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THE ‘GREAT DEBATE’ OF BS4M YAS
Construction and Deconstruction of a Tibetan Buddhist Myth

Sven Bretfeld, Berne

Abstract

Although the historicity of the famous ‘Great Debate’ between Kamalasila and hva san Mahayana
in late 8" century Tibet can be doubted in various ways, the narrative of this event nevertheless
played an important role in later Tibetan Buddhist discourses. The author analyses this story in a
wider cultural perspective as part of an extensive founding myth, shaping cultural and religious
group-identities.

From the 13% century onwards, various Buddhist polemicists utilized this myth by identify-
ing certain rival religious doctrines and practices with the ‘old heresy of the Ava san’. In this way
they strengthened the thrust of their criticisms by linking their view of the state of Buddhism in
their own days to the well-remembered ancient situation of crisis and its effect on the unity of
Tibetan Buddhists. In order to counter polemical attacks of this kind directed against rDzogs chen
and Mahamudra practices, the renowned rNiri ma pa scholar Kah thog Rig *dzin Tshe dban nor bu
wrote a highly interesting treatise aiming at a historic-critical deconstruction of the traditional
myth of the ‘Great Debate’.

1. Introduction

One event stands out in the history of 8th century Tibet that was a source of
inspiration for Tibetan religious protagonists of later times and has become an
attractive field of research for modern scholars of Buddhist studies. This 1s the
famous ‘Great Debate’ about the nature and structure of the Buddhist path to
enlightenment which is said to have taken place in the Central Tibetan monas-
tery of bSam yas in 792-794 A.D. between the two Buddhist masters Kamalasila
from India and the Chinese ho-shang (F[Ifi}) Mo-he-yan (FEZA[1i7) — or, hva San
Mahayana, as he is called in Tibetan. In the Tibetan historical tradition, espe-
cially the Chos ’byuns (‘Religious Histories’), this controversy ranks among the
most prominent events of the early phase of Tibetan Buddhism. According to
these sources the debate was officially convoked by the Tibetan king to clarify
once and for all the question of whether buddhahood had to be achieved by a
gradual spiritual development or whether a ‘sudden’ or ‘simultaneous’ approach
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16 SVEN BRETFELD

was also possible. Tibetan tradition is unanimous that the controversy resulted in
a royal decision in favour of Kamalasila, who vouched for the gradual method.
Since the two masterful studies of this topic by Paul DEMIEVILLE (1952) and
Giuseppe TuCCI (1958) an enormous amount of research has been done that has
shed new light on the historical circumstances and the contents of this interesting
encounter of Chinese and Indian Buddhism on Tibetan soil. Particuarly compari-
sons with some of the Tibetan and Chinese texts on Charn Buddhism unearthed
in the Dunhuang caves — some of them attributed to ho-shang Mo-he-yan him-
self' — have led to the supposition that the information given in the indigenous
Tibetan historiography is more an idealized religiously biased construction of
the past than a reliable documentation of historical events. Several problems
around this ‘Great Debate’ have been discussed in scientific papers and books,
but still leave many questions about its actual contents, style, and consequences
unanswered — even including the question as to whether the debate had ever
actually happened.

The aim of this paper is not to expound a new theory of what actually hap-
pened in the bSam yas monastery in 792-794. My approach is rather to treat the
traditional Tibetan accounts of the debate as a specific Tibetan Buddhist myth.
This implies first of all considering what the Chos ’byuris have to say on this
topic as meaningful narrations in their own right, making sense within the
framework of a Tibetan-Buddhist world-view. From this point of view it is of
less interest to look for the historical truth behind this tradition than to ask about
its meaning and function instead. As a starting-point, I try to illuminate the
background and intention of a text called ¥Gyva nag hva sSan gi byun tshul by the
famous 18th century »Niri ma-scholar Rig ’dzin Tshe dban nor bu. This work
was written in reaction to a polemical utilization of the myth in controversies
between scholars belonging to different Tibetan-Buddhist schools: Based on the
tradition that hva San Mahayana was a Chinese master who promulgated a
wrong interpretation of Buddhist doctrine in Tibet until he was duly refuted by
Kamalasila and ordered to leave the country by the Tibetan king,” from the 13th

] On these texts see GOMEZ, 1983b; HousToN, 1984 and 1985, and UEyAamA, 1981, especially
for Japanese studies of early Chan-Buddhism in Tibet.

2 I think this can indeed be called a kind of mainstream view on this figure. The Biographical
Dictionary of Tibet and Tibetan Buddhism by KHETSUN SANGPO has little more to say either:
hva san maha ya na ni: chos rgyal khri sron Ilde'u btsan gyi sku che’i smad tsam la bod du
slebs nas chos log man po bstan pa’i tshe mkhan chen Zi ba "tsho’i bka’ lun bZzin mkhas pa
ka [sic!] ma la si la spyan drans nas rtsod bas pham par mdzad nas slar rgya nag tu btan ba
de yin no (KHETSUN SANGPO, 1973, s.v. hva §an maha ya na).
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century onwards some Buddhist authors used terms like ‘system of the hva san’
(hva San gi lugs) to stigmatize certain contemporary Buddhist beliefs and prac-
tices by ‘proving’ their proximity to or identity with those of the Chinese ‘here-
tic’ of old. This polemic has often been directed against the meditation-systems
of rDzogs chen and Mahamudra, and it goes without saying that some adherents
of these traditions vehemently rejected this rebuke, emphasizing the differences
of their own systems from that of the hva san.

As we shall see, Tshe dban nor bu does not himself enter into that discourse
by refuting any connection or similarity of rDzogs chen and Mahamudra to the
system of the sva San. On the contrary, his investigation presents the teaching of
the Chinese master as a fully valid and approved path to buddhahood, thereby
trying to cut the ground from under the feet of those polemicists. To get an idea
of the implications of Tshe dban nor bu’s text we first have to reconstruct the
meaning and ideology of the interpretation of the Ava sas he is turning against.
This is not the ‘historical’ Ava Sar Mahayana we are trying to capture with the
tools of historical criticism, but a typified figure which entered the Tibetan Bud-
dhist cultural symbol system — to use the language of Clifford GEERTZ — as a
prototypical propagator of heretical lore.

2. The Shaping of a Myth: Ava sari Mahayana in Tibetan
Historiography

2.1 History as Myth

When I speak of the traditional Tibetan accounts of the Great Debate of bSam
yas as a ‘myth’, I first have to explain precisely how I understand this term.

Western Tibetologists have often complained that the historiographical tra-
dition of Tibet — especially the Chos 'byurn genre — presents history from a spe-
cific religious perspective. This may be a seen as a deficit by someone who is
mainly interested in so-called ‘historical facts’ (whatever is meant by this term).
But, on the other hand, it can be a fruitful task to investigate the very intentions
underlying these traditions, i.e. not to ask about the historical trustworthiness of
the sources but to ask why their authors chose to present history in the way they
did. In this way we are able to reconstruct the specific manner of imagining the
past and to determine the identity forming function of this activity within Ti-
betan culture.

Historiography is communication between an author and his readers based
on common culturally specific conventions. On the other hand, it is not only
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based on these conventions but, actually, one of the various — and maybe one of
the most powerful — instruments of shaping and and re-shaping them. Thus, the
historiographers take part in the process of forming the cultural identity of the
social unity they are addressing (and they themselves belong to) in describing
their common origins as well as by communicating collectively binding cultural
values. Not rarely this inherent force of historiography is used to consolidate and
legitimate political power. Therefore, although its object is the past, its inten-
tions lie with the present and the future. In the context of this paper it is illumi-
nating to approach Tibetan historiography as a generic medium of the Tibetan
‘Cultural Memory’. The German egyptologist Jan ASSMANN coined the concept
of Cultural Memory (“kulturelles Geddchtnis™) to explain the process of tradi-
tion and the transmission of cultural meaning.’ For ASSMANN social and cultural
identity is constituted by a collective memory of a common past mediated
through all kinds of cultural tokens that point to a specific meaning: rites, sym-
bols, icons etc., as well as texts in the broader sense of the term (oral and literal).
A collective reconstruction of the past is central for every social group building
up its cultural identity, as much as for every individual who by his affiliation
with these communities participates in their communicative processes. Cultural
Memory refers to events — connected to a specific temporal and spatial localiza-
tion — important and meaningful for the group or individual involved in the
process of remembrance. The past reconstructed thereby is not a memory of
unchanging ‘historical facts’, but is subject to a continuous reorganization of the
memorizable in order to give meaning to the memorizers’ present. These
‘founding memories’ (“fundierende Erinnerung”) are objectified in solid forms —
oral or literary texts, pictures, rituals etc. — that demand institutionalized spe-
cialists to preserve and communicate them to the average members of the com-
munity.

The past, in this concept, is only relevant — even only real — as remembered
past. And this memory serves the sole purpose of giving meaning to the present.
It is clear that within this model it is of no use to distinguish between history and
myth, between ‘historical facts’ and ‘mythical fictions’.*

3 Cf. AsSMANN, 2000:29-66 for the following.

4 To put it in ASSMANN’s words: “Der Unterschied zwischen Mythos und Geschichte wird
hier hinfallig. Fir das kulturelle Gedachtnis zahlt nur erinnerte Geschichte. Man kénnte
auch sagen, dafl im kulturellen Gedachtnis faktische Geschichte in erinnerte und damit in
Mythos umgewandelt wird. Mythos ist eine fundierende Geschichte, eine Geschichte, die
erzihlt wird, um eine Gegenwart vom Ursprung her zu erhellen. (...) Durch Erinnerung wird
Geschichte zum Mythos. Dadurch wird sie nicht unwirklich, sondern im Gegenteil erst
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For us, this theory provides a conceptual framework for locating the Chos
‘byuns in the sphere of Tibetan culture — they are media of the Cultural Memory.
The first scholar who treated Tibetan historiography in foto as myth — in the
sense of ASSMANN — was Peter SCHWIEGER.” I regard his very insightful and
inspiring article as a major step towards an understanding of the cultural func-
tions of Tibetan historiography. To summarize some of his arguments,
SCHWIEGER discerns two main ideological conceptions in the Chos 'byurs:

1. They present the Tibetans as the ‘chosen people’ who are entrusted with
the sacred mission of preserving the only true Buddhist tradition.

2. The history of this ‘chosen people’ follows a meaningful plot character-
ized by the continuous activity of the Buddhas and Bodhisattvas via

emanations and incarnations to work for the welfare of the living beings
of Tibet.

1.) The ‘true’ Buddhist tradition was regarded as the religious heritage of Tibet
taken over from India, where Buddhism was gradually dying out, around the
same time the early Chos 'byuris were composed. The preservation of this heri-
tage is presented as the special cultural legacy of Tibet that demands an intel-
lectual elite to vouch for it. In the sphere of politics this ideology, according to
SCHWIEGER, not only serves as a means of legitimation for the political power of
the Buddhist institutions, but also for the suppression of religious communities
that did not — or not exclusively — subscribe to the same truth(s).” Tibetan
historiography, in this respect, has the specific function of ensuring the authen-
ticity of the tradition by constructing an unbroken continuity from the very ori-
gins of Buddhist tradition up to the present and, what is more, of constituting the
preservation of this heritage as a cultural value.

2.) The ‘true’ Buddhist tradition was not considered to have come to Tibet
by chance. It was purposefully established by the activity of Buddhist masters —
Séntaraksita, Padmasambhava, Kamalasila Ye $es dban po, to name just a few of

Wirklichkeit im Sinne einer fortdauernden normativen und formativen Kraft” (ASSMANN,
2000:52).

5 Cf. SCHWIEGER, 2000, for the following.

6 SCHWIEGER, 2000:951, mentions the Bon po-tradition in this context. I think this can — at
least to a certain degree — be extended to the rNin ma pa-tradition as well, as this school of
Tibetan Buddhism refers to an authoritative canon of religious literature separate from the
bKa’ 'gyur and bsTan ’'gyur canon(s) which was often criticized by followers of the other
schools.
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them. These persons were intensively fostered by early Tibetan kings — first of
all, Sron btsan sgam po, Khri sron lde btsan and Ral pa chen, who are remem-
bered by tradition as the so-called three Religious Kings (chos rgyal) and inter-
preted as incarnations of the three bodhisattvas Avalokitesvara, Mafijusri and
Vajrapani. We can concur with SCHWIEGER that these figures can aptly be called
‘cultural heros’ (“Kulturheroen”) since they are worshipped as the initial foun-
ders of Tibetan Buddhist culture, who appeared in the glorified past of the early
Tibetan kingdom. Historiography is one of the various media used to preserve
and activate the memory of this glorious past which, according to SCHWIEGER,
maintained its normative and formative power to shape Tibetan culture through
the centuries. Indeed, there is more to this memory of the origins of Tibetan
Buddhist culture because it gives meaning to history itself. The religious activi-
ties of later figures could be understood as a continuation of the mission of the
early ‘cultural heros’, and this interpretation led to a notion of history as
“Heilsgeschichte”. SCHWIEGER describes this notion with the following words:

Der Heilsplan, der der Geschichte zugrundegelegt wurde, versprach nicht die Erlésung vom
irdischen Unheil am Ende der Zeiten. Vielmehr war er die Versicherung steter Fiirsorge
durch die Heilsgestalten, die Versicherung ihrer standig wiederkehrenden Prisenz und ihres
nicht ablassenden Bemiihens um die Errettung der Lebewesen aus dem Geburtenkreislauf,
dem Ozean des Leidens. Die Botschaft der Geschichte war nicht nur, dass die Mdoglichkeit
zum Heil in Tibet stets gegeben ist, sie war dariiber hinaus, dass man zur Verwirklichung
des Heils stets mit dem Beistand und der Fithrung michtiger Helfer rechnen kann.’

2.2 The Debate of bSam yas as a Precedent for Religious Censorship

The narrative of the bSam yas-debate was frequently retold in Tibetan historio-
graphy, sometimes at considerable length.® And, as mentioned above, it returns
in various scholarly treatises on Buddhist doctrine and practice, mostly to serve
polemical purposes. From the frequency and context in which this story recurs in
Tibetan cultural communication we can infer two things: first, that this story was
known to a significant part of Tibetan society — at least to most of the literate
monks and historically educated lay-persons —, and second, that it was ‘loaded’
with meaning for the Tibetan Buddhist identity.

7 SCHWIEGER, 2000:967.

8 For example, Bu ston devotes more space to the events connected to the account of the
Great Debate (ca. 5 folio pages, counted from Santaraksita’s prophesy about a future split in
the dharma of Tibet [142a5] up to the killing of Kamalasila by the murderers sent by the Ava
San [144b3]) than to any other coherent narrative of the so-called sria dar period.



THE ‘GREAT DEBATE’ OF BSAM YAS 21

The oldest available accounts are contained in the Chos 'byur Me tog siiin
po by Nan Ni ma ’od zer (12th century) and the sBa bZed.” There are two other
old references to the bSam yas-debate. The first one is contained in Lha ’Bri
sgan pa’s commentary to the Be u bum srion po by Dol pa Dmar zur ba $es rab
rgya mtsho that seems to be contemporary with or even older than the Chos
‘byur. me tog siiin po and has not yet received much scholarly attention.'” The
second one is by Sa skya Pandita (13th century) who was also the first to make
use of this myth in attacking a rival Buddhist tradition.'' There is a considerable
degree of development of the episode of the Great Debate within the Tibetan
Chos ’byuri-tradition. But this is not the place to enter into a comprehensive
source-critical investigation which would be completely beyond the scope of this
paper. Fortunately, however, we can rely on D. S. RUEGG’s excellent compara-

9 This latter text seems to be based on an ancient family-chronicle of the sBa clan which was
active during the early kingdom (RUEGG, 1989:71). However, it has come down to us in dif-
ferent versions dating from a time not before the 11th century. The so-called ‘Supplemented
sBa bZed’, which was the the first version known to Western scholarship through the edition
of R. A. STEIN, even dates to as late as the 14th century. Several different versions of varied
size of the sBa bZed — also spelled dBa'/’Ba’/rBa bzed (and some further variants) — were al-
ready known to early Tibetan historiographers (cf. Per SORENSEN’s preface to the translation
and facsimile edition of the dBa’ bZed by P. WANGDU and H. DIEMBERGER, also for tentative
dates suggested for the extant versions [p. XIV]). Some historians, like dPa’ bo gtsug lag
and Taranatha, connected the different spellings of the title to different versions of the text
(cf. Kuwp, 1984:176-180; RUEGG, 1989:68 ff.; FABER, 1986:34 ff. and WANGDU/DIEMBER-
GER, 2000:3 f.). The narratives of the bSam yas-debate in these versions differ to a certain
extent and can in themselves be studied from the viewpoint of the historical development of
this story (see FABER, 1986). The sBa bZed is traditionally ascribed to sBa gSal snan who
lived in the 8th century and who is said to have been an eye-witness of the Great Debate.
Although the extant versions of the text belong to a period considerably later than the life-
time of its alleged author, it is likely that at least some older material is contained therein.

10 The relevant passage was edited by EIMER (1991). EIMER observes that this passage belongs
to the same literary tradition as the sBa bZed and the Chos 'byur me tog siin po. It is re-
markable, however, that unlike these texts the commentary to the Be 'u bum stion po refers to
the transmission lineage of the cig car tradition that is also known from the bKa’ than sde
Iria. It starts with Arya Kasyapa and was brought to China by Bodhidharma and later to Ti-
bet by hva san Mahayana: ston min gyi lugs de yan 'phags pa 'od srun nas | slob dpon dar
ma ta la [la bya ba la] brgyud pa man chad yin | dar ma ta las phyi'i rgya mtsho’i 'gram
nas cig car jug pa’i lugs de rgya nag tu dar byas pas | phyis rgya nag gi btsun pa hva san
ma hd ya na bya ba | bsam yas su 'ons pas | (cf. EIMER, 1991:168).

11 See below, pp. 33 ff.
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tive study of some of the major sources.'” It appears that the accounts of the
Great Debate in most — if not all — of the Chos 'byun texts are, directly or indi-
rectly, based on or at least modelled after its presentation in the sBa bZed-tradi-
tion. This is true especially for Bu ston’s Chos ’byur (14th century).”’ And texts
later than this are based on either the sBa bZed or/and Bu ston.'* Therefore, it
seems best to base our interpretation of the myth mainly on the account of these
two texts. In the case of the sBa bZed we can find additional help in the careful
philological study of the hSam yas-debate contained in the different versions of
this text by F. FABER (1986)."

Prophesies and their fulfilment form a major narrative figure in Tibetan
Chos ’byuns. It is not different in our case. The events leading to the controversy
between Kamalasila and Ava san Mahayana are anticipated in the ‘last words’ of
Santaraksita. This celebrated Indian master who is credited with the establish-
ment of bSam yas — the first Buddhist monastery on Tibetan soil — and the ordi-
nation of the first Tibetan monks (7797?) is said to have handed over a testament
(Zal chems) to his Tibetan pupil Ye ses dban po shortly before his death. This
consisted of a prophecy (lun bstan) given by Bu ston in the following words:

Thereafter the acarya Bodhisattva [i.e. Santaraksita] declared that although no mu stegs pas
[i.e. followers of non-Buddhist doctrines] would appear in Tibet, the Teaching of the Bud-
dha itself would split into two fractions, and that a dispute would take place. Therefore, —
said he, — when this time will come, you must invite my pupil Kamalasila and, after a debate
has been held, all strife will be pacified in the direction of the (true) dharma.'s

12 RUEGG, 1989:56-92. For further studies of the bSam yas-debate from the perspective of
source-criticism see TucCcCI, 1958; HOUSTON, 1974; 1980 (but see Kuup’s [1984] sharp criti-
cism of this work), R. JACKSON, 1982; Kuup, 1984; 1986, FABER, 1986; EIMER, 1991;
RUEGG, 1992; D. JACKSON, 1994,

13 Buston’s account of the Great Debate seems to be based on at least two different versions of
the sBa bZed (cf. FABER, 1986:42).

14 Cf. RUEGG, 1989:70. But also the Chos 'byur Me tog sfiin po as well as the notes of Sa skya
Pandita on the hSam yas-debate seem to go back to one of the versions of the sBa bZed or an
unknown but closely related source. As for the Chos ’hyunn Me tog siin po see RUEGG,
1989:74 ff. and FABER, 1986; Sa skya Pandita’s sources were investigated by Kuup, 1986
and D. JACKSON, 1994,

15 His results need now to be reconsidered, since a manuscript of a hitherto unknown version
of the text was published recently by WANGDU/DIEMBERGER, 2000).

16  Bu ston 142a5-6: de nas a tsa rya bo dhi da tva’i Zal nas | bod du mu stegs ni mi "byun gi |
sans rgyas kyi bstan pa fiid kha giiis su gyes te | rtsod par 'gyur bas | de’i tshe na'i slob ma
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Apart from the fact that the immediately following events are anticipated, the
prophecy makes two implicit statements that refer to the framework of a specific
imagination of time and space in which the following story of the Great Debate
is situated. For our interpretation we have to make this framework explicit,
which I try to do in answering two hermeneutical questions:

1. Why is it that mu stegs pas cannot occur in Tibet?
2. How is it possible that the Buddhist community can be split?

Regrettably, Bu ston gives no explicit answer to either of these questions. How-
ever, in the different versions of the sBa bZed at least two variants of the proph-
ecy have been transmitted, each giving an explanation answering one of these
questions. Both explanations appear in later Chos 'byuris too, and it might be
assumed that they were also known to Bu ston. In one variant the future absence
of mu stegs pas is presented as a consequence of Padmasambhava’s conversion
of the twelve bstan sruri ma (female deities entrusted with the protection of the
Tibetan country)'’ turning them into guardians of the Doctrine.'® This obviously
refers to Padmasambhava’s well-known activity of subduing anti-Buddhist Ti-
betan deities by his magical powers."” In the sBa bZed this is interpreted as an act
of pacification, or even ‘taming’, of the Tibetan country itself, thereby trans-
forming it into a suitable homeland for Buddhism.*

The second question may appear somewhat naive at first sight, since to us it
seems only natural that disharmony and controversy can occur in a religious
community. But from the perspective of a religious concept of meaningful his-
tory this might not be so self-evident and needs explanation. This is given in the
second variant of the prophecy transmitted in the sBa bZed tradition. It is only
slightly different in wording, but quite different in intention. In it no reference is
made to Padmasambhava, but to the well-known concept of the ‘decline of the
true dharma’ (saddharmavipralopa): The future split of the dharma is connected

ka ma la si la spyan drons la | rtsod pa byed du chug cig byas pas | rtsod pa chos phyogs su
Zi bar 'gyur ro |

17 For the twelve bstan ma see KOLLMAR-PAULENZ, 2002:1243 f.

18 BZC 72,22, also occurring in KhGT, 113a5: bod yul srun ba’i bstan ma beu giiis po | slob
dpon padmas dam la btags pas na | bod tu mu stegs phyi pa mi "byun mod. A similar state-
ment occurs in the rGyal rabs gsal ba’i me lon and several other texts (cf. p. 399 of
SORENSEN’s translation of the text together with note 1361).

19 Cf. BZD 11b; Bu ston 140b-141a.

20 Cf.BZD l11b.
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to the fact that the teaching Of the Buddha has already reached the last 500-year-
period Of its existence, and that within this time the usual problems with the mu
stegs pas will not occur, but - what is worse - discrepant views of the Buddhist
doctrine itself will arise instead.21

This prophecy - in its different variants - can be taken as a key to the
interpretation Of the myth Of the Great Debate, since it locates the controversy Within
the framework of a generic Tibetan Buddhist imagination Of time and space. On
the one hand, Tibet is presented as a special space Which was turned into a
homeland of Buddhism, where the Doctrine is safe from danger due to rival
religious traditions. On the other hand, Tibet inherited the dharma in a difficult
time, when the doctrine of the Buddha had already entered the last phase Of the
inexorable progress of continuous decline. So, a new danger is about to come.
This time crisis Will not be induced by an external foe, but from tensions within
the Samgha itself.

Now, as the danger ‘from outside’ has been eliminated 'for good', tensions
within the community Of Buddhists in Tibet begin to occur and Séntaraksita's
prophesy sets out to come true. The Chos ‘'byuris report that after the master's
death the community Of Buddhists was split into two fractions. One was headed
by the Chinese hva sari Mahayana whose meditative practices attracted more and
more Tibetans. The other groyp consisted of the few pupils of Séantaraksita who
still adhere to the traditional gy Of their late master. Right from the start the
sources leave no room for doubt about who is on the right side and who is on the
wrong. So, Bu ston declares the meditation method of the hva san to be the
nihilistic view' that buddhahood could be attained by perfect inactivity,22 while the

21 BZC 66,6: bodyul du bstan pa Iha brgya i tha ma la byuh pas ' mu stegs kyi rgol ba ni mi
‘byuh 1 sans rgyas pa hid Ita ba ma mthun te rtsod par ‘gyur. This variant occurs nearly
verbatim also in KhGT, 115b5 f. based obviously on the same tradition ofthe sBa bzed. BZS
56,2 f. and BZD 19bl f. contain the same statement with some minor variant readings. The
mKhas g ‘i dga " ston cites yet another variant, seemingly also going back to a version ofthe
same text - but spelled rBa bzed this time - which is mentioned in the preceeding passage
(KhGT, 120a5). In this version ofthe prophecy Séntaraksita concretely foretells the coming
of a Chinese master who Will preach a false path to enlightenment characterized py the
rejection Of 'means and wisdom' (thabs dah ses rab) and the application Of a 'single white
medicine’ (dkar po chig thub) instead: KhGT, 120a7-b2: mkhan pg zai chems kyi skabs su
ha 'das po i 'og tu rgya nag gi Mkhan po gcig 'byuh ste des thabs dah ses rab la skur pa
'debs py dkar po chig thub bya ba sems rtogs pa b2 'zig 'tshah rgyq '0 zer ba. (see RUEGG,
1989:88 f. on this matter; on the dKar po chig thub see also R. Jackson, 1984; Kuijp, 1986;

Broido, 1987; Ruegg, 1992 and D. Jackson, 1994).
22 Bustoni42b1.



































































































