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ON A HITHERTO NEGLECTED TEXT
AGAINST BUDDHIST PERSONALISM:
Mahayanasutralankara 18.92—-103 and its Bhasya

Vincent Eltschinger, Institute for the Cultural and Intellectual History of Asia
Austrian Academy of Sciences (Vienna)

Aux anges, aux mdnes
et aux eaux de Kyoto

Abstract !

According to the Chinese pilgrims Xuanzang and Yijing, the Sammitiya sect of Buddhism, an
offshoot of the Vatsiputriya sect, had become by far the most important among the non-
Mahayanist denominations of the northern half of India by the turn of the 7" century CE. Now, the
SammitTyas were famous for professing a personalist doctrine {(pudgalavada) that singled them out
as “heretics” and triggered off vehement criticism on the part of their “coreligionists.” Whereas
only a few Sammitiya works have survived down to us in Chinese translation, most of their
opponents’ tracts have been preserved either in Sanskrit or in Tibetan translation, the most
celebrated ones being those of Vasubandhu, Candrakirti and Kamalasila. However, one of the
earliest extant Yogicara sources, the Mahayanasutralankara(bhasyva), dedicates a section of
respectable length to the critique of Buddhist personalism. The present essay provides this
neglected early testimony with an introduction, an annotated translation, and text-critical notes,

1 The present study has been made possible by the generous financial support of the Austrian
Science Fund (FWF-Projekt P19862 “Philosophische und religiose Literatur des Buddhis-
mus”) and the Numata Foundation, which allowed me to spend three and a half months in
Kyoto (Ryukoku University). Thanks are due to Prof. Shoryu Katsura who invited me in
Kyoto and succeeded in making my stay there an unforgettable event; to Kazuo Kano, who
generously put at my disposal his still provisional edition of Vairocanaraksita’s Sutra-
lankaravivrti; to Kensho Okada for sending me his excellent M A-thesis and two articles he
wrote with Sayaka Kishi; to Chizuko Yoshimizu, who enabled me to meet these dis-
tinguished young scholars of Tsukuba University (and spend two rainy but happy days in
Kobuchizawa); to Isabelle Ratié, who made very insightful remarks on this essay.
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292 VINCENT ELTSCHINGER
1. Buddhist Personalism and its Critique

1.1.

According to Bareau, the Vatsiputriya sect branched off from the Sthavira group
of early Buddhism some time during the first half of the 3 century BCE.2
Around the turn of the Common Era, the Vatsiputriya movement gave rise to
four sub-sects: the Bhadrayaniyas, the Dharmottariyas, the Sannagarikas (or:
Sandagirikas) and the Sammitiyas (or: Sammatiyas).? Except for the Sannaga-
rikas, these sub-sects are attested epigraphically from the 2™ century CE on: in
Mathura and Sarnath (Sammitiyas, resp. 2™ and 4" century CE), in Karle and
Junnar (Dharmottariyas, 2" century CE), in Nasik and Kanheri (Bhadrayaniyas,
2" century CE).* While the history and ideas of the first three sub-sects are
shrouded in mystery, it seems very likely that the Sammitiyas gained pro-
minence and eventually eclipsed even the mother-sect, the Vatsiputriyas.® And if
the testimony of the Chinese pilgrims Xuanzang and Yijing is to be trusted, by
the 7" century CE, the Sammitiyas had become by far the numerically most
important group among the few surviving non-Mahayanist denominations
(Sarvastivadins, Sthaviras). Their area of influence extended from the lower
Indus to the lower Ganges with nearly hegemonic strongholds in Sindh (about
100 monasteries and 10'000 monks), Malava (about 100 monasteries and 20'000
monks) and, most importantly perhaps, Valabhi, where a huge monastic complex
(vihdramandala) and intellectual centre flourished since the beginning of the 6™
century under Maitraka patronage.® Interestingly enough, certain among the
doctrines of this important Buddhist denomination have been held consistently
by all other Buddhist groups to be a heresy — a deviation — known as
“personalism” (pudgalavidda).” In other words, whatever the representativity of

See Bareau 1955:33 and 114.

For a legendary account of this schism, see Bareau 1955:122-123 and Lusthaus 2009:285.
See Bareau 1955:36. For references, see Bareau 1955:122nn. 2-3, 127n. 4, 128n. 4.

Note, in this connection, Yasomitra’s explanation of “vatsipurriva” in AKVy 699.3:

o W

vatsiputriva aryasammaiiyah. Arvasammifiya also occurs at MAV 268.7 (‘phags pa man
pos bkur ba pa).

6 See Bareau 1955:36 and 121-122. All in all, the Sammitiya sect amounted to about 65'000
monks and 1'000 monasteries (16'000/500 for the Sarvastivadins, 20'000/200 for the
Sthaviras).

q On this translation, see Chau 1984:7. Note that the expressions “Pudgalavadin/Pudgalavada”
(in much the same way as “Hinayana™) refers neither to an institutional sect nor to a
doctrinal school, but rather to the (alleged) representatives of a set of doctrines based on the
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A TEXT AGAINST BUDDHIST PERSONALISM 293

personalism within the Sammitiya monastic communities, the most powerful
among the non-Mahayanist denominations was deemed heretic by most of its
coreligionists. 3 During centuries, from the Kathavatthu to Kamalasila, the
intellectual elite of all other groups and/or schools (Theravadins; Vaibhasikas,
Madhyamikas, Yogacaras, Sautrantika, “epistemologists,” etc.) shaped ever
more sophisticated arguments against the Vatsiputriya and/or Sammitiya
pudgalavada. But what did these Buddhist personalists — apparently a contra-
diction in terms — teach?’

1.2.

While shaping their doctrine of the pudgala, the Buddhist personalists are likely
to have attempted to solve several problems they felt were left open by the
dominant interpretation of the Buddha’s Law in strict terms of selflessness and
impermanence. These problems pertained to issues such as memory and
knowledge, serial continuity, ethical responsability, eschatology, soteriology
and, last but not least, salvation and the nature of the liberated saint.
Interestingly enough, a good deal of these problems and their solutions clearly

notion of pudgala, and always through the lenses of their opponents. To the best of my
knowledge, no Indian Buddhist thinker has ever used this rather deprecative label as a self-
designation.

8 If the term is appropriate at all under such circumstances, for the Buddhists of all persua-
sions who thought of themselves as “orthodox” (i.e., non-Pudgalavadins) held contradictory
opinions on the issue of whether the Pudgalavadins were Buddhists or not. “Coreligionists”
(svayuthya) appears in MSAVBh (see below, n. 53), MAV 244.8 (ran gi sde pa man pos
bkur pa; *svayuthyah sammitivah) and 286,12, and “Buddhist” (bauddha) in MSAVBh (see
below, n. 72) and AKVy 699,4-5 (na ki vatsiputrivanam mokso nesyate | bauddhatvat /).
But to authors such as Vasubandhu, Séntarakg;ita, Kamalasila and Prajfiakaramati, the Pud-
galavadins are at best ““pseudo-Buddhists” (saugatammanya) and “outsiders from within”
(antascarativthika). See AKBh 472,13-15: tasmad drstyarbudam etasmin Sasana utpannam
va esa ekesam pudgalagraha ekesam sarvanastitagrahah | ve 'pi ca dravvantaram evat-
mdanam manyante tirthakaras tesam eva moksabhavadoso niskampah /, TS 336: kecit tu
SQugatammanya apy atmanam pracaksate | pudgalavyapadesena tattvanvatvadivarjitam /i,
and BCAP 328,28-329.1: pudgalavadinas tu punar antascaraiivthikah ! skandhebhyas
tattvanyarvabhyam  avacvam  pudgalanamanam  atmanam  icchati | anvatha  tirthika-
siddhantabhinivesadarsanam syvat | aha ca — kecic ca saugatammanyd apy atmanam
pracaksata® @i /. =TS 336. See also the other texts discussed in Kosa V.228.

9 On the doctrines of the Pudgalavadins, see Venkata Ramanan 1953, Bareau 1955:114-130,
Chau 1984, Chau 1987, Lusthaus 2009.
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foreshadow the later debates on afman/andtman between Buddhist and non-
Buddhists intellectuals. 19

1.3.

According to nearly all doxographic accounts, the Vatsiputriyas’ and
Sammitiyas’ main thesis was the following: “La personne (pudgala) est pergue
(upalabhyate) comme une réalité évidente (saksdtkrtaparamdrthena). La
personne n’est ni identique (sama) aux agrégats (skandha) ni diftérente (visama)
d’eux. Elle n’existe ni dans les agrégats ni en dehors d’eux.”!! But did the
Pudgalavadins really claim, as all their opponents would like them to do, that the
pudgala ultimately exists (as “paramarthena would suggest), i.e., that it exists as
a substantial (dravyasat), independent (< bhavantara) entity? According to most
of the rare extant Vatsiputriya/Sammitiya sources,'? the doctrine of the pudgala
was meant to provide a satisfactory account of Buddhism as a middle way
(madhvamda pratipad) between the extremes of eternalism (§asvafavada) and
annihilationism (ucchedaviada). This seems at least to be the meaning of the
personalists’ statement to the effect that the pudgala cannot be said (avaktavya)
to be either the same as or distinct from the five aggregates. For if the pudgala is
the same as the skandhas, it will be as conditioned (samskria) and hence
momentary (ksanika) as they are, and one can no longer account for recollection,
continuity and moral responsibility. But if the pudgala is independent from the
skandhas, it will be as eternal and unconditioned as the non-Buddhists® atman,
and then any relationship with psycho-physical reality and need for religious life
(brahmacarya) will be lost.’® By claiming that their pudgala was neither an
eternal and independent entity nor an impermanent entity reducible to the
psycho-physical constituents, the Pudgalavadins expected not only to provide
the middle way with a doctrinal foundation, but also to disclose the rationale

10 In this regard, the SS provides a fascinating example of a still purely intra-Buddhistic
controversy on exegetical and philosophical issues.

11 Bareau 1955:115 (Vatsiputiya), to be compared with Bareau 1955:123 (Sammitiya).

12 On this literature, see Venkata Ramanan 1953, Bareau 1955:115 and 122, Chau 1984.7-8,
Chau 1987:34-35 and 4344, Lusthaus 2009:278-285.

13 TDS 19¢35: “Il est impossible de dire que ’étre (sartva: pudgala) est différent des caracté-
ristiques, il serait [en conséquence] éternel (sasvara); et, s’il était identique aux caractéris-
tiques, il serait non éternel (asasvara). Ces deux erreurs ne peuvent étre commises.”
Translation Chau 1987:40.
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A TEXT AGAINST BUDDHIST PERSONALISM 295

behind the Buddha’s refusal to answer the question whether the soul (jiva) is
identical to or different from the body.!4

1.4.

To claim that the pudgala does not exist as a substantial entity is tantamount to
saying that it exists as a designation (prajiiaptisaf).!® This is indeed what the
personalists did while developing a sophisticated system supposed to account for
the pudgala as a designation.'® According to them, the pudgala is liable to three
prajiaptis: the pudgala as designated by the basis/bases (*asravaprajiapta-
pudgala), the pudgala as designated by transmigration (*samkramaprajiiapta-
pudgala), and the pudgala as designated by cessation.!” What does “basis/bases”
(asraya) refer to? First and foremost, to the five agregates, but also, according to
the context, to the four great elements (mahdbhiita), the twelve sensory bases
(dvatana) and the eighteen sensory elements (dhdtu). The pudgala as designated
with reference to these bases is that which appropriates (updvda-) and sustains
the body, serves as an agent of perceptual awareness (vijiidna),'® affective sensa-
tion (vedand) and ideation (samjiid), provides the basis for recollection and
knowledge, is the possessor of serial continuity (santana). And according to the
Buddhist personalists, the relationship between the pudgala and the psycho-
physical basis is the same as that between fire and fuel, which are neither
identical nor distinct.!” As for the pudgala as designated by transmigration, it
refers to that which underlies the rebirth stories (fataka) of the (future) Buddha
and passes from one existence to another.?® This designation is threefold: desi-

14 Onthe evyakrtavastus, see below, n. 71.

15 On the distinction between dravyasat and prajfiaptisar (pseudo-)entities, see below, n. 54.
See also Lusthaus 2009:276-278.

16  Note the wording of thesis no. 1 in Vasumitra’s account: “The pudgala is neither the same
[as] nor different from the skandhas. It is a prajiiapti dependent on the skandhas, avatanas,
and dhatus.” Translation Lusthaus 2009:284.

17 On these three prajfiaptis, see Chau 1984:9-11, Chau 1987:35-39, Venkata Ramanan 1953:
182195, and Lusthaus 2009:280-281.

18  Note thesis no. 15 of the VatsiputiTyas (according to the Vibhasa): “La personne (pudgala)
connait (fanati) les choses (dharma).” Translation Bareau 1955:118.

19  Onthe analogy of fire and fuel, see below, n. 76.

20 Note thesis no. 3 of the Vatsiputiiyas (according to Vasumitra and Bhavya): “Dharmas, if
apart from the pudgala, cannot move on from a previous lifetime to a subsequent lifetime.
On the basis of the pudgala, one can say there is transference (samkranti).” Translation
Lusthaus 2009:284; see also Bareau 1955:116. However, as the S8 strongly insists upon, the
pudgala is never (until the nirupadhisesanirvana) without a set of skandhas, and this is the
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296 VINCENT ELTSCHINGER

gnation of{/with reference to) the past (*atftaprajiiapii), designation of(/with
reference to) the tuture (*andgataprajiiapti), designation of(/with reference to)
the present (*pratyutpannaprajiiapti}. According to Chau, “[t]his explains (i)
how personal continuity, being an uninterrupted flow of psycho-physical
phenomena, not only flows in the present, but has its source in the past and
continues to flow into the future, and (ii) how personal karmic responsability is
possible, such that Buddhism is no longer susceptible to the charge that it is
nihilistic and immoral.”?! Finally, the pudgala as designated by cessation points
to the end of appropriation (updadana). Its purpose is “to demonstrate that the Ta-
thagata or an arahant after attaining the nirvana without remainder (nirupadhi-
sesanirvana) (...} is the liberated person par excellence [referred to as uttama®
or paramapuriso], dwelling in beatitude.”22 To sum up: “Thus the pudgala, with
its three designations, is an ineffable (avakiavya) that avoids the two extremes:
annihilation (uccheda) and eternity (sasvata). The pudgala is the agent of
knowledge, memory, the rebirth process, the ripening of actions (karmavipaka),
and, after eliminating its obstacles, dwells in beatitude.”*

reason why the Pudgalavadins strongly advocated the existence of intermediate existence
{(antarabhava). See thesis no. 33 of the Vatsiputiiyas (according to Vasumitra) in Bareau
1955:119, and thesis no. 10 {according to the Kathavaithu) of the Sammitiyas in Bareau
1955:124. Note also Venkata Ramanan 1953:187 (and 195): “Therefore leaving the body of
the five skandhas, when all that is extinct, the person moves on from this life to another.
Hence it is said that there is the person who leaves the five skandhas of this state (viz.)
upapattibhava and takes up the five skandhas of the antarabhava.”

21 Chau 1984:11, to be compared with Chau 1987:37.

22 Chau 1984:11.

23 Chau 1984:11. I cannot resist the temptation of quoting the following excerpt from the SS
(465a17-465b1): “Le Bouddha a dit [que lle pudgala existe en tant que désignation
{(prajfiapti). C’est pourquoi cela s’oppose a [’opinion de] I'inexistence de la personne. S’il
est vrai que la personne n’existe pas, alors il n’y aura pas ce qui tue ainsi que ce qui est tué.
1l en est de méme pour le vol, I’'amour illicite, le mensonge, et ’absorption de I"alcool. C’est
[la lacune de I’opinion de] I’inexistence de la personne. Si la personne n’existait pas, il n’y
aurait pas non plus les cing crimes majeurs; |si] les organes des sens ne produisaient pas les
bonnes et mauvaises actions, il n’y aurait pas de lien; s’il n’y avait pas ce qui détache les
liens, il n’y aurait pas ce qui est attaché également, et il n’y aurait ni acteur ni acte, ni
résultat [de I’acte]. S8’il n’y avait pas d’acte, il n’y aurait pas de résultat. [S’]il n’y avait pas
d’acte, de résultat, il n’y aurait ni naissance, ni mort. Mais les &tres vivants, a cause des actes
et de leurs résultats, transmigrent dans le cycle de la naissance et de la mort (samsara). S’il
n’y avait ni naissance, ni mort, il n’y aurait pas de cause (hetu) de la naissance et de la mort.
§’il n’y avait pas de cause, il n’y aurait pas de cessation de cause. S’il n’y avait pas de
cessation de cause, il n’y aurait pas d’orientation vers la voie (marga); ainsi, il n’y aurait pas
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L&

Among the many critiques of Buddhist personalism, Vasubandhu’s is by far the
most systematic and, quite deservedly, the most famous: to the best of my
knowledge, AKBh 9 (strictly speaking not a genuine chapter of the AKBh)?* has
been translated in Western languages no less than thrice, not to speak of its
partial translations.? Still within the Sautrantika/Yogacara tradition, Santaraksita
and Kamalasila have dedicated one section of the lengthy Afmapariksa of the
TS(P) to the refutation of the Buddhist pudgala. TS(P) 336-349(/K125,16—
131,9/5159,16-166,18), which represents the last stage in the development of
anti-Pudgalavada polemics in this tradition, has been translated into German by
Schayer as early as 1931.2¢ However, two closely related texts have escaped
scholarly attention. The first one is Dharmakirti’s PVSV 147,2-148,5, which has
not even been noticed so far as a critique of Pudgalavada,?” and where
Dharmakirti develops an entirely new line of argument. As for the second one, it
is MSA(Bh) 18.92-103(/154,27-160.,6), the text translated in the present study.
This passage, which is likely to represent the very inception of the Yogacara
critique of the pudgala, has been translated into French as early as 1911 by Lévi
and did not go unnoticed until the Second World War. In the rich “Notes
préliminaires” to his translation of AKBh 9 (1926), de La Vallée Poussin writes:
“[L]e Sutralankara d’ Asanga (édité et traduit par S. Lévi, 1907-1911), xviii.92—

les quatre nobles vérités (aryasaiya). S’il n’y avait pas les quatre nobles vérités, il n’y aurait
pas de Bouddha enseignant les quatre vérités. S’il n’y avait pas de Bouddha, il n’y aurait pas
de communauté des moines (sargha). Ainsi la réfutation du pudgala entraine la réfutation
du Triple Joyau (triratna) et des quatre nobles vérités. Telle est la réfutation de toutes ces
opinions. C’est pourquoi la réfutation du pudgaia fait naitre les erreurs mentionnées ci-
dessus, et d’autres erreurs se produisent également. Si I’on admet que la personne {pudgala),
le soi existe, les erreurs mentionnées ci-dessus ne se produisent pas. Comme le Bouddha I'a
dit dans le sirra, il faut le savoir exactement. C’est pourquoi la personne existe vraiment.”
Translation Chau 1987:42-43; see also Venkata Ramanan 1953:177-178.

24 See already Kosa V.227.

25 See Stcherbatsky 1970, Kosa V.230-302 and Duerlinger 1989b/Duerlinger 2003; see
Duerlinger 2009 and Goodman 2009. Another extremely important anti-Pudgalavadin text
(strongly indebted to AKBh 9) is MAV 244,1-288.9 (explicitly against the Sammitiyas
[mar pos bkur pa, MAV 244.8; see above, n. 8]; for a topical outline of the passage, see
Tauscher 1981:36-39).

26 See Schayer 1931-1932.

27  This is indeed hardly surprising considering that Dharmakirti does not even allude to the
pudgala in this passage.
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103, dépend dans une certaine mesure du Traité de Vasubandhu.?® — Signalons
par exemple la discussion des rapports du feu et du combustible, I’emploi des
mémes textes scripturaires, la démonstration de ['inactivité du Pudgala.”?” But,
due maybe to most of our contemporaries’ pitiable unwillingness to read French
and failure to take into consideration the finest pieces of 20™ century scholar-
ship, this important text has since then sunk into oblivion.* That the MSA(Bh)
and AKBh 9 quote the same scriptural sources is, in itself, no argument in favour
of'the AKBh’s indebtedness towards the MSA(Bh), since both had to counter the
exegesis made of these /oci by the Pudgalavadins themselves, i.e., are very likely
to have drawn on their opponents’ treatises (as is made clear by the SS). As for
the discussion on the relationship between fire and fuel, it is no argument either,
for it can also be shown to occur in at least one Pudgalavada source.?! The issue
of the relationship between the two texts is made still more complicated by the
question whether the author of the (MSA)Bh and the author of the AKBh were
or not one and the same person.’> Whatever be the case, the MSA(Bh) provides
extremely interesting arguments against the pudgala and is to be considered as
an important milestone in the history of this debate.

1.6.

There can be no point in attempting to summarize or paraphrase the many argu-
ments put forward in our passage. Suffice it to say that, as nearly all Buddhist
polemical tracts before the rise of the so-called epistemological literature, the
MSA(Bh) uses a twofold argumentative strategy against the pudgala: first, by
reason(ing) (vukti), i.e., by resorting to the first two means of valid cognition
(pramana), perception (pratvaksa) and inference (anumdana), and second, by
(authoritative) scriptures (@gama), the third means of valid cognition recognized
by all the Yogacaras before Dignaga. But what does “against the pudgala” mean
in this context? As we have seen, the Pudgalavadin claims that the pudgala
cannot be said to be either identical to or different from the skandhas. His
adversary summons him to make a choice: either does the pudgala exist as a
substantial entity (dravyasat), and then it must be either the same as or distinct

28  Note that the MSA (if not the Bh) predates the AKBh from at least one century.

29 Kosa V.220.

30  No less neglected, and probably for the same reason, is the Mahapraffiaparamitasastra’s
interesting refutation of the pudgala, translated into French by Lamotte in 1949. See Traité
11.735-750.

31  Seebelow, n. 76.

32 Forasummary and new light on this problem, see Franco/Preisendanz 2010:XV-XVII.
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from the skandhas, or it merely exists as an entity of designation (prajiiaptisat, a
“nominal fiction” [Lusthaus]), and then it can rightly be said to be neither
identical to nor different from the skandhas. In other words, either the pudgala
exists (as the Pudgalavadin pretends), and then the claim that it is neither the
same as nor distinct from the skandhas is false, or it does not exist, and the
silence of the Buddha in teachings such as the Vassagotrasitra finds its
justification. As for scriptural argumentation, it is made a rather complicated
issue insofar as both parties rely on (supposedly) canonical literature in order to
make their point.* The philosophical quarrel then turns to an exegetical one, for
the Buddha, no one would dare to contend, has often made use of the notion of
pudgala. Now, did he resort to it in a purely pragmatic and didactic purpose, as
the adversary of the pudeala repeatedly contends, or did his statements con-
cerning the pudgala refer to an ens — whatever its precise ontological status — as
the Pudgalavadin (allegedly) has it?

2. The Immediate Context of MSA(Bh) 18.92—-103

2.1.

One should be wary of restricting MSA(Bh) 18.92-103 to its polemical dimen-
sion, for its intra-textual context suggests yet another, soteriologically oriented
meaning. Like the closely parallel chapter of the BoBh (1.17), MSA(Bh) 18 is
dedicated to the factors that are “aids™ to awakening (bodhipaksya® or bodhi-
paksikadharma).>* In both chapters, these factors (traditionally held to amount to
thirty-seven), are discussed at length in a sixteen-item list. In both chapters
again, the last two items consist of three concentrations (samdadhi) and four
summary statements of doctrine (dharmoddana).

2.2.
MSA 18.77-81/MSABh 148,6-149,12 deals with three kinds of concentration
endowed each with a specific domain (gocara) and purpose (artha):* the con-

33 For a very suggestive example, see below, n. 103.

34 Onthe 37 bodhipaksikadharmas and their various classifications, see Traizé I11.1119-1207;
see also Dayal 1970:80-164.

35 On these three kinds of concentration (called also the three “doors of liberation,” vimoksa-
mukha), see Traite 111.1209-1232, and Kosa V.184-192; in the context of the thirty-seven
bodhipaksikadharmas, see BoBh W276,2-277,4/D187,15-188,8. Note that, properly speak-
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centration on emptiness (sianyatdsamddhi) bears on and aims at the thorough
knowledge (parijiid) of the two kinds of selflessness, viz. the selflessness of the
(pseudo-)person (pudgalanairaimya) and of the factors (dharmanairdtmya); the
unfocused concentration (apranihitasamdadhi) bears on and aims at ridding one-
self (prahdna) of the basis of the (false) beliet in a self (armagraha) regarding
these two selflessnesses, viz., the five constituents-of-(pseudo-)personality to
which one clings (updadanaskandha); the signless concentration®® (animittasam-
adhi) bears on and aims at the direct realization (saksatkrivd) of the absolute
calmness (atyvantopasama) of the basis of this false belief.?” One may wonder
why, among the numerous concentrations alluded to in Buddhist literature, these
three alone are listed as bodhipdksika factors. Whereas the MSA(Bh) remains
silent on this point, the BoBh provides an interesting answer: “But why are only

ing, MSA(Bh) 18.80-81/148,23-149,12 already belongs to the section devoted to the four
dharmoddanas.

36 On the meaning of animitta and animitta in early Y ogacara thought, see Schmithausen 1969:
121-22n. 79.

37  To be compared with (1) the Abhidharmic understanding of the three samadhis as summa-
rized by Ghosaka (Abhidharmamyrta T 1553, 975¢1-9, translated in Trairé 111.1214): “Les
trois samadhi sont Sunyata-, apranihita- et animittasamadhi. C'est parce que la pensée
prend pour objet 1’ Andsrava, qu’ils sont appelés samadhi. Concentré, 1’ascéte voit les cing
agrégats d’attachement (upadanaskandha) comme vides (sunya), privés de moi (anatman) et
de mien {(anatmiva): voild le sunyatasamadhi. Entré en ce samadhi, il ne souhaite plus
amour (raga), haine (dvesa), aberration (imoha) ni renaissance (punarbhava): voila I aprani-
hitasamadhi. 11 est un samadhi dont ’objet (alambana) est exempt de dix caractéres
(nimitta). Quels sont ces dix? Les cing objets, matiére, etc. (rupadipaficavisaya), ’homme
(purusa), la femme (s#r7), la naissance (fari), la vieillesse (jara) et 'impermanence
{(anityata). Voila Vanimittasamadhi.” The MSA(Bh)’s ideas are much closer to the
“madhyamika” Traité (111.1223). Here, the Sunyatasamadhi has two aspects: “1. Parce
qu’elle considére (samanupasyari) les cing agrégats d’attachement (pafica upadanaskandha)
comme n’ayant ni identité (ekarva) ni différence (anyarva), elle est “vide’ (sunya). 2. Parce
qu’elle considére le moi (atman) et le mien (armiye) comme inexistants (anupaiabdha), elle
est ‘sans moi’ (anatmaka).” Among the four aspects of the apranihitasamadhi, two are of
imterest to us: “l. Parce qu’elle considére les cing agrégats d’attachement (paficopada-
naskandha) comme issus de causes et de conditions (hefupratyavaja), elle est ‘imperma-
nente’ (anitya). 2. Parce qu’elle les considére comme des tourments du corps et de Desprit
(kayikamanasikavihethana), elle est ‘douleur’ (duhkha).” As for the first two aspects of the
animittasamadhi, they are as follows: “l. Parce qu’elle considére le Nirvana comme la
destruction de toutes les sortes de douleurs (nanavidhaduhkhanirodha), elle est ‘destruction’
(nirodha). 2. Parce qu’elle le considére comme "extinction du feu du triple poison (#rivisa)
at des autres passions (klesa), elle est ‘calme’ (santa).”
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these three concentrations mentioned, [and] not [others] beyond these, not more
than these? [Because all] this [consists of] two [things]: that which exists and
that which does not exist. Among them, what is conditioned and what is
unconditioned are that which exists, [whereas] that which does not exist
[consists in] either the self or what belongs to the self. In this regard, the un-
focused concentration is singled out (vyvavasthana) because it is not intent upon,
i.e., because it is adverse to [that part of] existent [things that is] conditioned. As
for signless concentration, it is singled out because it is intent upon, i.e., because
it takes perfect delight in the unconditioned nirvdna. As for that thing which is
non-existent, the bodhisattva should be neither intent upon nor non-intent upon
it, but simply consider it correctly as non-existent. And one should know that it
is with reference to this way of considering [non-existent things] that the
concentration on emptiness is singled out.”3® In other words, these three
samadhis do not only cover the entire realm of being and non-being. They also
encapsulate, so to say as its meditative counterparts, the whole Buddhist path in
that they are instrumental in the bodhisattva’s reluctance towards conditioned
factors, his fondness for the unconditioned mirvana, and his rejection of false
views that are responsible for defilements, entanglement in samsara and
suffering. It is, then, hardly surprising that statements of' a more doctrinal nature
be supplied in order to provide these all-inclusive meditative and salvational
devices with a theoretical foundation. And such is indeed the case of the four
summary statements of doctrine that form the last item of the bodhipafksya list.
As MSA 18.80ac has it, “four summary statements of doctrine have been
preached [by the perfectly awakened buddhas] to the bodhisattvas as [being] the
basis (upanisad) of [these three] concentrations.”? What do these summary
statements of doctrine consist of? According to the BoBh, “these four summary
statements of doctrine [are those] which both the buddhas and the bodhisattvas
teach in order to purity the living beings. Which four [are they]? [First, there is]

38 BoBh W276,15-25/D187,24-188,5: kasmat punar esam eva fravanam samadhinam
prajfiaptiv bhavati | nata uitari nato bhuyvah ! dvavam idam sac casac ca / tatra samskytam
asamskytam ca sad asad atma vammivam va [ tatra samskpte saty apranidhanatah
pratikilyato 'pranihitasamadhivvevasthanam | asamskpte punar nirvane pranidhanatah
samyagabhiratigrahanato nirnimittasamadhivvavasthanam ! yat punar etad asad eva vastu
tatra bodhisattvena na pranidhanam napranidhanam karvanivam ! api tu tad asad® ity eva
vathabhitam  drastavvam [ tac ca darSanam adhikytva Sunyatasamadhivvavasthanam
veditavyvam /. *asad WT: asad asad D.

30 MSA 18.80ac: samadhyupanisattvena dharmoddanacatustavam [ desitam bodhisaitvebhyah

[---].
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the summary statement of doctrine [saying] that all conditioned factors are
impermanent. [Second, there is] the summary statement of doctrine [saying] that
all conditioned factors are painful. [Third, there is] the summary statement of
doctrine [saying] that all factors are selfless. [Fourth, there is] the summary
statement of doctrine [saying] that extinction is peacetul. Since the buddhas and
bodhisattvas mainly preach (udirayanti) to the living beings a doctrine whose
meaning is related to them, they are called ‘summary statements of doctrine.’
And since they have been constantly proclaimed [and produced], again and
again (uditodita),*® by peacefully minded sages of old, they are called ‘summary
statements.” And since [they are] the path leading to the great[est] prosperity
(udava) and going upwards (#rdhva) to the peak of existence, they are called
‘summary statements.”” How do these four summary statements relate to the
three above-mentioned concentrations? According to the MSABh (149,1-3),
“anitvah sarvasamskaral’ and “dulkhdh sarvasamskaralt” serve as the basis of
unfocused concentration, “andtmanah sarvadharmdh” as the basis of the con-
centration on emptiness, and “Santam nirvanam’™ as the basis of signless concen-
tration.

2.5

As one of the etymologizing explanations provided by the BoBh has it, “the
buddhas and bodhisattvas mainly preach to the living beings a doctrine whose
meaning is related” to these four summary statements. Indeed, these summaries
of the Law encapsulate at least two among the latter’s most characteristic
doctrinal commitments, viz. impermanence and selflessness. Now, as every

40  The BoBh is likely to pun on the two meanings of Skt. udita, viz. “spoken” (< Vvad) and
“born” (< udNi), as is testified to by the interpretive Tibetan translation (BoBhg, wi
D146b1): dus rtag tu by Zin "byun ba'i phyir (uditoditatvat < udNi) yan thub pa thugs #i
ba sna ma raams kyis riag tu brjod cin brjod pa'i phyir (uditoditatvar < \vad) yar mdo Zes
bva'o /.

41  BoBh W277,5-15/D188,9-16: catvarimani dharmoddanani vani buddhas ca bodhisattvas
ca satvanam visuddhave desayvanti | katamani catvari | anitvah sarvasamskara iti dhavmod-
danam ! dubkhah sarvasamskara iti dharmoddanam [ anatmanah sarvadharma iti dhavmod-
danam [ Santam wnivvapam iti dharmoddanam | etatpratisamyuktartham  yadbhiivasa
dharmam  udrayanti buddhabodhisattvah sattvanam | tasmad etani  dharmoddananity
ucyante | pauranais® ca Santamanasair munibhiv uditoditarvan witvakalam uddananity
ucyante ! mahodavagamint bhavagrordhvagamint caisa®*  pratipat tasmad uddananity
ucyante /. Tpaurapais em.. pauranes D, puranais W; T*bhavagrovdhvagamint caisa DT:
bhavagrac ca gamint W. On the dharmoddanas, see also Aks 150,8-39 and Braarvig
1993:561-365, BoBh W277,5-284,7/D}188,9-192,20, BHSD s.v. uddana.
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doctrinal statement within Buddhist scholastics, these two ought to be admitted
not only on the basis of scripture, but also after an evaluation through reason-
(ing), viz. through the two remaining means of valid cognition, perception and
inference. This evaluation is nearly coextensive with the insight born of
(rational) reflection (cintamayi prajiid) by means of which a bodhisattva
assesses the truth-value of scriptural contents (sruta) before he subjects them to
a nearly endless mental cultivation (bhdvand).** And except for its conclusive
statement (MSA[Bh] 18.104/160,9), the rest of MSA(Bh) 18 is devoted to the
demonstration (prasadhana) of momentariness (ksanikatva, MSA[Bh] 18.82—
01/149,12-154,26) and selflessness (i.e., pudgalanairatmyva, MSA[Bh] 18.92—
103/154,27-160,6).* As we can see, rational argumentation and philosophy are
first and foremost aimed at providing soteriologically relevant dogmas and the
subsequent meditative practices with indisputable, supposedly value-free foun-
dations. As our text makes clear, the proot of selflessness proceeds in a negative,
polemic way by attempting to refute the coreligionists’s claims to the existence
of a real pudgala that would abandon the skandhas at death and take on new
ones at rebirth.* But this polemical endeavour does not cease to belong to the
cintamayt level: the Buddhist scriptures are replete with allusions to the pudgala,
allusions out of which fellow Buddhist doctors have developed a systematic
doctrine with its own claims to legitimacy and salvational efficacy; these

42 On yukfi and the cinmtameavi prajfid, see Yoshimizu 1996:114-119n. 85, Deleanu
2006:11.494-495n. 74 and Eltschinger 2009.

43 Note that the corresponding passage of the BoBh (W280,18-281,1/D190,17-22) contains no
proof of selflessness, but the following statement: punah sarvadharmanem bodhisativah
samskriasamskrtanam dvividham nairaimyam yathabhiitam prajanati | pudgalanairatmyam
dharmanairatmyam ca ! tatredam pudgalanaivatmyam yan naiva te vidvamana dharmah
pudgalah ! napi vidvamanadharmavinirmukto ‘nyah pudgalo vidvate [ tatredam dharma-
nairatmyeam yat sarvesv abhilapyesu vastusu sarvabhilapasvabhavo dharmo na samvidyvate®
! evam hi bodhisaitvah sarvadharma anatmana iti yathabhuiam prajanati /. *Note BoBhy,
wi D148a3: briod par bva ba'i dios po thams cad la brjod pa’i vo bo fitd kyi chos thams cad
med pa ste. “Next, the bodhisattva correctly discerns the twofold selflessness of all
conditioned and unconditioned factors, [viz.] the selflessness of the (pseudo-)person and the
selflessness of the factors. Among them, the selflessness of the (pseudo-)person is that
neither are these [really] existing factors pudgalas nor is there another pudgala [that would
be| independent of [these really] existing factors. Among them, the selflessness of the
factors is that no [verbally] expressible entity possesses a factor [such as it would] have [any
of] all [these verbal] expressions for its nature. And thus does the bodhisattva correctly
discern that all factors are selfless.” This way of accounting for dharmanairatmya and
Sunyatd is but a short sketch of the one developed at length in BoBh 1.4 (Tattvarthapaiaia).

44 See above, n. 20.
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scriptures are, then, in need of an ad hoc exegesis designed to dispell doubts
regarding their internal (in)consistency. One or two centuries later, however, the
celebrated Buddhist polygraph Sthiramati (500-570 in Valabhi) provides an
altogether different interpretation of MSA[Bh] 18.92-103/154,27-160,6: “By
showing before [that all conditioned factors are] momentary, selfless[ness] has
then been [eo ipso] demonstrated since [all] that which is momentary is [also]
selfless. However, outsiders (*/frthika) and ordinary people (*laukika) wrongly
believe in the existence of a self (*atman), of an agent (¥*kartr), of a scer
(*drastr), of an experiencer (*vedaka), of a man (*mdanava) and of a human
(*manuja)® that are distinct from the skandhas. [The MSA(Bh) now] demon-
strates the selflessness of the (pseudo-)person by [adducing] other [i.e., specific
logical] reasons (*hetu) so that [these outsiders and ordinary people] abandon
their wrong notion (*viparydsa).”*¢ Although Sthiramati alludes here and there
to a Sammitiya Buddhist opponent,*” his introductory statement interprets the
whole passage as a refutation of the non-Buddhists’ substantialist assumptions,
thus mirroring the deep shift that took place at the turn of the 6™ century CE in
the aims and the targets of the Buddhist intellectuals.*®

3. On the Present Translation

My translation is based on Sylvain Lévi’s editio princeps (1907, L), on the two
extant Nepalese manuscripts of the MSABhA (MS A/B), on the Tibetan version of
the text (MSABhy,) and on Sthiramati’s massive commentary (MSAVBh, pre-
served in its Tibetan translation only). To these materials, one must add the text-
critical footnotes of Sylvain Lévi’s French translation (1911), which often reflect

45 According to TSD 2360b, Tib. $ed may render Skt. mawnu, while Tib. sed bu may render Skt.
manava and Tib. sed bdag, Skt. atman. However, in an enumeration close to Sthiramati’s,
Alks 11,29 has sed bu (var. sed can) dani sed las skyes, which Braarvig (1993:11.44) renders:
“manavamanuja®, and which 1 follow for want of a better hypothesis.

46  MSAVBh tsi D162b6-7/P191a7-bl: gon du skad cig mar bstan pa’i sgo nas yan gan skad
cig ma yin pa de (em.: DP des) bdag med pa yin pas de’i skabs su bdag med par (D: P pa)
bsgrubs zin mod kyi / mu stegs pa dan/ ‘fig vien pa dag phun po la ma gtogs pa’i bdag dan /
bved pa po dani / Ita ba po dan [ tshor ba po dar [ Sed can dan Sed bdag la sogs pa vod par
phyin ci log tu mnon par Zen te | de dag gi phyin ci log dan bral ba'i phvir gtan tshigs gZzan
(D: P om. gZan) gyis kyan gan zag la bdag med pa sgrub bo /.

47  See below, nn. 53, 72, 73, 83.

48  See Eltschinger forthcoming 2.
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a more accurate understanding of the text than the 1907 edition, and the parallel
passages of AKBh 9 (generally quoted in their Sanskrit original without trans-
lation). The identification of the passages quoted or alluded to in the MSABhA
and the MSAVBh has been greatly facilitated by the very useful work of Kensho
Okada and Sayaka Kishi (2007 and 2008), by La Vallée Poussin’s footnotes to
his French translation of AKBh 9 (Kosa V) and by Ejima’s philological notes as
reproduced in Lee’s new edition of AKBh 9 (LE). I have also taken much
benetit of Vairocanaraksita’s short glosses on the basis of Kazuo Kano’s pro-
visional edition of the codex unicus (Vairocanaraksita MS). My translation and
annotations owe much to my close reading of Sthiramati’s MSAVBh. But how
should we proceed with this bulky commentary? It is fair to say that Sthiramati’s
explanations were almost certainly meant for an untrained audience — for
balas.® In other words, most of this commentary is not worthy of a translation. I
have limited myself to summarizing and paraphrasing it while providing Sans-
krit equivalents (then always preceded by an asterisk). My own text-critical
remarks are to be found in a separate section at the end of the translation.
Although much remains to be done, I sincerely hope to have succeeded in
making the text intelligible and to attract the attention of scholars to a very
significant milestone in the history of the “mainstream” Buddhists’ arguments
against the Pudgalavada.

4. MSA(Bh) 18.92-103/154,27-160,6

In order to demonstrate the selflessness [pertaining] to the pudgala, [the MSA
now devotes] twelve stanzas [i.e., MSA 18.92-103] to the elucidation (vibhaga)
of selflessness:

The pudgala must be said to exist as a [mere] designation (prajfiaptyastitaya), but not as a
[real] substance (dravyaias), because one does not perceive [it], because [our pseudo-per-
ception of the pudgala] 1s [nothing but] a wrong notion (viparydsa), because it is a pollution
(samklesa), because [the personalistic false view] is the cause of [that which is] defiled
(kfista). (MSA 18.92)

This [pudgala] cannot be said to be either one [and the same] with or distinct from the [basis
of its designation, i.e., from the five skandhas], because of the two faults [that would ensue]:
for [if the skandhas and the pudgale were one and the same,] the skandhas would be

49 For a good example of this, see below, n. 73.
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(prasanga) the self, and [if the skandhas and the pudgala were distinet,] the [pudgalal
would be a [real] substance. (MSA 18.93)

If [the pudgala) exists as a [real] substance and [at the same time] cannot be said [to be
either one and the same with or distinct from the skandhas, then you] have to state the
reason (pravojana) [for this], [because a real pudgala] cannot be said to be neither one [and
the same with] nor distinet [from the skandhas] without a reason [being provided for the
denial of each of the two propositions]. (MSA 18.94)

Because of [their distinct] characteristics, because of [that which is] observed in the [ordi-
nary| world and because of the [authoritative] treatises [that speak to the contrary], it is not
correct [to affirm] that fuel and fire cannot be said [to be either one and the same or distinct
from one another], for one indeed perceives [them] as [being] two. (MSA 18.95)

Since a cognition atises provided two [factors only] are present,”” the [pudgala] is not [its
causal] condition, because [such a pudgala] is useless. Therefore, the [pudgala] cannot be a
seer, [and this] up to a liberator. (MSA 18.96)

Or, if [the pudgala] presided over [the rise of a cognition],?! neither would it bring about a
[pleasurable cognition that would be] impermanent, nor [would it ever bring about] an un-
desirable one. [Moreover,] its operation and characteristic are to be established. [Additio-
nally, the Blessed One’s] threefold complete awakening [would get] ruined [if the pudeala
existed as a real substance]. (MSA 18.97)

Furthermore, its effort in order to see, etc., is not self-arisen, because of all the three [faults
that are to be presented below]. [Nor can the pudgala serve as| the [causal] condition of this
effort. Seeing, etc., lacking an effort[, cannot have the pudgala for its agent]. (MSA 18.98)
Because the [pudgala] would no [longer] be an agent, because [the exertion] is imperma-
nent, [and] because [exertion] would occur [all] at once [and] permanently, [this pudgala’s]
effort in order to see [something visible], etc., cannot be self-arisen. (MSA 18.99)

Neither a [pudgala] that [always| remains as it is nor a perishable |pudgala] can be the
[causal] condition [of the exertion aimed at producing seeing, etc., and this for three
reasons:] because [this exertion]| does not exist before|, hence cannot be due to a permanent
cause]; because [this pudgala] would [ipso facto] be impermanent; and because there is no
third hypothesis [i.e., the hypothesis of a pudgala that would be neither permanent nor im-
permanent]. (MSA 18.100)

And [this can also be demonstrated by resorting to scripture, | because [the Blessed One has|
taught [that]| all dharmas are selfless, [that] ultimately [there is nothing but] emptiness, and
[that] to perceive a self is harmful. (MSA 18.101)

Because by [resorting to the designation of| pudgaia, one [can, as did the Blessed One,] in-
dicate differences in addiction and [mental] series concerning defilement and purification,>2
which vary [each] according to degree and party. (MSA 18.102)

On the reading: dvave sati ca, see below, text-critical remarks (—L157,3).

1 have read: svamitve sati va- instead of: svamitve saii ca-. See below, text-critical remarks
(—L157.5).

I have read: samklese vyavadane ca instead of: samklesavvavadane ca. See below, text-
critical remarks (—1.159,3).
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[The Blessed One did not have to teach the pudgala, because] the view of a self is not to be
generated [anew in the living beings], [because their] cultivation [of it] is beginningless [and
therefore does not need to be taught], [and because if salvation presupposed the knowledge
of the pudgala,] all [living beings could] achieve liberation without effort. There is either no
liberation [at all] or no [substantially existing] pudgala. (MSA 18.103)

[The Pudgalavadin:**] Should one say that the pudgala exists, [or] should one
[rather] say that it does not exist? [The MSA] answers: The pudgala must be said

53

Sthiramati (MSAVBh isi D163a1-4/P191b2—-6) introduces the opponent as follows: 'di /tar
beom Idan “das kyis kvan so so’i skve bo’i gan zag dan | rgyun du Zugs pa’i gan zag dan /
lan cig phyir "on ba’i gan zag dan ! phvir mi "on ba’i gan zag dan [ dgra beom pa’i gan zag
dan [ byan chub sems dpa’i gan zag dan [ gan zag gcig 'jig rien du "byun ba na jig rten kun
la phan pa dan bde bar byed pa ste ! 'di ltar de biin gsegs pa’i gan zag go Zes gsuns la ! ran
gi sde pa las kyan sam (em.: a sam D, a sam P) bi fi pa dag phur po dan gcig pa van ma vin
! tha dad pa yan ma yin pa’i gan zag rdzas su yod la [ ishig gis brjod du med par yan "dod
cinn [ mu stegs pa dan jig rten pa dag bdag dan gan zag vod par 'dod na [ khyved gan zag
med par ‘dod pa rnams gan zag ces bya ba 'di vod pa Zig tu ‘dod dam | med pa Zig tu “dod
pa smros (D: P smos) sig ces dri’o //. *“The Blessed One (*bhagavat) has said: “The [good]
ordinary person (*prthagjanapudgala), the person who has entered the stream (*srotaapan-
napudgaia), the person who returns [only] once [to the sphere of desire| {*sakrdagami-
pudgala), the person who does not return [any longer to the sphere of desire| (*anaga-
mipudgaia), the person who is a saint (*arhatpudgaia), the person who is a bodhisattva
(*bodhisartvapudgala), and the one (¥eka) person who, when he appears in the world,
causes welfare (*#ita) and happiness (*sukha), i.e., the person who is a Tathagata (*ratha-
gatapudgala).’® Even among [our] coreligionists ( *svayuthya), the Sammitiyas admit that
the pudgala, which is neither one [and the same] as the constituents-of-(pseudo-)personality
(*skandha) nor distinct (*bhinna) [from them], exists as a [real] substance ( *dravyasar) and
is unspeakable (*avaktavya); and the outsiders (*firthika) as well as the worldly [persons]
(¥laukika) admit that the self (*atman) and the pudgala exist. [These opponents now| ask:
“You who admit that the pudgala does not exist ought to say [now] whether you accept that
what is called pudgala exists or whether you accept that it does not exist.”” *To be
compared with Aks 118,26-33 (see also Okada/Kishi 2008:93, and Braarvig 1993:11.452—
453 for a translation); parts of the sitra (?) are also quoted in AKBh 468,16/LE90.,9 {(ekah
pudgalo loka utpadyamana utpadyata ifi), TSP K126,6-7/8160,12-13 (ckah pudgalo loka
utpadvamana utpadvate yadvat tathagata iti), and SS (463al4 and 463¢28 according to
LE90n. 343 [see Venkata Ramanan 1953:170 and 173] with further references to T 2,
561al8, T 2, 569b24, AN [.22 |1, X111, 1]). The list of the pudgalas in Aks further includes
the person following his faith (Sraddhanusart pudgalah), the person following religious
teaching (dharmanusart pudgalah), the person on the eighth stage (astamakah pudgalah),
the person being an isolated buddha (prafvekabuddhah pudgalah). For definitions of these
pudgalas, see Braarvig 1993:11.453-454n. 1. See also below, n. 109. Whatever its exact
origin, this text belongs, according to Bareau 1955:115, to the most oft-quoted ones in
Vatsiputitya circles. On the Pudgalavadins® original views regarding the different pudgalas
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to exist as a [mere] designation (prajiaptyastitd), but not as a [real] substance
(dravyatas) [MSA 18.92ab].°* 3> And because one can say [with equal legitimacy]
that [the pudeala) exists as a [mere] designation [and] that it does not exist as a
[real] substance, in thus adopting a conditional position (anekamsavada) [on the
pudgala], there is no room at all either for the fault of [affirming its absolute]
existence or for the fault of [affirming its absolute] non-existence. [The Pudgala-
vadin:] But how can one know that this [pudgala] does not exist as a [real]
substance? [Answer:] Because one does not perceive [if] [MSA 18.92¢']. Indeed,
contrary to [dharmas] such as visible [things], this [pudgala] is not perceived as
a [real] substance.’® [The Pudgalavadin:*’] But what is called “perception” [also

engaged on the path, see Chau 1984:13-15, Chau 1987:46-48 and Venkata Ramanan 1953:
205-211.

54 According to MSAVBh #si D163a6-7/P191b8-192al, the MSA relies here on Aks ( ‘phags
pa blo gros mi zad pa’i mdo) 118,34-35 (see also Okada/Kishi 2008:94): gan zag gi sgra de
dag thams cad wni de bZin gsegs pa’i kun rdzob kyi tshig gi gnas kyis sems can rnams dran
ba’i phvir bstan pa ste /. “All those words for persons are taught by the Tathagata from the
standpoint of conventional phrases to guide beings.” Translation Braarvig 1993:11.454.
According to MSAVBh zsi D163al/P191b2, words like “designation” (*prajfiapti), “mere
word” (#shig tsam = vacanamatra?l), “mere conventional expression” (*vvavaharamatra)
and “mere name” (*namamatra) on the one side, and “existing as a [real] substance”
(*dravyasar), “existing as a [real] nature” (ran bzin vod = svabhavasai?) and “existing ulti-
mately” (*paramarthasat) on the other side are synonymous (*ekartha). The pudgala exists
as a mere verbal designation, as a noun and a conventional expression only. To be compared
with AKBh 461,14-17/LE 38,1-5: var tarhi vatsiputrivah pudgalom santam icchanti /
viearyam tavad etat / kim te dravyata icchanty ahosvit prajfiaptitah [ kim cedam dravvatea i
kim va prajfiaptitah ! rupadivad bhavantaram ced dravvatah ! kstradivat samudavas cet pra-
Jiaptitah /. Yasomitra adduces other classical examples of prajfiaptisat {pseudo-)entities
(AKVy 699,12-14): yatha kswragrhasenadikam ruparvasagandhasprastavvebhyvas trnakds-
thestikadibhyvo hastvasvarathadibhyas ca na bhavantaram isyate /. On the (partly parallel)
distinction between samvrtisat and paramarthasat, see AK 6.4, AKBh 333,23-334,13 and
Kosa IV.139-142; see also Katsura 1976.

55  According to MSAVBh tsi D163a7-b1/P192a2-3, the Pudgalavadin now objects as follows:
Either you adopt (*Vgrah-) the thesis (*paksa, *amsa) that the pudgala exists (but you don’t
say that it exists), or you adopt the thesis that the pudgaia does not exist (but you don’t say
that it doesn’t exist). Why do you say that it exists as a mere verbal designation and that it
does not exist as a real substance? Why don’t you hold an unconditional position ( *ekam-
savada)?

56  According to MSAVBh #si D163b5-7/P192a8-b2, there are two means of valid cognition
(*pramana) establishing (*sadh-) that entities (*vaszu) exist as real substances (*dravya-
saty. perception (*pratvaksapramana) and inference (fanumanapramana). And insofar as
objects like visible things (*rapa), etc., up to mental events (Fdharma), exist, they are per-
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consists in] a cognition by the intellect (buddhi).>® Now, it is not the case that
[we] Pudgalavadins do not cognize the pudgala through the intellect. Moreover,
the Blessed One has said: “In this very life, [the living being] perceives an
atman, designates [an arman].””* How then [can the pudgala be said] not [to be]
perceived? [Answer:] It is not the case that, when it is perceived in this way, the

57

58

59

ceived (*upa\/labh—) by the sense-faculties (*indriva), the direct perceptual awarenesses
(*vijiiana), ete. But no sense-faculty or direct perceptual awareness cognizes the pudgala.
Therefore, since it is not grasped by perception, it does not exist as a real substance. Here,
Sthiramati refers to the classification of dharmas into 18 sensory elements (dhatu; 6 visavas,
6 indrivas, 6 vijianas). See AK 1.14ab, AKBh 10,10-11 and Kosa 1.27. To be compared
with AKBh 461,68 and 14-15/LE 36.3—6 and 12 (Kosa V.231-232): pratyaksanumand-
bhivat | ve hi dharmdah santi tesam pratyvaksam upalabdhir bhavaty asaty antardve /!
tadvathd sannam visavanam manasas ca ! anumanam ca ! tadvatha paficanam indrivanam /
[...] #a caivam atmano 'stiti nasty atma /.

According to MSAVBh i D163b7-164al/P192b3 (*pudgalavadiny. That this is an
objection is also testified to by Vairocanaraksita’s (MS 42b2) gloss: upalabdhir ityadi
codyam /.

According to MSAVBh #5si D164a1-4/P192b3-7, one cannot claim that only ( *kevalam) that
which is cognized (*Vdrs-) by the (corporeal) sense-faculties exists as a real substance
(*dravvasat), for there are things existing as real substances which, though they are not
perceived by the (corporeal) sense-faculties, are cognized by the intellect (*buddhi), like
thought and the mental factors (*cittacaifta). Therefore, “perceived” (*upalabdha) can also
refer to things that are grasped by mental awareness (*manovijfiana). According to the
Pudgalavadin, then, insofar as the pudgala is made perceptible (*pratvaksikria) by the
intellect, it is grasped by perception (*pratvaksapramana) and therefore exists as a real
substance. I haven’t succeeded so far in locating any clear-cut Pudgalavadin statement to the
effect that the pudgala is grasped by mental awareness alone (the SS remains silent on this
important issue). According to the Vatsiputiiya/Sammitiya of AK 9 (AKBh 463,11-14/LE
52,2-7, Kosa V.238), the pudgala is grasped by all the six vijfignas, but in an indirect
manner: sadbhir apity ucyate ! katham kytva ! caksurvijfieyani ced ripani pratitva pudgalam
prativibhavayvati caksurviffievah pudgalo valiavvah [ no tu vaktavyo rupani va no va [ evam
vavan manovijfievaii ced dharman pratitva pudgalom prativibhavayati | manovijfievah
pudgalo vaktavyo no tu vaktavvo dharma va no va / (Yasomitra [AKVy 701,8] explains
prativibhavayati as: upalaksayati tadupadanatvat, i.e., “one distinguishes [it] in a secondary
way, because [the pudgala] has these [things] for its basis”). On the manovijiiana, see Kosa
V.242-243n. 3 and, in the context of the perceptibility of the pudgala, AKBh 467,1-
2/LE80,2-3 (Kosa V.252) and AKBh 463,10ff/LES2,1ff. (Kosa V.238ff). See also Traizé
[1.735-736 and n. 1.

Unidentified (see also Okada/Kishi 2008:94-95).
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[pudeala] is perceived as a [real] substance.®® [The Pudgalavadin:] For which
reason? [Answer:] Because [the pseudo-perception of the pudgala] is [nothing
but] a wrong notion (viparyasa) [MSA 18.92¢?].6! Indeed, the Blessed One has
said that to [take] the selfless as a self is a wrong notion. Therefore, to grasp a
pudgala in this way is [nothing but] a wrong notion. [The Pudgalavadin:] How is
it known that [to grasp a pudgala is a wrong notion]? [Answer:] Because it is a
pollution (samklesa) [MSA 18.92d'1.22 Indeed, this pollution is characterized as
[that] defilement [which consists in] the personalistic [false] view, i.e., [that
which expresses itself in the form] of “I” [and] “mine.”® *Now, that which is
not a wrong notion (aviparvasa) cannot be a pollution.® [The Pudgalavadin:]
And how can one know that this very [false view] is a pollution? [Answer:]
Because [the personalistic false view) is the cause of [that which is| defiled

60  According to MSAVBh tsi D164b1-2/P193a5-7, the scriptural /ocus advocated by the
Pudgalavadin has not been preached by the Blessed One with a view (*abhipraya) to affirm
that the pudeala exists as a real substance (*dravyasar), but rather with a view to affirm that
living beings ( *sattva) speak erroneously {(phyin ci log tu smra bay when they claim to see
(*drs-) and to perceive (*upalabh-) the self (*atman) in spite of there being no self.

61  Wrong notions are traditionally held to be four in number: permanent (xitya), pleasurable
(sukha), pure/good (Suci/subha), self (atman). AKBh 283,57 (Kosa IV .21): catvaro vipary-
asah ! anitye nitvam iti ! dubkhe sukham iti | asucau suciti ! anatmany atmeti /. “| There are]
four wrong notions: to take what is impermanent as permanent; to take what is painful as
pleasurable; to take what is impure as pure; to take what is selfless as a self.” On the four
viparyasas, see e.g. Traité 1L.925n. 1, Lévi 1911:237n. 1, May 1959:190-205.

62  According to MSAVBh #si D164b4—-5/P193b1-2, pollution is sixfold: desire (*raga), hostili-
ty (khon khro ba = pratigha), (self-)conceit (Aa rgval = {asmi)mana?), nescience (*avidya),
false view (*drsti), and doubt {*samsava). | am not aware of any other occurrence of this
sixfold list. On the meaning of samklesa, see Schmithausen 1987:11.246-247n. 21 and May
1959:97-98n. 226.

63 Onthe satkavadysti, see Kosa V.15-17, Traité 11.737n. 3 and Eltschinger forthcoming 1.

64  According to MSAVBh #5i D164b6/P193b3-4, the Pudgalavadin now objects as follows:
The false view of the pudgala (*pudealadysii) may well have the character of a pollution
(*samkiesalaksana), still it does not have the character of a wrong notion (*viparvasa-
laksana).

65  According to MSAVBh #si D164b7-165a1/P193b4—7, all that which is pollution {*sam-
klesa) is wrong notion (*viparyasa), as to grasp (*grahana) something as permanent
(*nitya) or good (*$ubha), and nothing non-polluted is a wrong notion, as to grasp some-
thing as impermanent (*anitva) or offensive (*asubha). Therefore, if to grasp something as
the self (*armman) or the pudgeala has the character of pollution (*samkiesalaksana), it must
be a wrong notion.

AS/EA LXTVe2+2010, 5. 291-340



A TEXT AGAINST BUDDHIST PERSONALISM 311

(klista) [MSA 18.92d%].6¢ [It is] indeed with this [personalistic false view] as a
cause [that] desire, etc., [which are] defiled, are produced.

[The Pudgalavadin:] But [according to you,] should one say that the pudgala is
one [and the same] with or rather distinct (anya) from the [real] thing (vastu)
named “corporeity,” etc., with regard to which the [verbal] designation
“pudgala” [takes place]? [The MSA] answers:%7 This [pudgala] can be said to be
neither one [and the same] with nor distinct from the [basis of its designation,
i.e., from the five skandhas] [MSA 18.93ab'].% [The Pudgalavadin:] For which
reason? [Answer:] Because of the two faults [that would ensue] [MSA 18.93b%].
[The Pudgalavadin:] Because of which two faults? [Answer:] Because [if the

66

67

68

According to MSAVBh #si D165a3-4/P194al-2, defilements (*fesa) such as desire
(Fraga), hostility (*dvesa) and error (*moha) arise from the false view of a self (*atmadysti).
Therefore, since the false view of a self serves as the cause of defilements, the personalistic
false view (*satkayadrsti) is the nature of the defilements (*lesasvabhava). On the
genealogy of the defilements out of the false view of a self, see below, MSABh 160,34 and
n. 123. For similar statements in early Yogacara literature and in the Buddhist episte-
mologists” works, see Eltschinger forthcoming 1.

According to MSAVBh tsi D165a4-b2/P194a2-bl, the Pudgalavadin has objected as fol-
lows: You claim that the pudgala does not exist as a real substance (*dravyasar), but exists
as a designation (*prajfigptisar). Now, a designation (*prajiiapti) is impossible (Fasam-
bhava) without a basis (gZi = *vastu), as the designation “pot” (*ghata ifi) is impossible in
the absence of a pot, but occurs in dependence of a pot (¥ghatam asrifva). On which basis,
then, does the designation “pudgala” occur? The reply to this objection is as follows: The
designation “pudgala,” far from being based on something existing substantially, is nothing
but a designation of the five constituents-of-(pseudo-)personality to which one clings
(*paficopadanaskandha), as it is said in the Sitra: “O monks, those ascetics or Brahmins
who consider that [there is] a self, all these only consider the five constituents-of-(pseudo-
Jpersonality to which one clings.”* *MSAVBh tsi D165a6/P194ad-5: dee sbyon nam bram
ze ‘am ! gan su yan run ba bdag gam bdag gi Zes “dogs pa de dag wi fie bar len pa’i phun po
lna fiid la na “am bdag gi Zes Ita Zin “dogs par zad do Zes gsuns so //. To be compared with
AKBh 282,1-3 (see also Okada/Kishi 2008:95; Kosa IV.17) and AKBh 467,6-7/LES2,2—4
(Kosa V.253; see LE82n. 289 for references): ve kecid bhiksavah sramana va brahmana va
atmeti samanupasyantah samanupasyanti sarve ta iman eva paiicopadanaskandhan iti /, and
SN IIL46 (XXIL, 47, 3) (see also Okada/Kishi 2008:95): ve hi keci bhikkhave samana va
brahmana va anekavilitam aftanam samanupassamand samanupassanti | sabbe te paficu-
padanakkhandhe samanupassanti etesam va afifiataram /. The same passage is quoted in
MAV 244.15-18 and 254,14-16.

According to MSAVBh #si D165b2-3/P194b1-3, since it exists as a mere designation
(*prajfiaptisar) but not as a real substance (*dravyvasar), the pudgala can be said neither to
be of the same nature (*ekasvabhava) as the skandhas nor to be distinct from the skandhas.
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skandhas and the pudgala were one and the same,] the skandhas would be
(prasanga) the self, and [if the skandhas and the pudgala were distinct,] the
[pudgala] would be a [real] substance [MSA 18.93¢d].®” For if [the skandhas
and the pudgala) are one [and the same], it follows that the skandhas are the self,
and that the pudgala is a [real] substance. But if [the skandhas and the pudeala]
are distinct[, then it follows that] the pudgala exists as a [real] substance. For [it
is] in this way [only, i.e.], since the pudgala exists as a [mere] designation, [that]
one is justified [in saying] that it cannot be said [to be either one and the same
with or distinct from the skandhas™]; [and] therefore, it is established as a point
[to be left] unanswered (avyakrtavastu).’!

69  According to MSAVBh #5i D165b5-166a2/P194b6—195a3, if one holds that the skandhas
and the pudgala are one and the same (*eka), then, (12) as the self (Farman) 1s of a per-
manent nature (*nityasvabhava), the five skandhas themselves will be of a permanent nature
{which is false). Moreover, (1b) if the five skandhas and the self were one and the same,
then, as the the five skandhas exist as real substances (*dravvasat), the pudgaia also would
exist as a real substance (which is false). But if one holds the pudgala to exist independently
of the five skandhas, then, (2) as the outsiders (*firthika) claim that what they call “atman™
exists as a real substance independently of the skandhas, what is called “pudgala” will also
exist as a real substance independently of the five skandhas (which is false). In both
Vasubandhu’s and Sthiramati’s interpretations, (1b) = (2). For an argument similar to (1b),
see AKBh 461,24-462,24/LE40,9-48.5, quoted below, n. 76.

70 MSAVBh #si D166a2-3/P195a3-5: gon du bsad pa ltar na gan zag rdzas su med par ‘gyur
te / btags pa tsam du vod pas na ! gan zag gi phun po dan ran bzin geig par mi (em.: DP om.
mi) ‘gvur ro !/l phunt po fitd gan zag gi van bZin vin no Zes kyan ma briod la ! phun po la ma
gtogs par gan zag logs §ig na vod par yar mi brjod la ! don du na phunt po la yvan gan zag gi
ran bZin med [ phun po la ma gtogs par gan zag ces byea ba logs Sig na yan rdzas su med do
Zes bya ba'i don to //. “As stated before, since the pudgala does not exist as a [real]
substance, [but] exists as a mere designation, the pudgala cannot have the same nature as the
skandhas. |[We] don’t say that the skandhas are the nature of the pudgafa, and we don’t say
that the pudgala exists independently of the skandhas. Ultimately, the skandhas don’t have
the nature of a pudgala, [but] the pudgala does not exist as a [real] substance independently
of the skandhas. Such is the [intended] meaning.”

71  According to MSAVBh tsi D166a4—6/P195a6-8, one says neither that the skandhas and the
pudgala are one and the same thing, nor that they are distinct things. Therefore, if someone
asks whether the skandhas and the pudgala are one and the same, one does not answer that
they are one and the same thing (*eka ity avvakrta). And if someone asks whether the
skandhas and the pudgala are distinct things, one does not answer that they are distinct
things (*bhinna itv avyakria). And indeed, since the pudgala is without a nature of its own
(*nihsvabhava), it can be taught neither to be the same as the skandhas nor to be distinct
from them, as it cannot be answered that the son of a barren woman (*vandhyvaputra) is of
dark (*syama) or clear ( *gaura) complexion. The types of questions are traditionally held to
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be four in number (AKBh 292,9-10): sthapanivah prasno ‘vyakria ity ukiam ! caturvidho hi
prasnah ! ekamsavyakaraniyo vibhajvavyakaranivah pariprechyavyakaranivah sthapanivas
ca /. “A question that should be avoided is called ‘unanswered.” There are indeed four types
of questions: to be answered by absolute affirmation, to be answered by distinguishing [the
different aspects involved], to be answered by questioning [the questioner], and to be
avoided [, i.e., left unanswered].” (1) AKBh 292,15: kim sarvasattva marantity ekamsena
vyakartavvam mavisyantiti /. “[The question:] ‘Will all living beings die?’ should be
answered by absolute affirmation: ‘[Yes, all] will die.”” (2) AKBh 292,15-16: kim sarve
Janisyanta iti vibhajva vyakartavyam saklesa janisvante na nihklesa iti /. “[The question:]
“Will all [living beings] be reborn?” should be answered by distinguishing: ‘[Those] who are
defiled will be reborn, not the undefiled [ones].” (3) AKBh 292,16-19: kim manusyo visisto
hina iti pariprechya vyakartavyam ! kan adhikytva prasnayasiti ! yadi bruyad devan it /
hina iti vwakartavyam [ yadi brivad apayan iti [ visista iti vyakartavyam /. [ The question: ]
‘Is the human being superior [or] inferior?’ should be answered by questioning [the
questioner]: “With regard to whom do you ask?’ If he said: “To the gods,” [then] one should
answer: ‘Inferior.” [But] if he said: ‘To [those of] the evil states of existence,” [then] one
should answer: ‘Superior.”” (4) The issue of the pudgala as well as all the other avvakria-
vastus belongs to the fourth category (AKBh 292.19-20): kim anvah skandhebhyah
sattvo “nanya it sthapanvah | sattvadravyasyabhavad vandhyaputrasyamagauratadivat /.
“[The question:] ‘Is the [personal] being other or the same as the skandhas?’ should be
avoided, because there is no [such real] substance [as] a [personal] being, as [should be
avoided the question] whether the son of a barren woman is of dark or clear complexion.”
Other famous examples include: “Is the hair of a tortoise hard or soft?” (kim kaurmasya
romnah kharata mrduta va |[AKBh 469,12/LE98,5]), or: “The fruits of the mango tree in
your palace, are they sour or sweet? — [But, says king Milinda,] there is no mango tree in my
palace!” (vas te ‘ntahpure amravyksas tasva kim amlani phalany ahosvin madhuraniti /
naiva mamantahpure kascid amravrkso ‘sti / [JAKBh 469,20-21/LE100,3-4]). The reason
why the Buddha remains silent on questions such as that of the identity/difference of the self
and the skandhas is that he takes into consideration the intention of the person asking the
question {(prastur d@savapeksa) in order to prevent him from falling into the extremes of
eternalism ($asvatanta, if he answers that they are indeed different) and annihilationism
(ncchedanta, if he answers that they are the same), i.e., in false views (drsti) and ethical
nihilism (the view that there is no good or bad action and no eschatological consequence),
the latter being generally held to be more perverse than the former. On the ten or fourteen
avyakrtavastus, see AKBh 292 .8-294 4 and Kosa 1V.43-48, Traité 1.153-161 and 423; for
other references, see May 1959:277-278n. 1015. In the specific context of the present
polemic, see especially AKBh 469.9-471,19/LE98,1-114,3 (Kosa V.262-270), MAV
250,16-252.2 and Venkata Ramanan 1953:168 and 175-176.
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But to those who, violating the Teacher’s Teaching, admit that the pudgala
exists as a [real] substance,” one should reply as follows: If [your pudgala]
exists as a [real] substance and [at the same time] cannot be said [to be either
one and the same with or distinct from the skandhas, then vou| have to state the
reason (prayojana) [for this] [MSA 18.94ab].” [The Pudgalavadin:] Why
[should we state such a reason]? [Answer:] [Because a real pudgala] cannot be
said to be neither one [and the same with| nor distinct [from the skandhas]

without a reason [being provided for the denial of each of the two propositions]
[MSA 18.94cd].7>

But if [, in the absence of any reason,] it were merely due to an example that
they accepted that the pudgala cannot be said [to be either one and the same with
or distinct from the skandhas, stating:] “As fire can be said to be neither distinct

72 According to MSAVBh #si D166a6-7/P195a8-b2, MSABh 155,19-156,8 has been cri-
ticizing in a general way (*samanvena) both the *atmavadin outsiders (*tirthika) and the
*hauddhas who believe in the existence of the pudgala. In MSABh 156,8-24 (see below, n.
83) onwards, the MSABh starts to criticize the Buddhist coreligionists {(bstan pa ‘di la Zugs
pa), more precisely the views of the Sammitiyas (sam [P: D sam| bi #i pay who admit that
the pudgala exists as a real substance. See above, n. 8.

73 According to MSAVBh tsi D166a7-b2/P195b2-5, “those who” refers to the Sammitiyas
(sam |P: D sam] bi i pay; “Teacher” refers to the Blessed Buddha (*bhagavan buddhah);
“Teaching” refers to the twelve-membered word of the Buddha (*dvadasarigapravacana),
i.e., to the doctrine according to which all factors are impermanent (*awmitya), painful
(*duhkha), empty (*sunya), and selfless (*anatman). To “violate” this teaching is tanta-
mount to expounding its meaning ( *artha) erroneously by saying that what is called “pud-
gala” exists as a real substance (*dravyasar), that it can be said neither to be one and the
same with (*eka) nor distinct from (*bhinna) the five constituents-of-(pseudo-)personality
(*paficaskandha).

74 According to MSAVBh #si D166b2-5/P195b5-196al, the proponent has stated the reasons
(*pravojana = *hetu; in MSABh 156,4-7) why he says neither that the pudgala is one and
the same with the skandhas (for if it were the case, the skandhas would be permanent and
the pudgala would exist as a real substance) nor that it is distinct from them (for if it were
the case, the pudgala would exist as a real substance as the *atman postulated by the out-
siders [ *tirthikaparikalpital). In the same way, the Pudgalavadin should state the reasons
why his substantially existing pudgala cannot be said (*avacya) to be either one and the
same with or distinct from the skandhas.

75  According to MSAVBh tsi D166b7-167a2/P196a4-6, if they cannot be said to be one and
the same ( *eka) thing, then they must be distinct (*bAinna) things, like fire and water, and if
they cannot be said to be distinct things, then they must be one and the same, like fire and
fire’s heat (*agnyausnya).

AS/EA LXTVe2+2010, 5. 291-340



A TEXT AGAINST BUDDHIST PERSONALISM 315

from nor the same as the fuel (indhana),””® one should reply to them as follows:

Because of [their distinct] characteristics, because of [that which is] observed in

the [ordinary]| world and because of the [authoritative] treatises [that speak to
the contrary), it is not correct [to affirm) that fuel and fire cannot be said [MSA
18.95ac] to be either one [and the same] or distinct [from one another]. For what
we call “fire” is [nothing but] the element fire (fejodhdru), [whereas] the fuel
[consists of] the remaining [three] elements [i.e., earth, water and wind]. Now
since their characteristics are distinct, fire is simply other than fuel.”” And since

76

77

According to MSAVBh #s5i D167a2-b1/P196a7-b6, the Pudgalavadin adduces an example
of something that exists as a real substance but cannot be said to be either one and the same
with or distinct from another. Fire (*agni) and fuel (*indhana) exist as real substances
(*dravvasat) but are not distinct things, for once fire has arisen from fuel, they are no longer
distinct things; and if they were distinct things, fire could arise even in the absence of fuel;
but since one doesn’t observe that fire arises in the absence of fuel, they are not distinct
things. Nor are fire and fuel one and the same thing, for fuel is the cause of fire and does not
have heat for its nature (*usnatasvabhava), whereas fire is the effect of fuel and has heat for
its nature; and if they were one and the same thing, then, as one would not burn oneself
when touching (fsam/¥sprs-) fire, one would burn oneself when touching fuel. On the
example of fuel and fire, see AKBh 461,24-462,24/LEA0,9-48,5 (Kosa V.234-237), and
especially AKBh 462,1-4/LEA2,2—6: na hi vinendhanenagnih prajfiapyate | na canya indha-
nad agnih Sakyate pratijfiatum [ napy ananvah ! vadi hy anvah svad anusnam indhanam svat
! athananyah syad dahyam eva dahakam syat | evam na ca vina skandhaih pudgalah pra-
Jhapyate | na canvah skandhebhyah sakyate pratiffigtum Sasvataprasangat | napy ananya
ucchedaprasangad iti /. Note AKVy 700,7-8: sasvataprasangad ity asamskyptavar /
ucchedaprasangad iti skandhavat /. See also above, n. 69. That the(/certain) Pudgalavadins
made use of this analogy is made almost certain by a passage of the SS (466b3—6, trans-
lation Chau 1987:35 [see also Venkata Ramanan 1953:182]): “Qu’est-ce que le pudgala-
désigné-par-les-fondements? — Comme le Bouddha 1’a dit & Papaka: ‘En se fondant sur
telles et telles choses composées (samskara), on nomme |pudgala] ce-qui-est-désigné-par-
les-fondements.” Ce qui est nommeé |pudgaial-désigné-par-les-fondements, est comme le feu
[par rapport au combustible]l.” On the *asravaprajfiaptapudgeala, see 1. Buddhist
Personalism and its Critique, 1.4. On the fire-fuel analogy, see Duerlinger 1982.

According to MSAVBh tsi D167b5-6/P197a3-5, among the four great elements (*maha-
bhuta), fire is the element fire (*fejodharu) and has heat for its characteristic (*usnata-
laksana); as for fuel, it consists of the remaining three elements, viz. earth (*preinvidhatu),
water (*abdharu) and wind (*vayudhatu), which have respectively for their characteristics
solidity (*kharalaksana), fluidity (*snehalaksana) and mobility (*tranalaksana). See AK
1.12¢d, AKBh 8,18-25, and Kosa 1.22-23. To be compared with AKBh 462,12-14/
LE44,11-13 (Kosa V.235): atha punas tatraiva kasthadau pradipte yad ausnyvam tad agnis
tatsahajatani bhutantndhanam isvante | tayor api siddham anvatvam laksanabhedar /, and
AKVy 700,21-24 thereon: tayor apy agnindhanavor evalaksanavoh siddham anvarvam
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in the world [of ordinary experience], one observes [the existence of] fuel such
as wood even in the absence of fire, and [of] fire even in the absence of fuel,
[their] being other is [well] established.” Moreover, in the [authoritative]
treatises (sastre) [preached by Him], the Blessed One has said nowhere that fire
and fuel cannot be said [to be either one and the same or distinct].” Therefore,
this is incorrect. [The Pudgalavadin:] But how is it known that fire [also] exists
without fuel? [Answer:] Because one perceives [that fire can exist without fuel]
[MSA 18.95d'1,3 for [when it is] blown by the wind, [fire can] even go a long
way while [still] ablaze. [The Pudgalavadin:] But in this case, the wind [itself]
might [well] be the fuel! [Answer:] This is precisely the reason why it is establi-
shed that fire and fuel are [mutually] distinct [things]!®! [The Pudgalavadin: But]
why? [Answer:] As [being] two, indeed [MSA 18.95d%].82 [This] is to be con-
strued with “Because one perceives.” [And] indeed, here two [things] are
perceived, [i.e.,] the flame and, as [its] fuel, the wind.

laksanabhedat | prthividharvadimam laksapanvatvar | bhinnalaksananam hy anvatvam
drstam riupavedanadinam /.

78  On the existence of fire in the absence of fuel, see below, MSABhK 156,20-21.

79  According to MSAVBh #si D168a2-4/P196b2-4, in the Abhidharma (rion pa’i chos ‘bum
gvi gZzun = *Abhidharmasatasahasrikagrantha?), the Blessed One has not said that fire and
fuel are one and the same thing, but that they are distinct things, for he has said: “Fire has
heat for its nature (*usnatasvabhava), earth has solidity for its nature (*harasvabhava),
water has fluidity for its nature {*snehasvabhava), and wind has mobility for its nature
(*ranasvabhava).”

80  According to MSAVBh tsi D167b2-4/P196b7-197a3, upalabdheh adduces a fourth reason
proving that fire and fuel are distinct things. According to Sthiramati, upalabdhi is to be
understood as *upalabdhipramana.

81  According to MSAVBh i#si D168b1-2/P198a2-3, since the wind performs the action
( *karman) of bringing the flame (*/vala) somewhere else (*anvadesa), it has mobility for its
nature (*wranasvabhava); but since the flame has heat for its nature (Fusnatasvabhava),
wind and fire are established as mutually distinct things.

82  Like Vasubandhu, Sthiramati (MSAVBh #si D168b2-3/P198a3-5) seems to interpret
dvayena hi as a fifth reason in favour of the difference between fire and fuel, for “dvavena ki
occurs in the stanza, but not the word upalabhel” (ka ri ka las giiis su zes "bywi gi / dmigs
pa fes bya ba ni tshig mi byun mod kyi, MSAVBh zsi D168b2-3/P198a4). When the flame
is blown by the wind, one perceives them as being two: the wind is perceived as having
mobility/motion for its characteristic, whereas the flame is perceived as having heat for its
characteristics.
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[The Pudgalavadin:] The pudgala, which is the seer, [and this] up to the cogni-
zer, the agent, the experiencer, the knower and the liberator, does simply exist.®
[Answer:] The [pudgala] is no more justified as [being] a seer than it is [as the
agent of any action,] up to [being] a liberator. [And] indeed, it could be the agent

of the cognitions called “seeing,

2

etc., either as [their causal] condition or as

[their] master.®* Among these [two, let us consider] first [the hypothesis of the
pudgala as a causal condition]: Since a cognition arises in dependence of two
[factors only], the [pudgala)] is not [its causal] condition [MSA 18.96ab].?* [The

83

84

85

According to MSAVBh 757 D168b4-7/P198a5-b2, the false view (*drsti) of the Sammitivas
(sam [P: D sam] bi #i pa) has been duly refuted (in MSABhO 156,8-24, see above, n. 72) so
that the MSABh 156,241f. can turn to the refutation of those outsiders {*rthika) who hold
that the self (?ria'i bdag, “the self that is the I/ego™) exists. According to them, the self is the
agent (*kara) of the action (*kriva) of seeing visible things (*ripa), etc., up to cognizing
mental events (*dkarma); it experiences (*anuNbhi) the pleasurable (*sukha) and painful
(*duhkha) results (*karya) of good and bad deeds (*kusalakusalakarman) that are respon-
sible for one’s entanglement in samsara; the bondage ( ‘chin ba = bandhana, samyojana?)
that ties living beings (*sartva) amounts to three factors: *sattva, *rajas, and *tamas; once it
has liberated itself from this threefold bondage, the self liberates itself ( *moksa), obtains
nirvana. Considering that Sthiramati refers here at least inter afia to Samkhya doctrines,
Tib. ‘chin ba may render an original Skt. bandha (see Frauwallner 1953:338); pre-classical
Samkhya knew of a threefold bondage: prakyribandha (bondage through Urmaterie) vai-
karikabandha (bondage through emotions), and daksinabandha (bondage through the
sacrificial fee; see Frauwallner 1953:337-339). In the doctrine alluded to by Sthiramati, the
three basic constituents of matter have been substituted for the older three factors, so that
one may interpret this threefold bondage as the soul’s entanglement in matter and its pro-
cesses (see Frauwallner 1953:374-380). As suggested above (see 1. Buddhist Personalism
and its Critique, 1.4 and n. 18), there is no compelling reason to follow Sthiramati’s opinion
that the MSA(Bh) is now attacking non-Buddhist doctrines.

According to MSAVBh #si D168b7-169a5/P198b3-199al, the self could be an agent in the
sense of a master (¥*svamin): In the same way as a master or a lord (dpon po = pati?)
commands (*Vvas-) the slave (*dasa) and has his wishes fulfilled by the slave due to his
command (*vasa), the self might be in command of cognitions such as the visual cognition
(Feaksurvijfianadiviffiana); due to the power of the self, the cognitions {*vijfiana) would see
visible things, etc. (*7padi), and the self in turn would see (*Vdrs-) or experience
(*amunbhii-) visible things as they appear in the cognition (*vatha vijiiane [pratiJbhasate).
According to MSAVBh #si D169a5-6/P199al-3, a visual cognition (*caksurvifiiana) arises
in dependence of something visible (*rupa) and the visual sense-faculty (*caksurindriva).
Therefore, what is called the self cannot act as a causal condition in the rise of a visual
cognition. To be compared with AKBh 464,12-14/LE 60,6-9 (Kosa V.241): sutre hi
nirdharitam | dvavam pratitya viflianasyotpado bhavatiti* [ tathda caksur bhikso hetu rupani
pratvavas caksurviffianasyotpadaya [ tat kasya hetoh [ yat kimcid bhikso caksurvijiianam
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Pudgalavadin:] For which reason [isn’t the pudgala a causal condition in the
production of a cognition]? [Answer:] Because [it is] useless [MSA 18.96¢'], for
one does not observe it to have any function (samarthya) in this [process].s¢ Or,
if'[the pudgala] presided over [the rise of a cognition], neither would it bring
about an impermanent [pleasurable cognition, nor would it ever bring about] an
undesirable one [MSA 18.97ab].87 Indeed, if this [pudgala] presided over the
production of cognitions, it would [certainly] not bring about a desirable [but]
impermanent cognition, and certainly no undesirable one. Therefore, since it is
impossible in either of the two ways (ubhayathapi) [i.e., either as a causal con-
dition or as a master], the [pudgala] cannot be a seer, [and this] up to a liberator
[MSA 18.96¢d].

Furthermore, if the pudgala exists as a [real] substance, ifs operation and cha-
racteristic are to be established [MSA 18.97a].38 [And indeed,] one perceives

sarvam tac caksuh pratitya rapani cefi** /, *T 2, 54223, SN IV.67 (XXXV, 93, 2) according
to LE6On. 124; **T 2, 57¢18 according to LE60n. 125,

86  According to MSAVBh #si D169a5-6/P199al-3, when fire has been brought about by the
fuel, water is in no way (*na kathamncit) necessary in order to produce it; in the same way,
when a visual cognition has arisen in dependence of something visible (*rupa) and the eye
(*caksus), the self is in no way necessary in order to produce it. In other words, the self is
useless ( *uirartha), does not perform any action (*akimcitkara).

87  According to MSAVBh 75si D169b2-5/P199a6-b3, if the self experienced visible or audible
things as they appear in cognition, then, since the living beings ( *sattva) always (*uityam)
long for pleasure (*sukha) alone and wish never to be associated with suffering (*duhkha),
the self would always produce pleasurable cognitions, and never undesirable ( *anista) and
unpleasurable (*asukha) ones. For if the self were in command of cognitions and expe-
rienced pleasure and suffering as they appear in the various cognitions, it would always
bring about pleasurable cognitions and never painful ones. To be compared with Traizé
11.743: “Si I’ Atman était autonome (svatantra) et actif (karaka), il devrait tout obtenir selon
ses désirs. Or il n’obtient pas [toujours] ce qu’il désire, et il subit [souvent] ce qu’il ne désire
pas. [...] En outre, tout étre déteste la douleur (duhkha) ; mais quiconque recherche le
bonheur (sukha), trouve la douleur. C’est pourquoi, nous savons que I’Atman n’est pas
autonome, ni non plus actif.”

88  According to MSAVBh #si DI169b7-170a2/P199b6-200al, the wvisual sense-faculty
(*caksurindriva) and the visual cognition (*caksurvijfiana), which exist as real substances
(*dravyasar), possess an operation (*karman) and a characteristic (*aksana): their joint
operation is to perform the action of seeing visible things; the characteristic of the visual
sense-faculty is to manifest something visible (*rupaprasada); the characteristic of the
visual cognition is (*svabhava) to cognize a colour such as blue (*ailadirupa). If one
accepts that what is called the self also exists as a real substance, one has to exhibit its
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[both] the operation and the characteristic of [all] that which exists as a [real]
substance. For example, [one perceives that] vision, etc., and the manifestation
of visible [things], etc., [are respectively the operation and the characteristic] of
the eye, etc.® But it is not so in the case of the pudgala. Therefore, it does not
exist as a [real] substance. And if one accepts this [pudgala] as a [real] sub-
stance, [then] the Blessed One’s threefold complete awakening gets ruined
[MSA 18.97b].,%° [viz.] the complete awakening [that is extremely] profound, the
complete awakening [that is] uncommon, and the complete awakening [that is]
supra-mundane.®! Indeed, if [it is] the pudgala [that he] perfectly understands,

89

90

91

operation and its characteristic, for in their absence, the self is simply similar to a rabbit’s
horn (*sasavisana) and to the son of a barren woman (*vandhydapuira). On the rabbit’s horn,
see Traire 11.738 and Venkata Ramanan 1953:193.

Translated from the Tibetan version (MSABhy, P262b3): gan Zig rdzas su vod pa de’i ni las
dan mishan fiid kvan dmigs te / dper na mig la sogs pa’i Ilta ba la sogs pa dan gzugs dad pa
la sogs pa lta bu yin na /. Here is the text as edited by Lévi (L157,10-11), with the variant
readings of MSS A (156a6-bl) and B (142b2-4) in brackets: yadi dravvaro ‘sti tasva
karmapy upalabhyate (upalabhyeta MS A, upalabhyet |sic] MS BY yatha caksuradinam
darsanadilaksanam ca rupaprasadadi (MS A om. laksanam ca rupaprasadadi) /. The
reading of the Tibetan version can be reconstructed as follows: *yad dravyato ’sti tasya kar-
malaksanam apy upalabhyate ! vathda caksuradimam davsanadi vupaprasadadi (ca) /. Such a
reading is perfectly consonant with Sthiramati’s commentary (see above, n. 88), which
reflects a dvandva analysis of “karmalaksanam.

According to MSAVBh zsi D170a4—7/P200a3—7, this argument relies on SS (sa fu ljai pa’i
mdo) 30,1619 (see also Okada/Kishi 2008:96-97 as well as Schoening 1995:1.237-239 and
[1.395). MSAVBh t5i D170a4-5/P200ad-5: de la sans rgvas beom ldan ‘das gan Ze na / gan
gis chos thams cad thugs su chud pa’i phyir [ sans rgyas Zes bya ste !/ des {(em.: P des dan, D
de darn) ‘phags pa’i chos kyvi sku dan ses rab kyi spvan gyis bvan chub byed pa dan slob pa
dari mi slob pa’i (em.: DP pas) chos grigs so //. “Among these [things|, what does a Blessed
Buddha consist of? We call ‘Buddha’ the one who, because he comprehends (*avabodha)
all dharmas, sees the [three] dharmas of that which enlightens, of those [still] undergoing
training (*saiksa) and of those no [longer] in need of training through the noble dharma-
body and the eye of insight (*prajiiacaksus).” According to Sthiramati, a Buddha is called
‘Buddha’ because he correctly comprehends the meaning of all dharmas as many as there
are ( *vavadbhavika). If the pudgala existed, this omniscient {*sarvajfia) being would see it;
but if he saw the pudgala, he could no longer be called a ‘Buddha’ due to comprehending
this threefold salvational dharma.

According to MSAVBh #si D170a7-b5/P200a8-b6, his complete awakening is termed
“profound” due to the fact that he comprehends the *dharmanairatmya (a feature that tradi-
tionally distinguishes him from the Arhats, Sravakas and Pratyekabuddhas), “uncommeon”
due to the fact that he comprehends the *pudgealanairatmya (a feature that traditionally
distinguishes him from the ammavadin outsiders), and “supra-mundane” due to the fact that
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[then] nothing profound [at all] is perfectly understood [by him], and [nothing]
that is not common to the outsiders, and nothing [that is] unusual (anucita) in the
ordinary world (loka), for such a grasping is accessible to all ordinary people
(loka), adhered to by the outsiders, and adapted to/usual in (ucita) the long
samsara.

Moreover, the pudgala, if it is [an agent such as] a seer, [and this] up to a
cognizer, might either entail exertion or lack exertion in order to see, etc.”? Now
it it belongs to a [pudgala] that entails exertion, this exertion might either be
self-arisen, [i.e.,] spontaneous, or have this [pudgala] as its [causal] condition.
But its effort in order to see, etc., is not self-arisen, because of all the three
[faults that are to be presented below] [MSA 18.98ab]. And it is precisely
because of the three faults that will be presented [below] that [we reject the
second hypothesis also, i.e., the pudgala’s] being the [causal] condition of this
effort [MSA 18.98c].”? [Here in MSA 18.98d, the negation] “na” is to be
supplied. Now if [the pudgala] is lacking exertion, [then] it is established [that
this pudgala is not an agent. And indeed: if] seeing, eic., lacks an effort [MSA
18.98d], i.e., if there is no exertion [on the part] of the pudgala in order to see,
etc., how [can] this [pudgala] be [an agent such as] a seer, [and this] up to a
cognizer?

[The Pudgalavadin:] It has been stated [above]: “Because of three faults.” [But]
because of which three faults? [Answer:] Because the [pudgala] would no
[longer] be an agent, because [the exertion] is impermanent, [and] because [exer-

he comprehends both the *dharma- and the *pudgalanairaimya (a feature that traditionally
distinguishes him from worldly or ordinary persons |*aukika, but also *prthagjana in
MSAVBh tsi D171al/P201a3]). Alternatively, his complete awakening is termed “pro-
found” because he knows that the *parikalpitasvabhava does not exist, “uncommon” be-
cause he comprehends the *paratantra (which is devoid of *parikaipitadharmas and *pari-
kalpitapudgala), i.e., that the mind and the mental factors (*cittacaitta) simply exist (vod pa
tsam), and “supra-mundane” because he comprehends the *parinispannalaksana.

92  According to MSAVBh #si D171a3-4/P201a5-7, “exertion” (*prayatna) refers to one’s
opening ( *unmesa, *funmilana) one’s eyes, etc.

93 At least as far as the soundness of the argument is concerned, MSABh 157,22 tad® cannot be
taken to refer to pudgala, an interpretation shared by the Tibetan translations (MSABh,
P262b8 and MSAVBh #si D171a7/P201b3: byed pa de’i rkyen [canasspuagf). Moreover (and
contrary to MSABh 157,19: tatpratyayah), the compound tadvarnapratyaya- is better not
interpreted as a bahuvrii.
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tion] would occur [all] at once [and] permanently, [this pudgala’s] effort in order
to see [visible things], etc., cannot be self-arisen [MSA 18.99]. If the exertion
[made] in order to see [visible things], etc., [and] through which seeing, etc.,
[occurs,] is spontaneous [i.e., without cause nor condition], then the pudgala is
not the agent of these [cognitions]; therefore, how [can] this pudgala be [an
agent such as] a seer, [and this] up to a cognizer? Or, if it is spontaneous, [then, ]
since it does not depend [on any cause or condition, this] exertion would not
occasionally fail to occur, would not be impermanent.®* And if this effort were
permanent, [then] seeing, etc., would occur both [all] at once and permanently.9
Such is the [threefold] fault [alluded to above]. Therefore, the exertion [made] in
order to see [visible things], etc., cannot be spontaneous.

Neither a [pudgala] that [always] remains as it is nor a perishable [pudgala] can
be the [causal] condition [of the exertion aimed at producing seeing, etc., and
this for three reasons:| because [this exertion]| does not exist before [, hence
cannot be due to a permanent causel; because [this pudgala] would [ipso facto]
be impermanent;, and because there is no third hypothesis [i.e., the hypothesis of
a pudgala that would be neither permanent nor impermanent] [MSA 18.100].%¢

94 According to MSAVBh tsi D172a4-5/P202b2-4, since that which depends on a cause
(Fkaranam apeksate) arises when its cause is present and does not arise when its cause is
absent, it can be lacking sometimes; on the contrary, causeless (*uirhetuka) dharmas, since
they do not depend on causes and conditions (*hefupratyaya), can never be lacking at a
certain point in time. Therefore, if it is spontaneous (*akasmika), the effort made in order to
see something visible, etc., should not be impermanent, i.e., should be characterized as
permanent { *uityalaksana).

95 According to MSAVBh #5i D172a5-b1/P202b4—7, impermanent dharmas do not arise all at
once (*sakrt); some arise and some do not arise; sometimes they arise and sometimes not.
On the contrary, permanent dharmas oceur entirely (thog thag tu khyvab par), like space
(*akasavar), and all the time (*sarvada).

96  According to MSAVBh tsi D172b1-7/P202b8-203b1, if the self serves as a causal condition
(*pratyava), then this causal condition could be either permanent or impermanent according
to whether the self is permanent or impermanent. (1) Since the effects arisen from perma-
nent causes cannot be occasional but occur permanently, the action of seeing should occur
when the eyes actually see (or: when the eyes are opened, *caksurunmesakale), but also
already before, when they do not see yet (or: when the eyes are shut, *caksurnimesakale; see
also MSAVBh zsi D172b7-173a3/P203b1-3). (2) Since the self must be impermanent if the
exertion is impermanent, the opponent’s claim that the self is permanent is useless (see also
MSAVBh #si D173a6-7/P203b7-204al). (3) There can be no third hypothesis according to
which the self would be neither permanent nor impermanent because, since “permanent”
and “impermanent” are contradictory properties (*viruddhadharma), that which is perma-
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But if the exertion [made in order to see something visible, etc.,] had the
pudgala for its [causal] condition, [then] this [pudeala, if it always] remains as it
is, cannot be the [causal] condition [of this exertion], because [this exertion]
does not exist before [the wish to open one’s eyes and see]. For if [this effort]
had the [pudgala] for its [causal] condition, [then,] since the pudgala is never
without existing, why would [this] exertion lack before, [i.e.,] when it has not
[vet] arisen? [But] a perishable [pudgala] cannot be the condition [of exertion]
either, for it would follow that the pudgala is impermanent. And there [can] be
no third hypothesis according to which it could be neither enduring nor
perishable. [Therefore,] the effort cannot have this [pudgala] for its condition
either.

So far (evam tavat), [it is] by resorting to reason(ing) [alone that it has been
demonstrated that] the pudgala does not exist (nopalabhyate) as a [real]
substance.”” And [this can also be demonstrated by resorting to scripture,] be-
cause [the Blessed One has] taught [thaf] all dharmas are selfless, [that] ulti-
mately [there is nothing but| emptiness, and [that] to perceive a self is harmful
(atmopalambhe dosah) [MSA 18.101]. Indeed, in the [four] summary statements
of doctrine,”® the Blessed One has taught that all dharmas are selfless. [And] in
the [Sutra entitled] Paramdrthasiinyata,” [the Blessed One has] taught that the
act! [really] exists, that the [result of its] maturation'®! [also] exists, but that

nent is not impermanent, and that which is impermanent is not permanent: for one single
dharma (or: entity, *vastu) cannot be determined (*vyavasihita) as being neither permanent
nor impermanent. Moreover, if it is not permanent, then it is impermanent {(or: one adopts
the thesis of impermanence, *anitvapaksapata), and the first of the above-mentioned faults
(see [1]) will ensue; if it is not impermanent, then it is permanent {or: one adopts the thesis
of permanence, *nityapaksapata), and the second of the above-mentioned faults (see [2])
will ensue (see also MSAVBh tsi D173a6-7/P203b7-204al).

97  According to MSAVBh #5i D173b2/P204a4-5, reason(ing) ( *vukzi) consists of arguments
made on the basis of perception (*pratyaksapramana) and inference (*anumanapramana).
In MSABh 158,16ff., our text turns to prove that the pudgaila does not exist as a real
substance by means of seripture { *agamapramana).

98  On the four dharmoddanas, see MSAVBh #si D173b3-4/P204a6—7 and 2. The Immediate
Context of MSA(Bh) 18.92-103, 2.2.

99 According to MSAVBh si D173b4/P204a7, in the Siitra of the Sravakas entitled Para-
marthasunya(ta). See LE92n. 355, which refers to T. 2, 92¢18, and the passage quoted in
Kosa V.259-260n. 5. See below, n. 102,

100 According to MSAVBh #si D173b7/P204b3, the good (*fusala) and bad (*akusala) acts
{ *karman) one has done.
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there is no (nopalabhyate) agent who [would] leave these skandhas [at death]
and take up other skandhas [at rebirth] except a convention[al designation] for
the [dependently originated] dharmas.'%? [And] in the Pafiicakas,'” [the Blessed

101

102

103

According to MSAVBh #si D173b7/P204b3, the pleasurable (*sukha) and painful (*duhkha)
result (*phala) one experiences (Yanubhiita).

According to MSAVBh #s5i D173b7-174a2/P204b3-5, dharmasariketa (rendered chos su
brdar btags pa in MSABhy, P263b1-2, but chos kyi tha siad in MSAVBh 1si D173b7/
P204b3 and D174a1/P204b4) refers to (re)birth in samsara according to the twelve-mem-
bered scheme/principle (*dvadasarniganaya) of dependent origination (*prafityasamutpada),
i.e, “with nescience for their condition (*avidyapratyaya) arise the karmic forces (*sam-
skara),” etc., up to “with rebirth as their condition (*/atipratvayay arise old age and death
(jaramarana),” etc. Outside/except for this twelvefold scheme/principle, there is nothing
[-..]- The same passage is quoted in AKBh 129,9-12 (see also Okada/Kishi 2008:98, AKVy
707,13-16, Kosa V.259-260) and AKBh 468,24-26/[.LE92,8-10, with no variant reading,
but with a very useful remark to the effect that, according to Vasubandhu, dharmasarketa
amounts to nothing but dependent origination: as#i karmasti vipakah karakas tu nopala-
bhvate ya imams ca skandhan niksipaty anyams ca skandhan pratisandadhaty anyatra
dharmasanketar [ tatravam dharmasanketo yad wutasmin satidem bhavatiti vistavepa
pratityasamutpadah / (Note that Yasomitra explains iman by athikan, “this-worldly,” and
anvan by paratrikan, “other-worldly”). The equivalence between dharmasarketa and the
pratityasamutpdada is strengthened by Yasomitra’s comments: sanketa hetuphalasamban-
dhavyavasthah (AKVy 283.7), and dharmasanketad iti pratitvasamuipadalaksanaft]
(AKVy 707,16). So according to Sthiramati, sariketa = naya (scheme, principle, method,
behaviour); according to Yasomitra, sariketa = (hetuphalasambandhapvyavastha (law, rule,
status, condition) and sariketa =~ laksana (token, attribute, characteristic; the particle it
makes it difficult to understand pratityasamutpadalaksanat as a bahuvrihi compound).
Should we, then, understand dharmasarketa as the “convention(al designation) for the
(dependently originated) dharmas™ (as Paramartha seems to do, see Kosa V.260n. 3), as the
“(causal) law (governing) the dharmas,” or simply as “causal origination of dharmas” (as
does de La Vallée Poussin, see Kosa V.260)? See the passage of the Chinese Samyuktagama
quoted in Kosa V.259-260n. 5 and de La Vallée Poussin’s comments on dharmasanketa in
Kosa V.260n. 3. Candrakirti quotes a small part of the same passage in MAV 262,1.

Both Sthiramati (MSAVBh tsi D173b5-7/P204a8-b2: fian thos kyi gtun gcig las brisams pa
dan [ lun vin po Zes bva ba la sogs pa gzun man du yod pa las luni vin po’i gZun gi nan nas
chos geig las brisams pa dan / giiis las brisams pa dan [ gsum las brtsams pa dan | bZi las
brisams pa dan ! Ina las brisams pa’i char gyi nan nas (P: D las) Ina lnas las brisams pa’i
lna phrugs bsad pa’i skabs su ! gan gi phvir bdag tu bltas (D: P ltas) na fies pa rnam pa Ina
‘byun no Zes gsuns te ! de bas na gan zag rdzas su yod pa ma yin no //) and Vairocanaraksita
(MS 42b4: ekottarikiagame paficapaficadharmadhikarena nirdesah krtah) refer to the Fko-
ttarikagama, but the passage seems to have resisted all attempts at identification so far. As
pointed out by La Vallée Poussin (Kosa V.250-251n. 3), however, the passage presents a
striking phraseological similarity with AN II1.246 (CC, 5, and passim, Paificakanipata
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One has] taught that there are five evils in the perception of a self. [First,] the
[false] view of a self [and] the [false] view of a soul (jiva) arise.'™* [Second, he
who indulges in the perception of an arman] is not different from the [sub-
stantialist] outsiders. [Third, he] engages himself in a wrong path.!% [Fourth,]
his mind does not penetrate!® into emptiness, has no faith [in it], is not intent
[upon it], is not convinced [of it].1%7 [Fifth,] he does not purify his noble fac-
tors.!%® From scripture also it is thus incorrect [to claim that the pudgala exists as
a real substance].

Section, to be compared with DN II1.240 [XXXIII, 2, 1] and SN II1.133 [XXII, 90, 5]):
cittam na pakkhandaii na ppasidati na santitthati na vimuccati. The same passage is quoted
in AKBh 466,14-17/LE76,6-9 (see AKVy 704,32-705.2; Kosa V.250-251n. 4) with only a
few variants: ammadystir bhavati sattvadystiv jivadrstis ca for atmadrstiv bhavaii jivadystih;
tirthikaih sardham for tirthikail; na vimucyate for nadhimucyate (note, however, that AKVy
705,1 also reads nadhimucyate). Interestingly enough, the Vatsiputiiya/Sammatiya of AKBh
466,17-24/LE78,1-12 (Kosa V.251-252) does not accept this /ocus as a scriptural authority
{(pramana) on the grounds that “this [passage, grantha] is not read(/recited) in our sect”
(nasmakam ayvam nikave pathyate), that “it is not the word of the Buddha” (na Ai kilaitad
buddhavacanam), and that “it is not the word of the Buddha because we don’t read{/recite)
it” (so ‘smabhir apathan na buddhavacanam).

104 According to MSAVBh #si D174a2/P204b5-6, if one accepts that the pudgala exists as a
real substance (*dravyasar), one will develop the false view of a self and a soul regarding
the skandhas that are in themselves devoid of self (*atman) and one’s own (*atmiva, or:
“what belongs to the self”).

105 According to MSAVBh #si D174a4-5/P204b8-205al, the right path is the one that leads to
nirvana and liberation (*moksa) by means of the mental cultivation ( *bhavana) of the fact
that all conditioned factors (*samskara) are impermanent (*anitya), painful (*duhkha),
empty (*sunyva), and selfless (*anaiman). As for the wrong path, it is that of rebirth in sam-
sara and the evil states of existence (*apava). On pratipanna, see BHSD s.v. pratipanna.

106  On pravskand (Tib. ’jug pa in MSABh, P263b3 and MSAVBh fsi D174a5-6/P205a2-3),
see BHSD s.v. praskanda.

107 According to MSAVBh #si D174a5-7/P205a2—-4, sunvata is here to be understood as the
absence of self and one’s own (*armatmiya). According to Sthiramati, na prasidati na
samtisthate nadhimucyate provides an explanation of na praskandati: *has no faith [in it]”
refers to the time of listening (*srutakala, i.e., the Srutamayvi prajfia), “is not intent [upon
it]” refers to the time of (rational) reflection (*cintakala, i.e., the cintamayt prajfia), and “is
not convinced [of it]” refers to the time of mental cultivation (*bhavanakala, ie., the
bhavanamayt prajiia). On prasada and adhimoksaladhimukti, see Schmithausen 1969:179—
181nn. 263-264 and BHSD s.v. prasada and adhimukt.

108 According to MSAVBh zsi D174a7-b1/P205a5-6, since he does not rid himself of the
defilements (*klesa) that are to be abandoned by (the path of) vision (*darsanaheya) and by
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[The Pudgalavadin:] But (%) the pudgala has also been taught by the Blessed
One in such and such [Siitras] through the classification of [various sorts of]
pudgalas such as the one who knows thoroughly (parijiiaiavin), the burden-
bearer (bharahdra) and the one who follows faith (sraddhanusarin). Therefore,
if [the pudeala] does not exist as a [real] substance, why [has it been] taught [by
the Blessed One]?!%? [Answer:]| Because by [resorting fo the designation of]
pudgala, one [can, as did the Blessed One,] indicate differences in addiction and
[mental] series concerning defilement and purification, which vary [each] ac-
cording to degree and party [MSA 18.102].11° For in the absence of a designa-
tion [such as that] of “pudgala,” one couldn’t, with regard to impurity and
purification, [both of] which differ according to degree and party, point to the
differences in the addiction to them as well as to the differences in the [mental]

(the path of) cultivation (*bhavandheya) and hence fails to directly realize (*saksarprapti)
nirvana, he does not purity his noble factors.

109 MSAVBh t5i D174b2-4/P205a7-b2 also mentions the dharmanusaripudgala. On the form
pariffiatavin, see BHSG §22.51; on sraddhanusarin, dharmanusarin and the classification
(vvavasthana, AKBh 353,12) of other types of pudgalas in whose mental series the noble
path has arisen (utpannaryamarga), see AK 6.29ab and AKBh 353,12-18. See also above,
n. 53.

110 According to MSAVBh #si D174b4—-175b1/P205b2—206a8, if the name (*nama) and the
conventional expression ( *vvavahara) of “pudgala” were not available, the differences per-
taining to samklesa, vwavadana, avastha, cheda, vrtii and santana could not be indicated.
The one who is endowed with dharmas belonging to pollution (*samkiesadharma) will be
called “a pudgala endowed with pollution™ (*samklesavan pudgalah), whereas the one who
is endowed with dharmas belonging to purification (*vwyavadanadharma) will be called “a
pudgala endowed with purification” ( *wwavadanavan pudgalah). But pollution and purifica-
tion entail many (*bakufvijdha) degrees (*avastha): those abiding in little, moderate or
great pollution will be called “pudgalas of little, moderate or great desire (*raga),” while
those abiding in little, moderate or great purification will be called “pudgalas having
obtained a little, moderate or great path (*-margaprapta).” Those who engage in bad actions
only (*ekantakusalakarmakarin) will be called “inclined towards (*samklesapaksapatita),
siding with pollution,” whereas those who engage in good actions only (*ekantakusala-
karmakarin) will be called “inclined towards (*vyavadanapaksapatita), siding with purifica-
tion” (see also Vairocanaraksita MS 46b5-6: vah pudgala ekantakuSalakart sa sam-
klesacchedabhedafkalh | vas catkantavyavadanakarmakart sa vvavadanacchedabhedakah
/). In the same way, those who are addicted to pollution and to purification will respectively
be called “pudgalas given up to pollution” and “pudgalas given up to purification.” Or, one
may say, concerning those who abide in pollution or purification: “This pudgala has a
polluted mental series,” “This pudgala has a purified mental series.” See also MSAVBh rsi
D175b1-5/P206a8-b5.
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series. In this [connection], in the Parijfidsiitra, the factors that are to be known
are the impurity, [whereas] the knowledge is the purification.!'! In the Bhara-
harasitra, the burden and the taking up of the burden [belong to] impurity,
[whereas] the laying down of the burden [belongs to] purification.!!? In the ab-

111 According to MSAVBh 15i D175b5-176a2/P206b5-207a2, in the Parijfiasitra (yons su ses
pa’i mdo sde), the factors that are to be known (*parijfievadharma) and the knowledge
(*parijia) are twofold each: the truth of suffering (*duhkhasaiva) and the truth of origin
{(*samudayasatya) are the factors that are to be known; they side with pollution (kun nas fion
mons pa’i phyogs su bsdu = samklesapaksasangrhita?). As for the truth of destruction
(*nirodhasatya) and the truth of the path (*margasatya), they are the knowledge itself, and
side with purification (rnam par byan ba’i phvogs su bsdu = vyavadanapaksasangrhita?). In
the absence of the designation “pudgala,” it would be impossible to indicate the different
addictions (*vritiy and (mental) series (Fsaniana) of those who are said to be persons who
are (still) to be taught the things to be known (?yvons su ses par byva ba’i gan zag) and
persons who know thoroughly (vors sur Ses par byed pa’i gan zag = parijiiatavipudgala?).
Among them, the persons who are (still) to be taught the things to be known, whose mental
series is endowed with dharmas belonging to pollution, are engaged on the side of pollution
(kun nas fion mons pa’i phvogs la Zugs pa = samkiesapaksapravrta?); as for the person who
knows thoroughly, whose mental series is endowed with dharmas belonging to purification,
he is engaged in the dharmas belonging to purification ( *vvavadanadharmapravytta). On
parijfiatavin, see above, n. 109. For the Pali Parififiasutta, see SN 111.26 (= no. XXII.23).
The siitra begins thus: parififieve ca bhikkhave dhamme desissami parififigiica /. Here, the
parijiievadharmas consist of corporeity (rupa), affective sensation (vedana), ideation (safifia
= samjfia), conditioned factors (sarikhara = samskara), and direct awareness (vififiana =
vifiiana), whereas pariffia consists of the destruction of desire (ragakkhaya = ragaksaya),
the destruction of defilements (dosakkhaya = dosaksaya) and the destruction of error (moha-
kkhaya = mohaksaya).

112 According to MSAVBh #si D176a2-6/P207a2—7, in the Bharaharasutra (khur khyer ba’i
mdo sde), the pudgala who bears the burden and the pudgeala who lays down the burden are
twofold each. Here, the truth of suffering (*dubikhasatya) is called the burden (*bhara),
whereas the truth of origin (*samudavasatva) is called either the bearing {*bharahara) or
the taking up of the burden (*bharadana). Both side with pollution. The laying down of the
burden (*bharaniksepafnal) is also twofold: when (*ada) the burden is laid down
(*niksipta; at the time of destruction, *nirodhakala), and by means of what (*kena) the
burden is laid down (by means of the truth of the path, *margasatva). Both side with
purification. Those pudgalas who haven’t yet eliminated ( *aprahina) suffering and its origin
are said to be engaged (*pravrita) in the bearing of the burden and to have a mental series
endowed with a burden. Those pudgalas who have obtained (*prapta) the truth of
destruction and the truth of the path are said to be engaged in the laying down of the burden
and to have a mental series endowed with the laying down of the burden. Note Vairocana-
raksita’s explanation (MS 46b6): bharo dubkhasatyam ! bharadanam samudayasatyam /
niksepanam haniv vyvavadanam nivodhamargasatyam /. For the Pali Bharasutta, see SN
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sence of the designations of pudgalas [such as] the parijidtdavin and the
bharahara, it would be impossible to point to their different addictions and
different [mental] series. [As for the thirty-seven] factors that are aids to
awakening, they possess various degrees according to the different paths [in
which they are cultivated, viz., those] of preparation, of vision, of cultivation and
of culmination; [and] in the absence of the designation of pudgalas such as the
sraddhanusarin, it would be impossible to point to their different addictions and
different [mental] series.!'> This is to be known as the reason (naya) why the

113

II1.25-26 (= no. XXIL.22). For the Chinese versions of the Bhdarahdarasitra (T. 2, no. 99
[19al5ff] and 125 [631c] 11f]), see Okada/Kishi 2008:101-102, and Frauwallner 2010:16 for
a translation). In the Pali version of the siitra, the burden consists of the five constituents-of-
(pseudo-)personality to which one clings (paficupadanakkhandha = paiicopadanaskandha);
the taking up of the burden consists of craving (tanhd = trsna); the laying down of the
burden consists of cessation (nirodha). As for the laying hold of the burden (bharahara), “it
is the person |[...], that venerable one of such and such a name, of such and such a family”
(puggalo... yoyam avasma evamnamo evamgotto). On the Bharaharasitra, see also AKBh
468,1-9/LE88,1-14 (Kosa V.256-257), and especially the long quotation in AKVy 706,3—
12: bharam ca vo bhiksavo desayisyami bhavadanam ca bharaniksepanam ca bharaharam
ca ! tac chyputa sadhu ca susthu ca manasikuruta bhasisve ! bharah katamah /
padicopadanaskandhah /| bharadanamm katamat [ trsna paunarbhaviki nandiragasahagaid
tatratatrabhinandint | bharaniksepanam katamat ! vad asy@ eva trsnavah paunarbhavikya
nandigatasahagatavas tatratatrabhinandinya asesaprahanam pratinihsargo vvanitbhavah
ksavo virago nirodho vyupasamo ‘stamgamah [ bharaharah katamah [ pudgala iti syad
vacanivam | yo 'sav avusman evamname evamjanye evamgotra evamahara evamsukhaduh-
khapratisammvedy evamdirghavur evamcivasthitika evamayusmanta iti /. Note also AKBh
465,15-16/LE70,1-3: sa avusman evamnama evamjatva evamgotra evamahara evamsukha-
dubkhapratisamvedy evamdirghavur evamcirasthitika evamavuhparvanta iti /. The proper
exegesis of the Bharasitra is also dealt with in TS 349 and TSP K130,1-21/5165,1-19 (see
Schayer 1931-1932:88-91). The TSP contains two quotations. (1) TSP K130,1-3/5165,1—4:
bharam vo bhiksavo desavisvami bhavadanam bharaniksepam bharaharam ca | tatra
bharah paficopadanaskandha bharadanam trptir (K: S trsna) bharaniksepo mokso bhara-
harah pudgald iti /. (2) TSP K130,15-16/S165,12-14: yo 'sav ayusmann [sic] evamnama
evamjatir evamgotra evamdahara evamsukhaduhkhapratisamvedy evamdivghayvur iti [...].
According to Bareau 1955:115, the Bharaharasutra belonged to the scriptural texts most
oft-quoted by the Vatsiputiiyas (see Venkata Ramanan 1953:170-171 and 178-179).

According to MSAVBh zsi D176a7-b6/P207a8-b8, these 37 factors are cultivated by the
candidate while abiding in the path of preparation (*pravogamargavasthayvem), in the path
of wvision (*darsanamargavasthayam), in the path of cultivation (*bhavanamarga-
vasthayam) and in the path of culmination { *nisthamargavasthavam). In other words, the
degrees of their cultivation (*bhavanavastha) are manifold {*bakufvijdha). Among these
paths, the path of preparation refers to the four *adhimukticaryabhimis, and the pudgala
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Blessed One] has taught the pudeala although [it] does not exist as a [real]
substance.

Otherwise, ! the [Blessed One’s] teaching of the pudgala [would] indeed be
pointless. PFirst, it cannot have been aimed at generating the [false] view of a
self [in the living beings], because the view of a self is not to be generated [in the
living beings] [MSA 18.103a], since it has arisen well before.!'¢ ''"Nor was it
aimed at [allowing the living beings to] cultivate this [already existing but not
yet cultivated view of a self], for of [this] view of a self, [their] cultivation is
beginningless [IMSA 18.103b]. And if it had been taught because [one achieves]

who cultivates the 37 factors at that time is called an *adhimukticaripudgala. At the time of
the *darsanamarga, the bodhisattvas have obtained the first stage (*bhinmi), whereas the
sravakas have obtained the *srofaapaitimarge (the srotadpanna is the one who has not yet
abandoned the bhavanaheyaklesas, AKBh 356,1 and Kosa 1V.200; for an etymology of
srotaapanna, see AKBh 356,45 and Kosa IV.200) and the pudgala who cultivates the 37
factors at that time (*rarkale) is called a *darsanamargasthapudgala. According to the
method of the Great Vehicle (*mahayananayena), the *bhavanamarga starts at the second
stage, whereas according to the method of the Lesser Vehicle ( *rmnayananayena), it starts at
the obtention of the *srotaapattiphala, and the pudgala who cultivates the 37 factors at that
time is called a *bhavanamargasthapudgala. According to the method of the Great Vehicle,
the *nisthamarga refers to the *abhisambodhi, whereas according to the method of the
Lesser Vehicle, it refers to the obtention of the *arhai(tva)phala, and the pudgala who
cultivates the 37 factors at that time is called *asaiksapudgala (on the avhat or asaiksa, see
AK 6.45ab, AKBh 365,16-20 and Kosa [V.230-231). For an outline of the non-Mahayanist
path, see Kosa IV.iv—xi; for an account of the stages in the bodhisattva’s career, see Dayal
1970:270-291; on the 37 bodhipaksvalbodhipaksikadharmas, see 2. The Immediate Context
of MSA(Bh) 18.92-103, 2.1 and n. 34.

114 Le., if there were no rationale behind the Buddha’s resorting to this flatus vocis.

115  According to MSAVBh zsi D176b7-177al/P208a2-3, the Pudgalavadin now objects that the
Blessed One has taught the pudgala in order to generate the view of a self (*armadrsti) in
the mental series (*cittasantana) of those living beings (*saitva) in whose mental series the
view of a self has not yet arisen (*anutpannatmadysticittasaniana).

116 According to MSAVBh #si D177a3-4/P208a6, the false view of a self (*armadysti) is no
longer to be generated since it has been present in their mental series (*citfasantana) since
the beginningless time ( *anadikala) of samsara.

117  According to MSAVBh #si D177a4-5/P208a6—7, the Pudgalavadin now objects that, al-
though the view of a self { *atmadrsti) has arisen in the mental series (*cittasantana) of the
living beings, these do not cultivate (*abhyasa) it; the Blessed One has taught the pudgala
30 that these living beings may cultivate the view of a self.

AS/EA LXTVe2+2010, 5. 291-340



A TEXT AGAINST BUDDHIST PERSONALISM 329

liberation through the vision of the self,!'® then [it would mean that] @/l [/iving
beings could] achieve liberation without effort [MSA 18.103¢], for all those who
have not [yet] seen the [noble] truths have the [false] view of a self.!!® O, it
results that there is simply no liberation [MSA 18.103d']. For no one, having
first!?Y grasped the self as non-self, [would] grasp [it] as the self when fully com-
prehending the truth!2! in the same way as [someone] who, having first failed to
grasp suffering as suffering, [will] grasp [it as suffering] afterwards.!?? Thus,
[since] after [the full comprehension of truth the non-grasping of the self as the
self would be exactly the same] as before, there would be no liberation [at all].
And if the @fman [really] exists, [then,] due to the notion of “I” and the notion of
“mine,” craving for the [pleasure of the] self and [all] the other defilements
caused by this [very view of a self] will necessarily arise. For this reason also,

118  According to MSAVBh #si D177a6/P208b1-2, although the living beings (*sattva) cultivate
the view of a self (*afmadrsti) and are only familiar with the self through its name
(*namamatra), they cannot reach liberation (*moksa; *apavarga; *nirvana) because they
don’t really see the self, which has the size of a thumb (*arigusthamatra) or the size of a
mustard-seed (*sarsapamatra). The Blessed One has taught the pudgafa so that the living
beings, by seeing this tiny self, may achieve liberation. Sthiramati alludes here to Upanisa-
dic speculations about the size of the arman: angusthamatra in Katha Upanisad 4.12;
sarsapa in Svetasvatara Upanisad 3.143. For a similar discussion in the context of the
polemic against the Pudgalavadin, see Traifé [1.744 and n. 1; on sarsapa, see also Venkata
Ramanan 1953:189.

119  According to MSAVBh #si D177b2-4/P208b5-7, if one achieves liberation through the view
of a self (*armadrysti), then, since ordinary persons ( *prthagjana) who per definitionem have
not seen the truths (i.e., have not yet reached the path of vision) are possessed with the view
of a self, all living beings ( *sartva) would achieve liberation (*moksa; *nirvana) without
making any effort towards listening (s$ruta, i.e., the srutamayvt prajiia), reflection (cinta, i.e.,
the cintamayt prajfia) and cultivation (bhavana, i.e., the bhavanamayt prajfia).

120 Le, still as an ordinary person, before the full comprehension of truth (satyabhisamaya).

121  According to MSAVBh zsi D177b5-7/P20%al-3, in the religious doctrine {dharma) accord-
ing to which the self exists (bdag vod pa'i chos), one does not see the self before engaging in
the cultivation {*bhavana) process, but rather sees selflessness(/sees that the self does not
exist: bdag med par mthon ba) and does not, therefore, achieve liberation {*moksa). But
once cultivation has taken place, one sees that the self exists and hence achieves liberation.

122 According to MSAVBh #si D177b5-7/P209al -3, since one does not see the four truths of
suffering, ete. (*duhkhadisatyacatustaya) before engaging in listening (Sruta, i.e., the sruta-
mayt prajfia), reflection (cinta, i.e, the cintamayt prajfia) and cultivation (bhavana, i.e., the
bhavanamayt prajfia), one does not achieve liberation (*moksa), but after these have taken
place, one sees the four truths and achieves liberation.
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there would be no liberation [at all].'?* One should rather not (na va) accept that
the pudgala [MSA 18.103d%] [really] exists, for if it exists, [all] the [afore-
mentioned] evils [will] necessarily follow.

5. Text-critical remarks

L155,25 reads: nopalabdhd, against MS A 154b3 (nopalabdho) and MS B 141a5
(nopalabdho). Read: nopalabdho (see already Lévi 1911:261n. 1).

L155,29 reads: na ca viparydsah, against MS A 154b3 (na caviparyasah), MS B
141b1 (na caviparydasah), MSABhg, P262b1-2 (phyvin ci ma log pa [...] ma yin
no) and MSAVBh #si D164b6-7/P193b4 (phvin ci ma log pa [...] mi [...]).
Read: na caviparydsah (to be compared with Lévi 1911:261n. 2).

L155,30 reads: na caisa samklesa iti, against MS A 154b6 (sa caisa samklesa
iti}, MS B 141bl (sa caisa samklesa iti), MSABhy, P261b2 (de kun nas fion
mons pa vin no zZes bya bar) and MSAVBh tsi D165al/P193b7 (de kun nas fion
morns pa yin par). Read: sa caisa samklesa iti (see already Lévi 1911:261n. 3).

L156.3 reads: ekatvanyatvato vicyas, against L154,30 (ekatvanyatvato ‘vicyas),
MS B 141b3 (ekatvanyatvato 'vacyas), MSABhy, P261b3—4 (gcig dan gZzan du
brjod bya min), MSAVBh tsi D165b2/P194bl (gcig dan tha dad mi brjod de);
the reading of MS A 155a2 (ekatvanyatvato vdicyas) is of course no argument in

favour of ekatvanvatvato vicvas. Read: ekatvanyatvato ’'vicyas (see already
Lévi 1911:259n. 93.1.a).

L157.3, MS A 156a3, MS B 142a7 and MSAVBh #si D169a5/P199a2 (giiis la
brten nas) read: dvayam pratitya, against L155,3 (dvaye sati ca) and MSABhy;,
P268a7-8 (gfiis yod [ *dvaye sati cal). | have read: dvavam pratitva.

123 To be compared with AKBh 472,7-11/LE118,3-7: vadi canma bhavet tathagata eva suvyak-
tam pasveyuh [ pasvatam catmagraho drdhatarah syat | atmani ca saty aimivam bhavatiti
sttre vacanad® atmiyagraho ‘py esam skandhesv adhikam pravarteta ! saisam syat sat-
kavadrstih | atmivadrstau ca satvam atmivasnehah | evam esam drdhataratmatmiyasne-
haparigahitabandhanandam mokso durataribhavet /. *LE118n. 534 refers to SS (462b27), T
1, 765b28, MN L.138, sutta no. 22.
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L157,5 (but also MS A 153a5 and MS B 140b4, which correspond to L155,5!)
reads: svamitve sati va-, against L155,5 (but also MS A 156a4 and MS B 142b1,
which correspond to L157.5"), which reads: svamitve sati cd-. In other words,
L155,5 reads ca- against the manuscripts (va-), and L157.5 reads va- against the
manuscripts (c¢a-). Neither MSABhy, P260b7 = P262a8 (bdag po #iid cig vin na
ni /f mi vtag mi ‘dod “byun mi byed) nor the pratika in MSAVBh tsi D169b1—
2/P199a6 (bdag po vin na mi rtag dan // mi ‘dod pa ni "byun mi byed) does not
allow a decision. I have read: svamitve sati va-.

L157,6 reads: svamibhavann anistam vijiianam, against MS A 156a5 (svami
bhavan [sic] istavijignam [sic]), MS B 142bl (svami bhavan [sic] istam
vijiianam), MSABhy, P262a8-bl (bdag po #iid gcig vin na ni rnam par Ses
pa 'dod pa). Read: svamit bhavann isiam vijiidnam (see already Lévi 1911:262n.
4a).

On L157,10-11 (vadi dravyato [...] riapaprasdddadi), see above, n. 89.

L157,15, MS A 156b3 and MS B 142b6 read: tirthya®, against MSABhg,
P262b5 (gZan mu stegs can [*anyativthva®] (no pratika in MSAVBh)). Read:
tirthyd®.

L157,17, MS A 156b5, MS B 142b7 and MSAVBh #si D171a2/P201a4 (lta ba la
sogs pa) read: darsanadisu, against MSABhg, P262b6-7 (de lfa ba la sogs pa la
[ *sa darsandadisul). Read: darsanddisu.

L157,18-19, MS A 156,5-6 and MS B 142b7-143al read: svavambhiir v
bhaved dkasmikah (dkasmika MSS A and B) / tatpratyavo [...], against
MSABh;;, P262b7 (see also MSAVBh #si D171a5/P201a7-8), which reads: ran
bvun ba glo bur ba'am | de’i rkyen las [...], ie., *svavambhiir va bhaved
akasmikas tatpratyayo vd /. 1 have read: svavambhiir va bhaved dkasmikas
tatpratvayo va / (see already Lévi 1911:263n. 5).

L158,13, MS A 157b1, MS B 143b1 and MSAVBh #si D171a2/P201a4 (de’i
rikven las byun ba vin na ni)y read: sati hi tatpratvayatve, against MSABh,
P263a5-6 (de de’i rkyen #iid yin na ni [*sati hi tasmin tatpratyayatve]). Read:
sati hi tatpratvayatve.
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L158,21, MS A 157b7, MS B 143b5 and MSAVBh #si D173b7/P204b2 (rnam
par smin pa) read: vipakah, against MSABhy, P263b1 (las kyi rnam par smin pa
[*karmavipakah)). Read: vipdkah.

L158,23 and MS B 143b6 read: iti desitd, which makes no sense in the absence
of a feminine subject. MS A 157b9 reads iti dejitah [sic], which might be
construed with paficadinavah (atmopalambha [iii] being, then, in the nominative
[“five evils have been taught to be/as the perception of a self”]). MSABhy,
P263b2, however, clearly interprets dtmopalambha as a locative (bdag tu dmigs
pa la fies dmigs Ina ste [...] Zes bsad de /). Moreover, and in the same context,
L158,20 and L158,22 read: iti desitam. 1 have read: iti desitam.

L1593, MS A 158a4 and MS B 144a2 read: samklese vvavadane ca, against
L155.15, MS A 154a3 and MS B 140b7 (and L159,5, MS A 158a5 and MS B
144a3), which read: samklesavvavadane ca. samklese vyavadane ca can only be
in the locative case, while samklesavyavaddne ca can also be, as a dual, in the
nominative case (this might have been Sthiramati’s understanding, who puts the
six terms involved on the same level in MSAVBh f#si D174b6-—7/P205b4—5 (kun
nas fion mons pa tha dad pa dan |/ rnam par byan ba tha dad pa dan | gnas pa
tha dad pa dan !/ chad pa tha dad pa dan /| jug pa tha dad pa dan | reyud tha
dad pa dag bstan du mi run gi [...]). | am inclined to read both as locatives (for
the singular dvandva, see Renou 1996:104, §86B and BHSG §23.2-3), as
MSABh, P263b5—6 and MSABhy;, P263b6 (both with genitive particles: “of
pollution and purification™ in the sense “in(/concerning) pollution and purifi-
cation™) also seem to reflect. (The prattkas in MSAVBh #si D174b5-6/P205b3—4
and MSAVBh #si D175b1-2/P206a8-bl are of little use.) In the reading:
samklese vyavadane ca, the particule ca needs not be interpreted as connecting
MSA 18.102 to MSA 18.101, a function that seems to be that of 4i. Although the
singular dvandva is represented twice (L155,15 and L159,5), I have read:
samklese vyvavadane ca.

L159,11-12, MS A 158b2, MS B 144a7 read: vendsati dravyato ’stitve, against
MSABhy, P264a3 (ci’i phyvir [kena?] instead of yena) and MSAVBh #si
D176b6/P207b8 (de’i phyir [tena?] instead of yena). Read: venasati dra-
vvato stitve.

L159,15 reads: aniitpadyd. Read: anutpadya.
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L.159,20 reads: sarvesam na drstasatyandam, against MS A 158a6-7 (sarvesamm
[sic] adrstasatvanam), MS B 144b3 (sarvesdam adrstasatyandm) and MSABhy,
P264a5 (bden pa ma mthon ba thams cady. Read: sarvesam adystasatyandam.

L160,2 reads: vathapirvam. Read: yathda pirvam.
Dandas

L155,27: viparyasdt tatha. Read: viparyasat / tatha

L156,17: ekatvenanyatvena ca agnir. Read: ekatvendnyatvena ca | agnir
L156,21: upalabdhes tatha. Read: upalabdheh / tatha

L156,22: tatrendhanam iti ata. Read: tatrendhanam iti | ata

L156,23: dvayena hi upalabdher. Read: dvavena hi / upalabdher
L157,7: anistam ca / naiva. Read: anistam ca naiva /

L157,18-19: akasmikah / tatpratvayo. Read: akasmikas tatpratyavo (va)
L158.,20: desitam paramdrtha®. Read: desitam | paramdrtha®

L158,22: pratisamdadhati | anyatra. Read: pratisamdadhaty anyatra
L158,23: jivadrstih nirviseso. Read: jivadrstih / nirviseso
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