati); birth is caused!® by existence (bhava); existence is caused by
clinging (upddana); clinging is caused by craving (fepha@); craving is
caused by feeling (vedana); feeling is caused by contact (phassa); contact
is caused by the six senses (saldyatana); the six senses are caused by
name-and-form (ndmaripa); name-and-form are caused by consciousness
(viAniana). This is the starting point of the ten-fold chain. In the twelve-
fold chain consciousness is caused by the compounded formations (sarnkha-
ra); the compounded formations are caused by ignorance (avijjd). The
destruction of any link in the chain would lead to the destruction of any
links dependent upon it. The destruction of craving would lead to the
destruction of clinging, existence, birth, and old age and death. The
destruction of avijja would lead to the destruction of the whole chain of
conditional origination, and therefore to the end of continued existence in
samsara. The destruction of avijja by vijja would therefore lead to
nibbana, which was release (mokkha) from samsara.’®

The various accounts of the Buddha's bodhi, which led to his nibbana,
are not easy to reconcile together, since they appear in different forms
in different parts of the Pali canon, with quite large omissions and
changes of emphasis in some versions. The shortest account is that found
in the Ariyapariyesanasutta of the Majjhimanikaya,® and for this reason
some scholars believe that this is the earliest account available to us.l’
It concentrates upon the gaining of nibbdna, but does not give any
information about how it was attained. We read that after the Buddha had
attained nibbana, knowledge (figne) and insight (dassana) arose in him
that his release was unshakable,® that this was his last birth, and that
there would be no renewed existence (punabbhava) for him.1?

We may assume that in the shortest account of his bodhi the Buddha
would deal with the most important part of the experience, and we can
therefore see that this was the gaining of nibbdna. This view is supported
by the fact that when he visited other teachers, before his bodhi, he
found their teachings inadequate because they did not lead to nibbana
(nayam dhammo nibbidadya na virdgaya na nirodhdya na upasamaya na
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abhifiidya na sambodhaya na nibbandya samvattati)®® We may deduce from
this that the concept of the attainment of nibbana existed, even though

the Buddha (while a Bodhisatta), and his teachers, were unable to achieve

it We may also deduce that the words in the Buddha's statement are in

the order in which the various states mentioned in it are to be realised,

starting with disgust with the world, and going on to sambodhi and
nibbana. This bears out the belief that the Buddha's aim was to free

himself from samsara, and all aspects of his teaching were concerned with

the acquisition of means to do this, either in this life or a later one, and

with finding how best to dwell in samsara until release was obtained.

The account of the Buddha's bodhi given in the Mahasaccakasutta of
the Majjhima-nikaya,2! however, gives more information. We read there
that the Buddha realised that the various efforts he had made so far
were not productive, and he wondered if there was another way to bodhi
(siya nu kno affio maggo bodhaya)?? He recalled an experience in his
boyhood, when he had by chance entered into the first jhana. He
therefore entered into the first jhdna again, and from there moved into
the second, third and fourth jhanas2® At that point he gained, in order,
three knowledges (fidnas). The first was the knowledge of his previous
existences; the second the knowledge of the arising and passing away of
others, and their fates which depended upon their actions (kamma); the
third was the knowledge of the destruction of the &savas. He understood
the existence, arising, stopping and path to the stopping of misery
(dukkha), and then the existence, arising, stopping and path to the
stopping of the dsavas. With his knowledge his mind was freed from the
asavas. He knew that he was released, and that birth was ended. There is
no indication of how exactly release was obtained, and it may simply be
that gaining knowledge of the destruction of the dsavas was the destruc-
tion itself, ie. the knowledge was efficacious, and the bodhi was the
nibbana. It is perhaps belief in such a view that has led Collins to
translate nibbana as both "enlightenment" and "liberation". %4

The translation ‘"enlightenment" is normally reserved for bodhi or
sambodhi, but it is somewhat misleading in that the root budh- which
underlies these words has no direct connection with "light'. The root
means literally "to wake up", or metaphorically "to wake up (to a fact),
to know it', and "awakening" would be a more literal translation of
bodhi. The past participle buddha is used actively to mean "one who has
awakened, one who has gained knowledge". In the Ariyapariyesanasutta
account the Buddha refers to his dhamma as being duranubodha® and na
.. susambudha?® and this implies that his bodhi comsisted of gaining that
dhamma, ie. the knowledge of how to gain release. This accords with
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Buddhaghosa's statement: uparimagga-ttayasarikhata sambodhi®’ "sambodhi
is synonymous with the three higher paths (leading to arahat-ship)".

In the account in the Vinaya-pitaka, the Buddha specifically states
that he gained bodhi (anuttaram sammasambodhim abhisambuddho)®® when
knowledge and insight (fidnadassana) arose in him in respect of the four
noble truths about misery, but in the account of his bodhi in the
Mahasaccakasutta the four statements about misery are not referred to as
noble truths?® and since they appear to be subordinate to the four
statements about the dsavas, it is possible that the statements about
misery are a later addition, which led to a parallel, but inappropriate, set
of four statements being evolved about the dsavas, to provide symmetry.3
If this is so, then something similar is probably true of the Buddha's
statement about’ the point at which he became Buddha. It should rather
have been the point when he gained knowledge about the destruction of
the dsavas.

In the Samafifaphalasutta of the Digha-nikdya3! the Buddha sets out
the advantages of life for a samana. These culminate in the practice of
the four jhanas, leading to the three Agnas. In the account of the third
Adana, that of the destruction of the dsavas, we find the same insertion of
the four statements about misery, once again not called noble truths.
There then follow the four statements about the gsevas which lead on to
the destruction of the dsavas and the attainment of arahat-ship.32 This is
therefore a repetition of the Buddha's own experience as related in the
Mahasaccakasutta, and again we may suspect the presence of the state-
ments about misery.

It is noteworthy that when the Buddha begins to teach, he preaches
the news about the four noble truths about misery, not about the dsavas.
As part of the fourth noble truth he teaches the eight-fold path leading
to the destruction of misery (dukkha-nirodha). The stages of the path
are: samma-ditthi, -samkappo, -vdcd, -kammanto, -ajivo, -sati, -samadhi33
This path is said to have been learned by the Buddha, and to lead to
nibbana (cakkhu-karani FAana-karani upasamdya abhififidya sambodhdya
nibbanaya samvattati)3* We are therefore presumably to regard duk-
khanirodha and nibbana as synonymous.3® The path does not include any
reference to the four jhanas, although it is possible that the final
element, sammd-samdadhi 'right concentration”, could be interpreted as
including them36 If it does not, then the way to nibbana along the
eight-fold path is a means which differs somewhat from the way in which
the Buddha himself gained nibbana.3”

Elsewhere in the Pali canon, however, there is a list of the stages of
an asekha, ie. an arahat, who has finished his training and is now an
adept. This path adds two further stages, samma-figna and samma-vimutti,
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to the usual eight3® This is an extension, rather than a contradiction, of
any other teaching. The Buddha states that the eight-fold path leads to
nibbana. Nibbana (= vimutti) must therefore be a further stage upon the
path, and the knowledge required to gain nibbdna must be the preceding
stage. When one is an asekha, then one has practised the eight-fold path,
gained samma-fiana, and then samma-vimutti.

As just noted, the Buddha states that the eight-fold path leads to
nibbana. He uses dukkha-nirodha as a synonym of this, but does not
speak of the destruction of the dsavas, which, as we have seen, is also a
synonym of nibbdna. Schmithausen suggests that the question of dukkha
is prior to the question of the dsavas,3® but this is not necessarily so. It
is clear that in early Buddhism the concept of the dgsavas and their
destruction was of great importance. The most common epithet of an
arghat is khindsava "one whose dsavas are destroyed’, not "one whose
craving, or ignorance, is destroyed'. The list of the dsevas which we find
in the Pali canon is: kd@mdseva "lust", bhavasava "becoming', and avijja-
sava ‘“ignorance"*’ To these difthasava "wrong view' is sometimes
added*! It is clear that if this list is correct, then the dsavas as a
whole are not part of the paticca-samuppdda, although avijjé and bhava
are there as separate items, and it might be possible to take kama as
equal to tanha.

It is to be noted that the etymological meaning of the word dsava
"influx", the use of the terms dsava and aphaya by the Jains, and the use
of the related word asinava by Asoka, suggest, as was proposed by
Alsdorf,*? that the usual use of the word by the Buddhists is probably
not the original usage. This view is also supported by the fact that the
four dsavas in this list are identical with the four oghas,*® suggesting
that substitution has taken place at some time. Schmithausen points out*
that the dsavas are glossed in Pali as vighata-parildha, which would give
a meaning something like "afflictions". In -the Sammaditthisutta of the
Majjhima-nikiya* the eight-fold path is said, unusually, to lead to the
destruction of the dsavas.*® This might be a relic of an earlier theory,
but it is said in such a way that &sava might almost be taken as the
equivalent of dukkha, which perhaps further explains the parallelism
between the dsavas and dukkha in the account of the Buddha's bodhi.

It is possible that, whatever the original meaning of the word dsava,
it was noted that the destruction of the dsavas led to the destruction of
kama, bhava and avijj@, which might have suggested the identification of
the dsavas with the things which were destroyed at the same time. If,
however, we believe that the dsavas are to be identified with any one
link of the twelve-fold paticca-samuppdda, then the most likely candidate
for identification would be the sarikharas. It is not impossible that there
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was some earlier meaning of dseva which was approximately synonymous
with that of sarikhara. It is to be noted that the cause of the dsavas is
avijja,*’ which is also the cause of the sarikharas. We read that the
stopping of avijjé leads to the stopping of the dsavas. This does not
prove that the @savas and the sarikhdras are the same, but it does show
that the dsevas cannot be avijjg, for they can scarcely be their own
cause, as is pointed out by Schmithausen® It may be that avijjd and the
sankharas were originally a separate cause-and-effect, which were
prefixed to the chain of causation beginning with vififiana.

It seems possible that at some early stage of Buddhist thought there
was a view that the dsavas were very similar in effect to the sankharas,
the active "formulating factors', or ‘“formative influences" or ‘"karmic
formulations", as Nyanatiloka translates® In the individual there was the
passive version of the sarkharas, the "formed factors", as ome of the
group of khandhas. This idea of the active sankhdras as the karmic
formations, and then the passive formed sarikharas as part of the
individual, would not be inconsistent with the idea of dsava in Jainism as
the process by which kamma flowed into the soul.

If this was so, then it is probable that the older meaning of dsava
was forgotten in Buddhism® when the emphasis in the Buddha's teaching
was placed upon the idea that the world was dukkha. This may have been
the result of the change of emphasis from what has been called the
jhanic side of Buddhism, where the stress was on jhana "meditation” as a
means of gaining nibbana, ie. the destruction of the dsavas, to the
kammic side of Buddhism, whereby the emphasis was on the entry into
the stream, whereby the entrant could hope, by successfully following the
teaching, to rise higher and higher in successive rebirths towards the
goal of arahat-ship. In these circumstances, the main need was to
convince followers that the world was dukkha, but that there was a way
of release from it which did not demand special ability in meditation. The
fact that nibbana or mokkha could be attained in various ways led to a
situation where there was different terminology employed to denote what
was basically the same concept. So one who had gained arahat-ship could
be described as khindasava, nibbuta, or dukkhassa antakara "one who has
put an end to misery". We also find references in the Pili canon’! to
those who have put an end to misery by breaking the seven fetters
(samyojanani). Since these fetters include ignorance (avijja) and lust for
existence (bhavaraga, which is perhaps a synonym for tanha), it may be
that there is no inherent contradiction between this teaching and the
idea of breaking the chain of dependent origination by destroying one of
the links.
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There is an interesting point which arises in connection with the four
jhanas which the Buddha practised at the time of his bodhi. As noted
above, one version of the occurrence relates that the Buddha recalled a
boyhood experience, in which he had entered upon the first jhgna.
Repeating his boyhood experience, he entered the second, third and
fourth jhanas. We have, however, an account of the Buddha's pre-bodhi
visits to two teachers, Alara Kilama and Uddaka Ramaputta. With these
teachers he practised meditation and  reached with them the states of
akificariidyatana®® "the state of nothingness" and nevasaAnd-ndsaniidya-
tana®3 "the state of neither perception nor mnon-perception, respectively.
As already stated, he rejected both of these as not leading to nibbana,
but in his own teaching after his bodhi he included them as stages on the
way to nibbana. If, as taught by the Buddha, they are the third and
fourth of the aripa-jhanas, which are the seventh and eighth of the
samdpattis "attainments", since they come after the four nipa-jhanas,
then the Buddha had already attained the first four samapattis with those
teachers before he gained the seventh and eighth. We have the statement
of the commentator Buddhaghosa to this effect>* This would make the
story of his boyhood memory seem very strange, and we should perhaps
follow the view that the four ripa-jhanas and the four ardpa-jhanas were
originally two quite separate sets of states of meditation.>

In the Buddha's accounts of the eight samdpattis, however, we read of
a ninth state, that of seAfdvedayitanirodha®® ‘"cessation of feelings and
perceptions" or "cessation of the feeling®’ of perceptions". In this state,
for one seeing with perceptive knowledge, the dasavas are destroyed
(parfiaya ¢' assa disva asava parikkhing honti)>® This would seem to
imply that, if we equate dsavakkhaya with nibbdna, this was another way
of attaining nibbana, and Schmithausen quotes Nagasaki® as believing
that safifAavedayitanirodha and nibbana were originally identical. It is not
entirely clear, however, how one could see by knowledge when in such a
state, and it is possible that the seeing with pafiié refers to something
which happens after attaining this ninth state, not while one is in it
Without further information about the nature of pasda it is difficult to
come to anmy firm conclusions about this, but if we equate parifid with
Aiana, then this could be another reference to bodhi leading to nibbana.

We must, however, note that there is no reference to the four aripa-
jhanas in the accounts of the Buddha's own attainment of nibbgna at the
time of his bodhi. In the story of his death, in the Mahaparinibbanasut-
tanta of the Digha-nikaya,® we read that the Buddha went through all
the stages of the ripa-jhanas and the aripa-jhdnas, and then entered
saAniavedayitanirodha. He was then thought by Ananda to have attained
nibbana.5! Anuruddha, however, pointed out that he had only attained
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saAnavedayitanirodha 5% From there the Buddha went back, in due order,
to the first jhgna, and then up to the fourth jhanae, from which he died,
and presumably attained nibbang. It is therefore noteworthy that it was
also from the fourth jhana that the Buddha gained bodhi and nibbdna on
the earlier occasion, and it may be relevant that in the Samyutta-nikaya®?
we read of a bhikkhu going from the fourth jhdna to safriavedayitaniro-
dha,%* passing beyond nevasaAfia-ndsaifiayatana, without any mention of
the other aripa-jhanas. )

- It would seem from the account of the Buddha's death that sar-
Aavedayitanirodha was probably some sort of death-like trance, and we
may wonder how Anuruddha, seeing the Buddha in this condition,
nevertheless knew that he was not in nibbana. It is clear that as far as
Anuruddha was concerned the state was not identical with nibbana, but it
does not reveal how anyone in this death-like trance could make use of
panfiid to attain nibbana. It may well be that the statement that  the
Buddha was in saAfigvedayitanirodha was merely the result of later
theorising. This perhaps supports the suggestion that it was after gaining
saffavedayitanirodha, not while one was in the state, that one was able
to use paAna and gain the destruction of the dsavas.

The object of the Buddha's teaching was to gain release from the
beginningless and endless samsara. There is a reference in the Pali canon
to two varieties of release in nibbana.%® One is attained in life and is
called the element of nibbana with a remnant of clinging (se-updadisesa
nibbanadhatu). In this the defilements (kilesas) are destroyed, and lust,
hatred and delusion (rdga, dosa and moha) are annihilated. The remainder
of physical life is perfect bliss and peace. The second form of nibbana is
that without a remnant of clinging (sanupddisesa nibbanadhatu). It coin-
cides with death, and is not followed by rebirth, for the elements of
existence (khandhas) have been destroyed.

The descriptions of nibbana in the Pali canon are set out in very
general terms, and it is often defined in terms of negatives or opposites.
It is "blissful' (siva) or "happy' (sukha) as opposed to the dukkha of
existence. It is "unmoving" (acala) as opposed to the endless movement of
samsara. It is "undying"® (amata) as opposed to the repeated deaths of
samsara. It is "unborn" (gjata), ‘"unoriginated" (abhiita), "uncreated"
(akata), and "unformed" (asarikhata) as opposed to the world, which is
born, originated, created and formed. The last named epithet of nibbana
is the most important, for in Theravida Buddhism nibbdna is the only
asankhata thing 57

Buddhism denied the existence both of a permanent soul and a
permanent individuality. An individual is merely a group of five "elements
of existence" (khandha),® "form" (ripa), "feeling' (vedana), "perception"
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(sanna), "mental-formations" (sarikhara) and ‘"comsciousness" (vifiAana). If
the "compounded formations" (sarikhdra), the second link in the chain of
dependent origination, are destroyed .because their cause ‘"ignorance"
(avijj@), is destroyed by vija, then all compounded formations, including
the passive "mental formations" (sarikhdra) and all the other khandhas
which go to make up the individual are destroyed and we are left only
with the ‘"uncompounded" (asarikhata), ie. nibbana, which is outside
samsara.

In these circumstances it is not surprising that the condition of being
nibbuta or in nibbana cannot be defined. The word nibbuta is also used
of a fire which has gone out. Schrader long ago pointed out the Indian
belief that an expiring flame does not really go out: vahner yathd yoni-
gatasya mirtir na drsyate naiva ca lingandsah® "As the form of a fire ..
is not seen nor its seed destroyed". So it is with an individual who has
gained nibbana. His state cannot be described any more than the state of
a fire which has gone out.can be described. The only thing that is
certain is that, because nibbana is ‘"not-self' (enattd), it cannot be
reconciled with the views of those who think that the object of religious
exertion is to re-unite the individual soul with Brahman or Atman.
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Some remarks on older parts of the Suttanipata

Tilmann Vetter
Leiden

In "Essays in Honour of Dr. Shozen Kumoi' (Hairakuji Shoten, Kyoto
1985, 67-85) I presented an approach to the most ancient form of
Buddhism. This approach could, simplifying somewhat, be described as a
reduction of the Buddha's biography. The main criteria for this reduction
were coherence and intelligibility as defended by Lambert Schmithausen in
"Gedenkschrift fiir Ludwig Alsdorf® (ed. XK. Bruhn und A. Wezler, Wies-
baden/Franz Steiner Verlag/1981, 200).

Here I should like to discuss older parts of the Suttanipita which are
not connected with the Buddha's biography. Many scholars think that
these parts belong to the oldest layer of Buddhist literature. I do not
contradict this opinion. But what about the ideas expressed in them? Are
they necessarily older than all ideas expressed in texts that received their
definite shape in a later stage? And should we have such an impression in
regard to some of these ideas, can this be taken to mean that they
represent a more ancient form of Buddhism than can be gathered from
texts connected with the Buddha's biography?

Without .excluding the possibility of other parts of the Suttanipata
being also very old I shall focus on three texts (all written in verse):

1) The Khaggavisanasutta (the third sutta of part I)

2) The Parayana(-vagga) (= part V)

3) The Atthaka(-vagga) (= part IV).

Their relative antiquity is guaranteed by the fact that they are comment-
ed on by the Cullaniddesa and the Mahaniddesa, texts which themselves
are included in the Pali canon.

1. The Khaggavisanasutta

The main topic of the Khaggavisanasutta (verses 35-75 of the PTS
edition of the Suttanipata) is the advice to live alone (eko care) as a
rhinoceros lives alone (or: the horn of some kind of rhinoceros stands
alone).

This advice is reiterated in all but one (v.45) of its verses. It means
leaving behind not only one's family, but also bad friends in religious life
and even good friends. One may join a good and wise religious friend as
long as ome can learn from him, but then one again must wander alone.
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"Living alone" also means keeping aloof from objects of sensual pleasure
(50-51). _

Besides this continually repeated theme of living alone we find a
description of the fourth Dhyana (67, cp. jhana in 69) and references to
prerequisites of Dhyana-meditation: avoiding the violation of any creature
(35), watching over the sense organs (63), being mindful (45, 70) and
overcoming the five hindrances (paficavaranani 66) of the mind. One is
also invited to perform the emancipation (vimutti) consisting of love
(metta), equanimity (upekkha), compassion (karuna) and kindliness (mudita)
(73).

A path (magga) is mentioned in 55. It is obtained (patiladdha-), when
one has passed beyond the restless motion of views (ditthi-vistikani). If,
as is very likely, the noble eightfold path (starting with right views) is
meant here, one must have gone beyond the restless motion of wrong
views.

In 70 one is councelled to strive for the extinction of craving
(tanhakkhaya) and in 74 to give up passion (raga), ill-will (dose) and
confusion (moha).

These are the main ideas of the sutta. They point to an early stage of
development of Buddhism where the four noble truths were the theoretical
frame of the practical goal of reaching the fourth Dhyana. No analysis of
a person into five Skandhas being mentioned, nor their predicates of
impermanence, unsatisfactoriness and non-self, the contents do not point
to the method (and, in my opinion, further stage) of discriminating
insight (paAna).l

Nor do these ideas point to a stage before Dhyana-meditation and its
frame of the four noble truths which I would call the discovery of
Gotama, who on account of this could rightly claim to be buddha. There
is nothing in this sutta that cannot be connected with the first teaching
of the Buddha. Only the stress on living alone could, but need not, be
seen as puzzling. It was obviously puzzling to later Buddhist monks who
only knew of living in communities. This seems to be the reason why in
the Cullaniddesa (beginning with the commentary on v. 35 of the sutta)
"living alone" is already considered a prescription for Paccekasambuddhas.
That this is far from convincing has been shown by Johannes Bronkhorst
in "The Two Traditions of Meditation in Ancient India" (Stuttgart/Franz
Steiner Verlag/1986, 120-121).
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2. The Parayana(-vagga)

The title of this fifth and last part of the Suttanipata (verses 976-
1149) and some of its verses are quoted in other canonical texts probably
older than the Cullaniddesa (see Lord Chalmers, Buddha's Teachings ...
Cambridge Mass. 1932, XV-XVI, and Nyanaponika, Suttanipita, Konstanz
1955, 18). This demonstrates the popularity of the text, which is a kind
of breviary, rather than its antiquity, which is thereby ensured only to
some degree.

Moreover, the "Parayana" mentioned there can hardly mean the whole
of the text as it has come down to us. The 56 introductory verses are
not commented upon in the Cullaniddesa and very likely did not belong to
the old Parayana. The second epilogue (1131-1149) is, it is true, discussed
in the Cullaniddesa, but it begins by speaking about the Parayana as a
completed work (1131) and is probably an earlier addition.

There is also internal evidence that the introductory verses originally
were not part of the Parayana, The persons named in 1124-25 (some of
them also in the nucleus of the text), including the great Rsi Pingiya,
are evidently not disciples of the Brahman Bavari as suggested in the
introductory verses. And we need not be amazed that the question about
a ‘great man (mahdpurisa) in 1040-1042 is not answered with the 32
characteristics (lakkhana) Bavari expects in 1000.

When we take the verses 1032-1130 as the Parayana proper mentioned
in other canonmical sources, we still do not have the same uniformity of
contents as in the Khaggavisanasutta. These verses are, however, a unity
insofar as sixteen persons put short questions to the Buddha? who gives
short answers often using the same words.

Moreover, most of the sixteen sections have at least one verse dealing
with the topic of overcoming birth and old age® or old age and death* or
death’ or suffering® or sorrow and lamentation’ or 'perception'3

Other sections not covered by these items refer to thirst’ which may
be assumed to be the cause of birth, etc, as is the case in suttas
mentioning birth, etc.1?

The clause bhavabhavaya makadsi tanharn at the end of the Dhotaka-
section (1068) reminds us of sentences in the nucleus of the Atthakavag-
ga and might indicate a more immediate aim, ic. a mystical aim (see
below), than overcoming rebirth. A similar statement, however, at the end
of the preceding section (1060) clearly appears to be integrated into the
advice to overcome birth and old age.l!

In order to overcome (the cause of) birth and old age etc. eleven of
the sixteen sections recommend, among other methods, the practice of
mindfulness (sati, adj. sata 1035-36, 1039, 1041, 1053-54, 1056, 1062, 1066-
67, 1070, 1085, 1095, 1104, 1110-11, 1119), a practice which seems to be
(in my opinion: seems to have again become, if it was an independent
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practice in Jainism or other groups) independent from Dhyana-meditation
except in' one case (1107); in two (perhaps three) cases (see below) it is
combined with the method of discriminating insight (pafiria).

With these last remarks we come to the diversity of contents in the
Pardyana. To begin with I want to consider a single occurrence of Dhyana
meditation (in the Udaya-section). In 1107 we find mindfulness (safi) in
combination with equanimity (upekkhd) in a compound ending with
'purified’ (samsuddha). Adducing 1106 (pahdnari kamacchandanam domanassa-
na cibhayarn) we can be fairly sure that here the fourth Dhyana is meant
(cf. jhayin in 1105). This state of mind is here called 'emancipation by
liberating insight' (aAAavimokkha ~ 1105, 1107) and is said to destroy
nescience (@vijja 1105, 1107); this points, as I have argued at another
place (The Ideas and Meditative Practices of Early Buddhism, Leiden, EJ.
Brill 1988, chapter 8) to a later stage in the development of the Dhyana
stream. If we adduce the following verses of this section, we may derive
that destroying nescience helps to destroy thirst (tenhd 1109) and thereby
helps to reach nibbana (1109), or, more mnegatively formulated, to reach
the destruction of 'perception' (vififigna 1110-11). Here we find the same
structure as in the Ajita-section

(1033: avijja - veviccha and jappa - dukkha,

and 1036-37: Vififiana + namaripa = dukkha,

end of vififiana - end of namaripa)
and in the Mettagi-section

(1051-52: avidva - upadhi - dukkha,

and 1055: vifiiana should no longer remain in 'becoming'),

a structure  which is also found in the first three, respectively four,
members of the twelvefold chain of dependent "origination. But this
structure seems to be superseded in the closing verses (1110-11) of the
section under discussion (and also in the Mettagi-section, 1054-56) by an
attempt to overcome vifiidna more directly by the practice of mindfulness
alone, not connected with Dhyana and a7ifig, and not directed against
avijja, but against tanhd (1109; cf. 1055: etesu nandim ca nivesanam
panujja ...).

Mindfulness might now, it is true, be connected with paAfia (in the
sense of discriminating insight) instead of @A7@. Although this is not the
case here, in the Moghardja-section in verse 1119 we find a clear
example of the combination of mindfulness and the advice to give up the
seeing of a self (aténudithi) (we may suppose: in the constituents of a
person). The giving up of this seeing was very likely done by judging the
constituents of a person as nonpermanent and therefore unsatisfactory
and therefore non-self, a method often indicated by the term (samma-)
pannd at other places in the Pali canon.
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Because we have this passage in the Mogharaja-section, we may also
be allowed to interpret the combination of the terms sati and paAda in
the Ajita-section (1035-36) in this semse, not following Nyanaponika (op.
cit. p. 350) who explains pafifid in these two verses as sampajarifia, which
is quite understandable in regard to the vague meaning parifid has at
other places in the Suttanipata and in regard to the traditional and, in
my opinion, much older combination of sati and sampajaerifia, but not in
regard to verse 1119. Our interpretation implies that in the Ajita-section
the aforementioned structure, corresponding with the beginning of the
twelvefold chain of dependent origination, remains preserved until the end
of the section.

There may be one further example of a recommendation of discrimi-
nating insight in the Pardyana, even though the term pafifid is not used.
In the Posala-section (1113) a mental state is mentioned in which
apperceptions (safAid) of form (ripa) are overcome, all physical elements
(kaya) are left behind and one sees that nothing exists. This state, which
reminds us of states without apperception which are in some passages of
the Atthakavagga (see below) an aim in themselves (cf. AN V p. 324
326) is, however, not fully accepted here. In 1113 Sakka (the Buddha) is
requested to give the knowledge (figna) regarding how a person possessing
such a state is to be guided further. This is, whatever the somewhat
obscure lines that follow may mean, remarkable, because in another
section of the Pardyana, in the Upasiva-section, the state without
apperceptions is acknowledged as the final state. As to the following lines
in the Posila-section, we can see that they speak about knowing (ab-
hijanam) all viAAanatthitiyo and of knowing (janati) titthantam. This
could mean that ome has to know the viAfanatthitiyo and the vififiana,
and this knowledge might have consisted of the insight that vifiidna and
the four other constituents are nonpermanent, unsatisfactory and non-self
(note the word vipassati in 1115, only once occurring in the Parayana,
never in the Atthaka, the variant reading in 1070 not being convincing).
For this interpretation one could refer to SN 22.54 (described by Norito-
shi Aramaki, On the Formation of a Short prose Pratityasamutpiada
Siitra, in "Essays in Honour of Dr. Shozen Kumoi', Heirakuji Shoten,
Kyoto 1985, 95), but on the other hand it is not precisely the same
method, because in SN 22.54 one gets rid of the five constituents by
simply relinquishing the greed for them, here by knowing them.

The word pafifid, but obviously not a recommendation of the method of
discriminating insight, occurs at two more places in the Parayana. In
1090-91 the distinction between "having parifiana" and "producing peAna"
could, viewed from the whole section, even imply a criticism of the
method of discriminating insight. At the second place (1097) we have a
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distinction between a person who has little parifié and a person who has
abundant . paerifig. The latter term occurs at other places in the Suttanipata
(346, 376, 538, 792, 1143, cf. bhuripaifiana in 1136, 1138, 1140), but
never in a context where it clearly can be determined as meaning "having
much discriminating insight", no more than the vague meaning "very wise"
appearing to be intended, especially in the passage 792 of the Atthaka-
vagga.

To conclude our survey of the diversity of contents in the Parayana
we must have a look at the Upasiva- and at the Nanda-section. In the
Upasiva-section (1069-1076) we hear nothing about some kind of knowled-
ge as was the case in other sections discussed above. The reason is not
that it speaks of other things, but that for "crossing the great flood"
(1069) a state without apperception (se/ii@) is recommended; and apper-
ception must be considered the basis of every knowledge using notions
and words.!? In 1071-72 the highest emancipation from apperception and
the being released in this state (seAAavimokkhe parame vimutto) is
proclaimed. It is said, moreover, that nothing more is needed (this is
against the aforementioned Posala-section). In the Atthakavagga we shall
find a similar teaching in some passages. Here, however, this practice of
overcoming apperception is combined with the practice of mindfulness
(sati 1070), which is never the case in the Afthaka passages. This, in my
view, clearly shows the hand of the author-compiler of the Parayana. His
hand also seems to be shown, when at the end of the Upasiva-section,
the question is put whether the (central constituent?) vifiidna of a person
who possesses this emancipation will come to an end; for those passages
(or amy other passage) of the Atthaka never mention viAfAdna. The
author-compiler seems to have been aware of the advantage of discussing
this problem here, a problem so difficult to answer in the context of
discriminating insight, where the disappearance of viAAdna strongly
suggest pure annihilation. Here, however, no theories are at stake and
one can maintain that nothing can be said about the conmsequences of the
disappearance of vififidna: "When all things (dhamma) are abolished, then
all ways of thinking, too, are abolished" (1076).

The Nanda-section (1077-83) is, at the beginning, even more explicit in
defying knowledge (Aana). What makes a Muni is his manner of living
(iivita, in 1078 explained with visenikatva anigha niras@),’® not know-
ledge, nor views (difthi, against 1117 in the Mogharaja-section where
Gotama is expected to have a view), nor learning (sute). This is in
conflict with other teachings in the Pali canon and perhaps reflects a
very old, even prebuddhist instruction, being also represented in the
Atthakavagga (see below). But in the Nanda-section of the Pardyana this
teaching is combined with the aim of overcoming birth and old age (1079-
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82), whereas in the corresponding passages in the Atthaka this is not so.
As to the question regarding how to achieve this aim, the answer is that
not only has one to give up all views, learning and also ascetic morality
and vows, but one has also to know thoroughly (parififidya 1082) thirst
(tanhd). One thereby becomes free from the Cankers (dsava, a term that
need not, but can already include "nescience”) and "crosses the flood". In
this "thoroughly knowing" in order to be released from rebirth 1 also see
the hand of the author-compiler.

Having discussed the diversity of contents in the Pardyana and also
having noticed some uniformity we may be justified to call the Parayana
a "text" which was "composed’" by a person who wanted to mention as
many tenets or methods as he knew and as many as were necessary to
complete the solemn number of sixteen questions. All is related to the
Buddha and, very likely, to the aim of overcoming rebirth. It may have
been composed at a relatively early date, but to call it the oldest text of
the Pali canon, as some scholars do, fails to convince me. Some of its
contents are presented at other places in small units (e.g. suttas of the
Atthaka or parts of larger suttas) in a more convincing form and,
probably, of an earlier date.

3. The Atthaka(-vagga)

This is the only part of the Suttanipata which as such can be found in
the Chinese Tripitaka (Taisho No. 198, accompanied by a prose commen-
tary). The translation is, however, of a doubtful quality; e.g. the words
satam and asgtam in 867, 869 and 870 are rendered with 4 and 4% .
Therefore, although I have referred to it, I make no use of it in my
argument.

The name Atthaka for the fourth part of the Suttanipata (verses 766-.
975) probably derives, as is long since known, from the fact that four of
its sixteen suttas (no. 2 up to no. 5) comsist of "eight" (tutthubha-)vers-
es. This would point to a very superficial criterium at the start of
collecting these suttas.

On the other hand, the sixteen suttas we now have before us have in
common some peculiar traits, e.g. scarcely a trace of the method of
discriminating insight (for a possible exception see below p. 45), and some
of them, which I want to call the nucleus of the text, lack approval of
any issue proclaimed at other places as being essential for Buddhism.

Obviously, material has not been taken from everywhere to reach the
solemn number of sixteen suttas. The Atthaka contains, as I shall try to
demonstrate, texts of a group that existed before or alongside the first
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Buddhist community. After some time this circle was integrated into the
Buddhist - sangha. It then produced more texts. In these it tried to
combine the old teaching with the teaching of the Buddha, taking from
the latter what seemed suitable and often, but not always, losing its
original radicalness.

Persons who want to defend the original unity of the Atthaka will
point to Udana V 6 where it is said to be recited as having sixteen
parts. The same sentence occurs, however, in Vinaya I (p. 196) without
the word 'sixteen'. I won't deny that the Atthaka was known as a
breviary consisting of sixteen parts in a relatively early stage of the
formation of the Pali canon. But the sentence in the Udana could, if
there are sufficient grounds against an original unity of the sixteenfold
Atthaka, rather be used to prove the late composition of Udana V.14

As to formal arguments against an original unity we can cite A.K
Warder (Pali Metre, London 1967, 130) who says that the Jarasutta (no. 6)
appears to be of later composition than other poems analysed by him,
tending towards the style of the later period, Therigatha etc. Warder,
however, does not use this observation to dissect the Atthaka. On p. 224
of 'Pali Metre' he mentions another example of a later metre, viz. giti, in
the Tuvatakasutta (no. 14 of the Atthaka), and suggests that the Atthaka
is, therefore, later than the Parayana. He puts forward a second reason
for this suggestion: "Whilst the Atthaka is almost entirely in futthubha,
the Parayana contains a good many vatfas, although these are mainly in
the frame story".

As for this second reason, we may recall the fact that the 56 intro-
ductory verses of the Pardyana, all but two written in vatta, are not
commented upon in the Cullaniddesa and are very likely of later origin.
So an increased number of vatta would rather point to a later period. But
let us compare the Atthaka with the nucleus of the Parayana, the sixteen
questions. These have about 52 vatta (taking into account third lines) and
49 tutthubha (including fifth etc. lines). The Atthaka consists of 58 vatta
and 121 tutthubha, besides 10 vetdliya and 20 giti. In any case Warder
gives a wrong impression of the Atthaka, when he says that it is "almost
entirely in tusthubha". And, regarding the real distribution of vatta and
tuthubha in these two texts, one may ask whether the proportion in
either text is in any way significant, if one follows this line of reasoning.

When we speak of vafta and tutthubha, it would be more convincing
to look at metrical license, a higher quantity of which perhaps indicates
greater antiquity. I shall not go into details here, but mention only two
suttas of the Atthaka that struck me, having got used to various kinds
of metrical license in the Pardyana and the Atthaka, as coming very near
to classical standards. The first is the Kamasutta (no. 1 of the Atthaka)



44 TILMANN VETTER

consisting of eight vafta-verses, all of which fulfil the classical norm of
the Sloka, viz. padas a and c being of the pathya-form with the exception
of 771a (having a cadence of b- and d-padas, a common fact in other
sections of the Atthaka and the Parayana). The second is the Guhattha-
kasutta (no. 2 of the Atthaka) consisting of eight tutthubha verses which
are, reckoned as a whole, much more regular than in other suttas of the
Atthaka consisting of tutthubha or tutthubha + vatta verses.

The observations about kind and state of metre in the Jarasutta,
Tuvatakasutta, Kamasutta and Guhatthakasutta, strengthened by an
analysis of their contents (see below) cause me to single out these suttas
as being of later origin than the remaining suttas of the Atthaka; the
fact that the Guhatthaka was very likely part of the first collection of
suttas called Atthaka has no influence on this ‘decision. The remaining
suttas are not yet a real unity, but they can no longer be said to be
later than the Parayana by the first reason stated by Warder, ie. the
vetaliya metre in the Jarasutta and the gifi metre in the Tuvatakasutta;
this does not affect the rest of the suttas.

Now I want to focus on the contents of the suttas of the Atthaka. In
order to determine uniformity and diversity I start with the main
contention of the article "Proto-Madhyamika in the Pali canon" by Louis
O. Gb6mez (Philosophy East and West 26, 1976, 137-165; as I heard it a
question mark should have been put at the end of the title). According to
Goémez in the Atthaka, and also in the Pardyana, we find passages
implying a mystic state’> and a way to it that cannot be reduced to
other, more common teachings of the Pali canon, and are comparable only
to later developments such as in Madhyamika and in Zen. I agree with
this interpretation, but want to add some historical refinement to it. We
can use this interpretation for determining the contents of the suttas of
the Atthaka, because not all of them have this goal or recommend the
way to it, and of those that contain these issues some have them in a
form mixed with other less compatible tenets. I shall, therefore, not
ascribe this mysticism to the Atthaka (or the Pariyana)l® as Goémez does
and may be allowed to do with regard to his aim of comparing a very old
teaching with developments thought to belong to the Mahayana.

This mysticism has in common with these later developments an
extreme apophatic tendency which "could be characterized in the theore-
tical realm as the doctrine of no-views, and in the practical realm as the
practice of practicing no dharmas. In its extreme manifestations this
tendency is diametrically opposed to the doctrine of right-views and the
practice of gradually and systematically cultivating the true or pure
dharmas" (G6mez p. 140).
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To support this contention Go6mez mainly cites passages that advise
overcoming or denying apperception (saAfid), knowledge (Adna), views
(ditthi), learning (suta), thoughts (muta), ascetic morality (sila) and vows
(vata). 1 shall critically discuss some of these passages. But even if we
suppose, for the moment, that all these passages can be accepted as proof
without reservation, even then there remain six out of the sixteen suttas
of the Atthaka that are not used by Gémez for his argument, and could
not be used, simply because they do not have instances required for this
case. These suttas are (no. 1 of the Atthaka) Kama-, (no. 2) Guhatthaka,
(no. 3) Dutthatthaka-, (no. 6) Jard-, (no. 7) Tissametteya-, (no. 16)
Sariputta-sutta.

Of these only the Guhatthaka contains a hint of overcoming appercep-
tion (seAna). It says that one must thoroughly know it (parifina 779,
compare phassam parifiidya in 778); this does not accord with a denuncia-
tion of all knowledge and obviously represents a stage of advanced
assimilation of this mysticism. I recall that the Kama-, Guhatthaka- and
Jara-sutta have previously been singled out on metrical grounds.

I shall now discuss some problematic passages cited by G6mez. Let us
first examine some passages from the Tuvatakasutta. The quotations on p.
148 do not refer to his specific claim; they contain advice that can also
be found in connection with preparing Dhyana meditation (see jhgyi in
925). On pp. 142 and 147, however, Gémez quotes the verses 916-919
which are relevant. Especially notable is the compound paparica-sarkha
(916), which is translated by Gémez as "conception and dispersion".) In
874 (in the Kalahavivadasutta) paparica-sarkhd is said to be caused by
apperception (sarifi@), the implication being that it will vanish, when
apperception has been stopped. Here (in 916), however, 'I am' (asmiti)
appears as the root of paparica-sarikha, and this might be a restriction of
the general term saifid under the influence of the well-known Buddhist
idea that one cannot be freed from desire and rebirth as long as one sees
the constituents as one's self.!® In the same verse (916) onme is mot only
asked to destroy the thought 'I am', but also the thirst (tapha); to do
this latter one has to train ever mindful (sadd sato sikkhe, cf. 933).
Mindfulness is a well-known practice of early Buddhism as can be derived
from teachings connected with the Buddha's biography. Familiar to these
teachings are also the terms patipadd, samddhi and jhayi occurring in the
verses 921 and 925 of the Tuvatakasutta. In 921 we find the term
Patimokkha as well. Moreover, in 933 we read that ome has to have
insight (aAifidya) into "this dhamma', which is in conflict with the
contention of Gémez. In the same verse (933) "the teaching (sasana) of
Gotama" is mentioned, and in the first verse of this sutta (915) a
question is put to Adiccabandhu (cf. 1128 = Buddha); such a clear
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reference to the Buddha mever occurs in the suttas most relevant for
Goémez' contention,

Concluding we may say that the Tuvatakasutta bears some traces of
the topic under discussion, but has adapted this teaching and is only an
adulterated authority in this matter. I may also recall the suggestion that
this sutta is of later origin because of its metre.

Another sutta cited by Gémez (p. 148), the Attadanda- (no. 15 of the
Atthaka), can also be dismissed from the group of relevant suttas. Only
in 954 we find a remark ("he does not grasp at anything nor does he
reject anything") that is slightly reminiscent of our subject matter.
Moreover, in verse 947 (fiatva dhammarit) knowledge of the Dhamma is,
contrary to our expectations, recommended.

The Purabhedasutta (no. 10 of the Atthaka) is cited by Gémez (p. 146)
only in passing as having an instance (in 856) of a kind of a middle
path: "A man of wisdom seeks to abandon the thirst for nonexistence as
much as the thirst for becoming". This is a convincing argument, but in
the verse itself we do not find "a man of wisdom', but "having known
the Dhamma" (fiatvdé dhammari), which complicates the matter. Thus sutta
is, furthermore, introduced (in 848) as a Gotama-sutta and recommends
equanimity and mindfulness (in 855), which can be interpreted as an
instigation to reach the fourth Dhyina. There may be found, however, as
in the "Buddhist" Tuvatakasutta some other traces of our subject in 851
(ditthisu ca na niyati), 853 (na saddho na virgjjati) and in 861 (dhammesu
ca na gacchati).

After this investigation, there remain seven suttas of the Atthaka
which, though in no way contradicting the basic Buddhist intention of
disentanglement, lack any approval of tenets kmown to essentially belong
to the Buddha's teaching from other parts of the canon. These are: the
Suddhatthaka- (no. 4), the Paramatthaka (no. 5), the Pasira- (no. 8), the
Magandiya (no. 9), the Kalahavivada- (no. 11), the Ciilabyitha (no. 12) and
the Mahabyiiha- (no. 13).

Some of these suttas (Suddhatthaka in 790 and 795, Paramatthaka in
802-3, Magandiya in 843 and Mahabyiiha in 907 and 911) mention the
Brahmana as the person who accomplishes the way they speak of.
Magandiya mentions the Muni (838, 844, 847) and Paramatthaka the
Bhikkhu (798) as well, but Kalahavivida only the Muni (877). Pasiira (in
828) and Cilabyitha (in 883-4, 890) denounce the quarrelsome ascetics
(samana) and (only Culabyiiha 891-2) the sectarians (?fitthya@). Here we
get the impression that the Brihmana as the person accomplishing the
mystical way is opposed to the Samana and not to the Brahmana by birth,
the latter opposition being a common theme in other parts of the canon,
but not in any way alluded to here (the Parayana, on the other hand,
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mentions Samanas and Brahmanas together 'in 1079-82 or the Brahmana
alone in 1059, 1063 and 1115, but not in opposition to Samanas). There is,
however, one of these suttas that does not mention the Brahmana (only
the Muni) and is not against the Samanas (plural), but speaks of @ or the
Samana (singular, 866 and 868); it is the Kalahavivadasutta, a sutta
concerned with overcoming quarrel which is considered the domain of
Samanas in other suttas. Maybe we can take this as an indication that in
this circle one now had accepted the fact that there was one Samana who
was not a "sophist" and not quarrelsome and could be adhered to also by
followers of this "Brahmanical' mystical way (I shall return to this
question below). But if with this "Samana" the Buddha is meant,’ it is
remarkable that he is referred to by such a term which is never used in
the references to his authority that we find in the Parayana (see above
note 2) and in some suttas of the Atthaka eliminated above from the
nucleus, such as the Purabheda- (Gotama 848), the Tuvataka- (Adicca-
bandhu 915, Gotama 933) and the Sariputta- (Buddha, Tadin etc. 957).

Let us now take a brief look at the contents of these remaining
suttas, making use of what Gémez has said about this matter. A special
problem seems to be offered by the Pasirasutta. It mainly advocates
abstention from disputes and does not mention anything that can be
interpreted as a mystical state. Therefore, it appears only to express a
peace of noninvolvement (cp. Gémez 139). We know from e.g. DN I p. 24-
28 that before or/and during early Buddhism there existed a group of
Samanas who tried to avoid all affirmations and negations. This group is
often connected with the name of Safjaya Belatthiputta (e.g. DN I p.
58). Maybe the thoughts about abstention from disputes registered in the
Pasiirasutta originally had no other aim than such a peace of noninvolve-
ment. But the two concluding verses (833-834) are capable of being
interpreted as integrating these thoughts into a way to a higher peace
(cp. Gémez 146) - it is surely an advantage on such a way to abstain
from disputes. And the sutta has got a place amidst other suttas pro-
claiming this higher peace. I would, therefore, like to follow Gémez's
interpretation of this sutta.

How can we become more sure about such a higher goal? There are
two fairly “plausible arguments. Some of these suttas, while (with the
exception of the Suddhatthaka-) also recommending abstention from
disputes, criticize clinging to apperception (seAAd), and some of these
suttas describe the method to reach the goal by a special middle path
(not the same middle path we know from the Buddha's first preaching).

First the passages about apperception. Verse 792 in the Suddhatthaka
is critical of a person who is attached to apperception (safifiasatta); this
person, however, is opposed here to a person who knows the Dhamma and
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has much paAiid. Whatever pafifid may be here, probably only wisdom in a
general sense, knowing the Dhamma is in each case in discord with the
standards of mysticism Goémez has distilled from other passages. We may,
therefore, call this a contaminated passage. :

A much better instance is to be found in the Paramatthakasutta (in
802) translated by Gémez (p. 141) with "He has not formed (or fancied)
even the least apperception in what is here seen, heard or thought"
(tassidha ditthe va sute va mute va | pakappitd natthi ani pi sanAad).
This sutta is in no way, neither in this verse nor in other verses
contaminated with opposite teaching.

The Magandiya (in 841) has a verse line similar to the passage just
quoted from the Paramatthaka: ito ca naddakkhi anury pi saffiam. But
because this seems to be critically said in regard to the person having
asked a question and seems to imply that this person must get an apper-
ception and thereby a clear notion of something, it is not so useful a
passage. Very clear and illustrative, however, is the last verse of this
sutta (847). Gémez translates (p. 145): "For him who is detached from
apperceptions (saAifigviratta) there are no knots, released by insight
(panriavimutta) he has no delusions. Those who hold on to apperceptions
and views go around in the world in constant conflict". If we may take
pannd as here only meaning wisdom and not discriminating insight
(material traces of which I have not found in the suttas under discus-
sion), we would have a convincing and uncontaminated instance of our
subject matter.

I postpone a verse (874) of the Kalahavivadasutta, because it is also a
good instance of the middle path I announced.

A last example of denouncing serAg is found in the Calabyahasutta
(886). But I am not so convinced that this points to a mystical way or
state.

A better manner to show that we sometimes have to do with a kind
of mysticism is to find instances of a middle path in this sense that not
only all dogmas are demied and all theories and knowledge - which could
be interpreted as aiming at a peace of noninvolvement - and all apper-
ceptions - which is a stronger argument -, but that this denying, too, is
denied. With such a double denying one can avoid the impression that the
mental state aimed at is similar to the state of a stone or plant, which
seem to have no apperceptions. One can imagine some criticism to this
point; such a middle path would, then, be a development in the teaching.

The best instance is verse 874 in the Kalahavivadasutta. In the
translation of Gémez (p. 144) it reads: "When he has not an apperception
of apperceptions (na safifiasanini), when he has not an apperception of

non-apperception (na visarifiasanini), when he does not not apperceive (no
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pi asanfi), when he does not have apperceptions without an object (na
vibhittasanifi, cf. 1113), for him who has attained to this, form ceases, for
apperception is the cause of dispersion and conception (papaficasarkha).
"We may add that according to the question in 873 for such a person not
only form (ripa) ceases, but also pleasure and pain. Looking at 872 we
may also say that "mame and form" (ndmaripa) ceases. Contrary to the
being conditioned of ndmaripa by vififiana and the causes of vififidna in
the twelvefold chain of dependent origination, here ndmaripa appears to
be dependent on sa/i/ig?0 and ceases in this very life (we may interpret:
does not appear for a while), and not only (and definitively) after death.
That these verses, and the whole sutta, are directed against the structure
at the beginning of the twelvefold chain of dependent origination cannot
be excluded merely because they contain thoughts ome is not used to,
which induces most scholars to consider this sutta the origin of all
attempts to construe chains of dependence. As to my idea that this sutta
represents a later stage in the development of the teaching of this
mysticism see below (p. 50-51), where I shall point to a hardly dubitable
example of criticism of an advanced Buddhist term.

Another example of such a middle path can be found in verse 839 of
the Magandiyasutta. Gémez (p. 146) translates this verse: "Cleansing is
not attained by things seen or heard (.. ditthiya .. sutiya, better: by
views or learning), nor by knowledge, nor by the vows of morality
(silabbatena, better: by morals and vows, see line 4), nor is it attained by
not seeing or not hearing, nor by not knowing, nor by absence of morals
and vows. Abandoning all these, not grasping at them he is at peace
(samo, cf. ajjhattasanti in 837), not relying, he would not hanker for
becoming". Whatever may be the precise connection of the latter part of
this verse with the first part, the beginning lines imply that the goal is
not reached by persons who never think and have learned nothing and
are immoral, though it cannot be attained by views, doctrines learned
from others, knowing, morals and vows. Perhaps we may also conclude
that this goal, if it is reached by overcoming all apperceptions, as the
last verse (847, quoted above) of this sutta strongly suggests, is not
below, but above all apperceptions. Maybe this is expressed in verse 847
itself, if parifia in panAfRavimutta does not have the meaning of discrimi-
nating insight, but of wisdom or "real insight", here used by someone who
knew that this term was held in high esteem by others, but himself did
not practice the method meant by it (there is no indication for this).

I now want to leave the theme of mysticism and to look at these
seven suttas of the Atthaka from the angle of release from rebirth, so
conspicuous a theme in the Parayana. Only with difficulty can one find
some passages that perhaps recommend this goal. A good one seems to be
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verse 902 (of the Mahabyitha-) where is said: why should he tremble and
what should he long for, for whom there is no passing away and re-
appearing (cutipapato)? This might, however, also be said, because such
a person is not at all interested in this matter. It is possible to come to
such an interpretation, when one looks at verse 836 (of the Magandiya-).
Here we find the question: What kind of rebirth (bhavipapatti) do you
proclaim? The answer in 837 (condensed) is: I do not proclaim anything, I
have seen the inner peace. In 839 (already quoted as an instance of a
middle path description) we see that this inner peace is considered to-
have its base in "cleansing" or purity (suddhi). Here we observe a positive
use (cf. 830 in the Pasiira) of the term suddhi, which is for the most
part criticized in these suttas. Why it is criticized is not so clear. But it
is probable that in the environment where (the ideas of) these texts
originated there were groups striving for purity as a means for a better
rebirth. But it is "real purity" not to strive for anything, surely not for
this or that existence (bhava 839, bhavabhava 801, 877, 901).

One might expect that also striving for non-becoming would be
criticized. With one exception (at the end of the Kalahavivada, see
below) this cannot be found in the seven suttas under discussion. Gémez'
translation (p. 141) of the compound bhavabhava in 801 (cf. 786 and
Goémez p. 145) by "being or pot being" is not possible, when we consider
idha va hurarn va in 801 b. We find, however, a clear rejection of striving
for both becoming (bhava) and non-becoming (vibhava) in the Purabheda-
sutta (856), which shows some "Buddhist" influence (see above p. 46) but
has much in common with the suttas under discussion.

We can perhaps explain this observation. In the oldest days this
mystical movement faced omly groups of persons who strove for a better
existence after this life, not groups of persons who strove for release
from rebirth. At some moment this latter goal, not being too far from
renouncing the strife for better existences, was recognized by these
mystics, but nevertheless they rejected striving for it. With this explana-
tion we can perhaps understand the third part of that strange tripartition
of the thirst into thirst for kama, thirst for bhava and thirst for vibhava
found in the Pali tradition of the four noble truths. This may be an
addition to the four noble truths, coming from the now Buddhist circle
where the Purabhedasutta was composed.

If we use a Buddhist term not occurring in the Atthaka except in the
Tissametteya- (822) and the Dutthatthaka (783), we could say: in this
circle the nibbana is conceived as complete extinction of all desires, even
of the desire for the extinction of rebirth. Extinction of rebirth, a second
meaning of nibbana, could, by the way, also be rejected, because it
presupposes some theory about rebirth.
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An instance of openly rejecting this second nibbdna seems to be
extant at the end of the Kalahavivida- (876-877), where "expert (personms)
who proclaim anupddisesa" are criticized. I see no other manner  to
understand this anupddisesa than to interpret it in the traditional way as
release where no psycho-material substratum remains.?!

If I am right in this interpretation, we have to admit that such a
critical remark about a widely accepted Buddhist goal could only be made
some time after the first events and teachings we gather from the
Buddha's biography. But because the Kalahavivaida (having a middle path
formulation) is ome of the most advanced of the seven "non-buddhist
suttas of the Atthaka, we are not forbidden to assume an origin of this
movement lying before the preaching of the Buddha.

The goal of overcoming all apperceptions is not in conflict with the
genuine Dhyana meditation, the latter, however, not being accomplished
without concern for the welfare of all living beings (cf. Khaggavisanasutta
35) and culminating in a state of pure equanimity and mindfulness can be
better connected with the '"right view" that there are rebirths and with
the goal of overcoming rebirth.

So we can understand that this group of mystics was integrated into
the Gotama-sangha and tried to adapt specific Buddhist methods and aims
as is the case in other suttas of the Atthaka. On the other hand, the
Gotama-sangha attempted to include (mainly in the sense of Paul Hacker's
term 'inclusivism') the main subject of this movement or to make use of
it (e.g. to reject all theories, when, in the development of the Parra
stream, questions as the (non-)annihilation of a released person presented
too many difficulties, cf. MN 72).

As to attempts to "include" this theme, the first ones may be found in
the Pardyana. In the Upasiva- and Nanda-section this comes near to
acceptance, but in the Upasiva-section overcoming apperception is
supported by mindfulness and at the end the whole issue is employed to
get rid of the problem of the (non-)anmihilation of the released person,
and in the Nanda-section the method of overcoming all views and
knowledge is employed for the aim of release from birth and old age and
combined with "knowing" thirst (see description above). In the Posila-
section, however, we meet an example of blank "inclusivism". What is
called in the Upasiva-section 'emancipation from apperception' is here
only a state of nothingness, which could be a fetter (1115), and has to be
overcome by knowledge.

This reminds us of the state of nothingness as ome of the four (or
five) samdpattis and the appreciation, common in Buddhism, of this state
and of the other samdpattis as not leading to release from rebirth. Gémez
(note 45) may be right, when he says that we must not reduce the state
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described in 874, which reminds us of the samdpatti, which is neither
apperception nor non-apperception, to a meditational state of the anipa-
sphere. But even in early times Buddhists thought they could do this, the
starting point perhaps being (registered by) the Posala-section of the
Parayana. And from their angle they were right; this state of mind or
these states (where ‘nothingness' and 'neither-apperception-nor-nonapper-
ception' and ‘'cessation of apperception and feeling' were considered
gradations and were perhaps preceded by exercises to give up all apper-
ceptions of visible form) originally was/were not intended to overcome
rebirth. They were, however, not right in supposing that this state of
mind was intended for less than their goal; for these mystics considered
themselves standing above this question of rebirth or no rebirth. And
when they became integrated into the Gotama-sangha, they could, with a
good conscience, maintain that they, too, were released from rebirth. But
to convince the other side it was necessary to show that by such a state
of mind the faults causing, according to its view, rebirth were destroyed.
What the opponents expected as a means, however, was not implied. It
may be that this problem led to the strange formulation "staying in the
cessation of apperceptions and feelings, his cankers have completely
vanished after he has seen by paAna" (see Schmithausen op. cit., 216). As
Schmithausen has observed (op. cit. note 55) this passage is missing in
DN and SN, which shows that the monks specializing in these Nikayas
had a good sense of dogmatics, though not of mysticism.22

Appendix

Introduction at the Conference (slightly adjusted).

There are persons who seem to have such an experience of uniformity
and fascination when reading Buddhist suttas that they feel allowed to
compare them to the plays of Shakespeare; and in this case we know, or
assume, that one person must have written them.

Other persons, however, have difficulties in combining contents of two
or more suttas and in seeing larger suttas as a whole, though they may
be fascinated by details. Insofar as they work as philologists they cannot
see that all reports point to the same experience and that the difference
in words is only due to a difference in a more subjective and a more
objective way of speaking. The words in the texts point to different
methods (sometimes to a combination of methods), though the aim of no
longer being reborn may be the same. Where different methods are used,
one may also expect (slightly) different experiences. Moreover, not all
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methods are associated with the Buddha's enlightenment. The texts
themselves sometimes mention that there are different kinds of released
persons. "

Those philologists can try to register that there are different descrip-
tions of ways and that within some descriptions there are elements
which in their eyes are not wholly compatible.

In case they are impressed by details they can also try to explain lack
of coherence by assuming that a compiler has worked carelessly or with
an external intention. In this connection one can hardly avoid the
question as to which of several ways or descriptions of ways is the older
one and whether they all must be ascribed to the Buddha himself. Insofar
as one assumes that a prose passage or verses can be connected with the
Buddha's own teaching one now is seemingly engaging, as a contribution
to this panel puts it, in a hopeless enterprise. When one looks at the
variety of results in this field one would nearly believe it. Though
everybody accepts that one has to use all main canonical sources, the
practice of analysing carefully, needed in this connection, leads to
reducing the material and to focusing on a small group of texts. This, not
unexpectedly, leads to different results and gives the impression that
every scholar in this field states what he himself likes best.

I have some hope that we can overcome this deadlock, namely by
concentrating on those passages Buddhist tradition itself calls the first
sermons of the Buddha. We can try to make a hypothesis on the basis of
these sermons and then to look whether it holds good when compared
with the contents of other texts. If this procedure brings some clarity to
the complex contents of the canonical scriptures, we may assume that we
have some ground to stand on. In the Festschrift for Shozen Kumoi
(1985) I have presented a hypothesis on the first teaching of the Buddha.
My strongest point is the following observation. The Pali Vinaya tradition
on the establishment of the Buddhist order, a compilation of material with
an external intention, relates that the first disciples of the Buddha were
released from all d&savas while listening to the second sermon, the
discourse on non-self. Listening to the first sermon, which demands the
cultivation of the noble eightfold path, had, according to this tradition,
only the effect that the listeners obtained the so-called Dharma-eye and
wanted to enter the order, issues that do not occur in the sermon itself.
Though the practice of the noble eightfold path contained in the first
sermon is, according to this tradition, not the cause of the release of the
first disciples, this sermon nevertheless is kept in the first position of all
sermons of the Buddha. Therefore I feel justified in assuming that the
cultivation of the eightfold path is an older method of release than
insight while listening to a discourse on non-self.
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I spoke about comparing such a hypothesis with the contents of other
texts. Here I want to look at older parts of the Suttanipata with this
intention.
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Notes

1. The word panid appears at ome place, in verse 75, but only in the meaning of 'sagacity’
with regard to one's profit, said of impure persons.

2. The questions are put to the Buddha according to the first epilogue in 1126 and 1128
(Buddha Adiccabandhu). This is confirmed by most of the "questions' themselves being addressed
to Gotama (1057, 1083, 1117, cf. Gotamasdsana in 1084), the Bhagavat (14 times, two of them, in
1058 and 1079, disturbing the metre), Sakka (1063, 1069, 1090, 1113) and other epithets which are
not exclusively of the Buddha, but in this context very likely are employed to point to him, such
as muni (1052, 1058, 1075, 1081, 1085) or mahesi (1054, 1067, 1083) or devisi (1116) or ndga (1058,
1101).

3. jatijararn 1045-48, 1052, 1056, 1060, 1079-82, 1097, 1120, 1122.

4. jaramaccu 1092-94.

5. maccu 1100, 1104, 1118,

6. dukkha 1033, 1049-51, 1056-58.

7. sokapariddava 1052, 1056.

8. viardana 1037, 1055, 1110-11, cp. 1114.

9. tanha 1041, 1068, 1070. 1085, 1088.

10. For tanhd see 1082-83, 1103, 1109. Cp. the (quasi) synonyms ddina 1094, 1103-4 (here also
upddiyati); ifijita 1040-41, 1048; upadhi 1050-51, 1057, 1083; chandaraga 1086; nandi 1055, 1115;
nivesana 1055; bhavardga 1046; mamdayita 1056; raga 1046; visattikd 1053-54; veviccha+jappa 1033;
sariga 1060, 1068.

11. 1060: ... bhavabhave sarigam imar visajja ... vitatanho ... atari so jatijaram ...

12. Cp. 874 discussed below p. 45.

13. "mot taking sides, free from resentment, desireless”, cp. 794, 833, 1048 and 1060. An
interesting discussion of the word visenikatvd can be found in S. Collins, Selfless Persons,
Cambridge University Press 1982, 140.

14. Cp. L. Schmithausen's handling of the fact that the Pariyana is mentioned in AN IV p. 63,
in: Karma and Rebirth ed. R.W. Neufeldt, State University of New York Press 1986, p. 210 and p.
224 note 54.

15. What Gé6mez wants to express with the term ‘'mystic(al) can be gathered from the
introduction of his article (reference to St. John of the Cross).

16. Only two of the sixteen sections refer to this state, one in a very restricted form; see
above pp. 40-41 the remarks on the Upasiva- and the Posala-section.

17. G6émez seems to take it as a copulative compound; cf. his translation of this difficult
compound in 874 (p. 144): "dispersion and conception'. More likely it is a determinative compound.
But Gémez' translations may convey much of the original intention.

18. Maybe the term pasifia in 93lcd "atha jivitena parnndya silabbatena narriam atimaririe" has
something to do with this idea.

19. This is fairly sure in 866, where besides the question about chanda which is to be
expected ofter 865, there is also asked, where vinicchaya comes from and kodha and mosavajja
and katharikathd and the Dhammas the Samana has spoken of This is not in conflict with the
rest of the sutta. What is problematic is the second passage in 868, b it advises the person
who doubts that he should train on the path of knowledge (fianapatha). Then the text says: by
the Samana the Dhammas are spoken of after having known (fiatva). There also it is very likely
that the Buddha is meant. This advocating of a way of knowledge of Dhammas would be the only
inconsistency in this radical sutta. I may, however, remark that on the whole the Kalahavivida-
is strictly organized by only one verse question and only one verse answer etc. except in 867-868
(two verses for the answer). It is not to be excluded that the answer consisted of six lines (cf.
875: 5 lines) and that the lines 5 and 6, being necessary in regard to the question in 866, were
filled up with two more lines (making another verse) which were not mecessary and even against
the original intention, domesticating as it were the contents.

20. In the Dvayatanupassanasutta of the Suttanipata, which in my eyes rightly is characterized
by Chalmers (op. cit. p. XVII) as having an ancient nucleus only in 728, saifid is mixed up with
the term sarikhdra (in 732) and thus has got a place in its chain of dependent origination. The
sutta wants to tackle each link of its chain as such (mot only the first link, which very likely
was the original intention of such chains). Its incorporation of the term saiAg could be inter-
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preted as an attempt to incorporate the function of seAAa in the Kalahavivida into a more
traditional chain of conditions and at the same time to preserve the idea of trying to, overcome
saAna directly.

21. Here (in 877d bhavabhavaya na sameti dhiro) one may be allowed, on account of the
context and the supposed development, to translate bhavabhava- with "being and/or not being".

22. The author thanks Ms. Joy Manné for looking over the English in this article.
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The following section includes papers contributed to the Mahaya-
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ference, unfortunately, and contributions have not been received from all
those who participated. The full text of JW. de Jong's paper, a summary
of which is included here, is appearing in the J. Asmussen Felicitation
Volume.
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Buddhism and the equality of the four castes

J.W. de Jong
Canberra

In early Buddhist texts the claims of the brahmans to superiority are
often discussed. The Buddha explains that differences among men are due
to their occupations. The theory of the four vamas is also discussed in
canonical Jain texts and in the Mahabhdrata. In the Vanaparvan (216, 14-
15) it is even said that a §iidra can become a brahman.

In later times only very few Buddhist texts pay attention to the pro-
blem of caste, as, for instance, the Vajrasiici, the Sardilakamavadana
and the Kalpanamanditika. In the Sardilakamavadana one finds almost the
same arguments used as in the Vasettha-sutta of the Suttanipata.

The Buddhist texts which deal with the caste system can be divided
into two groups. First the canonical Pali texts in which no reference is
made to Hindu texts at all, and secondly the Vajrasici, the Sardulakarna-
vadana and the Kalpanamanditika, the authors of which seem to have
been well versed in the Hindu scriptures. In all these texts the opposition
to the caste system is absolute.

It is a surprise to see that in another Buddhist text the Manusmrti is
quoted not with a polemical intention as in the Vajrasici but with appro-
val. In the first chapter of Bhavaviveka's commentary on Nagarjuna's
Milamadhyamakakarikas, the Prajfidpradipa, it is said that in preaching
the doctrine one must take into account the birth, age, caste (rigs, Skt.
varma), place and time of the hearer. In his commentary Avalokitavrata
explains that the doctrine must not be taught to a vaifya or a §idra. In
this connection he quotes a verse from a work of the heretics:

phyi-rol-pa mams-kyi gzun-las |
dmans-rigs la ni blo-gros dan [/ Ihag-ma bsreg-bya sbyin mi-bya //
de-la chos-bstan mi-bya-¢ir. /| de-la brtul-Zugs bstan mi-bya [/

This verse is a literal translation of Manusmrti IV.80:
na §iidraya matim dadyan nocchistam na haviskrtam /
na casyopadised dharmam na cdsya vratam adiSet //

It would be too hazardous to build a theory on the strength of a
single quotation, but one wonders whether we do not have here an
indication of a tendency among Buddhist scholars, authors of learned
philosophical $astras, to assimilate tenets found in brahmanical learning.



On the authorship of some works ascribed to Bhavaviveka/Bhavya

D. Seyfort Ruegg
Hamburg

Indologists have repeatedly been confronted by the difficult problem of
the correct assignment of literary works to their authors. In the history
of the Vedanta the attribution of works to Samkara has been frequently
debated, whilst in the Alamkarasastra there is the thorny question
whether Anandavardhana was the author of the Dhvanikarikas as well as
of the commentary on them, the Dhvanydloka. Another well-known
discussion has centred on the question whether one and the same
Vasubandhu was the author of the Abhidharmakosa, the Vimsatikd and the
Trim$ika on the ome side and of texts such as the Madhyantavibhagabhas-
ya and of other commentaries on Mahayanist Satras and Sastras on the
other side. Similarly, in the early history of the Madhyamaka, we are
faced with the question whether one and the same Nigarjuna was the
author not only of the Madhyamakakarikas, and of other closely related
works considered to form part of a 'Scholastic Corpus', but also of the
Ratnavali and, above all, of a '"Hymnic Corpus'.

A more recent arrival on the scene as a subject of discussion is the
authorship of the Tarkajvala, the commentary on Bhavaviveka's Madhya-
makahrdayakarikas, of the Madhyamakarthasamgraha and of the Madhya-
makaratnapradipa, all texts ascribed by some writers to the same Bhava-
viveka/Bhavya who lived in the sixth century CE.1

In the case of authors like Samkara and Anandavardhana, and even to
a large extent of Nagarjuna and Vasubandhu, the fact that their relevant
works have survived in the original Sanskrit makes it possible to apply to
them both stylometric and terminological criteria with a view to estab-
lishing authorship. But the case of Bhavaviveka is different because of
the fact that with the sole exception of the Madhyamakahrdayakarikas -
a photograph of which text was taken at Za lu in Tibet by Giuseppe
Tucci after a hand-copy had earlier been made there by Rahula Sankrtya-
yana - none of the works ascribed to him is now accessible in the
original. This circumstance of course makes impossible the wuse of
stylometric analysis. As for the application of terminological criteria, it is
fraught with difficulty. For even though Paul Hacker and his followers
have for example developed fine terminological and related doctrinal
criteria for the study of Samkara, it is well known how difficult it can be
to extract conclusive arguments from such distinctions. For one thing, our
frequently imperfect knowledge of the history of Indian philosophical
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ideas, arguments and terms may not place us in a position safely and
confidently to affirm that a given doctrine, reasoning or expression could
not, in any circumstance, have been accepted by the author to whom a
text is traditionally ascribed. With regard to Nagarjuna for example, the
predominantly positive ideas and the cataphatic language found in the
Hymns ascribed to him stand in marked contrast to the largely negative
theory and apophatic approach of Nagarjuna's scholastic works such as
the Madhyamakakarikas; and we can say that there indeed exists a clear
and significant difference in philosophical ideas and methods between the
‘Scholastic Corpus' and the 'Hymmnic Corpus' and that the works in
question can be divided into two distinct categories (as has in fact been
done by the Indo-Tibetan doxographical traditions as well as by modern
scholars). But from this it by no means follows necessarily that the same
Nagarjuna could in no circumstances have been the author of both these
sets of works. For the difference could be one of genre; or it could be
the reflection of parallel traditions drawn on by the same author; or
again it could be the result of a development in his thinking.

This kind of difficulty-is compounded when the texts in question are
available only in translation, as is the case for almost all the works
ascribed to Bhavaviveka. Even in the case of Vasubandhu, although it
might have been hoped that the problem of authorship would be less
difficult to resolve because so many of the works ascribed to him that
have been under scrutiny are extant in Sanskrit and thus lend themselves
to stylometric and terminological analysis, this expectation has not
actually been fulfilled. And the availability of such means of analysis has
not hitherto been of decisive help in arriving at clear conclusions as to
authorship, or indeed even in reaching a working consensus among all
scholars. This is due in part to the very nature of the materials scruti-
nized: they reveal few conclusive and unassailable arguments for or
against identity of authorship that are accepted by all scholars in the
present state of knowledge.

For deciding identity of authorship between a basic text (miil/a) and its
commentary, the often cited exegetical principle of avoiding utsitravya-
khyana, according to which a commentator should not go beyond the
master's intent as found in the Mila being commented on, would if
strictly observed make difficult, or even precarious, any conclusion as to
authorship based on doctrinal content. But it is of course necessary to
determine whether this principle has been observed, and indeed the extent
to which a good commentator is in a position to observe it. Conversely,
if an author were to feel free to go beyond his own Mila in his explana-
tion of it in a SvopajAavrtti, etc, the frontier between an auto-com-
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mentary and a commentary by another author who did not observe the
principle of avoiding utsitravydkhyana would be an uncertain one with
respect to doctrinal content. P.V. Kane once observed: '[An author of an
autocommentary] can very well say "my siitra is brief and I am expanding
its meaning for the sake of clear grasp of the subject’. Or he may say in
the vrtti that what he has stated in the sitra is due only to his follow-
ing old writers and that his own real opinion is different.”? This last
alternative in fact represents what Vasubandhu has done in his Abhidhar-
makoSabhasya, where he has given the Sautrantika doctrine as his own,
whereas in the Karikds he has stated the Ka$mira-Vaibhasika view (see
Ko$a viii. 40). In such a case the principle of avoiding utsitravyakhyana
is clearly not operative.

In this connection there moreover arises the often awkward question
as to when adhydhara - that is, the frequently necessary, and quite
legitimate, supplying by a commentator of words missing in the Mila for
reasons of brevity, etc. - may turn into utsitravyakhyana.

References in a text to Mantrayana/Vajrayana ideas, or to Tantric
works, have sometimes been cited as a further criterion for differentiat-
ing between compositions ascribed to an author. Here an important
distinction requires, however, to be made explicit. Given the fact that
Mantrayana is after all fairly old in India, and that Tantric texts were no
doubt in existence well before what might be called the main Vajrayana
efflorescence beginning in, approximately, the seventh century CE, an
allusion to such ideas or texts cannot by itself be a sufficient ground for
establishing that a text is not by a given author if he is posterior to,
say, the fourth century at the latest. Only a traceable quotation from a
homogeneous work of a known later date could serve this purpose. It is,
then, the kind of Mantrayana material mentioned, and the way it has
been used in a text, that can be revealing; for it may' contribute at least
to a balance of probability one way or the other in respect to the
authorship and date of a work.

In the specific case of Bhavaviveka/Bhavya, therefore, the mere
mention of dhdranis (gzuns snags), mantras (gsan snags) and vidyas (rig
snags) in the Tarkajvala® is very clearly not conclusive in assigning
authorship to a Deutero-Bhavaviveka/Bhavya. On the contrary, the
quotation of a ‘prophecy’ (vydkarana) concerning Nagarjuna from the
Manjusrimilatantra in  the Madhyamakaratnapradipa® is quite another
matter. This is because our text of the Mandjusrimilakalpa in its Rajavya-
karanaparivarta - which in fact contains a 'prophecy' concerning Nagarju-
na, though not in the precise words quoted in the Madhyamakaratnapra-
dipa - mentions King Gopala, the founder of the Pala dynasty and the
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predecessor of Dharmapala (rg. c¢. 770-810 or 775-812) in whose- time
Santaraksita, Kamala§ila and Haribhadra also flourished> The citation of
the Manrjusrimilatantra in the Madhyamakaratnapradipa thus possesses
greater weight than the simple allusion to dharanis, etc., in the Tarkajva-
la (especially in view of the uncertainty as to whether this Tantra was
extant, as the constituted work we now know, as early as the sixth
century).® '

In regard to the authorship and date of the Madhyamakaratnapradipa,
it is moreover to be noted that when quoting (P, f. 354a3-4) a verse to
be found in Saraha's Apabhramsa Dohakosa’ Bhavya has referred to the
author of this verse as 'teacher's teacher' (bla ma'i bla ma: guru-guru).8
This description can be interpreted as indicating that Bhavya, the author
of the Madhyamakaratmapradipa, was the grandpupil of Saraha. Now this
Saraha may be identical with Rahulabhadra, the master of Arya-Nagarjuna,
ie. of the Deutero-Magarjuna who would seem to have lived in the
seventh century. This would ‘be consonant with the references in the
Madhyamakaratnapradipa to Dharmakirti and Candrakirti who are also
usually placed in the seventh century (see below).

Now, if we may suppose that the Madhyamakaratnapradipa was actually
referring to this Apabhraméa verse by Saraha, and that the latter was its
author's teacher's teacher - a supposition which appears not to be
historically implausible and is in accord with the Vinaya-lineage Rahula
» Nagarjuna » Bhavaviveka » Srigupta » Jfianagarbha » Santaraksita found
in some sources’ - the question arises as to the date of the Apabhramsa
composition by Saraha known as the Dohakosa. By its first editor, M.
Shahidullah, this collection was dated to c. 1000 CE;'° and the tenth
century has been maintained by several subsequent writers on Apabhramsa
and the history of Middle Indo-aryan.!! A terminus ante quem is provided
by the Dohakosa commentary by Advayavajra (Maitripada), probably the
author of that name who lived in the early eleventh century. But the
tenth century, although perhaps within the bounds of possibility, would
seem to be a rather late date for Saraha; for as already mentioned he
may well be identical with Saraha/Rahulabhadra, the master of Arya-
Nigarjuna who may have lived in the seventh century.12

As for Apabhramsa, it is known as a literary language from the
seventh century by references to it in Bhamaha's Kavyalamkara (i.16, 28)
and Dandin's Kavyddarfa (132, 36), as well as in an inscription of
Dharasena II of Valabhi (c. 600). But texts composed in Apabhraméa have
mostly been dated by historians of Middle Indo-aryan no earlier than the
tenth century, although the language is attested earlier, for example in
the Bhattikavya (a seventh-century text from Valabhi) and in Uddyotana's
Kuvalayamala (eighth century). Moreover, according to Sakyaprabha's
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autocommentary on his AryafmillaJsarvastivadisramanerakarikas, Apabhram-
§a was ‘the language of the canon of an (unspecified) Buddhist school
(nikaya); this Sakyaprabha lived at the latest in the eighth century.!3
(Later sources have connected the Apabhram$a canon in question with
specific Nikayas.)* Although the evidence bearing on the use of Apa-
bhraméa as a literary language is accordingly hardly sufficient in the
present state of knowledge to date Saraha's Dohds on the basis of
linguistic criteria, a date later than that of Bhavaviveka I - the sixth
century - seems very likely. As already noted above, Saraha could have
lived in the seventh (or at the very earliest perhaps in the late sixth)
century if the above-mentiond Arya-Nigirjuna lived in the seventh
century.

Hence, although again not conclusive by itself, the evidence provided
by the quotation in the Madhyamakaratnapradipa of a verse identical with
one found in Saraha's Apabhraméa Dohakosa points to a time later (and
perhaps even much later) than that.of Bhavaviveka I, the author of the
Prajrigpradipa and the Madhyamakahrdayakarikas.”

It is to be noted further that a quotation from Bhavaviveka's Madhya-
makahrdayakarikas (iii.259) has been introduced by the author of the
Madhyamakaratnapradipa by saying: 'In order to set out the Middle Way
by eliminating the two extremes, I therefore negate also this abhdva
[with the verse iii.259]'16 In other words, to judge by the only available
version of this text in Tibetan, it appears that the author of the
Madhyamakaratnapradipa claimed that he was also the author of Madhya-
makahrdayakarika iii259. The Madhyamakaratnapradipa contains other
quotations from the Madhyamakahrdayakarikas too.

In another passage of the Tibetan translation of the Madhyamakarat-
napradipa the author has stated that he composed the Tarkajvala.l?

Before pursuing this matter further, it will be of interest to enquire
whether, apart from literary-historical criteria, data of a formal kind are
available that will assist us in deciding the question of the authorship of
works ascribed to Bhavaviveka.

In the Tarkajvala there is found a curious feature that is of impor-
tance in this respect. On several occasions this work has referred to the
author of the Madhyamakahrdayakarika being commented on not only in
the third person but also as 'Acirya’ (slob dpon).}® That the author of a
Mila should in his autocommentary refer to himself in the third person
is of course very usual!® But that an author of an autocommentary
should refer to himself as 'Acarya’ s, if not unprecedented, at least rare.
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It is true that in his AbhidharmakoSabhdsya (avataranikd on 13)
Vasubandhu has put in the mouth of a questioner a sentence in which the
author of the Abhidharmakosakarikas is referred to as 'Acarya’. But the
decisive point in this case is the fact that another person is here
supposed to be speaking and using the appellation 'Acarya’ for Vasuban-
dhu, so that this example can scarcely be regarded as a precedent for the
usage found in the Tarkagjvala. An example where a Sanskrit writer has in
an autocommentary referred to the author of the Miila - in other words
to himself - as 'Acarya’ is nevertheless to be found in the Jaina Haribha-
drasiiri's  (eighth century?) Anekantajayapataka®® How frequent this
convention is has mot to my knowledge been established, but it would
appear to be quite rare.?! The question for us is then whether Bhavavi-
veka has actually employed this convention.

Because of his recognition of its rarity V.V. Gokhale has suggested
that Nag tsho Tshul khrims rgyal ba, Ati§a's Tibetan collaborator in the
translation of the Tarkajvald, may have inserted explanations given by
Atifa, introducing them by the' appellation dcarya.?? This is of course not
in itself impossible, but it must be considered an unusual procedure. It
would moreover seem that the word dcarya in the Tarkajvala refers in
such cases not to Atia but to the author of the Miila.

Here, then, it is a formal feature rather than either a literary-
historical or a doctrinal one that could lead to the conclusion that the
author of the ZTarkajvala was mnot identical with the author of the
Madhyamakahrdayakarikas in question.?3

If this is the case, nothing stands in the way of supposing that the
name of the author of the Tarkajvala - and of the Madhyamakaratnapra-
dipa too - was Bhavaviveka/Bhavya also. And the problem would be one
not of authenticity as against forgery, but of identifying to which of two
or more Bhavavivekas/Bhavyas these works are to be ascribed.

What is then to be made of the disparate, and sometimes apparently
conflicting, evidence gathered above?

In several Indo-Tibetan sources the three works in question - the
Madhyamakahrdayakarikas, the Tarkajvala and the Madhyamakaratna-
pradipa - have evidently been ascribed, implicitly if not explicitly, to one
and the same author.

Y. Ejima has however distinguished between an 'Ur-Tarkgjvala' and a
revised Tarkajvala, which is the text included in the Tibetan bsTan ‘gyur.
In Ejima's opinion, while the 'Ur-Tarkajvald' was by the author of the
Madhyamakahrdayakarikas, the revised version is by the author of the
Madhyamakaratapradipa, who has referred favourably to Candrakirti and
Dharmakirti, both of whom are usually placed in the seventh century, as
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well as to a number of Tantric texts generally dated to after the sixth
century. Ejima has supposed that this Bhavya lived no earlier than
Santaraksita and Kamalaéila (eighth century).?*

C. Lindtner has taken the opposite course of ascribing all three works
in question, as well as the Madhyamakarthasamgraha to be considered
below, to one and the same sixth-century author, placing both Candrakirti
and Dharmakirti accordingly in the sixth rather than in the seventh
century and also giving the sixth. century as the lower limit for all the
Tantric sources cited in the Madhyamakaratnapradipa.®

Now, on the basis of any of the above-mentioned data taken separate-
ly, it may indeed not be possible conclusively to demonstrate either that,
negatively, the Tarkajvala and the Madhyamakaratmapradipa can not be by
the author of the Madhyamakahrdayakarikas or that, positively, these two
works are by an author different from the Bhavaviveka who composed the
Madhyamakahrdayakarikas. Nevertheless, it still has to be said, I think,
that the cumulative weight of the various data constituting our body of
evidence must lead one very carefully to consider the possibility that
these texts are in fact not by the author of the Madhyamakahrdayakar-
ikas and the Prajfigpradipa. The balance of evidence seems to incline in
favour of this conclusion, even if it cannot be held to prove it con-
clusively: what is possible in logical deduction will indeed seldom be
possible in such difficult cases of historical and philological induction.

At the same time, following an old philosopher's maxim which the
historian has also to bear in mind, entia non sunt multiplicanda praeter
necessitatem 'entities are not to be multiplied beyond need'. The question
here is then what is need, and what corresponds to parsimony - to .
laghava as opposed to gaurava.

The problems posed by assuming identity of authorship for these three
works seem to outweigh any that result from assuming different author-
ship. That is, to suppose that all three are by one and the same sixth-
century author appears to involve making more difficult assumptions - e.g.
putting back the dates not only of Candrakirti and Dharmakirti but also
of Kumarila,?0 making Dharmakirti virtually a younger contemporary (or
an immediate successor) of Dignadga, and placing the Manrjusrimilatantra/
kalpa as a constituted text bearing this title no later than c. 500 CE
together with all the Tantric and other sources cited in the Madhyama-
karatnapradipa including the Apabhramsa dohd discussed above - than to
suppose, on the balance of the evidence, a difference of authorship. A
point of no little importance is also the fact that the author of the
Madhyamakaratnapradipa regarded (a) Candrakirti favourably and quoted
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him as an authority; whereas the author of the Prasannapada was perhaps
the chief opponent of Bhavaviveka, the author of the Prajiapradipa.

Beside the two opposed views advocated by Ejima and Lindtner, there
exists a third, theoretical, possibility of resolving at least the literary-
historical problems raised by the authorship of the three texts. This
would consist in supposing that Bhavaviveka/Bhavya had an extremely -
and unusually - long life-span beginning in the  sixth century, before
Sthiramati, when he composed the Prgjfigpradipa, and extending to a very
advanced age in the seventh century, the time of Candrakirti and
Dharmakirti and of masters such as Saraha/Rihulabhadra and Arya-
Nagarjunapada, when he might have composed the Madhyamakaratnapradi-
pa.

Such a solution does not, however, account for the author of the
Madhyamakahrdayakarikas being evidently referred to in the Tarkajvala
with the title dcarya. Nor does it explain how the author of the Madhya-
makaratnapradipa came to refer to Candrakirti as an authority to. be
followed, especially when there is evidence that Candrakirti lived in the
seventh century.?’

Could it be, then, that the author of the Madhyamahrdayakarikas and
the Prajigpradipa was indeed different from the Bhavaviveka/Bhavya who
composed the Tarkajvala and the Madhyamakaratnapradipa, but that the
author of the latter work considered himself to belong to the same
mental and spiritual continuum (cittasamtana) as his earlier namesake(s) so
that he could evidently claim the authorship of the Madhyamakahrdayaka-
rikas and explicitly state that he composed the Tarkajvala?

If so, our problem would be as much onme of religious ideas as of
literary history and the development of philosophical doctrine. This
relationship could apply even if it turns out that the Tarkajvald has a
different author from both the Madhyamakahrdayakarikas and the
Madhyamakaratnapradipa, that is, if we have to do with three rather than
with two authors sharing the name Bhavaviveka/Bhavya and all belonging
to the same spiritual lineage.

How does the hypothesis that the author of the Madhyamakaratnapra-
dipa was not Bhavaviveka I square with the historical and doxographical
traditions of Buddhism? For, as already mentioned, certain Indo-Tibetan
traditions have proceeded, at least tacitly, as if all three texts in
question were composed by the same author. And the Tarkajvald has in
any case been regularly regarded as Bhavaviveka's ran ‘grel or autocom-
mentary on the Madhyamakahrdayakarikas.

The ‘traditions are not, however, all agreed that the Madhyamakaratna-
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pradipa was composed by Bhavaviveka I, as has sometimes been supposed
on the basis of the bsTan 'gyur catalogues, etc.

Thus, while 1Can "skya Rol pa'i rdo rje (1717-1786) regards the
Tarkajvala as an autocommentary on the Madhyamakahrdayakarikas, he
explicitly states that the Madhyamakaramapradipa was not composed by
the same author but by a master known as the Junior Bhavya (Legs ldan
chun ba)?® And in an important historical and doxographical work
completed in 1801/1802 by Thu'u bkvan Blo bzan Chos kyi fi ma (1737-
1802) mention is also made of a later, or younger, Bhavaviveka who lived
after Candrakirti and belonged very significantly to the lineage of the
zab mo lta ba'i brgyud pa or klu sgrub fie brgyud?® A related tradition
is attested earlier in the rGya nag chos ‘byurn by mGon po skyabs (eight-
eenth century).30

Turning now to the Madhyamakarthasamgraha ascribed also to Bhavavi-
veka/Bhavya, it can be observed that starting with its introductory verse
of salutation this text is quite closely related to the Satyadvayavibharnga
by Jianagarbha (eighth century), the master mentioned above who
belonged to a lineage in which he linked Bhavaviveka and Srigupta with
Santaraksita.

The theory of the two levels - paramartha and samvrti - and of the
two satyas in the Madhyamakarthasamgraha appears at least as advanced
as Jhdnagarbha's, and as rather more elaborate than that of Chapter iii
of the Madhyamakahrdayakarikas and the Tarkajvala. On the level of the
paramarthasatya, it operates with a division between the 'mon-modal' (i.e.
non-conceptualizable and non-verbalizable) Absolute (rmam grans ma yin
don dam: *aparydya/nisparyaya-paramartha) and a 'modal' Absolute (rmam
grans kyi don dam: *saparyaya-paramartha), the latter being in its turn
subdivided into the *saparydya-paramartha of reasoning (rigs pa: nydya or
yukti?) and that of the negation of real origination (skye ba bkag pa'i
don dam). This developed terminology is not to be found in the Tarka-
jvala, Chap. iii (which does however, like the Madhyamakarthasamgraha,
distinguish between a paramartha without praparica and ome with);3! nor
indeed is it found even in Jhanagarbha's text (see however Satyadvaya-
vibhariga 4ab on rigs pa as don dam). As for the samvrti level, the
Madhyamakarthasamgraha mentions the division between true samvrti (yan
dag pa'i kun rdzob: tathyasamvrti) and false samvrti (log pa'i kun rdzob:
mithydsamvrti), a distinction seemingly implied in the Tarkajvala (iii.7,
which however mentions only the tathyasamvrti) and explicitly mentioned
by Jianagarbha (8d, where the latter is referred to as the yer dag pa ma
yin pa'i kun rdzob etc.). The Madhyamakarthasamgraha's very important,
indeed criterial, definition of true samvrti in terms of a thing (drios po =
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vastu) that is causally efficient (don byed nus pa = arthakriyasamartha) -
an idea presumably taken from Dharmakirti®? - is to be found also in the
Satyadvayavibhariga (8 and 12). According to the Madhyamakarthasamgraha,
false samvrti may be either conceptually ‘constructed (rfog bcas: savikalpa,
as in the case of a rope misapprehended as a snake) or not so construct-
ed (rtog med, e.g. when somebody suffering from eye-disease sees the
moon as double without any conceptual construction entering into this
apprehension).

The Madhyamakarthasamgraha would accordingly seem to fit very well
into the philosophical thought of the eight century (if not later).3® And
it can perhaps be dated to about the same period as the Madhyamakarat-
napradipa. This very short text does mot cite any sources or authorities,
and it does not therefore allow any literary-historical inferences to be
drawn.

Further research is required to determine how far back the Tibetan
tradition on two Bhavavivekas goes and what its ultimate sources were. In
any case, the existence of this tradition demonstrates very clearly that
the Madhyamakaratnapradipa has not been unanimously attributed in
Buddhist sources to the Bhéavaviveka who lived in the sixth century.
Further investigation of the relation between the Tarkajvala, the Madhya-
makarthasamgraha and the Madhyamakaratnapradipa will also be necessary.

For many purposes it would in the final analysis seem to be more
interesting to seek to understand and explain texts and religious and
philosophical ideas, and to study the traditions to which they belong,
rather than to concentrate one-sidedly on trying to determine authorship,
especially when the very nature of the evidence makes the latter
enterprise so uncertain. Although clarifying authorship is of very consid-
erable help in understanding and interpreting a text, this latter goal can
still be effectively pursued even when authorship is uncertain or un-
known, as is often the case in the history of Indian literature.
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Is Dharmakirti a Madhyamika?

Ernst Steinkellner
Vienna'

L

This paper will limit itself to the frame provided by this question and
will attempt to answer it. It will not deal with the character of Dhar-
makirti's thought as such and its possible affiliation to one of the
Buddhist philosophical traditions of his time.

A straight forward statement that Dharmakirti must be considered as a
Madhyamika! has recently been made on the basis of Indian doxographical
material? For at least two Indian scholars from the late period, namely
the doxographers Jitari (ca. 940-1000) and Moksakaragupta (between 1050
and 1292)* and some early Tibetan scholars® were of the opimion that
Dharmakirti in his final philosophical intent was a Madhyamika. Before
entering into an examination and discussion of this assessment some
methodological reflections are appropriate.

The pertinent opinions of Tibetan scholars from the early period of
interpretation of the Indian masters after the second spread of Buddhism,
for instance rNog lotsava Blo ldan ges rab or Phywa pa Chos kyi sen ge,
are still too entangled for us with the problems of interpreting the
different aspects of the Madhyamaka and of other traditions to take
them as good and authoritative witnesses for Dharmakirti's Madhyamika
nature. The groping quality of interpretation in this early period demands
particular prudence in dealing with its historical notions.5 It is only later,
especially in the case of the 15th century gSer mdog Pan chen’ that the
understanding of the. significance of an assessment as Madhyamika with
regard to Dharmakirti makes very good sense in a critical historical
perspective too. The early Tibetan opinions however cannot be abstracted
from their contexts and hermeneutic situation, and will therefore not be
taken into consideration here primarily? Rather we shall be concerned
with statements made by Indian authors as noteworthy documentation of
such assessment.”

On principle it would be appropriate to develop the investigation as to
whether Dharmakirti was a Madhyamika along two lines: the study of
respective judgements on Dharmakirti from the tradition, and the study of
Dharmakirti's works themselves as to whether they show any Madhyamika
features at all. The latter exercise however proves to be superfluous
because we can take for granted that an Indian scholar who wants to
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prove Dharmakirti to be a Madhyamika would have traced and mentioned
every line of Dharmakirti that would display, imply or hint at his
Madhyamika nature. I feel that this deliberation can support us when we
confine our examination at first to the materials that have been referred
to by the above mentioned Indian doxographers as apt proofs for the
Madhyamika nature of Dharmakirti's final philosophical intentions, and it
can also confirm us in our assumption that the adduced omes are all the
statements of such kind that can be found,® or at least the most
convincing ones. ’

Furthermore, there is also a natural circumstance pertaining to my
personal hermeneutic situation that I see no better way to start this
investigation than to deal first with those statements that directly assert
Dharmakirti's Madhyamika-hood, because I myself am still convinced that
Dharmakirti's critical thought tends to the tradition of the Yogacaric
"idealism of selfconsciousness'!! and that his conmcept of emptiness
($znyatd) refers to dichotomously structured existence omly. Or, in other
words, I do not know of a single passage in Dharmakirti's works that
should be understood as a statements of unmistakably Madhyamika
character and content.

Finally, if we let ourselves be guided in a search for Madhyamika
traits in Dharmakirti by the evidence for it presented by the old
doxographers, we can also avoid the other well-known difficulty for
anybody who wants to pin down the general philosophical position of the
author of the Pramanavarttika within the whole range from a realistic
epistemology in the first, second and fourth chapter to an idealistic
position in the third chapter on perception.

The statements of Jitari and Moksakaragupta and their quotations from
Dharmakirti shall therefore be examined first as to whether they can
really be made to serve the supposed purpose. And then we will have to
look for a possible source of these assumptions.

1L

Shirasaki Kenjo has frequently drawn attention to the fact that Jitari
towards the end of the fourth chapter on Madhyamaka of his Sugatamata-
vibhangabhasya quotes five verses in order to demonstrate Dharmakirti's
Madhyamika standpoint, that he considers Dharmakirti a "Madhyamika
master”, and even says "that the Madhyamika doctrine was established by
Nigarjuna and Dharmakirti"!? In his recent paper'® he gives a survey of
all quotations from Dharmakirti in the text's four chapters on the four
Buddhist schools - except for three from the Pramanaviniscaya they are
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from all four chapters of the Pramanavarttika - and adds short indica-
tions of their content or purpose. The last five quotations (PV III 4, 208,
209, 210, 359)* and ome -earlier (PV II 219) are characterised as
"Madhyamika doctrine". Subsequently - the verses are translated and
explained and Shirasaki concludes by stating that on the basis of the
authority of Jitari's Dharmakirti-explanations one can make the claim that
Dharmakirti is a Madhyamika.13 .

Jitari is indeed explicit about his opinion of Dharmakirti as a Madhya-
mika, when he frames PV III 4 with the words: "This most excellent lord
of logic in reality (don dam par) is certainly a Madhyamika, because he
said: PV III 4" and goes on to introduce PV III 208ff. with the words:
"Also because of the following (statement) he is a Madhyamika"l?
Preceding this series of quotations Jitdri even explains that PV III 3ab
cannot be taken to be a statement in Dharmakirti that is contradictory to
the Madhyamika point of view, because Dharmakirti there gives a
definition of the really existent (*paramarthasat) based on wordly practice
(*vyavaharasrita) only.l® And a little after these quotations he again
refers to the "truth of the middle (tradition?)" (dbu ma de kho na 'di) as
being classified by Nagarjuna and accepted (bZed pa) by Dharmakirti.!

Let us now examine whether Jitari's assessment of these verses'
Madhyamika nature is well-founded in terms of Dharmakirti's intention,
as far as this can be ascertained from the verses' context in the Pramda-
navarttika. The five verses can be dealt with as three different textual
units of statements, PV III 4, 208-210, and 359, or - with regard to our
problem - even better as two kinds of text: onme, namely PV III 4, that
can be taken as direct consent to a Madhyamika solution for a key-
term in Dharmakirti's concept of reality. And another kinds, namely PV
I 208-210 and 359, where one of the main tools of argumentation in
later Madhyamika literature, the "neither one nor many'-argument, can be
found and on account of this parallelism in the form of the argument a
like parallelism in the aim of its application can be understood.

Considering the volume of Dharmakirti's works and our certainly not
totally unwarranted conclusion above, that Jitari must have tried to find
the most convincing statements in Dharmakirti in order to reveal his
Madhyamika nature, the result of his effort is somewhat disappointing as
we shall see. For with regard to both kinds of text we can find a
majority of interpretations and statements in the tradition or the school
that makes clear that there was certainly no general agreement as to the
need for an exclusively Madhyamika interpretation, and that in fact
Jitari's handling of these verses can be considered as a rather extreme
case of partisanship in the light of his own leanings towards the Madhya-
maka tradition in one of its later variants.?’
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astu yatha tatha -

This phrase of admittance in the resignatory mode and with the
purpose to avoid the elaboration of a new theme?!, must have been
understood by Jitari?2 as a statement affirmative to the Madhyamika ways
of defining the two realities (satyadvaya). But PV III 4 is also important,
as we shall see below,23 for its possible function of connecting a possible
lost work of Dharmakirti', the Tattvaniskarsa, with our investigation.

aSaktam sarvam iti cet bijader ankuradisu |

drsta Saktir mata sa cet samvrtya 'stu yatha tatha //

(PVII4)

"(Objection:) Everything is inefficient. (Answer:) The efficiency of the
seed and other (causes) is seen in the sprout and other (effects).
(Objection:) This (efficiency) is understood in terms of the convention-
al (truth). (Answer:) Be it as it may [we are not interested in
discussing this here]". :

It is generally admitted that the two statements of the opponent in
this verse (asaktamm sarvam  and matd sa cet sarivrtyd) represent a
Midhyamika position?* The meaning of the final answer (astu yatha
tathd) however is debatable and has been interpreted differently in the
traditions of the school. According to Zwilling?> the commentators who
follow Prajhdkaragupta, namely Ravigupta, *Jina and Yamari read yatha
as an expression of affirmation thereby claiming Dharmakirti as a
Madhyamika, while Devendrabuddhi and Sikyamati understand this answer
in such a way that Dharmakirti holds on to the ultimate reality of causal
efficiency as Sautrantika leaving it to the Madhyamika to deal with this
reality by means of their different qualifications.26

It seems to me however that Prajiakaragupta's interpretation ends
much in the same sentiment as Sakyamati's when he states: "Therefore
ultimately there is nothing. Be as it may, thus, in terms of such conven-
tional (truth) even the distinguishing determination of valid and invalid
cognition! We do not mind. While (i) we did understand of course your
position, we cannot live beyond the reality of facts (vastutattvam)'?’ It
is, in fact, only Ravigupta who ends his interpretation (PVV(R) II 14b7-
15b6) with a formulation of comsent to the Madhyamika position which is
very similar to the formulation of PVBh 185, 28f., where it is not
however, Prajiiakaragupta's last word.?

Thus, among the commentators Ravigupta is the only one Jitdri could
have called as a witness for his evaluation of PV III 4 as a document of
Madhyamika learnings.
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"neither one nor many”

a) PV III 208-210 is a coherent group of verses which concludes the
discussion of the "problem of colour-synthesis'® that was started with
PV IO 19730 The result of Dharmakirti's investigation of colour percep-
tion under the Sautrantika assumptions that "many atoms constitute one
colour" and "many colours constitute the one object 'variegate™ is a
formulation of the unsolved question with regard to how something
manifold can be the object of one cognition. It is this problem which is
formulated in our group of verses:

citravabhdsesv arthesu yady ekatvam na yujyate |

saiva tavat katham buddhir eka citrgvabhasini //

(PV III 208)

idam vastubaldyatam yad vadanti vipascitah [

yatha yatharthas cintyante viSiryante tatha tatha //

(PV III 209) o

kim syat sa citrataikasyam na syat tasyam matday api |

yadidam svayam arthanam rocate tatra ke vayam [/

(PV III 210)

"(Objection:) If unity is not appropriate in things with a variegate
appearance, how is it, then, that this unitary cognition shows some-
thing varigate?

(Answer:) It is attained on account of the power of facts, so that the
inspired ones state: in whatever way the things are examined, they are
always dissolved.

(Question:) What if this variegation lay in the unitary (cognition)?
(Answer:) It would just not lie in this (unitary) cognition. (However)
if this is to the liking of the things themselves, who are we in this
matter?"3] '

The following verse®? presents the conclusion of the whole previous
investigation: the problem is caused by the assumption of cognition-
external real atoms that constitute those objects that confront cognition.
This assumption must be abandoned therefore in favour of the assumption
of an undivided cognition whose reality (fattva) is a voidness of the
duality of object and subject (dvayasinyata).>

There can be no doubt that - within this context - our group of
verses must be taken as the summary of a madhyamaka-like argument
with the special purpose of overcoming the position that conmsiders extra-
cognitional realities as possible. They certainly do not dub Dharmakirti
and Madhyamika if we consider the contextual facts in our interpretation
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too. In other words: not the Madhyamikas" 'sarvadharmas$inyatd’ but the
Yogacarin's ‘bahyarthasinyata’ is being established here.

It is in this sense that Devendrabuddhi stated that the insubstantiality
of the phenomena (dharmanairitmya) is being taught in verse 209cd (cf.
PVP 225b1); and that Sikyamati endorses a dissociation from the Madhya-
mika meaning of this term by stating that it is nothing but selfconscious-
ness (ran rig [: rigs] pa tsam, *svasamvedanamdtra) which is free from the
imagined nature of the grasped and the grasping (*parikalpitagrahyagraha-
kasvabhavavivikta-) (PVT 248a4-5).3% Sikyamati in addition explicitly
states when explaining arthah of verse 209c that the term is used in
order to refuse all cognition-external things but not cognition itself (cf.
PVT 248al). ‘

Prajiiakaragupta however, apart from the fact that with regard to the
following verses he clearly ' distinguishes between different kinds of
voidness (§anyatd),®> seems to be in favour of a straight Madhyamika
interpretation with regard to verse 209cd.3 And the commentators of his
tradition, *Jina and Ravigupta corroborate this.3”

If we follow Prajhakaragupta with regard to this group of three verses
and particularly if we do not take Dharmakirti's larger context into
consideration, we apparently have here a distinct pronouncement on the
insubstantiality of the phenomenal factors of existence (dharmanairatmya),
on the basis of one of the more important Madhyamika reasons, namely
the argument that something in reality can be neither one nor many.3

But even when considering this argument as such we may be reluctant
to take the passage in Dharmakirti as an instance of Madhyamika in the
sense of a conscious effort within the methodical tradition of this school,
because the "neither one nor many'-argument here has been developed
naturally within the conceptual possibilities of the items the problem is
connected with, one colour: many atoms, one cognition: many colours. One
may be tempted to take our passage as Madhyamika when the impossibili-
ty of a perception of external things is already revealed by the contra-
dictory tension of the conclusion in PV III 207a: "Thus a single [sense-
cognition] would have a plural object",? and when our passage following
this conclusion simply corroborates the contradictory character of the
statement. And this must be the way Jitiri would like to understand it as
an indication for Dharmakirti's Madhyamika thought. But as far as I can
see such an interpretation cannot be substantially supported from
Dharmakirti's text itself, even if we should think of a kind of preforma-
tion of what later would become the "Yogacara-Madhyamika synthesis",*0
because our passage leaves open whether its author is intent on the
philosophical goal -of the Madhyamika, total insubstantiality, or of the
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Vijianavadin, the existence of non-dual consciousness. The context here
supports the latter.#!

b) PV III 219*? has been characterized by Shirasaki as "Madhyamika
doctrine" to0o,* although it is not to be found among the verses mention-
ed by Jitari as being indicative of Dharmakirti's Madhyamika nature.

Jitari quotes this verse in order to adduce Dharmakirti for the
differentiation of neyartha and nitartha Sitras*® It is only in the
following quotation of Bodhicittavivarana 25 and 27 with the same
purpose, that we find the two moments of overstepping first the realistic
and then also-the idealistic point of view. As shown in Vetter 1964:70f
the verse is to be found at the important last position of the analysis of
an object of perception. Its essential meaning is: although the realistic
Sautrantika doctrine is sufficiently appropriate for dealing with the
problem present, particularly that of colour-synthesis, it cannot be
considered as the ultimate truth. It only serves the mediation of thought
within the world of practice, within which objective and subjective
phenomena appear as different and are necessary. The truth (fattva) of
PV III 219a is a non-duality of subject and object within cognition and
the verse thus indicates the Yogicara point of view that everything is
non-dual cognition only (vijiaptimatrata).

¢) PV III 359% is evaluated as a document of Madhyamika thought not
only by Jitari* but also by Moksakaragupta.#’ Both authors® make it
clear that it is not only the "neither one nor many'-argument indicated
in the verse that renders it Madhyamika but also the fact that it comes
from a context where not cognition-external objects but cognition itself
is dealt with.4

bhava yena niripyante tad ripam ndsti tattvatah /

yasmad ekam anekam va riipam tesam na vidyate //

(PV III 359)

"That form in which entities are [normally] perceived does not exist in
reality, for these (things) have neither a unitary nor a multiple
form."50

With regard to the context®! we can assume that Dharmakirti in this
investigation of selfconsciousness refers back to his investigation of the
possibility of something existing external to cognition where the "neither
one nor many'-argument has already been applied,”? because here he does
not present the argument again in detail.
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The term of the ‘entities" (bhavah) whose perceived form is not
ultimately real may refer to either the mental entities alone’ or more
generally to both the cognition-external and the internal entities>* In
both cases it is only their being differentiated that causes problems
because their differentiated form does not exist in reality (tattvatah). And
I see no possibility from the context how we can follow Jitiri and
Mokséakaragupta in their taking this to mean that cognition itself does
not exist in reality>® Rather that reality of cognition which is its
voidness of the duality of object and subject (dvayasinyatd) and has been
introduced as the aim of the "nmeither one nor many'-argument above®® is
being referred to here too.’

In conclusion it can be stated that on investigating Jitdri's quotations
neither a clear admittance of a Madhyamika interpretation of reality can
be found in Dharmakirti nor is it possible to interpret the "neither one
nor many'-argument that is applied by Dharmakirti to overcome a
realistic point of view in explaining perception, as being applied to
overcome the Yogacara principal of non-dual cognition.

This interpretation of Jitari's and Moksakaragupta's methods of tracing
the material selected as extravagant and historically unfounded can be
corroborated from the Madhyamaka tradition itself5® For it is in
Santaraksita's Madhyamakalamkaravrtti  that we come across, in all
probability, the ultimate source of Jitari's selection of verses, and it is in
Kamala$ila's Parjika on this text that we find an explanation for the
adduction of these verses that is more reasonable but was later evidently
ignored in favour of the explanation that we find in Jitari's doxography.

1.

In his commentary on v. 61 of the Madhyamakalamkara® which is a
reformulation of Aryadeva's CatuhSataka XIV 190 and which contains
Santaraksita's conclusion "there is neither ‘a singular nor a plural intrinsic
nature"®! Santaraksita quotes five passages from the Pramanavarttika® in
order to add support to the authority of theoretical deliberation (rigs pa,
yukti) exemplified by the quotation from the Catuhfataka and of the four
verses quoted from the authoritative revelatory tradition (fun, dgama).’?
The following verses and half-verses are quoted in this sequence: PV III
359, 208, 209cd, 215cd, 209ab.%* They are all connected with the "neither
one nor many"-argument as applied in the Pramanavartika and, except for
215¢d% they are also among the passages quoted by Jitari.

With regard to the special relationship between the. Pramdanavarttika
and the Madhyamakdlarkira in the case of these verses which must be
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the reason for quoting them here van der Kuijp is certainly right when
he says that it "appears to be based on the similarities in the ways in
which they have employed the argument of 'being free from the one and
the many'."66 :

Santaraksita does not state, as Jitari will later, that Dharmakirti must
be considered to be a Madhyamika on account of passages. like these. He
does however speak of "all entities" (drios po ma lus pa) in his last
sentence on v. 6157 thus evidently also including the principle of
cognition among that which "is thoroughly smashed to pieces"®® in this
investigation which ascertains the reason "being free from a singular and
a plural nature" (*ekanekasvabhavena viyogahetu) as firmly established
(*siddha).

Taking into consideration the prominent systematical position where
the quotations are being introduced and the clear information given in
the last sentence, namely that these verses just quoted served to
establish the Madhyamika reason, it is quite natural that Jitdri refers to
more or less the same group "of verses in his proof of Dharmakirti's
Midhyamika nature. When in addition we remember the relative closeness
of Jitari to Santaraksita and Kamalasila as a late representative of . the
Yogicira-Madhyamika school that was started by these teachers® there
remains little doubt with regard to the natural assumption that it was
here in the Madhyamakalarikaravriti that Jitari found his major source
and reason for regarding Dharmakirti as a Madhyamika.

However, he evidently did not read what Kamalasila had to say in his
commentary on these quotations’® or he decided, for obvious reasons as
we shall see, not to take Kamalagila's comments into serious considera-
tion. For, when Santaraksita introduces his series of verses quoted from
Dharmakirti with the words "the Blo gros dkar po [ie. Dharmakirti]’t
therefore indicated’? this meaning here and there",”> Kamalasila makes
the following comments: "Therefore'; because it is established through
argumentation (rigs pa, *yukti) and authoritative tradition (Jur, *dgama).
'Blo gros dkar po (plural)’: Dharmakirti and others. 'Here and there": in
the Pramanavarttika and other (texts).’ 'Indicated’ (smos te):™ (it) is
not really explained, because in the Pramdanavarttika and other (texts of
this school) is the appropriate place for explaining the (systematic) ways
of the Yogicira (mal 'byor spyod pa'i tshul). [Santaraksita] has this in
mind: the teacher [=Dharmakirti] thus explains (this meaning) with regard
to the imaginary nature (parikalpitasvabhava) [of things], but the perfect-
ness (*parinispannatva)’® [of things] is not established [in such explan-
ation]; therefore these words of the teacher are everywhere (thams cad
du) appropriate [only] because of (their) common correctness/applicability
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(*yukti). 1t is because of this (deliberation) that he says 'indicated’ (srmos
te)".77

And that means nothing less than a clear statement of Kamalasila,
speaking as a Yogacara-Madhyamika thinker, on what he considers to be
the reason for Santaraksita's reference to a selection of passages from
the Pramanavarttika: They do not establish an ultimate reality in terms
of the Madhyamaka, but in dealing with a less real level of being, the
imaginary nature of things, they proceed with the help of an acceptable
method to similar results, if only with regard to another kind of reality.
rigs pa thun mon pa, the reason given for the introduction of Dharma-
kirti's statements, that may be understood as ‘"correctness commonly
accepted" or "argumentation commonly applicable”, must refer to the
"neither one nor many" argumentation which belongs to the context of all
adduced passages. Beyond doubt however is that Kamalasila associates the
Pramanavarttika with the Yogacara system and takes some effort to
explain why it was used as a source of quotations to corroborate a
Madhyamika point. Whether Kamalagila correctly interprets Santaraksita
here or presents his own impressions of the motives for Santaraksita's
choice of words and quotations, it is clear at least that Kamaladila had a
distinct opinion with regard to the statements quoted from Dharmakirti as
being Yogicara in intent and not an expression of Madhyamika thought as
the hidden pinnacle of Dharmakirti's philosophical edifice.

Iv.

The circumstances constitute a thin connection between the doxogra-
phic materials for an assessment of Dharmakirti as Madhyamika investi-
gated above and a seemingly lost work of Dharmakirti that has been
identified recently”® with the title Tattvaniskarsa,” and some still
extant verses as fragmentary remains of this text. Thin as it is, this lead
must be followed up in order to ascertain whether Dharmakirti's as yet
undiscovered Madhyamika nature can be revealed with the help of the
faint light issuing from this corner of his philosophical life.

These circumstances are: firstly the fact that three padas almost
identical or at least very similar to padas b-d of PV III 4 which was used
by Jitdri as a witness for Dharmakirti's Madhyamaka are quoted in MRP
346a4-5, and that only a few folios after a quotation of four verses from
a work called De kho na fid gsal ba (MRP 343a5-8), and secondly the
fact that pada a of this verse is quoted in J 418,26f with the title of its
source, Tattvani.;kar;a.so
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I shall deal with the question of this text and with the fragments
possibly derived from it on another occasion;8! here it is sufficient in
order to answer the question whether this text might have been the real
reason for conmnecting Dharmakirti with the Madhyamaka tradition to
refer to relevant remarks made by Christian Lindtner in his presentations
of these materials.32 From these remains we know that the Tattvanis-
karsa must have dealt with "the necessity of bhdvana for realizing tat-
wartha" and with svasamvedana®® The lines quoted from the Tattvacinta
would add the ksanikatvanumana to the subjects of this text.

With regard to our question it seems that Lindtner first assumed that
this lost Tattvaniskarsa is representative of a "Madhyamika background"
in Dharmakirti® but then dropped this idea in the face of the verses
discussing svasamvedana, where the ultimate reality (tattva) is clearly
taken as selfconsciousness' emptiness in form of its non-duality.?®

In other words, the Tattvaniskarsa as far as we know of it provides
no possible reason for classifying Dharmakirti as a Madhyamika philosoph-
er.

V.

In conclusion we may say that Jitari comsidered the quotations from
the Pramanavarttika in the Madhyamakalankaravrtti, where they were
introduced as a support for the Madhyamika argumentation but not
necessarily as another instance of Madhyamika effort, as such instances
of Madhyamika thought and argument in Dharmakirti. Jitdri's selection of
statements that are related to the "neither ome nor many"-argument
differs slightly from Santaraksita's, but it is only a difference of
emphasis not an essential one. Both groups of quotations have the
purpose of representing the occurrence of that major Madhyamika
argument in Dharmakirti.

Jitari goes beyond Santaraksita®¢ by understanding the occurrence of
these quotations in the Madhyamakalarikaravrtti as being based on
Santaraksita's assessment of Dharmakirti as an adherent of the Madhya-
maka tradition, and, as we have seen aboveS’ by attempting to identify
Dharmakirti as a Madhyamika with the help of at least ome other
statement, PV III 4d, which implies active consent to an essentially
Madhyamika position.

Thus we can safely conclude our survey of extant attempts from the
Indian tradition to assess Dharmakirti as a Madhyamika by stating that in
relation to our present knowledge of his works these attempts have not
produced sufficient evidence to prove their point. It is also evident that
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Jitari in his doxographic work is respomsible for such mnotion, that
Moksakaragupta draws on him, and that the beginning of this effort to
incorporate Dharmakirti into the Madhyamaka tradition was made willingly
or unwillingly by Santaraksita, when he quoted the "neither ome nor
many'-argument passages from Dharmakirti in his Madhyamakalankaravrti.
The motives of some early Tibetan scholars for evaluating Dharmakirti as
a Madhyamika and the final discussion of the later Tibetan doxographers
of Jitari's efforts®® will have to remain subject of further investigation.
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Notcs

1. For the simple reason that the material reasonably to be investigated will not offer a
sufficiently extensive basis for a discussion of the question at all we shall put aside the other-
wise not unimportant question what the designation as Madhyamika may mean exactly if applied
to Dharmakirti. There would be several possibilities: the svatantrika - prasangika type alternative,
and the alternative between a pure Madhyamaka and a preformation of the later Yogacara -
Madhyamaka synthesis. In any case it is not the general "madhyamaka character" of Buddhism as
such that needs to be investigated but the special one that can be related to that tradition of
thought and argumentation which was begun by Nagirjuna. For some interesting remarks on the
question "what it means to say that a given philosoper belongs to a particular school" cf. Richard
P. Hayes' review of The heart of Buddhist Philosophy: Dirindga and Dharmakirti by Amar Singh.
New Delhi 1984, in JI4BS 9/2, 166ff.

2. Shirasaki 1986.

3. On his life and works cf. Seyfort-Ruegg 1981:100; Shirasaki Kenjo, Jitari - hito to shisd -
[Jitari - personality and thought). In: Kimura Takeo kyoji koki kinen "Soden no kenkyi', Kyoto
1981, 348-320; and, The Balavataratarka. Kébe Kojo Daigaku Kiyo 15, (63-134)63-70.

4. On Moksakaragupta cf. Kajiyama 1966: 7-11.

5. On various Tibetan lines of approaching the possibility of interpreting Dharmakirti's
Pramanavantika as a work of Madhyamika intent cf. the many interesting remarks in the first
two chapters of van der Kuijp's book (Kuijp 1983: 29ff and 59ff) and chapter 7 in Jackson 1987.

6. Especially when such notions are only reported - as in our case - by a later writer with a
possibly discernible motive for his way of presenting the views of the old masters (cf. Kuijp 1983:
35). )

7. Cf. Kuijp 1983: notes 101, 188.

8. As regards the common opinion of later Tibetan scholarship on the issue of classifying the
Indian philosophical tradition, it is evident from the exhaustive survey of the development of the
classification of the Madhyamika school in Mimaki 1982: 27-54, that there is no cornmer reserved
for a Madhyamika Dharmakirti in Tibetan Grub mtha'-literature.

9. These statements will have to be seen of course within their context and in the light of
their motivations, too. But they differ from the - not necessarily later - Tibetan contentions in
that they are not burdened with the uncertainties of an additional hermeneutic gap (constituted
by difference of language, imperfections of early translations etc.).

A survey of the available Indian Buddhist siddhdnta-literature is given by Mimaki 1976: 67f with
additions in Mimaki 1982: 2.

10. A ‘counter test” made by observing statements where the terms S§anyatd, -nairgmya,
advaya occur in passages othér than these shows that not Madhyamika ideas are intended but
only Yogacara ones (cf. also Lindtner 1984: note 35).

11. Cf. Vetter 1964: 77ff.

12. Cf. e.g. Shirasaki 1978: 493, SMVBh I: 82: see also Seyfort-Ruegg 1981: 100.

13. Shirasaki 1986.

14. Counted as 360 ibid.

15. Shirasaki 1986: 114.

16. rigs pa'i dban phyug mchog de ni don dam par na dbu ma pa kho na ste | .. Ses gsuns
pa'i phyir ro [/ (SMVBh IV 135, 28ff.)

17. 'di las kyar: dbu ma pa yin te /| (SMVBh IV 136, 3).

18. SMVBh IV 135, 16-28. This passage starts with an objection (SMVBh IV 135, 16-21) that
raises the question in reference to PV III 3ab, in what way that which is said to be causally
efficient (arthakriyasamartha) and thus ultimately existent (paramdrthasat) can also be void
($inya). This objection is refuted by Jitdri who states (SMVBh IV 135, 26-28) that in this text
(ie. PV II 3) Dharmakirti refers to causal efficiency as the defining characteristic of that which
is ultimately existent (paramdrthasat) as based on worldly practice (*vyavahdrasrita) and that,
therefore, no contradiction can be assumed to exist between Dharmakirti's statement of PV III
3ab and the Madhyamika position, that the causally efficient is devoid of an essential nature.

For a possible later attempt to give a Midhyamika meaning to this line cf. Zwilling 1981. Zwilling
shows that the attribute don dam in the extant Tibetan translation was the result of an interpre-
tational inroad upon the text with the aim of rendering it a Madhyamaka statement. The author
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of this addition was Sa skya Pandita who was influenced by the previous translators rMa lotsdva
and rNog lotsava, the latter of whom is known to have considered Dharmakirti a Madhyamika,
and directly miotivated by the emergence of the Prasargika school as resulting from Pa Tshab Ni
mag grags' acitivities (cf. 309f). For further clarifications cf. Jackson 1987: 186f, note 46, where
Jackson points out that the Tshad ma rigs gter gyi ran 'grel was composed only after the work
of revision of the Pramanavarttika and that there the quotation's source is not PV II but PVin
II 56 where the context is quite different. We may ask in addition why Sa pan did not bother to
change the translation of PV I 166ab either, which is another parallel passage. Thus the case of
the attribute don dam in the "official' Tibetan translation of PV III 3 which was meritoriously
discussed- by Zwilling cannot be considered as solved yet. It is however evident that it is an
exegetical gloss of the Tibetans (cf. now also Leonard WJ. van der Kuijp, Studies in the Life and
Thought of Mkhas-grub-rje I: Mkhas-grub-rje's Epistemological Oeuvre and his Philosophical
Remarks on Dignagas Pramdnasamuccaya 1. Berliner Indologische Studien 1, 1985 [75-105] note 28).

19. SMVBh IV 137, 20-138, 1.

20. Cf. Seyfort-Ruegg 1981: 100.

21. After his statement on the twofoldness of valid cognition as related to the twofoldness of
the respective objects, and their short characterisation in the first three verses of the chapter,
Dharmakirti continues with an examination of that which is general (sdmanyalaksana) as an object
of cognition. The objections of v. 4 are formulated with the intention of contrasting and
associating the categories from the "two truths/realities’-thought of the Sautrantikas as given in
v. 3 (paramarthasat, samvrtisat) with the paralle]l thought of the Madhyamikas. Dharmakirti
indicates thus that there is this line of discussion as an open question to be dealt with, but he
prefers not to develop it and therefore quickly drops it.

22. The verse is adduced for the same reason by Prajiakaramati in BCAP 223, 24f.

23. Cf.81.

24. Cf. Tosaki 1979-1985: I, 61ff; Zwilling 1981: 308.

25. Cf. Zwilling 1981: 308f.

26. Cf. Devendrabuddhi's PVP 14525-b3 and Sakyamati's PVT 189b6-191b2, particularly PVT
189b5-7 where he says: 'If, even in terms of a conventional (reality),something is accepted as
capable for causal function (*arthakriyasamartha), then something would be accepted as a reality
(*vastutvena). That is the meaning of the words "be it as it may'. And this (something) which
bears the name of conventional reality (*samvrti) and is excluded from what is without a designa-
tion by way of an efficiency for causal function must be accepted by the Madhyamika too". (ji
lta de ltar 'gyur Zes bya ba ni 'di ltar kun rdzob kyis kyari don byed par nus par khas len na /
dnos po fid du khas blans par ‘'gyur pa yin no Zes dgons so // 'di ltar don byed par nus pa Aid
kyis fie bar brjod pa dan bral ba las ldog pa kun rdzob kyi min can yan dbu ma pas kyan 'dod
par bya ba yin te/).

27. tasman na paramarthatah kificid asfity astu yathd tathd samvriyd etavatdpi pramdndpramd-
navyavasthitih, na kacin nah ksatih. abhipreta eva bhavatpakso ‘smdkam iti na vastutattvam
atikramya vartayitum Sakyam (PVBh 186, 5-7). *Jina, PVAT(J) 19b3f, and Yamari, PVAT(Y) 69a7-
b1, corroborate these words of Prajfidkaragupta.

28. The passages from *Jina and Yamidri adduced in Zwilling 1981: note 17 are not the
appropriate ones, for *Jina comments in PVAT(J) 17b5-6 upon PVBh 184, 29f., and only PVAT(J)
19b3f. upon PVBh 186, 5-7, Prajiakaragupta's concluding words, without seeing here amy consent
to the Madhyamika. And the same is true with Yamiari who in PVAT(Y) 66b8f. comments upon the
earlier passage and only 69a7-b1 upon the concluding one.

29. Vetter 1964: 66.

30. For an analytic description and translation of this discussion cf. Vetter 1964: 66-70.

31. For the German translation cf. Vetter 1964: 69f; the Japamese translation of Tosaki 1979-
1985: 1, 3094 . is also used in Shirasaki 1986: 112f.

32. tasman narthesu na jrigne sthiilabhasas tadatmanah /

ekatra pratisiddhatvad bahusv api na sambhavah //

(PV III 211)

"Therefore there is- no gross appearance neither in (external) things mor in cognition.
Since what is of that (gross) nature has been refuted in case of something single, it is
also impossible in case of plurality."

33. tasmat tad eva tasyapi tattvarn ya dvayasunyatd // (PV I 213cd).
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34. For the background of such a Yogicira conception of dharmanairatmya cf. e.g. V§V 6, 11-
17 on V£ 10b-d (cf. E. Frauwallner, Die Philosophie des Buddhismus, Berlin 1956, 372f).

35. Cf. PVBh 287, 36 where a question distinguishes between the position of the Vi]ﬂanavada
and a sarvadharmasinyatd, or PVBh 288, 29 where he speaks of the meaning of the term (Sunya-
tartha) according to the Madhyamika, Yogacara and the Realist (bahydrthavadin) system.

36. Cf. PVBh 286, 25f: tasmad yathd yathd vastu cintyate tathd tathd viSiryate eveti kim atra
kurmah. tasmad aha: vijignam vijfianaripatayd S$inyam iti sakaladharma$inyataiva nyayyi. (The
second part shows small deviations in the Tibetan translation, PVBh 32722: de'i mam par Ses pa
ni mam par fes pas ston Ro fes gsuns pas na chos thams cad ni stori pa Aid do Zes bya ba rigs
50 //). The quotation seems to be from a Prajaaparamitasitra but I cannot identify the source.

37. *Jina has no remarks on v. 209 but regards v. 210cd as teaching that "everything as non-
existent is the true being (tattva)" (thams cad med pa de kho na fid yin par bstan pa ni |/
PVAT(J) Ne, 92a3). Ravigupta in explaining v. 209 more or less literally copies PVBh 286, 16ff (cf.
PVV(R) 107a2ff) and is even more explicit than Prajiakaragupta in his formulation of the
‘conclusion: ji ltar ji lta bur gcig pa fid dan du ma fid des phyi rol dan nan gi bdag rid kyi don
sems pa de lta de Iltar med par ‘gyur te /| (PVV(R) 107a7f) "In whatever way, in terms of (their)
being one and many, the things of external or internal nature are examined, in all these ways
they turn out to be non-existent."

38. This is the main.argument of $antaraksita in his Madhy kalamkara (ekdnek bha
viyogat, MA 1cd/). Cf. the three papers by T. Tillemans, The "neither one nor many" Argument
for $anyatd, and its Tibetan Interpretations. In: Contributions on Tibetan and Buddhist Religion
and Philosophy, Wien 1983, 305-320; The "meither ome nor many" Argument for $inyatd, and its.
Tibetan Interpretations: Background Information and Source Materials. Efudes de Leftres, Univer-
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On some non-formal aspects of the proofs of the Madhyamakakarikas

Claus Oetke
Hamburg

I

In the Mulamadhyamakakarikas (MMK) of Nagarjuna the majority of
the chapters contain passages which seem to be dedicated to attempts to
prove that various kinds of things cannot exist the existence of which is
ordinarily assumed or taken for granted. In a great number of cases the
proofs start with an argument the formal structure of which can be
described as follows: It is first tried to demonstrate that there can be no
entities of a certain kind F that are G and that there can be no entities
of the same kind F that are not-G. Sometimes, but not always, follow
remarks to the effect that there cannot be an F that is both G and not-
G or that there cannot be an F which is neither G nor not-G. From this
it is deduced that there cannot be any entity of the kind F.

This kind of argument seems with regard to its formal structure
intuitively sound and it can also be shown that its analogue in the
classical predicate calculus is valid. Nevertheless the results of these
proofs are implausible and the impression of implausibility is strengthened
by the circumstance that in many cases the deduced propositions that
there are no entities of the kind F serve as the basis for deducing in an
apparently stringent manner the non-existence of further entities the
existence of which is not questioned by common sense.

Because of this the supposition seems justified that the proofs (or the
apparent proofs) must be based on unwarranted assumptions and that the
crux of the arguments lies in something other than their formal structure.

The task of finding out the crucial steps in the arguments is inhibited
by the fact that in many places we do not encounter explicit reasons why
the initial propositions of the form 'No F is G' and 'No F is not-G'
should be regarded as true. Although explanations are very often given by
the commentaries to Nagarjuna's main work it is hardly satisfying to rely
merely on interpretations that represent the reception of N.'s philosophy
in the later tradition of the Madhyamaka-schools. Fortunately there are
at least some passages in the MMK that furnish attempts of a justifica-
tion and it seems advisable to begin the interpretational work by
considering such cases.
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It is remarkable that there are some passages where it is quite
obvious that the argument can only apparently exhibit the above describ-
ed logical structure. A striking example is given by the beginning verses
of chapter XXI! Here it is first stated (verse 1) that there is no
destruction without or together with production and that there is also no
production either without or together with destruction. This formulation
suggests that the author of the text imtends to affirm a pair of proposi-
tions of the form: 'There is no F which is G' and 'There is no F which
is not-G', that he wants to say that there is no destruction that exists
without production and that there is also no destruction of which it is
not true that it exists without production and that in the case of
production the situation is analogous.

This view appears to be confirmed by the statement of verse 6. Verse
6 contains the rhetorical question as to how there should be an estab-
lishment of two things that are neither established together nor without
each other. As this statement is obviously meant to represent the
outcome of the foregoing argumentation one should think that in this
passage the non-existence of destruction and production is deduced on
the ground that both types of entities do not exemplify any of two
logically complementary predicates.

However, the intermediate verses 2-5 represent justifications which
could only be valid, if the alternatives given by 'without production' -
'together with production’ and ‘'without destruction’ - ‘together with
destruction' were not taken as mutually exclusive. It is argued that on
the one hand destruction without production as well as production
without destruction are not possible, as there is no death without birth,
no destruction without origination (verse 2) and as the impermanence in
the things is never not existent (verse 4). On the other hand, destruction
cannot be together with production and production not together with
detruction because birth and death never occur at the same time (verses
3 and 5).

It is not difficult to see why the alternatives as they are taken in the
justifications for the impossibility of any production without or together
with destruction or of any destruction without or together with produc-
tion are not exhaustive. The argument takes only into consideration that
either production and destruction occur together at the same time - in
connection, as one has to understand, with the same thing - or that
there exist productions or destructions without the occurrence of a
destruction or respectively a production - in connection with one and the
same thing - at any time.
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It seems therefore that the argument rests on an exploitation of two
different senses that phrases of the form 'A is (together) with B' and 'A
is without B' may have. They can be read either "temporally’ or "atempo-
rally which means in this case that the sentences a) 'A is/exists
(together) with B' and b) 'A is/exists without B' could on the one hand
be used or understood as if they were equivalent with al) 'A and B exist
together at -a certain time' - 'There is a time t such that A and B
exist/occur together at t' - and with bl) 'A exists without B at a certain
time' - 'There is a time t such that A exists at t, but B does not exist
at t' - and on the other hand they allow interpretations according to
which they become equivalent with a2) 'A exists (at some time) and B
exists (at some time)' and with b2) 'A exists without there ever being
B' - '"There is a time t such that A exists at t, but there is no time t
such that B exists at t'. The author of the MMK reasons as if he
presupposes the "temporal' reading for phrases of the form 'A is together
with (a) B' (taking them in the sense of 'There is onme time such that
both A and B exist together at that time') whereas he assumes an
"atemporal" reading for the phrases of the form 'A is without (a) B' (so
that they are synonymous with 'A exists without there ever being (a) B').

The reasoning presents itself as disproving the existence of production
and destruction and the proof would be valid if the expressions of the
form 'to be together with B' and 'to be without B' represented contradic-
tory predicates. But as the contradictoriness turns out to be only
apparent and seems to rest on an exploitation of the "temporal-atemporal
ambiguity" it appears that the author of the MMK uses a fallacious
reasoning based on an equivocation of natural-language expressions.

It would be possible to identify further factors that could promote
a fallacy of this sort besides the above mentioned ambiguity. If we
consider the formulation of the second half of verse 4 anityata hi
bhavesu na kadicin na vidyate = "For impermanence does never
not exist in the things" we discover again an ambiguity that is apt
to blur the difference between the "temporal' and the "atemporal
reading of the phrase 'production is without destruction' contained
in the first half of the same verse. The above cited expression can
express a proposition that is at least in the Buddhist context
relatively uncontroversial, for the temporal expression 'mow' as well
as the words 'sometimes' and ‘always' may have the force of non-
temporal quantifiers so that the sentence could express that no
thing is not impermanent. It is the same kind of use of primarily
temporal expressions that is exhibited by sentences like 'Elephants
always have tusks' if they mean that all elephants have tusks. The
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linguistic meaning of the second half of verse 4 allows however
also for the possibility to assume that the temporal quantifier is
used in its primary and literal sense so that the sentence may be
taken to say that everything possesses always the property of
impermanence. Of. course, the transgression from having always the
property of impermanence to the actual destruction at every time
of a thing's existence involves more than mere paraphrasing. But
the latter reading may very well function as a starting point for
deducing the impossibility of production without simultaneous
destruction.

Despite the fact that the difference between the above mentioned read-
ings tends to be obscured by equivocal and suggesting phrases like that
of verse 4, the fallacious character of the argument, if based on the
"temporal-atemporal ambiguity", is so obvious that it seems quite im-
probable that the author of the MMK should not have noticed it. Perhaps
Nagarjuna and his contemporaries might because of historical reasons not
yet have been able to give a correct diagnosis of the mechanisms
involved in such a fallacy. But from this it does not follow that one
should also expect that the author of the text did not realise or at least
feel that the reasoning is not compelling and that the relevant alternat-
ives (as taken in the argumentation) were not exhaustive. Is it not quite
evident that the truth here should lie in the middle between simultaneous
existence of production and destruction on the one hand and of produc-
tion without any destruction or of destruction without a production at
any time on the other hand?

If we do not want to accept the consequence that the founder of the
Madhyamaka-philosophy overlooked this relatively simple fact we must
either assume that Nagarjuna being well aware of the unconclusiveness of
his reasoning intended for some reason to present such an argument here
or assume that his argument was subject to tacit presuppositions which
either strengthened the force of the reasoning or made the aim of the
proof weaker than it appears to be.

I do not want to pursue the consequences of the first alternative
here. Instead let us see whether it is possible to get further on the basis
of the second assumption.

m

There are several other passages in the MMK where at first glance
the "temporal-atemporal' ambiguity seems to be exploited for the argu-
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mentation and besides the portion discussed above there are others where
the fallacious character of such a reasoning is too obvious to hold it
probable that the author of the text would not have realised this.

In chapter XIX Nagarjuna reasons to the effect that time does not
exist by arguing that present and future are not independent of the past
but also not dependent because if present and future were depending
(apeksya) on the past they would exist in the past, a consequence that
is obviously regarded as unacceptable. Similar consequences exist regard-
ing the dependence of past and present on future and past and future on
presel:lt.2

Here the reasoning seems prima facie absurd. If the premise of the
dependence of the present and future on the past is presupposed and
this premise is taken as having the weird consequence of the simultaneous
existence of present, past and future then one should think that the
author should have had every reason to give up this premise or to draw
the conclusion that the assumption that the dependence of one thing on
another invariably involves that both exist together at the same time (or
at the same locus) is not justified. It seems hardly conceivable that
Nagarjuna should have clung both to the thesis of the dependence
between the time epochs and to the assumption concerning the entailment
between dependence and coexistence without special reasons.

Now, it is not clear on what grounds the thesis of the dependence
between present, past and future is postulated by the author of the
MMK. Also the commentaries are obscure on this point. But at least two
hypotheses are possible: It could be the case that Nagarjuna relies on
special Buddhist doctrines as for example the doctrine of the Sarvastiva-
din teacher Buddhadeva who most probably claimed that something is
called present on the basis of the fact that the future is later and the
past is earlier than it and analogously for the remaining epochs. One
might however find it unsatisfactory that our author should base such far
reaching claims as the non-existence of time on such singular scholastic
views. At least this fact should give reason to look for alternative
explanations that do not have this consequence. But there is also the
possibility that the dependence-thesis rests on the view that everything
present must also be past and future in the same way as every past thing
must be present and future and every future thing also be past and
present. In this case the dependence-thesis could be understood as based
on an assumption that does not presuppose special philosophical views and
harmonizes with the common-sensical outlook. It is natural to think that
the temporal determination of being present involves those of being past
and future and analogously that being past implies being present and
future and being future entails being present and being past. The factual
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basis for this assumption lies in the "temporal change" that consists in

that the temporal determinations of being past, present and future are

applicable to particulars at different times. - Every present entity was at
earlier times future and will be past at later times, every thing that is

(now) past was present at earlier and future at still earlier times, every

thing which is (now) future will be present and past at later times.3

It is quite well imaginable that this fact of the mutual requirement
between the determinations of being past, present and future which
evolves from the "temporal change" could have found its expression in the
theses of the dependence between past, present and future as formulated
in the first four Karikds of the XIX chapter of the MMK.?* But if this is
so, one should expect a chain of reasoning that leads from the proposi-
tion that represents the phenomenon of the "temporal change" to the
simultaneous being of the three temporal determinations in a relatively
natural way.

Now, it is true that a partial simultaneity of the three temporal
determinations could be derived in a very simple way without premises
that represent the fact of "temporal change" or logically follow from it.
It is only necessary to assume the following propositions that appear at
first glance quite plausible:

P1 Every particular exists at some time if and only if it is present at
that time.

P2 For every particular holds that if it is something / is an F at any
time, then it exists at that time.

From P1 and P2 obviously follows:

P3 Every particular is past at a time only if it is present at that time,
and every particular is future at some time only if it is present at
that time / For every particular holds that if it is past at any time;
then it is present at that time; and if it is future at any time; then
it is present at that time;.

It is also true that this derivation could claim the merit of providing
a possible clue for solving the puzzle posed by the above mentioned
passage of the verses 1 - 6 of chapter XXI. For one of the two assump-
tions of the above deduction, namely P2, is, although not identical, very
similar to another proposition so that it is easily imaginable that someone
who accepts P2 should also be ready to accept
P2'For every particular holds that if it is something / is an F then it is

this (something) /is an F at a time where it exists.

The difference between P2 and P2' lies in the fact that the latter

principle does not exclusively apply to predications with a "temporal

specification"; it says that to be F is equivalent with to be F at a certain
time and that this time is a time where the subject of the ascription of
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the predicate exists. Chapter XXI showed: that the author maintains
principles which can be expressed by the sentences:

1) No production is without destruction.

and

ii) No destruction is without production.

These are equivalent with

ia) Every production (is such that it) is not without destruction.

iia) Every destruction (is such that it) is not without production.

Now, if one assumed that the principle of P2' applies to the predications
of these sentences, if in other words ome took 'is not without destruc-
tion' and 'is not without production' as possible instances of the schema-
tic letter "F' in P2’ then the propositions expressed by the sentences

iii) Every production (is such that it) is not without = together with
destruction at a time where it exists.

iv) Every destruction (is such that it) is not without = together with
production at a time where it exists.

follow. But this means that there must be a time where both production
and destruction occur (with regard to the same thing) so that the
possible alternatives are reduced to the occurrence of production without
any destruction at any time as well as the occurrence of destruction
without any production at any time on the one hand and the (at least
partial) simultaneousness of production and desctruction (of one' and the
same thing) on the other. Under these presuppositions the acceptance of
production and destruction would indeed push us into the impasse of
being forced both to deny and to accept the simultaneity of production
and destruction. Therefore one might think that the above demonstrated
derivation of ‘a partial simultaneity of the temporal determinations
'present’, 'past' and 'future' from the propositions P1 and P2 alone - and
without any reference to the "temporal change"-phenomenon - should be
credited with the merit of bridging the "argumentations of chapter XIX
and chapter XXI, in that P2 could very well be regarded as a possible
foundation for the acceptance of P2' which in turn allows to understand
how the reasoning of the verses 1-5 of chapter XXI could be viewed as
leading into a dilemma (as the author of the text seems to have done).

It should however be noted that P2, although its aptitude to evoke an
impression of plausibility is still higher than that of P2', must, as a
matter of fact, be regarded as unacceptable. The predications of being
past at a certain time and of being future at a time invalidate the
generality of the principle that is formulated in P2. If one supposed that
the argument of the beginning verses of chapter XIX is founded on this
theorem one is forced to accept the consequence that the author of the
text was ready to presuppose a principle in a context that contains clear
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counterexamples to its validity and that he did not hesitate to apply a
theorem explicitly to just those cases that could function as paradigms
for disproving the generality of the theorem in question But there are
other and still more serious difficulties.

The consequence that has been derived from P1 and P2, namely P3,
makes it natural to say that past and future are in the present, but the
text of the MMK mentions explicitly that the present and future would be
in the past and from verse 4 one can conclude that also the existence of
the past and future in the present as well as the existence of the past
and present in the future should result as consequences. Obviously the
author of the MMK holds that all the three time-epochs must entirely
coincide.

On the supposition made above that statements like 'The present is in
the past’ etc. refer in this context to overlappings of the temporal
determinations of being present, past or future, the set of consequences
declared to be derivable in MMK 1 - 4a would be equivalent with or
implied by the following proposition:

P4 Every particular is present at a time if and only if it is past at that
time and if and only if it is future at that time.

The absurdity of P4 is so obvious that it seems hardly probable that
the author of the MMK should have accepted it in any other form than
as something derivable from assumptions or principles taken for granted.
But if this is so, the question arises as to what these assumptions or
principles are that lie at the root of the above theorem.

v

P4 could be explained if one assumed that the author of the MMK
presupposed another more general principle. Theorems like P4 would be
the natural outcome of a view that rests on an equation of different
types of conditions.

First one can differentiate between, so to speak, a) "logical condi-
tions" for the truth of sentences/propositions or for the ascribability of
predicates and, b) "real conditions", either for the existence of states of
affairs, the occurrence of situations or events describable by sentences or
for the possession of certain attributes or properties expressible by
predicate-expressions. Within the class of '"real conditions" one could
further distinguish a subtype which would be describable by the term
"causal conditions' from a kind of conditioning where one is inclined to
view certain facts as being a basis or as constituting a foundation for
other facts. The former type is exemplified by situations, circumstances
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or events imsofar as they can be regarded as causal factors for the
occurrence of other situations, states or events. But on the other hand
there exists also a relation that is at least akin to a conditioning relation
although it is problematic to speak of causal conditions in this context
and where the term 'causal' would be definitely inappropriate if it were
understood as involving a temporal precedence (in the strict sense which
excludes simultaneousness). An example of this latter kind is given by the
relation which holds between the brittleness of some material and some
internal state of the material in question, as for example a certain
molecular structure which could be taken as being responsible for the
fact that a certain substance possesses the property of being brittle and
that has been sometimes called by the term 'categorical basis'. It is not
necessary to elaborate these distinctions further here. An intuitive
understanding is sufficient for the present purpose. In this context two
points are important: 1. On account of the above described differences
between various kinds of conditioning or quasi-conditioning there are at
least three possible senses in which one could speak of a condition for
the applicability of a predicate to a subject or of a concept to a
particular. For the idea of a condition for the applicability of predicates
or concepts must not necessarily be taken as embracing those facts or
propositions that constitute its "logically necessary requirements’, those
which are "logically implied" by every proposition representing instances
of the application of the predicate or concept to particulars. It would be
as well possible either to view the (types) of causal factors that are
necessary for the state of affairs which holds if the predicate (concept)
is truly applied to a particular as (necessary) applicability-conditions or
else to understand the concept of a condition for the applicability of
general terms in such a way that it refers to inherent constitutional
features of particulars, insofar as they can be regarded as constituting
the basis or foundation for the fact that the genmeral terms can be truly
applied. Accordingly one may use the terms 'logical condition', 'causal
condition' and 'foundational condition' with resepct to those cases. 2. One
must distinguish types of conditioning that possess temporal implications
from those which do not. Whereas the kind of condition that was termed
'logical condition' is "atemporal" with respect to the conditioning relation,
"real conditions" are conceived as involving certain requirements regarding
the temporal order, insofar as causal factors are ordinarily conceived as
being prior to the caused (the effect), and conditions which function as a
basis in the way categorical states do in the above described example
possess the characteristic that they (at least partially) coincide in time
with the state of affairs that justifies the application of certain pred-
icates or concepts.
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The statement that the existence of some effect is a necessary
condition of something's being a cause does not entail that everything
classifiable as a cause must be temporally preceded by the existence of
the effect, if it is used to express the fact that the concept of a cause
entails that of an effect or that the truth of propositions of the form 'a
is a cause' and 'There is an x such that a causes x' logically require the
truth of 'There is an x such that x is the effect of a'. It does also not
follow that the effect must at least exist at a time which is not later
than that of the annihilation of the cause. If however someone dis-
regarded the specific nature of this condition-type and equated it to
"real conditions", it would not be surprising to find it treated in a way
as if it involved such consequences. - Under such presuppositions one
could further expect that the property of being asymmetrical is superim-
posed on cases of logical conditioning on the ground that 'A causes B'
and 'E1l temporally precedes E2' express asymmetrical relations or because
of the asymmetry of the relation between basis and based.

Now, is it not possible to understand the above theorem P4 as a result
of viewing the conditioning-relation holding between the temporal
determinations of being past, being present and being future on account
of the "temporal change'-phenomenon in a "realistic manner"? Could the
facts perhaps not be explained by the assumption that a conception which
would be most appropriate in cases of "foundational conditioning" was
imposed on the conditioning that can be seen in connection with the
three temporal determinations of present, past and future? For under this
presupposition what functions as a condition for the applicability of a
predicate has to be regarded as an inherent quality, as something that
conditions the inner constitution of just that thing to which the predicate
in question is ascribed. The decisive point is that the conditioning
character in this type of case relies on the circumstance that the
condition can be assumed as existing or occurring during the time of the
existence of the subject of predication and that the conditioning state is
exemplified at those times and those places with respect to which the
predicate can be applied. The deduction of a mutual overlapping of the
three temporal determinations would therefore become understandable on
the supposition that the conditioning-relation between present, past and
future was conceived in a similar way. The applicability of 'x is present’
would accordingly demand that the properties of being past and future
are exemplified at the same time constituting something like inner
qualities of the present thing and in the same way the other temporal
terms would involve the simultaneous existence of the remaining deter-
minations.
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It would also be possible to state a factor that would be suited to
play a key-role for the equation of the different distinguishable condi-
tion-types, namely the term svabhdva or 'own-being’. Not only is this
word by force of its literal meaning apt to cause a merging between the
" notions of logically necessary requirements for predication and that of an
inherent, "intrinsic" quality of a subject of predication, but there are also
good reasons to believe that this expression has elsewhere and even
outside Madhyamaka-philosophy played such a role, namely in Dharma-
kirti's doctrine of momentariness (I shall try to show this elsewhere). But
there should be hardly any need to demonstrate that the term svabhava
respresents one of the most important concepts in Nagarjuna's thinking.
If this is true, then the arguments of the MMK would represent cases
where philosophical reasoning is intricately tied up with philosophical
terminology.

Despite this there is reason enough to be still dissatisfied with the
above described solution. For the explanation, as given so far, can only
 claim plausibility under the condition that we take into consideration
exclusively the derivation of the theorem formulated by P4 and mneglect
the exact wording of the karikas.

If the sentence that the present and the future are dependent on the
past reflects the fact that the determinations of being present or being
future presupposes the determination of being past and if we further
assume that - in accordance with the above explanation - the argument
rests on that "non-real' relationships of requirement are treated like
"real' conditionings similar to the "foundational' type, then ome should
not expect the formulation which we actually find in karika 1 of chapter
XIX. For the idea that a) present and future depend on the past in the
sense that a (mecessary) condition of something's being present or being
future lies in its being past and that b) the conditional nature involved
here can be viewed in the manner of the relation in which an inner
constitution or state of a thing provides the real foundation for some
attribute and the applicability of a predicate expressing it makes it at
best natural to say that the past (= being past) as the foundation is or
exists "in" the present and future. The formulation which is actually
found, namely that present and future are in the past (time), does
however not at all harmonize with this thought. For one might on the
basis of what has been stated so far understand, why the author of the
MMK could have said that the pastness is "in" the present or future
because being past as conceived as the immanent condition for the
ascription of being present or future can be viewed as being in the
subject of predication or because the conditioning property must necessa-
rily occur during the existence of the ascribed property. But why should
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the writer affirm on the contrary that the being of present and future in
the past follows as a consequence?

This objection does not however disprove the approach of understand-
ing the argumentations of the MMK and especially the reasoning of the
verses 1-3 of chapter XIX as an outcome of the equation of different
condition-types. The analysis, as given so far, is only still too superficial.
For it can in fact very well be explained on such a basis, why the
founder of the Madhyamaka could have assumed that present and future
should be in the past, if they depend on it. The required result can be
achieved by the following supposition: The propounder of the argument
discovered the existence of a conditioning-relation between the temporal
determinations of being past, present and future that is given on account
of the fact of "temporal change"; the derivation of the existence of
present and future "in the past" on the basis that to be past is a
(necessary) condition of being present or of being future would however
be granted and was actually generated by the following theorem (the
acceptance of which by the author of the MMK is testified also by other
parts of the work): S
PS5 For all x and for all y: If x is the condition of y/ If x is the

condition of the existence of y, then y must be something that exists

during the existence of x (or: that does not exist exclusively later

than x).

On the supposition that being past is a condition of being present or
future (so that present and future are in this sense dependent on the
past) and that P5 is valid it follows that (something's) being present and
future must be occurring during the time of (its) being past (at least at
some time that is not later than the state of being past) and this thought
could quite naturally be expressed by the formulation that presence / a
thing's being present or (a thing's being) future must be in the past
(time).

The affirmation that the argument of the beginning verses of chapter
XIX rests on an equation of different condition-types continues to be
valid because the principle expressed in P5 could hardly be maintained
without such a presupposition. However, as soon as all "logical", "atem-
poral" relations of conditioning are assimilated to "real" ones, P5 is a
natural result. For under this presupposition it is hardly avoidable that
the "logical entailment" that exists between the concepts of a condition
and a conditioned (or the concepts of cause and effect) and the idea that
something's being the condition (cause) requires the existence of some
conditioned (effect) is taken to imply that the existence of the condition-
ed (effect) must be something that temporally precedes the condition
(cause) or occurs at the latest during its existence.
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The formulation found in kdriki 1 can - therefore be easily explained
on the basis of the "condition-merger-hypothesis" as soon as we do not
apply the theorem representing this merging exclusively to the condi-
tioning that exists between being past and being present or future on
account of the temporal change but on the conditioning relation between
the existence of present and future insofar as they are conditioned and
the fact that being past is a condition for being present or future.®

v

The last proposal can claim the merit of providing a basis for a
unification of quite a lot of the argumentations found in different
chapters of the MMK.

The theorem formulated in PS5 probably plays a most prominent role in
connection with the disproval of cause and effect. At least ome can say
that some obvious gaps in the argumentation could be bridged by this
principle. The reasoning presented in MMK L6’ for example can be made
much more understandable under the assumption that the author pre-
supposed a theorem which is only a special case of P5 and is obtainable
by merely replacing 'condition' by 'cause' or ‘causal condition'. But this
theorem would be the natural result of viewing the "logical entailment"
existing between being a cause and possessing some effect in a "realistic
manner” as a consequence of which the effect is taken as something that
must either inhere in or precede or at least be partially simultaneous
with its cause.?

The hypothesis of the merger of condition-types is suitable to explain
several other argumentative passages where the reasoning seems at first
sight to rest on a temporal-atemporal fallacy, e.g. besides MMK L6 also
in MMK VIL,2° or in the principle mentioned in MMK X,11 and in the
Vigrahavyavartani, kariki 42 + commentary that neither an established .
(siddha) nor a not-established (asiddha) thing can be dependent.1

The relevance of the principle of the assimilation of different condi-
tion-types seems however mnot restricted to passages that are connected
with the temporal-atemporal ambiguity. Its property of favouring the
transformation of logical dependences into factual ones may serve to
make argumentations as found in the second chapter of the MMK better
understandable. Verses 22 and 23 probably represent a thought that plays
a fundamental role for the argument of the whole chapter.!! It seems
that the mechanism involved here consists in a remodelling of the
symmetrical relation of bilateral implication into a mnon-symmetrical
dependence relation between particulars. If one rephrases the sentence
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"There is someone who goes if and only if there is some action of going'
as 'Every goer is dependent on an action of going and every action of
going is dependent on a goer', if in other words logical requirements for
the truth of propositions are interpreted as conditions for the comstitu-
tion of particulars and if the conditioning-relation is reciprocal, ome is
inevitably led into a paradox. But it would need a thoroughgoing analysis
of the whole chapter to substantiate the above statements which cannot
be taken up here.!?

In the present context it is however important to mnote that the
possibility exists to give an explanation of the argumentation of MMK
XXI, 1-6, which has been discussed before, on the basis of the hypothesis
of the merging of condition-types. The existence of (a) production and
the existence of (a) destruction can plausibly be viewed as conditions for
the applicability of the concepts expressed by 'x is together with
production' and 'x is together with destruction' in the same way as the
existence of an effect has to be regarded as a condition of the ap-
plicability of the concept expressed by 'x is a cause’. It should be clear
that anyone who derives from the fact that a) the existence of an effect
is a condition of something's being a cause that b) the existence of the
effect must be given during the existence of the cause could also have
reason to derive in an analogous way from the fact that c) the existence
of (a) production / destruction is a necessary condition for something's
being together with production / destruction the consequence that d) the
existence of (a) production / destruction must be given during the
existence of the thing that is said to be together with production /
destruction. Now, destruction and production are in the context of MMK
XXI3 and 5 the entities which are (hypothetically) assumed to be
together with production and destruction respectively. So it follows that
destruction and production must occur together at the same time and the
rejoinder formulated in the second halves of the verses that birth =
production and death = destruction are never found together seems
entirely appropriate. Obviously the theorem P5 and the principle that lie
at its root can be exploited to account for the way in which the author
of the MMK argues in the above discussed passage.

A%

It is true that on the hypothesis that P5 and its underlying assump-
tions play a key-role in the mentioned passages it would hold that the
author of the MMK applied principles to instances that contradict their
general validity. The situation is however not entirely the same as the
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one which would be given, if one supposed that the argumentation of the
verses 13 of MMK XIX rested on assumptions like those formulated in P2
or P2'. For our claim was that P5 and the related views constitute a
principle that lies at the root of a great number of (at least apparently)
argumentative reasonings in the MMK. But the case in which a philosoph-
er applies a very general principle in contexts that, as a matter of fact,
do not harmonize with that principle must for the purpose of evaluating
the probability of interpretational hypotheses be differentiated from the
case where some author would, according to the proposed hypothesis,
make ad-hoc assumptions in specific contexts which contradict their
validity. The situation that would exist, if P5 and the underlying views
lay at the root of the arguments, is closer to the first of the cases
mentioned above and would be unlike the situation in which one assumed
theorems like P2, P2' as presupposed without regarding them derived from
other principles. The difference is, admittedly, only a matter of degree,
but it should be sufficient to support the superiority of the interpretation
which contains a reference to P5 and the merger of condition-types over
any interpretation that exclusively relates to the propositions P1, P2, P2'
in the context of an account of the argumentations of MMK XIX,1-4 and
XX1,1-6.

Besides, it is noteworthy that the arguments of the MMK could be
credited with a philosophical point, if they were based on a merging of
different condition-types. For the impasses Nagarjuna derives would not
only allow to draw the moral that various kinds of conditioning must be
differentiated, but one might also gather from it that the conditions
which allow for the application of concepts to particulars cannot be gen-
erally viewed as constituting the inherent nature or constitution of the
particulars in question. This fact probably should not be considered a
good reason for a depreciation of the use of and thinking in concepts,
but it is very well imaginable that, as a matter of fact, it could do so.
As the Madhyamaka-tradition is notorious for its disregard of conceptual
thinking, the hypothesis would allow to relate the argumentative passages
of the MMK with this characteristic feature of the Madhyamaka-doc-
trine.13
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1. XXI:
1. vind va saha va ndasti vibhavah sambhavena vai |
ving va saha va nasti sambhavo vibhavena vai [/
"There is no destruction either without or together with production;
there is no production either without or together with destruction.”
2. bhavisyati katham nama vibhavah sambhavam vina |
vinaiva janma maranam vibhavo nodbhavarn vina //
"How should there be destruction without production? :
Death is (not) without birth, destruction is not without origination."
3. sambhavenaiva vibhavah katham saha bhavisyati |
na janma maranam caiva[m] tulyakalam hi vidyate //
"How should destruction be together with production?
For birth and death are not found [like that] at one and the same time."
4. bhavisyati katham nama sambhavo vibhavam vina |
anityatd hi bhavesu na kadacin na vidyate //
"How should there be production without destruction?
For impermanence is never not found in the things."
5. sambhavo vibhavenaiva katham saha bhavisyati |
na janma maranam caivafm] tulyakalam hi vidyate //
"How should production be together with destruction?
For birth and death are not found [like that] at one and the same time."
6. sahanyonyena va siddhir vinanyonyena va yayoh |
na vidyate tayoh siddhih katham nu khalu vidyate //
"How should two things become established that are established neither together with
each other nor without each other?"

2. XIX:

1. pratyutpanno ‘ndgatas ca yady atitam apeksya hi |
pratyutpanno 'nagatas ca kale 'tite bhavisyatah //
"If present and future existed depending on the past, (then) present and future would be
in the past time."

2. pratyutpanno ‘nagata$ ca na stas tatra punar yadi /
pratyutpanno 'ndgatas ca sydtam katham apeksya tam |/
"If present and future would however not be there [in the past], how would present and
future be depending on that?"

3. anapeksya punah siddhir natitarn vidyate tayoh /
pratyutpanno ‘nagatas ca tasmat kalo na vidyate [/
"But not depending on the past the two [present and future] are not established,
therefore the present and future time do not exist."

4. etendvaSistau dvau kramena parivartakau |
uttamdadhamamadhyadin ekatvadim$ ca laksayet //
"By this same (method) onme should consider the remaining two changes in regard to
(their) order, as well as the (attributes of being) the highest, the lowest and the middle
(or: the latest, the earliest and the middle (?)) etc. and the oneness/sameness etc.”

3. The principle of "temporal change' as formulated above presupposes that the determinations
of being present, past and future do not apply to eternal entities. But this seems to correspond
to the actual use of the predicates 'to be present', 'to be past', 'to be future'. In the present
context it is irrelevant whether the fact, that these predicates are ordinarily only ascribed to
entities that are not assumed to be everlasting, is as a matter of fact a result of the meaning of
the terms 'present’, 'past' and 'future’ (so that e.g. 'x is present' semantically entails 'x will be
past', 'x was future') or whether the non-applicability in cases where non-existence at (at least)
some times is not assumed follows from conversational principles. Important is only that in both
cases the author of the MMK may have acknowledged the principle in the form as given above.

4. It should be noted that this supposition is quite independent of the question whether the
expressions pratyutpanno and ‘ndgataS (ca) are taken in the sense of ‘present thing/dharma’,
'future thing/dharma’' or ‘present time', 'future time'. Even if one assumed the former reading in
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the verses 1 and 2 - which is however quite improbable in view of verse 3 - one is allowed to
regard the "dependence-thesis' as based on the phenomenon of "temporal change". The possibility
that the fact that the temporal determinations of being present, past and future presuppose each
other is expressed by saying-that present and future things (dharmas) depend on the past - and
analogously present and past things on the future and future and past things on the present -
cannot be excluded, although a formulation saying that present and future time depend on the
past etc. would be more natural. It is however impossible to regard the word afitam as referring
to a past thing or dharma if one wants to conmsider it as an expression of the principle of
temporal change. The sentence that present and future (things) are dependent on a past thing
(although linguistically compatible with the formulation of verse 1) can only be taken to repre-
sent a totally different theorem.

5. This is a feature which the above discussed hypothesis shares with some other assumptions,
like the assumption that Nagarjuna wanted to presuppose in this context that every dependence
demands the simultaneous existence of the relata or that the author of the MMK conceived any
relation and a forteriori any dependence-relation as something that occurs or comes into exis-
tence at a specific time and that any relation occurs only at such times where all the relata are
existent - as it is for example suggested by phrases like 'Paul has become father an hour ago'
etc.

6. It might be objected that the analysis, as given above, and especially the principle for-
mulated in P5 does not yet make it explainable why the author of the MMXK thinks that the
same kind of reasoning that holds for the three times can also be applied to the local determina-
tions of (being the) highest, middle and lowest etc. But even if it is granted - what must not
necessarily be granted - that the expressions uttama, adhama and madhya in verse 4 are intended
as referring to local positions, one is able to give an account of the data found in the text on
the basis of the "condition-merging-hypothesis”. One way to explain the extension of the method
of reasoning adduced in conmection with the "time-epochs' to other realms would lie in the
supposition that Nagarjuna was ready to extend the principle of P5 to the spatial dimension.
This might have been done quite automatically because of the intuitive analogy between time and
space. But it is also imaginable that the picture was responsible which obtrudes itself under the
presupposition that the conditioning-relation constituting the topic of P5 is viewed in a way that
would be appropriate to the above given examples of "foundational conditioning". If the (logical)
conditioning that holds between any conditioned (entity) and its condition on account of the fact
that being a condition presupposes ("is conditioned by") (the existence of) a conditioned is taken
in such a ‘realistic' manner as involving the inherence of the conditioning factor ( = the
conditioned entity) in the conditioned (= the condition), the proposition that every conditioned
entity must be located in its condition emerges naturally. But this presupposition represents just
the spatial analogue of P5. There is however still an alternative way to account for the statement
in karika 4 that in the same manner the (determinations of being) the highest etc. can be viewed.
For the first half of the same karikd betrays that Nagarjuna held it possible to derive a mutal
conditioning between the different time-epochs. Therefore it is not cogent that the author
regarded the analogy in the reasoning as involving a similarity in all its steps; it is equally well
possible that the analogical character is assumed on the basis of the reciprocal conditioning that
is involved in the latter cases. Under the presupposition that all conditioning has to be taken in
a realistic manner, however, and only under such a presupposition the idea of a mutual condition-
ing involves an absurdity. It should be noted that the explanations given above are apt to cover
also the cases expressed by ekarvadi if this word is taken to refer to the dichotomy of identity
and difference.

7. L6: naivasato naiva satah pratyayo ‘rthasya yujyate /

asatah pratyayah kasya sata$ ca pratyayena kim [/

"Neither of a non-existent nor of an existent thing is a cause possible. Of what non-existent
(thing) is there a cause, and of an existent (thing) what is the use of a cause?"

8. The circumstance that the theorem P5 and the principle leading to it plays a prominent
role in the context of causation may explain, why chapter XIX begins as it begins, or more
concretely, why it starts just with the dependence of present and future on the past and not
with one of the other existing dependences between present, past and future. The sentence of the
first half of karika 1 that formulates the dependence could linguistically also be taken to express
a causal dependence of the present and future from the past things (dharmas). This fact bestows
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on the formulation a suggestive character and the first verse could, taken in isolation, also be
understood as if it alludes exclusively to the causal relationship between past and present as well
as future dharmas without any reference to the "temporal change"-phenomenon. Under this
supposition the argument of karika 1 would say that because of the causal dependence of any
present or future dharma from a past onme the present and future (dharmas) must exist during
the existence of the past dharmas or must constitute their internal nature in accordance with
principles that are. brought into play in chapter 1 where the cause-effect relationship is tried to
be disproved. But this would imply that any present or future dharma must already exist in the
past time.
The reason why it is not probable that the dependence thesis formulated in the kirikis is meant
exclusively as an expression of a causal dependence lies mainly in the circumstance that it does
not harmonise with the possibility of changing the order between the temporal determinations
explicitly stated in verse 4. This problem does not exist, if one sees the dependence thesis as
based on the temporal-change-phenomenon.
- But perhaps one cannot regard the difficulties for the alternative analysis as unsurmountable. A
possible way to reconcile the assumption that only causal dependence is alluded to in the
beginning with what is said in the following verses would be to assume that the causal depen-
dence of present and future on the past is viewed by the author as involving that also the
other way round present and future must condition the past (be inherent constituents of the
past). On this basis it would further be derivable that future and past depend on the present
(where the dependence of future on present is motivated by the causal relationship between
present and future and the dependence of past on present is obtained from the first step) and
that past and present depend on the future (as is derivable from the foregoing steps and with
the same principles as used before). - The fact that in the second half of karika 3 the author
speaks of the nom-existence of present and future time and not of present and future things may
be explained by the assumption that this formulation is intended to represent a comsequence that
follows from the absurdity of the assumption of present and future dharmas (which constitutes
the immediate result of the proof). - The circumstances that on this hypothesis the reasonings
with inverted order of the constituents have to be taken as resting on the argumentation put
forward in the karikas 1-3 and that the extrapolation of the proof on the basis of its description
in the first verses would not be simple whereas the author does neither indicate that the
reasonings with inverted order are based on the foregoing steps mor give any clue regarding the
way to continue but suggests instead that the reasonings with inverted order can be derived in a
very simple way and could in principle also constitute the beginning of the argumentation are
sufficient to make this latter interpretation less probable. But even if ome followed this course to
avoid the assumption that the dependence-thesis is based upon the phenomenon of temporal
change, the main results of the analysis would not be affected. For the sketched alternative
works with the same principles derived from a merging of condition-types as above. It is
important to note this because it shows that the hypothesis of the assimilation of logical to
"real' conditions is not essentially bound to a specific answer to the question as to what is the
basis of the dependence thesis between past, present and future.
9. VIL2 utpadadyas trayo vyasta nalam laksanakarmani |
samskrtasya samastah syur ekatra katham ekada //
"The three (characteristics) origination etc. are seperately not capable for the
performance of the characterization of the conditioned (thing); (but) how could they
be together at one place at one time?"
10. X,11 yo 'peksya sidhyate bhavah so 'siddho 'peksate katham |
athapy apeksate siddhas tv apeksasya na yujyate //
"The thing that is established n dependence, how could it depend (when it is)
unestablished?
Or it depends (when it is) established - (then) its dependence is not possible."
11. 11,22 gatya yaydjyate gantd gatim tam sa na gacchati /
yasman na gatipirvo 'sti kascit kimcid dhi gacchati /|
"The going by which the goer is manifested, that he does not go, because he is not
prior to going. For someone goes something.”
11,23  gatyd yaydjyate ganta tato 'nyam sa na gacchati /
gati dve nopapadyete yasmad eke tu gantari* /|
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* (Variant: eke pragacchati) )
"Another going than that by which the goer is manifested, he does not go, because
two goings cannot occur at one (single) goer."

12. As it is, admittedly, not immediately obvious, how the reasoning represented by MMK, 22
23 is connected with a transformation of a logical conditioning-relation into a dependence-
relation between particulars, it may be remarked here that the place where such a mechanism
comes into play, if the hypothesis is correct, would be karika 22. It is mot necessary to admit
any further principles apart from the above mentioned remodelling, if one regarded 1) the phrase
yasmdn na gatipirvo 'sti as an expression of the thought that the circumstance that there is
someone who goes cannot be given prior to the existence of an action of going (or more
specifically: an action of going which manifests a goer as a goer, which is responsible for the
fact that something can be called a goer - there exists also the reading yayocyate instead of
yayajyate) and 2) the phrase kascid kimcid dhi gacchati as a formulation of the fact that an
action of going (specifically an action of going which someone goes) requires the existence of
someone who goes (a goer).

13. If the thesis is correct that the crux of the arguments of the MMK does not lie in their

formal character (that they are formally correct and intuitively plausible insofar as the correct-
ness is tested on the level of abstraction of propositional or predicate calculus) and if they
involve not explicitly stated principles which can only be inferred from the passages that contain
proofs or apparent proofs, the supposition seems justified that all attempts trying to elicit
relevant features of Nagarjuna's thinking by analysing the argumentations in terms of modern
propositional calculus are mistaken.
- Further justification for the assumption of the formal validity of the arguments as well as for
the thesis that the argumentative passages of the MMK are intended as furnishing genuine proofs
will be found in my papers "Die metaphysische Lehre Nagarjunas" (forthcoming in Conceptus, nr.
56, 1988:47-64) and "Rationalismus und Mystik in der Philosophie Nagarjunas" (forthcoming in
StII15, 1989).
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