



[image: Image]













The Library of Tibetan Classics is a special series being developed by the Institute of Tibetan Classics aimed at making key classical Tibetan texts part of the global literary and intellectual heritage. Eventually comprising thirty-two large volumes, the collection will contain over two hundred distinct texts by more than a hundred of the best-known authors. These texts have been selected in consultation with the preeminent lineage holders of all the schools and other senior Tibetan scholars to represent the Tibetan literary tradition as a whole. The works included in the series span more than a millennium and cover the vast expanse of classical Tibetan knowledge—from the core teachings of the specific schools to such diverse fields as ethics, philosophy, linguistics, medicine, astronomy and astrology, folklore, and historiography.


Beautiful Adornment of Mount Meru: A Presentation of Classical Indian Philosophy


Changkya Rölpai Dorjé (1717–86)


This monumental work (the Grub mtha’ thub bstan lhun po’i mdzes rgyan) represents the most lucid comprehensive treatment of classical Indian philosophy in the Tibetan language. Changkya’s Beautiful Adornment belongs to the doxographical genre, presenting the distinctive philosophical tenets of the four main Indian schools in a systematic manner. It is a Tibetan corollary to contemporary histories of philosophy. In addition to identifying the key protagonists of each philosophical school and their seminal works, the author presents the key tenets of each school alongside arguments advanced by the school’s respective thinkers. Changkya pays special attention to the diverse understandings of the Madhyamaka school’s philosophy of emptiness among its Tibetan proponents. Unlike Jamyang Shepa’s (1648–1722) two-volume Great Exposition of Tenets, which was one of the key sources and inspirations for Changkya, the manageable size of Beautiful Adornment and, more importantly, its lucid literary style make this work accessible and engaging to a wider readership.


Soon after its composition, Changkya’s text became the classic for the study of Indian thought, used by students all across Tibet and the trans-Himalayan regions of India, Mongolia, and Russia. In contemporary academic circles, it has been a central source for studying the Tibetan interpretation of the classical Indian philosophical systems.
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The lucid literary style of Beautiful Adornment of Mount Meru has made it a classic in the study of Indian philosophical thought, both in Tibetan monasteries and contemporary academic circles.





“This is a masterful translation of an extraordinary work by the great Tibetan polymath Changkya Rölpai Dorjé, a Geluk master of the eighteenth century. By providing a deep and systematic overview of the various schools of Indian Buddhism, it provides unique insights into some of the central tenets of Buddhist philosophy such as no-self and emptiness. This is the kind of work that one can return to again and again.”


—GEORGES DREYFUS, Jackson Professor of Religion, Williams College


“The awesome vastness of the Dharma can be bewildering—we may need a philosophical map, a way to orient ourselves. For over two centuries, one of the best and most popular maps has been Changkya’s Beautiful Adornment of Mount Meru. Its lucid overview of Indian philosophy gives us a starting point for deeper insight and allows us to see how diverse teachings are adapted to our differing needs and abilities. This, the first complete English translation, is beautifully clear and precise. It is an indispensable resource for both scholars and Buddhist practitioners.”


—GUY NEWLAND, professor of religion and chair of the Department of Philosophy and Religion, Central Michigan University


“Many of us cut our teeth in large part by studying this text. Donald S. Lopez Jr. has done a great service by providing non-Tibetanists with access to the entire work. His introduction is comprehensive and his translation is clear. Changkya Rölpai Dorjé’s subtle thought is eminently worth the effort demanded of the reader.’’


—TOM TILLEMANS, professor emeritus of Buddhist studies, University of Lausanne, Switzerland














For Jeffrey Hopkins
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Message from the Dalai Lama


THE LAST TWO MILLENNIA witnessed a tremendous proliferation of cultural and literary development in Tibet, the land of snows. Moreover, owing to the inestimable contributions made by Tibet’s early spiritual kings, numerous Tibetan translators, and many great Indian paṇḍitas over a period of so many centuries, the teachings of the Buddha and the scholastic tradition of ancient India’s Nālandā monastic university became firmly rooted in Tibet. As evidenced from the historical writings, this flowering of Buddhist tradition in the country brought about the fulfillment of the deep spiritual aspirations of countless sentient beings. In particular, it contributed to the inner peace and tranquility of the peoples of Tibet, Outer Mongolia—a country historically suffused with Tibetan Buddhism and its culture—the Tuva and Kalmuk regions in present-day Russia, the outer regions of mainland China, and the entire trans-Himalayan areas on the southern side, including Bhutan, Sikkim, Ladakh, Kinnaur, and Spiti. Today this tradition of Buddhism has the potential to make significant contributions to the welfare of the entire human family. I have no doubt that, when combined with the methods and insights of modern science, the Tibetan Buddhist cultural heritage and knowledge will help foster a more enlightened and compassionate human society, a humanity that is at peace with itself, with fellow sentient beings, and with the natural world at large.


It is for this reason I am delighted that the Institute of Tibetan Classics in Montreal, Canada, is compiling a thirty-two-volume series containing the works of many great Tibetan teachers, philosophers, scholars, and practitioners representing all major Tibetan schools and traditions. These important writings will be critically edited and annotated and will then be published in modern book format in a reference collection called The Library of Tibetan Classics, with the translations into other major languages to follow later. While expressing my heartfelt commendation for this noble project, I pray and hope that The Library of Tibetan Classics will not only make these important Tibetan treatises accessible to scholars of Tibetan studies but will also create a new opportunity for younger Tibetans to study and take interest in their own rich and profound culture. It is my sincere hope that through the series’ translations into other languages, millions of fellow citizens of the wider human family will also be able to share in the joy of engaging with Tibet’s classical literary heritage, textual riches that have been such a great source of joy and inspiration to me personally for so long.
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The Dalai Lama
The Buddhist monk Tenzin Gyatso
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General Editor’s Preface


IT’S A TRUE JOY for me to see this important Tibetan text, Beautiful Adornment of Mount Meru by the revered eighteenth-century master Changkya Roplai Dorjé, made available in its entirety to the English-speaking world. I offer profound admiration and appreciation to my colleague and friend Donald S. Lopez Jr. for producing such a masterful translation, allowing the contemporary reader to engage deeply with the work.


The author of our text was highly eclectic and multifaceted. Changkya was a scholar monk trained in Tibet’s rigorous debate-oriented academic tradition; he was a reincarnate lama and a custodian of numerous Tibetan Buddhist transmission lineages; as an author he was renowned for the clarity of his thinking, and he wrote some of the most memorable poetry in Tibetan; he was a capable administrator who led the massive project of translating the entire Tibetan canon into Manchu and Mongolian; he was a refined diplomat who, as priest to the Qianlong emperor, helped the Tibetans navigate the complex politics of China’s Qing court; and yet he was a dedicated meditator who for decades spent a large part of every year at his favorite retreat at Wutaishan. Changkya’s masterpiece, the Beautiful Adornment, a presentation of classical Indian philosophical systems, is clearly informed by these multiple facets of Changkya’s training, experience, and talents. Ever since my own teacher Kyabjé Zemey Rinpoché gave me a copy of this text in 1979, when I was studying at Ganden Monastery, I have cherished this Tibetan text. So when selecting works for the thirty-two-volume Library of Tibetan Classics, I made sure that it was included.


Two primary objectives have driven the creation and development of The Library of Tibetan Classics. The first aim is to help revitalize the appreciation and the study of the Tibetan classical heritage within Tibetan-speaking communities worldwide. The younger generation in particular struggle with the tension between traditional Tibetan culture and the realities of modern consumerism. To this end, efforts have been made to develop a comprehensive yet manageable body of texts, one that features the works of Tibet’s best-known authors and covers the gamut of classical Tibetan knowledge. The second objective of The Library of Tibetan Classics is to help make these texts part of global literary and intellectual heritage. In this regard, we have tried to make the English translation reader-friendly and, as much as possible, keep the body of the text free of unnecessary scholarly apparatus, which can intimidate general readers. For specialists who wish to compare the translation with the Tibetan original, page references of the critical edition of the Tibetan text are provided in brackets.


The texts in this thirty-two-volume series span more than a millennium—from the development of the Tibetan script in the seventh century to the first part of the twentieth century, when Tibetan society and culture first encountered industrial modernity. The volumes are thematically organized and cover many of the categories of classical Tibetan knowledge—from the teachings specific to each Tibetan school to the classical works on philosophy, psychology, and phenomenology. The first category includes teachings of the Kadam, Nyingma, Sakya, Kagyü, Geluk, and Jonang schools, of miscellaneous Buddhist lineages, and of the Bön school. Texts in these volumes have been largely selected by senior lineage holders of the individual schools. Texts in the other categories have been selected primarily in recognition of the historical reality of the individual disciplines. For example, in the field of epistemology, works from the Sakya and Geluk schools have been selected, while the volume on buddha nature features the writings of Butön Rinchen Drup and various Kagyü masters. Where fields are of more common interest, such as the three moral codes or the bodhisattva ideal, efforts have been made to represent the perspectives of all four major Tibetan Buddhist schools. The Library of Tibetan Classics can function as a comprehensive library of the Tibetan literary heritage for libraries, educational and cultural institutions, and interested individuals.


It has been a real joy to be part of this important translation project. I had the pleasure first to edit the original Tibetan of these texts, offering me a chance to closely reread the texts and deepen my own personal understanding. I wish first of all to express my deep personal gratitude to H. H. the Dalai Lama for always being such a profound source of inspiration. I would like to say thank you to Donald S. Lopez Jr., a friend and collaborator on several important translation projects, for taking on the monumental task of translating this much-loved Tibetan philosophical work in a language and style that speak to English readers; to our long-time editor at Wisdom, the amazing David Kittelstrom; and to my wife, Sophie Boyer-Langri, for taking on the numerous administrative chores that are part of a collaborative project such as this.


Finally, I would like to express my heartfelt thanks to Ms. Nita Ing and the Ing Foundation, whose long-standing patronage of the Institute of Tibetan Classics made it possible to fund the entire cost of this translation project. I would also like to acknowledge the Scully Peretsman Foundation for its generous support of my work for the Institute. It is my sincere hope that this volume will be a source of joy, intellectual enrichment, and philosophical and spiritual insights for many people.


Thupten Jinpa


Montreal, 2019
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Translator’s Preface


I FIRST ENCOUNTERED the text translated here more than forty years ago when I was a student at the University of Virginia. These were the first years of the graduate program in Tibetan Buddhist Studies, founded by Jeffrey Hopkins, a program based in many ways on the curriculum of the Geluk academy, with special emphasis of the genre of grub mtha’, “tenets.” The works of the renowned scholar Jamyang Shepa, especially his Great Exposition of Tenets (Grub mtha’ chen mo), were considered too difficult for the beginning graduate students, who focused instead on a much briefer work by Jamyang Shepa’s incarnation, Könchok Jikmé Wangpo, the Precious Garland of Tenets (Grub mtha’ rin chen ’phreng ba). A translation of that text by Geshe Lhundup Sopa and Jeffrey Hopkins was published in 1976 as Practice and Theory of Tibetan Buddhism. In the introduction to the translation, Jeffrey Hopkins wrote, “Jam-yang-shay-ba’s text is replete with citations of Indian sources but is written, despite its length, in a laconic style (unusual for him) that can leave one wondering why certain citations were made. Perhaps this was part of the reason why the eighteenth century Mongolian scholar Jang-gya Röl-bay-dor-jay—whom Jam-yang-shay-ba, then an old man, helped to find as a child as the reincarnation of the last Jang-gya—composed a more issue-oriented text of the same genre entitled Clear Exposition of the Presentation of Tenets, Beautiful Ornament for the Meru of the Sage’s Teaching.” It is this text, accurately described as “issue-oriented,” that is translated in its entirety here.


In the early years of the Buddhist Studies program in Charlottesville, graduate students did not select the topics of their dissertations. They were assigned by Jeffrey Hopkins. Thus my friend and fellow student Anne Klein was assigned the Sautrāntika chapter of the Tenets of Jang-gya (today rendered Changkya). She would later publish her translation in 1991 in a book called Knowing, Naming, and Negation. I was assigned the Svātantrika chapter, which I translated, along with the introductory section on Madhyamaka, for my dissertation. In 1978, I traveled to India, where I read the text—in the flimsy codex version published in 1970 by the Pleasure of Elegant Sayings Printing Press in Varanasi—with Khensur Yeshé Thupten, the former abbot of Loseling College of Drepung Monastery, relocated in Mundgod in the state of Karnataka in India. That translation was later published in 1987 as part of my first book, the cleverly titled A Study of Svātantrika.


I had not returned to the tenets genre in any serious way since then. I was honored when my friend and collaborator Thupten Jinpa asked me to translate the entire text as part of his remarkable Library of Tibetan Classics, where Changkya’s work had been selected, quite correctly in my opinion, to represent the “tenets” genre. For each of the volumes in the Library of Tibetan Classics, Thupten Jinpa first produces a new edition of the Tibetan text. Various versions are compared and errors corrected, headings and subheadings are introduced, the text is broken into paragraphs, a bibliography is provided, and—miracle of miracles for the long-suffering translator of Tibetan Buddhist texts—all the quotations are looked up and footnoted. This makes the task of the translator infinitely easier. Thupten Jinpa has also provided an excellent introduction in Tibetan, which I drew upon in my own introduction, especially his survey of tenets literature in Tibet.


The translation that appears here is a translation of this edition. By and large, the chapter divisions, headings, and subheadings have been maintained, the paragraphs have been maintained, the pagination of the Tibetan text has been provided in the body of the translation in brackets, and the bibliography and the footnotes have been translated as they appear in the text, with few additional footnotes added.


For this project, I have benefited from Anne Klein’s translation of the Sautrāntika chapter and have used my own translation, with many errors corrected, of the Svātantrika chapter. In his 1987 book Emptiness Yoga, Jeffrey Hopkins translated about 40 percent of the Prāsaṅgika chapter (the section on Madhyamaka reasoning). My friend and fellow student Daniel Cozort translated the section on the “eight difficult points” (dka’ gnad brgyad) from the Prāsaṅgika chapter in his 1998 book on the topic, Unique Tenets of the Middle Way Consequence School. In addition, in going through paper files in a metal file cabinet, I unearthed rough translations of the opening section of the chapter on the non-Buddhists (through the discussion of Cārvāka) and the opening section of the Vaibhāṣika section (through the opening history of the Hīnayāna schools). These are photocopies of typescripts with handwritten notes in the margin, likely dating from the 1970s, probably done by one of the graduate students in Charlottesville.


I have made use of all of these sources while seeking to provide a translation that is consistent in style throughout, intended for the nonspecialist reader, and avoiding where possible the use of bracketed phrases to gloss passages. Because this is a translation from the Tibetan, I have avoided providing the Sanskrit for technical terms, except in a small number of cases where the Sanskrit might be known to the general reader. Because Changkya’s text covers much of the huge range of Indian philosophy, both non-Buddhist and Buddhist, it has not been practical to provide notes to the substantial body of modern scholarship on the scores of texts and topics that Changkya considers. However, in my introduction to the translation, I have provided references to works for those readers who would like to pursue specific topics further.


In preparing the translation, I received invaluable assistance from Anna Johnson. She translated all of the notes (of which there are over eight hundred), translated the bibliography, provided a paraphrase of Thupten Jinpa’s introduction, made a draft translation of a portion of the Vaibhāṣika chapter, and made a draft translation of the chapter on the non-Buddhist schools, including the long list of the various Indian sects that has long vexed scholars.


David Kittelstrom, editor extraordinaire of the Library of Tibetan Classics series, made many excellent suggestions for the prose and queried many passages that caused me to go back and improve the translation. It was a delight to work with someone who combines such an excellent ear for the English language with an extensive knowledge of Buddhist literature and doctrine.


Finally, I would like to thank my friend Thupten Jinpa, for establishing the Library of Tibetan Classics, for producing an excellent edition of this famous text, and for asking me to translate it. I was initially daunted by the prospect of taking on the task of translating this difficult text, over four hundred pages of small print in the edition translated here. However, I accepted, in part because of my great admiration for Changkya, about whom I had learned much more over the years, in part to honor the Buddhist Studies program at the University of Virginia where I was trained so long ago, and especially to honor its founder, Jeffery Hopkins, to whom this volume is dedicated.
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Technical Note


THE TIBETAN TITLE of the volume translated here is Grub mtha’ thub bstan lhun po’i mdzes rgyan, which means Tenets, Beautiful Adornment of the Meru of the Sage’s Teachings. This edition of Changkya’s work was prepared specifically for The Library of Tibetan Classics and its Tibetan equivalent, the Bod kyi gtsug lag gces btus. Bracketed numbers embedded in the text refer to page numbers in the critical and annotated Tibetan edition published in New Delhi in modern book format by the Institute of Tibetan Classics (2012, ISBN 978-81-89165-24-6) as volume 24 of the Bod kyi gtsug lag gces btus series. In preparing this translation, the Institute of Tibetan Classics edition served as the primary source, with reference also to other editions.


The conventions for phonetic transcription of Tibetan words are those developed by the Institute of Tibetan Classics and Wisdom Publications. These reflect approximately the pronunciation of words by a modern Central Tibetan; Tibetan speakers from Ladakh, Kham, or Amdo, not to mention Mongolians, might pronounce the words quite differently. Transliterated spellings of the phoneticized Tibetan terms and names used in the text can be found in the table in appendix 2. Sanskrit diacritics are used throughout, even for terms that have entered the English language.


Except in some cases of titles frequently mentioned, works mentioned in the translation have typically had the author’s name added by the translator for ease of reference by contemporary readers. Therefore, these names, although appearing without brackets, are not always present in the original Tibetan.


Pronunciation of Tibetan phonetics 


ph and th are aspirated p and t, as in pet and tip.


ö is similar to the eu in the French seul.


ü is similar to the ü in the German füllen.


ai is similar to the e in bet.


é is similar to the e in prey.




Pronunciation of Sanskrit 


Palatal ś and retroflex ṣ are similar to the English unvoiced sh.


c is an unaspirated ch similar to the ch in chill.


The vowel ṛ is similar to the American r in pretty.


ñ is somewhat similar to the nasalized ny in canyon.


ṅ is similar to the ng in sing or anger.
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Translator’s Introduction


THE PRESENT VOLUME IS the second work in the Library of Tibetan Classics devoted to the important Tibetan genre called grub mtha’ (pronounced drupta). The two works presented in the series are each quite famous, and each is quite different from the other. The first, The Crystal Mirror of Philosophical Systems by Thuken Losang Chökyi Nyima (1737–1802), was published in 2009. It briefly surveys the classical Indian schools of Buddhist thought, focusing instead on the religious systems of Tibet, including Bön, going on to consider the Buddhist and non-Buddhist Chinese schools as well as other religions; even Jesus is mentioned. The present work, Beautiful Adornment of the Meru of the Sage’s Teachings: A Clear Presentation of Tenets (Grub pa’i mtha’i rnam par bzhag pa gsal bar bshad pa thub bstan lhun po’i mdzes rgyan), was written by Thuken’s teacher, the renowned Changkya Rölpai Dorjé (1717–86). It deals exclusively with the non-Buddhist and Buddhist schools of India. However, in the middle of the Madhyamaka chapter, there is a section with the innocuous title “Presentation of Ancillary Topics” (zhar la byung ba’i rnam bzhag) where he discusses the history of Madhyamaka in Tibet. In many ways, this brief section provides the seed for his student and biographer Thuken’s text.


This introduction, in addition to discussing the work translated here and the life of its famous author, will consider its antecedents, both in India and Tibet. It will then provide a chapter-by-chapter overview of the entire work, beginning with the non-Buddhist schools and ending with the Vajrayāna. Before beginning, however, it is important to examine the genre of which it is such a renowned representative: grub mtha’.



The Grub mtha’ Genre



Grub mtha’ is a literal translation of the Sanskrit term siddhānta, a compound made of two terms. The first, siddha, has a wide range of meanings, including “established,” “accomplished,” “perfected,” and “proven.” As a noun, it can mean a perfected or accomplished being; it is used in tantric literature in such terms as mahāsiddha, often translated as “great adept.” The second term, anta means “end,” “border,” “limit,” and “conclusion.” The compound siddhānta, therefore, could be literally translated as “established end” in the sense of a proven conclusion or philosophical position and hence might be rendered as “doctrine,” “dogma,” or “tenet.” Perhaps the most famous of the grub mtha’ authors, the First Jamyang Shepa, Jamyang Shepai Dorjé Ngawang Tsöndrü (1648–1721), glossed the term in this way: “that which is correctly established from one’s own perspective, having overcome other factors of conceptual superimposition.”1


As is often the case in Indian literature, the topic of a work can become by extension the title of the work in which the topic is set forth; in the Buddhist case, one thinks of Abhidharma and Prajñāpāramitā. This was the case with siddhānta in ancient India, where textbooks on a range of topics carry the word siddhānta in their titles; one thinks immediately of works on astronomy, such as the sūryasiddhānta (literally “tenets about the sun”) and the śaivasiddhānta (“tenets about Śiva”).


Modern scholars in Europe and North America, seeking an analogous genre in the Western tradition, 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.” Diels used it to describe those works, including by Plato and Aristotle, that describe the positions of earlier philosophers, especially those whose works have been lost to posterity. From this perspective, “doxography” can be an appropriate rendering of siddhānta, which in India often preserved the tenets of schools that are otherwise lost, especially schools that the author seeks to refute. In Buddhism, whether in India or Tibet, works in the siddhānta genre are generally polemical to one degree or another, in the sense that they seek to set forth the positions of their opponents, positions that are to be refuted. One question that scholars must confront, therefore, is how accurately the siddhānta texts represent these positions. Among the various terms that have been used to translate siddhānta and its Tibetan rendering grub mtha’, in what follows, the term will be translated as “tenets.”


Regardless of their fidelity, works of the siddhānta genre in Buddhism are very important, both for what they tell us about those schools whose own works are lost and for what they tell us about the authors who represent those schools. In addition, especially in the Tibetan case, these works provide a synthetic portrait of a school, often organizing disparate positions into a tripartite structure of (1) the basis (gzhi), often divided into the objects of experience (yul) and the subjects (that is, forms of consciousness) that experience them (yul can); (2) the path (lam), that is, the path to salvation as defined by the school; and (3) the fruition (’bras bu), that is, the goal of the religious path as understood by the school. As we shall see, this structure is followed in the work translated here.


Antecedents in India


If we think of siddhānta in Buddhism as works presenting the positions of opponents in order to demonstrate their error, then its roots likely go back to the time of the Buddha himself, who, in the vibrant intellectual milieu of the śramaṇa period, was but one of many teachers competing for followers and patrons. Thus the Pāli suttas describe numerous occasions in which the Buddha criticizes the position of a rival teacher or group. One thinks immediately of the Tevijjā Sutta (Dīgha Nikāya 13) in which the Buddha criticizes and reinterprets the knowledge of the three Vedas (trividyā) of the brahmans, and the Brahmajāla Sutta (Dīgha Nikāya 1), in which he enumerates sixty-two false views held by various teachers. In later literature, the Buddha’s various opponents would be condensed into a stock list sometimes called in English the “six heretical teachers”—Pūraṇa Kāśyapa, Maskarin Gośālīputra, Ajita Keśakambala, Kakuda Kātyāyana, Nirgrantha Jñātiputra, and Sañjayin Vairaṭṭīputra—opponents whom the Buddha famously defeated, not with philosophical arguments but with miracles, at Śrāvastī.


In the centuries after the Buddha’s death, various Buddhist sects (nikāya) developed; eighteen are traditionally listed, although there were more.2 They disagreed on a wide range of issues, both in the realm of Vinaya and in the realm of dharma. Their disagreements regarding the Abhidharma are recorded in such Pāli works as the Points of Controversy (Kathāvatthu) and such Sanskrit works as the Great Exegesis (Mahāvibhāṣa), Vasubandhu’s Treasury of Abhidharma (Abhidharmakośa), and the Conformity with Principle (Nyāyānusāra) of Saṃghabhadra. Further disagreements arose with the rise of the Mahāyāna; the unnamed opponent in Nāgārjuna’s Root Verses on the Middle Way (Mūlamadhyamakakārikā) was the Buddhist Sarvāstivāda school. Another work traditionally ascribed to Nāgārjuna, the Essay on the Mind of Enlightenment (Bodhicittavivaraṇa), mentions a number of Buddhist schools, including Yogācāra. However, because it refers to positions generally held to have arisen after Nāgārjuna’s time and because the Essay on the Mind of Enlightenment is not mentioned by Buddhapālita, Bhāviveka, or Candrakīrti, its attribution to Nāgārjuna is questionable.3 Concerns about attribution are also raised about the Compendium of the Essence of Wisdom (Jñānasārasamuccaya), traditionally ascribed to Nāgārjuna’s disciple Āryadeva, where Yogācāra is also mentioned. Thus it would seem that works that systematically summarize the positions of other schools (rather than simply refute them) do not appear in India, whether in Hindu, Jain, or Buddhist works, until some centuries later.


The first text to provide an extensive presentation and refutation of both non-Buddhist and Buddhist schools was the Essence of the Middle Way (Madhyamakahṛdaya) and its autocommentary the Blaze of Reasoning (Tarkajvālā), by the sixth-century Buddhist master Bhāviveka. In Tibet, he would be identified as a Svātantrika (a term that is not attested in Sanskrit); he clearly saw himself as a follower of Nāgārjuna, presenting the Madhyamaka position. It is a fascinating and important text, demonstrating that by the sixth century, a Mahāyāna author seeking to promote and defend his own school needed to confront a wide range of opponents. By this time, Buddhist authors could not simply condemn Vedic ritualists; there were a host of what Buddhists call the tīrthika schools. This Sanskrit term is sometimes translated as “ford maker,” referring to someone who is seeking a way to ford the river of saṃsāra to reach the other shore of liberation. It is sometimes translated as “heretic,” but this is misleading, both because “heretic” is a pejorative term in English and because a heretic generally refers to a member of a group who is condemned for dissenting from the true faith. In the case of India, the members of the tīrthika sects had not been Buddhists. Here, tīrthika will largely be translated, rather inadequately, simply as “non-Buddhist.”


However, Mahāyāna authors did not simply have to contend with non-Buddhists. They also had to confront fellow Buddhists, the śrāvaka sects, who denied that the Mahāyāna sūtras were the word of the Buddha. And by Bhāviveka’s time, there was also a rival Mahāyāna school, the Yogācāra, that had to be challenged.


The Essence of the Middle Way is preserved in both Sanskrit and Tibetan, the Blaze of Reasoning only in Tibetan. The work is in eleven chapters, the first three and the last two of which set forth the main points in Bhāviveka’s view of the nature of reality and the Buddhist path, dealing with such topics as the aspiration to enlightenment (bodhicitta), the knowledge of reality (tattvajñāna), and omniscience (sarvajñatā). The intervening chapters, chapters 4 through 9, are devoted to the various opponents. In each case, Bhāviveka begins by setting forth the tenets of the school—how, in his terms, they set forth their reality or principles (tattva). He then offers his refutation. Chapter 4 is devoted to the śrāvakas, with chapter 5 devoted to the Yogācāra, referred to as Vijñāptimātra.4 The sixth, seventh, eighth, and ninth chapters consider, respectively, Sāṃkhya, Vaiśeṣika, Vedānta, and Mīmāṃsā.


The Essence of the Middle Way and Blaze of Reasoning not only provide a Madhyamaka perspective on a wide range of Indian philosophical schools, they also provide an insight into which schools and positions a Madhyamaka author found most pernicious. Among the non-Buddhists, there seems to be particular concern with Mīmāṃsā, a concern that would only grow in subsequent centuries. Among the Buddhists, both Bhāviveka and his predecessor Vasubandhu (in the ninth chapter of his Treasury of Abhidharma) find particular fault with Vātsīputrīya (also known as Pudgalavāda), who propounded what seemed a most un-Buddhist position: that there is a person (pudgala) that goes from lifetime to lifetime but is inexpressible (avācya). Bhāviveka and Vasubandhu’s concerns with this school appeared to be well founded. The Chinese pilgrim Xuanzang, who arrived in India in 630, found proponents of the Vātsīputrīya (whom he called Saṃmatīya) in more than half of the many monasteries he visited.5


The Essence of the Middle Way (and Blaze of Reasoning) is generally given pride of place as the first work—Hindu, Jain, or Buddhist—of the siddhānta genre, systematically presenting the positions of a range of other schools and then presenting a refutation of those positions.


The next major Buddhist work of the siddhānta genre has a direct connection to Tibet. It is the Compendium of Principles (Tattvasaṃgraha) by the eighth-century scholar Śāntarakṣita, with a commentary (pañjikā) by his disciple Kamalaśīla. Both teacher and student would journey to Tibet from their native Bengal and both would die there. Śāntarakṣita was instrumental in the founding of the first Buddhist monastery in Tibet, Samyé, and according to the tradition, recommended that King Trisong Detsen invite Padmasambhava from India to subdue the demons who were impeding the monastery’s construction. Kamalaśīla is said to have defeated the Chan monk Heshang Moheyan at a famous debate at Samyé.


The Compendium of Principles is a massive work in 3,646 verses in twenty-six chapters. The verses themselves are called the Verses on Compendium of Principles (Tattvasaṃgrahakārikā), with Śāntarakṣita providing an autocommentary. Like Bhāviveka’s Essence of the Middle Way, the Compendium of Principles is a polemical text, surveying the philosophical positions of a wide variety of schools; most are non-Buddhist, although the Vātsīputrīya is included. As its title suggests, it brings together a wide range of topics or principles (tattva) and demonstrates their faults. These include matter (prakṛti), the person (puruṣa), God (īśvara), the self (ātman), sound (śabda), and valid knowledge (pramāṇa), among many others. Among the non-Buddhist schools whose positions are presented and critiqued are Sāṃkhya, Nyāya, Vaiśeṣika, Mīmāṃsā, Advaita Vedānta, Cārvāka, and Jaina. Kamalaśīla’s commentary often provides the names and positions of specific philosophers of these schools.


In addition to being a major source for grub mtha’ authors in Tibet, it remains a work of great value to modern scholars for its presentation (albeit polemical) of the tenets of these schools as they existed in eighth-century India. An indication of the ascendancy of Mīmāṃsā at this time, and its perceived threat to Buddhism, is the fact that Śāntarakṣita devotes almost half of his massive compendium to Mīmāṃsā, with 845 ślokas given over just to the issue of the Vedas as an uncreated and eternal source of knowledge. The Compendium of Principles and its commentary also provide important evidence of the Madhyamaka-Pramāṇa synthesis in the latter phases of Indian Buddhism.


As we will see, in Tibet, one of the most common structures in the grub mtha’ literature was to present all of the Indian Buddhist schools under just four general headings (often with the discussions of branches and subschools under those headings), in ascending order of subtlety and profundity: Vaibhāṣika, Sautrāntika, Cittamātra, and Madhyamaka. This rubric appears in Distinguishing the Sugata’s Texts (Sugatamatavibhaṅgakārikā) by the tenth-century scholar Jetāri. In a demonstration of extreme concision, the root text devotes just two ślokas to each of the four.


The three unconditioned are permanent:


space and the two cessations.


All conditioned things are impermanent;


there is no self and no creator.


The awareness produced by the sense consciousnesses


directly perceives aggregations of subtle particles.


Scholars explain that this is the system


of the Kashmiri Vaibhāṣikas.


Consciousness knows itself;


objects are perceived by the senses.


Space is like the son of a barren woman;


the two cessations are like space.


Mind and conditioning factors


do not persist in the three times.


There is no such thing as unobstructed form.


These are called Sautrāntika scholars.


Because there is nothing called “parts,”


there are no subtle particles.


Appearances do not exist as [external] objects;


they are like experiences in a dream.


Understanding free from subject and object


exists ultimately.


Those who say this


have crossed the ocean of Yogācāra texts.


Scholars do not say that


consciousness is ultimate.


Free from the nature of one and many,


it is unreal, like a lotus in the sky.


Not existent, not nonexistent, neither existent nor nonexistent,


and not having a nature that is both.


That which is free from the four extremes,


scholars call the Madhyamaka reality.6


Jetāri’s autocommentary provides extensive elaboration on each. In the Vaibhāṣika section, for example, he presents the refutation that the world is created through the wish of a god. He uses the Sautrāntika section to set forth the principles of Buddhist logic, especially the proof of nonobservation. After setting forth the Yogācāra position that mere awareness is truly established, he argues that the Madhyamaka system is supreme; it is noteworthy that he says that Dharmakīrti’s ultimate position was Madhyamaka.


The fourfold list of Buddhist philosophical schools—Vaibhāṣika, Sautrāntika, Yogācāra, Madhyamaka—became widespread during the final phases of Buddhism in India, as evidenced by its presence in works that were not directly concerned with the tenets and positions of those schools. Thus the list is found in a number of tantras, including the Kālacakra Tantra and the Hevajra Tantra, and in tantric commentaries, by such authors as Maitrīpāda and his disciple Sahajavajra.


Siddhānta in Tibet


The dissemination of the dharma to the land of snows is traditionally divided into two periods. The earlier dissemination (snga dar) begins with the conversion of King Songtsen Gampo to Buddhism and the first translation of Buddhist texts into Tibetan. This period ends with the assassination of King Langdarma in 842. The later dissemination (phyi dar) is generally said to have begun with the journeys to India by Rinchen Sangpo in the late tenth century and, especially, the arrival in Tibet of the Bengali master Atiśa in 1042.


As noted above, two of the great masters of Buddhist siddhānta literature—Śāntarakṣita and his disciple Kamalaśīla—went to Tibet in the late eighth century and spent the rest of their lives there. Both played keys roles in the earlier dissemination. However, with limited communication skills between teachers and students and the pressing need to dispel demons and defeat Chinese heretics, it does not appear that the occasion arose for them to set forth the fine points of Mīmāṃsā doctrine. Śāntarakṣita’s Compendium of Principles and Kamalaśīla’s Commentary on the Compendium of Principles (Tattvasaṃgrahapañjikā) would not be translated from Sanskrit into Tibetan until the later dissemination. This does not mean that the four Indian Buddhist schools were unknown during the earlier dissemination, as is clear from two texts of the period, both by Tibetan translators of the eighth century: 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. In the former work we find a division of Madhyamaka into Sautrāntika Madhyamaka and Yogācāra Madhyamaka, with Yeshé Dé advocating the latter.




The serious study and exposition of the Indian schools does not seem to have begun, therefore, until the later dissemination; early textbooks from the period indicate that Atiśa taught Bhāviveka’s Essence of the Middle Way and Blaze of Reasoning. It was during the eleventh century that the first Tibetan work was composed that had the term grub mtha’ in the title: Memoranda on Various Views and Tenets (Lta ba dang grub mtha’i brjed byang) by Rongzom Paṇḍita (1012–88). From this point on, luminaries of all sects of Tibetan Buddhism would write grub mtha’ texts, continuing to the nineteenth century. Thus the Kadampa master Chapa Chökyi Sengé (1109–69), who is credited with introducing the distinctive style of Tibetan debate, composed A Summary of Presentations of Buddhist and Non-Buddhist Tenets (Phyi nang gi grub mtha’i rnam bzhag bsdus pa); the Kadampa master Chekawa (1102–1176), editor of the famous Seven Points of Mind Training (Blo sbyong don bdun ma), wrote a grub mtha’ text. Sakya Paṇḍita’s (1182–1251) Good Explanation of the Scriptural Tradition (Gzhung lugs legs par bshad pa) is also known as Classification of Tenets (Grub mtha’ rnam dbye/’byed); and Longchen Rabjampa (1308–64) wrote his famous Treasury of Tenets (Grub mtha’ mdzod).


Despite the ubiquity of grub mtha’ works across the traditions of Tibetan Buddhism, beginning in the sixteenth century, the genre would become particularly associated with the Geluk sect. Although Tsongkhapa (1357–1419) and his immediate disciples explored the tenets of Buddhist and non-Buddhist schools in a wide range of works, they themselves did not compose works with grub mtha’ in the title. The first two Geluk works in the genre would appear to be Chenga Lodrö Gyaltsen’s (1402–72) Classification of Tenets (Grub mtha’ rnam dbye) and A Ship for Entering the Ocean of Tenet Systems (Grub mtha’ rgya mtshor ’jug pa’i gru gzings) by the Second Dalai Lama, Gendun Gyatso (1475–1542). The authors whose works would eventually become the textbooks (yig cha) of the three great Geluk monasteries in the vicinity of Lhasa—Ganden, Sera, and Drepung—would all compose grub mtha’ texts: Jetsun Chökyi Gyaltsen’s (1469–1544/46) Presentation of Tenet Systems (Grub mtha’i rnam gzhag), Paṇchen Sönam Drakpa’s (1478–1554) Presentation of Tenet Systems (Grub mtha’i rnam gzhag), and Jamyang Shepa’s Great Exposition of Tenets. This last work (discussed below) is the most famous and most commented upon of grub mtha’ texts, spawning such famous works as Könchok Jikmé Wangpo’s (1728–91) Jeweled Rosary of Tenets (Grub mtha’ rin chen ’phreng ba) and Khalkha Ngawang Palden’s (1796/97 or 1806–64) Presentation of the Two Truths in the Four Tenet Systems (Grub mtha’i bzhi’i lugs kyi bden gnyis kyi rnam gzhag). In many ways, the text translated here by Changkya, despite its own important contributions to the genre, may be regarded as a more accessible version of Jamyang Shepa’s famous work.


An important assumption in Tibetan grub mtha’ presentations is that the ascending order of the schools—beginning with non-Buddhist schools and ending with Madhyamaka—is both philosophical and soteriological. Thus it is assumed that any of the Buddhist schools, properly defended, can defeat any non-Buddhist school in debate because its tenets are more accurate and more profound. Among the Buddhist schools, Sautrāntika can defeat Vaibhāṣika, Yogācāra can defeat Sautrāntika, and the Madhyamaka can defeat Yogācāra. However, this doctrinal hierarchy also has a soteriological element. Drawing on the lam rim and bstan rim (“graduated stages” and “graduated teachings”) traditions in which, for example, one must first develop the Hīnayāna motivation to be liberated from saṃsāra oneself before one can have the Mahāyāna motivation to liberate all beings from saṃsāra, one is also said to proceed through the schools of tenets “in the manner of a ladder” (skas kyi tshul), beginning with the belief in self propounded by the non-Buddhists, to the understanding that there is no self of persons as set forth in Vaibhāṣika while retaining a belief that other phenomena possess a self. Sautrāntika refutes the existence of partless particles upheld by Vaibhāṣika while granting autonomy to the sense objects that are directly perceived without the elaborations of thought. Yogācāra calls the existence of all external objects into question while asserting the autonomy of consciousness. Madhyamaka declares that all phenomena—objects and subjects—are empty of intrinsic nature. Through the study of grub mtha’, a single person is said to ascend higher and higher on the path.


Before turning to Changkya’s text, let us consider three of its important precursors: Treasury of Explanation of Tenets by Üpa Losal from the fourteenth century, Complete Knowledge of Tenets by Taktsang Lotsāwa from the fifteenth century, and the Great Exposition of Tenets by Jamyang Shepa, completed in 1699, just a few decades before Changkya would compose his own work.


Üpa Losal’s Treasury of Explanation of Tenets (Grub pa’i mtha’ rnam par bshad pa’i mdzod) is considered one of the masterpieces of the genre, demonstrating a more extensive, sophisticated, and nuanced understanding of the Indian tenet systems than earlier Tibetan works. The author was a student of both Chomden Rikral (1227–1305) and Chim Jampaiyang (ca. 1245–1325) (author of the famous commentary on the Abhidharmakośa that bears his name) and contributed to the classification and redaction of the Kangyur and Tengyur. His knowledge of Indian Buddhist literature was thus extensive. As a result, the author was able to cite Indian sources in ways that his Tibetan predecessors had not; the book is highly regarded for its deft selections from a wide range of Indian works to illustrate its points.


Treasury of Explanation of Tenets was the first Tibetan work to consider both non-Buddhist and Buddhist systems; the author knew both Śāntarakṣita’s Compendium of Principles and Kamalaśīla’s Commentary on the Compendium of Principles well. Among non-Buddhist schools, it considers Cārvāka, Sāṃkhya, Śaiva, Vaiśeṣika, and Nirgrantha (Jain). Turning to the Buddhist schools, he begins with the “eighteen schools” that had been enumerated by Bhāviveka and others. In his extensive discussion of Vaibhāṣika and Sautrāntika, he provides a model that few Tibetan authors would follow. Rather than simply stating that the two Hīnayāna schools rely on the seven Abhidharma treatises and the Great Exegesis (a work that would not be translated into Tibetan until the twentieth century, and then from Chinese rather than from Sanskrit), he cites specific sūtras that provide the foundation for their tenets, works that he surely encountered while editing the Kangyur. His discussions of Yogācāra and Madhyamaka are equally sophisticated, exploring competing views within each school and discussing their various subschools. His section on Prāsaṅgika offers a particularly radical version of its tenets, stating that all objects appear falsely, all minds are mistaken consciousnesses, there is no view to be asserted, conventional truths are not divided into the real and the false, and a buddha has no independent wisdom. The final chapter sets forth the stages of the path, from the initial study of reasoning to the achievement of the bodies of a buddha.


An important exception to Geluk dominance of the grub mtha’ genre is Complete Knowledge of Tenets (Grub mtha’ kun shes) by the great Sakya scholar Taktsang Lotsāwa Sherab Rinchen (1404–77). He is one of three Sakya scholars—the others being Gorampa Sönam Sengé (1429–89) and Shākya Chokden (1428–1507)—who, in the decades after Tsongkhapa’s death in 1419, strongly criticized his presentation of Madhyamaka, especially on the question of the valid establishment of conventional phenomena such as cause and effect (although Taktsang would later praise Tsongkhapa’s work on the perfection of wisdom, the Golden Rosary, and offer words of apology). Indeed, Taktsang would accuse Tsongkhapa of having to bear “eighteen large loads of contradictions” (’gal ba’i khur chen bco brgyad). His Complete Knowledge of Tenets is thus famous for two reasons; first, for its detailed presentation of Indian Buddhist tenets, which often differs with that of Tsongkhapa and his followers, and second, for all of the polemical responses it elicited from later Geluk authors, notably Jamyang Shepa.


Complete Knowledge of Tenets is one volume of a tetralogy by Taktsang, each with “complete knowledge” (kun shes) in the title, the other three being Complete Knowledge of the Sciences (Rig gnas kun shes), Complete Knowledge of the Sūtras (Mdo sde kun shes), and Complete Knowledge of the Tantras (Rgyud sde kun shes).


Like a number of texts in the genre, Complete Knowledge of Tenets consists of a root text in verse and a lengthy autocommentary in prose. Rather than simply enumerating the positions of various schools, Taktsang’s text is intended to guide the reader along a path from error to knowledge, proceeding to ever more sublime philosophical positions. Thus he begins with the state of ignorance in which all phenomena are regarded as real. He then refutes the self of persons that is asserted by the non-Buddhist schools. In the next chapter, he refutes self in the objects of consciousness that are asserted by the Vaibhāṣikas and Sautrāntikas, followed in the next chapter by the refutation of the self of consciousness that is asserted by the Cittamātra. The final chapter refutes the subtle self of persons and phenomena and sets forth the absence of entity of the Madhyamaka.


As a translator, Taktsang knew Sanskrit and was particularly well versed in tantric literature, including Puṇḍarīka’s Stainless Light (Vimalaprabhā) as well as the Compendium of the Wisdom Vajra (Jñānavajrasamuccaya) by Āryadeva and Distinguishing the Sugata’s Texts by Jetāri. He draws upon these and other texts for non-Buddhist and Buddhist positions that do not often appear in grub mtha’ literature.


The final precursor of Changkya’s Tenets, and the work that had the greatest influence upon it, is Jamyang Shepa’s Presentation of Tenets: The Song of the Five-Faced [Lion] that Abandons Confusion (Grub mtha’i rnam gzhag ’khrul spong gdong lnga’i sgra dbyangs), written in verse.7 Its prose exposition is entitled Sun of Samantabhadra’s Land (Kun bzang zhing gi nyi ma; its full title is Grub mtha kun bzang zhing gi nyi ma lung rigs rgya mtsho skye dgu’i re ba kun skong). Famous enough simply to be referred to as “Great Tenets” (Grub mtha’ chen mo), it is the best known of all Tibetan grub mtha’ as well as the longest, celebrated for its detailed presentation of fine points of doctrine of both non-Buddhist and Buddhist schools. It is also renowned for its extensive use of quotations from a wide range of Indian works. Finally, in defending the views of Tsongkhapa and his disciples against his critics, it is known for its sharply polemical tone, especially in the chapter on Prāsaṅgika, where he offers a scathing critique of Taktsang.


Jamyang Shepa cites many of the Indian siddhānta works discussed above, including Bhāviveka’s Essence of the Middle Way and Blaze of Reasoning; Śāntarakṣita’s Compendium of Principles, with Kamalaśīla’s commentary; Jetāri’s Distinguishing the Sugata’s Texts; and Āryadeva’s Compendium of the Essence of Wisdom. He also cites Puṇḍarīka’s Stainless Light Kālacakra commentary as well as Sahajavajra’s Compendium of Positions (Sthitisamuccaya) and Commentary on the Ten Verses on Reality (Tattvadaśakaṭīkā). It is a work in thirteen chapters, proceeding from the lowest of the Indian schools (Cārvāka) through the various Hindu and Jain schools. In the section on the Buddhist schools, he devotes individual chapters to Vaibhāṣika, Sautrāntika, and Cittamātra. When he comes to Madhyamaka, he devotes separate chapters to Svātantrika and Prāsaṅgika, which he regards as the highest of all philosophical schools. Jamyang Shepa’s magnum opus concludes with a chapter on the supremacy of secret mantra.


The Great Presentation of Tenets is not, however, simply a catalogue of doctrine illustrated by citations from Indian texts; he adopts approaches not found in previous grub mtha’ literature. For example, in the chapter on the Vaibhāṣikas, he explores the difficult topic of the evolution of the eighteen schools. The Sautrāntika chapter includes a discussion of Buddhist epistemology that could be a freestanding work. The Cittamātra chapter (chapter 10) includes a long excursus on cosmology, drawing from both Hindu and Buddhist sources. Throughout the text, aided by his knowledge of Sanskrit, he confronts, and often solves, all manner of conundrums that had stymied earlier Tibetan scholars.


Changkya Rölpai Dorjé


Changkya Rölpai Dorjé was one of the most remarkable figures of Tibet’s remarkable eighteenth century, a figure of great political influence who also wrote masterpieces of Tibetan Buddhist literature, in both poetry and prose, a Tibetan incarnate lama of Mongol descent who spent little time in Tibet.8 He was born in 1717 into a Monguor (also known as “White Mongol”) family near what is today called Wuwei (formerly Liangzhou) in the north-central region of modern Gansu province of the People’s Republic of China, which was at the time in the far northeastern region of the Tibetan cultural domain. He was identified by Jamyang Shepa as the incarnation of Ngawang Losang Chöden (1642–1714), the Second Changkya Rinpoché, an important Geluk scholar. He had been a friend of both Jamyang Shepa and the Second Paṇchen Lama, Losang Yeshé (1663–1737), and had traveled to Beijing, where he became a favorite of the Kangxi emperor (1654–1722). In 1724, not long after the young Changkya’s installation at Gönlung Jampa Ling, the monastery was destroyed by Qing troops in reprisal for an uprising by Mongol tribesmen in the Kokonor region, an uprising supported by Geluk elements in Amdo. The young tulku had been taken into hiding prior to the arrival of the Qing troops but was captured. Because of the close relation between his previous incarnation and the Kangxi emperor (who had since died), and because of his potential value in maintaining Qing influence in the region, the child was brought unharmed to the Qing court, where he was educated with the sons of the Yongzheng emperor (1678–1735), becoming skilled in the four languages of the realm: Chinese, Manchu, Mongolian, and Tibetan. He also studied Chinese Buddhism, coming to the conclusion that Phadampa Sangyé and the Chan patriarch Bodhidharma were the same person.


In 1734, the Seventh Dalai Lama, Kalsang Gyatso (1708–57), who had been living in eastern Kham during a period of political upheaval in Central Tibet, was granted permission to return to Lhasa. The emperor appointed Changkya to lead the royal entourage that accompanied him. He visited Lhasa and Shigatsé, where he received both novice vows and full ordination from the Second Paṇchen Lama. Upon the death of the Yongzheng emperor in 1735, Changkya returned to Beijing, where his friend and schoolmate Qianlong (1711–99) was now ruler of the Qing empire. The new emperor appointed Changkya as “lama of the seal” (tham kha bla ma), the highest position for a Tibetan Buddhist cleric in China.


For the rest of his life, Changkya would be a trusted and influential advisor of the emperor, intervening repeatedly on behalf of Tibet, the Gelukpas, and the Dalai and Paṇchen Lamas.9 Within the city of Beijing, he was instrumental in the founding of Yonghegong (called Ganden Jinchak Ling in Tibetan, called the “Lama Temple” today), which served as a monastery where some five hundred Mongol, Manchu, and Chinese monks received training in philosophy, medicine, tantra, and various Buddhist sciences. He served as religious preceptor to the Qianlong emperor, instructing him in Tibetan grammar and giving him teachings on the stages of the path (lam rim). In 1745, at the emperor’s request, he bestowed tantric initiation for the deities of the buddha Cakrasaṃvara, and later, initiations for Vajrayoginī and Mahākāla. The Tibetan lama Phakpa (1234–80) had bestowed similar initiations on the Mongol emperor Kublai Khan centuries before; Changkya intimated that he and the Qianlong emperor had been this illustrious teacher and disciple in their previous lives.


For the rest of his life, Changkya served as Qianlong’s chief advisor on Tibet, advocating for the authority of the Dalai Lama in political matters. Changkya wrote a biography of the Seventh Dalai Lama and played a major role in the identification of the Eighth Dalai Lama. He also arranged the initially successful but ultimately ill-fated visit of the Third Paṇchen Lama, Losang Palden Yeshé (1738–80), to the Qing summer palace at Chengde (Jehol), where, among the replicas of the architectural wonders of the realm, a model of Tashi Lhunpo had been built in his honor. The Qianlong emperor and the Paṇchen Lama developed a close friendship during the visit. When the Paṇchen Lama traveled to Beijing, however, he contracted smallpox and died. Changkya himself died in 1786 and was entombed at Wutaishan, the sacred mountain of Mañjuśrī two hundred miles southwest of Beijing.


Changkya’s many literary achievements include overseeing the translation of the Kangyur into Manchu and the Tengyur into Mongolian. He also translated the Śūraṃgama Sūtra, a Chinese apocryphon unknown in Tibet, from Chinese into Tibetan. In connection with his important role overseeing imperial workshops where thangkas and sculptures were produced, he wrote an influential iconography guide. After his work on tenets, perhaps his most famous compositions are the Song of the View (Lta ba’i mgur), an evocative poem about the experience of emptiness, and his guide to Wutaishan. His extensive collected works also include a commentary on Tsongkhapa’s Praise of Dependent Arising; Dictionary: Source of Knowledge (Dag yig mkhas pa’i ’byung gnas), a Tibetan-Mongolian dictionary of terminology from the five great texts on Prajñāpāramitā, Pramāṇa, Madhyamaka, Abhidharma, and Vinaya; a commentary on the Prayer of Samantabhadra; a book of instructions on the Madhyamaka view called Lamp That Illuminates Reality (De kho na nyid snang bar byed pa’i sgron me); a biography of the Seventh Dalai Lama; as well as many works on tantric practice.


However, the work for which he is duly famous is the one translated here, begun after his return to Beijing in 1736, when he was just nineteen years old. According to his biography, he composed the chapter on Cittamātra first as a freestanding work. This would seem to be confirmed by the fact that that chapter, unlike the other chapters, ends with a long poem. However, in the colophon he explains that he first wrote the section on “Cittamātra and above” (sems tsam yan chad)—that is, on Cittamātra and Madhyamaka—and showed it to the distinguished scholar Losang Tenpai Nyima (1689–1762), who praised it and encouraged him to write a full grub mtha’ text. Changkya’s Tenets is often praised for the clarity of its prose and its economical use of citations from Indian texts (especially compared to Jamyang Shepa). At the same time, like Jamyang Shepa’s much longer work, Changkya’s text is not simply a catalogue of assertions. Also like Jamyang Shepa’s text, Changkya’s is very much a Geluk work, drawing heavily on the works of Tsongkhapa. Changkya was a strong advocate for the Geluk sect at the Qing court in his later years, but even in the early period of his life, his allegiance is clear, extolling Tsongkhapa at every turn, criticizing (and mocking) those who have not read him or have read him wrongly. Tsongkhapa is such an exalted presence for Changkya that he rarely refers to him by name, speaking instead of the foremost great being (rje bdag nyid chen po) and the foremost omniscient one (rje thams cad mkhyen pa).


Tsongkhapa is not, however, simply an exalted presence in Changkya’s text. He is also the indisputable source on multiple points of doctrine across all the schools, the arbiter of disputes on questions large and small, and the brilliant exegete whom Changkya’s fellow Gelukpas have neglected to read, at their peril. No author is cited by Changkya more often than Tsongkhapa, both his major and minor works, and among those works, no text is cited more than the text regarded by generations of Gelukpa geshés as his masterpiece, Essence of Eloquence on the Provisional and Definitive (Drang nges legs bshad snying po). After Tsongkhapa, Changkya relies most heavily on his “two heirs” (sras gnyis) Gyaltsab (1364–1432) and Khedrup (1385–1438). Throughout, however, the works of “the foremost father and his heirs” (rje yab sras), as this triumvirate is so often called, are not stated simply as proof texts but as occasions for exploring points that Changkya feels have not been adequately investigated in previous treatments of the schools of Indian Buddhism.


Like Jamyang Shepa, Changkya makes original contributions to the long Tibetan tradition of grub mtha’ literature, especially in the chapters on Cittamātra and Madhyamaka. Unlike so many authors of the genre, Changkya eschews the root text and autocommentary form, composing the body of the text entirely in prose, but he begins and ends with often-beautiful poetry. Although he sometimes reverts to the debate style (mtha’ dpyod) style that one associates so strongly with Jamyang Shepa when considering a particular point, his prose style remains accessible, marked by many moments of insight and occasional moments of humor. As Thupten Jinpa writes in his introduction to the Tibetan edition of Beautiful Adornment of Mount Meru, “There are those who do not have the good fortune to reside at a monastic center for the study of philosophy and engage in detailed study for a long period of time on each of the five great texts . . . Because Changkya’s Tenets is very concise, if one becomes at least roughly familiar with this treatise on tenets, one will be able to form a not-insubstantial general understanding of all of the great texts; there are many such qualities of this treatise.”10


An Overview of the Text


After a Sanskrit homage, Tibetan Buddhist texts typically begin with a poem, sometimes long, sometimes short. Lines of Tibetan poetry have the same number of syllables (usually an odd number), with the skill of the poet measured in part by their ability to compose verse in a variety of line lengths. The young Changkya seems intent here in displaying his skills, providing several pages of ornate verse in lines ranging from seven syllables to twenty-three syllables.


The verses contain the prescribed set of elements for the opening of a Tibetan Buddhist work, including an expression of worship (mchod brjod), a request for blessings (byin rlabs zhus ba), a prayer (gsol ’debs), praise (bstod pa), and a promise to compose the text (rtsom par dam bca’). Changkya begins by invoking Mañjuśrī, the bodhisattva of wisdom. This is a standard homage for a work on philosophy, given additional meaning in his case, first because of Tsongkhapa’s close association with the bodhisattva, and second because the Qing emperor was considered to be an incarnation of the bodhisattva. He then follows the standard format of the expression of worship, extolling a lineage of teachers, beginning with the Buddha and ending with his own teacher. Here, the sequence is Śākyamuni, Maitreya, Mañjuśrī, Nāgārjuna, Asaṅga, Tsongkhapa, the Seventh Dalai Lama, and finally Ngawang Chokden (1677–1751), Changkya’s own teacher, who had been appointed as the fifty-fourth throneholder of Ganden (and thus head of the Geluk sect) in 1739.


Moving to a shorter verse line, Changkya next laments how times have changed. In the past, supreme scholars walked the earth making it easy to follow the path of reasoning. Now we live in a degenerate age, where people find it difficult to have faith in even a single statement of the Buddha; even the best of scholars live timidly in their hermitages. In a standard statement of humility, Changkya says that he has no presumptions about being able to benefit others with his text; he has written it simply to familiarize himself with the teachings of the masters. If others wish to listen (that is, read), they are welcome to do so.


Changkya next provides something of a history of the dharma, beginning with the Buddha, who set forth the true path and defeated the tīrthika teachers. After his death, the followers of the Hīnayāna did not understand the profound teachings of the Mahāyāna sūtras. Thus Nāgārjuna appeared in the world to explain how to distinguish the definitive from the provisional in the teachings of the Buddha. He was followed by Asaṅga, who opened up a second chariot way of the nonduality of subject and object.


Changkya then turns to Tibet, surveying the history of the introduction of Buddhism to Tibet, rather allusively describing the arrival of Śāntarakṣita and Padmasambhava, the founding of Samyé, the Samyé debate, the age of fragmentation, and the arrival of Atiśa, who is extolled at some length. This is followed by a much longer, and quite ornate, paean to Tsongkhapa. Changkya next provides a brief summary of the Buddhist path, “a brief introduction to the wondrous speech of the treatises I will explain.” Turning to prose for the first time, he explains that a mere confession of faith in the teachings of the Buddha is not sufficient. To be liberated from suffering, one must understand clearly what is, and is not, the method for becoming thus liberated. In order that one may do so, he “will write a bit (che long tsam zhig) about our own and others’ presentations of tenets.”


The Non-Buddhist Schools


As noted above, a common organization for works of the tenets genre in Tibet is to begin with the non-Buddhist Indian schools and then proceed, in ascending order, through the Hīnayāna and Mahāyāna schools. Changkya follows this structure. The first chapter therefore begins with an etymology and definition of the term tenet (grub mtha’) before explaining the difference between a non-Buddhist and a Buddhist—or, in his terms, an outsider (phyi rol pa) and an insider (nang pa). The difference is that a Buddhist regards the Three Jewels—the Buddha, dharma, and saṃgha—as the true source of refuge from the sufferings of saṃsāra while a non-Buddhist does not. One of the notable elements of Changkya’s work, evident throughout his book on tenets, is that he often seems less interested in a straightforward exposition of the doctrines of the various schools and more interested in the questions and problems that they raise. This interest is evident right from the start, where, after stating the rather obvious and well-known point that a Buddhist is someone who goes for refuge to the Three Jewels, he asks whether a buddha goes for refuge. In other words: Is the Buddha a Buddhist? He concludes that he is because he has understood that nirvāṇa, which he has achieved, is the true refuge from saṃsāra.


Having explained what a non-Buddhist is, Changkya next turns to the difficult question of how many non-Buddhist schools there are, citing Dharmakīrti, “There is no end to the wrong paths.” Specific numbers of wrong schools appear, however, in Buddhist texts, including the famous figure of 363 mentioned by Bhāvaviveka in his Blaze of Reasoning. This number has vexed scholars for more than a century.11 Bhāviveka, however, only provides a third of that number, which Changkya reproduces without comment. Only a small number of these are known from other sources, meaning that their precise meaning and referents are difficult to discern; in many cases, their names are challenging to reconstruct in Sanskrit or even to translate into English. It seems clear, however, that these are not names of philosophical schools but rather a catalogue of often strange practices of various cults—those who live in a hole in the ground, those who behave like dogs—that were said to have flourished in India in the early days of the Buddhist tradition.


Changkya goes on to consider other enumerations of non-Buddhist schools as well as the question of how they evolved. He notes that there is no such confusion about the number of Buddhist schools: many sūtras and tantras declare that there are four—Vaibhāṣika, Sautrāntika, Cittamātra, and Madhyamaka—which will be the subject of the bulk of his book. With the question of the number of schools concluded, he turns to main topic of this chapter, the exposition and refutation of the Indian non-Buddhist schools, which he presents as nine: Cārvāka,12 Sāṃkhya,13 Brāhmaṇa,14 Vaiṣṇava,15 Mīmāṃsaka,16 Aiśvara,17 Vaiśeṣika, Naiyāyika,18 and Nirgrantha (or Jain).19 In each case, he follows the same sequence, listing the school’s teachers, its other names, and its divisions, before turning to an exposition of its tenets, usually drawn from citations from Buddhist sources. This is followed by a refutation of the tenets of the school—drawing especially from Bhāviveka, Dharmakīrti, Candrakīrti, and Śāntarakṣita—by pointing out the absurd consequences of their tenets. As he writes, “When the opponent’s [position] is not well understood, it is difficult to understand how the reasonings that refute them undermine [the opponent]. Therefore I have distinguished them a little and explained them here.”


At the conclusion of the chapter on the non-Buddhists, Changkya makes clear that the purpose of studying these schools is not simply for the sake of disputation. One also cannot ignore their description in Indian Buddhist texts simply because the great masters of the past have already refuted them. Rather, the study of the non-Buddhist schools has a profound soteriological significance. Thus, for example, “It is for the purpose of creating unfabricated faith in those who wholeheartedly seek liberation, led along the path of reasoning to the faultless teachings and teacher of our tradition; for the purpose of extracting from the root all wrong conceptions, such as believing that suffering has no cause, the primary obstacle to producing the correct path that leads to liberation from saṃsāra.”


Vaibhāṣika


Having completed the non-Buddhist section, Changkya turns to his main topic, presentation of the four schools of Buddhist tenets: Vaibhāṣika, Sautrāntika, Yogācāra, and Madhyamaka. The next chapter, therefore, is devoted to Vaibhāṣika.20 With the exception of the brief discussion of tantra at the end of the volume, it is the briefest chapter in Changkya’s text. Its brevity may be due to two reasons. First, in Tibet, one does not find the kind of vast literature on the Abhidharma that one finds in China or in the Theravāda traditions. The central text of Vaibhāṣika, the Great Exegesis, had not been translated into Tibetan in Changkya’s time; the primary source for Vaibhāṣika doctrine in Tibet was Vasubandhu’s Treasury of Abhidharma, where the Vaibhāṣika position is sometimes presented as the opponent. Second, there do not seem to have been particular controversies in Vaibhāṣika (apart from one, discussed below) that captured Changkya’s philosophical imagination.


Thus the Vaibhāṣika chapter is brief, indeed briefer than it appears because Changkya devotes the opening pages to the life of the Buddha, whom he describes as “the great friend unlike any in all the world, who became a treasury of many jewels of immeasurable quality, who clarified the straight path to high rebirth and the auspicious state [of liberation] for all transmigrating beings of the three worlds, and who befuddled the brains of all the foxes, the proponents of evil, through proclaiming the great lion’s roar of dependent arising.” After describing the Buddha’s turning of the three wheels of the dharma and his performance of “the final deed” (passing into nirvāṇa), he considers the various classifications of the Buddha’s teachings into the twelve classes of scripture and the three piṭakas. He turns next to a brief discussion of the three councils, beginning with the First Council shortly after the Buddha’s death where, before a gathering of five hundred arhats, Ānanda recited the sūtras, Upāli recited the Vinaya, and (in this telling) Mahākāśyapa recited the Abhidharma.


This narrative accounts for the formation of the Hīnayāna canon. As a proponent of the Mahāyāna, Changkya must pause to discuss the formation of the Mahāyāna canon and must account for its absence in the early history of the tradition. Here, he provides the familiar Mahāyāna explanation that, prior to Nāgārjuna, some four centuries after the death of the Buddha, the Mahāyāna was practiced in secret, not in public, because the śrāvakas were not suitable vessels for it. The Mahāyāna sūtras were instead maintained by the gods in the heavens and by the nāgas beneath the seas.


Turning to the actual exposition of the tenets of the Vaibhāṣika, Changkya must dwell at some length on the question of their divisions. Vaibhāṣika is something of generic term, simply meaning those who follow the Great Exegesis. In fact, historically, there were many Indian Buddhist schools who took that text as a major source of doctrine. The traditional number, set most famously by Bhāviveka in his Blaze of Reasoning, is eighteen, although there were many more. Bhāviveka provides three ways of arriving at this number (based on different schisms), and Changkya describes each in turn.


As has already been noted, Changkya’s work is very much a thinking person’s presentation of tenets. He is less interested in simply cataloguing the doctrines of the various schools and more interested in the philosophical problems that they raise. This is evident right from the start where, here in the Vaibhāṣika chapter, he takes up the vexing question of the Vātsīputrīya, also known as the Pudgalavāda, the “proponents of the person,” who seem to say that the self exists. Changkya comes right to the point, delineating the two questions that immediately come to mind: first, did they really say this, and second, if they did, are they really Buddhists? For, as he says in the previous chapter, a proponent of the Buddhist tenets is defined as someone who attests to the four seals: that all products are impermanent, that all contaminated things are miserable, the all phenomena are selfless, and that nirvāṇa is peace. If the Vātsīputrīya do indeed say that there is a self, they are in clear violation of number 3. At the end of an interesting discussion, Changkya concludes that the Vātsīputrīya do indeed assert the existence of a self of person. Are they Buddhists or, more precisely, proponents of Buddhist tenets, that is, Buddhist philosophers? Here, his answer is less satisfying. He judges them not to be real Buddhist philosophers, but “merely,” “barely,” “sort of” (tsam) Buddhist philosophers.


From this point, Changkya moves rather rapidly through a list of the primary texts of the Vaibhāṣikas, naming their authors and identifying those that were not translated into Tibetan. From there, he moves to the Vaibhāṣika tenets proper, following the traditional division into the basis, the path, and the fruition. For the first, he offers the caveat, “Although there are many different modes of assertions among the individual sects, I will explain their common tenets in just a rough way based on such works as the root text and commentary of the Treasury of Abhidharma.” He proceeds through such standard categories as the two truths, the eighteen constituents (dhātu), the twelve sources (āyatana), and the five aggregates (skandha), as well as the contaminated (sāsrava) and the uncontaminated (anāsrava) and the five bases, a list that classifies all objects of knowledge into forms, primary minds, mental factors, compositional factors, and the unconditioned. The lists are generally shared (with some variation) among the Buddhist schools, and Changkya proceeds through them quickly.


Next he turns to topics of particular philosophical importance, especially for the Mahāyāna schools: the nature of the three times (past, present, and future) as well as the nature of external objects and how they are perceived by consciousness.


His discussion of the path is perfunctory—just a paragraph. The section on the fruition (the various states of enlightenment) is more detailed, distinguishing among the three kinds of arhats—those who achieve nirvāṇa via the śrāvaka path, the pratyekabuddha path, and the bodhisattva path—considering such questions as how long it takes for them to achieve their goal and at what point each of the five paths—of accumulation, preparation, vision, meditation, and no further learning—occurs. Because, unlike the Mahāyāna schools, they do not assert that the buddha who appears in the world is an emanation, they must distinguish among the famous events in the Buddha’s biography, known as the twelve deeds, specifying which were done when he was unenlightened (or “a common being”) and which were done when he was enlightened. The Vaibhāṣikas also hold that the visible body of a buddha is a form of suffering and is material; this body is not the “Buddha jewel” to which one goes for refuge. The Buddha jewel instead is the qualities of the Buddha’s enlightenment.


Changkya concludes the chapter by saying that there are many more things to discuss regarding the path and fruition but that he must stop here, advising the interested reader to consult the root text and commentary of Vasubandhu’s Treasury of Abhidharma.


Sautrāntika


Because the biography of the Buddha and the account of the councils are largely shared by the two Hīnayāna schools, Changkya does not repeat those here in the Sautrāntika chapter. Instead, he moves directly to an exposition of their tenets, tenets that were much more widely studied in Tibet because they are derived from works that Tibetans knew well, works like the Treasury of Abhidharma and its commentaries, Asaṅga’s Compendium of Abhidharma (Abhidharmasamuccaya), and the works of Dignāga and Dharmakīrti. Indeed, one of the two divisions of Sautrāntika (and for Tibetans the far more important division), Sautrāntika following reasoning, is based on the seven treatises of Dharmakīrti.21


Changkya’s chapter on Sautrāntika is much more philosophically dense than the previous chapter on Vaibhāṣika, for a number of reasons. In Tibetan Buddhist philosophy, Vaibhāṣika was largely a Hīnayāna school to be refuted, with few of its tenets carried forward into the higher Mahāyāna schools. Sautrāntika, however, although also Hīnayāna, provided the philosophical foundations for much Mahāyāna philosophy, both Cittamātra and Madhyamaka. It is in Sautrāntika that one finds what would become standard delineations of Buddhist logic, with its detailed analysis of the formation and function of the syllogism and its categorization of different types of reasons. It is in Sautrāntika that one finds what would become standard delineations of Buddhist epistemology, with its two types of valid knowledge (pramāṇa): direct perception (pratyakṣa) and inference (anumāna), with detailed analyses of how they produce knowledge. It is in Sautrāntika that one finds a detailed analysis of sense experience, of how the eye, for example, comes to perceive its object; it is here that the topic of the aspect (ākāra) is introduced. And perhaps most importantly, it is in Sautrāntika that one finds the most detailed investigation of the nature of thought. Buddhism is famous for its suspicion of thought, where the term vikalpa can mean, depending on the context, either “conception” or “misconception.” Direct perception is particularly valued in Sautrāntika for its ability to perceive ultimate truths. In Sautrāntika, however, the ultimate truth is not emptiness or no-self; it is any impermanent thing—something, such as a pot, that is able to perform a function. Only direct perception is able to perceive it in all of its transitory specificity.


It is in the Sautrāntika system that direct perception is described as accurate and thought is described as mistaken. Yet this does not mean that thought has no purpose or cannot lead to insight—reflection on concepts like impermanence and suffering lead to insight into no-self, something that cannot appear to the senses. Sautrāntika therefore explains what thought can and cannot do, and explains how thought operates, focusing especially on the precise nature of the mental image that is the object of thought and how that mental image is produced through exclusion (apoha). Directly related to the question of thought in Sautrāntika is the relation between a term and its referent. Thus it is in the Sautrāntika system that the prevailing Buddhist philosophy of language is provided. Changkya takes up all these topics in this chapter.


After a brief description of the central texts of the Sautrāntikas, Changkya moves directly to the topic of the two truths. If a pot is an ultimate truth, and an ultimate truth can only be understood by direct perception, how does thought understand a pot? This leads in turn to the ostensibly simple phrase “the meaning of a term” (śabdārtha). There is much of interest in this lengthy discussion. For example, given the role of names in the operation of thought, how does thought operate in the minds of infants who have yet to learn language?


Changkya turns next to the Sautrāntika understanding of impermanence and permanence. Impermanence is almost the motto of Buddhism, often understood as the obvious but often ignored fact that things change, that things fall apart. However, the actual mechanism of that process raises a host of difficult questions. For example, are things susceptible to change, such that, under the influence of outside agents, they will change? Or is it their nature to change, without the intervention of other forces? The Vaibhāṣikas hold a version of the first position, describing factors of arising, abiding, aging, and disintegration acting on a given object in sequence, with the completion of those four processes making the object “momentary.” The Sautrāntikas hold a version of the second position, with arising, abiding, and disintegration being intrinsic to the object. They go further, asserting that these three, which one tends to think of as a sequence, in fact occur simultaneously; they are simply three perspectives on a single moment of a given object: arising is the occurrence of what did not exist a moment before, abiding is the similarity of the object of the present moment to that of the previous moment, and disintegration is the inability of the present object to persist for a second moment. This leads to a discussion of the three times—past, present, and future—and their ontological status. Because the future and the past of a given object last for a more than a single moment, they are by definition permanent.


This question of the absence of an impermanent object in a given moment leads naturally to a discussion of the crucial category of exclusion (apoha), the claim that thought operates not through a direct engagement with its object but by forming a generic image of that object, one that excludes everything that is not the object; Changkya defines an exclusion as “that which is apprehended by way of directly excluding an object of negation.” This is followed by a discussion of the two types of exclusions: implicative exclusions and nonimplicative inclusions, based on whether they imply a positive phenomenon.


Changkya concludes his section on objects with a discussion of partless particles and the category of imperceptible form (avijñaptirūpa) before turning to the topic of various types of consciousness. The first topic that he considers is that of the “aspect” (ākāra), the claim that the five sense consciousnesses do not perceive their object directly but instead perceive an immaterial “aspect” of that object. The question of the relationship between the aspect and the consciousness, such as whether many aspects of a single object generate a single consciousness or multiple consciousnesses is a topic of debate resulting in three camps: the Non-Pluralists, the Half-Eggists, and the Proponents of Numerical Equivalence of Subjects and Objects.


From here, Changkya turns to perhaps the most important legacy of Sautrāntika in Tibet, the topic of valid knowledge (pramāṇa), renowned as twofold from Dharmakīrti’s famous statement, “Because there are two objects of comprehension [the manifest and the hidden], there are two forms of valid knowledge [direct perception and inference].” He moves quickly through the various forms of direct perception, including “reflexive awareness” (svasaṃveda), before turning to inference and the various categories and subcategories of correct reasons. This concludes his discussion of the first general headings, the basis. He turns next to the path.


As is so often the case, Changkya does not dwell on such standard topics as the four enterers and four abiders of the Hīnayāna path. Instead, he says, “Since it is the indispensable heart of the path to gain certainty in the object of the path, the sixteen aspects of the four truths, impermanence, and so on, I will briefly explain that method.” In fact, he does not discuss the sixteen aspects of the four truths, only dealing with them briefly at a later point in this section. The four aspects of the first truth, the truth of suffering, are impermanence, suffering, emptiness, and selflessness. Changkya focuses on only one of these: emptiness. His topic is the syllogism, “A self-sufficient person that is not just an imputation on to any collection or continuum is not established as either the same as or different in nature from its own aggregates.” This is a standard proof that the self does not exist, and Changkya will eventually turn to its mechanics. However, he devotes most of a discussion to a fascinating question: is it possible to prove something about nothing? That is, can one construct a valid syllogism about a subject that does not exist? In Buddhist philosophy, there is no more important nonexistent than the self, or in his terms, the self-sufficient person. His eventual conclusion is that a valid syllogism may be made about a nonexistent subject as long as the predicate (here, “does not intrinsically exist”) and the reason (here, “not established as either the same as or different in nature from its own aggregates”) are themselves nonimplicative negations—that is, they do not imply anything positive about the subject. He goes on to explain that although the subject of the syllogism—such as the self (ātman) or the creator god (Īśvara) of the Hindus—does not exist, the idea of the self or the idea of the creator god do exist in the mind of the opponent. However, what is refuted is their existence, not just the idea of their existence.


Changkya concludes the Sautrāntika chapter with a brief section on the fruition. Again, his focus is not a general exposition, turning instead to a question. Because the Sautrāntika is a Hīnayāna school, they only accept one turning of the wheel of the dharma by the Buddha, the turning of the wheel of the four truths; they reject the Mahāyāna belief that the Buddha turned the wheel of the dharma a second and a third time. However, it is claimed that some members of the Hīnayāna schools accepted the Perfection of Wisdom (prajñāpāramitā) sūtras, typically included in the second wheel, as the word of the Buddha. Do they therefore accept the profound meaning of selflessness that is set forth there? After a lengthy discussion, Changkya concludes that this is not the case, that those Sautrāntikas who accept those sūtras understand them differently than they were intended by the Buddha. He supports this with quotations from Śāntarakṣita and Kamalaśīla. He concludes this chapter, and this section, with a brief reference to a topic that he will explore in great detail in the chapters to follow: the division of the word of the Buddha into the provisional (neyārtha) and the definitive (nītārtha).


Introduction to the Mahāyāna Schools


By far the greater part of Changkya’s tenets text is devoted to the two Mahāyāna philosophical schools, Cittamātra and Madhyamaka, with Madhyamaka in turn divided into Svātantrika and Prāsaṅgika. As noted above, in the colophon Changkya explains that he wrote this section first, later adding the non-Buddhist and Hīnayāna chapters at the exhortation of his teacher. Before embarking on the lengthy Cittamātra chapter, Changkya presents a brief introduction to the Mahāyāna. How he chooses to summarize this vast topic provides some insights into how he understood the history of Buddhism in India and how he conceived the origins of the philosophical schools.


He begins by reiterating a point he had made earlier: that although the Buddha had taught the myriad Mahāyāna sūtras prior to passing into nirvāṇa, they were not widely known among humans in the southern continent of Jambudvīpa; they were known instead by the gods in the various heavens and by the nāgas in their watery realms as well as in the western, northern, and eastern continents around Mount Meru. The Mahāyāna was practiced by some bodhisattvas in Jambudvīpa, but they did not teach it widely. As a result, the two Hīnayāna schools were predominant in our world. As he writes, “Because there was no valid person to clearly open up the chariot way for distinguishing the provisional and the definitive in the words of the Victor, it was as if the teaching of the Mahāyāna had disappeared.”


His choice of words here is telling, his implication being that the Mahāyāna philosophical schools could not become established in Jambudvīpa until someone stepped forward to explain how to interpret the vast teachings of the Buddha or, in Changkya’s terms, to explain which teachings were definitive and which teachings were provisional. This is somewhat surprising, because those categories had already been set forth in various Mahāyāna sūtras by the Buddha himself. Furthermore, in the Lotus Sūtra, the Buddha famously set forth the doctrine of upāya, or skillful methods, stating explicitly that his teaching of the path to nirvāṇa that he had proclaimed earlier in his life was merely something he had devised for the sake of those who at the time were not prepared to receive the true teaching, which he then goes on to proclaim in the Lotus. Changkya, of course, knows this. His point may be that someone was needed not simply to distinguish between the Hīnayāna and Mahāyāna sūtras but also to distinguish among the hundreds of Mahāyāna sūtras, explaining which of the Buddha’s statements there should be regarded as definitive and which as provisional. And the task of that person would be to “open up the chariot way” (shing rta srol ’byed). This evocative term (sometimes translated more blandly as to “found”) refers to expanding a path into a road to make it broad enough to serve as the route for a chariot. The metaphor here is that the Buddha blazed the trail and discovered the path, while those of later generations expanded those paths into philosophical schools. Such a person had to be a valid person who had been prophesied by the Buddha himself and capable of explaining his intention. For Changkya, there are two such persons: Nāgārjuna and Asaṅga. They are the two figures most responsible for disseminating the Mahāyāna teachings in Jambudvīpa; as he writes, “Thus their kindness to the fortunate ones who abide in the Victor’s teachings cannot be repaid; from that point, the teachings of the Mahāyāna spread widely.” Their task was not simply to offer commentary but to set forth the principles for classifying a statement by the Buddha as definitive or provisional.


As is his wont, Changkya pauses to ponder an important question. Among the most important of the Mahāyāna treatises (śāstra) are the five works attributed to the buddha of the future Maitreya. These works are not simply influential, they are said to reveal the hidden meaning of the Perfection of Wisdom sūtras. Why, then, is Maitreya not counted as a third opener of a chariot way? There is even a statement by Tsongkhapa that could be read as suggesting that Maitreya should be. Changkya makes clear that this is not the case, that it is the considered opinion of Tsongkhapa that there are only two; the fact that Maitreya composed texts that can legitimately be read as either Cittamātra or Madhyamaka disqualifies him from being a “founder” of either.


Changkya next moves to the important question of what the schools founded by Nāgārjuna and Asaṅga have in common, that is, what makes their two schools Mahāyāna. He provides a long list of the topics they present in similar ways, such as the levels of the bodhisattva path and the bodies of a buddha. He concedes, however, that they also disagree on many key points, including their understanding of the selflessness of persons and the selflessness of phenomena. The distinction between a Mahāyāna philosophical school and a Hīnayāna philosophical school, therefore, is “based on the distinction of whether they present the selflessness of phenomena and the ten levels and whether they provide a complete presentation of the Mahāyāna path and fruition, such as the enjoyment body.” Here, Changkya pauses to consider the interesting question of whether a member of one of the two Hīnayāna philosophical schools can be a “Mahāyāna person,” that is, aspire to buddhahood. He explains that they may have that aspiration, but until they renounce their Hīnayāna tenets, that aspiration cannot be an authentic form of bodhicitta. This is because the buddhahood to which bodhisattvas aspire is the true buddhahood set forth in the Mahāyāna sūtras, the buddhahood of the unlocated nirvāṇa (apratiṣṭhitanirvāṇa), endowed with an enjoyment body (sambhogakāya), two things that the Hīnayāna schools reject.


Changkya devotes the remainder of this chapter to two questions crucial to the Mahāyāna: first, how does one prove that the Mahāyāna sūtras are the word of the Buddha, and second, what logic does one employ in order to distinguish the definitive from the provisional in the words of the Buddha. Changkya considers each in turn, beginning with Hīnayāna claims that the Mahāyāna sūtras are spurious, and how the Mahāyāna masters counter those claims. He draws directly from both the śrāvaka chapter of Bhāviveka’s Essence of the Middle Way and its autocommentary, the Blaze of Reasoning, essentially paraphrasing and summarizing Bhāviveka’s list of the śrāvaka charges and his arguments to rebut them.22


The remainder of the chapter is devoted to a discussion of the principles to be used by the Mahāyāna exegete in determining whether a statement by the Buddha is definitive or provisional. Changkya presents several sets of principles for making that determination: the four reliances (pratisaraṇa), the four reasonings, the four intentions (abhiprāya), and the four deep intentions (abhisaṃdhi). The four reliances, which also appear in Hīnayāna texts, are: rely on the dharma, do not rely on the person; rely on the meaning, do not rely on the words; rely on the definitive meaning, do not rely on the provisional meaning; rely on wisdom, do not rely on consciousness. Each of these requires commentary, which Changkya provides at some length, drawing especially on Asaṅga’s Bodhisattva Levels (Bodhisattvabhūmi). He describes them in such detail because, “These descriptions of the four reliances appear to be extremely important, and yet it does not appear that later scholars have explained them clearly.” He treats the other three sets of principles, less famous, and all deriving from Mahāyāna works, much more quickly, devoting only a paragraph to each, noting that they are clearly explained elsewhere. With the hermeneutical principles of the Mahāyāna now set forth, Changkya is ready to begin his detailed exposition of its two philosophical schools: Cittamātra and Madhyamaka.


Cittamātra


Changkya’s chapter on Cittamātra, “those who propound vijñaptimātra,” is one of the most important presentations of the school in Tibetan Buddhist literature, both because of its length and because of the range of topics and questions it considers.23 The chapter, divided into two chapters in the present volume, opens with the story of its “opener of the chariot way” Asaṅga, beginning with the Buddha’s prophecy that he would appear nine hundred years after the Buddha passed into nirvāṇa. Changkya goes on to tell the story of his parentage, how his mother bore two sons—Asaṅga and his younger brother Vasubandhu—with two different men in order to prevent the disappearance of the dharma. He then recounts the famous story of Asaṅga’s meeting with the bodhisattva Maitreya, who appears to Asaṅga in the form of a wounded dog. This is followed by a lengthy bibliography of the most influential Cittamātra texts, beginning with the five books of Maitreya, followed by the works of Asaṅga and Vasubandhu, followed by those of other important Cittamātra masters. He concludes this section with an interesting question. Stated rather bluntly: If Asaṅga was a great master prophesied by the Buddha, how is it that he held the Cittamātra view, which is inferior to Madhyamaka? His response is that although a monk may hold the vows of a Hīnayāna sect, such as the Mahāsāṃghika, that monk need not ascribe to the Mahāsāṃghika doctrines. Indeed, in Tibet, monks followed the Mūlasarvāstivāda Vinaya but philosophically followed Madhyamaka. Thus just because Asaṅga espoused Cittamātra, he did not necessarily believe it. In fact, Changkya reports, Asaṅga was a Prāsaṅgika.


From here, Changkya returns to the standard rubric of his presentation of each of the Buddhist schools, dealing in turn with the definition, the etymology, the divisions, and how they assert their tenets, defining a Cittamātra as “a member of our own [Buddhist] sect who refutes the existence of external objects using reasoning and who upholds the true existence of consciousness.” He goes on to explain why they are also called Vijñaptimātra. Then, after enumerating the various subschools of Cittamātra, he turns to their tenets. In keeping with his emphasis on the centrality of scriptural interpretation in the previous chapter, his first topic is how they divide the word of the Buddha into the provisional and definitive.


Drawing heavily on Tsongkhapa’s Essence of Eloquence, Changkya provides a lengthy discussion of the famous passage on the three wheels of the dharma in the Explanation of the Intention Sūtra (Saṃdhinirmocana Sūtra): the wheel of the four truths set forth in the deer park outside Vārāṇasī, the wheel of signlessness set forth on Vulture Peak, and the wheel of good differentiation set forth at Vaiśālī.24 This passage is a primary source for the Cittamātra claim that their central doctrine of the three natures—the consummate, the dependent, and the imaginary—represents the Buddha’s definitive teaching. In the sūtra, the second wheel, which includes the doctrine of emptiness, and hence, by extension Madhyamaka, is declared to be provisional, and the third wheel, which includes the three natures, and hence, by extension, Cittamātra, is declared to be definitive. There are many questions to be considered here. For example: Are the three wheels considered to be exhaustive, such that all of the discourses set forth by the Buddha over the course of his life belong to one of the three wheels as described in the Explanation of the Intention Sūtra? And since two of the wheels are provisional and one is definitive, who are the intended disciples for each of the three wheels?


When the Buddha teaches something that is provisional, something that is, in this case, not literally true, he has a reason for doing so. Three things must be identified in the case of such a teaching: the definitive teaching the Buddha did have in mind when he taught something provisional, the need he had to teach the provisional at that time, and the harm there would be if that provisional teaching were taken literally. Changkya considers these questions for the first two wheels, discussing them in the case of the second wheel at some length. With this extensive exploration of the provisional and definitive, Changkya turns to the standard rubric of his chapter: the basis, the path, and the fruition.


He typically begins the discussion of the basis with the topic of the two truths: conventional truths and ultimate truths. He does so here as well but only in a cursory manner because the far more common rubric for the basis in Cittamātra is the three natures: the imaginary (parikalpita), the dependent (paratantra), and the consummate (pariniṣpanna). He defines the imaginary nature as “the factor that is superimposed by any kind of term or thought onto any phenomenon.” In Cittamātra, this can refer either to the false appearance of an object as external to and separate from the consciousness that perceives it, or to the false appearance of an object as the natural basis of its name. He defines the dependent nature as “things that arise in dependence on causes and conditions.” Such a definition would pertain among all Buddhist schools; in Cittamātra, it refers especially to how experience, both consciousness and its object, is produced by karmic seeds. He defines the consummate nature as “the reality that is empty of being established in the way that it is imputed by the two apprehensions of self.” That is, it is the absence of the imaginary in the dependent, the lack both of a self of persons (which is similar to that in other Buddhist schools) and of a self of phenomena (which in Cittamātra refers especially to the lack of a difference in entity between the perceiving subject and the perceived object).


This term entity or substance (drayva in Sanskrit), often contrasted with imputed (prajñapti), is an important one in Buddhist thought, with a wide range of meanings and connotations across the various schools. The Cittamātra chapter occasions one of Changkya’s discussions of an “ancillary topic” (zhar byung) that we find throughout his book, exploring what it means to substantially exist (rdzas yod) and imputedly exist (btags yod), both in terms of persons and in terms of other phenomena. This is a topic of great importance, requiring considerable philosophical and exegetical nuance, making it one of the longest of his ancillary discussions. It is so long in fact, that he concludes it with an apology for ignoring a number of other central categories (such as the five aggregates) where the Cittamātra presentation differs from that of the other schools. He goes on to say, “There are many differences also in the presentation of the worldly realms with their environments and inhabitants. It is impossible to explain these convincingly with a few letters, but if they were set forth in detail, the burden of letters would be too great.” Nonetheless, here, as in several other places in his text, Changkya seeks to bring what often seem like the most arcane of scholastic topics into the context of Buddhist practice, mocking those whose interest in them does not go beyond sophistry.


In a tenets text, the presentation of the basis is typically divided into two: objects and subjects (literally “object possessors,” yul can in Tibetan), with “subjects” referring to the various forms of consciousness and various types of mental states; here, he calls it “presentation of knowing minds” (shes byed blo). As one would expect in the chapter of a school called Mind Only, Changkya’s presentation here is extensive. There are several reasons for this. Given the fact that Cittamātra denies the existence of a material world separate from consciousness, its epistemology is different from that of the other Buddhist schools. In addition, unlike the other schools, Cittamātra, or what is referred to in Tibet as “Cittamātra following scripture,” asserts the existence of not the usual six consciousnesses but eight, adding the afflicted mind (kliṣṭamanas) and the famous foundation consciousness (ālayavijñāna).


Dharmakīrti is counted by Tibetan doxographers as both Sautrāntika and Cittamātra. Thus the discussion of valid knowledge derived from his works that began in the Sautrāntika chapter continues here, with a discussion of a topic called “the result of valid knowledge” (pramāṇaphala). Found here is a detailed discussion of the contested question of reflexive awareness (svasaṃveda), that form of consciousness whose object is another form of consciousness that observes the observer, so to speak. Finally, Changkya’s presentation of consciousness according to Cittamātra is lengthy because Cittamātra was a primary opponent of later Mādhyamikas like Bhāviveka and Candrakīrti; Changkya cites their views often.


His discussion of the eight types of consciousness is particularly useful, focusing on the afflicted mind and the foundation consciousness. For the latter, he enumerates the various types of seeds (bīja) and predispositions (vāsanā) that reside there and how they fructify as experience. Because these seventh and eighth forms of consciousness are not accepted by the other Buddhist schools, he also sets forth the Cittamātra arguments for them, based on both scripture and reasoning.


As noted above, Tibetan doxographers divide Cittamātra into two, those following scripture and those following reasoning. Changkya merely notes this, focusing his attention instead on a different division of the school, the True Aspectarians and the False Aspectarians. He feels that this topic has been misunderstood and therefore devotes several pages to its discussion. The point of division centers around this question: Cittamātra denies the existence of an external world—that is, of objects that are of a different nature from the consciousnesses that perceives them. They agree, therefore, that the appearance of objects as distant and cut off from consciousness is false. Is there, however, an element of that perception that can be adjudged as somehow true? Changkya explains the difference between the True Aspectarians and False Aspectarians clearly. He writes,


The True Aspectarian Cittamātra asserts that objects and apprehenders appear to sense direct perception to be distant and cut off, that blue and so forth appear as external objects, and that the factor that appears to be naturally the basis of names and terminology is polluted by ignorance. However, they assert that the factor that is the coarse appearance of such things as blue is not in the least polluted by ignorance. The False Aspectarians assert that, in the continuum of a common being, apart from the reflexive-awareness direct perception, there is no directly perceiving consciousness that is not polluted by ignorance. Thus even the appearance of the coarse aspect of such things as blue is affected by error.


He continues the discussion by presenting arguments in favor of each before describing the subschools of the two. There are two types of False Aspectarians, the stained and the stainless, who part ways over the question of whether the false aspect that appears to consciousness ever disappears. That is, do things appear falsely even to a fully enlightened buddha? With this, Changkya concludes his lengthy discussion of the basis as it is understood in Cittamātra and proceeds to the next central topic, the path.


This is also a lengthy section, in part because Cittamātra is a Mahāyāna school and thus Changkya must introduce the many innovations in the understanding of the Buddhist path set forth in the Mahāyāna. Indeed, much of the standard Tibetan presentation of the bodhisattva path and the state of buddhahood derives from Cittamātra works, especially those of Asaṅga. It is also the case, however, that Cittamātra has its own unique tenets on the topic, including the fascinating topic of “lineage” (gotra), with which he begins the chapter. The assertion here is that all sentient beings have a seed or potency in their foundation consciousness that destines them for a particular lineage, such that each sentient being is as if genetically destined to follow a particular path. Five lineages are enumerated, beginning with those leading to the three well-known paths of the śrāvaka, pratyekabuddha, and bodhisattva. The fourth is the “indefinite lineage,” where one may change paths based on circumstances encountered over the course of one’s lifetimes. The fifth is the lineage of those whose lineage has been severed, either temporarily or permanently, preventing them from reaching liberation from rebirth, the famous icchantika, or “incorrigibles,” whose fate was such an important subject of debate in Chinese Buddhism. Members of each lineage have distinctive personality traits. Thus Changkya explains that for the śrāvaka lineage, “one has little attachment to the body and so forth; one has great disgust for saṃsāra; one conscientiously avoids sin; when one hears about and thinks about what to adopt and what to avoid among the four truths, one’s body hairs stand on end; one practices ethics for the sake of liberation alone and will not give up the training even at the cost of one’s life; whatever roots of virtue one performs are dedicated for the purpose of liberation from saṃsāra.”


The Mahāyāna schools regard themselves as complete systems. Therefore, despite their exaltation of the bodhisattva, they also present the paths of those who seek the state of the arhat. Changkya thus begins this section with a discussion of the paths of the śrāvaka and pratyekabuddha, enumerating the various types of the latter, including the rhinoceros type, and their proclivities.


When he turns to the Mahāyāna, he begins again with the topic of lineage, explaining that those who are destined to follow the bodhisattva path to buddhahood are endowed with the “naturally abiding lineage” (prakṛtisthagotra), a potency for highest enlightenment that has existed from beginningless time in the mind of sentient beings endowed with it. Although Changkya does not use the term, this potency is the tathāgatagarbha or buddha nature, here something possessed by some, not all, sentient beings. He explains that those endowed with the Mahāyāna lineage have natural great compassion, devotion to the Mahāyāna, superior ability to endure hardships for the dharma, and pure practice of the virtues of the six perfections.


With the topic of lineage and the Hīnayāna path dispensed with, Changkya turns to the Mahāyāna path, where the concerns of the bodhisattva are often divided into the profound and the vast, the profound associated with wisdom and the vast with compassion. Saying that the nature of the vast path is quite similar in Cittamātra and Madhyamaka, he turns his focus immediately to the profound question of the meaning of selflessness. Because Cittamātra does not differ significantly from Sautrāntika on the meaning of the selflessness of the person, Changkya undertakes a lengthy discussion of the selflessness of phenomena, where the Cittamātra view is unique among the four schools.


He begins with the meaning of the two extremes: the extreme of superimposition and the extreme of denial. The apprehension of the extreme of superimposition is the belief that imaginary natures exist intrinsically in phenomena. The apprehension of the extreme of denial is the belief that dependent natures and consummate natures are not established by means of their own characteristics. Buddhist thinkers usually dispense with the extreme of denial quickly as a form of nihilism associated with the Cārvāka school. In Cittamātra, however, the rejection of the extreme of denial is more consequential because, according to them, its proponents are the Madhyamaka. This requires a lengthy discussion, with numerous quotations from Asaṅga, of how the extreme of denial is to be refuted. Presented as a debate between Cittamātra and Madhyamaka on the nature of the ultimate, it is one of the most philosophically rich discussions in this chapter. It leads to another consideration of the topic of reflexive awareness, specifically the question of whether that consciousness must itself be categorized as a form of wisdom because among its objects is the wisdom consciousness. Changkya has much to say on the topic, citing Tsongkhapa’s Essence of Eloquence and Kamalaśīla’s Illumination of the Middle Way (Madhyamakāloka).


Having dealt with the extreme of denial, Changkya turns next to the extreme of superimposition: what it is (including its types) and how it is to be negated. Once again, his primary source for debates on this topic is Tsongkhapa’s Essence of Eloquence, explicating Tsongkhapa’s sometimes gnomic statements and pointing out where they have sometimes been misunderstood by earlier interpreters. Changkya’s larger task here, however, is to present with precision the nature and function of ignorance, how the mind misperceives and misconceives the world. With the extreme of superimposition identified, the next task is to refute it. Thus he proceeds to discuss the various arguments used to negate it, arguments to prove both that subject and object are not separate entities and to prove that objects are not naturally established as the bases of their names. For both, he draws especially from the Bodhisattva Levels and the Compendium of the Mahāyāna (Mahāyānasaṃgraha) by Asaṅga before turning to the arguments set forth by Dignāga and Dharmakīrti.


Changkya concludes this long section with a fascinating discussion of a fundamental question, “What does it mean that Cittamātra asserts form to be of the same nature as the consciousness that apprehends it?” The statement that form and consciousness are asserted in Cittamātra to be the same nature is repeated throughout tenets literature, but what exactly does that mean? What implications does it have for the question of other minds and shared experience? And what are its implications for various supernormal powers, such as telepathy, including the telepathy of a buddha, whose mind must be entirely free of ignorance and, hence, dualistic appearance? Changkya is convinced of the crucial importance of pursuing the logical problems posed by these questions, stating with a certain false modesty, “It is possible that those topics are not very difficult points for learned people endowed with the riches of intellect. However, my intellectual powers, those innate and those obtained through study, are inferior. I do not have the courage to blindly run toward mere words, saying, ‘So and so explained it like this.’”


Changkya concludes the section on the path, to this point a lengthy exegesis of the meaning of the self of phenomena and how to refute it, with a brief discussion entitled, “How to Traverse the Path Based on That.” He names the Cittamātra texts where this is set forth most clearly and briefly describes the bodhisattva’s progress over the five paths and ten levels as they are set forth in Maitreya’s Distinguishing the Middle from the Extremes (Madhyāntavibhaṅga) and Asaṅga’s Compendium of the Mahāyāna. He then provides a list from the Explanation of the Intention Sūtra of the afflictions to be abandoned on each of the ten bodhisattva levels, cautioning that this list cannot be applied to Prāsaṅgika because Prāsaṅgika classifies the afflictions very differently. He ends the section on the path by saying that in describing the bodhisattva’s training in his Great Treatise of the Stages of the Path to Enlightenment, Tsongkhapa relied heavily on Maitreya’s Ornament of the Mahāyāna Sūtras (Mahāyānasūtrālaṃkāra) and Asaṅga’s Bodhisattva Levels. His implication is that because Tsongkhapa’s text is so well known, he does not need to repeat it here. However, as he does throughout, Changkya is critical of those who teach the Great Treatise without bothering to consult the Indian works that were Tsongkhapa’s sources, failing to understand that they are not simply sources for quotations but are themselves instructions to be put into practice. He laments, “This is a clear sign that we have arrived at the final era of the teaching.”


The chapter on Cittamātra closes with the final section, the section on the fruition of the path. Here, Changkya considers a major question for the Mahāyāna schools: are there three final vehicles or one final vehicle? Because of the great fame of the Lotus Sūtra in the West, it is often assumed that the Mahāyāna schools teach that there is only one vehicle and that all sentient beings are destined for buddhahood. This is not the case. Cittamātra, or at least Cittamātra following scripture, holds that there are three final vehicles: of the śrāvaka, pratyekabuddha, and the bodhisattva. Because of the various lineages (described above) there are various soteriological destinies; there are many Mahāyāna sūtras that say this. Therefore those sūtras that declare that there is but one vehicle to enlightenment, including the Lotus Sūtra (which Changkya mentions by name), are judged to be provisional. In that case, like all provisional statements by the Buddha, one must be able to identify the Buddha’s intention in saying that there is a single vehicle when he knew that there are three. One must also identify the need for such a statement, and the harm done if that statement were to be taken literally. Changkya enumerates seven types of identity and oneness that the Buddha may have been thinking about when he spoke of a single vehicle, for example, “The dharmadhātu, which is the goal of traveling on the three vehicles, is undifferentiated, like the sky.” His purpose in making the statement was to convince śrāvakas of indefinite lineage to enter the Mahāyāna and to prevent bodhisattvas of indefinite lineage from leaving the Mahāyāna. And so he tells those śrāvakas and those bodhisattvas that there is only one vehicle. The harm in taking it literally is that it would be at odds with such doctrines as the five different lineages. Changkya notes the other branch of Cittamātra, those following reasoning (including Dharmakīrti), holds that there is one final vehicle.


He concludes the discussion of the fruition by describing the bodies of a buddha, going on to list the 140 unshared qualities of a buddha. As he says, “These are just summaries and should be known extensively from the texts of the great charioteers.”


This long chapter concludes with fourteen stanzas of poetry, suggesting that it was originally written and intended as a freestanding work.


Madhyamaka


Changkya turns next to Madhyamaka, considered in Tibet to be the pinnacle of the Indian schools of Buddhist philosophy. It is by far the longest chapter in his long book, comprising almost half of the entire text, with two lengthy and self-contained chapters on the two branches of Madhyamaka: Svātantrika and Prāsaṅgika. However, he clearly felt that it was important to represent Madhyamaka as a single school with many shared tenets between its two branches, including a shared veneration of Nāgārjuna as its founder. He therefore devotes a relatively short chapter (but with a long interlude) to a general discussion of Madhyamaka, using it as the occasion to provide a detailed discussion of what the term madhyamaka means and what it means to be a Mādhyamika and to set forth the Madhyamaka principles for scriptural interpretation. He concludes the chapter with a very brief, and nontechnical, exposition of the basis, the path, and the fruition according to the Madhyamaka school.


Before describing the tenets of Madhyamaka, he discusses its most important texts, beginning with those of Nāgārjuna. And before doing so, he provides a rather lengthy biography of the famous master, said to have lived for six hundred years, beginning (as he did with Asaṅga) with the Buddha’s prophecy of his advent. There are a number of noteworthy points here, including Changkya’s report that the Chinese histories say that in addition to retrieving the Perfection of Wisdom Sūtra in One Hundred Thousand Stanzas (Śatasāhasrikāprajñāpāramitāsūtra) from the land of the nāgas, he also retrieved the Flower Garland Sūtra (Avataṃsaka Sūtra). The biography is followed by a long list of works attributed to Nāgārjuna, followed by a list of other famous Madhyamaka masters and their works, beginning with Āryadeva.


He turns next to the etymology of the name of the school and to various names of its subschools that developed in India and Tibet, declaring that Candrakīrti (rather than Buddhapālita) should be considered the founder of Prāsaṅgika and that Bhāviveka should be considered the founder of Svātantrika. He goes on to place various Indian masters in either the Prāsaṅgika or Svātantrika camp.


From here, Changkya launches into his longest “ancillary” discussion in his book, one that begins with the question of whether, in Tibet, the Mahāyāna schools have been confined to only the subschools of Cittamātra and Madhyamaka that existed in India or whether there have been schools that were unknown in India. Changkya notes that in Tibet there have been many names of schools that are not found in Indian sources. If the tenets of those schools deviate from those of Cittamātra and Madhyamaka in India, he claims, they cannot be authentic Mahāyāna philosophical schools. This problem provides him with the occasion to survey the history of Buddhism in Tibet, beginning with Padmasambhava and ending with Tsongkhapa, identifying the scholastic affiliation of the great masters of the tradition, even if their schools were known by names other than Cittamātra and Madhyamaka.


[I]t is unlikely that the names of the [Tibetan] schools were designated only through philosophical view, as was the case with the schools of Mahāyāna tenets in the land of the āryas [India]. For example, we find many names designated on the basis of geographic area, such as Sakya and Drigung, from the point of view of the master, such as Karmapa, and from the viewpoint of a system of instruction, such as the Great Completion (rdzogs chen) and the Great Seal (phyag chen, mahāmūdra).


Śāntarakṣita was obviously a Svātantrika, specifically a Yogācāra-Svātantrika Madhyamaka, as was his disciple Kamalaśīla, summoned to defeat Heshang Moheyan. In the later dissemination, Atiśa and his Kadampa disciples were Prāsaṅgika. His survey continues through the leading figures in the history of Tibetan Buddhism, identifying them as Madhyamaka, in many cases specifying that they were Prāsaṅgika because of their allegiance to Candrakīrti. He concedes, however, “Generally speaking, although the Tibetan translators met with impeccable Indian scholars, it does not appear certain that they sought to discover those scholars’ assertions on the view. Even when they sought to discover [their positions], these scholars and adepts taught an essential point concerning view or meditation that was appropriate for the mind of the questioner; it is doubtful that they explained everything they knew to that person. This is the procedure of the good spiritual guides of the Mahāyāna. They are not like the lecturers of today who, when offered a piece of spoiled dried meat, will bore you with everything they know.”


Still, Changkya seems willing to assign an Indian affiliation, however tenuous, to all of the famous figures in the history of Tibetan Buddhism, with two exceptions. Typical of the Geluk sentiments of his day, he declares the doctrines of the Jonang sect to be entirely a Tibetan invention, having no source in India. At the time of the Fifth Dalai Lama, many Jonang monasteries were converted to Geluk and the texts of Jonang masters banned. Changkya says the same about the Sakya translator Taktsang (discussed above), guilty of the cardinal sin of criticizing Tsongkhapa. Still, Changkya says, “My brief expression of the different views in the land of snows is not motivated by the wish to develop something that is different from others, nor by partisanship, nor by a wish for fame. My intention is to benefit the many wise and unwise [persons] who disparage things that are not to be disparaged and who stain the stainless texts by mixing together all the terminology of many discordant systems.” He concludes his discussion with a long and rhapsodic paean to Tsongkhapa.


With this ancillary explanation complete, Changkya returns to the standard rubric of his chapters; the next topic is the definition of Madhyamaka, “followers of the middle way.” All Buddhist schools consider themselves to be followers of the middle way between extremes. Madhyamaka must therefore explain why they, and only they, are true followers of the middle way, why all other philosophical schools, whether Buddhist or non-Buddhist, fall to either the extreme of permanence or the extreme of annihilation. This is discussed at some length, with numerous passages from Indian texts. Here, Changkya also discusses the famous debates about whether the doctrine of emptiness is a doctrine of nihilism, thus making any assertions about the Buddhist path impossible. He concludes, “Thus that which is called the Madhyamaka view must be a combination of the two: (1) the nonexistence of even the smallest particle of a truly established nature in all conditioned and unconditioned phenomena and (2) the compatibility of accepting all presentations of saṃsāra and nirvāṇa, such as produced and producer and negative and positive within that [non-true existence].” He concludes the section on the definition with a consideration of whether Svātantrika qualifies as Madhyamaka, despite being inferior to Prāsaṅgika. He argues that it does.


Just as he did in the Cittamātra chapter, Changkya devotes a considerable discussion to the question of scriptural interpretation. Like all Mahāyāna exegetes, the Madhyamaka needed to be able to distinguish between the provisional and definitive in the vast corpus of Indian sūtras, defining the definitive as that which set forth what they regarded as the Buddha’s final view. Conceding that one does not find a clear procedure for this in the works of Nāgārjuna, he turns to Candrakīrti, finding that he uses not the Explanation of the Intention (as did Cittamātra) but the Teaching of Akṣayamati (Akṣayamatinirdeśasūtra) as the touchstone for scriptural interpretation. Changkya cites the relevant passage and comments on it at some length, raising and responding to a number of questions. One of those questions is how Madhyamaka understands the passage in the Explanation of the Intention that states that the middle wheel, the wheel where the Buddha teaches the doctrine of emptiness, is to be regarded not as definitive (as it is for Madhyamaka) but as provisional.


Changkya concludes the chapter with a brief exposition of the basis, the path, and the fruition. The basis is the two truths, to be discussed in great detail in the chapters that follow. The path is the inseparable union of method and wisdom. Regarding the fruition, he writes, “In dependence on training in such a complete path, the fruition of enlightenment that does not abide in either of the extremes of sāṃsara or nirvāṇa is actualized, with the two aspects of the form bodies effecting, as is appropriate, the welfare of disciples having the three lineages.” The chapter ends with the question of what qualities the potential bodhisattva must have in order to begin the long path to buddhahood. Citing Maitreya, Changkya says that there are five qualities: faith, effort, mindfulness, samādhi, and wisdom. He then goes on to discuss each in turn.


Svātantrika


Sautrāntika and Cittamātra each have subschools; Changkya treats their differences topically in the course of a single chapter. In the case of Madhyamaka, however, he devotes full freestanding chapters to Svātantrika and Prāsaṅgika, despite the fact that they are Tibetan constructs; they were not names of schools or subschools in India.25 Their names are derived from the commentaries of Buddhapālita, Bhāviveka, and Candrakīrti on Nāgārjuna’s Root Verses on the Middle Way, with Bhāviveka criticizing Buddhapālita and Candrakīrti coming to his defense.26 The issue was the proper use by the Madhyamaka of “autonomous syllogisms” (svatantra-anumāṇa) and consequences (prasaṅga), with Bhāviveka arguing for the former and Candrakīrti defending Buddhapālita’s use of the latter. Based on this, in Tibet, Bhāviveka and others were called rang rgyud pa (which would be rendered as svātantrika in Sanskrit), while Buddhapālita, Candrakīrti, and others were called thal ’gyur ba (which would be rendered as prāsaṅgika). Because Changkya’s chapters always begin with a definition of the school, which includes a discussion of the etymology, he discusses the meaning of svatantra (“autonomous”) at some length here.


He next turns to the division (another Tibetan innovation) of Svatāntrika into Sautrāntika-Svātantrika and Yogācāra-Svātantrika, based on their position on the status of external objects. The latter school, associated especially with Śāntarakṣita and Kamalaśīla, is often referred to in modern scholarship as the “Yogācāra Madhyamaka synthesis.” Changkya devotes separate sections to the assertions of each, beginning with Sautrāntika-Svātantrika.


He begins with the Sautrāntika-Svātantrika critique of Cittamātra, focusing specifically on their explanation of the three natures (the imaginary, dependent, and consummate) and on their claim that external objects do not exist. We see here yet another quality of Changkya’s text: his interest and willingness to pursue topics by delving deep into Indian sources, in some cases, sources that were not part of the standard corpus of the Geluk academy. He draws here on the chapter on Yogācāra in Bhāviveka’s Essence of the Middle Way and Blaze of Reasoning.27 This is a lengthy section, with the Cittamātra position (as presented by Bhāviveka) set forth in some detail, followed by his refutation, with numerous citations from the two texts.


Having dispensed with their chief opponent (he had already discussed Bhāviveka’s defense of the Mahāyāna against the attacks of the śrāvaka schools in his chapter on the Mahāyāna), Changkya turns next to the Sautrāntika-Svātantrikas own tenets. Again, his main source is Bhāviveka and his commentator Avalokitavrata, as well as Jñānagarbha. He begins with the question of the object of negation. What precisely is being refuted by the theory of selflessness? Or, to put it another way: What is the self in no-self? Because Bhāviveka and those like him simply regarded themselves as Mādhyamikas upholding the views of Nāgārjuna, discerning their particularly Svātantrika position on the subject presents a challenge. Here, Changkya looks at a statement from Bhāviveka on the meaning of the term ultimate (paramārtha) in order to infer what it would mean for something to exist ultimately. Changkya concludes that for Sautrāntika-Svātantrika, ultimate existence means “the existence of an objective mode of subsistence without being posited by the force of a nondefective awareness.” Having identified the ultimate, the object of negation, Changkya proceeds to a discussion of the reasoning used by Bhāviveka to negate it.


In the next section, Changkya takes up the large topic of the two truths—ultimate truths and conventional truths—Madhyamaka’s primary ontological category. There is much to discuss here, including the categories of the “actual ultimate” (the selflessness of phenomena) and the “concordant ultimate” (the wisdom that cognizes that selflessness), as well as whether the selflessness of the person is an ultimate truth; in Svātantrika (unlike Prāsaṅgika), there is a difference in subtlety between the selflessness of persons and the selflessness of other phenomena, with only the former being understood by Hīnayāna disciples, while Mahāyāna bodhisattvas comprehend both. There are arguments in favor of both positions, and Changkya does not come to a definitive conclusion, saying instead, “Such questions are to be analyzed well. If, having arranged the statements of the three—the foremost father [Tsongkhapa] and his heirs [Gyaltsab and Khedrup]—one comes to know a system for dispelling objections, it appears that it will be speech pleasing to scholars. However, it is not suitable to be easily satisfied by those who, from seeing only one portion of the scriptures, discard other portions and do whatever they can to concoct their own interpretations.”




Turning to the topic of conventional truths, after defining the term, Changkya considers the division into real and unreal conventional truths, a distinction made based on whether the object is perceived by valid knowledge and is able to perform a function. Hence a face is a real conventional truth and a reflection of a face in a mirror is an unreal conventional truth. The further category of unreal conventionalities—things that do not exist at all—is also introduced. The most consequential of these is the self of persons.


Changkya moves quickly through the topic of epistemology, noting that Sautrāntika-Svātantrika is similar to Sautrāntika on most points, while noting points where they diverge. From here, he moves on to the topic of the path, racing through a number of technical questions. For example, according to Svātantrika, those on the Hīnayāna path gain realization only of the selflessness of persons, not the selflessness of phenomena. Hence, between the two types of obstructions—the afflictive obstructions (kleśāvaraṇa) and the obstructions to omniscience (jñeyāvaraṇa)—they only abandon the former. Raising the kind of hypothetical question that one might hear in the debating courtyard of a Geluk monastery, Changkya imagines the case of a bodhisattva who gains understanding of the selflessness of phenomena but then loses his motivation and falls to the Hīnayāna path. In that case, could it be said that such followers of the Hīnayāna have the realization of the selflessness of phenomena and abandon some of the obstructions to omniscience? The answer is that it cannot, because such a person would only temporarily suppress the apprehension of a self of phenomena. Such a person also could not abandon any of the obstructions to omniscience because to do so requires the accumulation of limitless merit over the course of the bodhisattva path. Changkya turns next to various questions concerning the five paths and ten levels before concluding, “Beginning with these, there are many points to be talked about, but I will leave them for the time being.”


The second half of this chapter, split off as chapter 10 in the present volume, is devoted to the other school of Svātantrika as it was understood in Tibet, Yogācāra-Svātantrika Madhyamaka. Changkya departs from the usual structure to discuss the school only in terms of a general explanation and a detailed explanation. Drawing largely from the root text and autocommentary of Śāntarakṣita’s Ornament of the Middle Way, he lays out the central philosophical claim: that, like Cittamātra, external objects do not exist but in fact are of the nature of consciousness, and that, unlike Cittamātra but like Madhyamaka, consciousness is empty of true existence. This emptiness is to be realized using the famous reasoning of the lack of being one or many, which he will discuss in great detail later in the chapter. Changkya goes on to cite a number of sūtras, including the Descent into Laṅkā Sūtra (Laṅkāvatārasūtra), in support of the Yogācāra-Svātantrika position.


He turns next to the detailed explanation, where he identifies the object of negation, describes the reasoning that is used to negate it, and ends with a brief discussion of the two truths and of the paths and fruitions as understood in Yogācāra-Svātantrika.


Because Tsongkhapa asserted that the Svātantrika asserted a conventional status of phenomena that Prāsaṅgika rejected, it is necessary for Changkya to find the line between what is and is not to be negated by reasoning in the Svatāntrika school. Thus his discussion of the object of negation for this school begins with a statement from Kamalaśīla’s Illumination of the Middle Way: “An awareness that mistakenly superimposes the opposite onto things that are in reality without entityness is called the concealer because it is obstructed from or obstructs suchness or because it veils suchness.” In an effort to specify the conventional status of an object that is not merely illusory, he resorts to the famous metaphor of the magician’s illusion, in which a magician will place a salve on a pebble or a stick and then recite a mantra. As a result, the pebble or the stick appears to magically transform into a horse or an elephant. However, the perception of three different persons is different. The audience sees a horse or an elephant; the magician also sees the animal but knows that it is an illusion; someone who arrives late sees simply a pebble or a stick. The relevant question is the ontological status of the horse or the elephant seen by the magician. As Changkya writes,


For the magician, the basis for conjuring the illusion is merely posited as a horse or elephant through the power of an awareness affected by the mantra and salve; it does not appear as a horse or an elephant from the side of the pebble or the stick’s own mode of subsistence without depending on such an awareness. Nonetheless, there must exist some mode of subsistence that is the appearance as a horse or an elephant from the side of the pebble or the stick itself and that is posited by the power of the awareness affected by the mantra and salve.


The most substantial section of Changkya’s exposition of Yogācāra-Svātantrika is his discussion of the reasoning used to refute the object of negation. He focuses on only one reasoning, one that figures prominently in Śāntarakṣita’s Ornament of the Middle Way: the lack of being one or many, the argument that a given object does not truly exist because of not being truly either one or many. Simply stated, anything that has parts cannot be one or unitary, and because everything has either spatial or temporal parts, nothing is unitary. If nothing can be one, then nothing can be many because many is only an assemblage of ones. There is a great deal to say about this. Changkya writes, “If this were explained extensively in connection with the texts, it would indeed be good but would be far too much. Therefore I will give just the essential meaning.” And having said that, he provides a detailed analysis of the reasoning and how it functions, proceeding through a long series of subjects, some, such as a creator god (Īśvara), asserted by non-Buddhists, some, such as the inexpressible person of the Vātsīputrīya and the partless particles of the Vaibhāṣika, asserted by Buddhists. In the course of the discussion, Changkya takes up a range of questions about the function of the syllogism and the relationship among its parts. He draws especially from, and often quotes from, the sections on the one and the many in Śāntarakṣita’s Ornament of the Middle Way and Kamalaśīla’s Illumination of the Middle Way, starting with the proof that nothing is one and then proceeding to the proof that nothing is many. Changkya concludes the discussion with a consideration of the question of whether the reasoning of the lack of being one or many proves “a meaning or an expression.” In this case, “meaning” refers to a definition, and “expression” refers to what is being defined. He concludes, following Tsongkhapa, that the reasoning is proving an expression because what is being proved, that something does not truly exist, is defined by the reason of not being truly either one or many.


The section on the two truths does not deal with the two truths as much as it does a number of particular points that need to be addressed for a school that shares some (but not all) of the assertions of Cittamātra, such as whether the followers of Yogācāra-Svātantrika are True Aspectarians or False Aspectarians, whether they assert the existence of reflexive awareness, and whether, even if they do not assert the existence of the foundation consciousness, how they nonetheless ascribe its functions to the mental consciousness.


In the section on the path, Changkya takes up the question of the implications for the path of the twofold emptiness of Yogācāra-Svātantrika (lack of external objects, emptiness of consciousness). In fact, there are three emptinesses: the lack of a self of persons, the lack of external objects, and the emptiness of consciousness. Here, it is said the two Hīnayāna disciples have different wisdoms: śrāvakas realize the selflessness of persons and thereby destroy the afflictive obstructions and pratyekabuddhas realize the emptiness of external objects and thereby also destroy the coarse obstructions to omniscience. Only the bodhisattva realizes that all phenomena, including consciousness, are empty of true existence.


The chapter closes with a description of the levels in the bodhisattva’s path to buddhahood, commenting on the relevant verses from Śāntarakṣita’s Ornament of the Middle Way. Changkya says that elements of the path and fruition that are held in common with Sautrāntika-Svātantrika and Prāsaṅgika can be found in those chapters.


Prāsaṅgika


The final school that Changkya considers in his famous tenets text is the other branch of Madhyamaka, the branch that he considers to be the highest of all schools of Indian Buddhist philosophy. His estimation of the school, and the length of the chapter, is clear from title that he gives it: “Extensive Explanation of the System of the Glorious Prāsaṅgika Madhyamaka.”28 If this is not clear enough, he expands it in his heading (sa bcad). Recalling that the Svātantrika was the first of the two branches of Madhyamaka, we read, “Second, a brief discussion of the system of the glorious Prāsaṅgika Madhyamaka, summit of all schools of tenets that uphold the tradition of the Sage.”


As with the other chapters, Changkya begins with the etymology. As discussed above, like Svātantrika, “Prāsaṅgika” is a Tibetan coinage, derived from Candrakīrti’s assertion that the Mādhyamika, in debating with an opponent, does not need to state a syllogism whose thesis contains elements about which both parties in the debate agree. A Mādhyamika instead need only use the opponent’s own assertions, pointing out their absurd consequences (prasaṅga). What appears to be a forensic technique has profound philosophical implications, which Changkya explores in this chapter.


He turns next to the basis, the path, and the fruition, beginning with the key question of what precisely is being refuted in the theory of selflessness or, as Changkya says, “refuting what object of negation for which basis.” This phrase is as awkward in Tibetan as it is in English; in fact, a more literal translation would be, “refuting what object of negation on top of what kind of basis” (gzhi ci ’dra zhig gi steng du dgag bya gang ’gog pa). Yet it raises essential questions. Because of its radical critique of the status of phenomena, Prāsaṅgika must not only identify what it is that is being refuted but also what remains at the conclusion of the refutation. That is, after something is shown to be utterly devoid of any intrinsic nature, what is left, “which kind of basis”? To answer this question, it is first necessary to determine what is meant by “self.”


Prāsaṅgika is unique among the Mahāyāna schools for holding that there is no difference in subtlety between the selflessness of persons and the selflessness of other phenomena. Cittamātra and Svātantrika assert that Hīnayāna disciples need only realize the former in order to achieve an arhat’s liberation from rebirth; indeed, they are incapable of understanding the most subtle selflessness of phenomena, the unique object of the bodhisattva’s wisdom. Prāsaṅgika holds that “self” is an essence, a falsely imagined essence, conceived by the ignorant to exist—whether in persons or in other phenomena—where it is in fact utterly absent. Changkya describes this using Candrakīrti’s discussion of the coiled rope that is falsely imagined to be a snake. This does not mean, however, that things do not exist at all; Changkya speaks of their “mere nominality,” which nonetheless is sufficient for those on the path to understand what is to be adopted and what is to be discarded. He illustrates this with the story of two men who argue about a painting of two gods and with quotations from a number of sūtras and śāstras.


From here he turns to the delineation of the meaning of emptiness for Prāsaṅgika. He begins by setting forth the Prāsaṅgika position that in order to be liberated from rebirth by either the Hīnayāna or the Mahāyāna path, one must gain realization of both the selflessness of persons and the selflessness of phenomena. There is a single reality—emptiness—and that same emptiness must be understood for all those who traverse the Buddhist path. This is said to be the position of both the Perfection of Wisdom sūtras and of Nāgārjuna himself, and Changkya provides a number of quotations in support. In the course of the discussion, he emphasizes that using scripture and reasoning to prove one’s position must be done with the proper motivation; “it should be understood that those who think that they are upholding the teachings with fights, quarrels, clods of dirt, weapons, and sticks are, owing to impure motivation, only turning medicine into poison and deities into demons.”


Changkya turns next to the lines of reasoning used to refute self, stating that the primary reasoning for the refutation of the self of phenomena is the reasoning of the four extremes of production—from self, other, both, and neither—immortalized in the first stanza of Nāgārjuna’s Root Verses on the Middle Way. The primary reasoning for the refutation of the self of persons is the sevenfold reasoning set forth in Candrakīrti’s Supplement to the Middle Way (Madhyamakāvatāra). However, the ultimate reasoning for the Prāsaṅgika is the reasoning of dependent arising, that things are empty of intrinsic existence because they arise dependently. There are other lines of reasoning as well, such as the reasoning of the lack of being one or many, which Changkya discussed in such detail in the chapter on Svātantrika.


With the lines of reasoning identified, he goes on to explain how these reasonings refute the two selves, beginning with the self of phenomena. Thus he first proceeds in turn through the refutation of production from self, from other, from both, and from neither, with numerous quotations from Nāgārjuna, Buddhapālita, and Candrakīrti. He turns next to the refutation of arising from the four possibilities: existence, nonexistence, both, and neither. He continues then with a discussion of the refutation of the self of persons, focusing especially on Candrakīrti’s sevenfold reasoning, illustrated with the example of a chariot, where the chariot and its parts serve as a metaphor for the self and the five aggregates. Changkya discusses this reasoning in detail, considering the important question of whether a thing is a collection of its parts. He concludes this section by noting that all of the schools of Buddhist philosophy claim to set forth the middle way free from extremes and that there is in fact great value in understanding the middle way as they present it. However, the true middle way is only that set forth in Prāsaṅgika, as set forth by Nāgārjuna and his Prāsaṅgika commentators, including Tsongkhapa and his two chief disciples. Having discussed how Candrakīrti’s sevenfold reasoning refutes an intrinsically existent “I,” he goes on to explain how it also refutes “mine.”


Changkya next embarks on a detailed discussion of what he calls “the king of reasonings,” the reasoning of dependent arising. Following the lead of Candrakīrti in the Clear Words (Prasannapadā), this includes a grammatical exegesis of the Sanskrit term translated as “dependent arising,” pratītyasamutpāda. He goes on to discuss briefly how the two extremes—the extreme of permanence and the extreme of superimposition—are eliminated by this single reasoning. Next, Changkya explains how all other reasonings depend on the reasoning of dependent arising, therefore making it the king of reasonings. He concludes the section on reasoning with an interesting discussion of what it means to say that emptiness means dependent arising.


Next, Changkya turns to the fundamental ontological category for Prāsaṅgika, the two truths, which in the present volume begins chapter 12. There is much to say, beginning with conventional truths. He provides the etymology of the Sanskrit term often translated as “conventional,” saṃvṛti, noting that it literally means “obscuring” and “concealing.” Thus a conventional truth is something that is true for a mind that is obscured from seeing reality. The term therefore means “true in the face of that [ignorance]. That is, through the power of the apprehension of true existence, to ordinary beings phenomena appear as if their mode of appearance and mode of abiding were in accordance,” when in fact they are not; how they appear conflicts with how they really are. One might therefore conclude that “conventional truth” is not an accurate translation, but Changkya goes on to explain that there are other ways of etymologizing the term, including “worldly conventions.” Nonetheless, the first meaning, “that which is true for ignorance,” is preferred. He notes that, unlike Svātantrika, Prāsaṅgika does not divide conventional truths into real and unreal; “all conventional phenomena are necessarily false in the sense that the way that they appear is different from the way that they exist even conventionally.” At the same time, Prāsaṅgikas acknowledge the distinction between real and unreal as it is used in worldly discourse, as in the case of real water and water in a mirage. Changkya explores why this is the case. His discussion of ultimate truths—the emptiness of each phenomenon—is briefer, taking up, among other points, the question of how a buddha, who is in constant nondual realization of emptiness, perceives the world. He concludes the section on the two truths with a brief statement about the various numbers of emptinesses.


Tsongkhapa famously enumerated eight “difficult points” (dka’ gnad) that are unique to Prāsaṅgika among the schools of Buddhist philosophy. They are: (1) the unique way of refuting that the ālayavijñāna is a different entity than the six types of consciousness, (2) the unique way of refuting reflexive awareness, (3) their not asserting that knowledge of suchness just as it is can be produced in the mind of the opponent through autonomous syllogisms, (4) their need to accept external objects in the way that consciousness is accepted, (5) their recognition that śrāvakas and pratyekabuddhas realize that things lack intrinsic nature, (6) their positing of the apprehension of the self of phenomena as an affliction, (7) their treatment of destruction as an impermanent thing, (8) and the unique way they posit the three times.29 Changkya considers each of these in turn in one of the longest sections of the chapter.


He turns next to what he considers the foundation for these eight positions of the Prāsaṅgika, unshared by any of the other Buddhist schools: their conviction that nothing is established by way of its own characteristics (svalakṣana). Candrakīrti provides four reasonings that prove that this is the case, and Changkya summarizes each of them. From here, he turns to the perennial question of scriptural interpretation, something that he already discussed at some length in the chapter devoted to Madhyamaka. He offers here the Prāsaṅgika interpretation of the three wheels of the dharma set forth in the Explanation of the Intention Sūtra and why, contrary to what that sūtra says, the middle wheel is definitive and the final wheel is provisional. This concludes his section on the basis.


He turns next to the path, where Prāsaṅgika has a range of assertions that are not shared by the other schools, including the claim, mentioned above, that śrāvakas and pratyekabuddhas realize the same selflessness of persons and other phenomena as the bodhisattva. This raises a number of technical questions, such as whether Hīnayāna disciples abandon the obstructions to omniscience. (The answer is no.) He also considers the question of whether they have great compassion. (The answer is that they have limitless compassion but not great compassion.) Changkya also mentions the Prāsaṅgika’s unique interpretation of the famous terms nirvāṇa with remainder and nirvāṇa without remainder. Traditionally taken to mean the states of liberation during life and after death, with “remainder” referring to the aggregates, in Prāsaṅgika, the sequence is reversed, with the nirvāṇa without remainder referring to the vision of emptiness in which the aggregates do not appear, which is followed by the state of nirvāṇa with remainder, when the yogin emerges from meditation and the aggregates are again seen.


Changkya turns next to the bodhisattva path, considering a range of questions that occur regarding each of the five paths, such as when the famous “three countless eons” that comprise the path to buddhahood begin. From here, he turns to a more detailed discussion of the ten bodhisattva levels, considering the various powers that bodhisattvas achieve, how they fulfill each of the ten perfections (pāramitā) over the course of the ten levels, and how they take rebirth as they ascend through the levels. In the course of this section, he considers various opinions about how the five paths map onto the ten levels, where on the ten levels the afflictive obstructions and the obstructions to omniscience are abandoned, and how many eons it takes to do so. This concludes Changkya’s presentation of the path. He next turns to the final section of the chapter, the fruition.


His primary focus here is the bodies of a buddha. In the Mahāyāna, one finds reference to the two bodies—the form body (rūpakāya) and the truth body (dharmakāya)—the three bodies—the emanation body (nirmāṇakāya), the enjoyment body (sambhogakāya), and the truth body—and the four bodies—the emanation body, the enjoyment body, the wisdom truth body (jñānadharmakāya), and the nature body (svabhāvikakāya). Changkya’s focus is on the four bodies of a buddha. He begins with an interesting discussion of the precise moment at which a bodhisattva at the final moment of the tenth and final stage is transformed into a buddha, considering various opinions as to whether the four bodies are achieved simultaneously or in a sequence; he argues for the former.


He turns next to the various features of the four bodies, with citations from the Sublime Continuum (Uttaratantra) of Maitreya. In his discussion of the enjoyment body, he says that it abides in the heaven called Akaniṣṭha Ghanavyūha, located above the seventeen levels of the form realm. He concedes, however, that there are many questions about that heaven, such as whether it is an abode where all buddhas abide in their enjoyment bodies or whether a new realm is created each time a bodhisattva achieves buddhahood. Indeed, there are a host of questions about the enjoyment body, including the precise meaning of the “five certainties”—that the enjoyment body has a definite body, a definite abode, a definite retinue, a definite teaching, and a definite time.


In his discussion of the emanation body, the body of the buddha that appears in the world to teach the dharma to sentient beings, Changkya takes up the question of how a buddha is able to skillfully adapt his teachings to the various needs and capacities of his disciples despite the fact that a buddha has no thought and has no effort. He also discusses the various types of emanation bodies, saying that there are three—the artisan emanation body, the birth emanation body, and the supreme emanation body—reporting differing interpretations of the first and the second. For example, some hold that a birth emanation is the buddha taking the form of a living creature, such as a human or an animal, while others hold that it refers to the buddha taking the form of an inanimate object, such as a tree or medicine. There is little debate about the identity of the supreme emanation body. As Changkya writes, “Among the deeds of a supreme emanation body, the primary is the deed of turning the wheel of dharma.” This is followed by a brief section on qualities of a buddha. Rather than go into detail on this vast topic, Changkya simply reports on the opinion of various Indian masters on the qualities a buddha possesses. For example, Asaṅga says that there are 140 unshared qualities.




Changkya closes the long Prāsaṅgika chapter with a brief discussion of the enlightened activities of a buddha, commenting on two stanzas from the Sublime Continuum. He follows this with a quote from Maitreya’s Ornament for Realizations (Abhisamayālaṃkāra), “For as long as saṃsāra exists, / action is asserted to be uninterrupted.” Changkya paraphrases this as saying “For as long as space exists, through the power of great compassion of the bhagavat buddhas, various doors of enlightened activity will always continue like an ocean, without interruption and spontaneously.”


The Mantra Vehicle


With the conclusion of the Prāsaṅgika chapter, Changkya’s exposition of the schools of tenets, both Buddhist and non-Buddhist, is complete. However, despite the fact that it is not a philosophical school, he follows the Prāsaṅgika chapter with a brief discussion of Buddhist tantra, commonly referred to in Tibet as the “secret mantra vehicle” or simply, as here, the “mantra vehicle.” He may have decided to add this chapter because it follows rather naturally on his discussion of buddhahood that concludes the Prāsaṅgika chapter, for the sects of Tibetan Buddhism assert that it is not possible to achieve buddhahood except by the mantra vehicle.


Indeed, this section follows the Prāsaṅgika chapter rather seamlessly, with Changkya noting that according to the mantra vehicle, Śākyamuni Buddha achieved buddhahood many eons before he is said to have done so in the Mahāyāna sūtras. Although he gave many tantric teachings in the form of Vajradhara, both in our world and others, he also gave tantric teachings in the form of Śākyamuni. According to the Kālacakra tradition, after teaching the perfection vehicle on Vulture Peak, he proceeded to the Dhānyakaṭaka stūpa in South India near the mountain Śrī Parvata. There he set forth the mantra vehicle. It is traditional in the case of a Buddhist sūtra to specify the time, the place, the retinue, the teacher, and the teaching. Changkya does so here for the Kālacakra Tantra, with the time being after he had set forth the perfection vehicle, the place being “the seat on the vajra lion throne in the great vajradhātu maṇḍala in the abode of great bliss” at the Dhānyakaṭaka stūpa, the teacher being Śākyamuni, the retinue being bodhisattvas, gods, demigods, and the kings of Śambhala. The teaching is “the prophecy of buddhahood, having bestowed the mundane and supramundane initiations—that is, setting forth twelve thousand root tantras of the glorious Kālacakra.”




Next, Changkya presents an overview of the vast topic of tantra, drawing directly from Tsongkhapa’s Great Exposition of the Stages of Mantra (Sngags rim chen mo).30 He presents the various names for the mantra vehicle, such as vajra vehicle (vajrayāna), and why they are so named. He goes on to explain why the mantra vehicle is superior to the perfection vehicle, citing a number of Indian works for support. He lists the four types of tantras: action (kriyā), performance (caryā), yoga, and highest yoga (yoganiruttara), explaining why highest yoga tantra is superior to the other three.


Conclusion


Now nearing the end of a work of hundreds of pages, Changkya concludes his magnum opus with a chapter called “The Purpose That Is Achieved by These,” or, put more colloquially, “The Point of All This.” Sympathizing with those readers who have arrived at this point in his text, he writes,


Discerning people might think, “What is the point of wearying the intellect to classify the huge number of diverse tenet systems of ourselves and others, completely wrapped in webs of misconception? It constantly causes the webs of misconception to grow and harden. Therefore it is appropriate to explain whatever is the correct point summarized into a well-placed essence; to engage in the hardship of thoroughly analyzing the many different systems on this or that point has no purpose, like a treatise analyzing crow’s teeth.”


Why go to all the trouble, the questioner asks, of laying out all these positions and arguments, so many of which turn out to be wrong? Just provide “the correct point summarized into a well-placed essence”—in other words, the right answer. Changkya responds harshly to what appears to be a completely legitimate question, a question that he has in fact raised himself. He calls the question “evil talk that abandons the excellent dharma,” declaring that one must immerse oneself in the vastness of the dharma, going on to cite Vasubandhu’s Principles of Exegesis (Vyākhyāyukti) on the various benefits of studying the dharma, where he uses the metaphor of path: “one will not be wearied when passing through the solitary place of saṃsāra, one will leap over the evil places of rebirth and go to the happy ones, and one will go precisely to the land of nirvāṇa that one seeks.” But before one can follow the path, one must choose the right path, and to do this one must know the differences between the paths taught by non-Buddhists and the path taught by the Buddha. He cites an exhortation by Tsongkhapa to rely on the works of Maitreya, the six ornaments of Jambudvīpa (Nāgārjuna and Āryadeva, Asaṅga and Vasubandhu, and Dignāga and Dharmakīrti), and the two supreme ones (the Vinaya masters Guṇaprabha and Śākyaprabha). This will lead one away from the false teachings of the tīrthikas and to the true path set forth by the Buddha, not only in the present life but in future lives.


Furthermore, one must study all of the Buddhist tenet systems in order to understand how the Buddha adapted his teachings to the capacities of his disciples. More importantly, the tenets of the lower schools serve as a path to the higher schools; Changkya illustrates this by enumerating the increasingly subtle and sophisticated meaning of no-self as one proceeds from Vaibhāṣika to Prāsaṅgika. He further states that listening (that is, study) and contemplation are for the purpose of meditation; they are to be directed internally for practice, not externally for display and disputation.


Still, the texts are vast, and one must know which to follow. Changkya recommends “three streams”: the intention of the Perfection of Wisdom sūtras, the five books of Maitreya, and the works of Nāgārjuna and Asaṅga. This is still a formidable corpus, but the three streams were combined into one by Atiśa in his Lamp for the Path to Enlightenment (Bodhipathapradīpa) and then set forth by Tsongkhapa in his two works on the stages of the path (lam rim). “Therefore fortunate people should keep in mind that the advantages [of a precious human birth] are difficult to find and will not last, that it is also difficult for the precious teachings of the Victor to spread for a long time in the world, and the reality of being in the degenerate era of the end times, feeling joyful about meeting this essence of the teachings, like a poor man finding a treasure.”


Yet, it is not simply a matter of reading two books by Tsongkhapa. Changkya goes on to list some forty Indian treatises by name, followed by the names of two dozen Tibetan (mostly Geluk) masters. Changkya states that he has studied them all, as well as previous works on tenets, especially that of Jamyang Shepa, which served as his chief source, going back to the Indian and Tibetan sources. “I condensed into an essence the vast objects of expression, using summary as a means of expression, providing reasoned analyses of some of the indispensable difficult points so that this may assist those endowed with intelligence to engage with them, arranged without the stains of fabrication.” With this, the presentation concludes.


The Colophon


Changkya’s text ends as it begins, with poetry composed in an ornate style, in various line lengths. Here he takes up a number of themes: how, even in what is considered the degenerate age, the marvels of the dharma are available to those who seek them. Yet most are addicted to the pleasures of the world, ignoring the eloquent teachings of true scholars. Changkya himself sees the power of their teachings but has not been able to gain deep realization of them. He sees the shortcomings of the teachings of the non-Buddhists and the truth of the Buddhist teachings, but he is like a child, unable to understand the way of the great seers of the past. He therefore has toiled over the teachings of Tsongkhapa, and through that, he has come to understand the profound meaning of the dharma. Others, deluded by error and weighed down by their karma, remain attached to their wrong views. He cannot help them. His book is also of little value to those who have already freed themselves from attachment. For others, however, he recommends that they study the teachings of Tsongkhapa. Living in a cave and not studying or studying by fixating on words alone are not the proper path. The various practices—the triad of listening, contemplation, and meditation; the pair of scripture and realization; and the pair of explanation and practice—must all complement each other.


He turns next to a traditional statement of his own shortcomings as a being born in the degenerate age, saying that whatever he has learned is due to the kindness of his teacher and apologizing for any mistakes he might have made. He then offers a prayer for his achievement of buddhahood so that he can bring beings to the realm of the dharma. “In order to do so, may the victors bestow goodness on my head, the white crown of supreme praise.”


With the concluding prayer complete, Changkya turns to the colophon proper, where he describes his education, mentioning several of his teachers by name, offering particular praise to Ngawang Chokden, who was the Ganden Throneholder. Calling himself an indolent monk, and giving his various Tibetan and Chinese names, Changkya says that he composed his work on the Mahāyāna philosophical schools both to establish predispositions for studying the great scriptures and for the benefit of others like himself. He showed the text to the renowned scholar Losang Tenpai Nyima, who praised what he had written and encouraged him to finish it—that is, to add the non-Buddhist and Hīnayāna schools. As is traditional, he says where he wrote the book and who the scribe was.


He ends with the dedication of merit, “Through this, may the stainless tradition of the victor Losang Drakpa of the general and specific teachings of the Sage spread and extend in all directions and all times, and may all beings enter well into the teachings of the Victor, acting in all ways for the auspicious glory of benefit and happiness.”
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