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THE LANKAVATARASUTRA
IN EARLY INDIAN MADHYAMAKA LITERATURE

Christian Lindtner, Copenhagen

It seems to be the general opinion among scholars who have dealt with
this issue, that the Larikavatarasiitra (LS) belongs to a period later than
that of the early Madhyamaka authors Nagarjuna and Aryadeva. This
opinion is apparently above all based on the observation that the LS con-
tains doctrines about the three svabhava-s, tathagatagarbha, alayavijfiana,
vijiaptimatra, etc., in other words, ideas that are generally associated with
a more recent stage of development of Mahayana philosophy, in particular
Yogacara/Vijiianavada. Moreover, the LS seems to refer to Nagarjuna
(p- 286) and even to passages in Vasubandhu’s Trimsika (p. 169).!

Let me add, before proceeding further, that when I here refer to the
LS, I refer to the textus receptus in Sanskrit as edited by Bunyiu Nanjio
way back in 1923.2 P.L. Vaidya’s edition from 1963 with its poor apparatus
criticus is no improvement upon the first edition.’ I am, of course, very
well aware that this edition is in no way sufficient for critical purposes, not
only because it is replete with wrong or uncertain readings, but also
because it often differs considerably from the other (earlier) source
materials at our disposal, that is, the three Chinese versions (the earliest
still available from 443 A.D.) and the two Tibetan versions (one of them
made from the earliest available Chinese), not to speak of the variants

1 See, most recently, Jikido Takasaki: “Analysis of the Lankavatara. In search of its
original form.”, in: Indianisme et Bouddhisme. Mélanges offerts @ Mgr Etienne Lamotte,
Louvain-la-Neuve, 1980, pp. 339-352, and the same author: “Sources of the Larikavatara
and its position in Mahayana Buddhism”, in: L.A. Hercus et al. (eds.): Indological and
Buddhist Studies. Volume in Honour of Professor J.W. de Jong on his Sixtieth Birthday,
Canberra, 1982, pp. 545-568.

2 Bunyiu Nanjio (ed.): The Larikavatara Satra, Kyoto 1923 (reprinted Kyoto 1956). —
Unfortunately, J. Takasaki (ed.): A Revised Edition of the Larkavatara-Sitra.
Ksanika-Parivarta, Tokyo 1981, was of no use to us since it only covers chapter VI. For
this edition Prof. Takasaki uses 17 Sanskrit manuscripts. Many more are available in
Nepal as well as in China (Tibet).

3 P.L. Vaidya (ed.): Saddharmalarikavatarasiatram, Darbhanga 1963. — There has been
some uncertainty about the meaning of the title. It probably means: Introduction, or
presentation, of Buddhism (saddharma) in (the island of) Lanka. The satra, in some
early form, may well be associated with the propagation of Vetullavada in Sri Lanka, cf.
Karen Lang (ed.): Aryadeva’s Catuhsataka, Copenhagen 1986, pp. 7-9.
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found in the old Indian commentaries and in numerous quotations in
various Indian §astra-s.*

D.T. Suzuki’s Studies in The Larnkavatarasitra (London 1930), and his
An Index to The Lankavatarasitra (Kyoto 1934) are still very helpful
contributions. On the other hand his translation (London 1932) often
repeats Nanjio’s mistakes and adds many new ones, and is thus almost
without any philological value at all. One day, when more ancient Sanskrit
manuscripts from Nepal and Tibet become available, it will be an
intere;sting task to prepare a reliable critical edition of this important
sutra.”

What I wish to establish in this paper, is, first of all, that the LS — or
rather: an early recension of the LS, an “Ur-LS” — was known to and
influenced the writings of Nagarjuna and Aryadeva. Moreover, I wish to
point out in what respect the Ur-LS influenced the early Madhyamaka
authors, viz. with regard to 1) their notion of nirvana, 2) their attitude to
debate, and 3) their negative attitude to “archaic Yogacara”.

To show this the text of Nanjio will suffice, though minor textual
details still remain uncertain. My main argument will not be affected by
the lack of a good critical edition of the LS. If I am justified in
maintaining that an early edition (be it oral or written) of the LS was
known to and influenced the founding fathers of Madhyamaka in India,
rather than vice versa, as hitherto generally assumed, several quite
important conclusions can be drawn from this fact. More about this later.

In order to establish my thesis I intend to proceed as follows. First I
will point out a number of passages showing direct connection between, on
the one hand, the LS, and, on the other, some basic early Madhyamaka
texts the authenticity of which I shall have to take for granted and

4 The Chinese versions I have consulted in the Taisho edition. For the Tibetan versions
I have used the Beijing edition: No. 775 (from the Sanskrit) and No. 776 (from the
Chinese). I have also consulted the Lasikavataravrtti (Beijing ed. No. 5519) by
Jiianasribhadra (not to be confounded with Jiianasrimitra, as some modern authors have
done). There is also an Indian commentary by Jiianavajra (Beijing ed. No. 5520). It
refers to Jiianasribhadra by name (Pi 19b3). Both commentaries are very late and
without any value from our more historical point of view. One may, however, note that
Jianasri’s commentary contains numerous quotations from Indian grammarians,
especially from Vakyapadiya. — For further information about the various translations,
etc. see Suzuki (1930), pp. 3-37.

S The laudable efforts of the Nepal-German Manuscript Preservation Project (NGMPP)
have brought many new manuscripts to light. The lists can be checked in Berlin,
Hamburg and Kathmandu. The manuscripts recently discovered in Tibet are not so
numerous but may be expected to be of a much better quality.
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well-established. Then, since none of the parallels are absolutely identical
(with quotations it is otherwise), I shall have to account for these
differences. If, in each case, the differences can most convincingly be
explained by assuming that Nagarjuna and Aryadeva base themselves on
the LS, and not vice versa (or, third possibility: common source), it is
clear, then, that the LS, in some form, was known to these authors.

Close or literal allusions, or even explicit references mentioning the
source, i.e. the LS, are to be found in the following early Madhyamaka
texts: Madhyamakakarika (MK), Vigrahavyavartani (VV), Yuktisastika (YS),
Catuhstava (CS) III (= Acintyastava), Siatrasamuccaya (SS),
Bodhzczttavzvarana (BV), Mahayanavmmka Bhavasamkranti  and
Bhavanakrama — all ascribed to Nagarjuna In case of Aryadeva we have
the Catuhsataka (CS) and two minor treatises (Taisho 1639 and Taisho
1640) to which I shall revert later.”

Since some scholars and reviewers of my Nagarjuniana (Copenhagen
1982) have expressed doubts about the authenticity of BV and SS (and,
less important, Mahayanavimsika, Bhavasamkranti and Bhavanakrama —
all, in my opinion, of dubious authenticity), I shall not base my arguments
on these controversial sources, but come back to these later. I shall, in
other words, confine my attention to a number of cases of close textual
connections between the LS and MK, YS, VV, CS III and CS.

1

Let us first have a look at MK XVIII.12:

sambuddhanam anutpade $ravakanam punah ksaye /
jAanam pratyekabuddhanam asamsargat pravartate //

This is the final verse of MK XVIII, and, like several other concluding
verses in MK (e.g. IV. 8-9, V. 8, VIL.34, X.16, X1.8, XIII.8 and XVII.33)
it is introduced without any direct connection with the preceding
arguments, but, like these, contains a clear allusion, or reference, to some
authority, i.e. to some sitra. This is an important point to be aware of

6 For further details I may refer to my: Naganjuniana. Studies in the Wnitings and
Philosophy of Nagarjuna, Copenhagen 1982 (reprinted New Delhi 1987 and 1990). There
is also a somewhat rearranged American edition: Master of Wisdom, Oakland 1986. See
also my: Nagarjunas filosofiske Vaerker, Copenhagen 1982.

7 Cf. Karen Lang, op. cit., p. 10 with ref.
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when reading MK. Unless the siitra referred to is identified it is hard to
understand the context properly, and indeed, in this case I believe that the
verse has been misunderstood by all commentators, ancient as well as
modern. The verse does not mean: “Mais si toutefois les illuminés
n’apparaissent pas dans le monde et si les auditeurs ont disparu... Un
savoir spontané se produit isolément chez les Bouddha individuels.”® The
verse, in fact, refers to an old canonical distinction between various kinds
of jAana’ See, for instance, Digha-Nikaya III, p. 214: khaye rAianam
anuppade fianam. Notice also how jiianam construed with the locative case
has escaped the commentators and translators. The internal proof for the
correctness of our interpretation is provided by a parallel passage in
Ratnavali IV. 86ab where Nagarjuna also refers to two kinds of (cognition
of) emptiness:

anutpado mahayane paresam Sanyata ksayah /
The canonical passage that Nagarjuna has in mind is LS X.488:

Sravakanam ksayajrianam buddhanam janmasambhavam/
pratyekajinaputranam asamklesat pravartate //

To this verse should be added to the passage LS, p. 99:..punar aparam,
Mahamate, Sravakapratyekabuddhanam nirvanam — svasamanyalaksanava-
bodhad asamsargato vzsayavzparyasadamanad vikalpo na pravartate...

No other Buddhist satra known to me comes so close in form and
content to MK XVIII.12 as these two LS passages in the light of which the
- verse becomes convincingly clear. But not only so. Now we can also, in the
light of MK, drop the reading asamkiesat and adopt the variant reading
asamslesat (= asamsargat) supported by the Chinese also.

Moreover, the preceding verse, i.e. MK XVIIL.11:

8 The translation of J.W. de Jong: Cinq Chapitres de la Prasannapada, Leiden 1949, p. 34,
it follows La Vallée Poussin. Basically the same translation is given by all other
translators (Streng, Sprung, Inada, Kalupahana, etc.).

9 Cf. eg. the Bhasya to Abhidharmakosa V1.67ab: ksayajiianam anutpadajiianam ca/
pudgalabhedena tisro bodhaya utpadyante: Sravakabodhih pratyekabodhir anuttard
samyaksambodhir iti. — For ksayajriana versus anutpadajriana see Ryusho Hikata (ed.):
Suvikrantavikrami-pariprccha Prajriaparamita-siitra, Fukuoka 1958, p. 12. — The three
kinds of jiana are also known to the Pali commentators, see e.g. Sumavigala-Vilasini, 1.
p- 100. — For samsarga see Cullaniddesa, p. 659 and the Index to LS, s.v.
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anekartham anandrtham anucchedam asasvatam /
etat tal lokanathanam buddhanam $asanamrtam //

which also, obviously, refers to a canonical source, can now also be
understood in its proper context. Like MK XXV.3-5 (see below) it refers
to the passage found LS, p. 99, q.v.

We now turn to MK XXV.3-5:

aprahinam asampraptam anucchinnam asasvatam /
aniruddham anutpannam etan nirvanam ucyate //
bhavas tavan na nirvanam jaramaranalaksanam /
prasajyetasti bhavo hi na jaramaranam vina //

bhavas ca yadi nirvanam nirvanam samskrtam bhavet /
nasamskrto hi vidyate bhavah kva cana kas cana //

An opponent has just objected that Nagarjuna’s doctrine of Siznyata and
nirvana is problematic. Nagarjuna then, naturally, calls upon the authority
of a sitra to support his standpoint. This is verse 3 and indicated by an
ucyate, invariably used by him to indicate what an authority (in this case
the Buddha) has to say. This is almost a literal reference to LS, p. 99
(same page as above!).... punar, Mahamate, mahaparinirvanam na naso na
maranam. yadi punar, Mahamate, mahaparinirvanam maranam syat punar
api janmaprabandhah syat. atha vinasah syat samskrtalaksanapatitam syat.
ata etasmat karanan, Mahamate, mahaparinirvanam na nasam (sic!) na
maranam cyutivigatam maranam adhigacchanti yoginah. punar aparam,
Mahamate, mahaparinirvanam aprahinasampraptito ‘nucchedasasva <ta>to
naikarthato <na> nanarthato nirvanam ity ucyate...

Only two of the terms that define nirvana are missing in MK XXV.3 —
but they were already given in the reference to LS above, ie. in
MK XVIIL11.

The following verses, i.e. MK XXV.4 ff. provide the arguments in
support of the statement in the siitra, brief and rather obscure as it is
taken in itself. This is exactly what one would expect, the task of the
Sastrakara, of course, being to support dgama by means of yukti.

Just for the sake of argument, assuming that LS took this passage from
Nagarjuna, and not vice versa, we would have to explain 1) what authority
Nagérjuna then is referring to in MK XXV.3, and 2) why LS left out
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Nagarjuna’s arguments. I cannot think of any good answer to any of these
questions.

MK XXIV.7 runs:

atra briimah Sinyatayam na tvam vetsi prayojanam /
Sanyatam Sanyatartham ca tata evam vihanyase //

Again, as above, an opponent has just (verses 1-6) claimed that
Nagarjuna’s doctrine of Sinyata is problematic. Again we see Nagarjuna
introducing his reply by calling upon the authority of a sitra, in this case
LS 11.145:

sarvabhavo ’svabhavo hi sadvacanam tathapy asat /
Sanyata<m > Sinyatartham va balo ‘pasSyan vidhavati //

In a somewhat archaic fashion the sitra launches a general statement
about “a fool” which Nagarjuna specifies by making it refer to a second
person (-se) in a particular situation (evam), namely his opponent. LS, like
MK, mentions, but does not explain the two concepts sinyata and Siinya-
tartha, Nagarjuna, however, does explain the terms in the sequel, exactly
as a Sastrakara is expected to do. Apparently he also introduces a third
concept not mentioned in the LS verse: the prayojana of Sinyata. But this
is only apparently. The LS says that all things lack svabhava, including this
perfectly true and sound statement itself. As we recall, Nagarjuna ex-
presses exactly the same idea several times elsewhere, above all in VV and
in this very chapter, verse 18. This is the celebrated stanza:

yah prafityasamutpadah Sinyatam tam pracaksmahe /
s@ prajiaptir upadaya pratipat saiva madhyama //

This verse, in other words, is an explanation of what Nagarjuna under-
stands by the prayojana of sinyata. So, once again, it would have been very
hard to understand what Nagarjuna means by the prayojana of siunyata had
we not had the LS verse to guide us on the right track supported by many
similar passages in Nagarjuna, cf. e.g. MK XXII.11: prajriaptyartham tu
kathyate... with LS 11.144: vyavaharas tu kathyate.... Once again we note
that the commentators are on the wrong track having no accurate idea of
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what Nagarjuna refers to with the words about the prayojana of Sunyata.
Thus Candrakirti, for instance, refers to MK XVIILS — entirely out of
context. The term, to be sure, does not occur elsewhere in Nagarjuna or
Aryadeva. We now understand that the expression does not mean “le but
de la vacuité”'® but rather the application of §iinyata, i.e. prayojana in the
sense of prayoga. We find the same usage of the verb yojyate in MK
XVIIL.13. In other words: §iényata is just an upadayaprajfiapti, everything is
empty, including this very statement. Nagarjuna’s words are merely
“suggestive” !

MK XVII.33:

kleSah karmani dehas ca kartara$ ca phalani ca /
gandharvanagamkam manicisvapnasamnibhah //

To this we have a close parallel in LS X.279:

klesah karmapatha dehah kartaras ca phalam ca vai /
maricisvapnasamkasa gandharvanagaropamah //

I have already pointed out the close connection to LS X.279 in my
Nagarjuniana and in an extensive review of that work Paul Williams has
been good enough to offer some remarks on the relationship here.” In

10 This is the version of Jacques May: Candrakini Prasannapada Madhyamakavrtti, Paris
1959, p. 222. Streng’s “the point of emptiness”, Sprung’s “the purpose of devoidness”,
and Kalupahana’ “the purpose of emptiness” are not much better, but all are at least
consistent with Tib. dgos (pa). '

11 For some interesting remarks on “metaphorical designation” see Jacques May in JIP VI
(1978), pp. 240-241. But otherwise one has to turn to the Pali commentators. See 4
Cnitical Pali Dictionary, s~. upadaya-parnatti (11. p. 494). Unfortunately this entry is a
small mass of confusion: It leaves out part of the quotation, and gives a wrong definition
of the term. We are actually dealing here with a list of various kinds of descriptions (cf.
CPD s.. avijjamana-pariniatti, “designation of something irreal” (sic/), and s.w.
upanidha(ya)-parinatti, “description with or after comparison (opp. upadaya-p.)”. The
def. we are looking for is this: evan fi ca me & ca tam tam upadaya vattabbato
upadayapariniatti, i.e. when we say of certain things that they are “thus”, or “mine”, this
is not really the case, but merely an “approximative description”, takmg something for
something that it really is not, an “abstract concept” useful for communication only. Cf.
upacara (note 34).

12 InJIP XII (1984), pp. 73-104. On BV and LS see pp. 85-95.
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his opinion “It is not obvious that here, as in other verses, LS couldn’t
have been inspired by Nagarjuna.”

If we assume, hypothetically, that Paul Williams is right, we imme-
diately face two problems. First of all, this verse, the final one in
Chapter XVII, belongs to that group of verses, as mentioned above, that
conclude a chapter by referring to some siitra as authority. It contains no
argument but reflects the axiomatic authority of tradition, often quite
literally. If Paul Williams is right, we shall then have to go searching for
another sutra — of which we have, however, no idea. The unknown sitra
should then have inspired Nagarjuna, who again inspired the LS. But why
make things unnecessarily complicated by introducing without any good
reason a complicated hypothesis when a simple is readily available?
Secondly, if we compare the variants in the two verses, it is clear that the
LS disturbs the balance by mixing the singular and the plural number.
Moreover, it has an unnecessary verse-filling vai. If the LS copied
Nagarjuna why would it make changes for the worse? It would, in my
opinion, be more reasonable to regard the more polished verse as the
more recent one.

We now turn to MK XXI.11;

driyate sambhavas caiva vibhavas caiva te bhavet /
drsyate sambhava.f caiva mohad vibhava eva ca //

This reminds us of LS X.37:

sambhavam vibhavam caiva mohat pasyanti balisah /
na sambhavam na wbhavam prajiiayukto vipasyati //

Here a well-known Mahayana idea is stated in a general and simple style
in the LS. In almost the same words it also occurs in MK with two
noticeable differences. As above (MK XXIV.7) the “fool” in general has
been dropped and turned into the second person so as to fit the situation
where Nagarjuna addresses his opponent directly. Secondly, the syntax has
been made somewhat more crisp and complicated by changing the ordo
naturalis. As 1 see it, it is more natural to regard the MK as an
“improvement” of the LS, than to regard LS as a vague paraphrase of
MK. Again, we find the arguments in MK but not in the LS. This would
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also have to be explained if we chose to regard the MK as the source of
LS and not vice versa.

Let us now turn to YS 3:

/ Ji ltar byis pas mam brtags bZin // dros po gal te bden gyur na /
/ de drios med pas mam thar du // gan gis mi ’dod rgyu ci Zig /

With this we may compare LS III.16:

na bhavo vidyate satyam yatha balair vikalpyate /
abhavena tu vai moksam katham necchanti tarkikah //

The LS says that fools are forced to consider moksa as a sort of abhava
because they think that its opposite (here, from the context, samsara =)
bhava really exists. The following YS verses provide arguments — yukti —
to explain why the opponents are wrong in their claim. So once again we
see the Sastra (i.e. YS) first referring to the sitra and then supporting its
statement by means of arguments not found in the canonical text itself.

YS 21:

/de ltar ci yan skye ba med// ci yan 'gag par mi ‘gyur ro/
/skye ba dar ni ’jig pa'i lam//dgos pa’i don du bstan pa’o/

With this we compare LS X.85 or 11.140:

na hy atrotpadyate kim cit pratyayair na nirudhyate /
utpadyante nirudhyante pratyaya eva kalpitah //

Here the de Itar, Sanskrit *evam, is the important word that provides us
with the clue. It means, of course, “so”, i.e. it introduces a conclusion after
a long line of arguments. We could translate: “This, then, is why the satra
says so and so..” Again the author is commenting upon a sitra, namely
the LS, which must, therefore, have been available to him in some form.
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We now turn to CS I11.44-46:

hetupratyayasambhita paratantra ca samvrtih /
paratantra iti proktah paramarthas tv akrtrimah //
svabhavah praketis tattvam dravyam vastu sad ity api /
nasti vai kalpito bhavah paratantras w vidyate //
astiti kalpite bhave samaropas tvayoditah /

nastiti krtakocchedad ucchedas ca prakasitah //

This hymn to a very large extent consists of literal allusions to a large
number of sitra-s. The Buddha is hailed as having stated so and so.
Several of the quotations can be traced back to their Mahayana sources.
Some are still not identified, but I gather that this is probably just a
question of time. CS II1.45cd is identical to LS I1.191ab with the only
exception that Nagarjuna writes tu for ca, which is very nice because he
thus makes the-intended adversative sense more clear:

nasti vai kalpito bhavah paratantras ca vidyate /
samaropapavadam hi vikalpanto (sic!) vinasyati //

The rest is obviously an explanation, or a piece of sutra-exegesis. It can all
only be seen as CS being based on LS, not vice versa. The importance of
these three verses lies in the fact that we here have proof that Nagarjuna
was acquainted with theory of three svabhava-s. We shall come back to
this in connection with BV. I need not add that LS I1.191 is quoted almost
ad nauseam in many later sources, always from the LS.

9

We now turn to the Vigrahavyavartani and to the main canonical source
for Nagarjuna’s peculiar attitude to debate: nasti mama pratijia. In this
connection we also want to keep in mind MK XXIV. 18 and the parallel
passages noted above.

As will be recalled, an opponent (a Buddhist opponent) in VV 2
maintains that Nagarjuna is getting himself into trouble when he says that
everything is empty. Either this statement is also empty or it is not empty.
Either alternative is problematic. Nagarjuna runs into what the opponent
calls the satkotiko vada, a sixfold dilemma, which, to judge from the
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context, Nagar]una would not want to run into. This satkotiko vada has
puzzled the previous scholars: Tucci, Yamaguchl and Bhattacharya, none
of whom was able to offer a solution.”

In his reply to the objections Nagarjuna believes that he solves the
problem by launching the famous words: I have no pratijiia (VV 23). This
remark provides us with the clue we need. The LS (pp. 166-167) has an
interesting passage recommending a bodhisattva, i.e. a Mahayanist, to
abstain from making a pratijiia to the effect that all things lack svabhava.
By doing so he runs into different sorts of logical problems. He should
instead simply point out that all things are similar to maya and svapna.
This is actually what Nagarjuna does and this passage in the LS in all
essential respects corresponds exactly to the passage in VV. In the VV the
satkotiko vada is introduced by the opponent as being familiar to
Nagarjuna and as something that he would, at the same time, prefer not
to be reminded about. Even though the ftextus receptus of the LS in
Sanskrit is sometimes a bit obscure and in places corrupt, there can, in my
opinion, be no doubt that the VV is not only referring to the LS passage,
but at the same time, as we would in fact expect, is making it more
coherent and systematic. It is a formalized and rationalized representation
of the LS.

If we alternatively, for the sake of argument, assume that the LS
depends on the VV we face several problems: What then, we must ask, is
the scriptural passage referred to in the VV, if not the LS? How can we
explain that the LS passage, compared to that of the VV, is obscure,
unsystematic and really quite crude?

In other words, I stick to the opinion that VV is referring to and
clarifying the LS. We have already seen this pattern before.

Here are the passages in question, first VV.2:

kim canyat/ sarvabhavantargatam ca tvadvacanam/ kasmac Sinyesu sarvabhavesu
tvadvacanam asanyam, yenasunyatvat sarvabhavasvabhavah pratisiddhah / evam
satkotiko vadah prasaktah/ sa punah katham iti/ (1) hanta cet punah Sianyah
sarvabhavas tena tvadvacanam Sinyam sarvabhavantargatarvat/ tena Sinyena
pratisedhanupapattih/ tatra yah pratisedhah Sanyah sarvabhava iti so ‘nupapannah/

13 For the references see Nagarjuniana, p. 70. — I quote the Sanskrit from the edition of
E.H. Johnston and A. Kunst (adopted by K. Bhattacharya in his: The Dialectical Method
of Nagarjuna (Virgrahavyavartani), New Delhi 1978.) — The Tibetan passage on pratijria
na karaniyd is from the Beijing ed. (No. 775, Nu 134a1-134b3). It corresponds, with a few
exceptions, to LS, pp. 166-167, q.v. — The other Tibetan version is found as No. 776,
Nu 276a7-277al, and corresponds to Taishd XVI, p. 502a27-502b14, q.v.
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(2) upapannas cet punah Sianydh sarvabhava iti pratisedhas tena tvadvacanam apy
aSiinyam / aSiinyatvad anena pratisedho ‘nupapannah / (3) atha Sinyah sarvabhavas
tvadvacanam casinyam yena pratisedhah, tena tvadvacanam sarvatrasamgrhitam/
tatra drstantawmdhah_/ (4) sarvatra cet punah samgrhitam tvadvacanam sarvabhavas
ca Sinyas tena tad api Siinyam/ $inyatvad anena nasti pratisedhah / (5 ) atha $inyam
asti canena pratisedhah Sinyah sarvabhava iti tena Sinya api sarvabhavah
karyaknyasamartha bhaveyuh/ na caitad istam/ (6) atha Sinyah sarvabhava na ca
karyakriyasamartha bhavanti ma bhiid drstantavirodha iti krtva, Sinyena tvadvacanena
sarvabhavasvabhavapratisedho nopapanna iti.

The Tibetan version of LS, p. 166-167 runs:

&an yari blo gros chen po byari chub sems dpa’ sems dpa’ chen pos chos thams cad
ma skyes pa’o Zes dam bca’ bar mi bya'o//de ci’i phyir Ze na/ dam bca’ ba yar drios
po thams cad kyi nari du ’du ba dari/ de’i rgyus ’jug pa’i mtshan #id kyi phyir drios
po thams cad ma skyes pa’o Zes dam bcas te smras na/ blo gros chen po byar chub
sems dpa’ sems dpa’ chen po dam bcas pa las riams par ‘gyur ro// dam bcas pa yar
de las ltos te 'byur bas na drios po thams cad ma skyes pa’o Zes.dam gan bcas pa de'i
dam pa de yari iams par ‘gyur ro// ci ste dam bcas pa de yar chos thams cad kyi na
du gtogs pa’i phyir ma skyes pa na dam bcas pa ‘ar mtshan rid tha mi dad de/ ma
skyes pa’i phyir chos thams cad ma skyes par smra ba ni rab tu fiams par 'gyur ro//
dam bcas pa’i yan lag gi rgyus dam bcas pa yod pa dan med pa las ma skyes so// blo
gros chen po dam bcas pa de 'an drios po thams cad kyi nar du gtogs pas yod pa dan
med pa las ma skyes pa’i mtshan riid do// blo gros chen po gal te dam bcas pa ma
skyes pa des drios po thams cad ma skyes pa’o Zes dam ‘cha’ bar byed na/ de ltar na
yarn dam beas pa las ams par ‘gyur ro// dam bcas pa yari yod pa dar med pa las mi
skye ba'i drios po’i mtshan rid las dam bea’ bar mi bya’o// blo gros chen po de dag
g dam bcas pa yan ma skyes pa’i ran bZin gyi mtshan riid yin te/ de lta bas na blo
gros chen po Ries pa man po’i skyon chags pa’i phyir khyod kyis dam bca’ bar mi
bya'o// yan lag mams kyari phan tshun rgyur gyur pa’i mtshan riid mi 'dra ba dar/
byas pa’i phyir yan lag mams dam bca’ bar mi bya’o//

blo gros chen po ‘di lta ste/ chos thams cad ma skyes pa dasi/ de bZin du
chos thams cad ston pa dari / rio bo riid med pa’o Zes byar chub sems dpa’ sems dpa’
chen pos dam bca’ bar mi bya mod kyi/ blo gros chen po byan chub sems dpa’ sems
dpa’ chen pos drios po thams cad sgyu ma dari rmi lam lta bur bstan par bya ste/ gZan
du na blo gros chen po byis pa mams yod pa dan med par lhun ba de dag skrag par
mi ‘gyur ba dari/ theg pa chen po las riri du mi ’gyur bar byis pa mams kyi skrag pa’i
gnas spar ba’i phyir snan ba dari/ mi snan ba'i mtshan rid dar/ Ita ba dari/ blo slu
bar byed pa’i phyir chos thams cad sgyu ma dar rmi lam lta bur bstan par bya’o//

Some scholars, ancient as well as modern, have attempted to find a great
profundity in the Madhyamaka attitude towards debate. This, however, is
largely a vain attempt, for as Aryadeva, to whom we shall now turn our
attention, phrases it (C$ XII.15ab):

vadasya krtaso dharmo nayam uktas tathagataih /
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10.

CS IX.25 is the final verse in a chapter of arguments, and it alludes, which
does not surprise us any more, to a sitra:

varam laukikam evedam paramartho na sarvatha /
laukike vidyate kim cit paramarthe na vidyate //

In LS X 120ab and X. 429ab we find what we are looking for:

sarvam vidyati samvrtyd paramarthe na vidyate /
bhava vidyanti samvrtya paramarthe na bhavakah /

Aryadeva’s allusion is partly literal. Moreover, he writes laukikam and
laukike — very well chosen to cover the sitra’s bhava as well as sarvam (i.e.
the five skandha-s). Note also the siitra’s rather odd vidyati/vidyanti for the
more correct vidyate. Aryadeva also drops the unelegant bhavakah. A
juxtaposition of the variants shows that Aryadeva depends on the sitra,
not vice versa.

11.

CS IX.20 is even more clear:

/’chin dan bcinis dari thabs las gZan//thar pa gal te yod na ni/
/de las ci yari mi skye ste// des na de thar Zes mi brjod/

The correspondence to LS II1.70 was already pointed out by G. Tucci long
ago:™

bandhyabandhananirmukta upayais ca vivarjitah /
firthya moksam vikalpenti na ca mokso hi vidyate //

The sutra, which is obviously corruptly transmitted, simply states that
certain firthya-s entertain a wrong notion about moksa, i.e. about nirvana.
Aryadeva supplies the reason, the yukti, for the bare statement in the
sutra. We have already noticed a similar procedure several times above:
The sitra gives the statement, the Sastra supplies the reason.

14 In his “Un Traité d’Aryadeva sur le “Nirvana” des Hérétiques”. It appeared in T'oung
Pao XXIV (1926), pp. 16-31. Cf. also La Vallée Poussin in MCB 1 (1932), pp. 126-135.
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Now, this and the following five verses in CS IX, all of them discussing
various notions relating to nirvana and moksa, and all of them having close
parallels in LS, bring us directly to another work ascribed to Aryadeva.
This is a small treatise explaining various heretical opinions about nirvana.
It is only available in Chinese (Taisho 1640), just like another small piece,
which refutes various Hinayana theses also found in the LS (Taisho 1639).
Both were translated by Bodhiruci who, as will be recalled, was also
responsible for the Wei version of LS.

When it comes to the authenticity of these two works I agree with
Tucci: “Nous n’avons pas de bonnes raisons pour nier Iattribution de ces
traités a Aryadeva > Like so many other passages about nirvana and
moksa in MK, CS, they go to show the importance of the Ur- LS as a
source of such views in early Madhyamaka.

Professor Takasaki, who shares the wide-spread fear of assigning (any
of the parts of) the LS to an early date, thinks, however, that Aryadeva
may be the real author of this work, i.e. of Taisho 1640.° So far I fully
agree, but when Professor Takasaki then suggests that it was written by
Aryadeva and then introduced into the LS, without originally belonging
there, he seems to be forgetting himself, and we cannot help recalling
Nagarjuna’s remark:

asvam evabhiridhah sann asvam evdasi vismriah/

What we have in LS is not a text identical to Taisho 1640. The LS — the
pattern is familiar to us by now — only gives the list of heretical views
about nirvana (pp. 182-187). The “explanation” — which clearly refers to
the list in LS — is only found in the work ascribed to Aryadeva, i.e. in
Taisho 1640. It was never introduced into the text of the LS, but, on the
contrary, bases itself of the mere list of opinions found in the LS and
requiring further explanation.

The same observation applies to the other small work ascribed to
Aryadeva (Talsho 1639). A glance at this text shows that it is a refutation
of various views briefly mentioned in the LS. As a motto of this text we
could quote CS$ XVI. 25:

sad asat sadasac ceti yasya pakso na vidyate /
upalambhas cirenapi tasya vaktum na Sakyate //

15 Loc. cit.,, p. 16. — See also H. Nakamura: A History of Early Vedanta Philosophy, New
Delhi 1983, pp. 165-180. This is a very valuable (but not always very critical) work.
16 Takasaki 1980, p. 346.
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Again, there can be no doubt that Taisho 1639 is also based on LS, not
vice versa.

It is now time for me to sum up. A number of passages have been
pointed out where Nagarjuna and Aryadeva seem to depend on LS. Again
and again, when comparing the parallels, the §astra-s have been seen to
provide clarification and arguments whereas the siitra is brief, laconic and
not very clear, though, nevertheless, authoritative.

If, for the sake of argument, we take it the other way around, that is,
that LS depends on Nagarjuna and Aryadeva, we always run into two
major puzzles: First we have to find another satra that says virtually the
same as the LS. But to the best of my knowledge no such sitra is to be
found. Secondly, we would have to answer the question: What has become
of all the explanations and clarifications found in the §astra-s — because no
trace of them is found in the LS?

In view of all this I stick to my initial thesis that an Ur-LS was known
to the early masters of Madhyamaka. Moreover, this Ur-LS exerted a
deep influence upon their views about debate, nirvana and moksa.

Let me now, as promised at the outset, point out a few interesting
facts that follow from these observations.

There is a certain amount of technical terminology in early
Madhyamaka that cannot be traced back to ancient canonical usage
(though most of it can, let it be noted). Terms such as praparica, vikalpa,
cittagocara, and verbs such as vibhavate and prasajyate are important in
Nagarjuna. Their meaning is taken for granted, the reader is expected to
know their contextual background. Here I cannot go into details, but I
believe that a careful analysis will confirm my opinion that LS (among
others, perhaps) is the source of these technical terms. Several otherwise
obscure passages in MK, especially XVIII and XXII, can be understood
only if we read them in the light of parallel passages in LS.

LS often criticizes an early form of Yogacara. To some extent
Nagarjuna and Aryadeva must have been aware of such criticism. Parts of
Nagarjuna’s BV is written against Yogacara exactly in the spirit, and in the
words, of LS."” Here, then, we have some of the initial background of the
later controversies between Madhyamaka and Yogacara. The early, more
systematic, Yogacara works by Maitreya, Asanga, Vasubandhu, etc. are
aware of these tensions, which is one of the reasons that they do not quote
(or only anonymously) the Ur-LS (from the time of Vasubandhu).

17 See Nagarjuniana, pp. 192-201 with notes. Also Excursus 2.
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The textus receptus of LS is full of mistakes. Some of these can be
corrected with the help of the works of Nagarjuna and Aryadeva.

There are further observations to be made with regard to the LS
(Ur-LS) and early Madhyamaka/Mahayana. Some of these I shall deal
with in the following excursus.

EXCURSUS 1

I have deliberately postponed to discuss, if only quite briefly, the
relationship between LS and Satrasamuccaya (SS) because, as said, some
scholars have expressed their hesitation about the authenticity of this
anthology of satra-s. For arguments in support of the traditional
attribution I may refer to my Nagarjuniana (pp. 172-178) and Bhikkhu
Pasadika’s edition and translation of SS."® .

We have seen that most of the passages in MK, CS, etc. that refer to
LS (or Ur-LS) are concerned with the conceptlon of nirvana and moksa.
There are four quotatlons from LS to be found in SS. All of them (like
some of the ones given above) are from LS II. The first of these (p. 125)
is LS I1.179, and to our pleasant surprise it deals with nirvana:

naham nirvami bhavena kriyaya laksanena ca / d
vzkalpahetuvqnane nirvrte nirvrto hy aham V/4

The conception of nirvc'irga as the extinction of vijigna understood as the
cause of vikalpa is found in several places in the works of Nagarjuna. See
especially YS 34, RA 1. 96-98, and MK XVIIL 5 and 7.

The second passage (p. 131) deals with the $ravakas and pratyeka-
buddhas and their achievement of an acintyadharmakaya. To this there are
parallels in MK XVIIL12, RA 11, and *Bodhisambharaka, passim.”” The
third passage (pp. 171-174) explains that the doctrine of tathagatagarbha

18 Bhikkhu Pasadika (ed.): Nagdrjuna’s Sitrasamuccaya: A Critical edition of the mDo kun
las btus pa, Kgbenhavn 1989. This fine work includes the Tibetan and Chinese texts, and
a concordance. A second volume includes a study and a translation, Copenhagen 1992.

19 For RA see M. Hahn (ed.): Nagdrjuna'’s Ratnavalt, Bonn 1982. This does not include the
complete Sanskrit text which was only discovered recently in Tibet (in the library of the
Norbulingka). = For the *Bodhisambharaka, see my Nagarjuniana, pp. 225-248. A few
corrections may be found in my Danish version, Nagarjunas filosofiske Vaerker,
PP 247-263.
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is not to be confused with the atmavada of the heretics, it is just a means
of attracting them to Buddhism. Similar ideas in MK XVIIL.8, RA 1V.94-6,
BV 98-99, etc. The final passage (p. 175) is brief enough to be quoted:
etad dhi, Mahamate, Sinyatanutpadadvayanihsvabhavalaksanam
sarvabuddhanam sarvasatrantagatam...

And this, of course, was also the deep personal conviction of
Nagarjuna himself.

The quotations from LS in SS are not just in perfect accordance with
our conclusions above, but they actually give further independent support
to our opinion that the Ur-LS was one of the basic sources for the
Madhyamaka conception of nirvana and moksa.

EXCURSUS 2

In a recent paper,® where I have the honour of finding some of my
opinions criticized, Carmen Dragonetti has tried to show that BV is not
the work of Nagarjuna but a “late work (VIIth - VIIIth centuries).” One
of her arguments (“decisive testimony”) is that BV 71:

/de bZin nid dan yar dag mtha’//mtshan ma med dar don dam rid/
/byan chub sems mchog de rid dar//ston hid du yar bsad pa yin/

corresponds to Maitreya’s Madhyantavibhaga 1.14:

tathata bhitakoti§ canimittam paramarthata /
dharmadhatus ca paryayah s‘unyatayah samasatah // o

We find a similar correspondence between BV 28ab:

/kun brtags dar ni gZan dban davi//yons su grub pa ’di rid ni/

20 Entitled “On Suddhamati’s Pratityasamutpadahrdayakarika and on Bodhicittavivarana”.
It appeared in WZKS XXX (1986), pp. 109-122.

21 Among the various available editions I am using Gadjin M. Nagao (ed.):
Madhyantavibhaga-Bhasya, Tokyo 1964. A few corrections, all obvious, have been made.
— Actually BV 71 and MV 1.14 are not absolutely identical. The parallel was, in fact,
already pointed out by me in a note to my edition of the Alokamala, see Chr. Lindtner
(ed.): Miscellanea Buddhica, Copenhagen 1985, p. 125. Compare also S. Kurihara:
“Asvabhava’s Commentary on Alokamala’ " inJIBS XXXVII (1989), pp. 1012-1015. (I am
not convinced that Asvabhava knew Dharmakirti.)
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and Madhyantavibhaga 1. Sab which I shall quote below.

Therefore, Carmen Dragonetti argues, “BV must be located in a late
period after Maitreya.”

The idea that things may well be the other way around does not seem
to strike my learned opponent.

In view of these critical remarks I shall have to discuss briefly the
relationship between Nagarjuna and Maitreya’s Madhyantavibhaga (MV).
In general one can say that some of the verses in MV can best be under-
stood as a sort of criticism of Nagarjuna. This is not a new observation.
This sort of relationship was taken for granted already by Bhavya in his
Tarkajvala, Prajiidpradipa, etc.? Here Maitreya et al. are criticized by
Bhavya for thinking that they are smarter (abhimanin) than Nagarjuna.
And it was also noticed by Erich Frauwallner who said of MV I: “Dieses
Kapitel enthdlt die Auseinandersetzung Maitreyanathas mit der
Madhyamaka-Lehre.”? ' A

Let us have a look of some of the verses in question to see what is
going on between Nagarjuna and Maitreya (MV L.1-5):

abhataparikalpo ’sti dvayam tatra na vidyate /

Sinyata vidyate tv atra tasyam api sa vidyate //

na Sanyam napi casinyam tasmat sarvam vidhiyate /
sattvad asattvat sattvac ca madhyama pratipac ca sa //
arthasattvatmavijiiaptipratibhasam prajayate /
vijidnam nasti casyarthas tadabhavat tad apy asat //
abhataparikalpatvam siddham asya bhavaty atah /

na tatha sarvathabhavat tatksayan muktir isyate //
kalpitah paratantras ca parinispanna eva ca /

arthid abhiitakalpac ca dvayabhavic ca desitah // %

22 See eg. M.D. Eckel's translation of Prajridpradipa XXV in Miscellanea Buddhica,
pp. 25-75. Here and in Tarkajvala V (ed. and transl. in prep. by Eckel and Lindtner)
there are several quotations from MV.

23 See E. Frauwallner’s excellent: Die Philosophie des Buddhismus, Berlin 1969, p. 320. —
The close relationship between MK and MV was also noticed by G.M. Nagao in Minoru
Kiyota (ed.): Mahayana Buddhist Meditation, Honolulu 1978, pp. 66-82, and in JI4BS 11
(1979), pp. 29-43. — I tend to agree with Nagao that the notion of abhdtaparikalpa in
MYV “stands for” upadaya-prajriapti in MK, but it is quite important to remember that
even if Nagarjuna does not, in his authentic works, mention the term abhdtaparikalpa it
must have been known to him since it occurs in LS and Vimalakirtisiitra with which, as
we now know, he was familiar.

24 Using, as said, Nagao’s ed. with slight corrections.
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It goes without saying that the learned contemporary reader of MV would
also have had the verses of MK in mind and thus be quite aware of the
target of Maitreya’s criticism. Let us recall a few of the verses from MK.
First MK XXIV.18:

yah prafityasamutpadah Sinyatam tam pracaksmahe /
sa prajriaptir upadaya pratipat saiva madhyama //

MK XIII.7:

yady asiinyam bhavet kim cit syac chanyam api kim cana /
na kim cid asty astinyam ca kutah Sinyam bhavisyati //

MK XXII.11:

Sianyam iti na vaktavyam asanyam iti va bhavet /
ubhayam nobhayam ceti prajriaptyartham tu kathyate // L

And finally MK XVIILS:

karmaldesaksayan moksah karmaklesa vikalpatah /
te praparicat praparicas tu Sinyatayam nirudhyate //

In other words: Maitreya disagrees with Nagarjuna’s definition of
madhyama pratipat, with his opinion of how moksa comes about, and with
his interpretation (naya) of the celebrated statement in the Prajriapara-
mita: sarvam idam na Sinyam napi casiinyam (quoted, e.g. by Vasubandhu
ad MV 1.2).

Instead Maitreya defends the doctrine of three svabhava-s, a canonical
doctrine, of course, by no means Maitreya’s own innovation. We have
already seen (CS III. 44-46) that Nagarjuna was perfectly familiar with the
doctrine of three svabhava-s, and we have seen how he interprets them in
the light of samvrti and paramartha, an interpretation which is, naturally,
quite unacceptable to Maitreya.

And so it is clear that Maitreya has Nagarjuna in mind with his
allusions. His MV contains clear allusions, almost literal quotations not
only from Nagarjuna’s MK, but also from his BV.

25 MK XXII.11 refers to a Prajriaparamita passage quoted in the Bhasya (by Vasubandhu?)
to MV 1.2. Notice prajriaptyartham, an echo of LS X.89d: vyavaharam tu kathyate; it
comes close to upadayaprajriapti. — Cf. also my remarks in JIP XVIII (1990), p. 254.
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Another matter that makes Carmen Dragonetti (and other scholars)
somewhat hesitant about the authenticity and early date of BV is the fact
that it contains “themes and ideas that are characteristic of late periods
of the history of ideas in Buddhism, in which was realized the synthesis of
the Madhyamaka and Yogacara schools... among these...the great stress
laid in the refutation of the fundamental doctrines of Vijianavada
(verses 26-56), the interpretation of cittamatra as a doctrine of provisional
and propedeutic value...”, etc. etc.

This is a good example of how easily one can be mislead by one’s
preconceived notions. As a matter of fact all these elements are not just
“characteristic of late periods of the history of ideas in Buddhism”, but are
already present in the most ancient parts of the LS itself. Again and again

later sources quote these verses, among others to the same effect, from
LS I1.137 and II1.48:

pudgalah samtatih skandhah pratyaya hy anavas tatha /
pradhanam $varah karta cittamatre vikalpyate //

na svabhavo na vijiiaptir na vastu na ca alayah /
balair vikalpita hy ete $avabhitaih kutarkikaih // %

The hostile attitude toward (early) Yogacara/Vijianavada in certain parts
of the LS could hardly be more unequivocal. So when BV refutes the ab-
solute truth of the three svabhava-s, alayavijiiana, vijiaptimatra, etc., but
accepts cittamatra for “pedagogic” purposes it is by no means innovative
but simply bases itself on the authority of a sitra, i.e. the LS. Like
Nagarjuna’s other works his BV is replete with allusions to the LS. At the
same time he adds, as we must expect from the Sastrakara, several inde-
pendent arguments to support his agama.”’

The conclusion to be drawn from this, then, is this: Just as Nagarjuna’s
(and Aryadeva’s) attitude toward vada — nasti mama pratijria — and the
concept of nirvana were inspired by the LS thus the attitude toward the
Sravakas and Yogacaras as representing steps on the ladder to
Madhyamaka is palpably inspired by LS.

26 Cited repeatedly by Bhavya and Candrakirti. Here I have used Masamichi Ichigo (ed.):
Madhyamakalamkara of Santaraksita, Kyoto 1985, p. 126 and p. 176 (with further ref.).

27 Carmen Dragonetti advances a few minor arguments against the authenticity of BV. In
reply I can only refer to the notes of my edition. Her major arguments against the
authenticity have to do with the MV and the elements of (early) Yogacara. I now hope
to have shown that such arguments rather tend to support the traditional attribution.
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When we keep this circumstance in mind we can also provide some of
the explanation — if any such is needed — why, as some scholars have
already observed, the LS “was never regarded as an authority in the early
days of Yogacara”.® This may well have to do with the disdainful attitude
expressed in such verses as LS I1.137 and I11.48, quoted above.” Also, we
may ask ourselves why the extant commentaries on MK (including Avalo-
kitavrata) never quote BV. Again, this may have to do with the fact that
MK (whatever the reason for this may be) never sets out to criticize
Yogacara. The same goes for SS, YS, etc. and Aryadeva’s CS. These texts
never criticize Yogacara and their commentators never quote BV.

On the other hand we should not forget that the fact that a certain text
of a certain author is not quoted by a certain commentator proves nothing
at all about its authenticity.

Even nowadays we often find that what must — to judge from quo-
tations, etc. — have been a very important text, has survived only in
quotations, in fragments, in one or two Sanskrit manuscripts — or not at
all, apart from namamatram.

EXCURSUS 3

Among the numerous canonical Mahayana scriptures that influenced
Nagarjuna we also find the Bhavasamkrantisiitra. The textual transmission
of this small and interesting text is extremely confused and complicated
but need not detain us here.®

Some of the verses that interest us here are still available in Sanskrit,
others only in Tibetan (and Chinese).*

Takasaki 1982, p. 560.

Likewise, in the Samdhinirmocana and in the Bodhisattvabhiami we find Nagarjuna and
his ilk criticized for not understanding Sinyata properly. This is only what one would
expect in the light of LS I1.137 and II1.48, etc.

30 There are several editions and translations, see, most recently, Fernando Tola and
Carmen Dragonetti: "Aryabhavasamkrantmamamahayanasutra The Noble Sutra on the
Passage through Existences”, in Buddhist Studies Review 111 (1986), pp. 3-18. As known,
the satra has verses in common with other texts such as LS, Ghanavyiha,
Pmtyuq;annabuddhasmnmukhavasthtta samadhisatra, etc. More materials will be found
in a small text ascribed to Nagarjuna in the leetan canon under the corrupt title
Bhavasamcara. There are also numerous citations to be found in later §astra-s.

31 Using the ed. of NA. Sastri, Madras 1938 (which see for the variants).

R-
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yena yena hi namna vai yo yo dharmo ‘bhilapyate /

na sa samvidyate tatra dharmanam sa hi dharmata //

/’di dag thams cad min tsam ste//’du Ses tsam la rab tu gnas/
/brjod par byed las tha dad pa’i//brjod par bya ba yod ma yin/
/yan dag min pa’i chos ’'di dag//mam par rtog pas kun nas bslar/
/8an gis stoni pa Zes bnags pa’i//nog pa de yan 'di ston rio/

The idea that all dharma-s are mere names, or concepts (namamatra), and
those names, too, are empty, is a theme we often meet in Nagarjuna, and
there can be no doubt that he is inspired by this sitra. Most clear is
CS III. 35-36 addressed to the Buddha:

namamatram jagat sarvam ity uccair bhasitam tvaya /
abhidhanat prthagbhitam abhidheyam na vidyate //
kalpanamatram ity asmat sarvadharmah prakasitah 2/
kalpanapy asafi prokta yaya Sinyam vikalpyate // 3

But there are other, more distant echoes of the Bhavasamkrantisatra in the
works of Nagarjuna. In Ratnavali 199, for instance, the doctrine of
namamatra is applied to the six dhatu-s:

ripasyabhavamatratvad akasam namamatrakam /
bhitair vina kuto nipam namamatrakam apy atah //

In MK XVIIL7 and SS 2 we also find some interesting terminological
echoes of the Bhavasamkrantisatra:

nivrttam abhidhatavyam nivrttas cittagocarah /
anutpannaniruddha hi nirvanam iva dharmata // -

/brjod par bya ba’i chos mams kun//mya rian 'das mtshurs ran bfin stor/

32 Nagarjuniana, p. 152. — The term namamatra is found in several other texts before
Nagaquna usually in connection with vyavaharamatra, namadheyamaﬂ'a samketamatra,
samvrtimatra, and prajriaptimatra. The Bhavasamkranti is more advanced in its

“nominalism”

33 In a we should read nivrttas cittagocarah (not nivrtte cittagocare as read by La Vallée
Poussin, J.W. de Jong, D. Seyfort-Ruegg, et al.). This is not only the reading of our best
manuscript (“R”), but also supported by Bhavya and Avalokitavrata who introduce the
sentence by gar gi phyir (yasmat) which must presuppose a nominative, not a locative.
Actually the verse should be read in connection with the foregoing: Even though the
Buddhas etc... still, [when] abhidhatavyam is niruddham (— which has been shown by
agama and yukti) [then] cittagocarah is (also) nivrttah, for (hi) [as the dgama says...].
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In the light of these parallels it seems fair to assume that MK III also is
inspired by the Bhavasamkrantisiitra, from which Candrakirti gives us these
two verses in Sanskrit in his Prasannapada (p. 120):

na caksuh preksate ripam mano dharman na vetti ca/
etat tu paramam satyam yatra loko na gahate //
samagrya darSanam yatra prakasayati nayakah /
prahopacarabhiamim tam paramarthasya buddhiman //

The first of these two stanzas is also quoted by Bhavya in his
Prajrapradipa ad MK 1I1.9. Avalokitavrata, ad loc., gives the source as
Bhavasamkrantisutra, to be sure.

Let me finally note that Jacques May translates the two last pada-s as
follows: “il s’exprime au niveau métaphorique, lui qui a I'intelligence de la
réalité absolue.”* I would prefer to construe the syntax with the Tibetan
translation of the sitra as follows:

/blo dari ldan pas don dam gyi//rie bar brtags pa’i sa de gsurs/

In other words: buddhiman does not govern paramarthasya. The Buddha
has stated that paramartha is the bhiimi of upacara.

EXCURSUS 4

The Bhavanakrama (BK) consists of 56 verses, and is, in a sense, only
available in a Tibetan translation. The colophon ascribes the text to
Nagarjuna. Each verse, however, has its more or less exact parallel in the
final chapter of LS. It is impossible to say whether BK is an extract from
(some recension of) LS X, or whether it draws from the same source as
LS X.

A juxtaposition (given below) of the Sanskrit of LS and the Tibetan of
BK enables us to make numerous emendations in both texts. I have,
however, decided to refrain from doing so until more is known of the
transmission of the LS and more affiliated materials have become
available.

34 Thus Jacques May 1959, p. 86. Good ref. to upacara, ibid., n. 168. Again, an expression
that comes close to upadayaprajiiapti!
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BV is definitely not written by Nagarjuna, partly because the speaker
(see verses 7, 24, 38, 39, 41, 48, 50) is the Buddha, partly because of the
numerous metrical and linguistic irregularities for which we cannot hold
Nagarjuna responsible. On the other hand it cannot be excluded that
either Nagarjuna (cf. SS, a compilation) or one of his students may have
compiled this work from some canonical source (“Ur-LS”) now only known
to us from LS X.

The purpose of this compilation is clearly to show how one, i.e. how
a Mahayanist, can use the canonical doctrine of cittamatra (already in the
Dasabhuamikasitra, etc.) as a means of meditation in order personally to
realize emptiness, or nirabhasa (see verses 54-56).

There are numerous parallels to BK in other early Madhyamaka
works. Here are some of the most interesting: BK 1-2 cf. RA 1. 52-55,
I1.12, and CS XIV.25 (for vijidna as bija). — BK 3-4 cf. CS II1.36. — BK
11 cf. MK XXI.11 (discussed above). — BK 20 cf. YS 21 (above). — BK 26
cf. RA 1.24. — BK 35 cf. MK XVIIL.7 and XXVI.12. — BK 49 cf. CS I11.23.

The value of BK is obvious. First of all it shows, again, the importance
of LS in early Madhyamaka literature. Moreover, it is indispensable as a
help towards understanding the history of the transmission of LS X.
Finally, being in fact a bhavanakrama manual, the very existence of BK
proves that already in the early days of Madhyamaka cittamatra was used
as a means of meditation (as opposed to those who took it as a doctrine
of ontology). In other words, this idea, so familiar to us from the works of
Bhavya Jianagarbha, Santaraksita and Kamala$ila, etc., has its roots far
back in time.

For establishing the Tibetan text I have compared the editions from
Derge (No. 3908) and Beijing (No. 5304). I have omitted the introductory
lists, in prose, giving the names of the ten bhami-s (corresponding to the
Dasabhumika list). As in most such cases the variants are few and trivial:
7cyis P:yin D.— Ilcrigs P : rig D. — 12a rigs D : rig P. — 15c nes D :
nos P. — 19a kyi P : kyis D. — 19c sems dan sems byun P : sems byun sems
dan D. — 25d du yan D : du’an P. — 26e rnam par rtog pa rnam rtog pa
ad. D. — 29a rgyud : rgyu DP. — 32a na P : ni D. — 51a ’brel pa’i : ’phel
ba’i DP. — 53b yis P : yin D. — 53d rtogs P : rtog D. — 54b brtag P : rtag -
D. — 56d brtags P : brtag D.

In the Sanskrit text, which tries to follow Nanjio through thick and
thin, [ ] indicates delenda, < > addenda.
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Bhavanakrama

1. mrgatrsna yatha grisme spandate cittamohani /

mrga grhnanti paniyam vastum tasya na vidyate // (~ X.7)
/ ji ltar so ga’i smig rgyu ni//gyo la ’khrul pa’i Ses pa yis /
/ ri dags chu ru ’dzin pa gan// dnos de yod pa ma yin no /

2. evam vijiianabijo 'yam spandate drstigocare/
bala grhnanti jayantam timiram taimira yatha // (~ X.8)

/ de bzin rnam Ses sa bon gan//gyo ba mthon ba’i spyod yul la /

/ rab rib mun pa gan yin pas//byis pa yi ni "dzin pa "byun /

3. dhyata dhyanam ca dhyeyam ca prahanam satyadarSanam /
kalpanamatram evedam yo budhyate sa mucyati // (~ X.9)

/ gton dan btan dan de bzin sbyin//spans dan bden par lta ba rnams /

/ 'di dag rtog pa tsam fiid du// Ses pas rnal 'byor pa de grol /

4. asaraka ime dharma manyanayah samutthitah /

sapy atra manyana $iinya yaya Sunyeti manyate // (~ X.10)
/ siiin po med pa’i chos ’di ni//rtog pa las ni ma lus byun /
/ gan rtog de yan ston pa fiid// de ltar ston iiid grol ba yin /

5. yatha ksine mahaty oghe taranganam asambhavah /

tatha vijiianavaicitryam niruddham na pravartate // (~ X.26)
/ ji ltar mtsho chen stons pa la// rlabs ni 'byun ba yod ma yin /
/ de bzin sna tshogs rnam $es ni// dios med pa la ’jug pa med /
6. sunyas ca nihsvabhavas ca mayopama ajatakah /

sadasanto na vidyante bhavah svapnopama ime // (~ X.27)
/ ston zin dios po ma grub pas//sgyu ma’i dnos po skye ba med /
/ de bzin yod pa ma yin te// dnos po rmi lam lta bu yin /

7. svabhavam ekam desemi < tarkavijiiaptivarjitam> /
aryanam gocaram divyam svabhavadvayavarjitam // (~ X.28)

/ ran gi no bo gcig mthonba// + + + + + + + /

/ ’phags pa’i spyod yul mthon ba yis//giiis kyi dhos po spon ’gyur te/

8. na grahako na ca grahyam na bandhyo na ca bandhanam /
mayamaricisadrSam svapnakhyam timiram yatha // (~ X.31)

/ ’dzin pa med cin gzun ba med//bcins pa med cin *chin ba med /

/ sgyu ma smig rgyu ’dra ba ste//rmi lam brjod pa rab rib bzin /

9. yada pasyati tattvarthi nirvikalpo niraiijanah /

tada yogam samapanno draksyate mam na samsayah // (~ X.32)
/ gan tshe de iiid don mthon ba//de tshe rnal 'byor miiam gzag pas /
/ mi rtog brjod pa yod ma yin//ran gi mthon ba the tshom med /

10. na hy atra ka cid vijiiaptir nabhe yadvan maricayah /

evam dharman vijananto na kim cit pratijanati // (~ X.33)
/ nam mkha’i chos ni ’ba’ zig bzin//gan la rnam rig cun zad med /
/ de bzin chos 'di rnam Ses pa//cun zad Ses pa yod ma yin /
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11, sambhavam vibhavam caiva mohat pasyanti balisah /

na sambhavam na vibhavam prajiiayukto vipasyati // (~ X.37)
/ ’byun ba dan ni gnas pa fiid// byis pa rmons pa rnams la snan /
/ Ses rab rigs pas lta ba la//skye ba dan ni gnas pa med /

12. akanisthabhavane (!) divye sarvapapavivarjite /

nirvikalpah sada yuktas cittacaittavivarjitah // (~ X.38)
/ rtag tu mi rtog rigs pa yis// sems dan sems byun rnam spans nas /
/ bdag fiid Ita ru §in tu gnas//sdig pa thams cad mam par spans /

13. balabhijiiavasipraptah tat samadhigatim gatah /

tatra budhyanti sambuddha nirmitas tv iha budhyate // (~ X.39)
/ de Itar mkhyen pa rdzogs sans rgyas//’di dag sprul par thugs su chud /
/ mion Ses stobs la dban thob nas//des ni ’gro ba miiam par mkhyen /

14. adimadhyantanirmuktam bhavabhavavivarjitam /

vyapinam acalam $uddham acitram citrasambhavam // (~ X.41)
/ dan po dbus dan mtha’ las 'grol// dios dan dhos med rnam par spans /
/ mfiam pa fiid kyi go 'phan briies//dnos po med las sna tshogs byun /

-----

15. cittam pratyayasambaddham pravartati Saririnam

pratyayebhyo vinirmuktam na paSyami vadamy aham // (~ X.52)
/ sems kyi rkyen de dan ’brel bas//lus rnams ’jug par gyur ba yin /
/ rkyen rnams las ni fies ’byun ba//bdag ni yod par mi smra’o //

16. nimnonnatam yatha citre drSyate na ca vidyate /

tatha bhavesu bhavatvam dréyate na ca vidyate // (~ X.61)
/ ji Itar ri mo’i mtho dman ni// snan yan yod pa ma yin no /
/ de ltar dnos rnams fo bo iiid// mthon ba yod pa ma yin no /

17. gandharvanagaram yadvad yatha ca mrgatrsnika /

drSyam khyati tatha nityam prajfiaya ca na vidyate // (~ X.62)
/ ji ltar dri za’i gron khyer dan// ri dags chu ru ’dzin pa bzin /
/ rtag tu snan zin dmigs pa ni// Ses rab kyis ni yod ma yin /

18. mayopamasamadhim ca kayam manomayam punah /
abhijfia vasita tasya bala cittasya citrita // (~ X.68)

/ bris pas bris dan ’dri ba yi//mion $es la dban de dag gi /

/ sgyu ma lta bu’i tin ’dzin gyi//’bras bu’an sgyu ma Ita bu yin /

19. evam hi disita balas cittacaittair anadikaih /
mayamariciprabhavam bhavam grhnanti tattvatah // (~ X.82)

/ smig rgyu sgyu ma’i stobs kyi ni//dnos med de iiid *dzin pa na /

/ sems dan sems byun bdag med pas// *di Itar byis pa rnams ni skrag /

20. na hy atrotpadyate kim cit pratyayair na nirudhyate /
utpadyante nirudhyante pratyaya eva kalpitdh // (~ X.85)

/ gan na cun zad skye med la// ’gal ba’i rkyen ni yod ma yin /

/ skye ba dan ni "gag pa la// rkyen ni rtog pa gcig pu yin /

21. prajiiaptimatram tribhavam nasti vastusvabhavatah /
prajfiaptivastubhavena kalpayisyanti tarkikah // (~ X.86)
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/ rnam rig tsam du 'byun ba rnams//dnos po’i ran bzin yod ma yin /
/ rtog par 'gyur ba'i rtog ge pa//brtags pa tsam du bsgom pa na /

22. na svabhavo na vijiiaptir na vastu na ca alayah /

balair vikalpita hy ete vasabhutaih kutarkikaih // (~ X.91)
/ ran bzin med cin rnam rig med//dnos po med cin kun gzi med /
/ ’di dag byis pas rab tu brtags//rtog ge nan pas kun tu bskyed /

23. sarvaripavabhasam hi yada cittam pravartate /

natra cittam na ripani bhrantam cittam anadikam // (~ X.93)
/ ’dir ni sems med gzugs yod min//’khrul pa’i sems las Ihag par med /
/ 'byun ba kun la gnas nas ni//gan tshe sems ni rab ’jug pa /

4. tada yogi hy anabhasam prajiiaya pasyate jagat /
nimittam vastuvijiiaptir manovispanditam ca yat /
atikramya tu putra me nirvikalpas caranti te // (~ X.94)
/ de tshe mi gnas rnal 'byor pas//’gro la rig pas Ita ba na /
/ mtshan ma dnos po rnam rig dan//yid kyis gyo ba yod ma yin /
/ [bdag med dban po gan yin dan]// rnam par rtog pas 'jig par byed /
23. indriyani ca mayakhya visayah svapnasamnibhah /
karta karmakriya caiva sarvathapi na vidyate // (~ X.113)
/ <bdag med dban po gan yin dan>// yul rnams rmi lam Ita bur gnas /
/ las dan ’bras bu bya ba fiid// thams cad du yan dmigs ma yin /
26. dhyanani capramanani arupyas ca samadhayah /
samjiidnirodho nikhilas cittamatrena vidyate // (~ X.114)
/ bsam gtan rmams dan tshad med dan//gzugs med sfioms par ’jug pa dan /
/ ’du Ses 'gog pa ma lus pa//sems fiid tsam du gnas pa yin /

27. vikalpenavikalpena $inyatatattvadarSanam /

aryo na pasyate bhrantim napi tattvam tadantare // (~ X.125 cd. + 127ab)
/ rnam par rtog pas kun brtags pa// yan dag Ita la ston pa fiid /
/ 'phags pas 'khrul pa ma gzigs §in//de fiid de las gzan pa’an min /

28. na bhiimayo na satyani na ksetra na ca nirmitah /

buddhdh pratyekabuddhas ca sravakas capi kalpitah // (~ X.132)
/ sa rnams med cin bden pa med//zin dan sprul sku yod ma yin /
/ ran sans rgyas dan sans rgyas dan//iian thos kyan ni brtags pa yin /

29. pudgalasamtatiskandhah pratyaya hy anavas tatha /
pradhanam iSvarah karta cittamatre vikalpyate // (~ X.133)
/ gan zag rgyud dan phun po dan// rkyen rnams gnas pa ma yin no /
/ gtso bo dban phyug byed po rnams//sems tsam la ni rnam par brtags /

30. abhavat sarvadharmanam samkleso nasti Suddhi ca /

na [ca] te tatha yatha drsta na ca te vai na santi ca // (~ X.137)
/ chos kun no bo yod ma yin//kun nas fion mons med cin grol /
/ ji ltar snan ba de Itar med//med pa ma yin yod pa min /

31. anutpanna hy ami dharma na caivaite na santi ca /
gandharvanagarasvapnamayanirmanasadrsah // (~ X.144)
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/ skye ba med pa'i chos ’di ni//yod dain med pa ma yin no /
/ dri za’i gron khyer rmi lam dan//sgyu ma sprul pa Ita bur gnas /

32. buddhya vivecyamananam svabhavo navadharyate /

yasmat tad anabhilapyas [te] nihsvabhavas ca desitah // (~ X.167')
/ gan Zig sans rgyas Ita bar na// ran bZin gyis ni nus ma yin /
/ de lta bas na thob pa med//ran bzin med par Ita bar bya /

33. <aniruddha hy anutpannah prakrtya gaganopamah> /
abhavasvabhava ye tu te vikalpitalaksanah // (~ X.172)

[+++++++ [/++++++ 4+

/ gan zig ran bzin ran bzin med// de ni brtags pa’i mtshan fid yin /

34. vakcittagocaram mithya satyam prajia vikalpita /

dvayantapatitam cittam tasmat prajiia na kalpita // (~ X.175)
/ tshig dan sems kyi spyod yul brdzun//brdzun pa’i Ses pas rnam brtags pa’i /
/ mtha’ giiis su ni sems lhun bas//de phyir mi rtog Ses rab kyis /

35. asti nasti ca dvav antau yavac cittasya gocarah /

gocarena vidhiitena samyak cittam nirudhyate // (~ X.176)
/ yod dan med pa’i mtha’ giiis pa// gan zig sems kyi spyod yul ba /
/ spyod yul rnam par bsal nas ni//yan dag sems ni ldog par ’gyur /

36. visayagrahanabhavan nirodhena ca nasti ca /
vidyate tathatavastha aryanam gocaro yatha // (~ X.177)
/ gzun dan 'dzin pa dnos med pas//’gag pa med pa ma yin no /
/ ji ltar gnas pa’i dios po ni// de ltar *phags pa'i spyod yul yin /
37. balanam na tatha khyati yatha khyati manisinam /
 manisinam tatha khyati sarvadharma alaksanah // (~ X.178)
/ ji ltar byis la mi snan ba// de ltar mkhas la snan ba yin /
/ ji ltar snan ba de ltar ni// sans rgyas chos rnams mtshan iiid med /

38. abhiitva yasya cotpado bhiitva capi vinasyati /

pratyayair sadasac capi na te me $asane sthitah // (~ X.180)
/ gan zig ma skyes mi skye la// skyes pa yan ni ma yin no /
/ tkyen gyis yod dan med pa yan//de rnams de Itar mi gnas so /

39. na me yanam mahayanam na ghoso na ca aksarah /

na satyd na vimoksa vai na nirabhasagocaram // (~ X.188)
/ theg chen Zes bya'i theg pa ni//sgra min yi ge ma yin te /
/ bden pa med cin nes grol med// snan ba med pa’i spyod yul min /
40. ajatasinyata caikam ekam jatesu sinyata /

ajatasiinyata Srestha nasyate jatasinyata // (~ X.191)
/ ma skyes pa yi ston fiid gcig//gcig ni skyes pa ston pa ste /
/ ma skyes pa yi ston fiid mchog//skyes pa’i ston pa ’jig pa yin /
41. tathatd Sunyata koti nirvainam dharmadhatuvat /

kdyo manomayam cittam paryayair desitam maya // (~ X.192)
/ de bzin fiid ston yan dag mtha’//mya nan 'das dan chos kyi dbyiis /
/ lus sems dper ni sgyu ma fiid//sgyu ma’i grans su bstan pa yin /
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42. yasya notpadyate kim cin na kim cit tan nirudhyate /
tasyasti nasti nopaiti viviktam pasyato jagat // (~ X.196)
/ gan zig cun zad skye med la// cun zad ’gag pa yod min la /
/ de yi yod med mtshuns pas na//’gro ba rnams kyis dben par mthon /

43, nirabhaso hi bhavanam abhavo nasti yoginam /
bhavabhavasamatvena aryanam jayate phalam // (~ X.207)

/’di na dios rnams mi dmigs pas//dnos med spans pa’i rnal "byor pa /

/dnos dan dnos med miiam pa fiid// bras bu ’phags pa’i spyod yul yin /

44. madiyam dréyate cittam bahyam artham na vidyate /

evam vibhavayed bhrantim tathatam capy anusmaret // (~ X.218)
/ gan gis bdag gi sems mthon na//phyi yi don ni yod ma yin /
/ de ltar dios la ma 'khrul na//de bzin fiid kyan rjes su dmigs /

45 yada cittam manas capi vijianam na pravartate /

tada manomayam kayam labhate buddhabhimi ca // (~ X.226)
/ gan tshe yid dan sems dan ni// rnam par Ses pa’an mi ’jug la /
/ de tshe sems di’ "bras bu ni// sans rgyas kyi ni sa yan 'thob /

46. pratyaya dhatavah skandha dharmanam ca svalaksanam /
prajfiaptim pudgalam cittam svapnakesondukopamah // (~ X.227)

/ rkyen gyi tshig dan phun po dan//rmam par rig pa gan zag sems /

/ chos rnams ’di dag mtshan fiid ni//rmi lam skra $ad Ita bu yin /

47. samsarabijam vijianam sati drSye pravartate /

/ sna tshogs Ses pas ’khor bar gnas//de las gnas pa ’byun ba yin /

/ rtsig pa yod par ri mo bzin//sna tshogs Ses pas gnas pa yin /

48. yatha na bhavo nabhavo gaganam kathyate maya /

alayam hi tatha kaye bhavabhavavivarjitam // (~ X.238)
/ ji Itar dinos med med dnos med// nam mkha’i ran bZin bzin du brjod /
/ de bzin kun gzi’i bras bu gan//dnos dan dnos med rnam spans te /

49. trisamtativyavacchinnam sattasattavivarjitam /

catuskotikaya muktam bhavam mayopamam sada // (~ X.240)
/ rgyud gsum rmam par bcad nas ni// sems kyi rgyud ni rnam par spans /
/ lus ni mtha’ bzi dag las grol// dinos po rtag tu sgyu ma bzin /

50. triyainam ekayanam ca ayanam ca vadamy aham /

balanam mandabuddhinam aryanam ca viviktatam // (~ X.245)
/ theg gcig la ni theg gsum du// ’phags rnams gsun ba bdag cag ni /
/ byis pa blo dman rnams la yin// 'phags pa rnams la de fiid ston /

51. pratyayair janitam lokam vikalpai$§ ca vivarjitam /
mayadisvapnasadréam vipasyato vimucyate // (~ X.251)

/ rmam par rtog pa iiid ’brel pa’i// rkyen las skyes pa’i ’jig rten ni /
/ sgyu ma la sogs rmi lam ’drar//gan gis rab mthon rnam par grol /

52. cittasya dharmata Suddha na cittam bhrantisambhavam /
bhranti$ ca dausthulyamayi tena cittam na drsyate // (~ X.253)



LANKAVATARASUTRA IN EARLY INDIAN MADHYAMAKA 273

/ sems kyi giiis med dag pa yis//sems ni ’khrul par ’gyur ma yin /
/ ’khrul pa’i ran bzin fiid ston pas//des na sems ni mthon ma yin /

53. laksyalaksananirmuktam yada pasyati samskrtam /

vidhatam hi bhavet tena svacittam pasyato jagat // (~ X.255)
/ mtshan fiid mtshan gzi ldan par ni//gan tshe 'dus byas mthon ba yis /
/ gan gis ’khor ba rnam bsal nas//’gro ba ran gi sems su rtogs /

54. cittamatram samaruhya bahyam artham na kalpayet /
tathatalambane sthitva cittamatram atikramet // (~ X.256)

/ sems tsam la ni brten nas su//phyi rol don ni mi brtag go /

/ de bzin fid dmigs gnas nas ni//sems tsam las ni ’da’ bar bya /

55. cittamatram atikramya nirabhasam atikramet/
nirabhasasthito yogi mahayanam sa pasyati // (~ X.257)

/ sems tsam las ni ’das nas su//snan ba med las ’da’ bar bya /

/ snan med gnas pa’i rnal ’byor pa//de yis theg pa chen po mthon /

56. tada prajiiayate Suddhah svabhavah paramarthikah/
atyantam capy anispannam kalpitam na parodbhavam // (~ X.308cd
/ de ltar Ses rab dag pa yis// ran gi o bo don dam ’di / +308ab)

/ §in tu yan ni grub pa na// brtags pa’i gzan dnos ’byun ma yin /

EXCURSUS 5

Vasubandhu’s TrimSika (T) is an odd, and, in a sense, very complicated
text; scarcely a single word in T is his own, each single item can be traced
back to some canonical source (Yogacarabhami, etc.). And yet this work
has always been considered one of the most original and influential of all
Yogacara texts. Its importance is to be found in the original and closely
reasoned way in which Vasubandhu (already a great authority when he
wrote T) organizes initially heterogeneous materials into one fairly co-
herent system where everything can be explained on the basic assumption
of vijianaparinama, or vijriaptimatratasiddhi.

Several scholars have already pointed out that T 20 (yena yena
vikalpena...) and 28 (yada tv alambanam...) have close and striking parallels
in LS p. 163 (yena yena vikalpena...) and p. 169 (yada tv alambanam...).
How, then, are we to account for these similarities?*

In the opinion of Professor Takasaki: “We may then assume, or at
least the possibility cannot be denied, that Vasubandhu’s Trimsika is the

35 See Takasaki 1982, p. 553, for the full quotation.
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very source of these passages in the Lankavatara.” And this means, of
course, that “the date of Vasubandhu must again be called into question.”
Other scholars have expressed similar opinions.

In my view, however, LS (or rather: “Ur-LS”) is one of the sources of
Vasubandhu’s T.

In order to justify this opinion we shall first have a closer look at one
of Vasubandhu’s other works, the very important and very much neglected
Vyakhyayukti.* There is, to be sure, no good reason to deny the
authenticity of this work, nor am I aware that anyone has attempted to do
so. As far as terminology, style, quotations etc. is concerned VY has a lot
in common with the other works of Vasubandhu, i.e. Abhidharmakosa,
Karmasiddhiprakarana, Paricaskandhaka, Vimsatika, etc. The main
argument, however, is provided by the fact that Karmasiddhi (§ 37)
mentions Vyakhyayukti by name.”’

The numerous references in VY to authorities such as Prajiiaparamita,
Kasyapaparivarta, Bhavasamkrantisitra, Tathagataguhya, etc. make it
abundantly clear that the author is a Mahayanist. Assuming that VY
(partly because it is quoted in the Karmasiddhi) is one of Vasubandhu’s
earlier works, these quotations also serve to undermine the widespread
assumption of Vasubandhu’s “personal development” from that of a
Hinayanist to that of a Mahayanist. The author of the KoSa, Karmasiddhi,
etc. is rather a “crypto-Mahayanist”.*

Here, however, we shall have to confine our attention to some
citations from two Mahayana sources.” The first of these is the
Samdhinirmocanasutra corresponding to the two initial verses in VII.24:

/ chos mams rio bo fiid med chos mams ma skyes dan /
/ chos mams ma ’gags chos mams gzod nas £ ba dari /
/ chos mams thams cad rasi bZin mya rian ’das par ni /

/ dgoris pa med par mkhas pa su Zig smra bar byed /

36 1 am using the Derge edition (No. 4061, Si 123b6-124ad). I here wish to thank Mr.
Hartmut Biischer for providing me with a copy of the latter. Only some of the verses
seem to have been noticed by previous scholars.

37 The Karmasiddhi was first edited and translated by Etienne Lamotte in MCB IV (1936),
pp. 151-288. See also S. Anacker, Seven Works of Vasubandhu, New Delhi 1984,
pp- 83-156. The edition of Lamotte is not quite satisfactory. — In the sequel I am also
using Etienne Lamotte’s edition and translation of SN: Samdhinirmocanasiitra,
Louvain/Paris 1935.

38 As was already pointed out by the author of the Abhidharmadipa (ed. P.S. Jaini, Patna
1959). Cf. also P.S. Jaini in BSOAS XXI (1958), pp. 48-53.

39 See ref. in note 37. A few emendations have been made in Lamotte’s text.
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/ mtshan #id o bo riid med skye ba rio bo med /
/ don dam ro bo riid med do Zes rias bsad de /
/ mkhas pa gar Zig dgoris pas ’di dag Ses pa ni /
/ rab tu Aams par ‘gyur ba’i lam du de mi ‘gro /

The second source quoted by Vasubandhu immediately after these verses
is anonymous (gZan las). It comprises 9 stanzas all of which are to be
found in LS:

(1) na hy atma vidyate skandhe skandhas caiva hi natmani /
na te yatha vikalpyante na ca te vai na santi ca // (X.135)

/ phuri po dag la bdag med do // phun po dag ni bdag ma yin /

/ de dag brtags pa bZin du med// de dag med pa’ari ma yin no /

(2) astitvam sarvabhavanam yatha balair vikalpyate /

yadi te bhaved ) yathadrstah sarve syus tattvadarsinah// (X.136)
/ Ji ltar byis pas brtags pa bZin// drios po thams cad yod pa ste /
/ Ji ltar mthon bZin de yin na// thams cad yar dag mthon bar ‘gyur /

3) abhavat sarvadh@rmanam samkleso nasti Suddhi ca /

na ca te tatha yathadrsta (!) na ca te vai na santi ca // (X.137)
/ drios po thams cad med pa’i phyir // kun nas non mons dag pa med /
/ Ji ltar mthor bZin de med do// de dag med pa’ari ma yin no /

— and it goes on (yarn gsuns pa):

(4) parikalpitam svabhavena (!) sarvadharma ajanakah /
paratantram samasnitya vikalpo bhramate nrmam // (X.150)

/ kun tu brtags pa’i rar bZin gyis//chos mams thams cad ma skyes pa /

/ gZan gyi dban la gnas nas ni// mi yi mam rtog khyams pa yin /

35) paratantram yatha Suddham vikalpena visamyutam /
paravrttam hi tathata whamh kalpavarjitah // (X.151)

/ nam Zig gZan gyi dbar dag ste// mam par rtog dar bral na ni /
/ Sin tu gyur pa de bZin riid//rtog pa spars par gnas pa'o /

(6) ma vikalpam vikalpetha vikalpo nasti satyatah /
bhrantim vikalpayantasya (!) grahyagrahakayor na tu // (X.152!)
/ mam brtags bden par yod min gyis//mam par nog pas ma rtog Sig /
/ gzuri das 'dzin pa’i mishan rid du//nor par de dag mam riog na /
(7) bahyarthadaranam kalpam svabhavah parikalpitah /
yena kalpena kalpenti svabhavah pratyayodbhavah // (X.153!)
/ phyi rol don mthor brtags na ni//kun tu brtags pa’i ran bfin no /
/ rtog pa gari gis rtog byed pa//rkyen las skyes pa'i rar bZin no /
(8) bahyarthadarsanam mithya nasty artham cittam eva tu /
yuktya vipasyamananam grahagrahyam nirudhyate // (X. 154 !)
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/ phyi rol don mthon log pa ste// don med sems ni 'ba’ Zig go /

/ rigs pas mam par gZigs na ni// gzun ba dan ni ‘dzin pa ’gag /

9) bahyo na vidyate hy artho yatha balair vikalpyate /
vasanair luditam cittam arthabhasam pravartate // (X. 155)

/ Ji ltar byis pas bn‘ags pa ltar//phyi rol gyi ni don med do /
/ bag chags kyis ni dkrug pa’i sems//don du snan ba Sin tu ‘byur /

The conclusion to be drawn from this is, I imagine, very clear.
Vasubandhu knew not only SN but also the verses we now find in LS. And
there are clear traces in his T also. Thus T 23-25:

trividhasya svabhavasya trividham nihsvabhavatam /
samdhaya sarvadharmanam desita nihsvabhavata //
prathamo laksanenaiva nihsvabhavo ‘parah punah /
na svayambhava etasyety apard nihsvabhavata //
dharmanam paramartha$ ca sa yatas tathatapi sa/
sarvakalam tathabhavat saiva vijiaptimatrata //

are clearly based on SN VII.24, quoted above. The main source for
vijRaptimatra(ta) is SN VIIL7, q.v. And just as SN is Vasubandhu’s main
canonical source for the three kinds of nihsvabhavata thus it is reasonable
to look upon LS as his main source for T 20-22ab:

yena yena vikalpena yad yad vastu vikalpyate /
panikalpita evasau svabhavo na sa vidyate //
paratantrasvabhavas tu vikalpah pratyayodbhavah /
nispannas tasya piarvena sada rahitata tu ya //

ata eva sa naivanyo nananyah paratantratah /

On this background I do not hesitate to asumme that T 20 is based on the
(almost metrical) passage found LS, p. 163, and that T 28 likewise is based
on the passage found LS, p. 169.

Once Vasubandhu’s dependency in T on SN and LS is thus established,
we are entitled to proceed even further.

The final verse of T runs:

sa evanasravo dhatur acintyah kusalo dhruvah /
sukho vimuktikayo ’sau dharmakhyo ‘yam mahamuneh //

There can hardly be any doubt that this is based on verse 5 in SN VIL.24
(from which paragraph, as we have seen, two verses were quoted in VY):

/ gan grol de dag mams kyi zag pa med pa’i dbyiris /
/ phra Ziri bsam gyis mi khyab mriam £in bye brag med /
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/ thams cad don grub sdug bsrial ion monis spans pa ste /
/ griis su brjod pa ma yin bde (!) Ziri brtan pa yin /

When we finally turn to LS, this sifra has not just provided Vasubandhu
with an authority for the doctrine of three svabhava-s and a mode of
‘meditation but also with the key concept in his T, viz. viji@naparinama.
T 1 and 15 run:

atmadharmopacaro hi vividho yah pravartate /
vijfianapariname 'sau parindmah sa ca tridha //
paricanam malavijriane yathapratyayam udbhavah /
vijiananam saha na va tarariganam yatha jale V/4

These verses in T were inspired by, among others,** such passages as
LS X. 414; X.26; 11.103 and I1.105:

ﬁtmendtiyopacﬁram hi tricitte desayamy aham /
cittam manas ca vijianam svalaksanavisamyuta (!) //
yatha ksine mahaty oghe tarariganam asambhavah /
tatha vijaanavaicitryam niruddham na pravartate //

udadheh parinamo ’sau tarariganam vicitrata /
alayam hi tatha citram (!) vijianakhyam pravantate //
udadhes ca tarariganam yatha nasti visesanam /
vijiananam tatha citte parinamo na labhyate //

These observations permit us to read T with a greater degree of
understanding than has hitherto been the case. In T we see Vasubandhu
at work not just as a great systematizer but also as an orthodox and
shrewd Mahayanist. To Vasubandhu LS was almost as great an authority
as it was to Nagarjuna and Aryadeva, but in an entirely different way.

EXCURSUS 6
Along with the Samdhinirmocanasiitra the Ghanavyihasitra is one of the

most important canonical sources for Yogacara, and a critical edition of
this (in its present form probably fairly late) text is a great desideratum.

40 See, in particular, LS, p. 46.
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Here, without delving deeper into the matter, I merely wish to point
out a few samples showing that the sitra to some extent is closely related
to other Mahayana texts, sitra-s as well as §astra-s. To determine the exact
nature and extent of these similarities is a task for future research. Here
are a few verses chosen more or less at random:*

/ gan dan gan gi min mams kyis//chos mams gas dan gan brjod pa /

/ de ni de na yod pa min// kun tu brtags pa’i ran bZin no / 1)
/ 'di dag thams cad min tsam ste//’gro ba 'di ni min tsam mo /

/ brjod pa dan ni tha dad pa// brjod pa bya ba gari yar med / )
/ ji ltar khab lor mthor ba dar// Icags ni myur bar kun tu ’khor /

/ ‘on kyar de la sems pa med// sems ldan bZin du’an rab tu snan / 3)
/ de bZin kun gZi mam Ses kyan//sems med sems can ji bZin du / :
/ ‘gro dan ‘on bar gyo ba ste// sa mams ’bri bar rab tu byed / 4)
/ Ji ltar rgya mtsho dza ru ni//srog med par yar gyo mgul te /

/ de bZin kun gZi mam Ses pa//lus la gnas Sin gyo bar gyur / ()

The first two verses are also found e.g. Bhavasamkrantisatra 1-2:

sarvam etan namamadatram samjriamatre pratisthitam /
abhidhanat prthagbhitam abhidheyam na vidyate //
yena yena hi namna vai yo yo dharmo ’bhilapyate /
ndsau samvidyate tatra dharmanam sa hi dharmata P/ i

The three final verses correspond to BV 33-35:

/ Ji ltar khab len dan rie bas// lcags ni myur du yons su 'khor /
/ de la sems ni yod min te// sems dasi Idan bZin snan bar 'gyur /
/ de bZin kun gii mam Ses ni// bden min bden pa bZin du ni /
/ gan tshe 'gro ‘on gyo bar ’gyur//de tshe srnid pa 'dzin par byed /
/ Ji ltar rgya mtsho dan ni Sin// sems ni med kyan gyo bar ‘gyur /
/ de bZin kun gZi mam Ses ni// lus brten nas ni gyo ba yin /

Compare also LS X.14.

41 I am using the Beijing edition of the Ghanavyizha (No. 778). The citations are found
Cu 47a3-4, and Cu 49b7-50a2 (among many others about alayavijiiana).
42 Ref. given in note 30. Again, there are several interesting variants, all obvious.
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