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Deepen your understanding of meaning and truth with the third volume of the Dalai Lama’s esteemed series Science and Philosophy in the Indian Buddhist Classics


“Knowing the numerous philosophical views that exist in the world, especially the essential points of the four Buddhist philosophical schools, can open our intellect and enrich our resources for critical reflection in other domains.”


—from the introduction by His Holiness the Dalai Lama


“Philosophical Schools presents the seminal works of ancient Indian philosophy, bringing together the thoughts and views of both non-Buddhist and Buddhist schools. These ancient philosophical views can still enrich our understanding of how we humans engage with the world around us, particularly in our search for inner peace and in our understanding of the nature of experience, the origin of the world, and our role within it. This volume addresses the various schools’ answers to the questions of how things and events exist, the discrepancies between how these appear to us and how they really exist. This remarkable entryway into the works of these traditions will be valued not only by those already studying these great philosophical schools but also more general readers, both today and in centuries to come.”


—Khen Rinpoché Geshé Tashi Tsering, abbot of Sera Mé Monastery and author of the Foundations of Buddhist Thought series


“This remarkable series, presenting English translations from key texts in the Indian Buddhist tradition, is introduced by His Holiness the Dalai Lama, who shares his vision of revealing the wisdom of the Indian Buddhist masters and scholars to bring benefit to many others.”


—Richard J. Davidson, founder and director of the Center for Healthy Minds, University of Wisconsin–Madison


“Science and Philosophy in the Indian Buddhist Classics offers a rare gift of wisdom from the ancient world to the modern reader. The editors have curated a rich treasure of the philosophy and maps of the mind that have their origins in the early centuries of Indian thought, were preserved in translation for centuries in Tibet, and now are brought to all of us in this translation.”


—Daniel Goleman, author of Emotional Intelligence
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GENERAL EDITOR’S NOTE



Classical Tibetan texts often refer to ancient India as the Land of the Noble Ones, rightly admiring it for its rich spiritual and philosophical traditions. Recognizing this dual aspect of India’s heritage—spirituality and philosophy—Tibetan writers praised the Land of the Noble Ones as the source of both Dharma (spirituality) and “the sciences” (vidyā). The Dharma the Tibetans admired most, and devoted maximum effort toward to bring it to their homeland, was the Buddhadharma, especially the tradition of India’s great monastic university of Nālandā. But the Tibetan translators also conveyed India’s other knowledge disciplines: grammar and linguistics, poetics, civility and governance, logic and epistemology, Ayurveda medicine, and the astro-sciences. As part of this largescale importing of knowledge, the Tibetans inherited the philosophical writings of great Buddhist thinkers like Nāgārjuna, Āryadeva, Bhāviveka, Asaṅga, Vasubandhu, Dignāga, Dharmakīrti, Candrakīrti, Śāntideva, and Śāntarakṣita, and institutions based on the study of their major works were established in Tibet. The Tibetan admiration for Indian knowledge was such that the very script that the Tibetans would develop as the medium for this ambitious cultural transference was modeled on the Indian Devanāgarī script of the seventh century.


As a translator myself, rendering classical Tibetan texts into English, I have often wondered what considerations might have led individual Tibetan translators in their choices of what to translate when faced with the enormity of the body of literature representing the long history of Buddhist thought in India. Were the choices determined primarily by circumstances, such as the popularity of a given text at the time or the preferences of an influential contemporary Indian teacher? Or was there, at least on occasion, a more systematic approach, an effort to present a spectrum of particular subjects, genres, and authors? For it was only in the thirteenth century, several centuries after the first phase of Tibetan translation, that the vast body of texts the Tibetans inherited from India came to be compiled into the two canonical collections—the Kangyur (translations of sacred words) and Tengyur (translations of treatises).


Be that as it may, among the over five thousand Indian texts that came to be translated into Tibetan over several centuries is the genre of siddhānta, doxographical works that present a kind of history or encyclopedia of philosophy. As noted by His Holiness the Dalai Lama in his introduction below and underlined in the introductory essay, the earliest known text of this genre is Bhāviveka’s sixth-century Essence of the Middle Way (Madhyamakahṛdaya) and its autocommentary Blaze of Reasoning (Tarkajvālā). That such an early encyclopedia of Indian philosophy was authored by a Buddhist thinker is no coincidence. Thanks to the travel writings of Chinese pilgrims, especially Xuanzang, who studied at Nālandā in the seventh century, we know that the curriculum at major Buddhist educational institutions included an array of disciplines. Students at these monastic universities would study, in addition to Buddhist thought, the philosophical systems of Sāṅkhya, Vaiśeṣika, Nyāya, Mīmāṃsā, Vedānta, and Jaina as well as the views of the materialist Cārvāka school, often in a format that we might today call “comparative philosophy.” Siddhānta texts like those of Bhāviveka clearly demonstrate the value and power of such a comparative and critical engagement with the key tenets of these diverse systems of thought.


In addition to Bhāviveka’s seminal works, the Tibetan traditions also came to admire a second encyclopedic work authored by another Buddhist thinker. This is Śāntarakṣita’s eighth-century Compendium of Principles (Tattvāsaṅgraha)—running to some 3,646 stanzas—together with its commentary by the master’s disciple Kamalaśīla. These two works provided a rich resource for the Tibetan tradition to develop its own indigenous siddhānta literature. Some of these indigenous Tibetan texts are voluminous, such as Jamyang Shepa’s famed Great Exposition of Tenets, while others like Könchok Jikmé Wangpo’s Jewel Rosary of Tenets are short primers for young students. Typically, once the student has gone through the elementary debate training through study of the Collected Topics (bsdus rva), they engage with such a primer on Indian philosophy alongside two other primers, one on the typology of cognitions (blo rig) and the other on the science of reasoning (rtags rigs). This is how I received my own training at Ganden Monastery.




This volume is the third in the four-part Science and Philosophy in the Indian Buddhist Classics, conceived by and prepared under the personal supervision of His Holiness the Dalai Lama. Within the Dalai Lama’s threefold categorization of the subject matter of classical Buddhist texts into science, philosophy, and Buddhist religious practice, the first two volumes focused on science, or the nature of reality. This and the final, fourth, volume are devoted to philosophy, with the current volume presenting the diverse systems of Indian philosophy and the fourth focusing on six major areas of inquiry. The vision behind this special compendium the reader can learn from the Dalai Lama’s introduction below.


The approach of the present volume is characterized by three key features: (1) All presentations are grounded in classical Indian sources. (2) Unlike traditional siddhānta literature, the views of each school are presented from the perspective of the schools themselves rather than from the perspective of the Buddhist critique. And (3) special attention has been made to present not just specific views but the arguments behind these views. That said, it is important to note that the primary source used by the editors of this volume was the Tengyur, so the views of non-Buddhist schools are presented as described in siddhānta texts authored by Buddhist philosophers. Even so, efforts have been made to ground the views attributed to the specific schools in the key works of the traditions themselves.


It is truly a source of joy to see in print this special volume on the philosophical systems of ancient India. As generations of students and scholars have enriched their minds, sharpened their intellects, and deepened their contemplations through their engagement with the key tenets of diverse Indian philosophical systems, especially through the siddhānta literature, today contemporary readers in English will share in that opportunity. It has been a profound honor to be part of the creation of this volume, as the general editor for both the original Tibetan version as well as this English translation. First and foremost, I offer my deepest gratitude to His Holiness the Dalai Lama for his vision and leadership of this most valuable initiative of bringing the insights of ancient Indian tradition to our contemporary world, especially through the creation of the four-volume compendium Science and Philosophy in the Indian Buddhist Classics. This volume is blessed to have a lengthy introduction from His Holiness himself.


I thank the Tibetan editors who worked diligently over many years to create this compendium, especially for their patience with the substantive changes I ended up bringing to the various stages of their manuscripts. I would like to thank the two translators of this volume, my friend Professor Donald Lopez and his colleague Dr. Hyoung Seok Ham, for their monumental achievement in creating a masterful translation. Professor Lopez’s deep familiarity with the Tibetan tradition (including translating the famed Tibetan siddhānta work Changkya’s Beautiful Adornment of Mount Meru), his remarkable ability to always situate specific ideas within their broader context, and his natural skill in rendering Tibetan sentences into lucid English and Dr. Ham’s expertise in non-Buddhist Indian philosophical systems make them a perfect team to bring this challenging volume to the contemporary reader. Readers of this volume are especially fortunate to have in the Professor Lopez’s introductory essay a comprehensive yet a clear synopsis of the vast world of Indian philosophy, thus preparing the reader to engage with main body of the text in an efficient and focused way. That essay, a veritable treasure, truly enhances the richness of this volume. At Wisdom Publications, I must thank David Kittelstrom and Brianna Quick for their incisive and diligent editing of the English translation. Finally, I express my deep gratitude to the Ing Foundation for its generous support of the Institute of Tibetan Classics, which made it possible for me to devote the time necessary to edit both the original Tibetan volume and this translation.


Through the publication of this volume, may the insights and ideas of the great Indian philosophical systems become an inspiration, sharpening the intellect and deepening the contemplation of contemporary readers across the boundaries of language, culture, and geography.


Thupten Jinpa


TRANSLATORS’ NOTE



In 2019, Donald Lopez’s translation of Beautiful Adornment of Mount Meru, the famous text on Buddhist philosophy by the renowned Geluk scholar Changkya Rolpai Dorjé (1717–86), was published in Wisdom Publications’ Library of Tibetan Classics series. It was therefore natural that he would be asked to translate the present volume, which covers the same philosophical schools. Changkya’s text is renowned for its penetrating engagement with specific philosophical issues in the course of its survey of the Buddhist schools, differing in this way from the much longer, more comprehensive, and quotation-laden Great Exposition of Tenets by Jamyang Shepa (1648–1721).


The respective strengths of these two famous works are reflected in His Holiness’s Science and Philosophy in the Indian Buddhist Classics volumes. The present volume is the first of two on Indian philosophy. It adopts the traditional Tibetan approach of setting forth the most important tenets of the great Indian philosophical schools in the traditional order, starting with the non-Buddhist schools and then proceeding through the Buddhist schools. The second volume will revisit the tenets of those same schools, but from a thematic perspective, comparing their positions on such foundational issues as the two truths, the valid means of knowledge, and the nature of the self.


Although the present volume is thus traditional in format, it differs from earlier Tibetan works of the tenets genre in its more detailed presentation of the non-Buddhist schools of classical Indian philosophy: the Hindu schools, the Jaina school, and the Lokāyata or “materialist” school. This is a major contribution, providing for the first time an opportunity for students of Tibetan Buddhism to recognize the interconnections and influences among the Buddhist and non-Buddhist schools of Indian philosophy over the course of more than a millennium.


Because of the substantial chapters on the non-Buddhist schools, many of whose most important works are preserved in their original Sanskrit, Lopez invited Hyoung Seok Ham to join the translation project. He is a distinguished scholar of Sanskrit and an expert on the non-Buddhist schools, especially the Mīmāṃsā, the most formidable of the Buddhists’ opponents in India. To produce the initial draft translation, Ham concentrated on the non-Buddhist chapters and Lopez on the Buddhist chapters. We then both went through the entire text together, with much time devoted to the consistent translation of technical terms. When the Sanskrit for a specific quotation was available, we tended to translate from the Sanskrit, sometimes making modifications to also reflect the Tibetan. Sanskrit texts that were consulted are listed in the bibliography in the final section, after the lists of Tibetan translations in the Kangyur and Tengyur.


The schools of classical Indian philosophy, both Buddhist and non-Buddhist, share much of the same vocabulary. In some cases, however, they give very different meanings to those terms. We have noted those differences in the glossary.


The translators would first like to express their sincere thanks to His Holiness the Dalai Lama for conceiving and planning this important series. We are honored to make this small contribution to its success. Second, we would like to thank Thupten Jinpa for his own role in bringing the series to fruition and for his support and advice throughout the translation process. Third, we would like to thank the members of the Compendium Compilation Committee for their prodigious efforts in compiling the present volume, one that honors the Tibetan tenets genre while contributing to it in new and important ways. Fourth, we would like to thank Geshe Yeshi Lhundup of Loseling Monastic College for offering many helpful suggestions during the translation process. Finally, we would like to thank David Kittelstrom and Brianna Quick of Wisdom Publications for their meticulous editing of the volume, which added greatly to its clarity.


Donald S. Lopez Jr. and Hyoung Seok Ham
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THE DALAI LAMA


NEARLY A DECADE ago, I suggested to a group of monastic scholars that it would be wonderful if a presentation could be developed in which the subject matter of the entire Tibetan canon, the Kangyur and Tengyur—the teachings attributed to Buddha Śākyamuni and the commentarial treatises—were differentiated in terms of three broad categories. If such a presentation could be developed, it would facilitate a comprehensive presentation of the essence of the entire collection of key Buddhist treatises. More importantly, this could help bring about a new educational resource for our human family of over seven billion, regardless of their religious beliefs or lack thereof. The three categories I proposed were: (1) the nature of reality—the parallel of science in the classical Buddhist texts, (2) the philosophical views developed in Buddhist sources, and (3) based on these two, Buddhist spiritual or religious practice. My introduction to volume 1 of this series, Science and Philosophy in the Indian Buddhist Texts: The Physical World, explained the nature of each of these three categories and indicated their unique features. As volumes 3 and 4 on philosophy in the classical Indian sources are nearing publication, I offer this essay in the form of an introduction.


THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN SCIENCE AND PHILOSOPHY



There is a range of opinion on what exactly the term science means. I understand it to be a system of investigation with unique methods of inquiry and the body of knowledge derived from such investigation. When science explores a question, it does so with a hypothesis based on observations, experiments to test whether the hypothesis holds true, and verification of those results through replication. When results are replicated by other researchers, such findings are incorporated into the body of scientific knowledge, and they become part of what subsequent researchers must engage with in their own research. It is this system—a method of inquiry, a body of findings, and associated theories and explanatory principles—that is called science. Defined in this way, a scientist may hold a specific philosophical view, but this does not mean that that view has been proven scientifically.


Philosophy, on the other hand, is a system of views about the deeper or ultimate nature of reality developed by thinkers on the basis of rigorous observation, rational inquiry (often in the form of argument), and the authority of past thinkers. Thus philosophers are those whose minds, not content with immediate sensory data, probe deeper by asking the question “What hidden reality underlies the diverse everyday world we experience?” Thus we could say that it is philosophers who seek to open doors to the understanding of the world’s more hidden dimensions. Historically, a great diversity of philosophical views has appeared, employing diverse methods of critical inquiry. These philosophical views continue to the present day, serving as resources to help human thinking evolve.


THE DEVELOPMENT OF PHILOSOPHY IN INDIA



Tibetan treatises on philosophical traditions as well as contemporary historians of Indian philosophy agree that the Sāṅkhya school is among the earliest philosophical schools in India. Modern scholars date the origins of Sāṅkhya to around the eighth century BCE. Sāṅkhya developed a profound and comprehensive philosophy, with all three elements of a system of thought: a view of the nature of reality; a path consisting of psychospiritual practices; and a result, a salvific state that such a path leads to. Sāṅkhya presents the nature of reality in terms of twenty-five categories and, more specifically, describes all effects as manifestations of an underlying principle called prakṛti (primal substance, primary nature). The person or self, called puruṣa, is an experiencer but not the agent of actions. Proponents of Sāṅkhya philosophy assert that one attains salvific freedom when, through meditative concentration, one sees the nature of the true self. Within Sāṅkhya, one branch asserts Īśvara (God) as the creator, saying that since primary nature itself is a fixed potency and devoid of intent, it alone cannot be the creator of the world. It maintains that it is a combination of God’s intent and primary nature, the grand universal from which all manifestations appear, that creates everything in the world—the cosmos and the natural environment and all the beings therein.


Regarding the self (ātman), although ancient Indian non-Buddhist schools by and large share with Sāṅkhya the basic standpoint that the self is the experiencer and is eternal, they diverge on its specific attributes. In fact, the various Indian philosophical schools engaged in extensive debate over their views on the self and on the nature of the world. For example, chapter 4 of the Brahmasūtra, an authoritative work for the Vedānta school, explicitly states that all views of the self apart from the view of self as brahman are untenable. Chapter 2 of this same text extensively refutes the Sāṅkhya view of ultimate truth as well as the views of the Buddhist Cittamātra and Madhyamaka schools. Similarly, chapter 3 refutes Sāṅkhya’s denial of a self that is independent from matter.


Like this, both Buddhist and non-Buddhist classical sources engaged in extensive debate over their philosophical positions, and these debates helped advance the views of these schools of thought. The most consequential non-Buddhist Indian philosophical schools are those of Sāṅkhya, Vaiśeṣika, Nyāya, Vedānta, Mīmāṃsā, and Jaina, and their views are set forth extensively in Buddhist texts such as Bhāviveka’s Blaze of Reasoning and Śāntarakṣita’s Compendium of Principles. They present other schools as well, but fearing length, I have touched on only the most important ones. The Buddhist systems of thought are among the newer philosophical schools in India, but they evolved side by side with non-Buddhist schools for well over a millennium. Despite important differences, it is undeniable that Buddhist thought shares many ideas and concepts with the non-Buddhist schools that were part of the cultural sphere of ancient India, including the concepts of karma and rebirth, types of rituals, and the approach to ethics.


BUDDHIST PHILOSOPHY



Buddhist philosophy evolved from the teachings of Buddha Śākyamuni. Unlike other Indian traditions of his time, the Buddha taught the concept of no-self (anātman), which became the hallmark of Buddhist thought. The Buddha first taught his philosophy of no-self in a cultural milieu where belief in self was so widespread as to be almost universal. He therefore knew that he would face substantial challenges. In fact, the Buddha was compelled to declare:


Profound, tranquil, free of elaboration, luminous, and unconditioned—


such an ambrosia-like truth I have found.


Were I to reveal it, none would comprehend,


so in a grove in the forest I will silently remain.1


I speak often about the philosophy of no-self, so there is no need for an extensive explanation here. But in brief, when we speak of the philosophical view of no-self, we are not speaking of total nonexistence; we are identifying an important disparity between our perception and reality—the reality that things do not exist the way they appear to. If things existed as they appear, then by following an appearance, we would reach reality. There would be no instances of delusion, where what we perceive is not real. Furthermore, afflictions like attachment and aversion arise based on the appearances that we superimpose onto actual reality. That reality is that things are devoid of self-existence; they exist only through mere dependence. When this truth is seen, attachment, aversion, and all the other delusions find no place to reside and thereby cease. No-self refers to this absence of independent intrinsic existence. This view of no-self, which means that things are dependently originated, is the heart of Buddhist philosophy. Without a clear understanding of this truth, there simply is no definitive understanding of Buddhist philosophy. Nāgārjuna’s student Āryadeva said that the best way to generate conviction in the Buddha is to cultivate an understanding of the meaning of emptiness.


The criterion for a system of thought to be Buddhist is acceptance of four axioms that were declared by the Buddha himself:


All conditioned things are impermanent.


All contaminated things are of the nature of suffering.


All phenomena are empty, devoid of self.


Nirvāṇa is true peace.


Based on differences in how they interpreted these four axioms, especially the third one on no-self, four distinct schools of Buddhist philosophy emerged. Since those philosophical schools and their unique views evolved over time, I do not think that they were present during the Buddha’s own time.


More specifically, since one finds in Nāgārjuna’s Root Verses on the Middle Way explicit refutations of many views of the Vaibhāṣika school, there is no question that Vaibhāṣika was established before the composition of the Root Verses, which most likely appeared in the second century CE. If, as is often argued, Sautrāntika emerged from one of the eighteen śrāvaka schools, this school must also have been quite early. Some of the tantras mention the four Buddhist schools explicitly. Among the classical treatises, one of the earliest to refer explicitly to the four Buddhist philosophical schools is Āryadeva’s Compendium on the Essence of Wisdom. Formal differentiation of Madhyamaka and Cittamātra as philosophical schools could not have occurred prior to their respective founders, Nāgārjuna and Asaṅga. As some contemporary scholars have observed, the earliest systematic and detailed presentation of the four Buddhist schools with their distinctive views is in Bhāviveka’s (ca. sixth century) Essence of the Middle Way and its autocommentary (Blaze of Reasoning), which contain, in addition to the views of the Buddhist schools, clear presentations of non-Buddhist Indian schools. We can therefore surmise that the tradition of the “four Buddhist philosophical schools” was established by the sixth century. The master Vasumitra states that “the schools emerged just as diverse opinions emerge among people,” and so, since different schools of thought emerge owing to the diversity that exists among people’s mentalities, who could prevent their appearance?


In Bhāviveka’s Essence of the Middle Way and its autocommentary, in Nāgārjuna’s analytical treatises, and later, in Śāntarakṣita’s Compendium of Principles, one finds debates with extensive refutations even among Buddhist philosophers on such topics as real entities, reflexive awareness, intrinsic arising and cessation, and, in particular, epistemology. These debates helped to foster the refinement and advancement of Buddhist philosophy.


TREATISES ON THE PHILOSOPHICAL SCHOOLS



Judging from extant literary evidence, Bhāviveka’s Essence of the Middle Way and its autocommentary are the earliest works presenting the various schools of Indian philosophy in the form of a compendium. Śāntarakṣita’s eighth-century Compendium of Principles and its commentary [by his student Kamalaśīla] are the most extensive Indian presentations of the various schools of Indian philosophy, with systematic refutations and arguments, and they also supply the philosophical views that emerged after Bhāviveka. Many Buddhist texts, especially in Nāgārjuna’s analytical corpus, refute specific philosophical views of both Buddhist and non-Buddhist schools without surveying the views of those other schools in a compendium. Finally, I find Jetāri’s Distinguishing the Sugata’s Texts to be an important doxographical work, with its explicit refutations of non-Buddhist views and clear differentiation among the views of the four Buddhist schools.


Treatises presenting systems of Indian philosophy became popular and abundant in Tibet. Among the earliest of these are those by Rongzom Paṇḍita (eleventh century), Chapa Chökyi Sengé (twelfth century), and Üpa Losal (thirteenth century). The fourteenth century brought Sakya Paṇḍita’s Excellent Discourse on the Systems, which should be recognized as a work on philosophical schools, and the omniscient Longchenpa’s Treasury of Tenets. Among texts that appeared in the seventeenth century and later, the most extensive are Jamyang Shepa’s Great Exposition of Tenets, Changkya’s Beautiful Adornment of Mount Meru, and Thuken’s Crystal Mirror of Philosophical Systems. These three are the works on tenets I am most familiar with. Interestingly, Jamyang Shepa’s work shares important similarities with Taktsang Lotsāwa’s fifteenth-century Complete Knowledge of Tenets, including the overall framework for presenting the various schools and key distinctions between Buddhist and non-Buddhist schools. Taktsang’s text also contains his critiques of Jé Tsongkhapa’s views, what Taktsang calls “eighteen heavy burdens of contradiction.”


Jamyang Shepa’s Great Exposition of Tenets seems to be the most extensive Tibetan text on philosophical schools. This work grounds the presentations of the views of the individual schools in citations from the works of the schools themselves and from other important classical Indian texts. Furthermore, Jamyang Shepa offers new explanations of aspects of the views of non-Buddhist Indian schools that were not previously accessible to the Tibetan reader. Thus this work is of great benefit to those with an interest in understanding Indian philosophical systems. Furthermore, Jamyang Shepa presents an extensive rebuttal of Taktsang Lotsāwa’s eighteen heavy burdens of contradiction, building on the earlier rebuttal by Jamyang Gawai Lodrö (1429–1503). Generally speaking, because the eighteen heavy burdens of contradiction leveled by Taktsang were based on critical inquiry by a learned intellect, becoming familiar with them offers an opportunity for followers of Tsongkhapa to deepen their understanding of the latter’s treatises. Also, judging from a statement Taktsang makes toward the end of his text to explain his reason for enumerating the eighteen heavy burdens of contradiction, it is clear that his argument was not motivated by attachment or aversion.


Changkya’s Beautiful Adornment of Mount Meru contains a more manageable number of classical text citations [than Jamyang Shepa’s text]. Changkya offers original insights in his treatment of the Cittamātra view, showing how one gains insight into the truth of consciousness only. And, in the concluding section, he gives a detailed list of all the texts available in Tibetan that he used as his sources. This work by Changkya is a key treatise of the tenets genre, offering an easy way to engage with the subject while being quite comprehensive in its scope.


Thuken’s Crystal Mirror of Philosophical Systems goes into detail on the views of the Tibetan schools, especially the four main traditions of Sakya, Geluk, Kagyü, and Nyingma, including the tenets of subschools when those exist. The work also presents Bön and Chinese systems of thought. Given these, the text is unique among the tenets genre.


CONCLUDING POINTS



Scholars compare the four Buddhist philosophical schools to steps on a staircase, understanding the views of the lower schools as steps leading to the views of the higher schools. The Vaibhāṣika rejection, for example, of an eternal universal, an eternal creator, and so on paves the way for accepting the Sautrāntika rejection of unique particulars as the referents of words, its denial of substantial existence of permanent entities, and its positing of general characteristics as mental constructs. Similarly, the Sautrāntika assertion that cognitions of perceived objects are generalized mental constructs whose instantiation may include unique particulars, and their rejection of a self of persons, pave the way to accepting the Cittamātra view of the selflessness of phenomena. Finally, the Cittamātra rejection of true existence for external objects could pave the way to accepting the Madhyamaka rejection of true existence for even subjective awareness. Understood like this, the views of the preceding school can become steps leading to the views of the subsequent school.


In any case, knowing the numerous philosophical views that exist in the world, especially the essential points of the four Buddhist philosophical schools, can open our intellect and enrich our resources for critical reflection in other domains. In particular, the study of the profound philosophical topics presented in the Buddhist sources—such as the Cittamātra argument for constant dual cognition and its theory of emptiness, and the Madhyamaka understanding of emptiness in terms of dependent origination—can benefit us now in this life, regardless of whether we believe in future lives. It can broaden our perspective, dismantling the mental afflictions that blind us from seeing things in a comprehensive way, that keep us narrowly fixated; it can stop us from planting the seeds of unhappiness for ourselves and others. These are benefits I can attest to from personal experience.


In light of these points, I am happy that today, just as I had expressly wished, the two volumes on philosophy compiled from Indian Buddhist sources are now complete. Of these two philosophy volumes in the Science and Philosophy in Indian Buddhist Classics series, this one, the first, introduces the views of the main Indian philosophical schools. To that end, it presents their views on the nature of reality, including their logical arguments, using sources that the schools themselves consider authoritative.


One important difference compared to the traditional Tibetan tenets genre is that this volume only presents views about the nature of reality; it does not include the schools’ presentation of their path and results. The reason is that the purpose here is to help open the intellect of contemporary readers, especially their critical faculties; it is not to benefit exclusively the adherents of these Buddhist and non-Buddhist schools.


Volume 4, the second volume on philosophy, selects some major topics that have been the object of critical inquiry since ancient times, such as the two truths, the nature of self, logic and epistemology, and the relation between words and meaning. My objective and my hope for these two volumes on philosophy is that many discerning minds of our time will be able to gain an understanding of the deep philosophical insights of ancient India.




In conclusion, I pray that these two volumes on Indian philosophy, volumes 3 and 4 of the series, will benefit many interested readers.


The Buddhist monk Tenzin Gyatso, The Dalai Lama Introduction translated into English by Thupten Jinpa













Introductory Essay
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DONALD S. LOPEZ JR.


THIS IS THE THIRD volume in His Holiness the Dalai Lama’s Science and Philosophy in the Indian Buddhist Classics series, the first to be devoted exclusively to philosophy. Before turning to the Indian philosophical tradition, we might quickly dispense with a question frequently posed: “Is Buddhism a philosophy, a religion, or a way of life?” The answer obviously depends on how one defines philosophy and religion. In the West, the first is easier to define, or at least describe, generally assumed to mean a tradition of discourse that began in ancient Greece and that continues to the present day, addressing questions of ontology, epistemology, logic, and ethics. The term religion is far more elusive, with much discourse on how it might best be defined. It is the case, however, that the various traditions counted as religions have much to say about the creation of the world and its inhabitants and about what happens to those inhabitants when they die. From that perspective, it might be most accurate to say that Buddhism is a religion that encompasses philosophy—indeed, a long and rich tradition of philosophy, a tradition that this volume embodies.


The Tibetan title of this book is Compendium of Philosophy (Lta grub kun btus). Here, “philosophy” is the translation of lta grub, literally “established view” or “proven view.” It is a hybrid of two traditional terms, both Tibetan translations from the original Sanskrit: lta ba (“view”) and grub mtha’ (“tenets”). The term translated as “view” is darśana in Sanskrit and is the term traditionally used for the six schools of classical Hindu philosophy—Sāṅkhya, Yoga, Nyāya, Vaiśeṣika, Mīmāṃsā, Vedānta—five of which receive a full chapter in this volume. Hindu expositions of philosophy also discuss non-Hindu schools, which because they deny the authority of the Vedas are called nāstika (those who say, “it is not”). These typically include Buddhism, Jainism, and the materialist Lokāyata school. The term darśana thus clearly has the sense of a philosophical view or a worldview. However, it also has a somewhat more mystical sense of a vision, often used to describe the experience of seeing a sacred image or a saintly teacher, whereby in modern parlance one is said to “receive darshan.” Thus the term darśana may encompass what is meant by “philosophy” in English but with the implication that such philosophy leads to a higher state and, as we will see, to knowledge that transcends discursive thought.


The other element of the Tibetan term lta grub is grub mtha’, the translation of the Sanskrit siddhānta, literally “established end,” in the sense of a proven conclusion or philosophical position; it might be translated as “doctrine,” “dogma,” or “tenet.” In ancient India, texts on a range of topics carried the word siddhānta in their titles; one thinks immediately of works on astronomy, such as the Sūryasiddhānta (literally “tenets about the sun”), or schools of theology, such as the Śaivasiddhānta (“tenets about Śiva”). More often, however, siddhānta refers to what might be called technical philosophy, with much attention paid to ontology, logic, and epistemology.


Modern translators have sometimes translated siddhānta as “doxography,” a term coined by the German classicist Hermann Alexander Diels (1848–1922) literally meaning “the description of an opinion,” to describe Greek works, including those by Plato and Aristotle, that describe the positions of earlier philosophers, especially philosophers whose works are no longer extant. In this sense, “doxography” is an appropriate translation of siddhānta, a genre where we find the positions of schools that have not survived to the modern period. The term used to translate siddhānta and its Tibetan rendering grub mtha’ in this volume will be “tenets.”


The term is used in Tibetan Buddhism to refer to the four major schools of Indian Buddhist thought—Vaibhāṣika, Sautrāntika, Cittamātra (or Yogācāra), and Madhyamaka—sometimes (as in this volume) adding chapters on various non-Buddhist schools. As will be discussed below, the tradition of collecting the tenets of various schools of Indian philosophy into a single volume has a history of over fifteen hundred years in India, represented in works of well-known authors, both Hindu and Buddhist. That the positions and arguments of these schools remain important to the present is evidenced by the volumes in the Science and Philosophy in the Indian Buddhist Classics series as well as by the substantial body of scholarship about each of the Hindu and Buddhist schools. Among the many English-language works that might be cited as examples, we find Surendranath Dasgupta’s History of Indian Philosophy, published in five volumes between 1922 and 1925, and Karl Potter’s Encyclopedia of Indian Philosophies, published in twenty-five volumes.


As we will see, works in the tenets genre are not mere descriptions of the various schools’ doctrines. They are often also polemical, with the author, typically an adherent of one of the schools, first presenting the positions of each school and then critiquing those positions from the perspective of his own. In this case, the opponent is not there to defend himself. However, as is so often the case with Indian texts, what is written likely derived from something oral. There are famous accounts of public debates, sometimes rather fabulous in nature, to be found in both Hindu and Buddhist sources. In the Hindu sources the Hindus tend to win, and in the Buddhist sources the Buddhists tend to win. The stakes were said to be high. Often, a condition of the debate was that the loser as well as all his disciples had to convert to the winner’s religion. Thus, in Tibetan paintings of the great Buddhist logicians, one sees in the background Hindu yogins weeping as they cut off their dreadlocks to become shaven-headed Buddhist monks. According to the accounts of the famous Chinese pilgrims to India, many of those debates took place at Nālandā Monastery.


THE NĀLANDĀ TRADITION



His Holiness the Dalai Lama often refers to Tibetan Buddhism as the Nālandā tradition. Why does he do so? Nālandā is located in what is today the northeastern Indian state of Bihar, so named because it was once the home of so many Buddhist monasteries (vihāra). The largest and most important of these was Nālandā. According to the well-known Chinese pilgrim Xuanzang (602–64), it was founded by King Śakrāditya, sometimes identified as Kumāragupta I (r. 415–55). The fifth-century date is confirmed by archaeological evidence. This was almost a millennium after the passing of the Buddha. However, the Buddha spent much time in the vicinity, with the village of Nālandā mentioned in many stories of the Buddha and his immediate disciples. Close by was the city of Rājagṛha, capital of King Bimbisāra, who is said to have first met the Buddha shortly after he, still Prince Siddhārtha, had left the palace in search of enlightenment. Bimbisāra and, later, his son Ajātaśatru would become two of the Buddha’s most loyal patrons. Outside the city and not far from Nālandā is Vulture Peak, where the Buddha delivered so many famous sūtras, including the Lotus Sūtra, the Heart Sūtra, the Tathāgatagarbha Sūtra, and the Sukhāvatīvyūha Sūtra. It was in the shadow of Vulture Peak that the Buddha would take his afternoon stroll. It was in a cave near Vulture Peak that the First Council took place, when the teachings of the Buddha were collected and recited after he had passed into nirvāṇa. On the grounds of Nālandā is the stūpa of the Buddha’s wisest disciple, Śāriputra, his interlocutor in many sūtras. Thus, long before the founding of Nālandā Monastery, its region was a rich site of Buddhist teaching and practice.


The most detailed accounts of the monastery come from the descriptions of Chinese monks who studied there, especially Xuanzang, who spent almost five years studying there, and Yijing (635–713), who spent ten years there. Xuanzang describes a campus of eight monastic complexes, each with as many as three hundred cells; Yijing reports that there were three thousand monks. Both praise the high level of learning and the strict adherence to the monastic code; Xuanzang says that no monk had been expelled for misconduct for seven hundred years. Other sources report that there were ten thousand students and fifteen hundred teachers. Monks came from as far away as China, Korea, Tibet, Central Asia, and Indonesia to study there. Its famous nine-story library is said to have held hundreds of thousands of texts.


Xuanzang’s travel journal and his biography (composed by one of his disciples) describe the curriculum at Nālandā, where the tenets of the eighteen schools of Buddhism (described in chapter 10) were set forth, along with the Mahāyāna schools of Yogācāra and Madhyamaka. In addition, there was instruction in the four Vedas (which would have been well known by the many Buddhist monks who came from the brahmin caste). In addition to Hindu and Buddhist philosophy, Xuanzang himself is said to have studied astronomy, geography, medicine, and divination. Among the Hindu schools, he seems to have focused especially on Sāṅkhya and Vaiśeṣika, gaining sufficient mastery to defeat their proponents in debate. His chief teacher was Śīlabhadra, whom he describes as the most learned monk at Nālandā. Śīlabhadra was the disciple of the well-known Yogācāra scholar Dharmapāla, who was himself a student of Dignāga, considered the father of Buddhist logic; he is cited often in the pages that follow.


Thus Nālandā was a major center for the study of Indian philosophy and science, making it a fitting inspiration for His Holiness the Dalai Lama’s series Science and Philosophy in the Indian Buddhist Classics. He has compiled a list of seventeen Buddhist masters (literally, the paṇḍitas, or “scholars,” and siddhas, or “adepts”) of Nālandā and composed a poem extolling them. Because all but one of the seventeen appear in the pages that follow, we provide a short sketch of each.


The first is Nāgārjuna, the most famous of all Buddhist philosophers. He is considered the founder of the Madhyamaka school and the eloquent proponent of the doctrine of emptiness (śūnyatā), derived primarily from the Perfection of Wisdom (prajñāpāramitā) sūtras. He is known for his Six Collections of Reasoning, the most famous of which is his Root Verses on the Middle Way, a work that was widely commented upon in India, China, and Tibet and that continues to be translated and retranslated into many languages. He was also the author of several influential hymns of praise to the Buddha, each with important philosophical themes. He is regarded as the first major proponent of the Mahāyāna; according to legend he retrieved the Perfection of Wisdom sūtras from the bottom of the sea. Scholars tentatively place Nāgārjuna in the second century of the Common Era and in South India, thus some centuries before and many miles away from Nālandā Monastery. However, according to Tibetan hagiographies, he lived for six hundred years, providing him many years to travel the many miles to Nālandā. Regardless of whether he actually visited the site of the monastery, his works were a major presence there.


Nāgārjuna’s most famous disciple was Āryadeva, the author of the well-known Four Hundred Verses as well as the Hundred Treatise (Śatakaśāstra), preserved in Chinese as one of the three treatises of the Sanlun, or Three Treatise, school, the most influential Madhyamaka school in China, Korea, and Japan. Tibetan hagiographies also place him at Nālandā despite his early date. The works of Nāgārjuna and Āryadeva would provide the textual foundation for the subsequent schools and subschools of Madhyamaka and were considered authoritative by them all.


Five of the principal figures in those schools and subschools are counted among the seventeen masters of Nālandā. Three of these are linked by a controversy over how to present and defend the Madhyamaka position in debate, and the philosophical implications of the chosen form of argumentation, a controversy discussed in chapter 14. Proceeding chronologically, the first is the early fifth-century scholar Buddhapālita, who, in his commentary on Nāgārjuna’s Root Verses on the Middle Way, used a logical form called the consequence (prasaṅga). In the sixth century, Bhāviveka, in his own commentary on Nāgārjuna’s text, criticized Buddhapālita, arguing that the Mādhyamika should instead use the syllogism (prayoga). Then, in the seventh century, again in a commentary on the first chapter of Nāgārjuna’s Verses, Candrakīrti came to the defense of Buddhapālita and attacked Bhāviveka, arguing that the consequence was the proper medium for proving emptiness and that there were philosophical problems in the use of the syllogism. Based on these opposing views, Tibetan authors would call the school of Buddhapālita and Candrakīrti the Prāsaṅgika or “Consequence” school and the school of Bhāviveka the Svātantrika or “Autonomous [Syllogism]” school. These were not, however, the only contributions of these masters, with Bhāviveka composing one of the two most important Buddhist compendia of Indian philosophy, entitled the Blaze of Reasoning, and Candrakīrti composing a foundational text for Mahāyāna thought and practice, Entering the Middle Way.


The other two principal expositors of the Madhyamaka subschools both lived in the late eighth century, Śāntarakṣita and his student Kamalaśīla. They were major figures in what is called the Yogācāra-Madhyamaka synthesis, in which doctrines of the two major Mahāyāna philosophical schools, whose founding figures had critiqued each other, were combined in interesting ways. Śāntarakṣita (725–88) was ordained at Nālandā and taught there. He is the author of two works that are crucial to this volume. The first is his Ornament of the Middle Way, where he delineates a progression through the various meanings of no-self, including the Mainstream (that is, non-Mahāyāna), Yogācāra, and Madhyamaka positions. In the realm of Buddhist logic, he presents one of the most well known and commented upon of the several proofs of emptiness, called “the lack of being one or many.” Śāntarakṣita is more famous in the domain of Indian philosophy for his massive survey and critique of the philosophical schools of the day, both Hindu and Buddhist, called the Compendium of Principles, which remains a major source for the understanding of Indian philosophy of the medieval period. Here, in 3,646 verses in twenty-six chapters, he considers a wide range of Buddhist and non-Buddhist schools.


His disciple Kamalaśīla (ca. 740–95) wrote commentaries on his teacher’s works and composed his own exposition of Madhyamaka thought called Illumination of the Middle Way. Both Śāntarakṣita and Kamalaśīla would eventually travel to Tibet, living there until their deaths. Kamalaśīla took part in the famous Samyé Debate against a Chan monk, Heshang Moheyan, on the question of sudden versus gradual enlightenment, holding and, according to Tibetan sources, successfully defending the gradual position. While in Tibet he composed at least one, and perhaps all three, of his works called Stages of Meditation, which set forth meditative practices from the development of the aspiration to buddhahood up to its achievement. These texts were precursors to the well-known Tibetan bstan rim (“stages of the teaching”) and lam rim (“stages of the path”) genres.


The next two masters of Nālandā are the only brothers (or half-brothers) in the group: Asaṅga and Vasubandhu, whom scholars place in the fourth century (before the monastery’s founding), both hailing from what is today the city of Peshawar in Pakistan, quite far from the monastery’s eastern Indian locale. Regardless, their philosophical works were among the most influential in the history of Buddhism. Asaṅga is regarded as the founder of the Yogācāra school, its extreme subjectivist position leading it to also be called Cittamātra (“mind only”) and Vijñaptimātra (“cognition only”). He was the prolific author of a wide range of works on Buddhist thought and practice, forming the foundation for the Mahāyāna in India, East Asia, and Tibet.


His brother Vasubandhu began as a monk of a Mainstream school, composing the most influential work on Abhidharma in the history of Buddhism, the Treasury of Abhidharma, which both critiqued the Vaibhāṣika school and set forth the position of the Sautrāntika school. This text would become the foundational work for Abhidharma studies in China, Tibet, and Japan (where it had its own school named after it, the Kusha school). Vasubandhu would later be converted by his brother to the Mahāyāna, of which he became an eloquent proponent, setting forth the Yogācāra position in both verse and prose in a series of important works.


The next two masters are the foundational figures in the field of Buddhist logic: Dignāga (sixth century) and Dharmakīrti (seventh century), both of whom made major contributions to one of the central debates in Indian philosophy, the nature of valid knowledge (pramāṇa). As will be seen in the pages that follow, non-Buddhist schools listed as few as one and as many as six sources of valid knowledge, the latter list including “speech,” which includes the Vedas, regarded by its adherents as an eternal source of truth. Dignāga, both building upon and critiquing the Hindu schools, especially Nyāya, limited the valid means of knowledge to two: direct perception and inference. His most famous work is entitled Compendium of Valid Knowledge. He also made significant contributions to philosophy of language with the concept of exclusion (apoha). Dharmakīrti both expanded and deepened the work begun by Dignāga, rather modestly entitling his major work Commentary on [the Compendium of] Valid Knowledge (referred to in the pages that follow as the Exposition of Valid Knowledge), the best known of his Seven Works on Valid Knowledge.


Among the seventeen masters of Nālandā, these eleven made the most important contributions to Indian philosophy in the strict sense of that term. The remaining six made signal contributions to related domains of Buddhist thought. The “three trainings” of Buddhism are ethics, meditation, and wisdom. With an elaborate code of conduct for monks and nuns, there are extensive discussions of what constitutes an ethical life, what does and does not constitute a transgression, and what penalties should be imposed upon those who transgress. The monastic code of the school followed in Tibet, the Mūlasarvāstivāda, evolved into a huge and unwieldly work, far more than a single monk could memorize. Guṇaprabha (ca. seventh century) and Śākyaprabha (ca. eighth century and said to be a disciple of Śāntarakṣita) wrote more manageable works, eliminating many of the stories that illustrated various transgressions. In the monasteries of Tibet, Guṇaprabha’s Vinaya Sūtra, or Discourse on Discipline, became the major text on monastic discipline in their curriculum.


Of particular interest to Buddhist thinkers is the structure of the Buddhist path. For the Mahāyāna tradition of India, a central text in this regard is the Ornament of Realizations, attributed to the future Buddha, Maitreya, and one of the most commented upon of the Indian Buddhist treatises, its commentaries devoted to unpacking its tersely cryptic verses. Among these commentaries are those of Vimuktisena (ca. sixth century) and Haribhadra (ca. eighth century), the latter said to have been a disciple of Śāntarakṣita.


The next two masters are particularly beloved in Tibet, not so much for their philosophy, although both were formidable philosophers of the Madhyamaka school. The first is the eighth-century Nālandā monk Śāntideva, author of one of the most celebrated of all Mahāyāna works, Entering the Bodhisattva Way, a work that many Tibetan monks have memorized over the centuries. Renowned for its inspiring poetry, its ninth and penultimate chapter is devoted to the perfection of wisdom. Here Śāntideva presents dense argumentation (in verse) for a variety of Madhyamaka positions and critiques of a range of opponents, both Buddhist (including Yogācāra) and Hindu (including Sāṅkhya). He is counted as a Prāsaṅgika. His other well-known work, the Compendium of Training (Śikṣāsamuccaya), is an anthology of passages from various sūtras organized thematically to set forth the practices of the bodhisattva.


The final, and chronologically the last, of the seventeen masters of Nālandā is the Bengali scholar Atiśa Dīpaṃkara Śrījñāna (980–1054). After repeated invitations, he finally agreed to leave India (he was living at the monastery of Vikramaśīla at the time) to travel to Tibet, arriving in 1042 and living there until his death. He is a major figure in the revival of Buddhism in Tibet in the eleventh century, composing his famous Lamp for the Path to Enlightenment there. He was also a renowned proponent of Madhyamaka, writing works on the topic and overseeing the translation of important Madhyamaka works from Sanskrit into Tibetan.


From this brief survey, it is easy to see why the Dalai Lama refers to Tibetan Buddhism as the Nālandā tradition. Three of the seventeen masters traveled to Tibet and played key roles in its history, with Śāntarakṣita founding Samyé, the first monastery in Tibet, and serving as the first abbot. After his death, Kamalaśīla traveled to Samyé to debate Heshang Moheyan. After the fall of the Tibetan empire and the “period of fragmentation,” Atiśa came to Tibet and played a leading role in the restoration and the revitalization of Buddhist thought and practice.


The works of the seventeen masters are also centerpieces of the monastic curricula. In the Dalai Lama’s Geluk school, for example, the “four topics” of the geshé curriculum—Madhyamaka, Pramāṇa, Vinaya, and Abhidharma—are based on the works of Candrakīrti, Dignāga, Dharmakīrti, Asaṅga, Vasubandhu, and Guṇaprabha. Four of its well-known “five books” are by Candrakīrti, Dharmakīrti, Vasubandhu, and Guṇaprabha, with the works of Nāgārjuna, Haribhadra, Vimuktisena, and Śākyaprabha extensively studied. The curriculum at Nyingma monasteries such as Dzogchen and Shechen is based on thirteen books, eight of which were by one of the seventeen Nālandā masters.


And many more than seventeen Nālandā monks are key figures in the history of Tibetan Buddhism. Among the most famous of these were Nāropa and Virūpa, whose tantric teachings were especially important to the Kagyü and Sakya sects. The works of the Yogācāra scholar Sthiramati are widely studied. In 1204, in the wake of Muslim raids on Nālandā and other monasteries in the region, Nālandā’s former abbot Śākyaśrībhadra traveled to Tibet with a group of nine other Indian and Nepalese monks, giving extensive teachings on a variety of philosophical topics. Among his disciples, Sakya Paṇḍita (1182–1251), whom he ordained, would go on to become one of the most influential figures in the history of Tibetan Buddhism. He composed a work on Buddhist logic, the Treasury of Valid Knowledge and Reasoning, renowned as the only Tibetan work to be translated into Sanskrit. According to a well-known story, it caused sufficient stir in India that six Hindu scholars made the long trek to Tibet to debate with its author, only to be defeated and forced to become Buddhist monks. Despite these famous visitors from India, it is important to note that the traffic between Nālandā and Tibet was not one way, with many Tibetans making the arduous journey to India to study at the famed monastery, so many that a dormitory for Tibetans was eventually established.


There is ample evidence that the doctrines of all of the philosophical schools discussed in this volume, both Buddhist and non-Buddhist, were studied at Nālandā. Why was this the case at a Buddhist monastery? There was likely a conviction that all of the philosophies and sciences of the day should be represented there. But there were also more quotidian reasons. Despite its international fame today, throughout its long history in India, Buddhism was a minority religion, constantly fighting for (and eventually losing) patronage and thus needing to defend itself against the Hindu schools.


The Buddhist monastic community began as an itinerant group, only later developing permanent dwelling places. As these institutions became larger, it was impossible for the entire community to be fed by monks begging from door to door each day, as had been the previous practice. Royal patronage was required, with kings often donating villages and their lands to monasteries to provide for their sustenance. As the largest monastery in India, Nālandā required substantial support; Yijing reports that it was supported by two hundred villages. However, royal patronage waxes and wanes. Some Indian monarchs were ecumenical in their support of all the religions of their realm, others were devoutly Buddhist, others were devoutly Hindu. Among the latter, some were inimical to Buddhism, going so far as to chop down the Bodhi Tree, where the Buddha had achieved enlightenment centuries before.


One of the ways that philosophical schools competed for patronage was through debate. It was therefore important that Buddhist monks know the texts and the tenets of their Hindu opponents. Nālandā Monastery is said to have established gatekeepers at the several entrances of the monastery whose responsibility was not to decide who could and could not enter but to debate with the Hindu philosophers who arrived to challenge the Buddhists. Thus only the best scholars were appointed gatekeepers. According to his biographer, one of the signs of the expertise and eminence that Xuanzang achieved during his time at Nālandā is that he, a Chinese monk, was called upon to debate with a Sāṅkhya philosopher, whom he of course is said to have defeated.


THE STUDY OF INDIAN PHILOSOPHY IN INDIA



As discussed above, the doxography or tenets (siddhānta) genre originated in India, where we find both Hindu and Buddhist exemplars. Among Hindu texts, the most well-known are the Collection of All Views and Tenets (Sarvadarśanasiddhāntasaṅgraha), falsely attributed to the Vedānta master Śaṅkara (ca. 700–50), and the Compendium of All Views (Sarvadarśanasaṅgraha) by the Vedānta master Vidyāraṇya (1296–1391). The former consists of twelve chapters, beginning with three non-Vedic schools—the materialist Cārvāka (a.k.a. Lokāyata) followed by Jainism and Buddhism (with Buddhism divided into Vaibhāṣika, Sautrāntika, Yogācāra, and Madhyamaka)—followed by six Hindu schools, culminating in his own Vedānta. The latter work considers sixteen schools presented in ascending order, beginning with the three non-Vedic schools—the materialist Cārvāka, followed by Buddhism and Jainism—and then thirteen Hindu schools, again culminating in the author’s own Vedānta. Among Jaina works, the most famous siddhānta text is the Compendium of the Six Views (Ṣaḍdarśanasamuccaya) by the eighth-century scholar Haribhadra Sūri. Here, the “six views” are Buddhism, Nyāya, Sāṅkhya, Jaina, Vaiśeṣika, and Mīmāṃsā, with a seventh, Lokāyata, discussed in a postscript.


Among Buddhist doxographical works composed in India, two are of signal importance. The first is the Blaze of Reasoning, Bhāviveka’s prose autocommentary on his Essence of the Middle Way, written in the sixth century. He deals with six schools, four Hindu—Sāṅkhya, Vaiśeṣika, Vedānta, and Mīmāṃsā, as well as Jaina (discussed in passing)—and two Buddhist: Śrāvaka (by which he means the non-Mahāyāna schools, which he deals with as a group) and Yogācāra. These are bracketed by chapters in which he presents his own Madhyamaka position on a range of topics. Thus the first three chapters deal, respectively, with the aspiration to enlightenment (bodhicitta), the vows of the sage (munivrata), and the knowledge of reality (tattvajñāna). After his chapters on the various opponents, he concludes with two chapters, one on the proof of the Buddha’s omniscience (sarvajñasiddhi) followed by a chapter of praise of the Buddha (stutilakṣaṇa). Among the chapters on his opponents, the longest is devoted to the Mīmāṃsā.


The second Buddhist work is the massive Compendium of Principles, composed some two centuries later by the eighth-century Madhyamaka scholar Śāntarakṣita, one of the seventeen masters of Nālandā discussed above. It contains 3,646 verses, in which the views of the major philosophical schools of the day are presented and critiqued: atheistic Sāṅkhya, Śaiva, theistic Sāṅkhya, Lokāyata, followers of Brahmā or Grammarians (Vaiyākaraṇa), followers of the Vedas, Vaiśeṣika, Nyāya, Mīmāṃsā, Nirgrantha (Jaina), and followers of the Upaniṣads (Vedānta). Among the Buddhist schools, the Vātsīputrīya, the so-called “proponents of the person” (pudgalavādin) who asserted the existence of an “inexpressible person,” are also subjected to critique. Śāntarakṣita’s disciple Kamalaśīla provided a lengthy prose commentary, where the names and positions of various proponents of these schools are identified. As such, the work offers detailed insight into the philosophical landscape of eighth-century India, providing a sense of which schools the Buddhists saw as their opponents. It is noteworthy that over 40 percent of Śāntarakṣita’s 3,645 verses are devoted to the critique of Mīmāṃsā, meaning that Buddhist thinkers over the course of several centuries regarded them as their primary rivals.


If the attribution of the Collection of All Views and Tenets to Śaṅkara were correct, by the eighth century, we have a Hindu master dividing the Buddhist philosophical schools into the four that would be known in Tibet: Vaibhāṣika, Sautrāntika, Yogācāra, and Madhyamaka. As noted in the introduction to chapter 10, this list also appears in a Buddhist philosophical treatise and in a tantra, both of unknown date. This fourfold list, and its hierarchy, are so familiar from the Tibetan context that it is easy to forget that it was not always the case. We know from the account of Xuanzang that Yogācāra was the dominant school at Nālandā during his time there. Dharmapāla, a Yogācāra scholar whose works would be influential in China, had recently been the abbot, and his disciple (and Xuanzang’s teacher) Śīlabhadra, was the leading scholar at the monastery, at least according to Xuanzang’s account.


The four schools of Buddhist tenets in Tibet were seen as a hierarchy, in the sense that the Sautrāntika position is more sophisticated than, and therefore can defeat, the Vaibhāṣika tradition. Cittamātra can in turn defeat Sautrāntika, and Madhyamaka can defeat Cittamātra. However, this is not simply a case of philosophical bragging rights. As discussed in chapter 15, the conclusion, the movement through the four schools is regarded as a progression, in the sense of a ladder or stairway, with each school seen as a step to the next, the profundity and subtlety of each level only evident by having understood and appreciated the prior level. This approach has a long history in Buddhism. In the Pāli tradition, we find reference to anupubbikathā, or “step-by-step instruction,” in which the Buddha would begin by teaching the karmic benefits of generosity and morality, including rebirth in heaven, before explaining the dangers of attachment to the objects of the senses. He would then teach the benefits of renunciation, before setting forth the four noble truths and the peace of nirvāṇa.


THE STUDY OF INDIAN PHILOSOPHY IN TIBET



Despite the almost complete absence of Hindu philosophers in Tibet, and with no concerns about losing patronage from a Hindu king, the tenets of the Hindu schools continue to be studied and debated in Tibetan monasteries to the present day, with particular distinction accorded to those with the forensic skills to successfully defend a Hindu position against a Buddhist opponent. One such figure was the well-known debater of Labrang Monastery Gendun Chöphel (1903–51), who gained the admiring sobriquet “Sāṅkhya abbot.” Tibet also has a long tradition of scholars composing works on Indian Buddhist philosophy, both in the form of commentaries on important Indian Buddhist treatises and in the form of texts on tenets, where the positions of both Hindu and Buddhist schools are presented. The Dalai Lama mentions some of the most famous works in this genre in his own introduction; several other works can be discussed briefly here.2


Buddhism is said to have entered Tibet in the seventh century, with Samyé, the first monastery, being founded in the late eighth century. It was during this latter period that the translation of Buddhist texts from Sanskrit into Tibetan began, a process that would continue over the next six centuries. It is interesting to note that some of the first works composed by Tibetans were works on tenets, including An Explanation of Different Views (Lta ba’i khyad par bshad pa) by Yeshé Dé and Explanation of the Stages of Views (Lta ba’i rim pa bshad pa) by Kawa Paltsek, both of which date from this early period of the late eighth and early ninth centuries.


After the fall of the Tibetan empire in 842, there was an interregnum of a century and a half during which the translation of Indian works seems largely to have ceased. This ended with a revival of translation in western Tibet, led by the Tibetan monk Rinchen Sangpo (958–1055) and the arrival of Atiśa in 1042. A number of important texts on tenets would appear in the eleventh and twelfth centuries, including Rongzom Paṇḍita’s Memoranda on Various Views and Tenets (Lta ba dang grub mtha’i brjed byang) and Chapa Chökyi Sengé’s A Summary of Presentations of Buddhist and Non-Buddhist Tenets (Phyi nang gi grub mtha’i rnam bzhag bsdus pa). In subsequent centuries, important tenets texts would be composed by the Sakya lama Sakya Paṇḍita and the Nyingma lama Longchen Rabjampa. Beginning in the sixteenth century, the tenets genre would become a particular interest of the Geluk sect, with the Second Dalai Lama, Gendun Gyatso (1475–1542), composing the evocatively entitled Ship that Sails the Ocean of Tenet Systems (Grub mtha’ rgya mtshor ’jug pa’i gru gzings).


In his introduction to this volume, His Holiness mentions four well-known tenets texts composed by Tibetan authors. The first is the Treasury of Explanation of Tenets by the thirteenth-century scholar of the Kadam school Üpa Losal. He had taken part in the organization and redaction of the Tibetan canon, the famous Kangyur (“translation of the word of the Buddha”) and Tengyur (“translation of the treatises”). These efforts provided him with an extensive knowledge of a wide range of Indian Buddhist texts from which to draw in his own work; his book on tenets is renowned for its ample citation of Indian sources. Previous Tibetan texts on tenets had only presented the Buddhist schools of India. Üpa Losal’s Treasury was the first to also present non-Buddhist schools, including Lokāyata, Sāṅkhya, Śaiva, Vaiśeṣika, and Jaina; four of these are discussed in the present volume.


The other three works discussed by His Holiness are by Geluk luminaries. The first is A Presentation of Tenets: The Song of the Five-Faced [Lion] that Relinquishes Confusion (Grub mtha’i rnam gzhag ’khrul spong gdong lnga’i sgra dbyangs), a work in verse completed in 1689 by Jamyang Shepa (1648–1721), an important author, abbot, and founder of monasteries during the tumultuous period after the death of the Fifth Dalai Lama. Ten years later, he would complete a lengthy prose commentary called Sun of Samantabhadra’s Land (Kun bzang zhing gi nyi ma). Both because of its length and because of its scope, the work is better known simply as Great Exposition of Tenets.3 As His Holiness notes, the text is quite long (673 small print pages in one edition) and is filled with often difficult quotations from a host of Indian sources; he presents thirteen non-Buddhist schools in addition to the Buddhist schools, offering a detailed discussion of the traditional eighteen Mainstream schools. For these reasons, it is a text that is more often consulted than read in its entirety.


A more succinct, but still quite substantial, text was composed by a young incarnate lama that Jamyang Shepa had helped identify. Its full title is Clear Presentation of Tenets, a Beautiful Adornment of the Meru of the Sage’s Teachings by Changkya Rölpai Dorjé (1717–86), a Geluk polymath and preceptor to the Qianlong emperor. It is sufficiently famous to be simply known as Changkya’s Tenets.4 Noting that it has a more manageable number of citations from Indian sources than Jamyang Shepa’s text, His Holiness describes it as “an important treatise of the doxographical genre, offering an easy way to engage with the subject while being quite comprehensive in its subject matter.”


His Holiness also mentions a Tibetan text included in the tenets genre that adopts a different structure from its predecessors. This is the Crystal Mirror of Philosophical Systems by Thuken Losang Chökyi Nyima (1737–1802), a student of Changkya. Although it briefly surveys the classical Indian schools, its focus is the religious systems of Tibet, including Bön, and it even goes on to consider the Buddhist and non-Buddhist Chinese schools as well as other religions, including Christianity.5


ABOUT THIS VOLUME



This volume is very much part of this long and venerable tradition of Indian and Tibetan doxography. However, it differs from its Tibetan predecessors in a number of important ways. As mentioned, there were no Hindu philosophers in Tibet and thus no non-Buddhist opponents to debate, with no stakes in terms of conversion or loss of royal patronage. The classical Hindu schools, together with Jaina and Lokāyata, were therefore hypothetical. So while they were studied and their positions debated, Tibetan tenets texts tended to leave the non-Buddhist schools out entirely or deal with them in only a relatively cursory way. Different schools were sometimes grouped together in a single chapter, and their positions were divined from the works of their Indian Buddhist opponents that had been translated into Tibetan rather than from the original works themselves.


This volume is very different. One of the many consequences of the Tibetan diaspora that began in 1959 has been a renaissance of Sanskrit studies by Tibetan Buddhist monks, who, for the first time in centuries, have been able to study Sanskrit with Indian scholars in India. Much of this study has taken place at Banaras Hindu University in Vārāṇasī, not far from the Central Institute of Higher Tibetan Studies in Sarnath, the site of the Buddha’s first teaching. As part of their studies and under the tutelage of Indian scholars, Tibetan monks have translated from Sanskrit into Tibetan a number of important Indian philosophical works that were not previously known in Tibet. Drawing on these translations, and often citing them directly, as well as benefiting from the extensive scholarship on the Hindu schools that is available in Hindi, this volume presents a more detailed and complete view of seven major non-Buddhist schools of Indian philosophy than has appeared in the long history of Tibetan doxographical literature. The rich description of the non-Buddhist schools that appears in the pages that follow thus offers a perspective on Buddhist philosophy that previous works composed in Tibetan have often lacked, and that is how much the Buddhist and non-Buddhist schools share. It is of course the case that the Buddhists part company with the Hindu schools on the authority of the Vedas and part company with the Hindu schools and the Jains on the question of the existence of a permanent self. Yet even with these important distinctions, the reader will find that the schools of Indian thought, both Buddhist and non-Buddhist, share the same philosophical universe and much of the same philosophical vocabulary, a vocabulary they employed over many centuries in spirited philosophical debate.


In Tibetan doxographical literature, the great majority of the pages over the centuries have been devoted to the Buddhist schools. That is also the case in this volume. Those schools have traditionally numbered four: Vaibhāṣika, Sautrāntika, Cittamātra, and Madhyamaka. However, even among the presentations of Buddhist schools, the problem of representation by the opponent has been present, especially when it came to Vaibhāṣika. The Vaibhāṣika school is named after its foundational text, the Great Exegesis of the Abhidharma, a work so well known that it is simply referred to as the Great Exegesis (Mahāvibhāṣā). It is one of the most important works, and certainly the longest work, in the history of Indian Buddhist philosophy, presenting, critiquing, and defending a wide range of positions in the vast and complex world of the Abhidharma, the axis of Buddhist philosophy, as presented from the perspective of the Sarvāstivāda school. Despite its bulk, it is but one of a number of important works on the Abhidharma in Sanskrit and Pāli. A number of the Sanskrit works are discussed in chapter 11.


When scholars speak of Buddhist philosophy, and especially of early Buddhist philosophy, they are often referring to the Abhidharma, the third of the “three baskets” (tripiṭaka) of the Buddha’s teachings. Often translated as “advanced Dharma,” “pertaining to the Dharma,” or “special Dharma,” it is a collection of texts generally regarded as having appeared after the death of the Buddha, although there is a famous story that the Buddha taught the Abhidharma to his deceased mother in one of the several Buddhist heavens, where she had been reborn as a god after dying seven days after the Buddha’s birth. According to this story, the Buddha would descend to earth each day to repeat those teachings to the monk Śāriputra. The Abhidharma texts present a wide range of opinions on a wide range of topics that might be classified as cosmology, epistemology, psychology, and soteriology, all presented in a technical vocabulary.


The Great Exegesis is important both as a source of Buddhist positions on a wide range of topics and as the opponent of some of the most famous philosophers in the history of Buddhism, including Nāgārjuna and Vasubandhu. For a variety of reasons, however, it has had relatively little influence outside India, where it was likely compiled around 150 CE. It was not translated into Chinese until 659, a process that took Xuanzang and his distinguished team four years. It was never translated into Tibetan. Between the time of its composition and its translation into Chinese, Vasubandhu wrote his Treasury of Abhidharma, a much briefer work in which he presents the Vaibhāṣika positions in verse and then critiques them in his prose commentary on the verses, arguing in general that one should look not to the Great Exegesis as the authoritative source of the Abhidharma but to the Buddha’s statements in the sūtras, hence the name Sautrāntika (“followers of the sūtras”) as opposed to Vaibhāṣika (“followers of the Exegesis”).


It is important to note that Vasubandhu’s attack on the adherents of the Great Exegesis was not fatal. The monk Saṅghabhadra wrote a lengthy rebuttal entitled Treatise on Conforming to Reasoning in the Abhidharma (Abhidharmanyāyānusāra); according to Xuanzang (who translated both it and Vasubandhu’s text into Chinese), the original title was Hailstones on the Kośa. Nonetheless, because of a number of factors, including its manageable size and its well-known author, as well as the absence of the Great Exegesis in Tibetan translation, Vasubandhu’s work would become the foundation for Abhidharma studies in East Asia and Tibet.


It was stated above that the Great Exegesis was never translated into Tibetan. It would be more accurate to say that it was not translated into Tibetan until the twentieth century. It was then that the Chinese monk Taixu (1889–1947) sent a number of his monks to study at monasteries in Tibet. One of these monks was Fazun (1902–80), who translated several important Indian and Tibetan works into Chinese, including Candrakīrti’s Entering the Middle Way and Tsongkhapa’s Great Treatise on the Stages of the Path (Lam rim chen mo). However, he also translated the Great Exegesis from Chinese into Tibetan, completing the translation in 1949; as it did for Xuanzang, the translation took four years. When the young Dalai Lama visited Beijing at the invitation of Mao Zedong in 1954, Fazun presented him with a copy of the translation. Portions of that translation were lost during the Cultural Revolution, but it was later reassembled in Beijing and published in 2011 in ten volumes. Fazun’s magisterial translation is cited extensively in the Vaibhāṣika chapter of the present work, the first time in the long history of Tibetan doxographical literature that Vaibhāṣika has been presented in the words of its most important text rather than in the critiques of its famous opponents.


Another way in which the present volume differs from the traditional Tibetan tenets text is its structure. Tibetan texts on Hindu and Buddhist tenets are generally synthetic, with the author organizing the various positions of the particular school under three headings: the basis, the path, and the fruition. The section on the basis sets forth the school’s positions on a host of questions on ontology and epistemology. Indeed, this section is often divided into two, beginning with the objects of experience (yul or “object”) before proceeding to epistemology (yul can or “subject,” literally “object possessor”). The former category would include the school’s delineation of the two truths, conventional truths (saṃvṛtisatya) and ultimate truths (paramārthasatya); the latter would include the school’s position on the valid means of knowledge. The next section of the chapter would deal with soteriology, the path to liberation from rebirth. It would typically set forth both the path of the disciple who becomes an arhat and the path of the bodhisattva that culminates in buddhahood. Each of these paths has a number of stages, which can occur over many lifetimes. This is followed by a section on the fruition, that is, the goal of the path. It is here that one finds the discussion of nirvāṇa as well as of the various bodies and qualities of a buddha. Since the focus of the present volume is philosophy, for the most part encompassed under the traditional category of the basis, the path and fruition of the various schools of Indian philosophy, although alluded to, are not set forth in a systematic way here.


Because in Tibetan Buddhism it is asserted that buddhahood can only be achieved via the tantric path, many tenets texts conclude with a brief chapter on tantra. Because it is generally held that Buddhist tantra offers unique practices for progressing on the path, it accepts, or at least assumes, the philosophical positions of the Madhyamaka school or, in some cases, the Cittamātra school. Again, because the focus of the present volume is philosophy, there is no systematic discussion of tantra here.


A final point about how this text differs from more traditional tenets texts: As mentioned above, in both India and Tibet, texts on tenets, whether the author was Hindu, Jaina, or Buddhist, tended to be polemical, with the positions of other schools presented as positions to be refuted and their proponents as opponents to be defeated. Thus Buddhists would seek to refute the idea of a creator deity of several of the Hindu schools. Hindu schools would seek to point out the host of problems with the Buddhist doctrine of no-self, especially its implications for rebirth. And everyone would criticize Lokāyata for its denial of both moral efficacy and rebirth. As also discussed above, there was often much at stake in these refutations, which is one reason why the genre of siddhānta flourished in India for so long. At the same time, these critiques served a somewhat more noble purpose, providing their readers with the opportunity to understand the form and content of philosophical disputation and the dynamics of debate, nurturing their own philosophical sophistication and critical faculties in the process. For a variety of reasons, those polemics have generally not been included in the present volume, which takes the more familiar modern form of a detailed survey of philosophical schools.




AN OVERVIEW OF THE TEXT



The volume opens, as we have seen, with an introduction by His Holiness the Dalai Lama. Given that this series is called Science and Philosophy in the Indian Buddhist Classics, he begins by offering his thoughts on the difference between science and philosophy, describing a philosopher as someone who is not content with the knowledge that can be gained through the senses and who asks the question “What is that hidden reality that underlies the diverse everyday world of experience?” Turning to Indian philosophy, he identifies Sāṅkhya as the earliest of the Indian schools, going on to note that the non-Buddhist schools assert the existence of a self, although they differ in how they describe it.


Turning to the Buddhist schools, he says that the hallmark of Buddhist philosophy is the doctrine of no-self, which he presents briefly, noting that he has discussed it extensively in his other writings. He notes that the traditional criterion of what constitutes a Buddhist philosophical school is the acceptance of the four seals: (1) all conditioned things are impermanent, (2) all contaminated things are of the nature of suffering, (3) all phenomena are empty and devoid of self, and (4) nirvāṇa is true peace. The various Buddhist schools accept these four statements but interpret them differently. He goes on to identify the most important Indian and Tibetan works that present the various Buddhist and non-Buddhist schools, mentioning several of the titles discussed above, including Bhāviveka’s Blaze of Reasoning and Śāntarakṣita’s Compendium of Principles.


Before closing with a brief description of the next and final volume in the series and how it is organized differently from the present volume, he talks about the schools of Indian philosophy as like the ascending steps in a staircase, noting that the study of philosophy is not simply an academic pursuit but is something that can benefit us in our daily lives, as he attests to from his own experience.


Following this introductory essay, the volume continues with an introductory chapter called “The Development of Indian Philosophy.” It offers an overview of the entire book. It begins with offering a typology of religions, dividing them into those that do and do not have philosophy, with the latter referring to those religions that worship various natural phenomena, such as the sun. Those that have philosophy can be divided into those that do and do not believe in a creator deity, with the former further divided into those that do and do not accept the existence of rebirth. Those that believe in both a creator deity and rebirth include the Indian schools of theistic Sāṅkhya, Vaiśeṣika, Nyāya, and Mīmāṃsā. Examples of those that believe in a creator but do not accept rebirth are not named but would presumably include Christianity, Judaism, and Islam. Among those that do not believe in a creator god, there are also those that do and do not believe in rebirth, with the former including atheistic Sāṅkhya, Jainism, and Buddhism, and the latter including Lokāyata, the so-called materialist school. Among all the Indian schools, the Buddhists are famous for their denial of a permanent, partless, and independent self.


The chapter goes on to offer an account of the evolution of religions that have philosophy, presenting here the traditional Buddhist creation story that occurs most famously in a Pāli sutta called the Account of Origins (Aggañña Sutta). Here, after beings are reborn as humans in a newly formed world and human society is established, a group of people renounce that society, begin meditating, and develop supersensory knowledge (abhijñā). As the text says, “Those people were called ‘sages’ (ṛṣi). Among them, many attained supersensory knowledge and trained in logic, using their own intellectual analysis to compose treatises that presented the paths for the attainments of high rebirth and liberation and set forth reasons that proved them. Based on that, various philosophies arose.”


The chapter then turns to a more historical discussion of ancient India, focusing on the origins of the caste system and the Vedas, explaining that through the study and analysis of various elements of the Vedas, various philosophical views called tenets began to appear. Both Hindu and Buddhist authors agree that the first of the Indian philosophical schools was Sāṅkhya, while the Jains give pride of place to their own school. Regardless, by the time of the Buddha, several Hindu schools and the Jaina philosophical school had already been established. It then turns to a discussion of the dates of the Buddha and the different accounts of his teaching in the Pāli and Sanskrit (which in this case means Mahāyāna) sources. The chapter next offers a brief chronology of the four major schools of Buddhist philosophy, mentioning their central texts and major authors, topics that will be expanded upon in the individual chapters on those schools later in the volume.


The chapter turns next to a discussion of meaning and etymology of the Sanskrit term siddhānta, translated here as “tenet,” citing a number of Indian texts, before considering the difference between siddhānta and darśana. Next is an interesting discussion of the difference between a Buddhist and a non-Buddhist. We should note in passing that the Tibetan for these terms literally mean “insider” and “outsider,” with the latter so called because they are outside the teachings of the Buddha. In Sanskrit Buddhist texts, non-Buddhists are often referred to as tīrthika, whose etymology is discussed. This term is sometimes translated as “heretic,” which is misleading because a heretic is a person who deviates from orthodoxy, while in this case, the non-Buddhist teachers were not former Buddhists. Although tīrthika is sometimes translated as “forder,” in the present volume it is left untranslated.


Turning to the substantive differences between Buddhist and non-Buddhist, the text makes a distinction between being a Buddhist or non-Buddhist and being a Buddhist or non-Buddhist philosopher or “proponent of tenets,” with the former based on whether one takes refuge in the Buddha, Dharma, and Saṅgha, and the latter based on whether one accepts the four seals mentioned above, with particular emphasis given to the view of no-self. Almost in passing, the text makes the interesting observation that one can be a Buddhist and not be a proponent of Buddhist tenets. It then goes on to briefly consider the problematic case of the Vātsīputrīya sect of the Sāṃmitīya school, one of the eighteen Mainstream schools, that famously asserted the existence of something called the “inexpressible person.” The chapter raises the question of whether they therefore do not accept the fourth seal and therefore are not proponents of Buddhist tenets. From here, the chapter offers a number of quotations from well-known Buddhist texts about the four seals before discussing the meaning of each seal.


Next, the chapter makes the important point that despite their many differences, the schools of Indian philosophy, both non-Buddhist and Buddhist, had much in common, from shared vocabulary to shared goals. Although they had disagreements and engaged in spirited debate about those differences, their motivations were noble, seeking to liberate their disciples from suffering; the chapter cites a number of passages warning of the dangers of attachment to one’s own views.


The chapter concludes with a lengthy section called “How the texts that collect and set forth the different Indian schools of tenets arose,” naming a number of Indian Buddhist texts but focusing on two already discussed above, Bhāviveka’s Blaze of Reasoning and Śāntarakṣita’s Compendium of Principles, offering a description of the eleven chapters of the former and the twenty-six chapters of the latter, before discussing the Compendium of All Views, also mentioned above, by the Advaita Vedānta master Vidyāraṇya (also known as Mādhava). The chapter then provides a chronological survey of tenets literature in Tibet before closing with a list of the texts, both Hindu and Buddhist, that serve as the major sources for the present volume.


With this general discussion of Indian philosophy concluded, the volume turns to the first of its two major sections, a presentation of the non-Buddhist schools of Indian thought. Seven of these schools are discussed in their own chapters, but the section begins with a chapter presenting an overview of the non-Buddhist schools and sects named in Buddhist texts, where, as we will see, the number greatly exceeds seven.


The lifetime of the Buddha (whenever that occurred) was clearly a time of intellectual ferment and creativity in India. The names of many schools survive in texts; of the very few of those schools that survive to the present day, Buddhism, Jainism, and the Vedānta school of Hinduism are the most prominent. Why these few survived while so many others did not is a fascinating question but unfortunately not one that we can consider here. These schools’ proponents are sometimes presented as opponents of the Buddha.


Buddhist texts contain many lists and classifications of these schools and proponents. The most common of the lists is that of six non-Buddhist teachers—Pūraṇa Kāśyapa, Maskarin Gośālīputra, Sañjayin Vairaṭṭīputra, Ajita Keśakambala, Kakuda Kātyāyana, and Nirgrantha Jñātiputra. The first is represented as denying rebirth and thereby the law of karma. The second represents the Ājīvika school, none of whose texts survive. However, he is represented as teaching that purification is assured after enduring a certain (and huge) number of lives; beings have no agency in their own salvation. The third is a famous skeptic, who finds all answers to speculative questions to be somehow inadequate. The fourth represents the Lokāyata school, also denying rebirth and karmic cause and effect. The fifth is also an Ājīvika. The sixth represents the Jaina school and espouses purification through certain restraints. Although the positions that these teachers espouse in Buddhist texts likely existed, they themselves are most often portrayed as stock characters, improbably often traveling as a group, often seeming to provide comic relief rather than serious philosophical disputation. They are always challenging the Buddha and always being defeated by him, most famously by his miracle at Śrāvastī.


This is not to say that there are not interesting philosophical questions raised in the Buddhist representation of their opponents. The most well-known of these are the sixty-two views that appear first in a Pāli discourse called the Net of Brahma (Brahmajāla Sutta). Here, the Buddha divides the sixty-two into eighteen views about the past and forty-four views about the future, which he then divides further according to particular claims (labeling some “equivocators” or, more literally, “eel wrigglers”) before declaring them all to be wrong. In our text, the main source is Bhāviveka’s discussion in the Blaze of Reasoning. Many important questions are raised here, including whether the self and the world are finite and infinite. Indeed, the most important and enduring of the Buddha’s classifications of wrong views is the simple binary called the extreme of existence and the extreme of annihilation. Exactly what these two terms mean became a perennial question in Buddhist philosophy, engaged most influentially by Nāgārjuna.


Space does not permit a complete survey here, but at least one observation might be made. With the exception of the scorned Lokāyata, the other major Indian schools accept the doctrine of rebirth. The existence of past lives (and hence future lives) was generally not a topic of philosophical argumentation (although the great Buddhist logician Dharmakīrti would later provide a proof for rebirth); rather it was something confirmed by meditative experience. It is a general tenet of Indian religions that one can come to remember their past lives through the appropriate practice of meditation. We note in the chapter here that distinctions are made between those who can remember as far back as twenty, forty, or eighty eons (kalpa), a unit of time typically described in similes rather than numbers in Buddhist texts but clearly encompassing many billions of years. More pertinent in the context of philosophy is that what they remember becomes the basis for a right or wrong philosophical view. As the classification of religions in the previous chapter made clear, the Buddhists were in a minority on the question of the existence of a creator deity. They were therefore obliged to explain how this erroneous belief arose. In Buddhism there are many gods, but no God; there are many heavens, but no Heaven. One is reborn as a god as a result of various auspicious deeds, from generosity to the achievement of certain meditative states, but rebirth in one of the several heavens is temporary, coming to an end when the karmic cause has been exhausted. Some types of gods have longer lives than others, however. Thus the Buddhists explain that someone was born in a heaven ruled by the god Brahmā, died in that heaven before Brahmā did, was reborn as a human, practiced meditation, and gained the ability to remember their past lives. Seeing that Brahmā was still present in the heaven they had recently exited, they concluded that he was eternal. Therefore God exists. Such arguments are surprisingly common in Buddhist critiques of the views of their opponents.


If sixty-two wrong views are not enough, there are also the 363 wrong views mentioned by Bhāviveka. He only provides the names of about a third of these, but the reconstruction of the Sanskrit from the Tibetan, the meaning of the names, and what they might possibly refer to continue to vex scholars. It seems clear, however, that many of these are not the names of schools in a philosophical sense but are instead the names of often bizarre cults or practices—those who live in a hole in the ground, those who behave like dogs—said to have existed in India at the time.


After listing twenty-two views set forth in a commentary on the Descent into Laṅkā Sūtra, the text makes an alarming reference to 570 views before providing various lists from various Indian and Tibetan sources, Buddhist and non-Buddhist, far more manageable in scope, ranging from twelve to five. Several of these are subjects of their own chapter in the pages that follow.


Sāṅkhya


With this background, the individual chapters on seven non-Buddhist schools begin. For those readers who may not be familiar with Indian philosophy, both Buddhist and non-Buddhist, it is important to know that each school tries to provide a comprehensive system, its own theory of everything, accounting for all components of the physical world, all states of mind, and all events. This focus of Indian philosophy, often to the point of obsession, with accounting makes it appropriate that the first school to be considered is Sāṅkhya, which means “enumeration.” It is the subject of the longest of the non-Buddhist chapters in the volume, in part because of its priority as the oldest of the classical schools and in part because of its great influence, especially its influence on Buddhist thought, with Buddhist authors writing about it for almost a millennium.




Each of the chapters beginning with this one has a similar structure, opening with a brief history of the school, listing its major figures and its most important texts. This is followed by a definition of the school, a discussion of its other names, and an enumeration of its subschools. This is followed by the heart of each chapter, a discussion of principal tenets and philosophical positions, generally beginning with the external world (however defined) and then turning to consciousness. It is in the latter section where we find a discussion of epistemology as well as the all-important topic of valid knowledge.


Here we learn that the founder of Sāṅkhya was the ancient rishi Kapila, a figure mentioned in the Upaniṣads. He is also considered the founder of the atheistic branch of Sāṅkhya; the founder of the theistic branch is Patañjali, author of the Yoga Sūtra, where yoga is famously defined as the “cessation of mental activity.” Turning to their tenets, we immediately encounter Sāṅkhya’s bold attempt to account for everything in their twenty-five categories (tattva, sometimes translated as “principles”), presenting the most radical example of consciousness-matter dualism in Indian thought. Of the twenty-five, twenty-four (including mind, intellect, and ego) are matter or primary nature (prakṛti), from which everything arises and to which everything returns. Only one is consciousness, the silent observer known as the self or the person (puruṣa). Theistic Sāṅkhya adds God (Īśvara) as the agent of change. In this chapter, each of the twenty-five principles is described in some detail, as are the three well-known qualities (guṇa) of primary nature: sattva (lightness), rajas (mobility), and tamas (darkness).


Beyond the discussion of the twenty-five principles, several other sections of this chapter are of particular interest. These include the discussion of the three sources of valid knowledge according to Sāṅkhya: direct perception, inference, and reliable testimony. This is interesting in its own right, as well as for the fact that it served as the foundation for the positions of other schools, who in most cases would include additional valid means of knowledge. The Buddhists would subtract one, verbal testimony, leaving only direct perception and inference. Although not philosophy in the technical sense, there is something almost poignant about how Sāṅkhya describes the process of liberation from rebirth. Primary nature and the person have always worked together; according to the famous simile, they are like a lame man (the person) riding on the shoulders of a blind man (primary nature). Over the ages of their association, the person mistakenly comes to imagine himself as the agent of primary nature’s actions. Eventually, however, through the practice of concentration, he comes to recognize his error. At this point, primary nature withdraws from the person, and a sequence begins in which the twenty-three material elements that evolved from primary nature, each arising from the one before, begin to slowly dissolve into each other in reverse order, finally leaving just primary nature. The point at which there is only the person and the primary nature—now in the unmanifest state—is called isolation (kaivalya). This, for Sāṅkhya, is liberation.


Vaiśeṣika


The Vaiśeṣika or “particularist” school is able to encompass everything that can be known in only six categories, categories that both in Sanskrit and in English seem to indicate a move toward philosophical abstraction: substance, quality, activity, universal, particularity, and inherence, with later adherents of the school adding a seventh category, nonexistence. As in the other Indian schools, categories are composed of many elements. The first, substance, has nine, for example, an ostensibly disparate group that includes the four physical elements—earth, water, fire, and wind—as well as space, time, and direction followed by self and mind.


As in the other chapters, each of these is defined. Here, we learn that although the various physical entities composed of earth, water, fire, and wind are impermanent, the individual particles of these four are permanent, a position that the Buddhists would attack. This emphasis on the abstract is evident throughout the six categories and their subcategories, differing from Sāṅkhya, whose twenty-five principles include so many body parts and mental functions. In Vaiśeṣika, we find under quality such concepts as size, disjunction, distance, and proximity, each of which is not a description of a state but an active agent that produces that state. Proximity, for example, is defined as “a quality that serves as the specific cause of the convention of nearness.”


The self (ātman) that is described in Vaiśeṣika also differs from the remote and passive person (puruṣa) of Sāṅkhya; it is endowed with the agency and emotions associated with ego in the Western in sense of the term; its qualities are intellect, pleasure, pain, desire, aversion, effort, merit, demerit, and formative force. Indeed, some of their proofs for the existence of self are based on the idea of agency, that on the physical level, there must be something to regulate the energies that flow through the body and that causes the eyes to open and close. On the emotional level, there must be something that serves as the basis of desire and hatred. As the chapter notes, a full description of the nature of the self according to Vaiśeṣika is found in volume 4 of this series.


Among the schools of Indian philosophy, the Vaiśeṣika categories of the universal and the particular would be influential in the field of logic, with universal defined as that which serves as the cause for a shared term or concept to apply to a substance, quality, or activity, whether it is something all-encompassing, such as existence or something particular like cow. It is the universal that allows someone to see a black cow and a white cow and understand that they belong to the same species despite the difference in their color. The category of particularity performs the opposite function, serving as the cause for the ability to observe difference.


Nyāya


The term nyāya is generally translated as “reasoning” or “logic.” The school by that name is credited with providing a sophisticated system of logic to Indian philosophy. Its foundational text is the Nyāya Sūtra, perhaps best translated as Aphorisms on Reasoning, attributed to the rishi Akṣapāda, also known as Gautama. His dates are unknown, and how much of the text is his own is unclear. The Madhyamaka master Nāgārjuna, usually dated to the second century CE, provides a critique of the first chapter only. Nyāya would provide the foundation for Buddhist logic, largely through the Buddhist contestation of many Nyāya categories. That contestation, with each party attacking the other, would continue for almost a millennium.


Like the other Hindu schools, Nyāya has its list of categories meant to encompass everything. Its sharp focus on logic is obvious simply from the names of its sixteen categories: means of knowledge, the object of comprehension, doubt, purpose, example, tenet, parts, reasoning, ascertainment, debate, disputation, cavil, pseudo-reason, deceit, self-defeating objection, and points of defeat. This is confirmed when we note that the cosmology, ontology, epistemology, and soteriology that consume most of the categories of the other schools are for the most part dispensed with in just the second of the Nyāya categories, object of comprehension, where we find ātman, body, sense faculties, objects, intellect, mind, activity, fault, future lives, effect, suffering, and liberation. Nyāya and Vaiśeṣika are often paired in presentations of the Indian schools. In the present volume, the Vaiśeṣika position on the forms of valid knowledge is deferred to the Nyāya chapter because of its similarity. More than half of the chapter is devoted to means of knowledge—that is, valid knowledge—holding pride of place as the first of the sixteen categories.


Nyāya is renowned for positing four valid means of knowledge, the standard direct perception and inference as well as analogy and testimony. The Buddhists would accept the first pair, with important modifications, and reject the second pair as sources of valid knowledge. Nyāya was particularly influential in its detailed description of the mechanics of the syllogism and its classifications of various kinds of signs (liṅga) or reasons, which are set forth, with examples, at the conclusion of this chapter.


Mīmāṃsā


Mīmāṃsā, “examination” or “investigation,” is among the most fascinating of the schools of Indian philosophy, a school that is at once conservative and radical; conservative for its strict adherence to the Vedas, not so much works like the Upaniṣads but the early works on Vedic sacrifice; radical for its firm resistance to concepts like liberation from rebirth that would come to be shared by the other schools, both Hindu and Buddhist. For Mīmāṃsā, emotions like desire cannot be purged from the mind through meditation or any other means, because desire is a natural property of the mind, like heat for fire. The Vedic gods are not deities to be worshiped but are simply the components of properly performed Vedic rituals; the ritual produces the desired boon. Religious practice (dharma) is Vedic ritual.


It is Mīmāṃsā that would prove to be Buddhism’s most formidable opponent in India, as measured by the pages that major figures like Bhāviveka and Śāntarakṣita devote to refuting them, and to the sophisticated attacks against Buddhist positions mounted by figures like the late seventh-century scholar Kumārila. Among the many factors that led to the decline of Buddhism in India, the sustained critique by the Mīmāṃsaka is often counted.


Mīmāṃsā counts six forms of valid knowledge: direct perception, inference, analogy, verbal testimony, postulation, and nonexistence. The first four are familiar from other schools. The last two would tend to be seen as forms of inference. For Mīmāṃsā, the most important is verbal testimony, which is defined here as “apprehending the meaning of a hidden object of knowledge based on sound.” It has two kinds, produced from a sound not made by a person and produced by the speech of a trustworthy person. They assert that because both understand a hidden meaning, they are not direct perception, and because they do not rely on a sign with the three modes, they are also not inference. The key phrase here is “sound not made by a person.” This refers to the Vedas, which are regarded as preexistent and eternal sound, spoken by no god or human, but only eventually heard by the great sages of the past. Indeed, the fact that there is no memory of the author of the Vedas is offered by Mīmāṃsā as proof that they have none. The words of the Vedas are valid, reliable, and trustworthy precisely because they are not the products of fallible humans.


The chapter concludes with a section on Caraka, sometimes described as a related school named after a sage associated with the ancient Indian medical tradition of Āyurveda. Although it is therefore mostly known in the context of traditional medicine, it has its own positions on what constitutes valid knowledge, including two that do not appear in the other schools—oral transmission and intuition. The first would be like knowledge passed down in a local community that a spirit resides in a certain tree. The second would be like a sister thinking that her brother will come home on a certain day, and he does.


Vedānta


Among the schools of Hindu philosophy, Vedānta is certainly the best known in the West, the result of efforts of Hindu proponents such as Swami Vivekānanda beginning in the last decades of the nineteenth century. However, as our text notes, the contributions of Vedānta to Indian philosophy in the strict sense, especially in the domains of epistemology and logic, have been less significant than those of the other schools. Our text gives as evidence of this the relative dearth of references to Vedānta in the works of Dignāga. It should be noted, however, that this can be attributed in part to the fact that Vedānta rose to its greatest prominence as Buddhism fell toward its demise in India, a process that Advaita Vedānta, and especially its most famous figure, Śaṅkara, sought to hasten. Śaṅkara’s important predecessor Gauḍapāda and his school are the subject of a chapter in Bhāviveka’s Blaze of Reasoning. The presentation of Vedānta here is drawn largely from Śāntarakṣita’s discussion of Vedānta in his Compendium of Principles.


As its name “end of the Veda” suggests, Vedānta draws its inspiration not from the early parts of the Vedas on sacrifice, as Mīmāṃsā does, but on the last section, the Upaniṣads. These are its acknowledged and orthodox sources. The chapter here concludes with a discussion of the unacknowledged influence not only of Sāṅkhya but of Madhyamaka and Yogācāra. Indeed, when we read the definition of Vedānta, it would not be surprising to feel that we were reading a definition of Yogācāra, were it not for the phrase “that follows the scripture of the Vedas.” That definition is: “a philosophy that follows the scripture of the Vedas and argues that all phenomena are the nature of consciousness, empty of the duality of object and apprehender.” That nondual consciousness is eternal and true; everything else, the world and its inhabitants, is an illusion. Liberation is achieved by understanding the identity of the individual self (ātman) and ultimate reality (brahman). This is the central focus of Vedānta. On those occasions when they discuss valid knowledge, they follow the sixfold system of Mīmāṃsā.


With the conclusion of this chapter, we have reached the end of the presentation of the Hindu schools among the non-Buddhist schools of Indian philosophy. We now turn to the two well-known non-Hindu schools: Jaina and Lokāyata.


Jaina


The Tibetan source text calls this chapter an “Explanation of the Tenets of the Jaina or Nirgrantha.” The name Jaina means “follower of the conqueror (jina),” and Nirgrantha might be translated as “unencumbered,” in this case by clothing, referring to those Jaina monks who go naked.


Among the schools of classical Indian philosophy, Jainism has the most in common with Buddhism. Both reject the Vedas as sources of valid knowledge. Both have orders of celibate monks and nuns, and both have founders who appeared at roughly the same time in ancient India while tracing their tradition back through a series of teachers in previous epochs. The Jaina founder, called Vardhamāna and Mahāvīra, was, like Prince Siddhārtha, a prince of the warrior caste who left the life of a householder in search of enlightenment, practicing asceticism for twelve years (rather than Prince Siddhārtha’s six years) before achieving enlightenment. He is counted as the twenty-fourth jina, an epithet also used for the Buddha. Indeed, Buddhism and Jainism share much vocabulary although, as the chapter notes, often with different meanings. The two groups had much contact and, as rivals, criticized each other, with Buddhist texts often mocking Jaina monks for their immodesty in going naked and the Jaina criticizing Buddhist monks for eating meat. Buddhism and Jainism are the only two of the non-Vedic ascetic groups to survive to the present day. Buddhism moved beyond the borders of India; Jainism did not. Jainism survived in India; Buddhism, until its rather recent return, did not.


After giving a brief biography of Mahāvīra and mentioning some of the most important works in the prodigious Jaina canon, the chapter turns to the Jaina categorization of the constituents of the universe, enumerated as seven principles and six substances. Unlike some of the categories of the other schools, the seven principles of Jaina—soul, nonsoul, influx, bondage, stoppage, disassociation or destruction, and liberation—are all concerned with the process of achieving liberation from rebirth; two more—sin and merit—are sometimes added. As in other schools, the soul (jīva) or self, is eternal; it is said to be the size of the body. Unlike the Buddhists, who hold that there are six classes of sentient beings, the Jaina hold that there are nine, cited in the text as “earth, water, tree, fire, wind, worm, ant, bee, and human,” that is, inanimate objects such as earth, water, and wind as well as insects, animals, and humans, with the number of sense faculties ranging from one (touch) to five. Some of the Jaina arguments for why plants have consciousness are presented at the end of the chapter.


Jainism shares some of the themes found in Sāṅkhya about the association of the self with matter and the description of liberation of the soul from matter, hence the presence of terms like influx, bondage, and stoppage among the Jaina principles. Here, however, it is karma that is the culprit, flowing in and binding the soul. The Jaina path involves stopping the influx of karma by a variety of means. This is the philosophical foundation for the well-known Jaina practice of ahiṃsā, literally “non-injury,” as well as the ascetic practices of Jaina monks. Mentioned here are the “five fires,” in which one sits under the sun surrounded by four fires as means of burning off karma. When all karma has been destroyed (the sixth principle, “destruction”), one achieves liberation (the seventh principle).




The Jaina emphasis on meditation is evident also in their description of consciousness, where knowledge gained through the senses, what is called direct perception in Buddhism is, although valid, classified as indirect, with direct valid knowledge limited to extrasensory knowledge, knowledge of others’ minds, and omniscience. Each of these is defined in the chapter. On the question of inference as a source of valid knowledge, the Jaina express a skepticism exceeded only by the Lokāyata, accepting a proposition as valid only if it is “otherwise inexplicable” (anyathānupapannatva). Indeed, the Jaina have a sophisticated epistemology—at odds with and often in debate with that of the Buddhists—centering especially around the terms anekāntavāda (“many-sidedness,” which they illustrate with the story of the blind men and the elephant) and syādvāda (“it may be the case”), neither of which is discussed in this chapter.


Lokāyata


Among the seven chapters on the non-Buddhist schools, the second longest chapter is devoted to Lokāyata (also known as Cārvāka), despite (or perhaps because of) their being the most universally maligned of all the schools of Indian philosophy, labeled as ucchedavāda (literally “proponents of destruction”), rendered as “annihilationist” and “nihilist” because they do not believe in karma (or even causation) and they do not believe in rebirth. And yet they survived, being mentioned, almost always negatively, in Hindu and Buddhist texts for centuries. From a somewhat more neutral perspective, they might be called “materialists,” “skeptics,” or even “secular humanists.” Their Sanskrit name Lokāyata is used in Indian philosophical literature to mean “beyond the world” in the sense of “beyond the pale.” Their other name, Cārvāka, might be rendered as “hedonist.”


The chapter cites a Buddhist text to the effect that the school existed prior to the time of the Buddha but notes that modern scholarship suggests that its texts date from around the time of the Buddha. Among their most famous claims is that consciousness is produced from the body (and not from a prior moment of consciousness, as some Buddhist schools assert). This position alone forecloses both rebirth and liberation from it. Like so many Indian schools, its origin is traced back to an ancient rishi. This, however, immediately raises the question of how a sage could advocate a view that the other schools regard as so obviously false. Hindu texts account for this by saying that the gods of the Heaven of the Thirty-Three on the summit of Mount Meru—the rishi, named Bṛhaspati was their teacher—were once again at war with the demigods (asura) who lived on the slopes of the mountain, and in order to send them to hell, he taught them this depraved view. His work known as the Bārhaspatya Sūtra is mentioned in a number of Buddhist texts. In listing other Lokāyata works, the chapter mentions a work called Lion that Devours Principles (Tattvopaplavasiṃha) by the eighth-century author Śrī Jayarāśi Bhaṭṭa. This work, which holds the radical position that there are no sources of valid knowledge, is identified as a Lokāyata text in the chapter, a claim that is questioned by some scholars.


After dealing with their various names and divisions, the chapter turns to their tenets, all of which are based on their central claim that the body, the sense faculties, and the mind derive from the four elements of earth, water, fire, and wind and therefore cease at death. There is no causation and thus no creator deity. Things are produced naturally, from themselves, without depending on causes and conditions. They famously asked: Who made peas round, who sharpened thorns, who painted the colors on the tail of a peacock? For Lokāyata, there is only one form of valid knowledge: direct perception; inference is fallacious. The only causation that they concede is that which can be directly observed, such as a sprout growing from a seed. Their rejection of karmic retribution is based on the observation, confirmed even by those who claim to have the ability to see former lives, that the greedy and wicked are often seen to thrive while the generous and good are often seen to suffer. Thus they conclude, “There is no [effect of] giving. There is no sacrifice. There is no fire ritual. There is no good conduct. There is no bad conduct.” What then is one to do? The chapter cites as a Lokāyata text that advises, “Beautiful one, live well and eat. / The supreme body, once gone, will not arise. / This body is just a collection. / Once destroyed and gone, it will not return.”


The chapter goes on to describe Lokāyata’s often mocking refutation of many religious practices. If it makes no sense to give provisions for a traveler long after they have departed, why would one make offerings to the dead? If the dead depart to another world, why do they not return to their home and their loved ones? If a Vedic priest believes that the cow that he kills during a fire sacrifice will be reborn in heaven, why does he not kill his own father? Thus they conclude, “Therefore these ritual works for the dead / performed by brahmins here / are just their means of livelihood. / They are nothing more than that.” In a critique more pertinent to Buddhism, they deny the existence of enlightened beings because they deny the existence of the series of lives required for the attainment of that state. In their own version of “A bird in the hand is worth two in the bush,” they advise, “A pigeon of today / is better than a peacock of tomorrow. / A doubtless copper coin / is better than a doubtful gold coin.”


General Explanation of the Tenets of the Buddhists


The volume now turns to Buddhism, with substantial chapters on Vaibhāṣika, Sautrāntika, Cittamātra, and Madhyamaka to follow. These are preceded by a brief history of Buddhism and of the origins of the Buddhist schools, presented from a traditional point of view, entitled “Overview of the Buddhist Schools of Tenets.”


It begins with a brief biography of the Buddha, explaining that he divided his teachings topically into three categories—the well-known Tripiṭaka—corresponding to the three trainings. Thus the section of the Vinaya teaches the training in ethics, the Sūtra section teaches the training in samādhi, and the Abhidharma teaches the training in wisdom. Different Buddhist schools and traditions have different canons and different views as to what is to be considered the word of the Buddha. All Buddhist schools accept some version of the Tripiṭaka, with the Mahāyāna schools also accepting the Mahāyāna sūtras and the adherents of Buddhist tantra also accepting the tantras. In the Tibetan tradition, all of these works are considered the word of the Buddha, set forth by him based on the needs and capacities of his disciples. Thus the text says, “To disciples interested in the practice of freedom from attachment, our Teacher primarily taught practices free from attachment; this is the scriptural collection of śrāvakas. To disciples interested in the vast, he taught such things as the ten levels (bhūmi) and the six perfections (pāramitā); this is the scriptural collection of the perfections or of bodhisattvas. To those disciples especially interested in the profound, he primarily taught practices of desire; this is the secret mantra Vajrayāna.”


The term śrāvaka, literally “hearer” but often translated as “disciple,” refers to the followers of so-called Hīnayāna, what some scholars refer to as the Mainstream schools, those schools that generally do not accept the Mahāyāna sūtras as the word of the Buddha. From the Mahāyāna perspective, those sūtras are his teaching, and they regard his teachings such as the four noble truths and the eightfold path as intended for those who seek primarily to end attachment to the world. To others “interested in the vast”—that is, a bodhisattva’s compassionate vow to free all beings in the universe from suffering—he taught the Mahāyāna sūtras, which set forth such topics as the six perfections and the ten levels of the bodhisattva’s long path to buddhahood. To “disciples interested in the profound”—the ultimate nature of reality—he taught the tantras, referred to here as the “secret mantra Vajrayāna” with its “practices of desire,” a reference to tantra’s sexual elements and the transmutation of negative emotions into the path.


The Mahāyāna sūtras present their own version of what the Buddha taught and when he taught it. Perhaps the most influential of these appears in a sūtra called Explanation of the Intention Sūtra, in which the Buddha explains his intention in teaching different things to different audiences. This text describes three different sets of teachings or “turnings of the wheel of the Dharma” at three different places, beginning with the traditional teaching of the four truths in the Deer Park at Sarnath shortly after his enlightenment. Later, on Vulture Peak, he taught the Perfection of Wisdom sūtras, which set forth the doctrine of emptiness that would become the foundation for the Madhyamaka school. Finally, at Vaiśālī, he taught what is called “the wheel of good differentiation,” specifying what does and does not exist and how things exist. Although not specified in the sūtra, commentators generally identify its teachings with the Cittamātra school, as the chapter notes.


As this sūtra and others make clear, the Buddha taught different things to different people based on their capacity; not everything that he taught was his final view. It is therefore necessary to organize his teachings based on those capacities. Here, we are told that when we consider the motivations of his disciples and the practices that they follow to reach their desired goal, there are two major categories, the Śrāvaka Vehicle (again, the so-called Hīnayāna, which would also include the Pratyekabuddha Vehicle), which leads to the nirvāṇa of the arhat, and the Bodhisattva Vehicle, the Mahāyāna, which leads to buddhahood. What the Buddha taught can also be organized based on philosophical view, with the various schools regarded as the Buddha’s adaptation of his teachings to accord with the philosophical acumen of his disciples. From the Tibetan perspective, these are organized in a hierarchy, beginning with Vaibhāṣika and culminating in Madhyamaka. This is obviously a Madhyamaka description, one to which adherents of the three other schools would not subscribe. The chapter continues with a number of passages that describe the Buddha’s pedagogical approach.


After briefly listing the various places where the Buddha lived, the chapter turns to his passage into nirvāṇa and the gathering of monks that occurred shortly after his death. This is renowned as the First Council, with the term council borrowed from the Christian term for the various synods of the Church fathers; the Sanskrit saṅgīti literally means “singing (or chanting) together.” There are many accounts of this all-important gathering; according to some, only the Vinaya and the Sūtra collections were recited; according to others, the Abhidharma was also recited. The account here follows the latter. This is followed by a brief description of the Second Council, and then the Third Council, after which the monks in attendance split into eighteen schools. As noted above, from the Tibetan perspective, both the Mahāyāna sūtras and the tantras are the word of the Buddha. Hence the chapter alludes briefly to how they were gathered.


For the Mainstream tradition, the evolution and organization of the eighteen schools is of particular importance; this is discussed in some detail in the chapter on Vaibhāṣika. The current chapter ends with a discussion of the fourfold division that provides the structure for the Buddhism section of this volume: Vaibhāṣika, Sautrāntika, Cittamātra, and Madhyamaka. After describing the various criteria by which the schools are divided, the chapter concludes by saying, “Those who seek to eradicate [ignorance] completely from the perspective of determining the selflessness of persons should be classified as Vaibhāṣika and Sautrāntika, the two śrāvaka schools. Those who seek to do so primarily from the perspective of determining the selflessness of phenomena should be classified as Cittamātra and Madhyamaka, the two Mahāyāna schools.” All of this is explained in detail in the chapters below.


Vaibhāṣika


As noted above, the Vaibhāṣika school is so named because of its reliance on the Great Exegesis of the Abhidharma, making it the school among the four Buddhist schools presented here that is most devoted to the vast Abhidharma tradition. This chapter therefore provides a summary and discussion of many of the main topics discussed in the Abhidharma literature, especially those dealing with ontology and epistemology, with much of the chapter devoted to the topic of causation.


Each of the chapters in the Buddhist section begins with a discussion of how the school arose. In most cases, this section is relatively succinct. Here, it encompasses a fifth of the chapter because it discusses the complicated topic of the eighteen schools. The eighteen schools of the Mainstream, or non-Mahāyāna, tradition have been the subject of much scholarship, seeking to date and organize the schools, identifying the earliest schools and then determining which branched off from which. Many charts have been produced in an attempt to represent this. It is a complicated process for a variety of reasons, including the fact that there are several accounts and they don’t always agree. Although the number eighteen is repeated often, there are differences about which schools constitute the eighteen. In what remains the most thorough study of the topic, André Bareau’s Buddhist Schools of the Small Vehicle, first published in French in 1955, thirty-four schools are discussed.6


In this chapter, the eighteen schools are presented as they appear (in three different versions) in Bhāviveka’s Blaze of Reasoning, with long passages cited verbatim from this text. Much of the discussion is about the sequence in which the schools appeared and their affiliations, but it also provides some brief descriptions of their respective positions on a range of issues. For example, providing a glimpse into the finances of a Buddhist monastery, we learn that according to the Mahīśāsaka, offerings to the saṅgha bring about great karmic effects, while those to the Buddha do not, yet according to the Dharmaguptaka, offerings to the Buddha bring about great effects yet those to the saṅgha do not. There are many fascinating doctrinal points mentioned in passing in this section.


After citing Bhāviveka’s discussion, a number of other lists are provided, followed by an explanation of the etymologies of the names of the schools. At the end of this section, we learn that the affiliation of the Vaibhāṣika school, the subject of the chapter, among the eighteen is not clear, but it seems to be with the Sarvāstivāda, which means “those who say that everything exists,” an ostensibly odd thing for a Buddhist philosopher to say. In this case, “everything” refers to the past, present, and future. This section ends with a discussion of the major Vaibhāṣika centers in India, drawn from the travel journal of Xuanzang, which was translated into Tibetan by the Mongolian monk Gung Konpo Gyab during the eighteenth century.


The chapter turns next to a discussion of the main texts of the school. Here we find a useful survey of the celebrated seven books of the Abhidharma, their authors, and the sequence of their composition before turning to the Great Exegesis that gives the Vaibhāṣika school its name, a work that is intended as commentary on one of the seven books, the Establishment of Knowledge (Jñānaprasthāna) by Kātyāyanīputra. This section also discusses Vasubandhu’s Treasury of Abhidharma. It closes with a list of the seven works on Abhidharma of the Theravāda school, mentioning as well Anuruddha’s Compendium of Abhidhamma and Buddhaghosa’s renowned Path of Purification, or Visuddhimagga.


The remainder of the chapter is the most important, setting out in some detail the tenets of the Vaibhāṣika school, tenets that are important in their own right but also because they provide so many of the foundational categories and terminology of Buddhist philosophy, as well as so many of the doctrines that the other Buddhist schools would seek to refute. Set forth in this chapter are the five aggregates, the twelve sources, the eighteen constituents, the six minds, and the forty-six mental factors that are central to Buddhist epistemology. We also find what are called the “five foundations of objects of knowledge”: forms, minds, phenomena arisen from minds, compositional factors not associated with minds, and the unconditioned.


Like the Hindu and Jaina schools considered above, the Buddhists also had their theory of everything. We learn Vaibhāṣika’s straightforward definition of the two truths: conventional truths and ultimate truths. If something can be broken into parts with the body or the mind, it is a conventional truth. If it cannot, it is an ultimate truth. This definition of ultimate truth means that Vaibhāṣika asserts the existence of physically partless particles and temporally partless moments of consciousness, a position that other schools would attack. This chapter also includes a discussion of the problematic Vātsīputrīya who, as noted earlier, argued, in a religion known for its claim of no-self, that there exists an “inexpressible person.”


Among the many topics considered in this chapter, one is particularly important for Buddhist philosophy, and for Indian philosophy more generally—causation. As we have seen, the various non-Buddhist schools have all tried to account for creation and change, with Sāṅkhya speaking of a primary nature, other schools speaking of a creator god, and Lokāyata denying the existence of all but the most obvious and organic causation. As a school that believes in rebirth and does not believe in a primary nature or a creator god, causation was a consequential concern for Buddhist thinkers. In general, in Buddhist philosophical works, all of which stress the impermanence of conditioned things, a particular impermanent phenomenon passes through three phases: production, abiding, and disintegration (or sometimes, as in the case of Vaibhāṣika, production, abiding, aging, and disintegration). How and why does this happen? For Vaibhāṣika, very much in keeping with many of the Indian schools considered above, this occurs as a result of an external factor. Thus something is produced through the agency of the principle of production, it abides through the agency of the principle of abiding, it ages through the agency of the principle of aging, and it disintegrates through the agency of the principle of disintegration. These four occur in sequence over time. This position, sensible as it might seem, would be rejected by the other Buddhist schools.


Sautrāntika


The second of the Hīnayāna or śrāvaka schools presented here is Sautrāntika, the “followers of the sūtras.” One might assume that all Buddhists are followers of the sūtras or discourses of the Buddha. However, as mentioned above, the sense indicated here is that this school does not rely on works like the seven books of the Abhidharma or on the Great Exegesis for its tenets but on the sūtras of the Buddha. Thus they would reject the account of the First Council in which it is stated that the monk Mahākāśyapa recited the Abhidharma that he had heard from the Buddha. For the Sautrāntika, the texts that constitute the Abhidharma Piṭaka are not the word of the Buddha but were composed by arhats or, according to some, unenlightened monks who had the same names as the well-known arhats. Those texts are therefore not reliable or, in the language of Buddhism, “of definitive meaning.”


As clear as this distinction is, the origins of the school are unclear, with some authors associating it with the Dārṣṭāntika (“user of examples”) scholar Kumāralāta. However, there is some debate whether Dārṣṭāntika and Sautrāntika are two names for the same school, as most Tibetan presentations hold. The name appears in a text composed by the early fourth-century scholar Śrīlāta entitled Explanation of Sautrāntika (Sautrāntikavibhāṣā). Śrīlāta was the teacher of Vasubandhu, the author of the most famous Sautrāntika text, the Treasury of Abhidharma. As noted above, in this text, he presents the Vaibhāṣika positions in the verses and refutes them in his commentary. Another important Sautrāntika text is Harivarman’s Treatise Establishing the Truths (Satyasiddhiśāstra). The two greatest figures in the history of Buddhist logic, Dignāga and Dharmakīrti, are also identified with Sautrāntika, although important elements of their works are clearly associated with Cittamātra.


Although, as will be discussed below, there are important innovations in their theory of perception, Sautrāntika gives particular importance to the objects of the sense consciousnesses, exalting them to the level of ultimate truths, which they define as phenomena capable of performing a function. Thus, contrary to common assumptions about Buddhist philosophy, for Sautrāntika, something as ordinary as a clay pot is an ultimate truth. This is because it can perform a function, because each pot is unique, because it exists independent of language, and because it has the ability to serve as the object of the consciousness that perceives it. Such things are therefore called specifically characterized (svalakṣaṇa).


In all of these ways, things that can perform functions and are the objects of the five sense consciousnesses are different from the objects of thought. For Sautrāntika, objects of thought are conventional truths, lacking the vivid vitality of the objects of the senses. These objects of thought are described as generally characterized (sāmānyalakṣaṇa). It is in this context that the important topic of exclusion (apoha) is introduced, where it is observed that a specifically characterized pot, for example, is not what a thought perceives. Instead, a thought perceives a generic image of a pot formed through a process of exclusion—that is, by eliminating everything that is not a pot. This generic image, the product of a negative process, is in fact permanent in the Buddhist sense that it does not change in every moment. This is only a brief summary of an important topic, discussed at length in this chapter.


Sautrāntika also differs significantly from Vaibhāṣika on causation. As noted above, Vaibhāṣika posited four principles that bring about production, abiding, aging, and disintegration, over four moments in that sequence. For Sautrāntika, this contradicts the Buddhist dictum that everything that is produced is momentary; they argue that all impermanent things are produced, abide, and cease in each moment, that production, abiding, and cessation are in fact three names for the same moment of a given phenomenon: its coming into existence is its production, its lasting for a single moment is its abiding, the fact that it will not last more than a moment is its cessation. This is what they refer to as subtle impermanence. They reject not only the fourfold sequence but the Vaibhāṣika assertion that production, abiding, aging, and disintegration are principles that act on impermanent things.


Although Sautrāntika argues that it is these constantly disintegrating things that are the ultimate truths, it makes a number of important contributions to epistemology (in addition to exclusion theory), two of which can be mentioned here. The first is a mental function that might be translated as reflexive awareness (svasaṃvedana). They argue that for each moment of direct perception, there is another consciousness that takes that direct perception as its object. That other consciousness, reflexive awareness, is not a form of thought but is itself a form of direct perception. Sautrāntika argues that without such reflexive awareness, the subjective element of memory, remembering how one felt when perceiving something with the senses, would not be possible. This form of direct perception, upheld by Sautrāntika and Cittamātra, rejected by Vaibhāṣika and some proponents of Madhyamaka, would be the subject of contentious debate among the Buddhist philosophical schools.


Also in the realm of epistemology is what is called the aspect (ākāra). While Vaibhāṣika argued that a sense consciousness directly perceives its object in an unmediated manner, Sautrāntika and Cittamātra would argue that consciousness, which is immaterial, cannot directly perceive something that is material. Thus, although sense perception can be said to perceive its object, what it is actually perceiving is the “aspect” of that object, a kind of image that is cast by the object and perceived by the sense consciousness. Thus, when an eye consciousness sees a patch of blue cloth, what it is seeing is the aspect of that blue cloth, like looking at an object under a clear piece of crystal. The topic of aspect is only briefly discussed in this chapter; it is discussed more extensively in the next chapter on Cittamātra, where various schools, including one called Half-Eggist, disagreed on how veridical the aspect of the object really is. Despite their agreement on many points, Sautrāntika and Cittamātra would also disagree on this, as is clear from the title of the Sautrāntika text Proof of External Objects.




Cittamātra


With Cittamātra (also known as Yogācāra and Vijñaptimātra) followed by Madhyamaka, we move to the two Mahāyāna schools of Buddhist philosophy, so called because, unlike the other schools, they accept the Mahāyāna sūtras as the word of the Buddha and use those sūtras as the textual sources for their defining doctrines. The Mainstream schools deny that the Buddha taught the Mahāyāna sūtras. Thus one of the concerns of the Cittamātra and Madhyamaka authors was to argue that he did. The fact that those arguments can be found in the works of Mahāyāna authors over the course of almost a millennium in India suggests that the authenticity of those sūtras remained a point of contention.


Because Cittamātra and Madhyamaka would spread beyond India in ways that the Mainstream schools did not, they achieved particular fame, with their texts widely read, their founders—Asaṅga and Nāgārjuna—among the best known figures in the history of Buddhism, and their signature doctrines, including emptiness, mind only, and the foundation consciousness (ālayavijñāna), the subject of endless commentary. Indeed, as we read in this chapter, Asaṅga is so revered in Tibet, where Madhyamaka reigns, that some there argued that although Asaṅga taught Cittamātra, his personal philosophy was that of Madhyamaka.


There are hundreds of Mahāyāna sūtras, and they say very different things, meaning that the Cittamātra and Madhyamaka authors used them selectively to support their philosophical positions. The Perfection of Wisdom sūtras, with their repeated renditions of emptiness, were the main source for Nāgārjuna and his followers. There are many sūtra sources for Cittamātra, including the passage cited at the beginning of the chapter, “These three realms are mind only.” However, as the chapter notes, one Mahāyāna sūtra was foundational for Asaṅga and his followers, the Explanation of the Intention. There the Buddha explains, among many pivotal topics, that when he said that everything was empty, he did not mean it literally but intended something different.


The chapter identifies Asaṅga as the founder of Cittamātra and goes on to list his many important works as well as those of his half-brother, Vasubandhu, who seems to have converted from the Hīnayāna Sautrāntika to the Mahāyāna Cittamātra at some point in his life, going on to compose several of the foundational works of the school. Among Asaṅga’s works, the chapter identifies his Compendium of the Mahāyāna as a particularly important source of Cittamātra philosophy. Asaṅga was also the author of a number of other works, such as the Bodhisattva Levels, that would provide much of the vocabulary and categories of the Mahāyāna path to buddhahood for both the Cittamātra and Madhyamaka schools. Because the present volume is devoted only to Buddhist philosophy, those works are not discussed here.


Turning to its names, because the school denies the existence of external objects, it is called Cittamātra (“mind only”). Because the doctrines of the school derive in part from the subjective experiences of meditators, it is called Yogācāra (“practice of yoga”). Two different divisions of subschools are described. The first is Cittamātra Following Scripture and Cittamātra Following Reasoning, with the former including Asaṅga and Vasubandhu and arguing that there are eight forms of consciousness (to be discussed below) and the latter asserting that there are the usual six. The second is the division into True Aspectarians and False Aspectarians, divided on the question of the extent to which the aspect (ākāra) that appears to the senses is veridical.


Before this long chapter moves to a detailed description of the tenets of the Cittamātra school, its three major positions are listed. The first is that, unlike the other Buddhist schools, it denies the existence of material objects, whether they are composed of partless particles (which some schools assert) or not. Second, those objects that appear to be external to the consciousness that perceives them are in fact not; they are like things seen in a dream, entirely of the nature of consciousness. Third, the consciousness that has transcended duality in that it understands subject and object as the same entity is said to exist ultimately.


Among the topics central to Cittamātra, the first to be presented here is the three natures (trisvabhāva): the imaginary (parikalpita), the dependent (paratantra), and the consummate (pariniṣpanna). The imaginary nature is described in two ways, one related to sense experience, the other related to thought. Cittamātra concedes that ordinary sense experience is dualistic, with object and subject. They do not deny that there is object and subject, but they assert as false, and hence imaginary, the experience of the object as something that is distant and cut off from the consciousness that cognizes it. In the realm of thought, they note that objects appear to thought as naturally being the bases of their names, when in fact naming is entirely adventitious. Thus external objects that are different in entity from the consciousness that perceives them, and objects that are naturally the bases of their names, are called imaginary natures; they are false appearances that in fact have no referent in the external world, a world that does not exist.


The dependent nature is that which is produced by causes and conditions. As stated, this seems simple enough, and something that would be accepted by all Buddhist schools, with their emphasis on causation and impermanence. However, in Cittamātra, where external objects do not exist, the dependent nature is essentially consciousness and what appears to consciousness; Cittamātra does not deny that objects appear to consciousness; it asserts that those objects themselves are the nature of consciousness, called “dependent” because it depends on a number of causes and conditions, including past karma or, in the language of this school, predispositions (vāsanā). As discussed below, these predispositions are like seeds that bear the fruit of experience, with a single seed simultaneously producing both the perceiving consciousness and the perceived object.


The third nature is the consummate. This is the ultimate reality for Cittamātra. Like the ultimate reality of Madhyamaka, the ultimate reality in Cittamātra is a form of emptiness. Here, however, it is not the emptiness of intrinsic nature (svabhāva), it is the emptiness of the duality of subject and object, or more precisely, of subject and object being different substantial entities. The relation of the three natures is sometimes described in this way: “the absence of the imaginary in the dependent is the consummate” or, as glossed in this chapter, “the consummate is the reality that is the emptiness of the object of negation—the imaginary—in the basis that is empty—the dependent.” Although the category of the two truths, conventional and ultimate, is less prominent in Cittamātra than in other schools, they assert that the imaginary and the dependent are conventional truths and the consummate is the ultimate truth.


The chapter turns next to the most famous of the Cittamātra doctrines, the foundation consciousness (ālayavijñāna), evocatively rendered into Tibetan as the “consciousness that is the foundation of all” (kun gzhi’i rnam par shes pa). Before turning directly to the topic, the chapter provides an interesting survey of Buddhist views on the number of consciousnesses, ranging from one to nine. Those who assert that there is only one consciousness say that it moves from sense organ to sense organ, like a single monkey running from one window of a house to another. Most Buddhist schools say there are six, one for each of the five sense faculties plus a mental consciousness. “Asaṅga and his brother,” as the chapter often refers to Asaṅga and Vasubandhu, say that there are eight, the usual six plus the foundation consciousness and something called the afflicted mental consciousness (kliṣṭamanas), discussed below. The proponents of nine add something called the unstained mind (amalavijñāna).


The foundation consciousness serves as the depository and repository for the predispositions or seeds that are created by former deeds, remaining there for an unspecified period of time and then fructifying as experience, producing both the subject and the object, as noted above. The foundation consciousness is the passive and neutral observer of all this. Hence we read, “the definition of the foundation consciousness is the primary mental consciousness, which is very stable, serves as the basis for infusing the predispositions, and observes any of the three: the sense faculty, object, or predisposition; its aspect is unobstructed and neutral; although both the sense faculty and the object appear to it, it does not ascertain them.” The chapter provides eight different reasons for the existence of the foundation consciousness. The first of these acknowledges the perennial challenge that Buddhist philosophical schools faced in upholding the doctrine of rebirth while denying the existence of the self: “In general, if a consciousness is the kind that takes rebirth, it cannot be the kind that sometimes exists in one’s continuum and sometimes does not exist; it must have all the qualities, such as operating uninterruptedly from the moment of conception until death. Because the six collections of consciousness do not have all those qualities, they are not suitable to take rebirth; the foundation consciousness has all of those qualities.”


Having described the foundation of the predispositions, the chapter turns to a detailed discussion of the seeds themselves, their types, how they are deposited, how and when they fructify, and so forth. Among the several challenges for a school that denies the existence of an external world is the presence of shared experienced. Here, we learn that one of the types of seeds are “shared seeds,” which fructify to produce sensory experience of the environment.


The afflicted mental consciousness observes the foundation consciousness and mistakenly perceives it to be a permanent self. It is defined in the chapter as “a mind that views the foundation consciousness abiding in the same continuum, constantly apprehending it and thinking ‘I’ and ‘mine.’” Like the section on the foundation consciousness, this section presents a number of arguments for the existence of the afflicted mental consciousness. For example, were there no afflicted mental consciousness, there would be no conception of personal agency for actions, whether good or bad: “For example, in all virtuous thoughts such as ‘I will cultivate loving kindness,’ nonvirtuous thoughts such as ‘I will commit murder,’ and neutral thoughts such as ‘I will eat food,’ it is known through experience that the conception of ‘I’ is present.”


With the presentation of the eight types of consciousness complete, the chapter turns to the various proofs of mind only that occur in a wide range of sūtras and treatises. Rather than presenting sustained arguments, this section provides a series of passages from various texts, each followed by a gloss of how it is proving mind only. Of special interest here is the demonstration through quotation that both Dignāga and Dharmakīrti, who did not assert the existence of a foundation consciousness, nonetheless argued that external objects do not exist. This is followed by a section setting forth the positions of the True Aspectarians and False Aspectarians as well as those of their various subschools. For example, for the True Aspectarians there are three: the Proponents of an Equal Number of Subjects and Objects, the Half-Eggists, and the Nonpluralists, each of whom has a different opinion on the nature of sense experience.


The chapter concludes with a discussion of valid knowledge according to Cittamātra. For Asaṅga and Vasubandhu, like proponents of other Buddhist schools, there are the two, direct perception and inference, to which they seem to add a third, scriptural valid knowledge. This last is an important topic unto itself, not pursued in this chapter, on how the words of the Buddha serve as a source of valid knowledge. An important question that the chapter does address is this: If sense direct perception is a source of valid knowledge, as Dignāga and Dharmakīrti famously argue, how can they do so if they are in fact proponents of Cittamātra and therefore hold that all sense experience is mistaken because it perceives external objects that do not exist? How can direct perception be “undeceived” as it is commonly defined? It would seem that a different definition is required, and this is indeed the case. We read, “Because of this important point, in Dharmakīrti’s Ascertainment of Valid Knowledge, the definition of direct perception is posited as awareness that is free from thought and that arises based on predispositions.”


Madhyamaka


The description of the schools of Indian philosophy concludes with a chapter on Madhyamaka, the Middle Way school, regarded in Tibet, and especially by the Dalai Lama’s Geluk sect, as the pinnacle of Buddhist philosophy. The chapter begins with a lengthy discussion of its founder, the renowned Nāgārjuna, a figure said to have been prophesied by the Buddha himself. The sūtras from which he drew his philosophical positions—both the Perfection of Wisdom sūtras and a number of others—are mentioned. Among these is the Teaching of Akṣayamati, which is said to have provided his criteria for dividing Buddhist sūtras, and individual statements within those sūtras, into two categories: the definitive (nītārtha) and the provisional (neyārtha). In other Buddhist schools, these two terms had tended to refer to whether a particular passage could be taken literally or not. The Teaching of Akṣayamati takes a different perspective, declaring that statements about ultimate truths (in Madhyamaka, emptiness) are definitive and statements about conventional truths (in Madhyamaka, everything else that exists) are provisional, needing to be interpreted to arrive at their true nature, which is emptiness. This shift in the meaning of definitive and provisional from what were essentially hermeneutical categories to what were philosophical critique is regarded as a hallmark of Madhyamaka.


The chapter goes on to consider Nāgārjuna’s works in some detail, focusing especially on his most famous, the Root Verses on the Middle Way (Mūlamadhyamakakārikā), also called the Middle Way Treatise (Madhyamakaśāstra) or, as was common in Tibet, Root Wisdom (Rtsa ba’i shes rab). The organization of its twenty-seven chapters is described, going on to discuss how his other philosophical works develop themes set forth in those chapters, illustrated by passages from those texts. This section is not simply bibliographic, however. It also discusses the meaning of the middle way, a term strongly associated with Buddhism. It appears in the Buddha’s first sermon after his enlightenment, delivered to his former fellow ascetics, the “group of five” at the Deer Park in Sarnath. There, apparently speaking from his experience first as a prince indulging in various forms of pleasure, and then later as an ascetic engaging in extreme forms of asceticism, he speaks of a middle way or a middle path between self-indulgence and self-mortification as the path to liberation from suffering.


Nāgārjuna redefines the term in a philosophical sense, describing a middle way between existence and nonexistence. The discussion in the chapter makes clear that by existence he means intrinsic existence (svabhāva, literally “self-nature”) and by nonexistence he means utter nonexistence. In his works, he thus seeks to carefully chart a middle way in which nothing intrinsically exists but everything conventionally exists. He does this by focusing especially on the process of causation as set forth by various non-Buddhist and Buddhist schools, pointing out the logical consequences of their positions, in which they seek both to maintain a kind of essence for the elements of their systems while also seeking to present a coherent system of cause and effect. From Nāgārjuna’s perspective, this is impossible: once something comes into existence as a result of a series of causes and conditions, it cannot possess some kind of intrinsic nature. Once something is in any sense dependent, it cannot be independent; it cannot intrinsically exist. Indeed, it necessarily lacks any intrinsic nature. This absence of intrinsic nature is what Nāgārjuna calls emptiness (śūnyatā). To hold that things are endowed with intrinsic existence is what Nāgārjuna would define as an extreme of existence or an extreme of permanence. To hold that something endowed with intrinsic nature ceases to exist is what he would define as an extreme of nonexistence or an extreme of annihilation.


To make his point, Nāgārjuna enlists another term from the basic vocabulary of Buddhism in addition to middle way. It is dependent arising (pratītyasamutpāda), a term that is largely used in the Mainstream tradition to refer to a twelvefold sequence, beginning with ignorance and ending with aging and death, that describes the mechanism of saṃsāra, the cycle of rebirth. As he does in other contexts, Nāgārjuna takes this technical term and simplifies it, taking it to mean the simple fact that effects depend on causes. Nothing is independent; everything is dependent. If that is the case, everything is empty of independence. This does not simply include the objects of our ordinary experience; it includes the four truths, nirvāṇa, and the Buddha himself. Thus, as the chapter states, “Thus it is saying that in the final analysis, the very fact that phenomena are dependently arisen proves that they do not intrinsically exist; emptiness must be understood as the meaning of dependent arising.”




The primary criticism leveled at Nāgārjuna by his rivals was that emptiness was essentially nothingness and that his position was a form of nihilism, essentially negating the world. For Madhyamaka, the power of his argument is that his equation of emptiness with dependent arising allows dependent arising alone to refute both the extreme of existence and the extreme of nonexistence. Because things arise in dependence on causes, they do not intrinsically exist. And because things arise in dependence on causes, they exist. As the chapter notes, “Therefore Madhyamaka does not need two separate reasons to refute the two extremes, and all presentations of such things as actions and effects are tenable for that very basis where a nature of true existence is refuted.”


The chapter then turns to the long lineage of Indian masters who devoted themselves to promoting and defending Nāgārjuna’s views, composing commentaries on his works as well as writing their own Madhyamaka treatises. These include many of the most celebrated figures in the history of the Mahāyāna, many of whom were masters of the Nālandā tradition, figures such as Āryadeva, Bhāviveka, Candrakīrti, Śāntarakṣita, Kamalaśīla, Śāntideva, and Atiśa. The Madhyamaka authors and their major works are listed in this section of the chapter.
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