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“Geshe Sopa is one of the rare Buddhist studies scholars with a traditional Tibetan education. This top-ranking geshe gives these rare texts the first-rate commentary they deserve.”


Shambhala Sun


You hold in your hands one of the finest books ever published on the Kadam tradition of Tibetan Buddhism, whose basic program of “mind training” (lojong) was adopted by every Tibetan order. The two long poems translated here, attributed to Atiśa’s guru, Dharmaraks. ita, are among the oldest and most dramatic of the mind-training texts, full of vivid imagery, sutra and tantra practices, and both conventional and ultimate perspectives on the world.


“Peacock in the Poison Grove provides lucid translations of the texts, and a learned commentary revealing why Geshe Sopa has long been regarded as one of the greatest living scholars of Tibetan Buddhism. Sweet and Zwilling’s introduction is a model of textual detective work and lucid contextualization, which helps us understand the world in which these poems arose and why they continue to speak to us today. This book belongs on the shelf–and a readily accessible one at that!–of every scholar and every practitioner of Tibetan Buddhism.”


Professor Roger Jackson, author of Tantric Treasures


“Being learned, pure in morality, and compassionate, Geshe Sopa is an incomparable example of a Dharma teacher.”


Lama Zopa Rinpoche, author of Transforming Problems into Happiness


Born in Tibet in 1923, GESHE LHUNDUB SOPA moved to the United States in 1967 to teach in the Buddhist Studies Program at University of Wisconsin–Madison, where he is now Professor Emeritus. He founded the Deer Park Buddhist Center in Oregon, Wisconsin.


Both MICHAEL SWEET and LEONARD ZWILLING hold doctoral degrees in Buddhist Studies from the University of Wisconsin–Madison.







Preface


THIS BOOK HAS ITS GENESIS in a series of lectures that Geshe Sopa delivered at the Deer Park Buddhist Center in Oregon, Wisconsin over the course of three summer sessions, 1994–96, on the two texts that form its subject, The Wheel-Weapon Mind Training and The Poison-Destroying Peacock Mind Training. They were chosen in part because of their striking tone and style, which give to their message a special powerful immediacy. These homiletic poems rebuke us for our harmful thoughts and deeds by showing us their inexorable consequences: the sharp wheel-weapon of our negative karma turns fatally back upon ourselves. They exhort us to change our behavior while we are still able, to replace self-centeredness with pure altruism; they invoke the fierce protector Yam›ntaka to destroy the primal ignorance that is the root of egotism and thus the cause of all our suffering; and they teach us to become peacock-bodhisattvas, who can transmute the poisonous afflictions of lust, anger, ignorance, envy, and pride into the elixir of emancipation.


We want to express our gratitude to the entire lineage of teachers who have handed down and taught these texts, and to thank those who have helped to make the present book possible: William Kirtz, who was the first to translate The Wheel-Weapon into English, has been supportive of this project in a number of ways and provided the image of Yam›ntaka that opens part 1 of this book; those who transcribed the tapes of Geshe Sopa’s lectures, especially George Propps, as well as Ann Chávez, Suje Own, and James Apple. We are very grateful to Beth Newman for her invaluable editorial assistance and to John Newman and Craig Johnson for critiquing the translation at various stages. We should also like to express our appreciation to David Kittelstrom, E. Gene Smith, and all the staff of Wisdom Publications who have brought this book to fruition. May it be a source of benefit to all living beings.




Historical and Thematic Introduction
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Michael J. Sweet and Leonard Zwilling


I: BACKGROUND


BOTH The Wheel-Weapon (mTshon cha ’khor lo)(WW) and The Poison-Destroying Peacock(rMa bya dug ’joms)(PDP) are early examples of the indigenous Tibetan religious literary genre known as lojong (blo sbyong), or mind training.1 This class of literature developed within the Kadampa (bka’ gdams pa) school, the earliest of the organized Tibetan Buddhist denominations. The school was founded in 1057 by ’Brom ston rgyal ba’i ’byung gnas (1005–64), who based the order on the teachings of his master, the great Indian scholar-saint DıpaªkaraŸrıjñ›na, better known as AtiŸa (986–1054),2 whose arrival in western Tibet in 1042 is universally regarded as one of the great landmarks in the history of Tibetan Buddhism. AtiŸa had been invited to Tibet by the ruling house of Guge, with the mission of countering the laity-driven pseudotantric antinomianism of the time and reestablishing the celibate monk as the primary model for the religious practitioner. This objective was successfully achieved by his spiritual descendants and remains perhaps his most important legacy. Although he had originally intended to remain in Tibet for only three years, he never returned to India; while making preparations to depart, he met and was impressed by ’Brom, who very likely convinced him of the need to extend his teaching activities to central Tibet. Later, when AtiŸa was actually on the road to India, and fighting in Nepal blocked the way, he took this as a convenient pretext to turn back. His return was followed by nine intensive years of teaching in central Tibet, which ended only with his death.3


His tantric teaching aside, the Buddhism that AtiŸa promulgated in Tibet was essentially a graded approach to the practice of the Mahayana path based on the Mahayana sutras, with a strong emphasis on the cultivation of the “thought intent on enlightenment (bodhicitta, byang chub kyi sems),” that is, the fervent aspiration to achieve enlightenment for the sake of all suffering beings.4 The lojong teachings, which are the means for inculcating and developing the bodhicitta, are traditionally regarded as having been introduced to Tibet by AtiŸa himself. Within a century of his death there had emerged in certain Kadampa circles a tradition that AtiŸa had received special instruction in the cultivation of the bodhicitta from three gurus; Dharmarakṣita, Maitrıyogi,5 and Dharmakırti of Suvar˚advıpa, best known under his Tibetan appellation gSer gling pa, “The Man from the Golden Isle,” that is, modern day Sumatra. As the tradition developed, the names of these gurus came to be associated with a group of works that include some of the earliest examples of the mind-training genre — they are: the WW and PDP attributed to Dharmarakṣita; The Gyer sGom Vajra Song(Gyer sgom rdo rje’i glu) attributed to Maitrıyogi; and The Stages of the Bodhisattva (Sems dpa’i rim pa) and The Dharma For Subduing the Barbarian Border Lands(mTha’ ’khob ’dul ba’i chos) attributed to gSer gling pa. The focus of these texts is the thought intent on enlightenment, and they consist of instructions, exhortations, and admonitions (gdams ngag, man ngag) of a type that a teacher might give to students to facilitate their practice and understanding. Their language can sometimes be vivid, visionary, and occasionally violent. They are not, however, systematic expositions of the path; this was the province of the other important early Kadampa literary genre, “the stages of the doctrine (bstan rim).”6


The earliest account of the three-guru tradition is found in the commentary to the well-known Seven-Point Mind Training(bLo sbyong don bdun ma) of ’Chad kha ba Ye shes rdo rje (1101–75),7 written sometime around the mid-twelfth century. Based on the Root Words of the Mind Training Belonging to the Great Vehicle(Theg pa chen po’i blo sbyong rtsa tshig) attributed to AtiŸa, the text was reorganized and commented on by ’Chad kha ba. For the most part The Seven-Point Mind Training, the WW, the PDP, as well as the other early lojongs, do not differ in their import, but The Seven-Point Mind Training is without the tantric and other “baroque” elements found in the others and exclusively follows the nontantric tradition, the so-called sÒtray›na or p›ramit›y›na. In this, ’Chad kha ba and his teachers reflected the generally austere cast of Kadampa teaching imposed by ’Brom, who figures so importantly in the transmission of The Seven Points, as well as the trend toward systematic presentations of the Dharma represented by “the stages of the doctrine” literature. From that time forward, The Seven-Point Mind Training so came to dominate the teaching of lojong that the two became virtually synonymous, and in the present day its root text has become the most frequently translated Tibetan composition into Western languages. The result of ’Chad kha ba’s work, which engendered an immense commentarial literature, was the eclipse of the remaining early lojong literature. When, by the early fifteenth century, the Kadampa had evolved into the Gelukpa — and the old “stages of the doctrine” had become “the stages of the path” (lam rim) — mind training, that is, “mind training” as embodied in The Seven Points, was assimilated to it. Because the cultivation of the thought intent on enlightenment was at the center of both mind training and the stages of the doctrine/stages of the path, a sharp distinction had never been drawn between them even from the outset. ’Brom himself described mind training as comprising three meditative practices: meditation on impermanence, meditation on love and compassion, and meditation on the two forms of selflessness.8 These practices would later come to be known as “the three principal aspects of the path” (lam gyi gtso bo rnam gsum). By the late eighteenth century two of AtiŸa’s lojong gurus, Maitrıyogi and gSer gling pa (but not Dharmarakṣita) had been formally incorporated into “the stages of the path” (lam rim) lineage,9 and in the early nineteenth century it would be said that “all the stages of the path beginning with how to serve the spiritual friend are lojong because they are a means for training one’s own mind.”10


2: DHARMARAKṢITA AND THE BODHICITTA GURU TRADITION


It is likely that the tradition of the three bodhicitta gurus emerged in the lineage of teachers who propagated the text that formed the basis for The Seven-Point Mind Training. According to ’Chad kha ba, the point of view represented by The Seven-Point Mind Training is that of gSer gling pa, who has always been regarded by tradition, beginning with ’Brom, as having been AtiŸa’s chief guru; ’Brom is very closely associated with the transmission of gSer gling pa’s teachings, culminating in The Seven Points. A way of viewing the three-guru tradition is as a part of the process of enhancing ’Brom’s stature; Dharmarakṣita and Maitrıyogi were essentially pressed into service as foils for his preferred guru, gSer gling pa.11


As for Dharmarakṣita, he is entirely unknown to Indian tradition and whatever we know of him comes exclusively from Tibetan sources. In addition to the aforementioned work by ’Chad kha ba, the most important of the early sources are The Blue Udder(Be’u bum sngon po) by Geshe Dol pa, a.k.a. Rog shes rab rgya mtsho, a.k.a. Dol pa dMar zhur pa (1059–1131), and the commentary on it by his pupil Lha ’bri sgang pa (twelfth century).12 All three know Dharmarakṣita as a guru of AtiŸa’s and an adherent of a lower vehicle (non-Mahayana) tenet system, the ⁄r›vaka-Vaibh›˝ika (nyan thos bye brag tu smra ba). According to Geshe Dol pa and his pupil, Dharma rak˝ita was noteworthy for his compassion, but unlike ’Chad kha ba, they do not know him as a teacher of Mahayana precepts. Lha ’bri sgang pa also reports that Dharmarakṣita had at one time been a Saindhava, a member of a lower-vehicle faction prominent both at Bodh Gaya and Odantapurı, some of whose members were militantly antitantric.13


The scriptural and exegetical bases of their teachings are already part of the early bodhicitta guru tradition, with each guru associated with a particular sutra and religious treatise. The sutras and treatises assigned to both Maitrıyogi and gSer gling pa by ’Chad kha ba are easily identifiable from their titles, but this is not so for Dharmarakṣita; the title forms as they appear in ’Chad kha ba and Lha ’bri sgang pa do not permit an identification. In addition, we are also informed that neither text was ever translated into Tibetan.14 Both ’Chad kha ba and Lha ’bri sgang pa agree that the sutra and the treatise taught an approach to the practice of the Mahayana through the four noble truths; however, Lha ’bri sgang pa observes that “some” associate such an approach with Dharmarakṣita,15 which in the language of Tibetan polemic indicates that it is a position with which he does not agree. This can only be understood as an explicit criticism of Dharmarakṣita’s appropriation by the bodhicitta guru tradition as represented, for example, by ’Chad kha ba.


The legend of how Dharmarakṣita cut off his own flesh and gave it to a sick man as a medicine is an important element of the earliest traditions and is known to our three early sources; this story is repeated or alluded to forever after in association with this guru. In its earliest-known full version, which is that found in The Blue Udder commentary, the story is as follows:


A man whose thigh was afflicted with a fiery smallpox showed it to a doctor who told him he would live if he ate fresh meat but die if he did not. Out of compassion, Dharmarakṣita unhesitatingly cut some flesh from his own thigh and gave it to him, and each then went his own way. When Dharmarakṣita’s pain increased, the doctor made a poultice to stop the bleeding. Having learned that his flesh had helped the sick man, Dharmarakṣita was overjoyed. That night he had a dream, and in that dream, a white man appeared who said: “Well done, well done,” and passing his hand over the wound, it disappeared. When Dharma rak˝ita awoke he saw that the wound had vanished.16


If we look at the points of agreement among our three authors, we can discern what is likely to have been the basic Dharmarakṣita tradition — namely, that he was a guru of AtiŸa’s and a follower of Hinayana tenets, if not an actual Hinayanist, which is just the kind of prosaic information that has every likelihood of being historical fact. Although the flesh-cutting story does form part of the earliest tradition, we cannot say whether it is Indian or Tibetan in origin, but it is typical of the kind of pious tale associated with Indian religious figures, and its original purpose may have been to enhance the prestige of AtiŸa’s teacher.


As for the flesh-cutting story, it is interesting that even at this early date what had most probably begun simply as an edifying tale was already being treated in a tendentious manner. In the introduction to the story in The Blue Udder commentary, we read:


Now the author shows that through the cultivation of love, compassion, and bodhicitta, conduct becomes pure, and one quickly comes to understand the pure view. [Root text:] “If, with the root of faith, you continually practice the bodhicitta, / Even if you hold to the Vaibh›˝ika view / You will quickly understand the true nature of reality (chos kyi gnas lugs) / Like the Supreme Lord’s guru, who gave his flesh.”17


That an adherent of a lower-vehicle tenet system could spontaneously come to an understanding of the nature of reality through the practice of love, compassion, and bodhicitta would have resonated with many of the early Kadampas, for that was just the situation AtiŸa encountered in Tibet: monks and laymen who adhered to a lower-vehicle tenet system but followed the Mahayana in their practice. The Kadampas often made the point that the actual distinction between the lower and higher vehicles was not philosophical viewpoint, but practice, specifically the practice of compassion, and this distinction between the vehicles was ascribed to Dharmarakṣita himself in a late nineteenth-century anthology of Kadampa texts and lore.18 One can easily imagine a teacher using the story to encourage pupils to more fervent practice, or even to advocate for a particular view of the “true nature of reality,” and it would appear that this too formed part of the early tradition. At the conclusion of the story, Lha ’bri sgang pa quotes AtiŸa as saying: “Because my guru’s conduct was pure, by now he will have certainly come to see the truth (bden pa mthong),” which for Lha ’bri sgang pa meant the emptiness teaching of N›g›rjuna. However, at the conclusion of ’Chad kha ba’s summary of the story, AtiŸa says: “Although his point of view was low, by now he will certainly have attained the Great Seal (mah›mudr›, phyag rgya chen po),” that is, supreme realization through gnosis of the empty nature of the mind.19


The use of the flesh-cutting story to advocate for a particular view is strikingly illustrated in the case of Rinpoche sNe’u zur pa (1042–1118/19), a Kadampa of the second generation.20 According to one account, he is reported to have said that when Dharmarakṣita awoke from the dream, he found that he had attained understanding of emptiness, and spontaneously began reciting the words of the six major treatises of N›g›rjuna, which he had never heard before.21 However, in another account, sNe’u zur pa is quoted as saying that the entire story was actually a dream of Dharma rak˝ita’s, and his resulting insight was that everything was of the nature of mind!22 These differences point to an absence of agreement among the early Kadampas regarding the view to be used in interpreting ultimate reality; that the flesh-cutting story could be pressed into such ideological service is indicative of the prestige attached to the name of Dharmarakṣita at that time. In the thirteenth-century account of the life of AtiŸa, The Extensive Spiritual Biography (rNam thar rgyas pa), written after the ideological differences among the early Kadampas had been resolved, AtiŸa is simply quoted at the end of the flesh-cutting story as saying of Dharmarakṣita: “I am deeply grateful to this guru for the bodhicitta training. Owing to his great compassion he was of great benefit.”23 It would seem that with the philosophical struggle over, the figure of Dharmarakṣita as an ideological counter was no longer needed.


The next group of primary sources dates from approximately the mid-thirteenth to the mid-fourteenth centuries and includes the two major biographies of AtiŸa, the aforementioned ExtensiveSpiritual Biography, and The Famous Spiritual Biography(rNam thar yongs grags).24 These works reflect the bodhicitta guru tradition as presented by ’Chad kha ba, with Dharmarakṣita (a) as an adherent of Vaibh›˝ika tenets, (b) as AtiŸa’s instructor in the practice of bodhicitta, which he taught him from the perspective of the aforementioned two unknown texts,25 and (c) as the hero of the flesh-cutting story.26 The two histories, however, add a new and significant detail, that Dharmarakṣita was a professor at the monastery of Odantapurı (which may connect him with the aforementioned Saindhavas) with whom AtiŸa studied the classical treatises of the lower vehicle for twelve years following his ordination.27 In addition, both works relate how AtiŸa, as Dharmarakṣita’s student, had to leave the monastery every seventh day because the monastic code of the monk-bodhisattva forbade him from spending more than seven consecutive days in the company of a follower of the lower vehicle.28 This, however, would make sense only if Dharmarakṣita was, in fact, a follower of the lower vehicle, and not just a follower of lower vehicle tenets, but a Mahayanist in practice; it is too difficult to believe that Dharmarakṣita taught AtiŸa the very heart of Mahayana practice without himself being a Mahayanist. That both biographies include this story indicates that it already formed part of the body of Dharmarakṣita lore and could not be passed over, even though it argued against the figure of Dharmarakṣita that is portrayed elsewhere. As with the aforementioned points of agreement within the earliest sources, this is the kind of detail that is likely to be factual. Both works also inform us that Dharmarakṣita had died prior to AtiŸa’s departure for Tibet.29


It is clear then that by the time the two biographies came to be written there were already two distinct traditions regarding Dharmarakṣita —  Dharmarakṣita as bodhicitta guru associated with ’Chad kha ba and the lineage of ’Brom, and Dharmarakṣita as a Hinayanist and professor of Hinayana literature at Odantapurı first partially exposed by Geshe Dol pa and his pupil. The tradition of Dharmarakṣita as bodhicitta guru came to be enshrined as the official view of the Kadampa when The Famous Spiritual Biography was incorporated into their official compendium, The Book of the Kadam(bKa gdams glegs bam).30 Nevertheless, despite all the authority behind it even as late as the fifteenth century, the bodhicitta guru tradition had not attained universal acceptance, and the two traditions continued to exist side by side; neither Tsongkhapa in his biography of AtiŸa contained in his Great Stages of the Path (1403),31 nor the authoritative history The Blue Annals (c. 1480), with its exhaustive biography of AtiŸa, mention it; for both, Dharmarakṣita is only AtiŸa’s instructor in the literature of the lower vehicle at Odantapurı.


With the third and latest body of primary source material we finally come to Dharmarakṣita’s authorship of the WW and the PDP. As we have seen, none of our sources thus far have had anything to say about Dharmarakṣita as an author. The attribution of authorship rests entirely on the colophons to both works as found in the early- to mid-fifteenth century anthology of mind training texts, The Book of Mind Training (bLo sbyong glegs bam). In both colophons the author’s name is given as “Yogi Dharmarakṣita,” a personage otherwise unknown. The identity ofYogi Dharmarakṣita with AtiŸa’s bodhicitta guru is implied in the placement of the two poems at the head of the works ascribed to the three gurus, and the identification is made explicit in an independent treatise on lojong written by the senior compiler of The Book of Mind Training, the eminent Sakya scholar Dkon mchog ’bangs.32 Doubtless the identification of Yogi Dharmarakṣita with the bodhicitta guru Dharma rak˝ita was the tradition Dkon mchog ’bangs inherited from the teachers who passed the texts on to him, but as we know nothing of the history of either the WW or PDP prior to their incorporation into the collection, we can say nothing definite concerning the tradition of their authorship.


However, the colophons themselves call Dharmarakṣita’s authorship into question. In the colophon to the WW, AtiŸa addresses two verses to the poem’s (unnamed) author, whom he praises as his chief guru. It is, however, a commonplace of all the biographies of AtiŸa and other Kadampa literature that AtiŸa always reverenced gSer gling pa as his supreme guru. Furthermore, the colophon names AtiŸa along with his chief disciple ’Brom as the poem’s translators; yet the original Sanskrit title is not provided at the beginning of the work as is customary with translations from that language, nor is it included in the canon of translated treatises (bstan ’gyur), nor is any work ascribed to a Dharmarakṣita, and the work is not found in the lists of texts in the translation of which AtiŸa participated. Thus, it would appear that at some point in the WW’s transmission, someone felt the need to provide the work with the colophon he thought it should have, and it is likely that the WW was already important and popular enough to warrant the association of AtiŸa’s and ’Brom’s names with it. Again, without any sources for the history of the WW prior to circa 1450, we cannot say when the poem began to circulate with its colophon.


The colophon to the PDP also casts doubt on the traditional ascription. Here, the colophon is quite short and written in the first person. The author, who styles himself “Yogi Dharmarakṣita,” tells us that he wrote the poem in a cave at Black Mountain. This seems somewhat suspect, as Black Mountain (K¸˝˚agiri, Ri nag po) is well known from AtiŸa’s biographies as the residence of his main tantric guru R›hulabhadra. While “yogi” often serves as a mere honorific given to any learned and holy person, it is also applied specifically to a tantric practitioner, as appears to be the implication here, yet as we have already seen, the only connection of Dharmarakṣita with the tantra is his possible membership in a group hostile to it. The colophon does not mention AtiŸa at all, there is no mention of translators, and again no Sanskrit title is given. As in the case of the colophon to the WW, that of the PDP gives every appearance of being a later addition.


What then can we say of the person of Dharmarakṣita? Clearly, there are serious problems with the tradition of the three bodhicitta gurus in general, and with the tradition as it relates to Dharmarakṣita in particular. That being the case, the more prosaic tradition represented by Geshe Dol pa, Lha ’bri sgang pa, Tsongkhapa, and The Blue Annals seems the more likely; namely, that Dharmarakṣita was a professor at the monastic university of Odantapurı, a follower of the lower vehicle, and an adherent of Vaibh›˝ika, with whom AtiŸa studied the scriptures and exegetical literature of the lower vehicle following his ordination. In all the biographical literature concerning AtiŸa, Dharmarakṣita is the only named teacher with whom he studied the lower vehicle. As such, his name carried sufficient prestige that it could be conveniently appropriated to serve as a foil (like the shadowy figure of Maitrıyogi) for those who advocated the lojong teachings ascribed to gSer gling pa. The ad hoc nature of his incorporation into the bodhicitta guru tradition can be seen in the impossibility of identifying the scriptures associated with him, the convenient absence of Tibetan translations for them, the lack of a lineage tracing his teachings to a divine teacher,33 and the reported disappearance of his teachings in Tibet at a very early date.34 As for his authorship of the the WW and the PDP, these texts were evidently ascribed to him in order to lend them authority and to add to their credibility as works that dated from an early period of the second transmission of the Dharma in Tibet.


3: THE TEXTS


If the ascription of these two works to AtiŸa’s bodhicitta guru and hence an Indian origin proves problematic, the internal evidence of the texts themselves strongly suggests a Tibetan rather than an Indian provenance. Both works excoriate various kinds of false teachers and gurus, especially those who claim to teach the tantra and the Mahayana, and who pass off their own inventions as the genuine Dharma (for example, WW 68, 84, 87–88; PDP 50–51). We previously pointed out how this was a significant concern in Tibet about the year 1000 and provided the impetus for the invitation of AtiŸa to Tibet in the first place. Moreover, such criticism of non-normative practices was not part of the Indian Buddhist landscape during the time in which these texts would have been composed.


In contrast to its denunciations of those who have strayed too far from the fundamentals of Buddhist belief and practice, the PDP itself contains two surprising verses (54–55) in which monastics are urged to give up their vows and kill the enemies of the Dharma, those who are actually destroying the teaching. Such a call to arms would have had deep resonance for Tibetans, who would have understood it as a reference to the assassination of the apostate King gLang dar ma in 842 by the monk dPal rdo rje, a deed celebrated as heroic and praiseworthy.35 Such fear of the violent destruction of the Dharma would have been out of place in Buddhist circles in north-east India in the tenth and eleventh centuries, when the major challenge to Buddhism was a resurgent but nonviolent Hinduism; the Muslim threat was still two centuries away. In addition, the WW (70), like other early lojongs, warns against taking recourse to mo, the indigenous Tibetan form of divination, or to Bon, the heterodox form of Tibetan Buddhism.36 Both poems also refer to native Tibetan classes of demons, the ’gong po (WW 51, 91; PDP 50, 76, 81), and the protector deities of the Bon religion under the designation “the dark quarter” (PDP 33, 66). In WW 32 the poet ascribes the failure of religious rites to backsliding, to the propitiation of the Bon protector deities.


The central simile of both compositions also appears to be indigenously Tibetan. The image is that of the peacock who ingests poisonous plants, particularly “the virulent poison” (btsan dug) of aconite, which he “tames” by transmuting it into an elixir responsible for his beauty, just like the bodhisattva who similarly transmutes the afflictions (nyon mongs) into the means to accomplish the Buddhist path. In fact, the Tibetan proverb “The poison that nourishes the peacock brings ruin to all others,”37 closely echoes the opening verses of the WW. The ingestion of poisonous plants by the peacock is a stock image in Tibetan poetry, both religious and secular, and in fact the oldest example of it to come to light so far is found in a work on Mah›mudr› from the same period in which our own texts were likely written.38 However, this trope appears to be entirely foreign to the Sanskrit literary tradition, as well as to Indian folk traditions. Both Buddhist and non-Buddhist Indian literary traditions are quite familiar with the peacock as an eater of poisonous snakes, a theme that goes all the way back to the beginnings of Indian literature in the ¿g Veda,39 but the Indians, who had firsthand knowledge of peacock behavior, unlike the Tibetans, seem to know nothing of the peacock’s ingestion of poisonous plants. The figure of the poison-plant-eating peacock is one that would most certainly have appealed to the Indian imagination and found literary expression; that it is not to be found is strongly suggestive of Tibetan invention. This image resembles those in European medieval bestiaries that present animal behavior that is not based on naturalistic observation but has symbolic significance.


In addition, the mix of Madhyamaka, Mah›mudr›, tantra, and the “Cutting ” (gcod) teachings that both poems incorporate are strongly suggestive of a Tibetan provenance. Both poems adhere to the Madhyamaka view of emptiness, but, as with the Mah›mudr›, they stress the emptiness of mind, its luminous skylike nature, inherent purity, and the need to leave it to its natural state (WW 116, PDP 35, 84). It is interesting in this connection that AtiŸa is reported to have said that Dharmarakṣita had eventually realized the Mah›mudr›. The tantric influence can be seen in the word the author(s) used for killing or destroying the enemies of the Dharma, sgrol or bsgral, “to set free, to release,” which is “an everyday term of Tibetan tantrism denoting any ritual murder, from that practised by certain tantric orders… to the execution of demons by [a] hero… deity, or a ‘sorcerer.’”40The “cutting” teachings can be seen in the call to supernatural beings to partake of the offering of the practitioner’s body (PDP 2–3), and the destruction by Yam›ntaka of a personified ego-clinging (WW 49–54, PDP 76). All these elements are consistent with the Tibetan milieu of the eleventh and twelfth centuries, and the same mix of elements can be found in the closely contemporary compositions of, for example, Machig Labdrön.41


Finally, there are a number of stylistic features that clearly show these works to be of Tibetan origin: the device of the refrain, so prominent in the WW (10–48, 55–90); the use of reduplicated words for emphasis (bden bden, sdod sdod, yod yod, snang snang; WW 105, 106, 111); and the employment of an onomatopoeic trisyllable, chems se chems, for the sound of thunder (WW 55–90; PDP 76) — these are all features that are already found in the most ancient Tibetan poetry. There is also to be found in the PDP (76, 81) an example of the kind of mutilated Sanskrit characteristic of native Tibetan compositions.


The work whose title we are translating as The Wheel-Weapon is actually known under three titles, and the one that is most probably the original one is that found in the title slot at the beginning of the work: The Wheel-Weapon That Strikes at the Enemy’s Vital Spot(dGra bo gnad la dbab pa’i mtshon cha ’khor lo). The two other titles, which are cover titles, incorporate the words “mind training,” as The Wheel-Weapon Mind Training Belonging to the Great Vehicle(Theg pa chen po’i blo sbyong mtshon cha ’khor lo), and The Wheel-Weapon Mind Training That Dharmarakṣita Gave to AtiŸa(Dha rma ra k˝i tas atiŸa la gnang ba’i blo sbyong mtshon cha ’khor lo). Nowhere in the work itself is there mention of “mind training,” and it only came to be denominated as such with the creation of the distinct genre. It is as The Wheel-Weapon Mind Training(bLo sbyong mtshon cha ’khor lo) that it is commonly referred to by Tibetans.


The words in the title that are translated as “wheel-weapon” are mtshon cha, literally “weapon,” specifically one that is sharp and cutting (Ÿastra), and ’khor lo, “wheel” (cakra). This object, a discuslike missile, was an actual weapon in the Indian armory: made of iron with a hole in the center to throw it, its edge was either jagged with teeth like a saw or razor-sharp. Though the Tibetans would have been unfamiliar with the real thing, it was known to them through iconography, where it is included among the many weapons held by wrathful deities. Probably the most famous instance of the wheel-weapon in Buddhist literature is as the “razor-edged wheel-weapon” (khuradh›raª cakk›vudham) that M›ra hurled at the Buddha, who was about to reach enlightenment, and that was transformed into a harmless flower canopy.42 In our work it serves as a metaphor for the teaching of the poem, which, like a wheel-weapon, cuts through to the vital point of the enemy, egotism. It also relates to a central theme of the text, that present misfortune is the result of evil deeds performed in the past, which, like a sharp-edged discus weapon, turn on oneself, boomerang fashion.43


Of all the works attributed to the three bodhicitta gurus, the WW must have been considered the most important, given the concerted effort that was made to associate AtiŸa and ’Brom with it. It is also the only one of the works ascribed to the three gurus that is furnished with a detailed lineage of transmission from its purported author down to the compiler of the fifteenth-century anthology. While there is no reason to call the lineage into question for the two or three generations preceding the compiler, in the absence of supporting evidence we really can say nothing about the reliability of the transmission prior to that.44


As for the PDP, the poem as we have it also carries three different titles, The Poison-Destroying Peacock Mind Training(bLo sbyong rMa bya dug ’joms),The Peacocks’ Roaming in the Jungle of Virulent Poison(bTsan dug nags su rma bya rgyu ba), and The Elixir Made from Poison(Dug gi bcud len). The first title, which we have adopted, we may regard as having been devised to serve as a cover title. In actuality, this title is more appropriate to the WW in that the image of the poison-to-elixir-transforming peacock is central to that work in a way that it is not to the PDP itself. The second title, which is the one found in the traditional title slot at the beginning of the text, is actually taken from the very first line of the WW. The third title, The Elixir Made from Poison, which is mentioned within the text of the poem itself, is far more relevant to the work’s contents and it seems most likely that this was the original title. This title refers to the fact that many Indian and Tibetan medicines and alchemical elixirs are in fact compounded with poisonous ingredients such as aconite and mercury45 and the poem analogously maintains that the spiritual elixir of bodhicitta46 must also have an admixture of the poisons of lust, hatred, and the other afflictions, which have been “subdued” by the bodhisattva to work toward, rather than against, the attainment of enlightenment. All things considered, it appears that the PDP was at some point in its transmission “piggybacked” onto the WW, owing to the similarity of themes, language, treatment, and central deity. The first line of the WW was borrowed to serve as a title to establish a connection between the two works, and a colophon was added.


As we have seen, the WW has always been the more important of the two texts, and it is, as far as we know, the only work ascribed to the three gurus that was translated into Mongolian.47 However, by the early nineteenth century the study and teaching of the WW had become so neglected that the Reting Rinpoche bsTan pa rab rgyas (flourished in late eighteenth, early nineteenth centuries) gave a series of lectures on it in 1813 so that “its transmission may not be interrupted.”48 Apparently bsTan pa rab rgya’s efforts were to good effect since we see after him a renewed, vigorous interest not only in the WW, but in the PDP as well. In the late nineteenth century the great Nyingma teacher ’Jam mgon Kong sprul blo gros mtha’ yas (1813–99) incorporated the entire Book of Mind-Training in its Gelukpa recension, known as A Hundred Mind-Training Texts(bLo sbyong rgya rtsa), into his Treasury of Instructions(gDams ngag mdzod). This led to the study of the WW and the PDP among the Nyingmapas, and both of our works are quoted at great length in the major Nyingma commentary on The Seven-Topic Mind Training written by Zhe chen rgyal tshab ’Gyur med pad ma rnam rgyal (1871–1926).49 In addition, the eminent Mongolian Gelukpa polymath bLo bzang rta mgrin, a.k.a. rTa dbyangs (1867–1937), wrote topical outlines (sa bcad) to both poems,50 and the Nyingmapa gLag pa bsod nams chos ’grub (1862–1944) wrote annotations (mchan) to the WW.51 In 1976 the first published translation of the WW into a Western language appeared under the title The Wheel of Sharp Weapons; in 1981 a revised edition was published together with a short commentary by Geshe Ngawang Dhargyey.52


While the last hundred years or so have seen a great deal of renewed interest in the WW and the PDP, it must be admitted that the texts as we have them are in a very poor state. The ascertainably earliest text that we have of the WW is that found in the rough account (zin bris) of the aforementioned lectures of bsTan pa rab rgyas of 1813.53 These lecture notes, which cover the entire work, are invaluable both for helping to establish a text of the WW and for assisting in the work’s interpretation, but it is clear that different versions of the text were already in circulation, as bsTan pa rab rgyas often refers in his lectures to variant readings, some of which are not found in any of the versions known to us. To further complicate the matter, the text as incorporated by Kong sprul contains significant divergences from bsTan pa rab rgyas’s text indicative of a separate textual transmission, as does the version of the text as found in The Book of Mind-Training, which, unfortunately being available only in a modern edition, is of problematic textual value. As for the text of the PDP, it too is in an equally poor state, with the various versions in disagreement with each other. Given the lack of reliable editions, we have simply tried to clear away the obvious errors and other inconsistencies and provide the best texts possible.


4: THE MEANING OF LOJONG


Both of the texts translated and commented on in this volume belong to the genre of religious literature known as lojong. Although it has become customary to render this word as “mental/mind training,” a look at the history of the term shows it to be of some complexity. Part of the difficulty in ascertaining its meaning as understood by those who first coined it and used it is that for nearly a century after the death of AtiŸa, the lojong instructions were a “hidden teaching” (lkog chos), that is, they were taught in the form of oral, not written, instructions imparted by the teacher to his pupil in private, rather than in a public setting as with the stages of the doctrine. We have seen that during the century following AtiŸa’s death, a process of sifting had taken place and many early lojong teachings had become neglected with the rise to dominance of one particular trend. Consequently, the recovery of the original sense of lojong becomes problematic, but if we look at how the terms that make up this collocation were employed around the time the teachings that come to be known as lojong were introduced, it may be possible to approach the original meaning of the term itself.


Lojong is composed of two words, lo (blo), and jong (sbyong). In the Tibetan translations of Indian Buddhist literature, blo most usually represents the Sanskrit buddhi, “intelligence or intellect”; however, it is also occasionally used to render the Sanskrit manas, “mind” or “thought.”54 Since the lojong teachings are concerned with the cultivation and development of the thought intent on enlightenment, it is perhaps significant that although the Sanskrit word for “thought” in such contexts is usually citta (sems),manas is not unknown. Without making too much of this, we should keep in mind the possibility that the term blo may have been understood as an abbreviation for “the thought intent on enlightenment.”55


As for sbyong, its basic sense as a verb is “to purify, to cleanse” and as a noun, “purification, cleansing.” From these basic definitions, various metaphorical senses have developed that exist alongside them, such as “to study, to train, to practice, to cultivate” and “training, practice, cultivation.”56 It should be recalled that from the very beginnings of Buddhism, purification has been the basic metaphor for spiritual progress, as can be seen, for example, in the title of the great summa of Therav›da practice, the Visuddhimagga, or Path to Purity.57 In the Tibetan versions of Indian Buddhist texts, sbyong is almost exclusively employed in its basic sense as a translation of the Sanskrit (vi)Ÿodhana, “purification,” as of sin, or of the adventitious defilements that stain pure consciousness. In these contexts sbyong is frequently found in combination with sems, a synonym, as we have pointed out, of blo, as in semssbyong, “purification of the mind, mental purification,” in Sanskrit cittaviŸodhana.58 It was as “mental purification,” cittaŸodhana, that blosbyong was first rendered into Sanskrit by native Tibetan scholars.59 The various metaphorical senses do not seem to have been exploited in the translation of Indian texts, and instances of such uses appear rare. One of the few places where the translators did so was in rendering the Sanskrit adjectival compound cır˚abuddhi, “having a trained mind,” which was translated as blosbyangs.60 However, this compound serves solely as an epithet and has no doctrinal content. Apart from this instance, the collocation blo sbyong does not seem to be found in the translations of Indian Buddhist texts.


In native Tibetan religious literature, lojong is frequently found as a verbal phrase, but here the metaphorical senses predominate and it may variously mean “to study, train the mind in, practice, cultivate, meditate,” and so forth, according to context. Clarification of the meaning here may be gained by looking at a similar phrase found in Tibetan compositions, often in the very same contexts as lojong, that is, blogoms. In this sense, goms is far less ambiguous than sbyong. In the translations of Indian Buddhist texts, goms for the most part renders the Sanskrit noun abhy›sa, “frequent and repeated practice or concentration,” and it is regularly used in that sense in Tibetan literature. This accords well with the Tibetan sense of sbyong as “training or practice” as a metaphorically frequent and continuous purification or “polishing-up.” We have seen that the earliest Tibetan rendition of blosbyong into Sanskrit was as “mental purification,” which reflected the canonical usage of sbyong, but sbyong as goms, “frequent and repeated practice,” has found its way into modern Tibetan Sanskritization as mana¯abhy›sa, and a contemporary Nepali scholar has even attempted to incorporate both senses of sbyong as “purification” and “repeated practice” in translating blosbyong as matiŸodhan›bhy›sa, “mental-purification training.”61 This is probably not far from the original understanding of blosbyong. AtiŸa, who is credited with introducing the lojong teachings into Tibet seems to have both senses of Ÿodhana(sbyong) in mind in the following passage from one of his most important works, An Instruction Entitled “The Middle: An Open Casket of Jewels.” The subject is “the thought intent on enlightenment”:


Purifying it: one should constantly recall that mind (sems, citta) has no beginning from whence it has come, no end to where it goes, and no abiding anywhere; it is colorless, shapeless, unborn from the beginning, not obstructed at the end, empty of own-being, and of the nature of clear light. Or, love, compassion, and the thought directed to enlightenment should be made firm through repeated practice (goms [sic!]); it should be highly purified, it should be continually recalled at every mental moment; it should be made to continue through recollection, deliberation, proper thinking, and restraint.62


It thus appears likely that blosbyong was originally understood along the lines of “mental purification through repeated practice of the thought intent on enlightenment.” Lojong then is not just a genre of religious literature, but the defining ideology (lta ba) of the Kadampa school itself, just as the Great Perfection (rdzogs chen) is for the Nyingmapas, the Great Seal (phyag chen) for the Kagyupas, the Paths and Fruits (lam ’bras) for the Sakyapas, and the Stages of the Path (lam rim) for the Gelukpas.


5: THEMES AND IMAGERY


A: Yam›ntaka


Yam›ntaka is the wrathful form of MañjuŸrı, the Buddha who symbolizes wisdom. His name means “he who brings an end to Yama” or “Yama’s Terminator.” Yama, the lord of death in Buddhist mythology, symbolizes all evil forces (bdud) opposed to the Dharma and its practice.63 The most wrathful form of Yam›ntaka is Vajrabhairava, also known as the solitary (ekavıra) Yam›ntaka, that is, without a consort.64 Although the best-known form of this deity has nine heads, thirty-four arms, and sixteen legs, the form as described in the WW (50) is the simplest, with one head, two arms, and two legs.65 In both of our texts, the deity is invoked to crush the demon of ego-clinging although the practitioner is not explicitly directed to identify himself or herself with the deity, as in some other early lojong texts. Yam›ntaka rituals involve symbolism that is found in our texts, such as his destruction of demons using the sharp wheel-weapon (discussed above), as well as annihilating mantras (WW 53, 55–91, PDP 76, 82).66


B: Transforming Poison into Enlightenment


One of the striking features of our texts, in contrast to the mainstream lojong tradition based on The Seven-Point Mind Training and its commentaries, is the central theme of using the mental poisons and afflictions (kleŸa) as a means to enlightenment, turning them to spiritual ends through the admixture of bodhicitta. This is expressed most explicitly in verses 11–17 of the PDP, which show how lust, anger, ignorance, envy, and pride can be used as skillful means, thus reflecting that work’s original title, The Elixir Made from Poison. Although this theme was to be extensively developed in the tantra, it is already found even in such early nontantric Mahayana treatises as the Mah›y›na Saªgraha and the SÒtr›laªk›ra.67 As for the WW, it begins (1–6) by clearly laying out the analogy of the peacock transforming highly toxic black aconite into nourishment as the bodhisattva turns lust and other mental poisons into the elixir of the path. This approach is closely connected to the principle aim of alchemy (ras›yana), the transformation of a base substance into a precious one by adding a catalytic agent.The Ga˚ḍavyÒhasÒtra, for example, compares turning iron into gold using the residue of heated brass (rasaj›ta) to bodhicitta, which, like the alchemical catalyst mercury (rasadh›tu), absorbs all the karmic and afflictive obscurations and turns them into the roots of virtue and omniscience.68We encounter the same notion expressed in a work on mental purification translated by AtiŸa, the CittaviŸuddhiprak›ra˚a (51): “As copper when touched by mercury turns into pure gold, so the afflictions when touched by pure gnosis become true causes of virtue.”69


C: Peacocks and Poisons


The beautiful and dramatic tail plumage of the peacock has made it a symbol of majesty and divinity in many cultures, including India, and from early times, we already find in Buddhist literature the bodhisattva compared to a peacock, as for example in the B›veru J›taka.70 In the same work we also find the proverbially unclean and cowardly crow71 used to symbolize the ordinary or spiritually backward individual, as in the WW (4). We have already seen that even in the earliest Indian literature, the ¿g Veda, peafowl are believed to have the ability to neutralize poison, although in Indian Buddhist and non-Buddhist lore, this is always connected with snake venom.72 This belief was based on naturalistic observations of peacocks killing poisonous snakes and being impervious to their poison.


In the WW the peacock is specifically credited with the ability to neutralize and use as a nutriment73 the “virulent poison” of black aconite (aconitum ferox).74 Aconite is a highly toxic plant best known in the West under the name of “wolfsbane.” It is an important ingredient in traditional Asian medicine and is used in Tibetan medicine, mixed with other ingredients, as a treatment for, among other ailments, mental illness.75 However, on the subcontinent it is found only in the Alpine and sub-Alpine regions of the Western Himalayas,76 and thus its association with peacocks, who live only in temperate climates, becomes problematic. As we have previously remarked, the absence of an association of peacocks with aconite in Indian lore suggests a Tibetan origin for this figure.
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