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This dissertation seeks to locate the place of Tachyon A& (ca. 8th century CE), a Silla Korean

Yogacara monk, within the broader East Asian Buddhist tradition. My task is not confined solely
to a narrow study of Tachyon’s thought and career, but is principally concerned with
understanding the wider contours of the East Asian Yogacara tradition itself and how these
contours are reflected in Tachyon’s extant oeuvre. There are problems in determining Taehyon's
doctrinal position within the traditional paradigms of East Asian Yogacara tradition, that is, the
bifurcations of Tathagatagarbha and Yogacara; Old and New Yogacara; the One Vehicle and
Three Vehicles; and the Dharma Nature and Dharma Characteristics schools. Tachyon's extant
works contain doctrines drawn from across these various divides, and his doctrinal positions
therefore do not precisely fit any of these traditional paradigms. In order to address this issue,
this dissertation examines how these bifurcations originated and evolved over time, across the

geographical expanse of the East Asian Yogacara tradition. The chapters of the dissertation



discuss in largely chronological order the theoretical problems involved in these bifurcations
within Yogacara and proposes possible resolutions to these problems, by focusing on the works

of such major Buddhist exegetes as Paramartha (499-569), Ji £ (632-682), Wonhyo JrHE (617-

686), Fazang ;£j&; (643-712), and, finally, Tachyon.
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INTRODUCTION

1. The Beginning of the Problem: Taehyon and the Difficulty of Determining of His

Yogacara Doctrinal Position

My dissertation project started with the purpose of elucidating the doctrinal position of Tachyon

KEf (ca. eighth century CE), a Yogacara monk of Silla Korea, within the broader East Asian

Buddhist tradition. As the author of around fifty separate works,* Tachyon was an eminent
scholar-monk who was highly reputed across East Asia, and his works were widely consulted in
both China and Japan during and after his time.? His thought and career, however, have not been
studied as carefully as his reputation and achievements should warrant. This neglect may partly

result from the fact that most of his works and the records of his career have been lost (only five

! Tachyon is known as one of the three most productive writers in Silla Buddhist tradition, along with Wonhyo 7T
i (617-686) and Kyonghting {8t H# (ca.7th century CE), but the exact number of Tachyon's works has not been
confirmed. Min Yonggyu suggests forty-five works (Min Yonggyu %1 % 7F, "Silla changsorok jangp'yon"
R R E4R, in Pack Song-uk Paksa songsu kinyom Pulgyohak nonmunjip

E AR ARSI am UL, ed. Paek Song-uk Paksa Songsu Kinyom Sadp Wiwonhoe
A AEE RSB ¥R 29 (Seoul: Tongguk University BR[E A5, 1959), 375-78.) and Han'guk Pulgyo
ch'ansul munhon ch'ongnok B8 [F| (254l S Bk 4& 5% says there are fifty-two works (Tongguk Taehakkyo Pulgyo
Munhwa Yon'guso B B KBRS 20 {BZERT, ed. Han'guk Pulgyo ch'ansul munhon ch'ongnok

Ea R (2 Rk 48 8% (Seoul: Tongguk Taehakkyo Ch'ulp'anbu B8 5] A2 H kR ED, 1976), 72-82). Ch'ae
Inhwan provides a list of Tachyon's forty-three works (Ch'ae Inhwan =] 213} "Silla Taehydn popsa yon’gu (I):
haengjok kwa chojak" #7158 K BLARIZE (1): 17EE 2 Z/E, Pulgyo hakpo & 38t H 20 (1983): 97-99).

2 The Zouho shoshii shoshoroku =852 5 3%, Japanese monk Kenjun's 3/l (1740-1812) catalogue of
Buddhist commentaries and treatises of schools, records that the eminent Japanese monk Gyonen %g2% (1240-
1321) wrote Taehyon's hagiography titled Taigen hosshi gyajoroku &K EGEETTTiRE: (Dai Nihon Bukkyo zensho
KHEARMZEE, 100 vols., vol. 1 (Tokyd B 5 Hatsubai Kodansha F5¢a5551t, 1970-1973), 75), which is not
extant. Chinese Vinaya monk Daofeng #2 (d.u.) of Dajianfu monastery K EETE=F wrote the Taehyon popsa wigi
kyebon chong'yo and Pommanggyong kojokki *&484% &5 7t =t,, commentaries on the Sitra of Brahma's Net (C.
Fanwang jing #:#8(E), were broadly studies in medieval Japan, and many sub-commentaries were composed by
Japanese monks. Ch'ae Inhwan lists about thirty sub-commentaries on Posal kyebon chong'yo (Ch'ae Inhwan

2} 213}, "Silla Taehyon popsa yon’gu (II1): Kyeyul sasang" ¥rZE A ELEARTRFZE (11): 7R EAE, Pulgyo

hakpo &1/ 8} X 22 (1985): 47-48) and about sixty on Pémmanggyong kojokki by later monks including such
renowned Japanese monks as Eizon X% (1201-1290), Gyonen, , Josen 7E 52 (1273-1312), Josan 777 5 (1288-1362)
and Shd'on Fi5E (ca. 14th century) (Ch'ae Inhwan | 12}, "Silla Taehyon popsa yon’gu (I1): Taesting kyehak"
AR REDEAAIFZE (1): KIEMEE, Pulgyo hakpo 2318} 5. 21 (1984): 80-82).



of his works are extant) and partly because a systemic understanding of his works requires an
exhaustive knowledge of complex Yogacara doctrines.® As my research progressed, this task of
determining Tachyon's place in the Yogacara tradition turned out much more complex and
comprehensive than | expected, because the clarification of Tachyon’s doctrinal position in East
Asia cannot just be confined to the study of his thought and life, but also concerned with
understanding the wide picture of the East Asian Yogacara tradition itself, on which Buddhist

scholarship presents diverse perspectives.

A problem first arises with the designation of the Yogacara school, the school with which
Taehyon is presumably affiliated, i.e., Popsang chong (C. Faxiang zong, J. Hossoshu JAfH5%), or
"Dharma Characteristics School.” The general scholarly consensus regards Tachyon as the
founder of Silla Dharma Characteristics School, since the Samguk yusa — [E{#& 55, a historical
record of the Three Kingdoms (K. Samguk = []; 57-668) of Korea, describes Tachyon as the
“patriarch of Yogacara" (K. yuga cho E#iiH)* and the Yogacara school during this period has

been considered the Popsang school. The designation of Dharma Characteristics School has
traditionally been used to refer to the school associated with the "New Yogacara™ doctrinal
system, viz. all East Asian Yogacara schools, including Chinese, Korean, and Japanese schools,

that putatively developed on the basis of the new corpus of Yogacara literature translated by the

® This latter difficulty is certainly the main reason that the Song yusik non hakki FZMESREREEE ("Study notes to the
Cheng weishi lun™) (six rolls), one of Tachyon’s main extant works, has not been systematically studied yet, even
though it is the only extant complete commentary on the Cheng weishi lun gZiESkER (*Vijiiaptimatratasiddhi-
sastra) written in Korea. The Song yusik non hakki is particularly important among Taehyon’s other extant works
because it contains many of Taehydn’s quotations and citations of his contemporary Buddhist exegetes, which are
expected to disclose ongoing issues and scholarly debates within the seventh- to eighth-century East Asian
Yogacara tradition.

* B A A B R L E B SF (S EE EE T2039:49.1009¢25). For more historical records regarding Tachyon's
career and activities, see Ch'ae, "Silla Tachyon popsa yon’gu (I): haengjok kwa chojak™ #2E KELERRZE (1):
TR Z1E.



renowned Chinese pilgrim Xuanzang Z;#% (602-664). In distinction from this "New Yogacara,"

the "Old Yogacara" generally refers to the doctrinal system and the schools that had appeared
before the transmission of the new Yogacara literature.” Regarded as the most representative
Yogacara school of East Asia, this broad definition of Dharma Characteristics School often leads
Buddhist scholars to assume a consistent similarity or commonality, if not an identical
correspondence, among the East Asian Yogacara traditions after Xuanzang. As such, the Dharma
Characteristics School, often being identified as the New Yogacara school, has been established
in the modern scholarship as an independent Buddhist doctrinal group, which is not merely
chronologically, but also doctrinally distinct from another group designated as the Old Yogacara

school.

Such a broad categorization, however, contains historical and buddhological problems in
understanding Taehyon’s Yogacara views, since Tachyon’s extant works show that Tachyon
accepts not only the Dharma Characteristics School’s main tenets, but also defends many
doctrinal views that do not seem to belong to, or were even opposed by, the school. While
Taehyon follows the New Yogacara school in the main doctrinal aspects, he also criticizes some

doctrinal points made by Ji £ (632-682),° one of Xuanzang’s disciples as well as the first

patriarch of the Chinese Faxiang ("Dharma Characteristics™) school, and rather defends the Old

> Such terms as "Old Yogacara"(EE1:3%) and "New Yogacara" (¥7E3%) were not used in Xuanzang’s time. The
words that were used to indicate the difference between these two Yogacara traditions are "old translations [of
Yogacara literature]" (852%) and "new translations [of Yogacara literature]” (#7:%£). It appears that historical
references that report the controversies between these two groups have naturally led the modern interpreters to
come up with this distinction between the two groups.

® Since problems regarding the traditional naming of "Kuiji" %55 have been indicated by scholars, | use "Ji" in my
dissertation; for the problems and issues about the name "Kuiji," see Stanley Weinstein, "A Biographical Study of
Tz'u-en," Monumenta Nipponica 15, no. 1/2 (1959): 129ff. and Fukaura Seibun ;%8 1E X, Yuishikigaku kenkyii
HEFREERTFE, 2 vols., vol. 1 (Kyoto: Nagata Bunshodo 7k FHC B &, 1954), 246-57.



Yogacara position.” Since the Old and New schools normally have been regarded as doctrinally
antagonistic to each other, Taehyon’s "dualistic™ attitude has been controversial among his

contemporary Buddhist exegetes as well as modern scholars.®

One of the attempts made by scholars to resolve this problem of interpreting Tachyon
under the rubric of the Dharma Characteristics School is to interpret Taehyon’s "dualistic”
doctrinal position as a result of his "ecumenical™ or "synthetic" understanding of the doctrinal
opposition of the Old and New Yogacara, by reducing his "ecumenical” approach, in turn, into a
broad “ecumenical” trend in Korean Buddhism.? This interpretation is also supported by research

that Tachyon’s scholastic lineage traces back to a Korean expatriate monk Wonch’uk [E[JH] (613-

696), another putative "synthetic" scholar-monk to harmonize the Old and New Yogacara

" For instance, Taehyon states in the Taesiing kisillon naedi yakt'amgi A RS20 A FHE LT and the
Pommanggyong kojokki F 4848 #r 0 that there is universal Buddha Nature. | will discuss this in detail in
Chapter V.

& Ch'ae Inhwan, for instance, introduces several views on Tachydn's scholastic position in Japanese Buddhist
tradition. Some scholars argued that Taehyon's scholasticism is based on the [Dharma] Characteristics School (J.
[Hos]soshii [[£]fH5%) because although he previously studied Hwaom (J. Kegon) teaching, or the [Dharma]
Nature School (J. [Hos]shoshi [[2]4:5%), he converted to the Dharma Characteristics school; others refute it by
claiming that Taehyon is an exegete of [Dharma] Nature school because he discusses such doctrines as
tathagatagarbha. But such a monk as JGsan says that Taehyon cooperate the two schools although his doctrinal
basis is on the Dharma Characteristics school. See Ch'ae, "Silla Taehyon popsa yon’gu (I): haengjok kwa chojak”

Frde REOEAIHZE (1): 178} 2 F, 105-06.

° The conception of "synthetic" or "syncretic" originates from the discourse of "synthetic" or "ecumenical”
Buddhism (t’ong Pulgyo ###:Z%) in modern Korea. A prominent modern Korean historian Ch'oe Namson's
characterization of Korean Buddhism in 1930 as "synthetic* or "ecumenical™ Buddhism (t ‘ong Pulgyo @ 1{#2%),
which transcends sectarian divisions, and, since then, the general trend of Korean Buddhist scholarship have
followed Ch'oe's example. Although Ch'oe's claim emerged in the nationalistic atmosphere of attempting to
establish Korean identity during the colonial period, his identification of Korean Buddhism as a "synthetic"
Buddhism continued to obtain Korean Buddhist historiographers’ sympathy even after the Liberation, and became
a main source in this effort to find the identity of Korean Buddhism. Particularly, this discourse of “synthetic”
Buddhism was especially formed by noting another Silla monk Wonhyo's JTHE (617-686) thought of
reconciliation (K. hwajaeng F1:$) as a prototype of Korean t’ong Pulgyo. But afterwards, there have been
reflections on this archetypal characterization of Korean Buddhism as "synthetic" Buddhism. For instance,
indicating that Ch'oe's claim of "synthetic" Buddhism originated from his “emotional appeal” to encourage the
depressed Korean spirit under the Japanese colonization regime, Jaeryong Shim argues that if syncretism refers to
the open-mindedness of religious people, there would be no reason to confine it as a peculiar feature of Korean
Buddhism. See Shim Jaeryong 4 #] &, "On the General Characteristics of Korean Buddhism-Is Korean
Buddhism Syncretic?," Seoul Journal of Korean Studies 2 (1989).
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doctrines. Even though Wonch’tik was one of Xuanzang’s two major disciples along with Ji, the
founder of the Chinese Dharma Characteristics (Faxiang) school, scholars consider Wonch’tuk as
having taken a "synthetic" doctrinal perspective in distinction from Ji, whose Yogacara view was
exclusively oriented to the New Yogacara doctrines. Tachyon is said to have inherited such
Wonch’uk’s doctrinal tendency, because Taehyon presumably was taught by Tojung #E:5 (fl.
692), one of Wonch’iik’s disciples on the Chinese mainland.*® From extant historical materials,
we can see that there were intense controversies over differing interpretations of Yogacara
doctrine between Ji’s scholastic line, i.e. Ci’en xuepai z& & £k, and Wonch’uk’s scholastic line,
i.e. Ximing xuepai FgHEHE2)k. Moreover, Ji’s inheritors defined Wonch’uk’s theories as

"heterodox" in contrast to Ji’s "orthodox™ strand. In fact, Korean scholarship has been focusing
on differentiating Silla Korea Yogacara strand from Ji’s Chinese Faxiang school by emphasizing

Wonch’iik’s synthetic doctrinal tendency.**

19 Scholars usually presume that Tachyon succeeds Tojiing based on Japanese Vinaya monk Sha'on's H# (ca. 14th
century) record in the Bonméokyo gekan koshakki jutsu shakusho 44L& b sc 7t #h#) that Taehyon is a
disciple of Tojung (Nihon daizokyo HZA K 4%, 100 vols., vol. 20 (Tokyd B 5%: Kodansha #3511, 1973-1978),
233a). But Kitsukawa Tomoaki indicates a possibility that this lineage is made up later. See Kitsukawa Tomoaki
1) 117504, "lbon i Silla yusik yon’gu tonghyang" 4 3&-2] Al e}-f-2] A5 3, in llbon tii Han 'guk pulgyo
yon'gu tonghyang L ¥#-2] 3k=rE- 0 At 5 3F ed. Han’guk yuhaksaeng Indohak Pulgyohak yon’guhoe 3=
f3HA =8 B8 A3] (Seoul: Changgyonggak 74 7, 2001), 145, n.89.

1 In Japanese Buddhist tradition, Faxiang school has been regarded as the "orthodox" Yogacara teaching,
considering Ji £&, Huizhao £ (648-714) and Zhizhou %5 f& (668-723) as the three successive generations of
Faxiang lineage after Xuanzang and their exegetical interpretations as “three patriarchs’ adjudgement” (J. sanso
no johan =FHDEH)). For instance, see Fukaura, Yuishikigaku kenkyi MES{EZ2014%, 1: 246-57. In a following
section, Fukaura also distinguishes Ji’s line from such Silla exegetes as Wonch’iik, Tojiing, Siingjang f5#E (d.u.),
Taehyon, by defining them respectively as "orthodox strand" (J. seikei 1F %) and "heterodox faction" (J. iha #)JR);
see ibid., 257-68. Japanese scholar Ui Hakuju TF=3{575 (1882-1963) challenged this pervasive view by arguing
that the Yogacara view of Paramartha (C. Zhendi &5%; 499-569), one of the representatives of the "Old"
Yogacara school, conforms better to Asanga and Vasubandhu’s original teaching, than that of the Faxiang school.
Ui analyzes the difference between Xuanzang and Paramartha in interpreting the Mahayanasamgraha in his
Shodaijoron kenkyil BEATESmESE (Tokyo: Iwanami Shoten 55725, 1966), attempting to elucidate that
Paramartha’s doctrinal affinity to the Indian Yogacara school of Asanga or Vasubandhu. It seems that the efforts
to interpret Wonch’uk in association with the "Old Yogacara" by the Korean scholars partly reflect this
assessment of Paramartha. My point here does not lie with whether Wonch’tik’s thought is orthodox or heterodox,
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A series of recent research, however, have challenged the attempt to define Tachyon as a
"synthetic" scholar-monk in association with another "synthetic" figure such as Wonch’tuk. The
research demonstrates doctrinal similarity between Wonch’tk’s and Ji’s Yogacara view and thus
refutes the pre-established perspective that Wonch’iik’s Yogacara views deviated from, or were
even opposed to, Ji’s Faxiang theory.'? Furthermore, a close reading of Taehyon’s works does
not seem to support the previous assessment of Tachyon as a successor of Wonch’iik. The Song

yusik non hakki FiznEzREmELEC ("Study notes to the Cheng weishi lun™), one of Taehyon’s extant

major texts, shows that Tachyon does not always defend Wonch’tk or Tojing’s views, on the

one hand, nor always criticize Ji’s, on the other. In fact, in the Song yusik non hakki Tachyon

but on the scholars’ interpretation of Wonch’iik as the doctrinal opponent to Ji. The problems created through this
interpretive tendency will be discussed later in Chapter I11.

12 According to Kitsukawa Tomoaki's research, Wonch’iik’s Yogacara perspective is based on Xuanzang’s doctrines,
not on Paramartha’s as previously assumed, and, more strikingly, Wonch’uk advocated the doctrine of "Five
Distinct [Spiritual] Lineages" (C. wuzhong xing A f&; S. paficagotra) just as did Ji (see Kitsukawa Tomoaki
1% 11720, "Enjiki no yoru goshd kakubetsu no kotei ni tsuite : Enjiki shiso ni taisuru kaijo teki geshaku no sai
kento" FHNC L 2 AVESHIDEEIZ D T--FPHEAEIC 9 2 B BB O PR, Bukkyokaku {315
(1999)). The doctrine of Five Distinct Lineages is among the major issues of the controversies between the Old
and the New schools. It is generally regarded that while the Old school takes the view that every sentient being
(youging F; S. sattva) equally has the Buddha Nature (C. foxing {#4:; S. buddha-gotra or tathagatagarbha),
the New school claims that there are five discriminative spiritual lineages in sentient beings, including the lineage
who lacks any kind of Nature in regards to the enlightenment. This new research is diametrically opposed to the
previous view of Wonch’uk as a heterodox Faxiang figure oriented to the Old Yogacara teaching. Also see
Kitsukawa Tomoaki 1) [|%HZ, "Shintai yaku Genjo yaku Shodaijoron to Enjiki" E&FER - Z085ER TR ER
& FHI, Indogaku Bukkyogaku kenkyin E[IFEERFEE2HT5E 43, no. 1 (1994).

Kimura Kunikazu argues that unlike the presumed image of Wonch’uk as an advocator of Paramartha,
among Wonch’uk's a great number (one hundred and eight times) of citations of Paramartha in the Renwangjing
shu, only one third of the citations is in agreement with Paramartha, but in the other citations Wonch’uk rather
refutes or keeps neutral to Paramartha; see Kimura Kunikazu ARAsJ£5H1, "Nin'ogyo sho kan no gakusetsu no ido 2:
Shintai sanzo gakusetsu no keisho jokyo" " {ZF&EH; | D FER D BIE]-2-EEf = 8 75 O A EIR I,
Indogaku Bukkyogaku kenkyii E[JE 2R 29, no. 2 (1981). In another article, Kimura also says that even
though Wonch’uk significantly cites Paramartha in his Jieshenmijing shu J&45 248 i, he uses Paramartha’s
teachings merely as supplementary source to Xuanzang’s theories based on the new translations. In this regard,
Kimura argues, Wonch’tk does not accept any particular doctrines attributed to Paramartha, such as the doctrines
of nine consciousnesses f1.3%; "Alayavijiiana which has Nature of Realization" (C. jiexingliye fi#{4F4HR); Three
Natures (C. sanxing =4 )and Three Non-natures (C. san wuxing =f#:14%). See Kimura Kunikazu A 551,
"Shintai sanz6 no gakusetsu ni taisuru Saimydji Enjiki no hyoka: Gejinmikkyo so no baai"

HEf = e D FRUN N 2 P P Ol fl e & &2 5t D35 &, Indogaku Bukkyogaku kenkyii
EMFE E2 3222 015¢ 30, no. 1 (1981).



quotes Ji the most (565), Wonch’iik next (439), and his own teacher Tojiing third (146)."2 Since
the new research has refuted the traditional interpretation of him as an Old Yogacara-oriented
scholar by revealing Wonch’tuk’s agreement with some major doctrines of Ji’s Faxiang school,
the traditional perspective on Tachyon as Wonch’iik’s successor also thus appears to deserve

reconsideration.

At this point, when the new perspective on Wonch’tk’s scholastic position has yet to be
fully investigated, the task of determining Tachyon’s perspective perforce requires
comprehensive research on the East Asian Yogacara paradigm of the Old versus New Yogacara.
If Wonch’uk’s Yogacara perspective cannot be explained as a "synthetic” system that combines
the Old and New Yogacara doctrines, the traditional assumption that serves as a conditional basis
of the "synthetic" system--viz. the doctrinal antagonism between the Old and New Yogacara

schools--should be reconsidered.

Before moving on to discuss this issue, I would like to first mention a problem regarding
the pronunciation of his name, Taehyon. The historical sources present two alternatives for his

name, i.e., Tachyon A& and T'aehyon & Ef. Some Korean scholars have noted that most
Chinese and Korean texts use Tachyon A&, while Japanese texts use T'aechyon K &: Samguk
yusa —[ERiE 5 (1281), Pulguksa kogim yoktaegi {#[EH=F tr< FFHEC (1740), Choson Pulgyo
t'ongsa EAfE(FEZm 5 (1918) and Taehyon popsa uigi so K& EETFEECFE by a Chinese Vinaya
monk Daofeng &2 (d.u.) of Dajianfu monastery A & tE=F address him as Taehyon, while all
the commentaries by the Japanese on his Pommanggyong kojokki 48458 1 #1EC give his name

as T'achyon.

3 Yoshizu Yoshihide =557 %%, "Taigen no Joyuishikiron gakki 0 megutte” KE D T viEsRsaFat, 2D 5T,
Indogaku Bukkyogaku kenkyii E[1[E 2220147 41(1992): 118-19.



There are other materials that mention his name. Concerning the extant texts using either
Taehyon or T'achyon, the Songyusingnon hakki compiled in the Han'guk Pulgyo chonso

nig Y] (#2222 also uses T'achyon. This appears to be due to the fact that the base text of the
Songyusingnon hakki is a version from the Dai Nihon zokuzokyo K H A 4556 4%, which is in turn
based on the copied manuscript saved in Kyoto university. The Korean Ch’ontae (C. Tiantali

K £) monk Uich'dn £k (1055-1101) also mentions T'achyon in his bibliographical catalogue,
Sinp'yon chejong kyojang ch'ongnok #r4mst s 2idi42 $%. But this text is also not a Korean
original; the extant versions of the text are two manuscripts (1176; 1644) and a printed version
(1963) kept in Kozanji 5 LLI5F in Japan. The combined version of these texts is included in the

Taisho Shinshii daizokyo and the Dai Nihon Bukkyo zensho and is widely used by scholars. The

Taesungkisillon tongui yakchip A SE#E(SEm[E] EESEE, which had been regarded as a work by
the Silla monk Kyondung &% (ca.800) until the recent proof by Ch'oe Yonsik of the authorship

by the Japanese monk Chikei %51& (ca.750),'* also mentions T'achydn.

Viewed from these texual evidence, it appears that all the works compiled by the
Japanese or in Japan use T'aechyon, not Tachyon. Furthermore, the Chinese character - appears
to have been pronounced as either "tai" or "dai" in Japan in ancient times as well as nowadays
(& is pronounced both as "ken" or "gen"), and & is also pronounced "tai." So it may be
surmised that for some reason the Japanese may have preferred the pronunciation "tai" to "dai"

and that the character 7 was preferably inferred from the pronunciation.

Y See Ch'oe Yonsik 2 ¢12), "Daijo kishin ron doi ryaku shii no chosha ni tsuite” T A IEFL(S 3G E BISE , DE
F (2D, Komazawa Tanki Daigaku Bukkyo ronshi iS50 B2 h 20 EmEE 7 (2001).
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Then, why did Japanese prefer tai 7 to dai X:? One possibility is that the character & is
very popular in proper names in Japanese language, such as a pond name (&%), mountain name
(ZE), river name (1), city name (X&), and personal name (A& Taigen; ?-1867; esoteric
Buddhist monk), etc., while X is usually used in regular nouns just with the connotation of 'big’
or 'large." In fact, there are some instances in Japanese usage that 7 is mistakenly replaced with
K Atavaka, an esoteric Buddhist deity, is usually called Taigansotsu Myoo X JTHIEA T in
Japan, instead of the Chinese translation of the deity, Daigansotsu My6o A JTHfHEH .
Daxianshan A& 1], which is known as a place where Zhiyi Z'gH (538-597) resided for some
time, is very often found as Taikenzan & L] in Japanese web sites. Therefore, it would be
reasonable to infer that T'achyon is a Japanese transformation of Tachyon due to their traditional

preference of a particular pronunciation and character in usage of a personal name.

Now, back to the main issue, | shall first survey the traditional bifurcations of East Asian
Buddhism, which have served as one of fundamental frameworks in explaining doctrines and
practices of East Asian Buddhist tradition, and also indicate their theoretical limitations as well

as historical problems.

2. Traditional Bifurcations of East Asian Yogacara Buddhism and Their Problems
(1) "OIld" Yogacara Buddhism vs. ""New" Yogacara Buddhism; Paramartha vs. Xuanzang

East Asian Yogacara Buddhism, as mentioned before, has been traditionally divided into two
groups with distinct systems, i.e. the "OId" and "New" Yogacara groups. The Old Yogacara

Buddhism refers to the Di lun school #5#5= and She lun school $&:m 5= that arose based



respectively on exegeses of the Di lun (Shidi jing lun +#0.4%5m; S. Dasabhiamivyakhyana) and
the She lun (She dasheng lun & K 3€zm; S. Mahayanasamgraha). The New Yogacara Buddhism
refers to the Chinese Faxiang school (and Korean Popsang school and Japanese Hosso school as

well in a broader sense) that emerged on the basis of the Yogacara texts that Xuanzang brought

from India.

The Buddhist tradition in East Asia has normally considered these two strands as
doctrinally antagonistic. The Old Yogacara tradition, especially the Shelun school, is considered

as taking a "One Vehicle" (C. yisheng —3f, S. eka-yana) position based on the notion of
tathagatagarbha (C. rulaizang #17ek; foxing {#14), that is, the universal spiritual potentiality

inherent in every sentient being to become a Buddha, whereas the New Yogacara tradition is

regarded as advocating the theory of "Three Vehicles" (C. sansheng =3f, S. tri-yana) in
association with the doctrine of "five distinct spiritual lineages" (C. wozhong xing 7if&M:, S.

paficagotra), the discriminative spiritual levels of sentient beings.™ The Old Yogacara group
maintains that there is only one comprehensive vehicle (viz. "teaching"), which carries sentient
beings to enlightenment, and this one single teaching encompasses equally all sentient beings

because each of them inherently has the Buddha Nature; on the contrary, the New Yogacara

> The Fodi jing lun {456 (*Buddhabhimi-sastra) lists the Five Lineages, i.e., (1) Sravaka Lineage (S. sravaka-
gotra, C. shengwen zhongxing Z[=if& ), for those who will become arhats via the sravaka vehicle, (2)
Pratyekabuddha Lineage (S. pratyekabuddha-gotra, C. dujue zhongxing &2 f&4), for those destined to become
solitary buddhas via the pratyekabuddha path, (3) Tathagata Lineage (S. tathagata-gotra, C. rulai zhongxing
YAFE ), for those destined to become Buddhas, (4) Indeterminate Lineage (S. aniyata-gotra, C. buding
zhongxing “K Ef&E4:), who may follow any of three vehicles, and (5) Lineage Devoid of Supramundane Merits (S.
*agotra, C. wuyou chushi gongde zhongxing 47 H tH T{EFE4:), who are ineligible for liberation, or who have
lost the potential to become enlightened by being icchantikas (d4aH5K— U1 B A AfdEM: - —ERfEYE - —
TN - sk - PO EREM: - AiA DR - AERESEREERR A o oy Bl TLATIORE M -
HEREIF IR A R - SRR T - S IREMEA TR - BRI - 5
iE AT R 7 (SR ER fid - SRR A Sl E - IR RBENESRIGAE N - TR IFEIEIRER - 2
RNEEREEE - SRR (RE RIRESUERIL - ERSHEASE - REREZE TG - 5507 F1E K
T o YR EEEE RIS - ARESHE TR (fhiha&sH T1530:26.298a12-24)). The last lineage is generally
known as the Lineage Devoid of the Nature (C. wuxing zhongxing {4 f&4).
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group argues for a distinction between the Three Vehicles, that is, three different levels of
teaching for three different groups of beings with different spiritual capacities, i.e., sravakas (C.
shengwen ##f]), pratyekabuddhas (C. yuanjue 4%42) and bodhisattvas (C. pusa &z). In this
respect, the contrast has been recognized between the Old Yogacara group who accepts the
universally applied spiritual potential of the Buddha Nature and the New Yogacara group who

advocates the five different levels of determined spiritual capacity.

Paramartha (499-569), one of the representatives of the Old Yogacara tradition
(particularly the Shelun school), is normally situated in opposition to Xuanzang, the putative
founder of the New Yogacara tradition. Scholars generally agree that, while Paramartha
combined Yogacara theories with the notion of tathagatagarbha, Xuanzang excluded the notion
of the universal Buddha Nature in all sentient beings from the newly established Yogacara

system. Among many canonical texts translated by Paramartha,’ Asanga’s %
Mahayanasamgraha (C. She lun or She dasheng lun # X 3f€z®) in three fascicles and
Vasubandhu’s {5 Mahayanasamgraha-bhasya (C. She dashenglun shi # K3 4F2) in fifteen

fascicles became the basic canonical source for the Shelun school--the school that later further

1® These two traditions are commonly considered by scholars as tracing back to the two Indian Yogacara origins,
viz., Sthiramati (ca. 7th century CE) and Paramartha’s (499-569) lineage for the Old school, and Dharmapala (ca.
6th century CE) and Silabhadra’s (529-645) lineage for the New school. Ui Hakuju, for instance, say that
Xuanzang succeeded to Dignaga (ca. 480-540), *Asvabhava (d.u.), and Dharmapala’s strand, and Paramartha to
Sthiramati’s (see Ui Hakuju “=H{HE8, Bukkyo hanron {23, 2 vols., vol. 1 (Tokyo: lwanami Shoten, 1947),
305). However, there are scholars who suspect this genealogical connection. For instance, Takemura Makio
indicates that there is research that shows that Sthiramati is younger than Paramartha and the Chinese translation
of *Asvabhava’s works, which serves as the evidence for his connection with Xuanzang, shows difference from
the Tibetan translations in many aspects. See Takemura Makio 17458, "Jironshii, Shoronshi, Hossoshil
Hemss - Bamsr « 7B in Yuishiki shiso: koza Daijo Bukkyo MEZR FEAE: SERE - KZE(LZ, vol. 8, ed.
Hirakawa Akira 3 )1[&2, Kajiyama Yiichi f&LLIZE—, and Takasaki Jikido =i B 7 (Tokyo: Shunjiisha HFk{t,
1982), 270.

7 According to Paramartha’s biography of the Xu gaoseng zhuan, Paramartha translated sixty-four works in 278
fascicles since he had arrived at Jiankang 7 in 548 until he died in 569; &##&R > 7K - EHEEIAL - L=

=K - FraEEmECE o AN - & EH /UG (s g4 T2060:50.430019-21).
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developed tathagatagarbha-oriented Yogacara doctrines--and Paramartha is thus generally
regarded as the founder of the Shelun school; on the contrary, Xuanzang, as the introducer of the
New Yogacara system, is normally said as the founder of the New Yogacara tradition or the

Chinese Faxiang school, which developed on the basis on the new translations.

The New Yogacara Buddhism is generally identified with the Faxiang school, since the
Faxiang school organized the New Yogacara system’s doctrinal position mostly based on Ji’s

commentarial works to the new translations, such as Cheng weishi lun shuji pZHEzkzm#iisc and
the Weishi ershi lun shuji HEz5 —f&m#icsC. Even if Ji himself does not seem to have intended to

establish a school called the Faxiang zong, later his disciples identified him as the first patriarch
of the school. In fact, Ji himself never had designated his doctrinal strand as the Faxiang zong; it

EE ==t

was the Huayan Z£[g; exegete Fazang )23 (643-712) who coined the scholastic name "Faxiang

zong," and in his doctrinal taxonomy Fazang placed this school below his own Huayan school

with the intention of denigrating it."® However, this title has become now broadly used in modern

18 In the Shi‘ermenlun zongzhi yiji -+ —F93452 53550, Fazang first uses the term Faxiang. In this text, Fazang
contrasts Silabhadra (529-645; C. Jiexian 7 Ef) with Jiianaprabha (d.u.; C. Zhiguang %7¢), Yogacara and
Mahayana exegete respectively, saying that Stlabhadra considers the third and most superior teaching among the
Buddha’s three-period teachings (C. sanshi jiao =#5#;) as "Mahayana of Dharma Characteristics” (C. faxiang
dasheng JZfHAFE), while Jiianaprabha as "Mahayana of No Characteristics" (C. wuxiang dasheng fH A 3E);
FHE o RIS - ITIERE R - (RE L - Wi Ees o BEAEATE - ZEOLERAT - BRI
PRHERS o ATEFE HIEWE o MARCE R4S - B o U AT (- FIsmas Biasad 71826:42.213a11-025).
See Yoshizu Yoshihide &£ H 3%, "Shoso yiie ni tsuite” MAHFEEZ DU T, Komazawa Daigaku Bukkyogakubu
kenkyii kiyo B R B ZER IR 40 22 41(1983): 303. Later in the Dasheng qgixinlun yiji A SE#E(S mEsEL,
Fazang establishes four-level teaching of doctrinal taxonomy, which includes "Faxiang zong" at the third level,
i.e., "Teaching of Attachment to Dharmas Following Their Characteristics" (C. Suixiang fazhi zong FEfHAE052),
"Teaching of No Characteristics in True Emptiness" (C. Zhenkong wuxiang zong B Z=4#4H5%), "Teaching of
Dharma Characteristics in Consciousness-Only" (C. Weishi faxiang zong Mgz AMH5%), and "Teaching of
Dependent Origination from the Tathagatagarbha" (C. Rulaizang yuangi zong 413K 4% 8 5);

FoREBIRE - B AR VIR o BAVINE - SRIRAT - —FEHERS - BV - —HZE
AR o BN EES « hiBlEsmPTEREt - =MESOAMSR - AR EL - ImilEsmprsi gt o Uk
JEEKHETT - RIS M& B4 - BEEEMEBMATEUET - ORISR 5T T1846:44.243022-28). In the
Rulenggiexin xuanyi A#5{L» 2<%, Fazang clearly mentions "Teaching of Dharma Characteristics" (C. Faxiang
zong 7AAHSE) in his doctrinal taxonomy (C. jiaopan Zi#) as the third level teaching among the four levels of
teaching, i.e., "Teaching of Existence of Characteristics" (C. Youxiang zong & +H5%), "No Characteristics" (C.
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scholarship to refer to the New Yogacara system in general, which is regarded as having been

systemized by Ji and his disciples.

Recent research, however, has challenged these traditional dichotomies of the Old and
New Yogacara or the Yogacara views of Paramartha and Xuanzang. Ching Keng proposes in his
dissertation the possibility that Paramartha and Xuanzang may have largely agreed with each
other in their doctrinal viewpoints, by demonstrating that the presumed attribution of the
Awakening of Mahayana Faith & IEHE (=54 to Paramartha is false.’® Keng claims that the
preexisting image of Paramartha as an advocate of tathagatagarbha theory is a mistaken
retrospective view that derives from Tangian =& (542-607), a later indirect disciple of

Paramartha; Paramartha himself, Keng claims, was not squarely committed to the so-called One

Vehicle theory.”

While Keng’s approach exposes the ambiguity of the dichotomy between the Old and
New schools or the opposing Yogacara views between Paramartha and Xuanzang by examining

the doctrinal scope of the Old schools, other research shows a possible connection between

Wuxiang zong f#:AH52), "Dharma Characteristics” (C. Faxiang zong ;%4H5%), and "True Characteristics” (C.
Shixiang zong EAH5); < HPHM - —FMHE - “MAHSE - ZJEMES - WEHES (ABILEFE
T1790:39.426b29-c01).

19 See Ching Keng, "Yogacara Buddhism transmitted or transformed? Paramartha (499--569) and his Chinese
interpreters" (PhD Dissertation, Harvard University, 2009).

% Ching Keng suggests that there are at least two different senses of rathagatagarbha, i.e., "weak" and “strong"
sense of tathagatagarbha, and that there were two strands of the Shelun school, which are associated respectively
with these two senses of tathagatagarbha. Keng explains the differences of these "weak™ and "strong" sense of
tathagatagarbha from various doctrinal perspectives: whether jiexing fi#4: should be identified with the Dharma
Body; whether Thusness can be permeated; whether jiexing becomes the Enjoyment Body of the Buddha, etc..
Generally speaking, the difference of these two doctrinal positions lies on how differently each doctrine
understands the relationship between the Unconditioned realm (C. wuwei [fa] 55 [J%], S. asamskrta) and the
Conditioned realm (C. youwei [fa] 5 &[}£], S. samskrta), or the ultimate realm and the practical realm. The
"weak" sense of tathagatagarbha views these two realms as strictly distinct, while the "strong" sense of
tathagatagarbha sees them as interfused each other. Keng argues that Paramartha, like Vasubandhu, endorsed the
"weak" sense of tathagatagarbha, while Tangian accepted a "strong" sense of tathagatagarbha as based on the
Dasheng qixin lun; ibid., 422-24.
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Paramartha and Xuanzang by investigating the historical records regarding the New schools.

Some studies have noted that Dosho #EHA (629-700), the putative first transmitter of the Chinese

Faxiang school to Japan, brought along not only the New Yogacara texts, but also many of
Paramartha’s works after studying in China under Xuanzang.?* This fact suggests that Xuanzang
himself might not have taken an opposing stance to Paramartha. Another study demonstrates that
there were many Shelun scholar-monks who studied under Xuanzang.?? This research
illuminating the relationship between Xuanzang and the Old Yogacara Buddhism leads us to
reconsider not just Xuanzang's possible connections to Paramartha, but the fundamental
assumption that Xuanzang was the virtual founder of the Faxiang school and in this respect took

a position doctrinally opposed to that of Paramartha.

(2) Tathagatagarbha Theory vs. Yogacara Theory; One Vehicle vs. Three Vehicles

Another archetypal pair of antagonistic conceptions in association with the traditional bifurcation
of the Old and New Yogacara is Tathagatagarbha and Yogacara theory, the representative theory
of the Old and New schools respectively.?® In the sixth to seventh century, East Asian Buddhist

exegetes generally regarded this distinction of the two systems not just as theoretical diversity,

2 See Inoue Mitsusada |3 5, "Nanto rokushi no seiritsu” FF &35 755% d (& 17, Nihon rekishi F| <& 5 156
(1961): 7. Also see Fukihara Shoshin & 5l %215, Nihon yuishiki shisoshi H AME R G4 (Tokyo: Kokusho
Kankokai [E| #5174, 1989), 44.

22 See Sueki Fumihiko #3251, "Nihon Hossoshii no keisei" H ASEHSE DAL, Bukkyogaku {4 %27 32
(1992): 128.

2 It is generally presumed that these two systems emerged as separate systems, each of which has distinct
theoretical basis and origin and then interconnected to each other. Katsumata Shunky®d, for instance, explains the
development of Tathagatagarbha texts in three stages according to the extent to which the Tathagatagarbha and
Yogacara doctrines are connected to each other: (1) the texts in the beginning stage, which do not address
Yogacara concepts, such as alayavijiiana, (2) the texts in the middle stage, which discuss the tathagatagarbha and
alayavijiiana together, but do not describe the interrelationship between them, and (3) the texts on the later stage,
which synthesize the tathagatagarbha and alayavijiana (see Katsumata Shunkyd % X A& %{, Bukkyo ni okeru

shinshikisetsu no kenkyi {A\ZUZ BT 500820 OFE (Tokyo: Sankibo Busshorin, 1961), 601-37).
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but rather as doctrinal antagonism.?* This traditional interpretation has also influenced modern
scholarship, which also accepts the historical dichotomy of the Old and New Yogacara systems

as mentioned before.

It was Fazang who first contrasted Tathagatagarbha and Yogacara theories in a

systematic doctrinal form. In his taxonomical classification (C. jiaopan Z{#]), Fazang attributes

the Tathagatagarbha and Yogacara system to two separate levels of teaching, i.e., "Teaching of
Dependent Origination from Tathagatagarbha" (C. Rulaizang yuangi zong Z17ek ¢%#E57) in

the fourth and highest level and "Teaching of Dharma Characteristics of Consciousness-only"” (C.
Weishi faxiang zong M5 4:4H52) in the third.?® In this way, Fazang deals with the
Tathagatagarbha and Yogacara systems not just as doctrinally contrasting systems, but also
hierarchically exclusive independent schools, by placing the former at the superior stage to the
latter. Some research suggests that the Tathagatagarbha and Yogacara theories are not two
antagonistic doctrinal systems, but are associated with each other even since Vasubandhu’s time:
Pak T’aewon, for instance, argues that Jingying Huiyuan ;552 £ (523-592), a scholar-monk
of the Dilun school, conceived the AMF, the seminal tathagatagarbha treatise, as sharing a

common doctrinal basis with the Mahayanasamgraha (C. She dasheng lun X 3f€zw), one of the

 There occured controversies between those who defended Tathagatagarbha theory, viz., “all beings become
buddhas" (C. yigie jie cheng —1J] & fk), and those who advocated the Yogacara theory of Five Disinct Lineages
(C. wuxing gebie 71 1%:2%51). This controversy is genearlly known among scholars as "Buddha Nature
controversy." | will discuss this in detail in Chapter Il1.

% This taxonomy appears in his Dasheng gixinlun yiji KIS 3H 750, where the teaching of the AMF corresponds
to the "Teaching of Dependent Origination from the Tathagatagarbha," while and the "Teaching of Dharma
Characteristics of Consciousness-only " to the New Yogacara school; see n. 18 above. Thereby, the
Tathagatagarbha system is established as an independent teaching by Fazang. For the detailed discussion, see
Chapter IV.
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representative Yogacara scriptures.?® Pak also indicates that there is a notable distinction

between the parallels Huiyuan draws between the AMF and Yogacara texts and the Huayan
exegete Fazang’s discrimination of the Tathagatagarbha and Yogacara doctrines,?” which
provided the basis for the current pervasive dichotomy of Tathagatagarbha and Yogacara
systems. Keng also argues that VVasubandhu accepted the notion of tathagatagarbha, although
Vasubandhu’s accept of the notion of the tathagatagarbha does not have the same connotation as

that of the Tathagatagarbha theory found in such works as the AMF.?

The prevalence of Fazang’s distinction between the Tathagatagarbha and Yogacara
theory in modern Buddhist scholarship appears to be largely due to the fact that the Japanese
Kegon (C. Huayan) tradition and modern scholarship in general have centered on Fazang’s
Huayan thought. The Kegonsha was one of the major schools in the ancient Japan, and, from its
inception, this school developed on the basis of Fazang’s commentarial works, such as the

o ke il = { = 4

Huayan wujiao zhang ZEfgz 71 %, Thus, the traditional Japanese Kegon school and

subsequently later modern scholarship accepted Fazang’s taxonomy that distinguishes the
Tathagatagarbha and New Yogacara schools as an orthodox classification.” Pak argues that this

is the reason why, as Japanese scholars themselves also admit, modern Japanese Buddhist

% See Pak T’aewon BFE]-9), "Hyewdn i Kisillon kwan: pal, kusiks6l @i sasang p’yongkajok timi riil chungsim
tiro” Hhim o] BASFm -\, Lk ] AMEE VA v E FA SR, Chorhak yon’gu AT 14 (1990): 78-
79. Pak also claims that Huiyuan’s perspective on the AMF is identical to those of Tanyan £=:JE (516-588) and
Wonhyo JTHE (617-686).

2 1bid., 85.

% Keng, "Yogacara Buddhism transmitted or transformed? Paramartha (499--569) and his Chinese interpreters,"
401-04. Making a distinction between "strong™ and "weak" senses of tathagatagarbha, Keng says that
Vasubandhu used the notion of tathagatagarbha only in the weak sense. For the "strong" and "weak" sense of
tathagaragarbha, see n. 20.

# Yoshizu criticizes in the preface of his Kegon ichijé shisé no kenkyii [Research of One Vehicle thought of Huayan]
the previous Japanese scholarly tendency to regard only Fazang's views as the orthodox Huayan teaching by

P s

reducing all Huayan doctrines to Fazang. See Yoshizu Yoshihide &£ 5%, Kegon ichijo shiso no kenkyii FEfgg—
SEEAEDHSE (Tokyd: Daitdo Shuppansha A5 Hi T, 1991), 9-11.
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scholarship has made notable achievements in research of the tathagatagarbha theory, which are

often based on Fazang’s perspectives on the AMF.*°

Modern scholarship generally agrees that Fazang’s relegation of the Yogacara school to
the position inferior to the Tathagatagarbha school is derived from his intention to elevate the
Huayan teaching over the Faxiang teaching; for Fazang, who pursued to establish the Huayan
school as doctrinally the most superior school, to overcome the Faxiang school was the most
urgent task.*! Despite all these particular intentions of Fazang, his hierarchical taxonomy appears
to have gained significant empathy even until today, just to the extent that the traditional
framework of the Old and New Buddhism has become pervasively accepted. Although Fazang’s
classification significantly reflects his Huayan-centered perspective within the particular
historical situation, his hierarchical taxonomy indeed deeply resonates with the traditional
dichotomies. Moreover, Fazang’s tathagatagarbha-oriented taxonomy parallels the deep-rooted

inclination in East Asian Buddhism toward the One Vehicle or the Great Vehicle (S. Mahayana,

%0 See Pak T’ aewon UHEl <, "Taesiing kisillon sasang e kwanhan Popchang @i kwanchom® Tti7] A1 2, (KT
faam) AHdel Bk HA ()2l =4, in Kim Ch ’ungyélpaksa hoegap kinyom nonmunjip: chayon kwa in'gan
kiirigo sahoe. & ANl I 0 i S8 Abd 7} Q1%F Z12] a1 A}3], ed. Kim Ch’ungydl Paksa Hoegap
Kinyom Nonmunjip Kanheang Wiwonhoe (Seoul: Hyongsol, 1992), 141.

% Some scholars such as Kamata Shigeo, even argue that this task was important for Fazang not only doctrinally but
also politically because the Huayan school was patronized by Empress Wu HIJ K25 (624-705), who needed a
new intellectual and religious foundation of Buddhist doctrinal system to support her revolution (690; & & ¥ dy
replacing the Faxiang school, the religious ideology of the previous Emperor Taizong FF K5 (r. 626-649) (see
Kamata Shigeo &t FH ¢, Chiigoku Kegon shisoshi no kenkyi " EFEE; BAE S DRFZE (Tokyo: Tokyo Daigaku
Toyd Bunka Kenkytijo B A HE S (EAFSEHT, 1965), 146-49). However, Ishii Kosei refutes this argument
that Fazang's Huayan theory in particular served as the political ideology; he says that, although it is true that
Fazang and Empress Wu sought to use each other, Fazang was none other than one of many monks around her,
and that this recognition of the Huayan theory as the political ideology was in fact created during the Pacific War
by the Japanese Buddhists who wanted to avoid the nationalists' criticism; see Ishii Kosei A/ A, "Daitoa
kyoeiken no gourika to Kegon tetsugaku: Kihira Masami no yakuwari o chiishin to shite"”

REHFIRE DO EHE L & F#mh 7 (1): & FIEED&E# Futy & U T, Bukkyogaku {1,275, no. 42 (2000).
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C. dasheng 7€)% in association with the Great/One Vehicle-oriented tendency in East Asian
Buddhism, Fazang’s intention appears to have been steadily established in the tradition through
his systematic doctrinal taxonomy, in which the "Lesser vehicle" (S. hinayana, C. xiaosheng

/NE), or the Three Vehicles, is ranked at a lower level than the Great Vehicle, or the One

Vehicle.

(3) Dharma Nature school vs. Dharma Characteristics school

The polemic dichotomy between the Faxing zong ;%%:5% and the Faxiang zong, or "Dharma
Nature school™ and "Dharma Characteristics school,” is another type of bifurcation pervasive in
East Asian Buddhism. Although Fazang first coined the term Faxiang zong, as mentioned before,
it was Chengguan J&#H (738-839), Fazang’s disciple and the fourth patriarch of the Huayan
school, who made the contrast between these two schools, treating the Dharma Nature and
Dharma Characteristics as fundamental/major and subsidiary/subordinate respectively. This
hierarchical distinction appears in Chengguan’s taxonomical classification (Z#/]), which

represents the superiority of his Huayan school over the rival Faxiang school; in his five-level

taxonomy,* the two highest (fourth and fifth) levels, i.e., fathagatagarbha and Huayan school,

%2 Nagao Gagin indicates that the One Vehicle and Three Vehicles doctrinally balanced each other in Indian
Buddhist tradition, and those who defended the One Vehicle position also accepted the Three Vehicles doctring,
and vice versa; on the contrary, he says, Chinese Buddhist tradition emphasized the One Vehicle by derogating
the Three Vehicles, and the Huayan school, for instance, established such a teachining as "Distinct Teaching of
the One Vehicle" (C. biejiao yisheng F|Z—3f€), the teaching that hierarchically discriminates the One Vehicle
teaching from the Three Vehicle teaching (see Nagao Gajin &2 A, "Ichijo Sanjd no rongi o megutte"

—3 - =ZFDimFEE O < o T, in Bukkyo shigaku ronshii:Tsukamoto hakushi shoju kinen

WA ERER S L AT smEE, ed. Tsukamoto Hakushi Shoju Kinenkai ANl EE 022 (Kyoto
T #S: Tsukamoto Hakushi Shoju Kinenkai SA#H - MHZEEC &, 1961), 535-39). For more explantion of the
Distinct Teaching of the One Vehicle, see Chapter 1V, n.70.

% This taxonomical system is identical with Fazang’s five-level taxonomy in his Huayanjing tanxuan ji

FERRASHE 2050, except that the third and fourth are reversed each other. Fazang's five-level taxonomy is as
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correspond to the Dharma Nature (Faxing) school, and the second level, i.e., the New Yogacara
school, to the Dharma Characteristics (Faxiang) school. Chengguan’s taxonomical system
represents the Huayan school’s superiority over the New Yogacara school, by its hierarchical
placement of the schools (the fifth and highest for the Huayan school; the second for the New
Yogacara) on the one hand, and by reducing them to one of the categories of the Faxing and

Faxiang schools on the other.

Although Chengguan created the clear contrast between the Dharma Nature (Faxing) and
Dharma Characteristics (Faxiang) schools, the conceptual distinction between xing and xiang

1448, or "nature" and "characteristics," has been generally assumed to have mutually contrasting

denotations throughout East Asian tradition. It is probably due to this inaccurate assumption that
the designation of Dharma Nature school finally has come to have various referents, even if the
Dharma Characteristics school has typically referred to the New Yogacara school of Xuanzang
and his successor lineage; the Faxing zong sometimes refers to the Madhyamaka school, as
Fazang intended when he first used the contrasting frame of xing and xiang; sometimes to the
teaching of tathagatagarbha; or sometimes to the last three teachings of Fazang’s five-level
taxonomical classification, i.e., "Advanced Teaching of Mahayana" (dasheng zhongjiao

RIELLZEY), "Sudden Teaching of Mahayana" (dasheng dunjiao A 3EifiEZY) and "Perfect
Teaching of Mahayana" (dasheng yuanjiao KX3f€[E]%¢). Generally speaking, the Faxing school

refers to the schools associated with the so-called One Vehicle theory, such as the

follows: (1) "Teaching of The Lesser Vehicle" (C. xiaosheng jiao /]N3EZY), (2) "Elementary Teaching of
Mahayana" (C. dasheng shijiao A 3f€46%%), (3) "Advanced Teaching of Mahayana" (C. dasheng zhongjiao
KIELLZY), (4) "Sudden Teaching of Mahayana" (C. dasheng dunjiao A FEliEZ7), and (5) "Perfect Teaching of
Mahayana" (C. dasheng yuanjiao X 3€[E|ZY) in the ascending order. In Chengguan's taxonomy, the second
through the fifth teaching are equivalent respectively to the New Yogacara school (C. sanxing kongyou zong
=Mz 57), the Madhyamaka school (C. zhenkong juexiang zong & 24 4H57), the Tathagatagarbha school (C.
kongyou wuai zong Z5 74 #EiE5<), and the Huayan school (C. yuanrong jude zong Bl E{E5%).
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tathagatagarbha tradition, Huayan school, Chan & school or Tiantai X % school, while the

Faxiang school just to the New Yogacara tradition. As such, the opposition between the Faxing
and Faxiang schools in Chengguan's taxonomy has been unwittingly accepted over time, and the
concept of Faxiang school in his usage is now expansively applied to the whole range of the

"New Yogacara Buddhism" over East Asian countries.

When considering, however, the aforementioned series of research that discloses the
doctrinal diversity even under the umbrella category of Faxiang school, such as the difference in
perspectives between Ji and Wonch’uk and the difficulty in explaining Taehyon’s position within
the typical frame of the New Yogacara school, the bifurcation between the Faxing and Faxiang
schools is obviously too simplistic. Moreover, the subsequent assumption of the two schools as
doctrinally antagonistic has entailed a careless conflation of all Yogacara traditions after
Xuanzang under the singular category of Faxiang school. History of East Asian Yogacara
Buddhism, however, shows that the Faxiang school is not a clear-cut category as suggested in
Fazang’s doctrinal juxtaposition of xing and xiang, or as presented in Chengguan’s polemical

contrast of the Faxing and Faxiang schools.

The pejorative connotation of the Faxiang school represented in Chengguan’s taxonomy
is very often reflected in modern scholars’ perspectives on the Old and New Yogacara; for
instance, modern scholars say that the New Yogacara school did not thoroughly comply with the
Mahayana spirit that every being’s enlightenment is ultimately guaranteed, and that this is one of
the major reasons of the later replacement of Ji’s New Yogacara school by such One Vehicle-
oriented schools as the Huayan or Chan school.>* In this vein, scholars tend to regard the

historical prominence of the Dharma Nature schools over the Dharma Characteristics school in

% See, for instance, Takemura, "Jironshi, Shoronshi, Hossoshi" Hzaise « HEshse « SAAHSZ, 380-81.
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East Asia as the dominance of the teaching of One Vehicle over Three Vehicles, and, to go
further, even as evidence of the superiority of Mahayana to hinayana.* Chengguan’s dichotomy
between the Faxing and Faxiang schools, though inseparable from his sectarian intention, in this
way constituted a fundamental doctrinal schema of East Asian Buddhist tradition, along with
other binaries such as the One Vehicle and Three Vehicles, the Tathagatagarbha and Yogacara
traditions, and the Mahayana and hinayana. Probably part of the reason for the relative lack of
research on Tachyon may derive from this prejudiced assumption of the Faxiang school as

inferior to the Faxing school.

Given that the various bifurcations used to describe East Asian Yogacara Buddhism have
not a few doctrinal problems and limitations, it appears that the task of understanding Tachyon’s
Yogacara thought should parallel the investigation of how the paradigms originated and then
evolved over time. Only the clarification of the problems of the traditional bifurcations shall

explain the place of Taehyon’s Yogacara thought.

3. Outline of Chapters

The basic source of the theoretical problems in treating East Asian Yogacara, as examined above,
is the chronological division into the Old and New systems. Thus, the analysis in this dissertation

of the issues regarding the bifurcations largely will follow historical order.

The dissertation will be divided into five chapters. In the first chapter, | will discuss the
initial stage of the Old Yogacara, when the Northern and Southern Dilun schools were active. |

will demonstrate that the Yogacara scholastic system was not a single entity from the very

% This tendency resonates with the traditional emphasis of the One Vehicle doctrine over the Three Vehicles
doctrine in East Asia. See n. 32 above.
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beginning stage of the Old Yogacara tradition. The doctrinal position was divided largely into
two positions, as the two Dilun schools represents, and these two distinct positions are associated
with two different versions of the Larnkavatarasitra. | will also propose that the two doctrinal
groups do not take the opposite positions, but rather that the Northern Dilun school shows a

binary feature.

The second chapter will examine another Old Yogacara school, the Shelun school, and its
representative exegete Paramartha. In this chapter, | will indicate problems derived from the
traditional presumption of Paramartha as a Tathagatagarbha-oriented Yogacara exegete, and then
analyze Paramartha's doctrines that show binary features. Based on this analysis of his doctrines,
I will suggest that Paramartha's synthesis of tathagatagarbha and Yogacara should be
understood in a broader sense, not just being confined to the Tathagatagarbha system. | also
propose that the Shelun school should be divided into two strands, i.e., Paramartha's and

Tangian's, by investigating scholastic genealogy of the contemporary Shlelun exegetes.

The third chapter deals with the New Yogacara tradition, focusing on the Faxiang school
and its virtual founder Ji. First, | investigate the problems revolving around the general
identification of the Faxiang school with the New Yogacara school, and then move on to discuss
how the historical controversies emerged between the Old and New Yogacara groups after
Xuanzang translated the new Yogacara literature and Ji's response to the controversies by
examining his transformation of scholastic position. By doing this, | suggest that the historical
polemics between the Old and New Yogacara should be confined to that between two particular
groups, the Tathagatagarbha exegetes of the Old school and the Faxiang exegetes of the New

school, not between the whole traditions of the Old and New Yogacara.
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In the fourth chapter, I will first discuss Wonhyo and Fazang' efforts to reconcile the
doctrinal conflicts emerged between the Old and New groups as well as between the
Madhyamaka and Yogacara positions, and then the distinct implications of the two exegetes'
approaches to this reconciliation. I will indicate that, although both Wonhyo and Fazang drew on
the Awakening of Faith to resolve the conflicts, Wonhyo's approach to the AMF that
demonstrates the lack of contradiction between the tathagatagarbha and Yogacara views is
starkly similar to Paramartha's binary position, whereas Fazang's interpretation of the AMF
teaching as the Tathagatagarbha teaching suggests that he is doctrinally connected to Tangian's

position.

In the fifth chapter, I will deal with Taehyon's Yogacara thought on the basis of the new
doctrinal paradigm that I can derive from the discussion of the previous chapters. | will discuss
that Tachyon's acceptance of both the Tathagatagarbha and Yogacara views constitutes another
doctrinal line of position within the New Yogacara tradition, by analyzing Taehyon's Yogacara
perspective that takes the One Vehicle and Three Vehicles as independent teachings with their
own doctrinal significances. In this respect, | also show that Tachyon's Yogacara thought is
distinct from Wonhyo's, which focuses on the One Vehicle teaching, although they both found
no contradiction between the tathagatagarbha and Yogacara, or between the Madhayamaka and

Yogacara.
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CHAPTER I. The Initial Stage of the ""Old" Yogacara Tradition
1. Two Doctrinal Directions in the Initial Stage of the Old Yogacara Tradition

The traditional division between the Old and New Yogacara system constitutes one of the major
frameworks for the study of the East Asian Yogacara tradition. Modern scholars generally
consider this juxtaposed frame of the Old and New as implying not only a chronological division,
but also doctrinal antagonism between the two groups, as discussed in the Introduction. This
pervasive, but loose, binary division, however, does not seem to always serve as an effective tool
in explaining history of Yogacara Buddhism in East Asia, because this categorization cannot
explain historical evidence to show that all the Old schools are not tathagatagarbha-oriented and

that all the New school exegetes did not reject this association between them.

The Old Yogacara schools initially appeared at the beginning of the sixth century after
the transmission of several Yogacara as well as Tathagatagarbha texts, such as the

—fe e

Bodhisattvabhumisutra (C. Pusa diqi jing ZEHI74X), the Dasabhiumikasitra (C. Shidi jing
+#h4%), and the Larnikavatarasitra. Bodhiruci (fl. 508-35) and Ratnamati (d. ca. 513), the two
Indian exegetes who contributed to the initial understanding of Yogacara doctrines in China,
arrived in Northern China in 508 and collaboratively worked in translation of Buddhist texts,
such as the Dasabhiamivyakhyana (C. Shidijing lun 4%z, viz., Dilun), Vasubandhu’s
commentary on the Dasabhiumikasiitra. It is recorded that their disagreement in interpreting the

Dasabhumivyakhyana resulted in the schism of the Northern and Southern Dilun schools, which

have Bodhiruci and Ratnamati as the putative founder of their respective schools.*

! For more historical information about the schism between the Northern and Southern Dilun schools, see Diana Y.
Paul, Philosophy of Mind in Sixth-Century China : Paramartha's 'Evolution of Consciousness' (Stanford:
Stanford University Press, 1984), 46-48.
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Historical records show that the Northern Dilun school does not entirely subscribe to the
notion of the tathagatagarbha, although it is categorized as the Old Yogacara. The Northern and
Southern schools engaged in a controversy over the nature of human fundamental consciousness
(alayavijiiana), that is, whether the nature of the consciousness is pure or impure.? This matter of
determining the nature of alayavijiiana is also associated with the matter of relationship between
the alayavijiiana and the tathagatagarbha: the identity of the alayavijiiana and tathagatagarbha
implies that the consciousness is of a pure nature, while the separation between them implies that
it has an impure nature. Scholars normally agree that Bodhiruci and the Northern line defend the
position that the consciousness and rathagatagarbha are separated, thus characterizing the
alayavijiiana as impure, while Ratnamati and the Southern line maintain that the consciousness

is associated or identified with the tathagatagarbha, thereby considering it as pure.’

The Northern Dilun school’s separation of the alayavijiiana, human fundamental
consciousness, from the tathagatagarbha shows that this school is obviously not inclined to the
tathagatagarbha theory--the theory that finds the Buddha (a.k.a., Tathagata) Nature in sentient
beings’ fundamental consciousness; rather it appears to argue for the impurity of the
alayavijiiana. The reason that the Northern school’s deviation from the bifurcated categorization

has not drawn much attention by scholars is probably because this school was relatively short-

2 Although there is no specific evidence, the fact that Chinese Yogacara tradition have evolved around the issue of
the nature of the alayavijiiana, the fundamental human consciousness, appears to reflect the Chinese long-rooted
philosophical concern on whether the fundamental human nature is good or evil. We may probably find in this
philosophical preference the reason why East Asian thinkers divided the Yogacara tradition into the
tathagatagarbha and Yogacara, which respectively being regarded as advocating the good or evil human nature.

® See, for instance, Katsumata, Bukkyd ni okeru shinshikisetsu no kenkyii {AZUZ 31T 2 03kER OWEL, 714;
Fukihara, Nihon yuishiki shisoshi H M5 FEAE 52, 38. Scholars’ general consensus that the Northern school
considers the alayavijiiana as impure consciousness is based on Jinying Huiyuan’s ;35 £ (523-592) comment
in the Dasheng yi zhang K 3€# 2, as | will discuss in the second section. But we may consider another
possibility that the Northern school in fact took a dual position, regarding the alayavijiiana both as pure and
impure, when considering that the school relied on Bodhiruci’s recension of the Lankavatarasiitra, which also
shows a binary attitude. | will deal with this issue in the third section of this chapter.
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lived and thus takes only a little portion in the entire tradition of the Old Yogacara school.
Compared to its rival, the Southern school, the Northern school was much less influential and
disappeared earlier, and exegetes of this school are greatly outnumbered by those of the Southern

school .*

One might still find validity of the binary categorization of the Old and New Yogacara by
connecting the contrasting positions between the Northern and Southern schools with the
antagonistic framework between the tathagatagarbha and Y ogacara theories. In fact, the
Northern school’s position that views the alayavijiiana as the ground of all phenomena is similar
to that of later Faxiang school,® and such a later school as Huayan school has its doctrinal origin
in the Southern school’s tathagatagarbha-oriented perspective. It seems, however, too hasty if
we reduce the two schools’ different positions into the bifurcation of the Tathagatagarbha and
Yogacara systems without any further consideration, since the Northern and Southern schools'

seemingly contrasting positions do not always fit into the binary categorization.

I will proceed to the next two sections to consider this question of whether or not the two
schools’ doctrinal distinction or lack of distinction is to be interpreted within the framework of
the Tathagatagarbha versus the Yogacara. | will discuss first the doctrinal difference of the

consciousness system between the Northern and Southern Dilun schools by examining their

* Yiuki Reimon introduces three lineage charts of the two Dilun schools, in which the Northern school lineage stops
just with the second-generation disciples of Bodhiruci, whereas the Southern school lineage continues to reach the
fifth generation; see Yiiki Reimon 4%3< &, "Jironshii hokudoha no yukue" #3521 IR D777, in Tohogaku
ronshii: Toho Qakkai soritsu yonjisshiinen kinen 58 J7E5m%E: B 7@ A7 U+ FHE0& |, ed. Toho Gakkai
772 @r (Tokyd: Toho Gakkai B j722€r, 1987), 3-5. For more discussion about the early perishment of the
Northern school, see SatomichNorio i B, "Jironshii hokudoha no seiritsu to shochd: Dochil den o chiishin
to suru isshoken" HiE SR ALEIR DL IL & M R--EFER % Tl & 9 52—/ A, Okurayama ronshii K 11155
14 (1979).

> See Stanley Weinstein, "The Concept of Alaya-vijiana in Pre-T'ang Chinese Buddhism," in Yiiki kyaju shoju kinen
Bukkyo shisoshi ronshii Z5YEE T MESZsC b Z B S 3£, ed. YTki Kydju Shoju Kinen Ronbunshii Kankokai
S ER BRERC SR TITT 2 (Tokyd: Daizd Shuppan A iz, 1964), 40.
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interpretations of the alayavijiiana and tathagatagarbha, and then investigate the two schools'

reliance on different recensions of the Lankavatarasitra.

2. The Northern and Southern Dilun Schools and Their Interpretations of Alayavijiiana

Although the paucity of materials makes it difficult to obtain detailed information of the
Northern school’s consciousness system, Zhanran JEZX (711-782), a Tiantai -K & exegete,
provides us with some elucidating passages regarding two schools’ different positions on the
fundamental ground of phenomena. In the Fahua xuanyi shigian ;£#E 2, Z&#£%;, Zhanran says
that the Northern school regards the alayavijiana as the fundamental ground of all phenomena,
while the Southern school holds that all phenomena rely on "True Suchness” (S. tathata, C.

zhenru E.411).° The two schools, although both following Vasubandhu’s teaching, are

incompatible like fire and water, Zhanran describes,” and we can see the opposed
characterization between the Northern school’s concept of the alayavijiiana and the Southern
school’s notion of the True Suchness. In another passage of the Fahua wenju ji ;A#E 7 A]EC,
Zhanran says in similar way that the Northern school maintains that the alayavijiiana creates all

phenomena, while the Southern school holds that "Dharma Nature" (S. dharmata, C. faxing ;%4:)

produces them.®

* BB T AT ERET B o AL PTREL DU AREE o AN B DAR HRES 1t — sREHEE R
AR S 2R ER/KOK (A28 T.1717: 33.942¢18-21).

" See n. 6 above.

® EELHERAEINE S EE L RN E o MEREALEE YNk o JLEERERA YN - SEEBAREE AR (L5
SCATED T.1719: 34.285a04-06)
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The Dasheng yizhang A 3% by Jingying Huiyuan j5£2 £32 (523-592), one of the
representatives of the Southern school, allows us to presume that the Northern school
characterizes the alayavijiiana as impure by distinguishing it from "True Consciousness” (C.

zhenshi =.:5) and places it seventh in the consciousness system unlike the typical consciousness

system which places it eighth.® In one passage, Huiyuan criticizes "some people” (C. you ren

A AN) who attribute the Larnkavatarasiitra’s simile of "ocean" (viz., the foundation of phenomena)

to the "seventh consciousness," not the "True Consciousness."*® According to Huiyuan’s
perspective, the True Consciousness should be the foundation of phenomena, but "some people”
wrongly take the impure seventh consciousness as the foundation. Since we know that the
Northern school views the alayavijiiana as the foundation of phenomena from Zhanran’s
testimonies mentioned above, we may infer that the impure seventh consciousness that "some

people” consider as the foundation of phenomena refers to the alayavijiana.** In fact, there are

° For the analytic research on the Northern school’s doctrinal position on the basis of Huiyan’s Dasheng yi zhang,
see Atsushi Ibuki V=%, "Jironshii Hokudd ha no shinshiki setsu ni tsuite” #riRsZdbE IR D LakEH12 DL T,
Bukkyogaku (1999).

BN FEREEK o i R L o SR o SRR - AR DU B R o L - S
o KEHHE - A BN o SEHRCER - 5K o RSB T o AR R a5
BFE - Sl o A - BLEEE - AVROR - TR EER - REAE A KEE L - ZHL
ZeFZ DR E R - SRR (K3EET T1851: 44.533a10-17). According to Huiyuan’s consciousness system, the
alayavijiana corresponds to the eighth consciousness, which is identified as the "True Consciousness" and thus
pure. The Southern Dilun school’s consciousness system will be discussed soon below by focusing on Huiyuan’s
position.

1

[

Some studies demonstrate that the "some people" in this passage refer to the Northern school and that the seventh
consciousness is the alayavijiana. Katsumata, for instance, shows this by comparing the “some people™’s position
in Huiyuan’s work and his teacher Fashang’s )£ |- (495-580) as follows: In another passage of the Dasheng vyi
zhang, Huiyuan again criticizes ""some people" who argue that the seventh consciousness has "essential
nature”/"essence" (C. tixing/ti #514/5%) (A ARJRRA S8 - (TR AT - B - SRS (K
JeF = T1851:44.538¢29-539a02)). In contrast, Fashang says that the seventh consciousness lacks this "essence,"
arguing that the eighth pure consciousness has the "essence" and the seventh alayavijiana, which relies on the
eighth, lacks it (J\zk{iz = takimfs i Em AR - Bl &ia s R4S (T2799:85.771¢11-12)). From Fashang’s
distinction between the eighth pure consciousness and the seventh alayavijiiana, the seventh consciousness that
"some people™ address can be presumed as the alayavijiiana, not other consciousness such as adanavijiiana Wi
#RE%. Also this contrast of the views between the "some people” and Fashang makes it possible to infer that the
"some people" belong to the Northern school, since Fashang is an exegete of the Southern school. See Katsumata,
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different views regarding the Northern school's consciousness system according to whether or
not the Northern school regards the True Consciousness as a separate eighth consciousness:
Some scholars argue that the Northern school established eight-consciousness system by
identifying the alayavijiiana as the seventh and the True Consciousness as the eighth,*? while
others hold that the school maintained just a seven-consciousness system, not regarding the True
Consciousness as the eighth consciousness.™® Whether the Northern school established a seven or
eight-consciousness system, what we can say regarding this school’s consciousness system is
that the school considered the alayavijiana, or the seventh consciousness, as the foundation of

phenomena, and distinguished it from the pure True Consciousness.

While the Northern school regards the alayavijiiana as the foundation of the phenomena,
the Southern school considers the True Consciousness as the foundation of the phenomena.**
This perspective of the Southern school, however, is again divided into two positions according

to whether or not the True Consciousness is identified with the alayavijiiana. There are two most

Bukkyo ni okeru shinshiki setsu no kenkyii {AZ0Z 51T 5 Laiiksi DH5E: 678-79. For another discussion to prove
the identification of the "some people™ with the Northern school, see Ibuki, "Jironshi Hokudd ha no shinshiki
setsu ni tsuite” w5 LR D /LakEt (2 DL T

12 Kastumata says that the Northern school established the eight-consciousness system with the seventh
alayavijiana and the eighth true consciousness. See Katsumata, Bukkyo ni okeru shinshiki setsu no kenkyi

(LB BT B 0EkER OW5E: 679.

3 |buki Atsushi, for instance, argues that the school denied the eighth true consciousness. See Ibuki Atsushi fFiE,
"Jironsh@i NandGha no shinshikisetsu ni tsuite" 35w > B 28 Ik D/ Loaskari d 2 Dy T, Indogaku Bukkyogaku kenkyii
E[IFE AR EAR5E 47, no. 1 (1998): 89. Yuki Reimon mentions that there are also scholars who argue that the
Northern school defended the nine consciousness system, but he says that this view is not sufficiently supported
by textual evidence (see Yuki Reimon 4534, ""Shina yuishiki gaku shijo ni okeru Rydgashi no chii"
HRMERR S FIC AT BIERET O, Shina bukkyo shigaku 7 HALZ 55 1(1937): 26.).

 We saw before that Zhanran jE#4 (711-782)’s explanation of the two schools’ different position on the
foundation of phenomena, where, for the Southern school, the "true-suchness" (S. tathata, C. zhenru E4) is the
foundation; in another place, Zhanran associates the foundation of Southern school with the Dharma Nature (S.
dharmata, C. faxing j£14); see n. 8. Also in Huiyuan’s criticism of “some people" in his Dasheng yi
zhang K3EFE 2, mentioned above, this foundation of the Southern school is indirectly described as “true
consciousness” (C. zhenshi =.:%); see n. 10. Thus we see that the foundation of the phenomena in the Southern
school is expressed in various terms, which are in some manner related with the "true-suchness"” characterized as
pure or untainted.
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famous Southern school exegetes, i.e., Fashang 7% _[ (495-580) and his disciple Jingying

Huiyuan. After the schism of the Northern and Southern schools, Ratnamati’s primary disciple
was Huiguang £ (468-537), an influential scholar monk of the time, and Fashang was the
most famous one among Huiguang’s many disciples. Although Fashang is chronologically prior
to Huiyuan, let us examine Huiyuan’s doctrinal position at first, since Huiyuan’s Yogacara
position is considered by scholars as the archetypal model of the Southern school’s doctrine, and
Fashang’s view, as several scholars has pointed out,™ deviates from typical Southern school

doctrines.

Briefly speaking, the typical position of the Southern school, which Huiyuan takes, is that
the alayavijiiana is identified with the True Consciousness, the foundation of all phenomena, and
thus it is characterized as pure or true consciousness. Huiyuan’s doctrinal system, as Diana Paul

points out, appears mostly in his three commentaries, that is, the Shidijinglun yiji +#4%:mF:0,
the Dasheng yi zhang, and the Dasheng gixinlun yishu A L= :43%5%.2° In the earliest work,

the Shidijinglun yiji, Huiyuan presents the taxonomy of eight consciousnesses, according to
which the alayavijiiana, the eighth consciousness, corresponds to the True Consciousness.'’ In

the later two commentaries, which reflect the influence from Tangian =& (542-607), who

1> Diana Paul, for instance, indicates that Fashang's deviated doctrine is derived from the chapter on "Buddha
Nature" in Bodhiruci's translation of the Lankavatarasitra, which the Southern school normally does not take as
authoritative. See Paul, Philosophy of Mind in Sixth-Century China : Paramartha's 'Evolution of Consciousness':
51. Also see Ibuki, "Jironshii Nando ha no shinshiki setsu ni tsuite" HrsZEI IR D (akEHi2 DL T

1 paul, Philosophy of Mind in Sixth-Century China : Paramartha's 'Evolution of Consciousness': 52-53.

o ”1? B BURETLaR: /e DLy =8 it il BB AR SR R0 SBNE S B EREEE SR
B a0 THIBRER S Rek S EE sk 5 5 LSRR 2 ARG, B0 F BRIETH ESAEE H
AR &/ /G2 3 B HEE (HH&ERFEEC X753 45.44b21-24; ¢03-05). Huiyuan also
states that the eighth consciousness refers to the alayavijiana in the Dasheng yi zhang; /\ &2 » ~%HE‘§§& °
TEHE - ZHEH - WUEE - IESW - NEEH o TEREAE o /PTRUERE CRIEE
T1851:44.524b29-c02).
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established the Shelun school at North China based on Paramartha's translation of the
Mahayanasamgraha,'® Huiyuan not only addresses the eight-consciousness system, but also
mentions the nine-consciousness system, which consists of the eight consciousnesses and
amalavijiiana, the ninth immaculate consciousness; he considers the alayavijiiana as pure
consciousness along with the ninth immaculate consciousness from the perspective of "Truth-

and-Falsity-Distinguished" (C. zhenwang fenbie &% 47 5l[), but he regards it as "True-and-False-
Combined" (C. zhenwang hehe EZ#1#) from the perspective of "Truth-and-Falsity-both
Separated-and-Combined"(C. zhenwang lihe E % &2)." In other words, in Huiyuan’s

consciousness system the alayavijiiana is fundamentally pure consciousness, whether it is

depicted as pure or pure-and-impure-combined, because it is basically identical with the True

18 Tangian was originally a Southern Dilun exegete, since Tangian’s teacher, Tanzun &3 (fl. 476, 560), was one of
disciples of Huiguang’s £%¢ (468-537), a direct disciple of Ratnamati, the founder of the Southern Dilun school.
When Tangian fled to Yangdu #&F (i.e., Jinling £:[%; Nanjing in present), the capital of the Chen [ dynasty
(557-588), to avoid from the Northern Zhou (557-581) persecution of Buddhism from 574 through 577, he was
able to obtain a copy of the She dasheng lun, Paramartha’s translation of the Mahayanasamgraha. When Emperor
Wendi (r. 581-604) of Sui dynasty (581-618) turned the policy in favor of Buddhism afterwards, Tangian moved
to Pengcheng 235 (i.e., Xuzhou £ M, Jiangsu JT.&k province in present day) of North China in 581 and lectured
on the She dasheng lun as well as other texts such as the Lankavatarasitra and the Awakening of Faith, until he
was summoned by the Wendi in 587 to the dynastic monastery Daxingshan si K B# 335 in the capital Chang’an.
When Tangian lectured in Chang’an on the She dasheng lun, which he brought from South China, Huiyuan was
one of the thousands of audiences (see Tangian’s biography in the Xu gaoseng zhuan & = fit
T.2060:50.571b12-574b06). In this way, the Shelun school, a scholastic tradition centered on the
Mahayanasamgraha, flourished at North China.

PRSI o STt S o TR - AOKT 2 o HRAM - S BIA o —EHE SR - LR -
Tt o BRNERE B - By - SHIRIERAE KA o Fun BRF o DULERTIE AL - “HEE
Hee - DRIV - E R — o el A0S EEAES - HeeMla o b5 U (AofesE T1851:44.530c08-14):
"Again we can say that there are nine consciousnesses. Therefore the Lankavatarasitra states in the Sagathakam
section, 'eight or nine kinds of consciousnesses are like waves of ocean.' How are the features? If you analyze it,
there are two types. First, [from the perspective of] Truth-and-Falsity-Distinguished the nine consciousnesses may
be discussed. The Falsity is divided into seven, that is, six functional consciousnesses and the false consciousness.
The Truth is divided into two, that is, amalavijiiana and alayavijiiana. Their meanings are as explained above.
Since this accords with the previous, there are nine consciousnesses in all. Second, [from the perspective of]
Truth-and-Falsity-both Separated-and-Combined the nine consciousnesses may be discussed. [In this perspective]
the Truth is only one, that is, the immaculate amalavijiiana, and True-and-False-Combined are all the eight
consciousnesses.” In the second perspective, we see that the Truth and Falsity are separated in that the immaculate
amalavijiiana is alone pure on the one hand, and the Truth and falsity are combined in that the pure alayavijiiana
is combined among the eight consciousnesses on the other. Thus we see that in Huiyuan’s consciousness system,
the alayavijiiana is basically pure.

31



Consciousness.?’ Moreover, he confines the defilements that makes the alayavijiiana defiled is
merely provisional by asserting that "alayavijiiana [...] evolves along with the defilements, but

does not change its essence."?*

Fashang’s ;% - (495-580) consciousness system is noteworthy in the current discussion

on the consciousness system of the Old Yogacara, since, even though he belongs to the Southern
school, his doctrine deviates from the typical Southern school’s position, sometimes following
the Northern school’s schema.?? Fashang finds the fundamental ground of all phenomena in the
tathagatagarbha®® in the same vein as Huiyuan finds it in the True Consciousness. However,
unlike Huiyuan, he does not identify the alayavijiiana with the tathagatagarbha; rather he

separates the alayavijiiana from True Suchness (S. tathata, C. zhenru E.4[1), assigning each of

0 Kastumata also says that it was in Huiyuan’s time that the Southern school established the doctrine of pure
alayavijiiana as the eighth consciousness and impure adanavijiiana (fR]fEHBE%) as the seventh consciousness, and
also separately established the ninth consciousness, i.e. amalavijiiana, by dividing the pure consciousness into two;
see Katsumata, Bukkyo ni okeru shinshiki setsu no kenkyii {L\ZUZ 51T 5 LriksR OHFFE: 679-80. Also for the
ample explanation of Huiyuan’s theory of consciousness, see ibid., 665-81.

PEPST o —[EER o LA o IREAST - SREEE o EERET o IR o MR L EWPT -
RS ot o BIRTELD - MES i - BRI - iHMS - BORERE o dkK 0 - AR
o BTG o A4 R PALHD [ DL EAIRT » LS o BIDU&— o AR - EENFH c A= e —
ARG o EBUERS o ARATHGEEM PRI Z 5 o SARATEER 7SS AE 5 CKIEFRE T.1851:44.530 b07-
11; b13-17). Pak also explains that the amalavijiiana and the alayavijiiana are alike in that both are the true
consciousness, but they are distinct in that the amalavijiiana refers to the truth itself corresponding "the aspect of
true suchness" (C. xin zhenru men ., E4[1['5), one of the two categories of the Dasheng gixin lun’s famous "one
mind and its two aspects" (C. yixin ermen —(» ), while the alayavijiiana refers to the true consciousness
related with the production and cessation of phenomena corresponding to “the aspect of production-and-cessation"
(C. xin shengmie men (4= )%,9). For the detailed explanation, Pak, "Hyewon ti Kisillon kwan: p’al, kusik sol @i
sasang p’yongkajok tiimi riil chungsim tiro” %kixi o] KI5l -—/\, Juikii o] AMSE 7 n & FH=,
63-70.

22 Among several Fashang’s work, only the first and the third fascicle of the Shidilun yishu +Hb263557 are extant,

through which we can see his doctrinal position.

P RS RIERANTL - BRER - BEIRFAEREE M BEE Y A - BT - DIAIRHER A - B
WG E—VNEA - - SR e fmAG R A M A 1 - B ARG SE A 3G (13w FR8T T.2799: 85.771h28-
c02; c11-c12). Here we also see that Fashang establishes the eight consciousness system, in which the seventh
consciousness, i.e., alayavijiiana, does not have the essence (C. ti #%) but just relies on the True (C. zhen E), and
this perspective is apparently distinguished from the Northern school’s position that regards the alayavijiana as
the reliance of all phenomena.
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them to the seventh and eighth consciousness respectively.?* Even though Fashang takes the
position contrasting to that of the Northern school by regarding the tathagatagarbha as the
fundamental ground of phenomena, thereby being classified to the Southern school thinkers, his
taxonomy of the eight consciousnesses—in which the seventh consciousness, or alayavijiiana, is
distinguished from the eighth, i.e., the True Consciousness*—is exactly the same as the
Northern school’s eight-consciousness system.?® In other words, while Fashang holds the same
perspective as Huiyuan’s by maintaining that all phenomena rely on the True Consciousness or
tathagatagarbha, he also stays on the same line with the Northern school in viewing the
alayavijiiana as distinct from (or, not identical with) the True Consciousness, or the tathata, in

his eight consciousness system.

It should be noted, however, that the distinction that Fashang draws between the
alayavijiiana and the tathata does not mean a clear-cut separation between them; although he
draws a line between the alayavijiiana and the tathata by attributing them to the seventh and
eighth consciousness respectively, he somehow connects them by explaining the tathasa as the
foundation of all phenomena, including the alayavijiiana, on the one hand, and by mentioning

their relationship in terms of the concepts of "essence" (C. ti #2) and "function™ (C. yong ) on

# MRS - G - %M - ZHA - GEEE TG - RASEAL - ZREASL - BES
RIFEE 7NEE - BANE R ERT - SF—FZEW (T HERFEET T.2799:85.007-09). Here Fashang divides the
consciousnesses into three types, i.e., the seventh consciousness (i.e., the alayavijiiana), six consciousnesses, and
the True Suchness (S. tathata, C. zhenru E4[1), which is different from the typical eight-consciousness system in
that it lacks the seventh consciousness, i.e., manas. From this division of consciousnesses, we can see that
Fashang separates the alayavijiiana and the True Suchness. Although in this passage, Fashang does not name the
True Suchness as the eighth consciousness, but we can see that he establishes the eight-consciousness system
from another passage, in which "eight consciousnesses system" (/\Z#{1r) is clearly mentioned; see the quotation

in n. 23 above.
% See n.23 above.

% See Sakamoto Yukio #7 A2 5, Kegon kyogaku no kenkyi TERGEIEE DL (Kydto: Heirakuji Shoten
R EEE 1956), 387.
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the other.?” Some scholars ascribes Fashang’s binary attitude on the alayavijiiana to the influence
of the Northern school founder Bodhiruci’s translation of the Larnkavatarasitra, since
Bodhiruci’s recension of the suzra also contains the binary perspective on the relationship

between the alayavijiana and the tathata.?®

The fact that two branches of the beginning stage of the Old Yogacara, the Northern and
Southern Dilun schools, do not entirely subscribe to the tathagatagarbha theory, but sometimes
rather centered on the alayavijiiana in their consciousness systems shows that the Old Yogacara
is not a single tradition that contrasts to another single tradition called the New Yogacara. Even
within the Southern school, such figures as Fashang and Huiyuan take different perspectives on

the relationship between the alayavijiiana and the tathata.

One might still say that, although the doctrinal diversity inside the Old Yogacara tradition
is not exactly consistent with the characterization of the Old school as tathagatagarbha-oriented,
this does not mean that it completely counters against the later binary model; such an initial

diversity is a sort of precursor to the later bifurcation of the Old and New Yogacara. This issue,

27 v All afflictions and illusions does not establish without their foundation. The illusions exist relying on the tathata.
... Of the eight consciousness system, the seventh consciousness does not have its own essence; relying on tathata,
it functions separately. It refers to functions, because as for the essence there is no particular own essence"; E&=%
TR T - FREA o BRI AR IR E A « #EE T o DIAARGEGER AE5E - Bz
feoE— VAR o - /G RIS (R EL T I A - B GBS SR AES (+3thEmeReR T.2799: 85.771b28-¢02;
c11-c12). In this regard, the alayavijiiana in Fashang’s doctrinal system may be regarded as True-and-False-
Combined consciousness (C. zhenwang heheshi % f1&738) because the alayavijiiana is related with the rathata
on the one hand and separated from it on the other. One thing that should be noted is that although this seems to
echo with Huiyuan’s characterization of the alayavijiiana as the True-and-False-Combined consciousness,
discussed before, their positions are distinguished from each other, because, while Fashang considers the
alayavijiiana just as the function of the fathata, thus recognizing the impure aspect of the alayavijiiana, in
Huiyuan’s system the alayavijiana refers to the True Consciousness itself, which is merely covered by
provisional defilements.

%8 \Weinstein relates Fashang’s dualistic position with the Lasikavatarasiitra’s ambiguous description, which both
affirms and denies the identity of the alayavijiiana and tathagatagarbha; see Weinstein, "The Concept of Alaya-
vijiiana in Pre-T'ang Chinese Buddhism," 41-43. | will discuss more about the Larnkavatarasitra’s dualistic
statement in the next section.
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however, is not as simple as it seems, because some evidence discloses that the two schools’
doctrinal positions are not antagonistic in such a way as the Tathagatagarbha and Yogacara
systems presumably are. For instance, not only the Southern school but also the Northern school
relied on the Lasikavatarasiitra,?® the text known as one of the representative Tathagatagarbha
scriptures. If the Northern school takes the opposite position to the tathagatagarbha-centered
Southern school, then how can we understand its reliance on the Lankavatarasitra, one of the
so-called Tathagatagarbha texts? This suggests that the reasoning that defines the antagonism
between the Tathagatagarbha and Yogacara does not rigidly apply to the two Old Yogacara

schools.

In order to examine this problem of categorizing the two Old Yogacara schools within the
bifurcation of the Tathagatagarbha and Yogacara, the discussion of the next section will focus on
how, or in what way, the Northern and Southern Dilun schools’ interpretations of the
Lankavatarasutra are distinct (or indistinct). 1 will compare the two schools’ uses of different
recensions of the sutra, thereby attempting to answer the same question that | have raised at the
beginning of this chapter: Is the two schools’ doctrinal distinction or lack of distinction to be

interpreted within the framework of the Tathagatagarbha versus the Yogacara?

3. Comparison of Tathagatagarbha Doctrine in the Four and Ten-Fascicle

Lankavatarasiitra

The Lankavatarasiitra was one of the main scriptural sources of the consciousness theory for

both the Northern and Southern Dilun schools since this sitra had been first transmitted to China

# Bodhiruci, the putative founders of the Northern school, translated the Lankavatarasiitra into ten fascicles, and
thus it is presumed that the Northern school used this version.
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along with other Yogacara and Tathagatagarbha texts during the fifth to sixth century. Since the
Lankavatarasitra is regarded one of the most prominent Tathagatagarbha texts, the fact that the
Northern school, not just the Southern school, relied on this sitra might sound misleading for
those who attempt to find the same doctrinal antagonism between these two schools as presumed
in the bifurcation between the Tathagatagarbha and Yogacara. But, both of the Dilun schools
referred to the Lankavatarasitra in their understanding the consciousness theories of the

Dasabhumivyakhyana, the scriptural authority for their schools.

Surprisingly, we can find a clue to the doctrinal divergence of the two Dilun schools in
the Lankavatarasitra itself, that is, within the scope of the Tathagatagarbha thought, not from
the division of the Tathagatagarbha and Yogacara; the two Dilun schools rely on different
recensions of the siizra. Among several Chinese recensions of the Larikavatarasiitra,™ the
Northern school relies on Bodhiruci’s translation in ten fascicles (513), the Ru lenggie jing

ASE{N4%, while the Southern school mostly refers to Gunabhadra’s (394-468) translation in
four fascicles (443), the Lenggie abatuoluo baojing FE{iFa ik 2% £ £54% .3 Although both

synthesizing the concept of alayavijiiana and tathdagatagarbha, these two recensions of the

Lankavatarasiitra show difference in the way of synthesizing the two concepts. While

% There are four recensions of the Lasikavatarasiitra, which is known to us. Besides Bodhiruci’s Ru lenggie jing
AFENZE and Gunabhadra’s (394-468) Lenggie abatuoluo baojing 5[k 2% 255 4, mentioned here, the
Kaiyuan shijiao lu B TEZE% lists Dharmaksema’s (d.u.) translation in four fascicles, the Lenggiejing #5{n4%,
which is composed between 412 and 433 (T 2154.55.629b11), and there is also Siksananda’s (fl. ca. 695)
Dasheng rulenggie jing X3 AR5 {4E in seven fascicles, translated in 700 (T 672: 16.587-639). Dharmaksema’s
Lenggiejing is not extant.

%! Even though there is no specific textual evidence due to the general scarcity of records on the Northern school, it
is easily presumable that Bodhiruci’s recension would become the main reference for the Northern school line.
Huiyuan exclusively uses Gunabhadra’s translation in his works, while his teacher Fashang relies on Bodhiruci’s
recension. Fashang’s exceptional usage will be discussed soon below in this section. Fukaura Seibun and Fukihara
Shashin also mention the association of Bodhiruci’s recension with the Northern school and Gunabhadra’s with
the Southern school; see Fukaura, Yuishikigaku kenkyii HEE{EEAFZE, vol.1: 208, n. 3 and Fukihara, Nihon yuishiki

shisoshi H AME S EAR 5 12.
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Gunabhadra’s four-fascicle version identifies the alayavijiiana with the tathagatagarbha, thus
conceiving the alayavijiiana as the pure consciousness,* Bodhiruci’s ten-fascicle recension takes
a seemingly ambiguous position, sometimes affirming the identity of the alayavijiiana and
tathagatagarbha but in other times denying it, and thus characterizing the alayavijiiana
sometimes as pure and in other times impure.** Moreover, only Gunabhadra’s translation
mentions the alayavijiana as the True Consciousness (C. zhenshi E2%),>* while the equivalent

35
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part of Bodhiruci’s does not mention it at all. Although some scholars recognized these distinct

*2 In Gunabhadra’s translation, the eighth consciousness, which is named mind (S. citta, C. xin /(') or
Consciousness-storehouse (C. shizang %), is identified with the tathdgatagarbha; KE | 5ORESE E
grHl o SRR - B - BRI SR [ ORE | AR G ISR/ ? BB - iRt -
VD=5 A &ﬂu&% JESNEFRER (BB InPe Bk 2% s B 4% T670:16.511b07-19; 512b06-08). We also see the
combined term "Tathagatagarbha Consciousness-storehouse" (C. ruraizang shizang 417% &%) appear several
times in this text, and this combined term also strongly suggests the identification of the Tathagatagarbha and
Consciousness-storehouse (a.k.a., alayavijiana) (F5 {2 ZE £ 4% T670:16.510016-17; c01; c08; c10). In
addition, this text describes the Consciousness-storehouse as permanently abiding (C. changzhu ‘& {3:); but this
term does not appear in Bodhiruci’s translation (see f5{fR[Ek 2 ZE 25 4% T670:16.484b11 & A F5{n&%
T671:16.523b21). For the detailed explanation of the difference in the two recensions, see Fuji Rytsei f[#4=,
"Ryéga kyé ni okeru ichini no mondai: Nyoraizo Yuishiki setsu no koshd" [ #3i14% 5 (BT 52— « ZDHE--
YRR e RS D EE, Ryikoku Daigaku Bukky6 Bunka Kenkyitjo kivo SEA RFAREOALIZE T4 SE 3 (1964):
154-55.

% The passage in which the alayavijiiana and tathagatagarbha are identified with each other reads as follows:
"Mahamati! The alayavijiiana is named the tathagatagarbha and [it] coexists with the seven consciousnesses in
delusion™; AE | [FUER % » L4075 - o BEdEAE 3Rk H (A N4E T.671:16.556b29-c01). Soon after
this passage, the text says that: "Mahamati! The tathagatagarbha consciousness does not reside in the
alayavijiiana; therefore the seven kinds of consciousness arise and cease and the tathagatagarbha neither arise nor
cease”; K& | MGG AAEFIRLHR S - BECCHESA LA - 0GR AR (A nEE
T671:16.556¢11-13).

3

=

"In the consciousnesses, there are three kinds of characteristics, i.e., the characteristics of evolution; karma; truth.
Mahamati! To speak briefly, there are three kinds of consciousness; to speak extensively, there are eight
characteristics. What are the three? They are the True Consciousness, the Manifesting Consciousness, and
Phenomena-discriminating Consciousness"; F&a%A —fEfH : SHE8AE ~ SEAH « EAH - RE | BEERA = > =
A - TR = 7 SR - B RO HIER (bsﬁlnm&ﬁ% 4K T670:16.483a14-17).

% The equivalent part in the Bodhiruci’s translation to the above passage of Gunabhadra’s translation reads: "In the
consciousnesses, there are three kinds. What are the three? The first is Consciousness characterized by Evolution;
the second is Consciousness characterized by Karma; the third is Consciousness characterized by Awareness.
Mahamati! There are eight kinds of consciousness. To speak briefly, there are two kinds. What are the two? The
first is Discerning Consciousness; the second is Phenomena-discriminating Consciousness™; #75 =f# - {i[% =
7 —F - WEAEEE G - MR = B KRB RS BEERA T o (R —F
TR 3~ orAlEEEk (ARSI T.671:16.522b29-c03).
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descriptions of the alayavijiiana and tathagatagarbha in the two recensions of the
Lankavatarasitra,®® they did not connect these distinct aspects in the different recensions to such

an issue as the two Dilun schools’ doctrinal differences.’

As | mentioned in the first section of this chapter, scholars generally agree that the
Northern school regards the alayavijiiana as impure, while the Southern school views it as pure,
and | have mentioned above that this perspective of the Northern school is a presumed view
based on Huiyuan’s testimony in his Dasheng yi zhang. The dualistic attitude of Bodhiruci’s
recension of the Lankavatarasiitra, however, suggests an alternative interpretation to the
Northern school’s position on the alayavijiiana: Since the Northern school consults Bodhiruci’s
recension of the Lankavatarasiitra, we may also consider a possibility that the school accepts
this dualistic position in understanding the alayavijiiana. In fact, to my knowledge, there is no

historical or textual evidence to disprove this possibility.*® Moreover, this alternative view does

% See, for instance, Fuji, "Rydga kya ni okeru ichini no mondai: Nyoraizd Yuishiki setsu no kosho"

TESINEE o (C BT 5 — « —ORE-- QIR ez D=5 5E. Here, Fuji analyzes the different aspects in the
translations of the two recensions. Noting the difference of description of the alayavijiiana in the two recensions
of the Lankavatarasitra, Yoshizu also discusses about how Buddhist exegetes during the sixth to seventh century,

O e

such as Huiyuan, Jizang, and Fazang, understand the Lasnikavatarasiitra; see Yoshizu Yoshihide &35 3%,
"Shikan Ryagakya to Jikkan Ryogakyo" VOGNS ISE & +-E15N4E, Shigaku kenkyi 5458 (1972).

%" Fuji says that the dual and seemingly contradictory position of the ten-fascicle version has been interpreted by
scholars in two ways: First, despite of the existence of the contrasting positions, some scholars still believe that
this version belongs to the tathagatagarbha texts, in which the alayavijiiana is identified with the
tathagatagarbha. Second, others assume a critical position about the ten-fascicle version, regarding the doctrines
as contradictory and defective; see Fuji, "Ryoga kyo ni okeru ichini no mondai: Nyoraizo Yuishiki setsu no koshd"

TESMEE 5 ICBIF 52— - —ORE--UISREHEREL D53, 156.

* There is one passage that might seem to negate the Northern school’s dual position on the nature of the
alayavijiiana in Jizang’s &5 & (549-623) Zhongguan lun shou H &g 7 Fi. Here, Jizang asserts that the Dilun
school regarded the seventh consciousness as impure and the eighth as pure (X EHzmET Ak A RS S AE
B BATRAILL GRAENSAEE - Xa/\A % - —%_H - ARMERE - AREHRZEZEN -
FE(S e A R A A TERLHR RS - A5 ATNA — 5 « — AN R © — R A2 ERALER » Hh—fnik
s AF (FERFHT T1824:42.104c07-13)). It is not certain whether the "Dilun school" here refers to the
Northern school or Southern school. If it refers to the Northern school, then the "seventh consciousness™ would be
the alayavijiiana, because, as mentioned before, in Northern school’s (and Fashang’s) system, the alayavijiiana
corresponds to the seventh consciousness. On the contrary, if the "Dilun school" means the Southern school, then
the "seventh consciousness" would be the adanavijiiana [FFEZHE5, because the Southern school exegetes such as
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not even diametrically contradict the preexisting scholarly presumption that the Northern school
considers the alayavijiiana as impure, because, in the light of the dualistic position, this may be
said to be still partly true. Some scholars suggest that the dualistic position of the ten-fascicle
translation of the Lankavatarasitra also influenced Fashang’s dualistic perspective on the nature
of the alayavijiiana,®® which | discussed before. In view of all the connections between the
dualistic position of the ten-fascicle Lankavatarasitra, the Northern school’s reliance on this
sutra, and Fashang’s dual attitude on the alayavijiiana along with his relation with the sitra, we
may take into account a possibility that the Northern school may have taken this dualistic
position on the alayavijiiana. And again, this possibility also has the strong connotation that the
schism between the Northern and Southern school is not necessarily reduced to the diametrical

antagonism between the Tathagatagarbha and Yogacara.

Now, the question is: Despite all the counter-evidence and the inner doctrinal diversity,
why or how have the Old Yogacara schools all together been marked as tathagatagarbha-
oriented? Probably historical situation, rather than theoretical causes, may explain it better. In
history, the Northern school was much less influential and disappeared earlier than the Southern
school, and the exegetes belonging to the Northern school are greatly outnumbered by those of

the Southern school, as mentioned before.”> We do not exactly know why the Northern school

Huiyuan establishes the eight consciousness system, placing the alayavijiiana in the place of the eighth
consciousness. But it would be reasonable to assume that it refers to the Huiyuan’s seventh consciousness,
because the Northern school perished earlier and thus the Southern school predominated.

% Weinstein explains that Fashang’s dual attitude on the nature of dlayavijiiana reflects the two-fold explanation of
Bodhiruci’s translation of the Lankavatarasitra that both affirms and denies the identity of the alayavijiiana and
the tathagatagarbha (see n. 28 above). Also Sakamoto Yukio sees that Fashang’s attribution of the alayavijiiana
to the seventh consciousness, not the eighth as Huiyuan does, resulted from the influence of Bodhiruci’s
translation, since only Bodhiruci’s version contains both the affirmation and denial of the identity of the
alayavijiiana and the tathagatagarbha. See Sakamoto, Kegon kyogaku no kenkyii ZEFFZ 2 DHSE: 386-87.

0 See n. 4 above.
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was not as influential as the Southern school.**

What we can say, however, is that the Northern
school’s failure in the competitive relationship with the Southern school made the school lose its
ground as one of the Old Yogacara schools, and consequently the Southern school came to be
recognized as one of the most representative Old Yogacara school. Moreover, the Shelun school,
the later Old Yogacara school that is also well known for its tathagatagarbha thought, emerged
as another prominent group of Old Yogacara after the Dilun school. In this circumstance, it
seems inevitable that the short-lived Northern school’s rather discrepant doctrinal position may
well go unheeded in the process of mapping the whole tradition of the Old Yogacara. In this way,

the Northern school’s doctrinal became less recognized, if not unrecognized, inside the ready-

made framework of the Old versus New Yogacara, or the Tathagatagarbha versus Yogacara.

*1 One possible factor we can think of in relation with the matter of early decline of the Northern school is the
contemporary environment revolving around particular Buddhist meditation groups. Jinhua Chen indicates that in
the sixth through seventh century North China the most prominent and politically influential monks were engaged
in six particular meditation groups, which Daoxuan #& & (596-667) describes in the Xu gaoseng zhuan 4& =i &
(see Chen Jinhua, Monks and monarchs, kinship and kingship : Tangian in Sui Buddhism and politics (Kyoto:
Scuola Italiana di Studi sull'Asia Orientale, 2002), 150). Chen’s analysis of the political and scholastic lineage of
the contemporary monks proves that Huiguang, the major disciple of Ratnamati, and his disciple Fashang were
belonging to one of these groups, and later Tangian =& (542-607), the influential Shelun exegete as well as the
second-generation disciple of Huiguang, was associated with the same meditation group. In this historical
circumstance, the Northern Dilun school does not seem to have belonged to any of the meditation groups.

Besides, the Northern school is presumed to have been absorbed to Paramartha’s Shelun school on the basis
of Zhanran’s statement that “the She dasheng [school] flourished... and supported the Northern Dilun school" (1§
JHAGEE P ERER AR HREF © AN EE T EAPARIREF - b —EmAmE R R M Ara 25 R ERAOK -« I8
S ASRENEZRAR AN ALIE - SRR s/ aithahm 51N [E - BRI EREAE - I = EL
)\ CEEZFEE T.1717: 33.942¢19-22)). But Yiiki Reimon suspects this presumption by demonstrating that
the most of the Dilun exegetes who moved to the Shelun school were the Southern school exegetes, not the
Northern school (Yiuki, "Jironshii Hokudd ha no yukue" #tzm5=d0 3R D17 7). This seeming discrepancy may
be explained by dividing the Shelun school into two strands, i.e., Paramartha's and Tangian's, as | will argue in
Chapter Il. The She dasheng school, which supported the Northern school, seems to be Paramartha's strand
because Zhanran states that they both regarded the alayavijiana as the foundation of phenomena; on the contrary,
the Shelun school to which Southern, not Northern, school exegetes were absorbed appears to be Tangian's strand,
because Tangian is genealogically and doctrinally associated with the Southern school. I will discuss more about
this, in Chapter II.
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4. Concluding Remarks

In this chapter, | briefly examined the initial stage of the Old Yogacara tradition. Unlike the
general scholarly presumption that the Old Yogacara is oriented to the tathagatagarbha doctrine,
the textual evidence shows that this is not the case. The Northern Dilun school's doctrinal
position does not parallel the typical Tathagatagarbha doctrine, and in the Southern Dilun school
such exegete as Fashang represents a deviated scholastic position from the binary categorization.
Further, the Lankavatarasitra, which is normally regarded as one of the most representative
Tathagatagarbha texts, also shows this doctrinal divergence, which in turn explains the distinct
views between the Northern and Southern Dilun schools. Based on all this evidence, it seems too
simiplistic to interpret the whole tradition of the Old Yogacara as the Tathagatagarbha-oriented

just as if it is a single entity of scholastic group.

41



CHAPTER II. "Old Yogacara': Two Strands of the Shelun School
1. Issues

The controversial issue between the Northern and Southern Dilun schools of defining the nature
of the alayavijiiana in association with its relationship with the tathagatagarbha continued to be
an issue for the Shelun school. The Shelun school emerged on the basis of the exegetical
tradition on the She dasheng lun, Paramartha’s translation of Asanga’s Mahayanasamgraha.*
This school, as discussed in the Introduction, is known to have endorsed not only the Yogacara
but also the Tathagatagarbha thought in contrast to the Yogacara school, which exclusively
focused on the Yogacara teaching. Paramartha, the putative founder of the Shelun school, has
been considered to have synthesized the tathagatagarbha thought into his understanding of the
alayavijiiana, and his Shelun school is said to regard the alayavijiiana as "True-and-False-

Combined" (C. zhenwang hehe E%#{14) by combining the Southern school's view of the

=

alayavijiiana as pure consciousness and the Northern school's perspective on it as impure

consciousness.?

! Although the Shelun school is considered to have emerged on the basis of Paramartha's interpretation of the
Mahayanasamgraha, Paramartha himself and his direct disciples were not successful in transmitting the Shelun
teaching. The Xu gaoseng zhuan %& = {% {2 records that Paramartha arrived at Jingkang & (Nanjing &5 5% now)
in 548 by the invitation of Emperor Wu 7 (r. 502-549) of the Liang 22 dynasty (502-556), but the rebellious
turmoil at the end of the dynasty forced him to move to South China, where he stayed until his died in 569.
Paramartha spent most of time in South China, such as Guangzhou &/, away from the main scholastic circle of
the capital in North China, and his translations and teachings did not draw much attention during his life time. His
disciples tried to spread Paramartha’s teaching after his death, but they were not successful either. It was
Tangian &8 (542-607) that brought the She dasheng lun to North China and contributed to the flourishing of the
Shelun school until Xuanzang transmitted the new Yogacara literature in 645. This fact largely explains that, as |
will discuss in this chapter, Paramartha's Shelun thought was largely not delivered in its original meaning. For a
detailed explanation of Paramartha’s biography, see Diana Paul, Philosophy of Mind in Sixth-Century China :
Paramartha's 'Evolution of Consciousness': 22-37.

2 See, for instance, Fukihara, Nihon yuishiki shisoshi F 738 EUAE 5 38,
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It was Ui Hakuju who drew scholars' attention to Paramartha’s Yogacara thought when
most scholars generally had regarded the Faxiang school as the "orthodox" Yogacara school to
succeed the Indian Yogacara teachers such as Asanga and Vasubandhu.® By contrasting the
Faxiang school’s doctrines to Paramartha’s, Ui argues that Paramartha’s Yogacara thought
conforms more to Asanga and Vasubandhu’s teaching than does the Faxiang school’s.*
According to Ui, the Yogacara teaching is divided into the lower and higher levels, i.e., the

teaching of "there is consciousness but no objects"” (C. shiyou jingkong s/ 1525) and "there is
neither consciousness nor objects” (C. jingshi juin % {EJK), by associating them respectively
with Paramartha’s concepts® of "Impure Level Yogacara" (C. bu jingpin weishi ;5 i 3%) and
"Pure Level Yogacara" (C. jingpin weishi JF fEz#), or "Expedient Means Yogacara" (C.
fangbian weishi 75 {#E:#) and "Perfect Contemplation Yogacara" (C. zhengguan weishi
TFEEHE%).° He says that Paramartha not only discusses the lower level of teaching, but also the

higher level teaching, which is represented by his unique theories such as the amalavijiiana”; on

® For the Japanese scholarly tendency to regard the Faxiang school as the "orthodox" Yogacara teaching, see
Introduction, n. 11. Also see Keng, "Yogacara Buddhism transmitted or transformed? Paramartha (499--569) and
his Chinese interpreters,” 31-34.

* See Ui Hakuju = H:AZE, Indo tetsugaku kenkyi EIEHFT/15%, 6 vols., vol. 6 (Tokyd: Kdshisha Shobo FF 112
&, 1924), 536.

> These concepts originally occur in Paramartha’s Zhuanshi lun #3% 3% and Shibakong lun +/\ 225
B MERTR - BEAREBHRE L - SHEAMIERE UK - BEsRERg2 it o R R SR 5l &
L o MERMERFRGEE - B VLA 8 - QLAIHEIF R o BN E M - TAEREE - R
IRy Al o FH I FeiOsE 2 SN SRR o BRI S - (HEFIR R AR (@ﬁc T. 1587:31.62b22-28);
FMERREE - P URE AR o MAREE o JNIEPTEE o BRI o HMERFEAW - —&
{E - BRSTEIMEATIRLARE - MEEREEST - BTIGIERWZE - FREMTF - LR JI(EER T - "B IEBIME -
EE*“_%?EJ@%&»U Fe BT o — 85 - AR A SOt (+/\ 225w T7.1616:31.864a22-28).

® Ui, Indo tetsugaku kenkyii E[IFEFTHH5%, 6: 329.
" Ibid.
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the contrary, the Faxiang school teaches only the former lower level.® Further, based on the

R

exegeses of Lingrun & (fl. 650)° and Fujaku %55 (1707-1781),'° Ui associates Paramartha’s
"Pure Level Yogacara" with the teaching of the Dependent Origination from the
Tathagatagarbha (C. rulaizang yuanqi 2175k 4%#E), which the Huayan exegete Fazang
established as the level of teaching taught in the AMF in his five-level taxonomy. Because
Fazang defines in his five-level taxonomy the teaching of the Dependent Origination from the

Tathagatagarbha as the "Advanced Teaching of Mahayana" (C. dasheng zhongjiao K 3E4%%h),
whereas placing the Faxiang school’s teaching in the level of the "Elementary Teaching of
Mahayana" (C. dasheng shijiao AFE#4%%), ! Ui’s interpretation of Paramartha’s and the

Faxiang school’s Yogacara teachings has the connotation that Paramartha’s teaching is

hierarchically superior to the Faxiang school’s.

Ui Hakuju's achievements in the study of Paramartha is important in that he distinguished
Paramartha's scholastic position from the Faxiang school's, thereby shedding light on

Paramartha's Yogacara thought as another scholastic line that succeeds Asanga and

8 See ibid., 456-57. Also see Ui Hakuju S {422, Shodaijoron kenkyii fE A TESMFHSL (Tokyd: Iwanami Shoten %
FEELE 1966), 71-73.

° Lingrun is one of the representative scholar-monks in the early Tang period. It is recorded in the Xu gaoseng zhuan
that he was specialized in the Nirvana Siitra and the Mahayanasamgraha (Fi{2Frs 28681 - AR
=TERE o HRERE T 262826 - AR EIEEHRS - BEEHSARE (ESNE
T2060:50.546¢16-19)). Japanese Tendai monk Saichd £z & (767-822) records in the Hokkeshitku 75#£55 /4] that
Lingrun indicated fourteen doctrinal differences between the Old and the New Yogacara translations (For the list
of the fourteen differences and more information, see Ui, Indo tetsugaku kenkyi FIfEFTFAH4%, 6: 526-29; 534-
35.). Lingrun is also known for having disputes on the nature of Buddha Nature with Shentai f#2% (fl. 645; 657),
one of Xuanzang’s disciples. | will discuss more about the dispute between them later in the Chapter I11.

19 Fyjaku, a scholar-monk in the Edo period, is known to have studied a broad range of Buddhist doctrines, not just a
particular sect or school, but the denomination that he was officially affiliated with was the Jodo J$ - sect.

Ui, Indo tetsugaku kenkyii FJFEHTF#H5E, 6: 402-03; 530-34. For Fazang’s five-level taxonomy, see Introduction,
n. 33. Also see n. 18.
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Vasubandhu's Yogacara school. This was particularly innovative in the contemporary scholarly

environment that had mostly focused on the Faxiang school as the "orthodox" Yogacara school.

Ui Hakuju's argument, however, that Paramartha's Yogacara thought is superior to
Xuanzang's on the basis of the doctrinal distinction between "Perfect Contemplation Yogacara"
and "Expedient Means Yogacara" was questioned afterwards. Yuki Reimon, for instance,
criticizes the scholarly tendency to bifurcate the Yogacara thought into "Old Yogacara™ and
"Dharmapala’s Yogacara™ in association with the contradiction between "Perfect Contemplation
Yogacara" and "Expedient Means Yogacara," "Pure Level Yogacara™ and "Impure Level
Yogacara," and the Yogacara of the position that "there is neither consciousness nor objects™ and
that of the position that “there is the consciousness but no objects."*? Yuki says that such a
bifurcation of the Yogacara is none other than the extended view of Fujaku, who succeeded
Fazang's Huayan taxonomy that attributes the Faxiang school to the Elementary Teaching of

Mahayana (C. dasheng shijiao X 3€46%%) and the AMF to the "Advanced Teaching of
Mahayana" (C. dasheng zhongjiao A 3€4%%%).%® In other words, he argues that the perspective

that Paramartha's Shelun school is doctrinally superior to the Faxiang school is derived from
Fazang's sectarian taxonomy. He also says that in the context of Paramartha's Shibakong lun, this
division of Consciousness-Only neither refers to the two opposed positions of Yogacara doctrine,
nor to two different Yogacara lineages, but merely to the stages of Yogacara practice that
Yogacara practioners should follow, viz., "Stage of Insight” (S. *prativedha-avastha, C. tongda

wei #F7E{r) and "Stage of Applied Practice" (S. prayoga-avastha, C. jiaxing wei fJ[I{T{iz); or

12 y1ki Reimon 45354, "Kinsei Yuishiki kenkyti no aru keihu ni tsuiteno hyoron" 7 tHIESRFRFZL DR, 2 s
DT DEFER, in Bukkyo no rekishi to bunka: Bukkyo shigakukai 30-shiinen kinen ronshii {\ZBDFES & Ak ¢
{LZ 4 30 EEEC&EmEE, ed. Bukkyo Shigakukai #5254 (Kyoto: Dohdsha Shuppan [&] fi< HRR,
1980), 894.

13 See ibid., 898-99. For Fazang's taxonomy, see Introduction, n.18 and n. 33.
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"Path of Vision" (S. darsanamarga, C. jiandao /,7&) and "Path of Expedient Means" (S.

upayamarga, C. fangbian dao J5{#) respectively.**

Ueda Yoshifumi also questions Fujaku’s interpretation of Paramartha's concept of
alayavijiiana in the She dasheng lun in light of the notion of "Synthesis of the Truth and

Delusion™ (C. zhenwang hehe &% (1) of the Awakening of Faith, and says that Paramartha’s

doctrinal position should not be reduced to the "Dependent Origination from Tathagatagarbha"

(C. Rulaizang yuangi #1244 #L), the theory based on this synthesis; he argues that the She

dasheng lun strictly takes the position of Dependent Origination from the alayavijiiana, the

typical type of Dependent Origination advocated by the Yogacara tradition.™

Moreover, some scholars raise questions about the traditional presumption that
Paramartha is the virtual founder of the Shelun school, that is, the presumption based on the fact
that the Shelun school was derived from the exegetical tradition of the She dashenglun shi,
Paramartha’s translation of Vasubandhu’s Mahayanasamgraha. Ching Keng, for instance,
distinguishes Paramartha’s Yogacara thought from the later developed Shelun school’s by

demonstrating that the She dashenglun shu & A 3E:mFi (T2805), an anonymous commentary to

Paramartha’s She dashenglun shi fragmentarily preserved in Dunhuang )&, takes a distinct

1 See ibid., 897-98. Taijd Iwata also mentions in his book on Paramartha's Yogacara thought the two different
scholarly perspectives regarding Paramartha’s doctrinal position; he says that while scholars such as Ui and Ueda
takes the view that Paramartha succeeds the Asanga and Vasubandhu’s original teaching, others such as Yiki and
Nago Gadjin refute it; see Iwata Taijo 7= HEFEF, Shintai no yuishikisestu no kenkyi E.&7 OMESRER OIS
(Tokyd: Sankibd Busshorin [[[Z E@#:ZEHK, 2004), X. Also see Keng, "Yogacara Buddhism transmitted or
transformed? Paramartha (499--569) and his Chinese interpreters,” 30-39.

1> See Ueda Yoshifumi _[T3532, Bukkyo shisoshi kenkyi {52 AR 122 (Kyodto: Nagata Bunshodd
KIS E i, 1967), 242-55.
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doctrinal position from the Shelun school’s; he says that while the Shelun school takes the

position based on the Tathagatagarbha doctrine of the AMF, the She dashenglun shu does not.*°

This chapter will examine if Paramartha's Yogacara thought is related to the notion of the
tathagatagarbha of the theory of Dependent Origination from the Tathagatagarbha by analyzing
Paramartha's doctrines that have been regarded as representing the tathagatagarbha thought,

such as "nine-consciousness theory" (C. jiushi shuo J1i#:t) and "immaculate consciousness™ (S.

amalavijiiana). Based on this examination, | will also discuss the problem of whether the
bifurcation of the Tathagatagarbha and Yogacara, or the Old and New Yogacara is still an

effective paradigm.

2. Distinction between Paramartha and Tangian’s Shelun Lineages
(1) Two Types of Synthesis of Tathagatagarbha and Yogacara

Paramartha has been considered, as mentioned above, as a synthesizer of the Tathagatagarbha
and Yogacara doctrines. In the bifurcated scheme of the Tathagatagarbha and Yogacara, however,
scholars tend to contrast Paramartha's synthetic thought to the Faxiang school’s Yogacara
position, which excludes the Tathagatagarbha doctrines from their system. This tendency has in
turn drawn scholars' attention more upon Paramartha's tathagatagarbha doctrines than his
Yogacara doctrines. As a result, Paramartha's Yogacara doctrines—the Yogacara doctrines that

are regarded as contradictory to the Tathagatagarbha doctrines from the perspective of the

16 Keng attempts to demonstrate this by analyzing their different interpretations on Paramartha’s concept of jiexing
fi# 4, or "Nature of Realization." By naming their interpretations as "permanence reading"” and "impermanence
reading" respectively, Keng argues that the Shelun school identifies the jiexing with Original Awakening (C.
benjue A& ), Thusness, Dharma-body, tathagatagarbha, Dharma-realm, whereas the She dashenglun shu
interprets it as impermanent, conditioned, and different from the Dharma-body. See Keng, "Yogacara Buddhism
transmitted or transformed? Paramartha (499--569) and his Chinese interpreters,” 62-104.

47



bifurcation between the two systems—nhas been generally neglected by scholars. Moreover, as
discussed above, scholars such as Ui Hakuju have interpreted Paramartha’s synthesis of the
Tathagatagarbha and Yogacara in association with Fazang's doctrine of Dependent Origination
from the Tathagatagarbha, which is centered on Tathagatagarbha, not Yogacara, thought.*’
Further, since the AMF itself is generally regarded as a synthetic text that combines the
Tathagatagarbha and Yogacara systems,'® Paramartha’s synthesis of the two systems has been

easily related to the AMF.

What should be noted, however, is that the synthesis between the Tathagatagarbha and
Yogacara may be divided into two types; first, the synthesis on the level of the Tathagatagarbha
doctrine and, second, the synthesis beyond the Tathagatagarbha doctrine. The former type of the
synthesis is based on Fazang's doctrine of the Dependent Origination from Tathagatagarbha, and
this synthesis is distinguished from the broader sense of synthesis in the latter type. The former
type refers to the synthesis that is implicit in the Tathagatagarbha doctrine; the Tathagatagarbha
doctrine itself has the implication of the synthesis between the Tathagatagarbha and the
Yogacara because, as addressed in the AMF, the tathagatagarbha is said to be unified to the

alayavijiiana. In Fazang's taxonomy, the AMF teaching of the Dependent Origination from the

'" Fazang's doctrine of the Dependent Origination from the Tathagatagarbha is incompatible with the Yogacara
system; Fazang, though heavily relying on Wonhyo's commentaries on the AMF, excludes all passages related
with the Yogacara doctrines from his Yiji. For detailed explanation, see Chapter 1V.

18 In the AMF, it is said that the tathagatagarbha is unified to the alayavijiiana in neither-identical-nor-different
condition (LA » {RAAGRECAE L0 » a8 AN A IREL AN & - JE—IRSE - S RPLHRE, ORI
(=56 T1666:32.576b07-09)). Based on this doctrinal position, the AMF is typically regarded as a synthetic text
of the Tathagatagarbha and Yogacara doctrines. | will discuss about this in Chapter IV.
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Tathagatagarbha is interpreted as the teaching that the Truth (C. zhen &) and the Delusion (C.

wang %) mutually influence each other in a synthetic way.*®

The broader sense of the synthesis between the Tathagatagarbha and Yogacara refers to
that between two antagonistic doctrines, that is, the Tathagatagarbha position that sentient beings
are the tathagatagarbha, or the tathagatagarbha is unified to the alayavijiiana, as just mentioned
above, and the Yogacara position that denies this. In other words, in the broader sense of the
synthesis, the Tathagatagarbha, which connotes the narrow sense of the synthesis, and the
Yogacara position that denies the Tathagatagarbha doctrines, are both synthesized together.
Paramartha's synthesis has been regarded as the first type, that is, the narrow sense of synthesis,
along with the scholarly tendency to focus on Paramartha’s Tathagatagarbha aspects, not the

Yogacara aspects.

Paramartha’s thought, however, appears to represent the second type, or the broader
sense of synthesis, because his doctrines indeed contain Yogacara aspects that are seen as
antagonistic to the Tathagatagarbha position in the bifurcated paradigm. For instance,
Paramartha considers the alayavijiiana as impure on the one hand and as both pure and impure

on the other?®; the former view obviously parallels to the Yogacara doctrine, whereas the latter to

91t should be noted that although the AMF doctrine of the Dependent Origination from the Tathagatagarbha takes
the position of the synthesis between the Tathagatagarbha and Yogacara, this does not mean that it compromises
with the Yogacara doctrine. As represented in the bifurcation of the Tathagatagarbha and Yogacara, these two
doctrines are typically regarded as antagonistic. | will discuss in the subsequent sections that the synthesis that
Paramartha pursued was not this synthesis within the Tathagatagarbha doctrine, but the broader sense of synthesis
between the Tathagatagarbha and Yogacara, and later in Chapter IV | will explore the antagonistic structure
between the Tathagatagarbha and Yogacara represented in Fazang’s interpretation of the AMF.

? Jizang says in the Zhongguan lun shou #zRE7, "The Old Dilun exegetes regard the seventh consciousness as
deluded and the eighth consciousness as true. The Shedasheng exegetes regard the eighth consciousnss as deluded
and the ninth consciousness as true, and they also say that there are two meanings in the eighth consciousness--
one is the delusion and the other is the truth. The existence of the Nature of Realization (fi#[4:) refers to the truth,
and the existence of the Consciousness of Redistribution (52-#7%) refers to the deluded function™; EtrimERLA

ke 2z )\ R ELE - SRAOREILL/ A B HE - No/\BE % - —=_H - AMERZH -
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the typical Tathagatagarbha doctrine of the AMF. In addition, Paramartha states that it is the
alayavijiiana that is the fundamental basis of all phenomena,® in a manner that is contrast to the
doctrine of the Dependent Origination from the Tathagatagarbha. Paramartha’s position that the

alayavijiiana is the basis of the all phenomena exactly coincides with the Yogacara position.

The fact that Paramartha maintains not only the Tathagatagarbha view but also the
Yogacara view that is seen as antagonistic to the Tathagatagarbha view recalls the binary or two-
fold position of the ten-fascicle translation of the Larnkavatarasitra, that is, the position that the
alayavijiiana is identified to the tathagatagarbha on the one hand and separated from it on the
other.”? Among this two-fold view of the Lasikavatarasitra, the view that the alayavijiiana is
identified with the tathagatagarbha resonates with Fazang' interpretation of the AMF as the

Tathagatagarbha teaching, according to which the tathagatagarbha and alayavijiiana are unified

HREEE S (AT T1824:42.104c07-10). Based on the phrase "and they also say" (X =) in this
passage, however, Keng argues that Jizang describes two distinct lineages of the Shelun school, i.e., Paramartha’s
and Tangian’s lineages respectively. He proposes that "they" refers to another strand (viz., Tangian’s) of the
Shelun school by associating it with the line that comes right after the passage above, that is, "the arising-and-
ceasing and the neither-arising-nor-ceasing in the Awakening of Faith are combined to be the substance (§&) of the
alayavijiana" (FE(Ssa 40 A WS TEFLAR S (i smER T1824:42.104¢10); see Keng, "Yogacara Buddhism
transmitted or transformed? Paramartha (499--569) and his Chinese interpreters,” 298-99.). However, given that
the dualistic attitude is a feature of Paramartha’s doctrine, which I will discuss soon below, the second view does
not seem to necessarily represent Tangian’s doctrinal position. Further, we can see that in this context Jizang
consults the Awakening of Faith in order to support the Shelun view as an antidote to the Dilun doctrines, since he
also presents two lines of the Lankavatarasitra along with this line of the AMF as the textual evidence to support
it; E{E i AR A S TFRLARAS © BHASTE 50 « —RFUBE ARG - — WIS EFIFLER © Hh—fm
IERHStEm AR - PEGRE - BEnBEAHA R AESEZZHTA T (PEERAT 71824:42.104c10-14).

2 Zhiyi #58 (538-597) contrasts the Dilun and Shelun school’s viewpoints on the basis of the phenomena in the
Mohe zhiguan EEzm] [F#H: "The Dilun exegetes say, ‘all realization and illusion, and truth and delusion rely on the
Dharma Nature. The Dharma Nature supports the truth and delusion, the truth and delusion rely on the Dharma
Nature.' The Shelun exegetes say, 'the Dharma Nature is not tainted by delusion, neither pured by the truth, and
thus the Dharma Nature is not to be relied on. For what to be relied on, it is alayavijiiana. The incessant nescience
flourishes to encompass all the seeds' "; it A = - —UIfBEREE ZRFIEN: - AU EZHZWOEMEN - A
Ter o AR BB - R REANF - BUEMEIEKE: - SIREFEPTRRINEAD - fie) BB —U)fE
(T1911:46.54a23-27). In fact, it is not certain whether the "Shelun exegetes" that Zhiyi addresses refer to
Paramartha’s or Tangian’s line. But, it can be inferred that they are Paramartha’s since Tangian, as a successor of
the Southern Dilun school, regards the True Thusness or the Dharma Nature as the basis of the phenomena.

%2 See Chapter 1.
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to each other?; the view that the alayavijiiana is distinguished from the rathagatagarbha
parallels the Yogacara view that the alayavijiiana is an impure consciousness. | have also
proposed that the Northern Dilun school takes the binary position as well based on the fact that

this school relies on the ten-fascicle Lankavatarasutra as its canonical base, and thus the

presumed connection between Paramartha and the Northern school?* may be again explained.

In fact, we can find this binary feature in Paramartha’s Yogacara doctrines. The
following sections will explore Paramartha's doctrines that show his dualistic position that
considers both the Tathagatagarbha and Yogacara views. Based on these doctrines, | will
propose an alternative account for Paramartha’s synthetic thought, which contains not only the
Tathagatagarbha but also Yogacara doctrines. Before turning to Paramartha’s doctrines that show
the dualistic feature, I will first discuss Paramartha’s doctrine of amalavijiiana, which is
generally regarded as the ninth consciousness, since this concept is one of Paramartha's doctrines

that have determined his scholastic image as being tathagatagarbha-oriented.

% See n. 18 above. Indeed, the representative commentators of the AMF, such as Huiyuan, Wonhyo and Fazang,
relate the AMF to the Lankavatarasitra.

It has been presumed that Paramartha was doctrinally associated with the Northern school. One of the evidences
that support this presumption is Zhanran’s statement that the Northern Dilun school was doctrinally supported by
the establishment of the Shelun school since the two schools took the same view that the alayavijiiana, not

Thusness, is the basis of the phenomena; ¥JIAREHEE 2 5% - KELHIFIHEFICE - WX oitam A rEIL —E
# o BMERTATIEAMERET AR E o MINIEEETFTEREE DLAfHF o AHINF BTN E W LARSIRES - b —3mA

HEEREMATET S EZERAK « IIERASEEIT AT LABIILE » AR TRRIR 5 i 5T E -
EEREOII AL, o UG E SR/ CAFE 2 FRRES T1717: 33.942¢16-24).
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(2) Reconsideration of Paramartha’s Doctrine of Amalavijiiana

The doctrine of amalavijiiana and Nine Consciousnesses (C. jiushi J1:#) has been traditionally

attributed to Paramartha.” Scholars have generally considered the theory of Nine
Consciousnesses, which consist of the typical eight types of consciousness of the Yogacara
system and the "Immaculate Consciousness” (S. amalavijiiana, C. amoluo shi/wugou shi

o] JEE 282 =5k /46 S5 5% ), as one of Paramartha's doctrines that represent his doctrinal synthesis
between the Yogacara and Tathagatagarbha.?® The amalavijiiana is regarded as equivalent to the
notion of tathagatagarbha in Paramartha’s doctrinal system, since Paramartha associates it with
several concepts that have tathagatagarbha connotations, such as the "Innately Pure Mind" (S.
prakrti-prabhasvara-citta, C. zixing quingjing xin = 4:375:5.0,)%' that is covered by adventitious
defilements (S. agantuka-klesa, C. kechen fannao 2 EELE ), "Perfected Nature" (S.

parinispanna, C. yuancheng shixing [B]p & 14:),%® "True Reality" (viz., "Thusness"; C. zhenruru

% Michael Radich says that the amalavijiiana is identified as the ninth consciousness as early as Zhiyi, Jingying
Huiyuan, Huijun/Hyegyun £14) (ca. 6th century), Jizang, and he also presents a great number of later materials
that mentions the amalavijiiana as the ninth consciousness. See Michael Radich, "The Doctrine of *Amalavijiiana
in Paramartha (499-569), and Later Authors to Approximately 800 C.E," Zinbun 41(2008): 104-14.

% See Katsumata, Bukkya ni okeru shinshiki setsu no kenkyii {LEUZ 31T % 03ksR ORFZE: 703. Quoting the
Shibakong lun - /\ 22z, in which Paramartha describes amalavijiiana and alayavijiiana as representing
respectively the Yogacara of "Perfect Insight/Pure Level" (C. zhengguan/jingpin 1F#H //5+t) and the Yogacara of
"Expedient/Impure Level" (C. fangbian/bujingpin 77 {# /R /Fh), Katsumata says that Paramartha unifies
alayavijiana with amalavijiianal Aboriginal Pure Mind/tathagatagarbha in his nine consciousness system. On the
contrary, he says, the Chengweishi lun, the main canonical base of the Faxiang school, distinguishes these two
types of Yogacara by emphasizing the Impure Level of the consciousness. See ibid., 705-07. Takasaki Jikido also
suggests that Paramartha’s nine consciousness theory resulted from traditional inclination in Indian Buddhism to
connect the alayavijiiana with the tathagatagarbha. He also says that it is in this context that Paramartha
established the doctrine of amalavijiiana by using the Ratmagotravibhaga and relying on the authority of
Vasubandhu. See Takasaki Jikido 15l & &, "Shintai yaku Shaodaijoron Seshin shaku ni okeru Nyorai zo setsu:
Hosho ron tono kanren™ EaaRIE AR 15 17 2 WREE —F Mam & OBI#EE—" in Yiki kyoju shoju
kinen Bukkyo shisoshi ronshii §538ZZ ME S 022U E M8 51554 (Tokyo: Daizo Shuppan, 1964), 260-61.

%" See the Shibakong lun +/\Z2 34 T.1616:31.863b06-21.
% See the Zhuanshi lun #3534 T.1587:31.62¢15-20 and the San wuxing lun = #4364 T.1617:31.871¢27-872a07.
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E4041),% or "Original Awakening” (C. benjue 7%2).% Paramartha’s purported synthesis of

Yogacara and Tathagatagarbha doctrines also makes a sharp distinction from Xuanzang’s
position that endorses only the Yogacara doctrine, and this distinction seems to serve as one of
the factors that contributed to the establishment of the bifurcation between the Old and New

Yogacara or the Tathagatagarbha and Yogacara traditions.

The traditional attribution of the nine-consciousness system to Paramartha, however, has
been controversial. Even if the concept of the amalavijiiana appears in Paramartha’s works, there
is no record in his extant works about the nine-consciousness system nor the amalavijiiana
referred to as the ninth consciousness; only later exegetes’ works that mention the nine-
consciousness system attribute it to Paramartha.®! Moreover, even these later records do not
concur in the titles of their references although all the titles contain the term "nine

consciousnesses/ninth consciousness" (C. jiushi J1.z%), and in most cases they quote from

ALY

% See the San wuxing lun =434 T.1617:31.872a10-12.

% In his Jieshenmi jing shu %522 4% 55, Wonch’tik quotes a passage from the "Ninth Consciousness Chapter” (C.
jiushi pin J13%k0) of the Jueding zang lun JEE &, Paramartha’s translation of the first half of the
Viniscaya (B £1E47) of the Yogacarabhimisastra. According to Wonch'tik, in this passage the amalavijiana is
also named as the "Original Awakening" (C. benjue &%), which is a concept originated from the Awakening of
Mahayana Faith KIEHE(SER, the seminal Tathagatagarbha text in East Asia Buddhist tradition. This quotation,
however, is problematic because Wonch’iik says that he quotes this passage by citing another text titled "An essay
on the Nine Consciousness" (C. jiushi zhang J13%%), the authorship of which is dubious, and, moreover, it turned
out that there was no "Ninth Consciousness Chapter” (C. jiushi pin J1:5%5h) in the Jueding zang lun JA E &
when Xuanzang translated the whole text of the Yogacarabhiamisastra between 646 and 648. Wonch’iik also
knew this when he wrote the Jieshenmi jing shiz; 55 J1 P FEEZE:S - HEodEEEg - B AS - A—H - HH
o —PT&IE - BRENRERSE - TG - BiIER - AEAE o BANERES DU R Lk
st o - XORTE el o BLEFain - fem AR Lkt (B2 %408 X369: 21.240c04-241a09).

%! See Yoshimura Makoto &£k, "Shindai no Amara shiki to Shoron gakuha no kushiki setsu”
ELE O I BELR R & R IRD S UK, Indogalu Bukkyogaku kenkyii E[IFE X 5UZ4H15% 56, no. 1 (2007):
177; Radich, "The Doctrine of *4Amalavijiana in Paramartha (499-569), and Later Authors to Approximately 800
C.E," 104-05.
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nonextant texts or sources regarded as spurious.* Based on the ambiguous evidence, some
scholars propose that it is not Paramartha that crafted the nine consciousness system, but it is a

doctrinal product of the Chinese Shelun school based on Paramartha’s amalavijiiana doctrine.®

This issue of whether or not Paramartha establishes the nine-consciousness system is
particularly significant for the current discussion regarding Paramartha’s Tathagatagarbha
thought, because the amalavijiiana as the ninth consciousness has the implication that all sentient
beings innately have the immaculate consciousness, paralleling the tathagatagarbha doctrine. In
fact, Yogacara exegetes as well accept the notion of the amalavijiiana, but, unlike Paramartha
who presumably views it as the ninth consciousness separate from the eight conciousnesses, they
consider it as pure portion of the eighth consciousness, or alayavijiiana, which does not manifest

itself until in the stage of the Buddhahood (C. rulai di #[17#th); they do not establish a separate

ninth consciousness.**

%2 See Radich, "The Doctrine of *4malavijiiana in Paramartha (499-569), and Later Authors to Approximately 800
C.E," 105-09.

% See, for instance, Yoshimura, "Shindai no Amara shiki to Shoron gakuha no kushiki setsu”
EapOmEEZE SR & B amFIRD JLa%kER. Along the same line, Michael Radich notes that Sanlun exegete
Huijun/Hyegyun ££1t5 (fl. 574-590s) just mentions "nine kinds of mind" (C. jiupin xin J15%(»), unlike other
exegetes who attribute a particular text, such as "Ninth Mind Chapter" (C. jiuxin pin JL.(afh) or "Ninth
Consciousness Chapter" (C. jiushi pin J1.3%5), to Paramartha (RS- Hi{TE « B E = EZE 14K - 3
FHIEIFE - e - L LBCASEIE] o LA LS - ##E(E (X784:46.569b24-c02)). Based on this
clue, Radich suspects that the idea that there existed a specific chapter on the "Ninth Consciousness" in
Paramartha’s work came up later by reversing the characters, xin . and pin /. Given that Huijun/Hyegyun
belongs to the early period among the exegetes who mention Paramartha’s thought, Radich argues that his
testimony is relatively more accurate than those of the later exegetes. Radich also points out that Daoji #& 7 (577-
637), a Dilun exegete, mentions the "nine kinds of mind" (C. jiupin xin J14w(). For detailed explanation, see
Radich, "The Doctrine of *4Amalavijiiana in Paramartha (499-569), and Later Authors to Approximately 800 C.E,"
112-13.

% For instance, in explaining the "immaculate consciousness” (C. wuguo shi ff#i532) in the Cheng weishi lun, Ji
clearly asserts that the previous teachers wrongly assigned it to the ninth consciousness. He says that it refers to
the consciousness that corresponds to the "Great Perfect Mirror Knowledge" (S. adarsa-jiiana, C. da yuanjing ji
KIEIFREED), one of the five types of knowledge exclusive to the stage of Buddhahood, and that it is obtained by

transforming the essence of the eighth consciousness; e A 28 - oL EEZERE - TR A1 - JE
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Besides the dubiousness of attributing the nine-consciousness system to Paramartha, the
general scholarly tendency to connect Paramartha’s use of the amalavijiiana with his orientation
to the Tathagatagarbha theory has been challenged. Radich argues that Paramartha's usage of the

amalavijiiana in his extant works that mention the amalavijiiana, i.e., Juedingzang lun J €556,

Shibakong lun /1224, Zhuanshi lun #3534, Sanwuxing lun =4E14:34, rarely® recalls the

—=7W\\

notion of tathagatagarbha.*®
In a passage that discusses the "Transformation of the Basis" (S. asrayaparavrtti, C.
zhuanyi 24(Y), viz., the fundamental change of the basis of consciousness from the

unenlightened to the enlightened, the Juedingzang lun makes a clear contrast between the
alayavijiiana and the amalavijiiana, referring to them respectively as the basis of the defilements
(S. klesa, C. fannao JEf&) and the basis of the noble path (S. aryamarga, C. shengdao E238); it
states that the amalavijiiana is realized when the alayavijiiana is extinguished by transforming (S.

*paravrtti, C. zhuan §#) the nature of ordinary beings (S. *prthagjanatva, C. fanfu xing FL2R14:)

through practice and cultivation.®’ Given that the amalavijiiana is described here as the

o ZAPS A JURER - 40 BTN - PRI o EEEREAAER Y - ENE VRS (R
T1830.43.344c10-13).

% As mentioned before, the Shibakong lun states the amalavijiiana as "Innately Pure Mind" (S. prakrti-
prabhasvara-citta, C. zixing quingjing xin 5 4% ,3.(») covered by adventitious defilements (S. agantuka-klesa,
C. kechen fannao % EEJE ) (+/\Z=5% T1616:31.863b06-21).

% Radich thoroughly demonstrates this by analyzing all the passages mentioning the amalavijfiana in Paramartha’s
extant works as well as by comparing them with the Sanskrit and Tibetan equivalents. | am grateful to Prof.
Bodiford for drawing my attention to this reference. See Radich, "The Doctrine of *4malavijiiana in Paramartha
(499-569), and Later Authors to Approximately 800 C.E," 47-104.

S U o B R S EABEE o B AT - (T - B ZR RSB M - FR L
RIAP EEHSEHOR, - Jtt&ﬂééﬁz DB - PrIER AR aiE - sOTMEEaES, - PIERHRERE M - BRI -
[AEEEE R, - BiRE o SEIRESEE R - [0S R e R - RS dms —
VIR IR o PR RSk — VIR AR » A BB EIRAS - [olBEEE SR8 A R SRS - (B Ry B2 iE
EIEEEIRA - P EEZEREE BN - AMEAER (RE ik T1584.30008-19). There are three more passages
mentioning the amalavijiiana in the Juedingjing lun, and these passages also contain the contrast between the
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consciousness that is not attained until the alayavijiiana is abandoned, it does not seem to have
the connotation of the tathagatagarbha, that is, the originally pure innate nature in all sentient
beings. In other words, the Juedingzang lun does not describe the amalavijiiana as what all
sentient beings are already endowed with, but as a sort of antidote replacing the alayavijiiana.
Moreover, in the Sanskrit equivalent of the Juedingzang lun, the Viniscayasamgrahani (C. she

jueze fen f 4% 47) of the Yogacarabhimisastra, we see asrayaparavrtti (""Transformation of
the Basis"; C. zhuanyi %) in this passage instead of amalavijiana.*® Judging from the

connotation of asrayaparavrtti, namely, the transformation of one state to another, the
amalavijiiana does not seem to have doctrinal affinity to the tathagatagarbha, which refers to

the originally existing purity in sentient beings.
In a passage to explain the Reality of Consciousness-only (S. *vijfiapti[matra]-tattva,® C.

weishi zhenshi Mz B &), the Shibakong lun associates the amalavijiiana with "Consciousness-

only in [the stage of] Perfect Insight" (C. zhengguan weishi 1F#H1: ), one of the two levels of

Consciousness-only, along with "Consciousness-only in [the stage of] Applied Practice"” (C.

amalavijiana and the alayavijiiana, or describe the amalavijiiana as what is attained by abandoning the

defilements; A 35t AT 2R HE SR R iR AR o —DIJahA H THE i 2 el 28 2 o PR 2 ik DA R ReAS. (O i
& 71584.30.1022a15-17) ; tHHEERT A AHES - ([ EEEEER M RES(F o DALAE S B Zg HE G T A6 - B i
R EfRA - M EREEEEEN CRE SR T1584.30.1025¢23-26); [ E5IE IS AN - AKEES DR
FRIEAE, o DABRRET - sE3A RN TUER AR B - SEEDARRE/FFIN - WREFEERFE - LG
H o IARRIE 4 B R ESAHENMEE L - BHA%E - BB EREa R i AN E - BX
PEERAR Fodg 2l - ZZfRARPISEE RO REA2E - MR FISEEEAIERIE « AEERR FIZE T T Er
REhANETTUEHREIEER ChE s T1584:30.1030c27-1031a07). For the detailed information of the passages
and the translations, see ibid., 59-72.

% See Hakamaya Noriaki #& &3, " Viniscayasamgrahani ni okeru arayashiki no kitei"
Viniscayasamgrahant (Z BT % 7 — 7 Yak DR IE, Toyo bunka kenkyijo kiyo FUFEALZERATACZE 79 (1979):
10-12.

% Radich has identified the Sanskrit term for IE35%E 8 as vijfiapti[matra]-tattva in the Madhyantavibhaga, the base
text for the Shibakong lun; in the Sanwuxing lun Paramartha provides different translation, 2040, for this term.
See Radich, "The Doctrine of *Amalavijiiana in Paramartha (499-569), and Later Authors to Approximately 800
C.E." n.118, n.144.
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fangbian weishi J5{E1ES%).*° | mentioned before that Ui Hakuju regards the zhengguan weishi

and fangbian weishi as two doctrinally hierarchical Yogacara schools, assigning them
respectively to Paramartha’s and Xuanzang’s school.** But, as Radich points out,* fangbian is
Paramartha's translation of prayoga (“practice") or prayogamdarga (“path of practice")* although

the more regular translation occurs as jiaxing fj[If7; in the same vein Paramartha also uses this
term in contrasting between the "Path of Practice" (S. prayogamarga, C. fangbian dao 75{# )
and the "Path of Vision" (S, darsanamarga, C. jiandao 5.i&).** | have mentioned above that

Yiki Remon also indicates that the zhengguan and fangbian weishi are equivalent to the stage of
the "Applied Practice" (S. prayogamdarga) and the "Path of Vision" (S. darsanamarga).*® Since
all this textual evidence shows that the "Consciousness-only in [the stage of] Perfect Insight"
(zhengguan weishi) corresponds to the stage of Path of Vision, not a particular doctrinal lineage
of Yogacara tradition, we may well say that the amalavijiiana, the consciousness in the stage of
Perfect Insight, is not attainable until the stage of Path of Vision. This deduction also disproves

the previous scholarly connection of the amalavijiiana with the Tathagatagarbha doctrine, by

O BB o P VIR R, o SEARERE o INAERTEE o BERRIMENGS - (EUEREAW - —H
- SHICEMER TR - MEaREEAT - BUSIEWZE © R o 2R (e - O IREE -
BSASEE Tl o RS o — i o ME PRS0t (+ /(25 T1616:31.864a22-28).

* See the first section (1. Issues) of this chapter. It appears tht it is in this way of interpretation that Ui translated the
fangbian weishi as "Expedient [level of] Consciousness-only," not "Consciousness-only in [the stage of] Applied
Practice."

“2 See Radich, "The Doctrine of *4malavijiiana in Paramartha (499-569), and Later Authors to Approximately 800
C.E," 77-78.n.122.

© 3 A RN - (EERE— - BT - PP R - B VIR (B
T5h T1559:20.282b22-24).

“ —UNEEE R AT - RIUR =T RE o WHLSAEEAR o ML - — YA - B
FeREH o T EELIER AT - 5 AR B PIEA e (RSRkEm T T1695:200a19-22).

% See the first section (1. Issues) of this chapter.
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negating the image of the amalavijiiana as the pure ground that all sentient beings intrinsically

have.

There is a passage in the Shibakong lun that identifies the amalavijiiana with "Innately
Pure Mind" (S. prakrti-prabhasvara-citta, C. zixing quingjing xin B4/ %) tainted by

46

adventitious defilements (S. agantuka-klesa, C. kechen fannao 22 EELE ), which reminds us of

the Tathagatagarbha doctrine in the Srimalasiitra or the Ratnagotravibhaga. However, we cannot
say that this identification of the amalavijiana with the Innately Pure Mind confidently proves
that Paramartha is an advocate of the Tathagatagarbha theory—the Tathagatagarbha theory that
is doctrinally antagonistic to the Yogacara theory—because medieval East Asian Buddhist
exegetes diverge in their interpretation of the Tathagatagarbha doctrine of such scriptures as the
Srimalasitra or the Ratnagotravibhdga. Although the Faxiang school is generally regarded as
doctrinally adversarial to the Tathagatagarbha schools, this school endorsed the Tathagatagarbha
doctrine as well, as mentioned above. Further, unlike the typical type of Tathagatagarbha
doctrine in which all sentient beings universally are said to have the Buddha Nature, the Faxiang
school divides the Buddha Nature into two types, i.e., Buddha Nature in abstract level (C. li

foxing i {#14) and practical level (C. xing foxing 77{#4:), and confine the universal Buddha

Nature to the abstract level.*’ Viewed from the diverse doctrines of the Buddha Nature, it would

be too hasty to reduce this one instance of Paramartha’s identification of the amalavijiiana with

U I RIS EEA = o —IFARF  BHEZE o EEAF o A PR SAER o (LA o DUEARIFA
LT - B EREE - AIBEEER - LIS - RIGHEIEERER - 22880 B ARSI - RIERETE R
REFREE » MRERRAIAMRID I — VIR B RERR - SR RBEDh R A A SR - MIEZ=IREEF - RS
FIMASERRR © BURIEZEIEE AT - B PRI FA I FEE - SOR - HEZEHERANF - —UITh IRl
Sl o fILLEL - DIZESR A MRS - SEEAEEMB A TIbR - BRI - ML - 8otz B NE - M
GRS - TNEEREMWE - ZOHIEFIRSFIENE o Bl B R0 o (HRAKEE
BTG i A g - Ry EEF T Ry % (T1616:31.836h06-21)

*7 | will discuss about Faxing school's typical view on Buddha Nature by focusing on Ji's doctrinal position in
Chapter I11.
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the Innately Pure Mind into his inclination to the Tathagatagarbha theory without more careful

observation of his understanding of the concept of Buddha Nature.

In both the Zhuanshi lun and the Sanwuxing lun, the amalavijiiana is associated with a
higher level of Consciousness-only by being identified with "Consummate Nature" (S.

parinispanna-svabhava, C. yuancheng shixing [El¢ & 1E), the third of the "Three Natures™ (S.
tri-svabhava, C. sanxing —4) of reality, along with "Imaginary Nature" (S. parikalpita-
svabhava, C. bianji suozhi xing @z Fr34:) and "Dependent Nature" (S. paratantra-svabhava,
C. yita ji xing fcft#E4:). In the passage of the Zhuanshi lun, the Consciousness-only is divided

into two types, i.e., the Consciousness-only in the Impure Level (C. bu jingpin weishi

A$ LK), in which only the objects are abandoned but the consciousness still remains (C.
gianjing zaishi &= £ &%), and, though implicitly, the Consciousness-only in Pure Level (C.
jingpin weishi ;3 fEE#), in which both the objects and the consciousness are extinguished (C.
jingshi juin R {ER); this latter state—the state in which both the objects and the

consciousness are extinguished—is referred to as the Consummate Nature, which is in turn
identified with the amalavijiana.*® Given that the concepts of Consciousness-only in the level of

the Perfect Insight (C. zhengguan weishi T-ERMER) and the Applied Practice (C. fangbian

W SR o (HIEE I o FERITER - ALK - G RIF it o MBS - YIS
BESRa(RIE - flEkrIE - B —(FIEH - B LA R - BIRANZEL - BHIER - EHUEEHE
MR e BHFA - IESEREIE B - EMEEIEBEAER - /12648 Ry e AR at, (T1587:62¢14-20).
One thing that is noteworthy here is that although in the passage the consciousness of the latter state--the state in
which the consciousness and the objects both have disappeared--is identified as the amalavijiiana, the phrase at
the end of this passage (J1 1] 254% a2 E AR sk 17 "also it is possible to consider [the consciousness of] the
theory that ends up [with the consciousness remaining after the disappearance of the objects] as the amalavijfiana™)
seems to imply that the consciousness of the former state is also identified as the amalavijiana, because the
phrase 2545 Fyi is repeated here by referring to the former state. This idea that the amalavijiiana refers to not
only the Consciousness of the Pure Level but also that of the Impure Level may be seen as an evidence of
Paramartha's dualistic perspective, which | will discuss in detail soon in (3), (4), (5), and (6). For Radich’s
alternative view that suspects the phrase at the end as a scribal error, see Radich, "The Doctrine of *Amalavijiiana
in Paramartha (499-569), and Later Authors to Approximately 800 C.E," n.140.
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weishi FF{EMEZE), which parallel the Consciousness-only in Pure and Impure Levels,

respectively, correspond to the different stages of Yogacara practice, the amalavijiiana is not
attained until the higher stage of Yogacara practice. In other words, as examined above in the
Shibakong lun, it seems unlikely that the amalavijiiana refers to a universal pure mind that

innately resides in all sentient beings all the time.

In a manner that recalls the passage of the Shibakong lun and the Zhuanshi lun above, the
Sanwuxing lun divides the Reality of Consciousness-only (S. vijiiapti[matra]-tattva, C. shi ruru

%&ﬁ[}ﬁ[}“g) into two types, i.e., "Comprehension without Distortion" (f&4f{Z]) and "Immutability"

L bsn

(45 5#).% In the Zhuanshi lun, as mentioned above, the Consciousness-only in the Impure

VARYY <

Level is described as the state in which only consciousness remains without its objects, while the
Consciousness-only in the Pure Level is the state in which both are extinguished. The Sanwuxing
lun says in a similar way that the Reality of Comprehension without Distortion refers to the state

in which only [deluded] consciousness remains with no external objects (%@L 35k~ M Il A4 ;
SeDlME—@LakiE /M), and the Reality of Immutability refers to the state in which not only

the external objects but also the [deluded] consciousness are abandoned

(% o R £ s A BLa%40) > This latter state, again, with a close similarity to the Zhuanshi lun,

** In the Shibakong lun, Paramartha translates vijfiapti[matra]-tattva to g% £ 2. See n. 39 above.

0 B - B UIRE TE MR - I SR - —HRAEE - fEEE o [ FEEE - B A
FUREAEMERER - BERLEROMERIERAR - —VIREAE Rl - IEEIVESB R A E g - %
4N o REMEAHLIA0 o [2] SEEEEE - B L RLERELE 0 RIR A DUBESR AT  thoy RV ey - (R
IR - B SERTH - BIUE P REERR, - MEA LaR i SR Lo -

AR » (HAE A o /NRFTHE—UIRES © M ATRREAR] - SRRFWEA - W EITHE - HE
TERLRATIERL « + ARIREAE] - HE—RLERAFRA SO A4 - PLERA S L -

REAZT IR - 3B wl o ko] 2R 5o 2 SRR (] - SRS SR o S FCANAN o FimEsk e P RIE (R L
&t o JelAME—EL IR M - REIREEERGE HY ALK - e R E Rk (T1617:871c27-al5)

%! Although Paramartha here divides the Reality of Consciousness-only (vijfiapti[matra]-tattva) into the two distinct
types, this division does not seem to strict, because he says that "even in the former meaning of the

60



is identified with the amalavijiiana, which manifests immediately with the realization of the non-
existence of both the Imaginary and Dependent Nature (FH 47 Fi{4: 7k &S (A TR AH
It dEATA BIE [ EEZES%). Thus, we have a similar conclusion to that reached from the above

passages of the Shibakong lun and the Zhuanshi lun: the amalavijiiana refers to a consciousness

attained in the higher stage of Yogacara practice, viz., the stage of Path of Vision.

In another passage of the Sanwuxing lun, the amalavijiiana is once more identified with
the Consummate Nature (parinispanna-svabhava). Here, the Consummate Nature is described as
the state in which there is no attachment to both characteristics of names and meanings

(R EhE 443 —fH), and this state is in turn identified with the amalavijiana, in which there is no
distinction between object and wisdom ($2 %54 72 Fil ] JEE 2 55%:47).>% This text again has no
definite clue to show the connection between the amalavijiiana and the Tathagatagarbha doctrine.
The ambiguous attribution of the nine-consciousness system to Paramartha as well as
Paramartha’s use of the amalavijiiana not as inherent capability, such as the tathagatagarbha,

but as what is attained as a result of cultivation, do not seem to support what scholars have

thought to date regarding Paramartha’s doctrinal position. Particularly Paramartha’s description

Consciousness-only [viz., the Reality of Comprehension without Distortion (#&4:Z]20%1)], we also should apply
this explanation of consciousness [viz., the Reality of Immutability (Ff588 E4040)] (FirEsk s RN EE EkER)."
This "loose" position by Paramartha here also recalls a phrase in the Zhuanshi lun, which possibly implies that the
amalavijiana not only applies to the Consciousness-only at the Pure Level (5 5L1EE#), but also to that at the
Impure Level (K73 5LHERR); see n.48 above.

P REE o [ 9 HEFTUE R = MFTRE - S - BEREAR TR o LA S ERATE - SE S
BIZ SR  RET BIRRBIMERATE - Fror sl S REERTA - e RIEIRERTA - BLZEEEN: - SH9IHE
= o 2 B AR =R - FTE LRSS RTH 3R - 55— VRV (F - (Ea (e RLE
SR o BESTHIERRLRAR MM - R {RIEFTA - RIREE M © [8] B=ARE R MRS - A FAHNE
M o RIS - SEYIMERE - NRGEY) - (bR EEATE - R - (B2 50 - [4] EUMHEER
RAPEREE - IEEE R A o PR RESEUE R R - ABAFTEEEE A - BiHE R B HEE S 751
WERARAL © [5] SETAHME R ECVEFTRE# - BEAshE e A - BUEs s [ REEE SRy - SE0USE =I°F
BEEEME o (EHFTILIE R fm#—3% H (T1617:31.873¢09-26).
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of the amalavijiiana as what is only attained at a particular stage of cultivation coincides with the

gradual model of Yogacara system, not with the Tathagatagarbha system.

The reasons that modern scholarship has nevertheless centered on Paramartha’s
Tathagatagarbha thought may probably be explained in two ways: (1) The later exegetes who
expounded the amalavijiiana in association with the Tathagatagarbha also addressed it as the
ninth consciousness,> which had been attributed to Paramartha. In other words, the later
exegetes’ interpretation of the ninth consciousness in light of the Tathagatagarbha and the
purported attribution of the nine consciousnesses/ninth consciousness to Paramartha collectively
have entailed the image of Paramartha as a Tathagatagarbha advocate. (2) The later interpretative
divergence on the concept of amalavijiiana and/or the ninth consciousness appears to be
retrospectively projected to Paramartha’s use of the amalavijiiana. When the Faxiang school
emerged on the basis of Xuanzang’s translation of new Yogacara literature, the interpretation on
the concept of amalavijiiana and/or the ninth consciousness diverged into two groups: the Shelun
school, or the Old Yogacara, regarded the amalavijiiana as the ninth consciousness separately
from the eight consciousnesses, while the Faxiang school, or the New Yogacara, considered it as
the pure aspect of the eighth consciousness. Adopting this divergence as an evidence for the

bifurcated paradigm of East Asian Yogacara, modern scholars seem to apply this paradigm back

> For instance, an Huayan exegete such as Chengguan ;& (738-839) interprets the amalavijiiana in association
with the Tathagatagarbha doctrine and also considers it as the ninth consciousness. Note that this does not mean
that all the later exegetes who address the nine consciousnesses/ninth consciousness are adherents of the
Tathagatagarbha theory. Exegetes in Faxiang school accept the concept of the ninth consciousness, but do not
regard it as a consciousness separate from the eighth. Ji, for instance, explains the ninth consciousness merely as
the pure portion of the eighth consciousness, not as a separate consciousness with its own essence (F#5g), in
referring to the Lasnkavatarasitra; B5EEER )\ UEREERA/K HEER - S07A LB 28 - BURIERIS A =
TEEEMEA \ o BERIREGERES - Sna h e et - sPUSE /s - IR RIBEES Lk - RS MRMEREG A
J1 o INIERSEERIA Lk (R mEsksmiEC T.1830:239a12-16). But, whether they interpret the nine
consciousnesses/ninth consciousness in light of the Tathagatagarbha or the pure portion of the alayavijiiana, the
later exegetes appear to have believed that Paramartha advocated the doctrine of the nine consciousnesses/the
ninth consciousness. For more explanation on Chengguan’s interpretation of the amalavijiana in the
Tathagatagarbha doctrine, see Radich, "The Doctrine of *4malavijiiana in Paramartha (499-569), and Later
Authors to Approximately 800 C.E," 153-55.
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to Paramartha’s use of the amalavijiiana. However, as discussed above, the textual sources do

not seem to provide enough evidence to support this suggestion.

(3) Two Types of Interpretations of Nature of Realization: Perfect Enlightenment and

Potential Enlightenment

The concept of "Nature of Realization" (C. jiexing f#{4:) is another of Paramartha’s doctrines

that have been associated with the tathagatagarbha theory, on the basis of Paramartha's
description of it in a way that recalls the notion of the tathagatagarbha. Let us examine the

passages in which the concept first appears.

The concept of the Nature of Realization occurs in Paramartha’s She dasheng lun shi two
times. First, in commenting on the passage of the She dasheng lun, in which Asanga explains the
alayavijiiana by quoting a verse from the *Mahayana-abhidharmasutra (C. Dasheng apidamo
jing K 3fef] B 22 BE4X), Paramartha states that the "realm” (C. jie 5), which is described in the
verse as the basis of all dharmas from time immemorial, refers to the alayavijiiana, and that it
has "Realization" (C. jie fi#) as its "Nature" (C. xing 4:); Paramartha further says that this
"realm" has five meanings, i.e., "essential kind" (C. tilei §&%5), "cause" (C. yin [X]), "birth" (C.

sheng 4E), "truth” (C. zhenshi E &), and "containing” (C. cang ), >* which are also addressed

M ERE o MLERRIERIR L o TLAAPTRRENE o R AT RER I o R ERIEIRALPTRRNN o 400 {2 B
ZM%EF‘ER I AR —VVAKIE EAGER RARER - BH » SHO[ SRR S -
aE ATl BREERE o b (T REER(S o RLEIREIERARER PR o IR Rk - Jtti'%ﬁﬂﬁ %ﬁ'& 1% - —UIRE
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in such Tathagatagarbha texts as the Srimalasiitra and the Ratnagotravibhaga.> Moreover, since

"> the concept of

these Tathagatagarbha texts also address the "realm™ as the “tathagatagarbha,
the Nature of Realization, as the nature of the "realm" or the alayavijiiana, has been interpreted

as the basic essence of the tathagatagarbha in (or, of) the alayavijiiana.

In the other passage on the Transformation of the Basis (C. zhuanyi Eg{¢¢, S.

asrayaparavrtti), the She dasheng lun shi says that the Nature of Realization combined with

"Permeation of Learning" (C. wenxunxi (]2, S. sruta-vasana) becomes the basis for sanctity
(C. shenren yi 2 A {{%) after discarding the basis of ordinary persons (C. fanfu yi F.7{).>" In

this passage, the Nature of Realization has the connotation of the basis for the advanced stage for
the enlightenment. Based on these two passages, scholars generally have interpreted the Nature
of Realization as representing the notion of tathagatagarbha, thereby also implying that the
alayavijiiana contains a portion of rathagatagarbha,”® and accordingly considered Paramartha as

a Shelun exegete that synthesizes the tathagatagarbha and alayavijiiana.

Traditionally, those who understood Paramartha in association with Tangian’s Shelun
school regarded the Nature of Realization as having the connotation of the tathagatagarbha, the

inherent enlightenment. They thus consider it as the same level of the ultimate state of

% The Ratnagotravibhaga refers to the Srimalasiitra as the source material for the verse, while Paramartha to the
*Mahayana-abhidharma sitra. Takasaki Jikido says that, although the exact terms corresponding to the five
meanings of the realm in the She dashenglun shi does not appear in the Ratnagotravibhaga, the explanation of the
She dashenglun shi parallels that of the Ratnagotravibhaga and the Srimalasitra. For the sentence by sentence
comparison of the five meanings in the She dashenglun shi with those of the Ratnagotravibhaga, see Takasaki,
"Shintai yaku Shodaijoron Seshin shaku ni okeru nyorai z6 setsu: Hashao ron tono kanren™

BB AR ORI BT 2 ke —F MR & ORFE—, 243-44 , n. 4.
% See n. 55 above.

° IR o FRASSRIDAE TR - RIS SR o B ALRRIEE AR - B2 ARk - RIS SR A
& o DU R - — VB B RIEb AR (REASREm T T1595:31.175a23-26)

%8 Ueda Yoshifumi discusses problems of this presumption that the Nature of Realization refers to the
tathagatagarbha as a part of alayavijiiana. See Ueda, Bukkyo shisoshi kenkyii {852 EAE i 4% 244-55.
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enlightenment, such as Thusness, Dharma Body, or amalavijiiana, although it is still combined
with the alayavijiiana. For instance, Tanyan =%t (516-588), one of Jingying Huiyuan’s
contemporaries well known for his mastery of the Nirvana Sitra, says in his commentary to the
AMF, the Dasheng gixinlun yishu #E2{Z & #£Fi, that the Nature of Realization is equal to
Thusness and it is thus named the Dharma Body (C. fashen ;%5 of the Buddha.>® It is known
that Tanyan had a close relationship with Tangian, because these two monks both belonged to
the influential Taiyuan Wang & J& 1= clan, and some of Tanyan’s major disciples went to study

with Tangian.®® Thus we may expect that Tanyan was influenced by or had a common doctrinal

position with Tangian in his understanding of the AMF.

Wonhyo JTHE (617-686) also describes those who regard the Nature of Realization as the

same level with the ultimate state of enlightenment. Classifying the contemporary views on the

essence (C. ti #8) of the Buddha Nature into six types in his Yolban chongyo ;2825251 Wonhyo

describes the "sixth exegetes" as those who maintain that the amalavijiiana, Thusness, and the
Nature of Realization are all the essence of Buddha Nature, and not distinguish.®* Wonhyo does
not clearly identify who the "sixth exegetes" are, but we can infer that they are Shelun masters

from their reliance on such doctrines as the Nature of Realization and amalavijiiana. Moreover,

* BN OB B LA PSS - 42 Bk B (GE(S 3R 8T X755:45.159¢20-21)

% For the detailed explanation about the close relationship between Tanyan and Tangian, see Chen, Monks and
monarchs, kinship and kingship : Tangian in Sui Buddhism and politics: 34-41.
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later on Wanhyo distinguishes these exegetes from Paramartha,® and thus it seems very likely

that they refer to Tangian’s lineage.

In the Huayan yisheng jiao fenqi zhang # g% — €& /7 15 &, Fazang jAj& (643-712), a

Huayan exegete who was a descendant of the Southern Dilun school, identifies the Nature of

Realization from Paramartha’s She dasheng lun shi (22%#z#) with the Original Awakening (C.
benjue 7<%2),% a concept from the AMF, which he equates with Dharma Body®* or Thusness® in

his other works. Since the AMF is one of the most important canonical references for Tangian,
Fazang’s identification of the Nature of Realization with the Original Awakening from the AMF
seems to suggest that by Fazang’s time Paramartha was regarded as belonging to the same
Shelun strand as Tangian’s and thus Fazang interprets the Nature of Realization from Tangian’s

viewpoint that sees the Nature of Realization in terms of the ultimate state of enlightenment.

However, besides such an interpretation of the concept as the same level of the ultimate

state of enlightenment, or perfect enlightenment, there appears to have been another way of

2 A0 EA S o —ERRIMS o " F MRS, o SR I — IR FEF - RAmgRE N ﬁDTY§°
— IR EEE HOR R A T - MEEREREL - RALKS - AMEEFOET TH - #2000 FERSFTE -
TREET] T A - Eam P RS - ILEER i 38 - F/NAET - BRI m A 4t (x?:’i’@%g
T1769:38.249b25-c03).

R AR By o W] LAY LA BT E D © B DB B 4R BRI & AR - BB h A AR 4
NG AE R RRA - 1R AN - 2R AR TR - RS T - BRBREN SR A R (FERE—
e FE IR EE T1866:45.487h29-c5). Here Fazang interprets the Nature of Realization, the concept from
Paramartha’s She dasheng lun shi (Z2##:), in connection with the AMF, one of the most important canonical
references for Tangian along with the Larnkavatarasitra. This suggests that Fazang does not distinguish
Paramartha from Tangian’s Shelun strand, and his identification of the Nature of Realization with the Original
Awakening reflects Tangian’s viewpoint that interprets the Nature of Realization in terms of the ultimate state of
enlightenment.

M EEHRAARE - MUERRN T o EIEEERE LA - SN RESE ASE - BILEt (KRR
(S3h#550 T1846:44.256b27-29).

% Fazang uses the combined term "Thusness-Original Awakening" (C. zhenru benjue E414&) or "Original
Awakening-Thusness" (C. benjue zhenru A2 E.4[1) in his works such as the Dasheng fajie wu chabie lun shou
KIEEF MR (T1838:44.069a05-06) and the Yiji (T1846:44.262b03; T1846:44.270b13).
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interpretation of the Nature of Realization—the interpretation of it as a potential form of

enlightenment. Wonhyo, for instance, argues that at a particular level (K. pyolmon FI[f') the

Nature of Realization should be distinguished from the amalavijiiana or Thusness. After
presenting the "sixth exegetes" who do not distinguish the amalavijiiana or Thusness from the
Nature of Realization, Wonhyo later on clarifies that even if such an interpretation is acceptable

in a comprehensive level (K. ch'ongsol 44:57), they are differentiated from each other in a

particular level; he associates the amalavijiiana and the Nature of Realization respectively with

two kinds of effect (K. kwa 5), i.e., "Produced Effect" (K. sosaeng kwa fii4E5) and "Finished
Effect” (K. soryo kwa Ft 7 5), or "Dharma Body" (K. popsin /£ 5, S. dharma-kaya) and
"Reward Body" (K. posin .5, S. sambhoga-kaya).®® Wonhyo then associates these two types

of effect respectively with two types of Buddha Nature, i.e., "Buddha Nature of Dharma" (K. pop

pulsong 7E@#M:) and "Buddha Nature of Reward" (K. bopulsong #z{#1F), calling them later the
"Naturally Pure Original Awakening" (K. songjong pon‘gak ;5442 ) and "Nature of

Realization that Accords with the Taints" (K. suyom haesong [ ufii )%’

 GERREE A P S R RAE A o FTAEFTT - BT T SREERRNEAS o Fre R SRR S RO CER
SFEE T1769:38.249¢29-250a02).

TSI A b o SEBRIEEAEMORET o ORI - ... BIPTMEA B S o R AR
2V o B EIMEES > T CRARSEEE T1769:38.250a03-250a17). As we see in this last sentence,
Wonhyo again clarifies that although this division may be made at a particular level, [at the comprehensive level]
the opposite may be said. Wonhyo also identifies the Original Awakening with the amalavijiiana in the Kiimgang
sammaegyong non | ZIRE G (A8 IE2WEEELER (S =Fk4Ey T1730:34.978a20)). The "Original
Awakening" here appears to refer to the "Naturally Pure Original Awakening" (14:/54<42) since there is another
passage in which Wonhyo explains the amalavijiiana in terms of the Naturally Pure Original Awakening ("The
amalavijiiana refers to the immaculate [consciousness], because the natural purity of the Original Awakening
does not change or transform, just like the nature of the gold coins do not change": IF§EEZE % - IL s - A
AP S SO DA R < B M ATt (il = R&KE T1730:34.981a26-27)).

In Wonhyo's other works such as the Taesuing kisillon so, the term of "Original Awakening that Accords
with Taints" (K. suyom pon'gak g4 appears instead of the Nature of Realization that Accords with the
Taints (K. suyom haesong FEZ%f# ). Thus we see that the two terms have the same connotation in Wonhyo's
system.
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Further, Wonhyo addresses two juxtaposed meanings of the "Dharma of One Mind" (K.

ilsim pop —(3/£), viz., "tainted while being untainted" (K. pullyom iyom “~Z%jfi24%) and
"untainted while being tainted" (K. nyomi pullyom Z%1fiAN4%), which he says are Paramartha’s

tenets represented extensively in the AMF, and then he says that the sixth exegetes’ argument
covers only the meaning of "untainted while being tainted."®® If we accept Wonhyo’s testimony
here, the view of the Nature of Realization as the same level of the ultimate enlightenment

should be distinguished from Paramartha’s, the position with which conceivably Wonhyo aligns.
In other words, the sixth exegetes, which presumably refer to Tangian’s Shelun group, interprets
the Nature of Realization as the same level of the ultimate state of enlightenment, while Wonhyo,
who agrees with Paramartha’s view represented in the AMF, not only regards it as the same level
of the ultimate enlightenment on a comprehensive level, but also distinguishes it from
enlightenment on a particular level. This discloses that Paramartha, although having been

regarded as a Shelun exegete along with Tangian, took a different position from Tangian's.
The She dashenglun shu & A3z, one of the anonymous commentaries to the She

dashenglun shi, which were preserved in Dunhuang &, criticizes the exegetes who identify

the Nature of Realization with the Dharma Body. In commenting on the She dashenglun shi’s
second passage, mentioned above, on the Nature of Realization, in which Permeation of

Learning (C. wenxunxi [f/2£3, S. sruta-vasana) combined with the Nature of Realization is said

to become the basis for sanctity,®® the She dashenglun shu says that the exegetes who equate the

* GEEBE ORI T Oy R o A R RS o — BRI o TS, o AR AR BT - A A
FRE/NE - T E - —REBH R AL - HEREREL - RALS - BWEFLEET T
R o {0 R fEIGRTAS o BETREERT TR - RL{EER T BT 38 - L8 Ha — i 58 © 55 /AR - RIS
AZEMA LI, CEARSEEE T1769:38.249b25-c03).

% See n. 57 above.
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Nature of Realization with the Dharma Body are not correct, because the Nature of Realization,

an impermanent dharma (C. wuchang fa #,7), may be permeated by "Wisdom Gained
through Learning and Contemplation™ (C. wensi hui & 8.2, S. sruta-cinta-maya-prajia),

whereas the Dharma Body, a permanent dharma, is never permeated.”® The passage also makes a
distinction between the Nature of Realization and the Dharma Body by saying that while the

Nature of Realization exists even in the status of ordinary beings (C. fanfu ;. &), the Dharma

Body is attained from “truly pure mind" (C. zhenjingxin E;5) in the status of saints, in which

70 B\ o BT B MR R & DA By e — V) B I AR 2 o RS IS Rl BER A, - MEE R
MK - mEWMSEE FEANEESAERRENEE T REA - BiE - VEANESRY - B - HEETATE
felt - Al - REAES - RS 2MEED - & - [ EEEES ORI EEEE - HFIEFR -
ERARRYE 2 2 E - HEEREER DENERNERRREEE o R A
R AR TR A - (REE SRR R - [ 15 715K - FUF AT R RTE - 1D
DR 8 Sf EAdE E A B R BEE A S BRI SR OE B, - 8 TR (AR
T2805:85.982b22-c7): "[As for the She dashenglun shi’s passage that] ‘for the Basis for sanctity (C. shengren yi
B2 A %), the Permeation of Learning (C. wenxunxi ifj2235, S. sruta-vasana) combined with the Nature of
Realization becomes the basis, and all paths of the saints arise based on this," this is the tenth to elucidate that
when the Wisdom Gained through Learning and Contemplation (i 2. %) permeates the impermanent Nature of
Realization of the Base Consciousness (Z<3#%), one is still an ordinary being (F.&), and when the permeation
increases and later on the sixth consciousness one achieves the Uncontaminated Path (C. wulou dao 475, S.
anasrava-marga), which is Wisdom through Cultivation (C. suihui {2£%, S. bhavana-mayi-prajiia), one is now a
saint. Therefore it is said that all paths of the saints are based on this."

Question: "Regarding the Nature of Realization that is permeated by the seeds of Learning and
Contemplating, someone explains it, saying, 'this is the truly pure Dharma Body." How can you say that this is
impermanent Dharma Body?"

Answer: "[This] is just careless words of dark mind that relies on discrimination of their own consciousness
and mind. This explanation is not correct. Permanent dharmas do not have the meaning of permanent dharmas,
that is, receiving permeation. Only when Wisdom Gained through Learning and Contemplation (C. wensi hui
B, S. Sruta-cinta-maya-prajiia) can permeate and then the sixth consciousness (C. yishi &z, S. mano-
vijiana) achieves Wisdom through Cultivation (C. xiuhui {2Z%, S. bhavana-mayi-prajiia), the Uncontaminated
path is established. These seeds [permeated by] Learning and Contemplation originate the [status of]
Representation Only Without [Objects] and Wisdom through Contemplation. At this time, these all dharmas have
the meaning of cause, which is the Nature of Dependent Arising (C. yita xing f{¢ftfr{4:, S. paratantra-svabhava).
Later on, when the elimination of afflictions is completed, the Basis is transformed (S. asrayaparavrtti, C. zhuanyi
f#(¢<) and the fruit of liberation is achieved. When [?] body obtains the Transformation of the Basis, the truly pure
mind (C. zhenjingxin E.;$/[») becomes the Dharma Body, whose meaning is the merits of the fruit. [Therefore]
how (F[5) one should attain again the combination the seeds with [the Wisdom of] Learning and Contemplation
and create the basis for sanctity? (I follow Keng’s correction of #[5 instead of J[$ along with the arrangement of the
character in this sentence; see Keng, "Yogacara Buddhism transmitted or transformed? Paramartha (499--569) and
his Chinese interpreters,” 92). When the Dharma Body is attained, only the merits of fruit rely on the Dharma
Body; there is no meaning of cause of the seeds."
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the basis is transformed (C. zhuanyi §#{{) by completely eliminating all defilements (C. fannao
FE1g)."

This passage of the She dashenglun shu, in which the Nature of Realization is explained
as belonging to the stage before the basis is transformed, reminds us of Paramartha’s treatment of
the amalavijiiana in terms of a gradual model of cultivation by explaining it as what is attained
only when one reaches a particular stage of cultivation. The Nature of Realization in this passage
may also been understood in this gradual model because it is described here not as an already
perfected form of enlightenment, such as Dharma Body, but as a sort of potential of
enlightenment, which may serve as the basis of saints when permeated by the Wisdom Gained
through Learning and Contemplation. In addition, in his commentaries of the AMF, Wonhyo also

explicates the concept of tathagatagarbha in a gradual scheme.”

Based on Wonhyo and the She dashenglu shu discussed above, we may say that the
interpretation of the Nature of Realization as both indistinguished and distinguished from the
ultimate enlightenment has two points: (1) First, the distinction in the particular level between
the Nature of Realization and the ultimate enlightenment implies that the Nature of Realization is
a sort of a potential of the enlightenment, which is based on a gradual model of cultivation. (2)
Second, the lack of distinction between them in the comprehensive level means that the Nature

of Realization is inherent in all sentient beings as the universal capacity for the enlightenment.

Now, the interpretive distinction between those who regard the Nature of Realization as
equal to the ultimate enlightenment and those who conceivably recognize both the lack of

distinction and distinction between them suggests that there were two distinct, if not organized,

™ See n. 70 above.
"2 will discuss in detail in Chapter IV.
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strands that held different positions in interpreting the Nature of Realization. The former strand,
presumably Tangian’s strand, seems to view the Nature of Realization as the originally perfect
state of the Buddha Nature which is inherent in all sentient beings but provisionally tainted by
adventitious defilements, because they equate it as the ultimate state such as Thusness, Dharma
body or amalavijiiana; the latter group, conceivably Paramartha’s strand, seems to understand
the Nature of Realization just as an initial potentiality that may or may not develop into the

ultimate enlightenment in the gradual model of cultivation.

(4) Connection between the Unconditioned and Conditioned I: The Duality of Thusness

The problem of whether or not the Nature of Realization is equatable to Thusness, Dharma Body,
or amalavijiiana is related to a more fundamental doctrinal issue, that is, whether, or how, the

Unconditioned (C. wuwei #t 5%, S. asamskrta) is connected to the Conditioned (C. youwei 5 &%,

S. samskrta). The perspective that the Nature of Realization is equated to the Thusness or
Dharma Body implies that the Unconditioned and Conditioned are not distinguished from each
other, because the Nature of Realization, as the inherent basis for enlightenment in alayavijiiana
of all sentient beings, obviously belongs to the Conditioned realm, whereas the Thusness or

Dharma Bodly is categorized as Unconditioned dharmas in Yogacara system.”® By contrast, the

" In the Cheng weishi lun, the six types of Unconditioned dharmas are explicated--i.e., "space" (C. xukong J& 22, S.
akasa), two types of nirvapa, that is, "Analytical Extinction" (C. zemie $£Jg, S. pratisamkhya-nirodha) and "non-
Analytical Extinction" (C. feizemie FJE#2)#, S. apratisamkya-nirodha), "motionlessness” (C. budong “~&f;, S.
anifijya), "Cessation of Perception and Feeling" (C. xiangshou mie %857 )%, S. samjiia-vedayita-nirodha), and

Thusness (S. tathatd); ZLEERAREZE FaEME R X - B8A M - —(REERIERA .. MO EiERA - 35
ZEFERPTBAEL - AIETE o LSS o B—UNEIE—RE - BIAEBEKRIAN - BEEREETREZE

FRS SRR - R G ER - NHEAMET - BGPTSR, - 82 MR
B o A TREZR - B IRENENL - EAUNEEfiE 4 (RERkem T1585:31.006¢05-17). The
compound word "Unconditioned Dharma Body" (C. wuwei fashen &£ 5, S. asamskrta dharmakaya) is found
in Yogacara texts, such as the Apidamo da piposha lun ] R 22 B A EE 22/D3m (Abhidharma-maha-vibhasa-sastra)
or Xianyang shengjiao lun ZEE 25w (*Arya-sasana-prakarapa) (T1545:27.947¢28; T1602:31.581¢05).

71



position that the Nature of Realization is differentiated from the ultimate reality implies that the

two obodes are separated from each other.

The tension between these two positions consistently emerges in the East Asian Buddhist
tradition as an important issue in relation with the problem of how to explain the transition from
Delusion to enlightenment, an ordinary being to a Buddha, or the conditioned phenomena to the
ultimate reality. Tangian's Shelun strand's equation between the Nature of Realization and the
ultimate state of enlightenment means that sentient beings' immanent capacity of enlightenment
is identical to the ultimate state of enlightenment. In this view, the distinction between the
Conditioned realm to which sentient beings belong and the Unconditioned realm of the ultimate
reality does not have much significance practically or soteriologically. Since they consider
ultimate enlightenment as inherent in all sentient beings, in some sense sentient beings are
already enlightened, but are afflicted by adventitious defilements that obscure that

enlightenment.”

On the contrary, the opposite position that the Nature of Realization is completely
different from ultimate enlightenment implies that the Unconditioned and Conditioned realms
are separated from each other, and that sentient beings' enlightenment in the Conditioned realm
has fundamentally different significance from that of the ultimate enlightenment of the
Unconditioned realm. The former refers to the enlightenment in a practical sense, while the latter

to that in principle. From this perspective, the sentient beings of the Conditioned realm have to

™ This perspective leads later to Fazang's doctrinal position in his interpretation of the AMF; Fazang does not regard
the Unconditioned and Conditioned separated from each other by identifying the essence (C. ti §&) of the
Thusness Aspect (C. xin zhenru men /(> E#1F) to the essence of the Production and Cessation Aspect (C. xin
shengmie men .04 J8,9). For detailed explanation, see Chapter IV.
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go through a process of practice to attain the enlightenment, since in the practical sense the

enlightenment is neither universal nor already inherent.”

In distinction from both positions mentioned above, we also have seen that there is
another position in between--the position that Paramartha seems to take. According to this
position, the Nature of Realization has both aspects of distinction and lack of distinction from the
ultimate enlightenment, and the Unconditioned and Conditioned may be said paradoxically both
distinguished and indistinguished from each other. In this respect, | will discuss in the following
three sections Paramartha's binary perspective on the relationship between the two realms. This
section, at first, will discuss Paramartha's understanding of the notion of Thusness to examine
how he connects between the universal and discriminative realms by both considering the

distinction and lack of distinction between the Unconditioned and Conditioned realms.

The Unconditioned and Conditioned realms are generally considered to be strictly
separate from each other in the Yogacara tradition. Thusness, which is typically categorized as
one of the six Unconditioned dharmas,’® is regarded as never interacting with Conditioned

dharmas.”’ Yet, Paramartha asserts in the She dashenglun shi that Thusness is neither different

"™ This position later appears in the Faxiang doctrinal system, which was established by Xuanzang's disciple Ji %t
(632-682). In opposition to the tathagatagarbha view that all sentient beings are tathagatagarbha and thus
inherently enlightened, Ji strictly separates the Buddha Nature in Practice (C. xing foxing 77{#i{4:) and the
Buddha Nature in Principle (C. li foxing ¥ {ff{4), or the Buddha Nature of the Conditioned and Unconditioned
realms. | will discuss Ji's Yogacara doctrines and its significance later in Chapter I11.

6 See n. 73 above.

" The inertness of Thusness (C. zhenru ningran E#15E2R) is regarded as the orthodox doctrine in Yogacara
tradition in contrast to the position of the AMF that Thusness influences, or permeates (C. xunxi 223, S. vasana),
phenomena and vice versa. This position of the AMF leads to Fazang’s famous doctrine of "Dependent
Origination from Thusness" (C. zhenru yuangi E4[14%#E) that all phenomena arise from Thusness. The contrast
between these two views regarding whether or not Thusness is engaged with Conditioned dharmas is also
associated to the traditional bifurcation of the Tathagatagarbha and Yogacara. | will discuss more about the
AMPF’s view on Thusness in Chapter 1V in relation with Wonhyo and Fazang’s interpretation of the AMF.
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from nor identical to either the Unconditioned or Conditioned realms.”® We can find a clue here
as to how to resolve the seeming contradiction between the general Yogacara doctrine and
Paramartha’s statement from his division of Thusness into two parts, i.e., the cognized object and

cognizing subject, and his explanation of the amalavijiiana as the cognizing subject.
According to the passage that Wonch’tik quotes from the "Ninth Consciousness Chapter”
(C. jiushi pin J1.:% ) of the Jueding zang lun JA 7€ 56, Paramartha’s translation of a part of

the Yogacarabhumisastra, Thusness consists of two aspects, cognized object (C. suoyuan jing

Ffr4%%%) and cognizing subject (C. nengyuan yi §E4%%), that is, Thusness/Absolute Truth (C.
shiji &%, S. bhittakoti) and amalavijiiana repectively.” Paramartha also mentions these two
aspects of Thusness in other places as "Thusness" (C. zhenru &%) itself and "Cognition of
Thusness" (C. zhenzhi E%%),%° or "Thusness" (C. ruru %1%[1) and "Non-discriminating

Cognition" (C. wu fenbie zhi #£4351%%, S. nirvikalpa-jiiana), and so on.™

"8 paramartha says in the She dashenglun shi: "Since, for Thusness, the Conditioned and Unconditioned both
become its characteristics, it cannot be said they [i.e., Thusness and the Conditioned and Unconditioned] are
different; since Thusness is a pure object while the Conditioned and Unconditioned are not pure objects, it cannot

be said they are identical"; FHEAEH AT A - RA[3RE - B 5 3E - A AIEF FiE - Rt
— (A Em R T1595:31.251b15-17).

ST o SR - R - N EW - HHT - TS - WBENRERE - 8%
3 o MiRIEE o RS o BUERES e e MLt HEh (2R3 85T X369:21.240c04-07). Even
though Wonch’tik quotes this passage from the chapter titled jiushi pin J1z% 5 in the Jueding zang lun J 2 ik,
he knows that there is no such a chapter by citing the the Jueding zang lun; SR EE SR © BIEFINE o smadE
TLkLt (R 4% 5 X369:21.241a08-09). Also see n. 30.

LU AR EE o — VIR - — P EURELGI - A B RE AR o RAAEE (TR
T1595:31.249¢20-21)

AN o BERZFTREEREE A MRS I o IR DIEE A BRI AIA (S AR MR T1617:31.868a05-
06). Such a division of Thusness into noesis and noema also appears in the Jing guangming jing < ¢EH%E . Here,
Thusness is divided into "Thusness of Dharma" (C. farurui 7£4141) and "Cognition of Thusness" (C. ruruzhi
W), EFHT - B I AR - BREAMmRREST o 2ANmE o & ROt — R 52
(&ER4HA%KE T664:16.363c13-16). For more passages in Paramartha’s translations that divides Thusness into
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It is the concept of the amalavijiiana, the cognizing subject, that has both aspects of the
Unconditioned and Conditioned in Paramartha’s consciousness system. In his Song yusingnon

hakki % sk zmE2 =0, Tachyon quotes an excerpt from the Cheng weishi lun
shuyao fi MR EmAEZE, in which Ji cites Paramartha’s Wuxiang lun ##4H 5 that says "the

Immaculate Consciousness (amalavijiiana) is the mind that has cognition as its nature [on the

one hand], and it responds to the Principle of Thusness (C. ruruli Z1%1#) [on the other]. Thus

we should know that the Immaculate Consciousness is associated with the two [realms, i.e., the
Unconditioned and Conditioned]."® The Shuyao does not explain what the "“two kinds" refer to

in the context, but Tachyon clearly explains that the Immaculate Consciousness, or amalavijiiana,
is associated to both the Unconditioned and Conditioned by referring to the Cheng weishi lun

and the Mahayana-sitralamkara respectively.®® He says that the amalavijiiana belongs to the
Conditioned because it is associated with the Great Perfect Mirror Wisdom (C. da yuanjing

zhi K[EI$EE, S. adarsa-jiana), which is a Conditioned dharma on the one hand and it belongs

the cognizing subject and cognized object, see Keng, "Yogacara Buddhism transmitted or transformed?
Paramartha (499--569) and his Chinese interpreters,” 134-36.

8 [ A s E PEAK - SRR MR L - RIELAIE - BSOS Rt (RO ki fE % T1831:43.634¢08-09).
Although Ji cites this statement from Paramartha’s Wuxiang lun, Ji himself does not seem to agree with
Paramartha. Right after this citation he continues to say, "But the fundamental consciousness (viz., alayavijiiana)
has eighteen names," and provides a list of the names, which includes "immaculate [consciousness] (viz.
amalavijiana)"; PAAAE+/\% HH - 802 - A - £ - g - - 5 - R & - B B0 - R
FoF3k K- A H (RRMESRERMESE T1831:43.634¢10-12) By this, Ji seems to argue that the amalavijiana is
just a Conditioned dharma by showing that it is just another name of the alayavijiiana.

8 The Cheng weishi lun shuyao says that according to the Wu xiang lun and the Dasheng tongxing jing
(Mahayanabhisamaya-sutra), the Immaculate Consciousness is the cognizing mind in its nature, and the
Thusness-Principle. Thus we should know that the Immaculate Consciousness is applicable to the two kinds.
Wonch’ik says that in the Wu xiang lun, Paramartha is wrong (Now | respect [the citation of] the Shuyao. Here
[the Cheng weishi lun] has already said that [Tathagata’s Immaculate Consciousness] corresponds to the Mirror
Wisdom, and so we know that it is applied to the Conditioned; the sixth fascicle of the Mahayana-satralamkara
says that in here we should know that ‘the Thusness of Mind is named as the mind' means that this mind refers to
the Innately Pure Mind, and that this mind is the amalavijiana, and thus we know that it[i.e., the amalavijiiana] is
applied to the Unconditioned.)"; M2z - {icditiE am[E] 44K - fyEaE B IE 0 o BIEAE - HUfedEm —
it o s o HAfHim Eard (SR - (LEE SR EAHIE - HUEHE & - KiFEsmsE Nz o BhP R - 3
DB Byl o USRI 0 R FPAIETF o B2 o EE 2 SR A ) (RiMfERSam 250 X818:50.064¢02-06).
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to the Unconditioned on the other because it refers to the "Innately Pure [Mind]" (S. prakrti-
prabhasvara-citta, C. zixing quingjing xin 5 14:3575:5.0,), which is an Unconditioned dharma.®*
Briefly speaking, Paramartha follows the general Yogacara scheme of division between the
Unconditioned and Conditioned by confining Thusness, the cognized object, to the
Unconditioned realm; but he also connects these two realms by regarding the amalavijiiana as

having the two aspects, each of which is associated to the Unconditioned and Conditioned.

This binary feature of the amalavijiiana may be explained in association with
Paramartha’s gradual model of amalavijiiana discussed before. Paramartha explains the
amalavijiiana as what is attained at the end of cultivation in the gradual scheme of practice. This
shows the amalavijiiana's aspect that is involved in the Conditioned realm because its origination
as well as the whole process of practice until its achievement happens in the Conditioned realm.
Once the amalavijiiana is achieved, however, it belongs to the Unconditioned realm, because, as
Paramartha says, it is achieved along with the fundamental Transformation of the Basis (C.

zhuanyi ##4{¢, S. asrayaparavrtti). To sum, in Paramartha’s system the amalavijiiana may be

said a Conditioned dharma as sentient beings’ perfected consciousness on the one hand, and may
also be said as an Unconditioned dharma as the cognizing aspect of Thusness on the other. The
Thusness is accordingly said to be associated with both the Unconditioned and Conditioned
realms, with the binary implication that the two realms are distinguished in one sense, and

indistinguished in the other.

8 See n. 83 above. | will discuss more about Tachydn’s perspective on this issue in Chapter V.
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(5) Connection between the Unconditioned and Conditioned I1: Two Types of Attainment

of the Dharma Body

Paramartha’s connection between the Unconditioned and Conditioned realms, while considering
both aspects of the identification and the separation of the two realms, also appears in his
treatment of the doctrine of Dharma Body, one of the three types of Buddha bodies (C. sanshen

=5, S. trikaya). In the Yogacara tradition, just like Thusness, the Dharma Body is considered

an Unconditioned dharma, which is separated from the Conditioned realm,®® and thus the
problem of how to explain the connection between the Unconditioned and Conditioned emerges
as an issue in relation with the matter of Buddhist practitioners’ attainment of the Dharma Body.
If the two realms are completely separated from and not interacting with each other, the
practitioners of the Conditioned realm would never attain the Dharma Body of the

Unconditioned realm; if the distinction between the two realms are nominal and the realms are
mutually interactive, the practitioners do not even have to make effort to attain the Dharma Body.
These two positions obviously have practical problems because the former cannot explain the
soteriological phenomenon of Buddhist practitioners’ attainment of the Dharma Body, and the

latter takes a risk of falling into antinomianism.

Paramartha avoids such problems by considering both the identity and separation
between the Unconditioned and Conditioned realms. Briefly speaking, on the one hand
Paramartha does not make a distinction between the two realms by admitting that the sentient
beings of the Conditioned realm may attain the Unconditioned Dharma Body, and yet he does

not regard the Dharma Body attained on this level as the perfect one; on the other hand,

8 \We see the description of the Dharma Body or Thusness as “constantly abiding” in Paramartha’s She dasheng lun
shi too; &wH © WHEER/ME - BEAUEFAER - BH - W T3 =8 A HEERE - EArEHEE—UE - fiE
RN - ILEAEDE - SEREEFENME - #UESEE (AT EE T1595:31.252a03-06).
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Paramartha confines the complete achievement of the Dharma Body only to the Unconditioned
realm, thereby distinguishing the Unconditioned and Conditioned realms from each other. Let

me discuss at first Paramartha’s description of bodhisattvas’ attainment of Dharma Body.

In the She dasheng lun shi, Paramartha says that the Dharma Body is attained in the

“Stage of Vision" (C. jianwei F.fir), that is, the first stage of the Bodhisattva Path.®® According

to the Yogacara doctrine, the bodhisattvas on the first stage are not yet liberated from the
Conditioned realm since they are still on the Bodhisattva Path and thus have not reached the
ultimate enlightenment. It seems then that what Paramartha means by saying this is that the
bodhisattvas attain the Dharma Body, an Unconditioned dharma, in the Conditioned realm. In
other words, Paramartha here does not separate or distinguish the two realms. In another place of
the She dasheng lun shi, however, Paramartha says that the bodhisattvas have not yet attained the
pure and consummate Dharma Body even in the tenth stage of the Bodhisattva Path.?” He says

that the Dharma Body is realized on reliance of the Transformation of the Basis (C. zhuanyi B&{{,
S. asrayaparavrtti) after the "Diamond Path"” (viz. Diamond-like Absorption; C. jingang yuding
S E, S. vajropama-samadhi),®® the meditative absorption which occurs after the tenth stage

of the Bodhisattva Path. In a seemingly contradictory way to the previous statement, Paramartha

here describes the attainment of the Dharma Body as an event of the stage of Buddhahood.

8 sEpEr HAr o EEAIASES (A TR T1595:31.206c05-06). Paramartha also says that the completion of
the "Non-discriminating Cognition" (C. wu fenbie zhi #4712, S. nirvikalpa-jiiana) leads to the Stage of Vision;
amH o B A o BH o AR o ORI R - 5 AWM o BRIt L R BAE (TR
T1595:31.202b22-24). Also he says that in the first stage bodhisattvas see the Thusness; Z52E A @i - B EAN
B o AMTLAET - B HT - 35 REAR S - BEAAIE T8 (BASksmfE T1595:31.252b08-09); #IiiEE
B (TR T1595:31.225¢19).

8 e R R IERE « REEFENSES (A TEHTE T1595:31.226¢25-26). In another passage, Paramartha
says that, and in other place he also says that the Transformation of the Basis is named Dharma Body
(TEHES - BIRAES (ARG T1595:31. 173¢25)).

® IR o SRIE%EEAS (AR T1595:31.254¢19-20).
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Although at first glance these two statements appear contradictory to each other, we may
explain this contradiction by assigning each of the stages to the initial attainment and the final
completion of the Dharma Body. Since the bodhisattvas in the ten stages of the Bodhisattva Path
are on a gradual progress of advancement to the Buddhahood, we may expect that the Dharma
Body is also attained in a progressive way. By dividing the attainment of the Dharma Body into
two types, the first attainment and the complete achievement of it, Paramartha avoids the
problems that are derived from both the lack of distinction and separation between the
Unconditioned and Conditioned. Paramartha can explain the ordinary beings’ initial achievement
of the Unconditioned Dharma Body by accepting their attainment of the Dharma Body when
they are still in the Conditioned realm; he also follows the Yogacara tenet that the Unconditioned
realm is separated from the Conditioned by confining the complete achievement of the Dharma

Body only to the level of Buddhahood after the tenth stage of the Bodhisattva Path.

Moreover, Paramartha also makes a similar, if not identical, division while explaining

bodhisattvas’ attainment of the "Non-discriminating Cognition" (C. wu fenbie zhi #4751 %;, S.

nirvikalpa-jiiana). He divides bodhisattvas’ attainment of the Non-discriminating Cognition into
two types according to whether it is their initial capture of the Cognition in the first stage or the
final achievement of it in the tenth stage.®® He discriminated the two types of attainments from

each other by naming the former as "correspondence to the [initial] capture” (C. yude xiangying

8 “Non-discriminating Cognition has two meanings in [the bodhisattvas’] liberation process. First, it corresponds to
[the meaning of initial] capture; second, it corresponds to [the meaning of final] achievement. It should be known
that these two types of correspondence are not beyond the ten stages. The first attainment of the Non-
discrimination Cognition in the first stage is named the correspondence to the initial capture; after cultivating the
Non-discrimination Cognition for the immeasurable period of time from the first stage through until the tenth
stage, the bodhisattvas reach the Final Stage (C. jiujing 223, S. nistha; alt., C. jiujing wei F£5(17), and this is
named as the correspondence to the [final] achievement. This Non-discrimination relies on the two types of paths";
D B B B SR o —BUSARNE - —BRRVERAENE o T ARFERERIN L o WIMIGIS R
B o AISHHIE - TR Ty B o NREEHE R AR o TIRTER o SEGHEKE - PHiRy BRI
(BE AT T1595:31.241b06-10).
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E1SMHE) and the latter as "correspondence to the [final] achievement"” (C. yuchengjiu
xiangying EpL kAR E). % Just like the two types of attainment of the Dharma Body, Paramartha

attempts the binary way of interpretation in this division of attainment of the Non-discriminating
Cognition as well, and here again Paramartha avoids pitfalls derived from either lack of

distinction or separation by connecting them in a gradual scheme.

(6) Connection between the Unconditioned and Conditioned I11: The Connection between

the Nature of Realization and the Buddha Bodies

In the section above on the two interpretations of the Nature of Realization, | have proposed that
there was an exegetical strand that regarded the Nature of Realization of the Conditioned realm
and ultimate enlightenment of the Unconditioned realm as neither identical nor separated in a
gradual model of cultivation and that we can identify this strand with Paramartha’s. Just as the
problem of how the bodhisattvas of the Conditioned realm can attain the Unconditioned Dharma
Body emerges as an issue, we may ask the same question in regards to the matter of how the
Nature of Realization advances into the ultimate state of enlightenment. In relation with this
problem, Paramartha in fact provides some clues as to how the Nature of Realization in the
Conditioned realm gradually develops into the Dharma Body of the Unconditioned realm. This
section will investigate the process by which the Nature of Realization of the Conditioned realm

develops into the Dharma Body of the Unconditioned realm in Paramartha’s doctrinal system.

% See n. 89 above.
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The connection of the Nature of Realization to the Dharma Body may be traced by
examining the relationship between the Nature of Realization and "Innate [Buddha] Gotra"** (C.

zhuzixing xing {3 H M4, S. prakrtistha-gotra), one of the two kinds of Buddha Gotra (C. foxing
{#14:, S. *buddha-gotra) addressed in the Foxing lun {454, along with "Derived [Buddha]
Gotra" (C.yinchu xing 5|4, S. samudanita-gotra). Paramartha says that these two kinds of
Buddha Gotra are the causes of the Buddha’s Three Bodies (C. sanshen = &, S. trikaya): the

Innate Buddha Gotra is the cause of the Dharma Body, while the Derived Buddha Gotra is the

cause of the Reward body (C. baoshen #; &, S. sambhoga-kaya) and Transformation Body (C.

huashen {£5, S. nirmana-kaya).*

°L | will use the original Sanskrit term gotra here, not translating it, not only because this term has a range of
meanings, but also because the term gotra, when combined with “Buddha" as in this passage (viz., foxing {#4),
may be translated into "Buddha Nature," which often tends to be regarded as the universal spiritual capacity, viz.,
the tathagatagarbha, as represented in the bifurcated interpretation of East Asian Yogacara Buddhism. However,
as | will discuss below, this concept of gotra is well accepted in the New Yogacara tradition as well; in this
tradition it is translated into "Seeds" (C. zhongzi f&1-) or "Lineage" (C. zhongxing F&#E). The
Yogacarabhumisastra, one of the most representative New Yogacara canonical texts, also states that the Lineage
(viz., gotra; C. zhongxing F&#E) is also named "Seeds" (C. zhongzi &), "Realm" (C. jie %), or "Nature" (C.

xing 1) M ptfELE TRAME T IR RS IR (FaliifhitEs T1579:30.478¢17-18).

%2 The Foxing lun is traditionally attributed to VVasubandhu, but the authorship has been controversial since it is
extant only in Paramartha’s Chinese translation. Further, there are some passages, which start with "to explain” (C.
shiyue f&H), in the Foxing lun, and these passages seem to be Paramartha’s own comments added to the text.
Scholars generally agree that the Foxing lun heavily reflects Paramartha’s own interpretation of the text, and some
scholars even suspect that Paramartha himself composed it. For more information, see Sallie B. King, Buddha
Nature (Albany: State University of New York Press, 1991), 23-26.

O b A o B AN o ZES M - =S o IL T ERUSREE - .. BAYILIREL - =
B —HREAMEMBUEERES - .. ZHRSIHHMSERES - ... _%l%lﬁﬁ%f_ﬁt EHLS (fMam
T1610:31.808b15-c25). These two kinds of Buddha Nature (*buddha- gotra), i.e., prakrtistha-gotra and
samudanita-gotra, appear in the Ratnagotravibhaga (gotram tad dvividham jfieyam nidhanaphalavrksavat
anadiprakrtistham ca samudanitam uttaram //149// buddhakayatrayavaptir asmad gotradvayan mata / prathamat
prathamah kayo dvitiyad dvau tu pascimau //150//; E. H. Johnston, ed. The Ratnagotravibhaga
Mahdydnottamtantras’dstra (Patna: Bihar Research Society, 1950), 71, 18-72, 2); cited from Kim
Séngch"l 11734, "Chinje yok Pulsongnon yokchu™ X1 A< &2 & 5= (1), Critical Review for Buddhist
Studies & 1.8F2] {11 (2012). n. 7. In another place, the Foxing lun also addresses three types of Buddha Nature,
that is, the two Buddha Natures above and "Accomplished [Buddha] Nature" (C. zhide xing 2154, S. *(phala-)
prapta-gotra): {EXHIERGA =1E - =M IER] - _E% Fra =H= Eﬁ% M- =H#E - —JEGHA -
TR - ZEDWEA o ... o ZHEEEE - BERTEA =M c —EEMEME - Zo[HitE - =26 - H -
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The Chengweishi lun, one of Xuanzang’s translations as well as one of the major
canonical bases of the New Yogacara school, provides very helpful information regarding the
relationship between the Nature of Realization and the Innate Buddha Gotra. In the Cheng weishi
lun, Xuanzang translates these two Buddha Gotras, i.e., prakrtistha-gotra and samudanita-gotra,
into slightly different terms from Paramartha’s, that is, "Inherent Gotra" (C. benxingzhu

zhongxing 714 {3:f&#%) and "Developed Gotra"(C. xisuocheng zhongxing = FipkfE#:).* These
Gotras are explained here as "Uncontaminated Seeds" (C. uwulou zhongzi #f5fE 1), the New

Yogacara equivalent to the concept of the Nature of Realization in Paramartha’s system although
they have distinct aspects.” In this respect, the two types of Gotras are referred to as two types of
the Uncontaminated Seeds, that is, "Innate Uncontaminated Seeds" (C. benyou wulou zhongzi

A TR 1) and "Newly Permeated Seeds” (C. xinxun zhongzi ¥ EEf&E 1) respectively.96

FEEME - SHERTNRAL - 5[HMEE - 300 E - SRR - E2EME - MR (ki
T1610:31.764a11-24). The She dashenglun shi also mentions the three kinds of Buddha Natures as the object of
faith (C. xin () E=J& - —(5EH - S5 - =EAMENE - FHEA% - EEAAMERN - 57

54 - (EolL O - [EAEMEIIEE - EERMM AR T1595:31.200c22-24).

NfTRE AT R - — AR « SBEIRIN AR AR PR AR - —BETEREE - SERE R
ECHEPTECEEERTE (FerEsksm T1585:31.48b07-10). These two terms also occur in the Yugieshidi lun,
Xuanzang’s translation of the Yogacarabhimisastra; 7A@tk S8 —fE o — AU - A RS -
AV - SRS AN R A N - eI REEOER TS - BRAMEEELE - HETE
P - R EER TS B E PR Balnaiit s T1579:30.478¢12-17).

% One of the most salient distinction between them is that while the Nature of Realization is explained as inherent in
all sentient beings, the Uncontaminated Seeds are regarded in the New Yogacara system as inherent only in
particular group of sentient beings. The sentient beings are divided into five types according to whether or not
they have the Uncontaminated Seeds, or to what kind of Uncontaminated Seeds they have. This is well known as
the doctrine of Five Distinct Lineages; see Introduction, n. 15.

% The Cheng weishi lun lists three views on the origin of the Uncontaminated Seeds: (1) the view that all
Uncontaminated Seeds are innately existent and not created by permeation, (2) the view that all Uncontaminated
Seeds are created by the permeation, and (3) the view that some Uncontaminated Seeds are innately existent and

the others are newly created by the permeation: [1] (LA FE BT EARXEE N EESE - HEY S {H A
£ oo NEGREEESCEBIT S AEEYE - RILSEERE AR AANEEL - ARINEERATE -
HEMEARHIEE - ZETIARAEL - [2] AFEETBERE - FREREERIAA - SEEE T IRIGHG -
HErOEERAEY -  BRLOHEEMA - WMERICESE - - Bl ARETF&H _H - —F4H - HiR
Ao FE A AR A R B SRIIRE 2R - BRI A B iAo s XA A - &
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In fact, the similarities between Paramartha’s concept of the Nature of Realization and
the Cheng weishi lun’s concept of the Innate Uncontaminated Seeds have been discussed by
Takemura Makio.*” First, the Nature of Realization and the Innate Uncontaminated Seeds both
have the connotation of the basis for enlightenment. The She dashenglun shi and Cheng weishi
lun both quotes the same verse from the *Mahayana-abhidharma sutra (C. Dasheng apidamo

jing A TR EE 2 EE4X) in each of their passages, in which the Nature of Realization or Innate

Uncontaminated Seeds is discussed.*® More importantly, the She dashenglun shi’s description of

the Nature of Realization as the basis for sanctity (C. shenren yi 2 A {{t) when combined with
Permeation of Learning (C. wenxunxi f5E3, S. Sruta-vasana)™ exactly parallels the

Chengweishi lun’s explanation of the Innate Uncontaminated Seeds as what increases by the

Permeation of Learning until it raises the transcendent mind (C. chushixin & t0,).2% If we see

the correspondence between Paramartha’s concept of the Nature of Realization and the Innate

TS [EE R A0 - LLRIAA B AME(ERE - —EIGHE - SRIRIGARBRERTEE A - HERIEEAE L A9F
sAFTEE R S T 2 TR - ARSI T AR E A o LRI R BT (RMERER
T1585:31.08a21-c03). The Chengweishi lun aligns with the third view, in which the Inherent Gotra (C.
benxingzhu zhongxing AM4:{3:f&#%) and Developed Gotra (C. xisuocheng zhongxing Tk fE4:) are referred to
respectively as the "Innate Uncontaminated Seeds" (C. benyou wulou zhongzi A7 i )FfE ) and "Newly
Permeated Seeds" (C. xinxun zhongzi #rEfE1-).

%" See Takemura, "Jironshii, Shoronshii, Hossoshii" #3f5% « &35 - JEMHSZ. n. 46; Keng, "Yogacara Buddhism
transmitted or transformed? Paramartha (499--569) and his Chinese interpreters," 377.

iR ol BRI A PR o L FURIARE —ULARIE FHREA RATRRAE (AT
T1595:31.156¢10-13); Y #24K3 FRAGMG AT - — =5k (A T1585:31.08a24-25).

% See n. 57 above.

10 RIS TR A RIS T ST )% A O IR IR RIS (bl T1585:31.09a15-
17). This description of the Nature of Realization corresponds to the the third view among the three different
views discussed in the Cheng weishi lun on the origins of the Uncontaminated Seeds, that is, the view that accepts
both the innately existent seeds and the newly developed Uncontaminated Seeds (For the three views on the
origins of the Uncontaminated Seeds, see n. 96 above). In other words, the Nature of Realization has both
connotation of the innately existent seeds and the newly developed Uncontaminated Seeds. Takemura also says
that the notion of the Nature of Realization corresponds to the third view; see Takemura, "Jironshii, Shoronshi,
Hossoshi" ithswse « Hawor - A, n. 46.

83



Uncontaminated Seeds of the Cheng weishi lun on the basis of these similarities, then we may

connect the Nature of Realization to the Innate [Buddha] Gotra (C. zhuzixing xing {3 5 4%, S.

prakrtistha-gotra) because in the Cheng weishi lun the Innate Uncontaminated Seeds refers to

the Inherent Gotra (C. benxingzhu zhongxing M- {Ff& %k, S. prakrtistha-gotra), namely, the
Innate [Buddha] Gotra of the Foxing lun. As mentioned above, the Foxing lun states that the
Innate Buddha Gotra is the cause of the Dharma Body, and thus the Nature of Realization, as the
equivalent of the Innate Buddha Gotra, may be said the cause of the Dharma Body.

Now, given that the Nature of Realization has both connotations of the Innate

Uncontaminated Seeds and the Newly Permeated Seeds,'**

we may also divide the Nature of
Realization into two types, not just identifying it to the Innate Buddha Gotra. As the two types of
Gotra are categorized on the basis of whether they are in the original or developed state, the
Nature of Realization may be accordingly divided. Categorized in this way, the Nature of
Realization in the original state may correspond to the Innate Buddha Gotra, which is innately
existent in the alayavijiiana, while the Nature of Realization in the developed state to the
Derived Buddha Gotra, which is newly created by the Permeation of Learning. In this regards,
the Foxing lun’s statement, cited above, that the Reward body and Transformation body are
attained from the Derived Buddha Gotra seems to mean that the Nature of Realization in the
developed state is the cause of the Reward and Transformation body. In the same vein, the
Nature of Realization, which is the cause of the Dharma Body as the equivalent of the Innate
Buddha Gotra, refers to the Nature of Realization in the original state. The Nature of Realization

serves in this way as the cause of the Buddha Bodies, especially the Nature of Realization in the

original state connected to the Dharma Body of the Unconditioned realm, thereby representing

101 See n. 100 above.
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the connection between the Unconditioned and Conditioned realm in Paramartha’s doctrinal

system.

The division of the Nature of Realization into the original and developed stage, along
with its connection to the Innate Buddha Gotra and the Derived Buddha Gotra, might seem still
speculative due to the scarcity of the textual basis. However, since the concept of the Nature of
Realization has both connotations of the Innate Seeds and Newly Permeated Seeds, there is a
strong possibility that Paramartha’s concept of the Nature of Realization was evolved or
interpreted into the New Yogacara concept of two types of Uncontaminated Seeds in the Cheng
weishi lun. Paramartha’s view on the Buddha Nature and the Buddha Bodies on the basis on the

discussion above may be organized in the following chart:

Uncontaminated Contaminated
iyl B

Unconditioned {5 Conditioned & &

Innate Gotra {3 & M4
(Nature of Realization
itk
in Original State)

Derived Gotra 5 | 14
(Nature of Realization

it
in Developed State)

Dharma Body J£ &

Reward Body #}.5 &
Transformation Body

&

Chart 1. Paramartha’s Doctrine of Buddha Gotra and its Connection between the Unconditioned and Conditioned

As seen in the chart, the original state of the Nature of Realization inherent in all sentient beings
of the Conditioned realm proceeds to the Dharma Body of the Unconditioned realm; the
developed form of the Nature of Realization to the Reward and Transformative Bodies of the

Conditioned realm. The explanation of the relationship between the Nature of Realization and
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the Dharma Body respectively as the cause and fruit again shows that Paramartha connects the
Conditioned and Unconditioned realms, without undermining the both positions of distinction

and lack of distinction between the two realms.

(7) Disappearance of the Distinction between Two Shelun Strands

In light of Paramartha’s binary doctrinal position that does not incline to either of the two
allegedly contradictory positions, i.e. the Tathagatagarbha or Yogacara, it does not seem proper
to regard Paramartha as a Tathagatagarbha exegete who stands against the new Yogacara
doctrines. Rather, it seems, as discussed above, that there existed two doctrinally distinct strands
i.e., Paramartha’s and Tangian’s strands, within the scope of what has been known to us as the

Shelun school.

If the two different Shelun strands existed, why can we not find clear historical records
regarding the doctrinal difference or contrast between them? Probably the first reason would be
that Tangian himself did not distinguish his own doctrinal position from Paramartha’s. In the Xu
gaoseng zhuan, Daoxuan depicts Tangian’s pleasure when he obtained Paramartha’s translation

102

of the Mahayanasamgraha in Jinling <%, and he also describes Tangian as the very figure

who promulgated the She dasheng lun in North China.’® Although there is no record left

O RSN R 2 - AT - DU SR (415 (% 4 T.2060:50.572a26-27).

193 1n the biography of Tangian of the Xu gaoseng zhuan, Daoxuan says that Tangian is the very person who has
disseminated Paramartha’s teaching in the country by quoting Paramartha as follows: "In Paramartha’s biography,
it is said, 'soon, in a big country that is neither far nor close from here, one with a great spirit will be able to spread
this treatise [i.e., the She dasheng lun]." In looking at the present and reflecting over the past, how is it not this
person [i.e., Tangian]?"; SEFH = - A AHRKEIAIAEARRIEN - gETATER - KSEHSIET AT (8
=i {5 T2060:50.572¢26-28). But note that the quotation is not exact, since there is no mentioning of the "one
with a great spirit" in the passage. In the biography of Paramartha, it is said "Paramartha points at the direction of
northeast and says, 'in this direction there is a big country that is neither close nor far from here. After we die, [this
country] will flourish this teaching [of the Mahayanasamgraha]. | myself cannot see the flourishing and it is a
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regarding Tangian’s own perspective on Paramartha or his scholasticism, Daoxuan’s attempt to
associate Tangian with Paramartha discloses that Tangian did not acknowledge himself as
doctrinally opposed to Paramartha. Rather, Tangian seems to have had a close relationship with
Caopi, one of Paramartha’s disciples.® Second, Tangjian political status also seems to have
helped his Shelun exegesis to become predominant in contemporary Buddhist circles.'®® It thus
seems highly probable that other Shelun doctrinal positions, if any, were ignored or overlooked
in this situation. Third, Paramartha’s disciples themselves, the strongest candidates to belong to
Paramartha’s strand, were not so successful in disseminating Paramartha’s teaching, as
mentioned before; they were scattered after Paramartha’s death and worked individually to
spread the teaching, but with little success.'® On the contrary, Tangian, as an influential political

and religious figure, attracted numerous students. Thus it is probable that Paramartha’s disciples’

great pity™: FLAFFEPEILH - IEHAKE - FFITIFE - EFURERL L - (EAHEE - DUAERKEHR (&
=i {8 T.2060:50.430c11-13).

104 Chen proposes that Tangian maintained a close relationship with Caopi when he was in Jinling based on the fact
that Sengrong f&& 2% (fl. 603), one of Caopi’s disciples, was summoned to the monastery Chanding si f#E3F at
which Tangian was the abbot at that time. For detailed explanation, see Chen, Monks and monarchs, kinship and

kingship : Tangian in Sui Buddhism and politics: 32.
195 | discussed this at the beginning of this section.

1% 1t is recorded the Xu gaoseng zhuan that "After Mater Paramartha died, the dharma-peers [viz., his disciples]
withered and were scattered and its lineage was about to die out": &£ =ffa1% - /AR ECEmIEES (&5
T2060:50.431¢c13-14). Huikai Z15 (alt. Zhikai %715; 518-568), Paramartha’s most cherished disciple, died before
Paramartha (see 45 = {4 {8 T2060:50.431b02-24). Fatai ;%% (fl. 577) went to Jinling in 571 after Paramartha’s
death along with Paramartha’s translations such as the She dasheng lun and the Jushe lun (S. Abhidharmakosa-
bhasya), but did not meet much success (see 4& =i {8 T2060:50.431a19-25). Sometime after Paramartha’s death,
Daoni 3E[E (fl. 590) also went to Jinling (Yangdu #5#[), where he seems to have earned reputation for his study
on the She dasheng lun, until he was summoned to Chang’an in 590 (see #& = {i & T2060:50.527b08-10). He
stayed in the monastery Da xingshan si A f#==5F (see 45 = i {5 T2060:50.671b26-29) and he also lectured on
the She dasheng lun in Chang’an at the same time when Tangian did (see & =;fi& {8 T2060:50.544b28-29). But it
seems that he lost fame after that, since we cannot find any record about his late years. For the more discussion on
Daoni’s demise, see Keng, "Yogacara Buddhism transmitted or transformed? Paramartha (499--569) and his
Chinese interpreters," 331-36. Caopi & £ (fl. 571), a niece of Huikai, also later went to Jinling in his late years
and lectured on several Buddhist treatises including the Mahayanasamgraha (see 45 = {4 {& T2060:50.431b24-
c02). For more explanation of Paramartha’s disciples, see Paul, Philosophy of Mind in Sixth-Century China :
Paramartha's 'Evolution of Consciousness': 40-44. Also see Chen, Monks and monarchs, kinship and kingship :
Tangian in Sui Buddhism and politics: 31.n.
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different interpretation on the She dasheng lun would be mostly regarded as a doctrinal

reverberation of Tangian’s Shelun teaching.*’

Although historical sources do not clearly address the distinction between Paramartha’s
and Tangian’s Shelun strand, the existence of the two Shelun strands can be also inferred by
tracing their scholastic genealogy. The next section, in this regards, will discuss some major
exegetes who belong to Paramartha’s strand, focusing on their genealogical relation with

Paramartha and their features that are distinguished from those of Tangian’s Shelun line.

3. Development of Paramartha’s Shelun Lineage

Although after Paramartha's death his disciples' attempt to spread his teaching met with little
success, as discussed before, historical sources report that there were direct or indirect students
of Paramartha’s disciples who show a distinct doctrinal disposition from Tangian’s. Since

previous scholarship has already discussed much of Paramartha’s disciples’ achievements,'®® this

%7 In the Xu gaoseng zhuan, Daoxuan mentions those who interpreted the Mahayanasamgraha differently from
Tangian, calling them as "heresy": "Although all in the country delve deeply into the Mahayanasamgraha,
sometimes there are heresies. [However, Tangian] traces the basis, in which the elucidation arises; there is nothing
[in his interpretation], which is deviated from ancestors’ teachings": i FI| 2 5= ZE 8205 A B o
R HE AR EIEHY (&5 {8 T2060:50.572¢25-26). Daoxuan also denounces Huijing Z:5 (c. 6-7th century)
and Baoxian & (d.u.), saying that despite their high refutation for the broad knowledge of the
Mahayanasamgraha, Huijing and Baoxian descended into prejudiced disputes and ended up losing their great
achievements in the late years: Z2E8% - WIHEG B EE - - REFHREZEE (B E
T2060:50.532¢22-26). Since Huijing and Baoxian’s biographies are appended to that of Daoji #&%: (577-637), a
disciple of Jingsong % (537-614), who is in turn a disciple of Fatai, one of Paramartha’s disciples, they are
presumably Daoji’s fellow-disciples of Jingsong or Daoji’s disciples. Thus it seems likely that Huijing and
Baoxian inherited Paramartha’s Shelun teaching (I will discuss more about Jingsong soon below). Furthermore,
Huijing is presumed to be Master Jing i, one of the eminent Yogacara exegetes addressed in Tunnyun’s #&
(alt. Toryun #Effy; d.u.) Yugaron ki ¥fiiz@zc and, later, Ji’s Yugieshidilun liezuan FifiiEmshsmig EE. From the
fact that Huijing is consulted by Ji, the virtual founder of the so-called new Yogacara school, we may consider the
possibility that Huijing’s viewpoint is connected to the new Yogacara doctrines, and, further, the doctrinal
connection between Paramartha and the new Yogacara.

198 See . 106 above. In relation with the current issue on the existence of the two Shelun strands, Keng also

recognizes Daoni as the major figure of the so-called "Shelun-T2805 Lineage," that is, Paramartha’s lineage that
makes distinct interpretation of the Nature of Realization (C. jiexing f#14) from that of Tangian's ""Shelun-
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section will focus mostly on their students, namely, the second-generation disciples of

Paramartha.

One thing that should be noted in the current concern of distinguishing Paramartha’s and
Tangian’s Shelun lineages is that a Shelun exegete’s previous affiliation, if any, with the Dilun
school may be reflected to his later affiliation with the Shelun lineage. I discussed before that
Paramartha’s doctrinal perspective has much in common with the Northern Dilun school and
Tangian’s lineage traces back to the Southern Dilun school. This respective connection of
Paramartha and Tangian with the Northern and Southern schools in fact also quite well explains
Paramartha’s two-fold position and Tangian’s Tathagatagarbha position, because, as previously
examined, the Northern school relies on the ten-fascicle version of the Lankavatarasitra that
also takes the two-fold position and the Southern school’s doctrine of the pure-natured
alayavijiiana have a tathagatagarbha connotation. However, the situation is more complicated
than it seems, because this correlation does not always turn out true: many Shelun exegetes’
genealogical origin is untraceable due to lack of materials; in addition, some Southern exegetes
converted to Paramartha’s, not Tangian’s, Shelun line'® and such a Southern exegete as Fashang,
as examined before, shows partly the Northern school’s viewpoints. It should be thus noted that
although the link between the Northern school and Paramartha or between the Southern school
and Tangian is a useful theoretical tool, this distinction does not mean there was a clear-cut

separation between the two.

Awakening of Faith Lineage"; see Keng, "Yogacara Buddhism transmitted or transformed? Paramartha (499--569)
and his Chinese interpreters," 317-39.

109 By tracing records in the Xu gaoseng zhuan and comparing it with the genealogical lineages of the Dilun and
Shelun school, Ytiki Reimon has found that at least two exegetes among Paramartha’s line, i.e., Jingsong I =,
(537-614) and Fakan ;2{jii (551-623), had been affiliated with the Southern Dilun strand before they joined the
Shelun line; see Yuki, "Jironshii hokudoha no yukue" iz dLiE IR DT, 12-18. | will discuss more about his
soon below.
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Jingsong %= (537-614), the former Southern Dilun exegete, is one of the figures worthy
of consideration in this regard. Jingsong’s teacher Rongzhi g% (d.u.) is a disciple of

Fashang,™'° a second-generation disciple of Ratnamati, the putative founder of the Southern
Dilun school; later when he fled to Jinling from the Northern Zhou persecution of Buddhism
(574-577), he met Fatai, one of Paramartha's disciples, and consult him often about the
Mahayanasamgraha and the Abhidharmakosa-bhasya.*** Afterwards, when the Sui dynasty was

established, he returned north to Pengcheng (present day Xuzhou £&J1Y) in 590, where he

achieves prominence for his lectures on the Mahayanasamgraha.**> Some scholars view
Jingsong as belong to the same line as Tangian since they have similarities in several aspects of
their career. Both have a Southern school origin; fled to Jinling from the anti-Buddhist policy of

the Northern Zhou dynasty; came across the Mahayanasamgraha teaching through Paramartha’s
translation of the text; later lectured on those teachings in North China.'** But the fact that

Jingsong consistently contacted Fatai asking his advice about the Mahayanasamgraha and the
Abhidharmakosa-bhasya suggests that his understanding of the Mahayanasamgraha was

inheriting Paramartha’s.*** One more thing that is noteworthy is that, although he was a Southern

O R BRI EART o ATRBISA 2 SR - MRE R R - S H EAEEE - R R Rt -

B2 S JLEEE o SO - BRI AL - FEURETEL o PRRIEGEER HARBLHERT (SIS (g
T2060:50.501b16-21).

111 See Jingsong’s biography at 4= fi4 {# T2060:50.501c04-20.
112 See Jingsong’s biography at 45 fi {# T2060:50.501¢20-a03.

3 For instance, Yoshimura treats Tangian and Jingsong as a same group, discussing their similar career all together;
see Yoshimura Makoto 5[5, "Genjo saiyiii: Genjo wa naniyue indo e itta no ka" 225 PG HEEE-- 2085 | {afif A
> RANIT D 72Dy, Bukkyé shigaku kenkyii {121 52 2W15E 46, no. 1 (2003): 34-35.

114 Keng also indicates this point, mentioning the difficulty to associate Jingsong with Tangian’s lineage despite the
similarity of career between Jingsong and Tangian; see Keng, "Yogacara Buddhism transmitted or transformed?
Paramartha (499--569) and his Chinese interpreters,” 324. n. 70. One thing in Jingsong’s career that is distinct
from Tangian’s is that he remained in Pencheng and never went to Chang’an. The Xu gaoseng zhuan also reports
that he refused even two times the summon by Emperor Yang /&7 (r. 604-617) of Sui dynasty to an imperial
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Dilun school exegete, his scholastic lineage traces back to Fashang, who, as discussed before,
shows not just the typical Southern school’s doctrinal disposition, but also the Northern school’s.
Viewed in this way, Jingsong’s scholastic position seems to resonate with the Northern school’s

and, further, with Paramartha’s.

Jingsong’s disciples also have some features that deviated from Tangian’s Shelun line.

The Xu gaoseng zhuan records that Fahu ;%:& (576-642), who had learned the
Mahayanasamgraha from Jingsong, edited Paramartha’s translation of Mahayanasamgraha-
bhasya by comparing it with Dharmagupta’s (C. Damojiduo/Damojueduo #%E %, 2% /42 FEE(ljF 2%)
new translation, which was composed in the Daye A reign period (605-616) of the Sui [&
dynasty (581-618), after Taizong & 5% (r. 626-649 ) of the new Tang & dynasty (618-907)

invited him to the capital as one of the five eminent monks; even though most other people
thought that the new translation had shortcomings, he alone appreciated it, and afterwards when
Xuanzang translated the Mahayanasamgraha-bhasya, Fahu’s interpretation turned out to
coincide with Xuanzang’s.**® If we accept this information about Fahu as correct, the fact that
Fahu’s revised translation accorded with Xuanzang’s translation seems to suggest that the reason
why Fahu had felt the need to revise Paramartha’s She dasheng lun shi was probably because the
contemporary interpretation of the She dasheng lun shi was overly weighted toward a position
that was the opposite of, or at least very different from, Xuanzang’s position. It seems obvious

that the position opposed to Xuanzang’s was Tangian’s Shelun position, that is, Tathagatagarbha

monastery (see Jingsong’s biography at 4% = { {# T2060:50.502a06-08). It is probable that his estrangement from
the mainstream scholastic strand in the Capital is also part of the reason that Paramartha’s scholasticism did not
achieve much prominence; or, in the other way around, that Jingsong might have recognized the doctrinal
distinction between Tangian’s and his and wanted to escape from the expected polemic disputes.

U REIRERE SRR o B GIETA - SEIEES o B AR o BRI o 508 2 DU AR IR B RIT -
SEBEHL o KT o WATTE - DURBGR A NS (E= (4 {4 T2060:50.530c07-11).
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way of interpretation, and in this respect it seems likely that Fahu belonged to a different

doctrinal line from Tangian’s.

Daoji &%k (577-637), Jingsong’s another student,**® is known for his critical
understanding of Paramartha’s doctrines. Daoji claimed in the Shelun zhang ##%:# = that the
Wuxiang lun, one of Paramartha’s translations, and the Mahayanasitralamkara (C. Dasheng
zhuangyanjing lun K3 4% 5m) should be taken as textual evidence for the doctrine of the
nine consciousnesses, while criticizing Paramartha’s reliance on the Larnkavatarasiitra and the
Shiqidi lun -3 for evidence; although he accepted by himself the doctrine of nine

consciousnesses, he raised a question on the validity of the texts by saying that the

Lankavatarasutra did not mention the specific name of the consciousness and the Shigidi lun

118 Daoxuan records that Daoji went to Pengcheng in 590 (at the age of fourteen) and attended lectures led by several
monks, and then he moved around in 605 to Luoyang, where he lectured on the *Samyuktabhidharma-hrdaya-
Sastra (C. Za apitan xin lun Ze[" EE20556), until he joined to the national monastery Huiri si £ H =¥ in 609.
Around in 617, when the Sui dynasty went to the ground, Daoji again moved to Bashu = %&j (around Sichuan
province in present day), where he promulgated the Mahayanasamgraha until he died at the monastery Fucheng si
TERLSY in 637(see Daoji’s biography at the Xu gaoseng zhuan 4& =i {# T2060:50.532b14-c21). In Jingsong’s
biography, Daoxuan reports that Daoji studied with Jingsong and he even wrote Jingsong’s biography after his
death; 5 NZEESE FHORGE < JRMREE - RS LR - BER 57z - BATRER S @ E
T2060:50.502a23-25). Since Jingsong stayed in Pengcheng from 590 until he died in 614 (see Jingsong’s
biography at T2060:50.501¢c20-a03), it can be inferred that Daoji studied with Jingsong during his stay in
Pengcheng before he moved to Luoyang.

Some scholars regard Daoji as a disciple of Daoxun #&#% (556-630), who was one of Tanyan’s = & (516-
588) disciples, based on the biography of Daoxun, in which it is recorded that Daoxun held the funeral of his
younger brother along with his "disciple Daoji" and others in 627 (LLE#EITTE - 26T - HRoS 1 - #&
HE > R o Bilgs il RS EERe (4= {E T2060:50.533¢06-08)). But there is no other record that Daoji
left Bashu area at this time on the one hand and Daoji appears too old (at the age of fifty two) to be a disciple of
Daoxuan in this year on the other, and thus it does not seem likely that the "disciple Daoji" refers to Daoji here. In
addition, Tanyan is one of the exegetes who were influenced by Tangian’s Shelun teaching, as discussed before,
and thus Tanyan’s scholastic disposition also seems quite distinct from Daoji’s.

7 Buddhist catalogues, the oldest of which is Fei Changfang’s Z& & (d.u.) notoriously unreliable Lidai sanbao ji
FE =540, list this lost text as one of Paramartha’s works. Radich suggests that the Shigidi lun contains a wide
range of excepts from the Yogacarabhiimisastra, and the Jueding zang lun JJ22E &z is a remaining fragment of
the Shigidi lun. For the detailed explanation regarding the Shiqidi lun, see Radich, "The Doctrine of
*Amalavijiiana in Paramartha (499-569), and Later Authors to Approximately 800 C.E," 92. n. 168.
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was not transmitted in China.™® This statement allows us to see that in Daoji’s time it had been
generally considered that Paramartha took the Larnkavatarasitra and the Shiqidi lun as his
canonical references, and Daoji also seems to have believed it. But, in fact there are problems in
this connection, and Daoji’s criticism appears to reflect the problems, even if Daoji himself does
not acknowledge that he was doing it. First, we cannot find any passage in Paramartha’s extant
works, which discuss the ninth consciousness or the nine-consciousness system in relation to the
Lankavatarasiitra.**® Actually it was Tangian’s line that used this text broadly as one of the

canonical references.'® Second, Paramartha’s textual evidence that Daoji presents here, viz.,

118 Several passages of Daoji’s lost Shelun zhang are quoted by Gyonen %24 (1240-1321), Japanese Kegon % i
monk, in his Kegon kamokusho hatsugo ki #EggfL, H ZFIEEC. One of the passages contains his criticism of
Paramartha’s reliance on the Larnkavatarasitra and the Shiqidi lun; [5: B&F =ik E AR - R0 &8EmE L%
! T EaaES— SUAARN > BB W EE = > 5 [ naS )/ JUER L - X5 s E R L
ol > DUREEER - Bi%sm TSR BS®RREUASEH - - BER = MR E B > ffHem
IR h L BESA = 0 —FRERERENERES . EGRENIPEAN 0 = EERREE A - AR - {EER AR
sk o iR EEREUR 0 R E M HEME o BIMEEEE - famiE s FIERERE - A/ S > 0fiak
mmE o A Ekan/\ERZ A 0 HIEDFER A ELE - B oW sk e o B > SERTER L > HEGS -
BRARH e 8 GREHEE - EE e FEY - Ensaiy  EEMEarEEs - &/ Gout -
EmiE = L EWA 7 Byt > BIERIL O A EMEES » PL O BRI EEAER > Fif/\ K bb0 > S - Hii—
g 5 [ &%\ US> 185 [ hEm R e s Ll » AR AR /A1 > 5[4 » - EHhEmtRE

= PRERLT  BU TR Bl - S AR ER SO RS B aRER A JLa% > F By r] fik (Dai Nihon Bukkyo
zensho K HARMEZr &3 122, 370). For English translation of this passage, see ibid., 131-33. For other passages
quoted by Gydnen, see Katsumata, Bukkyé ni okeru shinshikisetsu no kenkyii {AZUIZ BT 5 LadkER DORFZE: 790-
98. Also see Yoshimura Makoto F5 5%, "Shoron gakuha no shinshiki setsu ni tsuite"
FEERFIRDLaake 2 DU T, Komazawa Daigaku Bukkyogakubu ronshii 5uiR KA EREm%EE 34 (2003):
237-39.

119 In this regard, Katsumata indicates that it is Jingying Huiyuan that attributes the nine-consciousness system to the
Lankavatarasitra; see Katsumata Shunkyd 5 X £ %%, "Shoronshii kydgaku no ichi danmen"
SR B O —WiA, Nihon Bukkyogakkai nenpo H ARALBFEE37 26 (1961): 77. For the passage in which
Huiyuan discusses the nine consciousnesses on the basis of the Lankavatarasitra, see Chapter I, n. 19.

120 Tangian’s biography of the Xu gaoseng zhuan repeatedly records that the Lasikavatarasiitra is one of Tangian’s
major canonical references along with the AMF (see 4& =% {# T2060:50.571b12-574b06). But we should still
open the possibility that Paramartha also used the Lanikavatarasitra because, as discussed before, he is doctrinally
connected to the ten-fascicle Larnkavatarasitra. Nevertheless, Daoji’s criticism here seems to be targeted at
Tangian’s strand, because, first, as mentioned above, Tangian significantly relied upon this text, and second,
Tangian’s strand was the mainstream Shelun line, which Daoji intends to criticize here, and third, we can expect
that Daoji, as a disciple of Jingsong, may have had an opposed viewpoint against Tangian’s interpretation of
amalavijiiana in light of the tathagatagarbha. Indeed, Tangian seems to have used the four-fascicle version, the
version that is more inclined to Tathagatagarbha doctrine than the ten-fascicle version, as discussed before, since
the list of Lankavatarasitra specialists presented in Fachong’s 24 (589-665) biography of the Xu gaoseng
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"the definite explanation of the nine kinds of mind" (JEEz% L () from the Shigidi lun, is very
reminiscent of the "Ninth Consciousness Chapter (C. jiushi pin J1z%) of the Jueding zang lun
FLIE TSR (S. Vinirnita pitaka sastra)," the problematic reference for Paramartha’s doctrine of

amalavijiiana.*** Additionally, since the Jueding zang lun is presumably a fragment of the
Shiqidi lun,**? we may say that just as the "Ninth Consciousness Chapter of the Jueding zang
lun™ is problematic as a source for Paramartha’s doctrinal position, the "definite explanation of
the nine kinds of mind from the Shiqidi lun™ is also not so trustful. It seems that Daoji did not
just accept the given doctrines which lacked concrete evidence, and thus he had to question the

mainstream Shelun group’s claims that were not based on Paramartha’s works.'?

Sengbian {4t (568-642) learned from Zhining 24t (562-609), one of Jingsong’s

students, and was also invited to the state monastery Dachangding daochang K f# 1 #&15 in

Chang’an in 605.'2* Besides the fact that he lectured on the Mahayanasamgraha, the Xu gaoseng

zhuan also reports that he was versed in the Abhidharmakosa-bhasya.** Although Paramartha is

zhuan suggests that, except Vinaya Master Shangde & {={Fif (d.u.), who Daoxuan explicitly indicates wrote a
commentary to ten-fascicle version, all the others, including Tangian, specialized on the four-fascicle version (%&
= {8 T2060:50.666b13-21); see Chen, Monks and monarchs, kinship and kingship : Tangian in Sui Buddhism
and politics: 208-09.

121 See n. 30 and n. 79 above.
122 See n. 117 above.
123 Such Daoji’s attitude is also supported by their the fact that whereas Jingying Huiyuan presenting the alternative

names of alayavijiiana by drawing from such Tathagatagarbha texts as Lankavatarasitra, the Srimala-sitra, and
the AMF, Daoji all from Paramartha’s translations; see Katsumata, "Shoronsht kydgaku no ichi danmen”

EimsE St o— i, 82-83.
124 See Sengbian’s biography at the Xu gaoseng zhuan 4= {i%{% T2060:50.540b05-10.

125 (e SR T A B =RE] (48 =i {8 T2060:50.540b23-24). Daoxuan continues to say that, when Daoyue,
another Abhidharmakosa-bhasya expert who also appears to inherit Paramartha’s teaching (see below), lectures
on the text, Sengbian stops his own lecture and listen to Daoyue’s; & & ARl = HERE - B FeEnEEmiE > - 5
HEHH ) = HERak (=% T2060:50.540024-25).
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typically known as the Shelun school founder, he wanted the Abhidharmakosa-bhasya to be
widely promulgated along with the Mahdyanasamgraha.*?® In this respect, it seems noteworthy

that Sengbian was specialized in the Abhidharmakosa-bhasya.
Daoyue &% (579-636), who is known as an expert of the Abhidharmakosa-bhasya, also

studied with Daoni. After becoming as a monk under Sengcan {££% (?-606)*?’ at the age of

fifteen, Daoyue learned the Mahayanasamgraha from Daoni in Chang’an, and then he wanted to
study the Abhidharmakosa-bhasya,**® one of the two texts most cherished by Paramartha along
with the Mahayanasamgraha. After spending five years studying the text by himself, he
managed to obtain Paramartha’s commentary, which is recorded by Huikai, and dedicated
several more years to studying it until he was summoned to the monastery Dachanding si

K FEESF in 612.12° Daoxuan reports that in Chang’an Daoyue interpreted the Abhidharmakosa-
bhasya in association with Paramartha’s She dasheng lun shi (C. sanzang benshu =g A<#), but

his interpretation raised controversies among the exegetes.'*® This fact also suggests that his

According to Xuanzang’s biography, Senbian is one of the exegetes whom Xuanzang consulted when he
went to Chang’an (see 48 =i {& T2060:50.447b08-12). Given that most of Xuanzang’s teachers before his travel
to India were related with Paramartha’s lineage or the Northern Dilun line, as I will discuss soon below, his
contact with Xuanzang may be understood in this context.

P RIBZET - SIS - BACAERD - REEHEF A A - EEEK - SOABEE TR T REE -
Bhdt 7 SRR S (4T {8 T2060:50.431c10-13).

127 The Sengcan Daoxuan mentions here appears to refer to Sengcan &%z, who was later esteemed as the third Chan
patriarch, since Daoxuan uniformly use %2, not ¥, in the Xu gaoseng zhuan, and he reports that Z2#Ef as
the disciple of Huike Z 1] (487-593), the second Chan patriarch; B t&Ffi{% o 218N (8 =5 E
T2060:50.666b15).

128 See Daoyue’s biography at the Xu gaoseng zhuan 48 fit {# T2060:50.527b03-22.
129 See Daoyue’s biography at the Xu gaoseng zhuan 48 =; fi (& T2060:50.527h22-¢15.

O DL = AR (RS o SRR B o B - WG B R IR - HiE I E . - B (]
HEBBUSEIT N 5 - & HBEE LRSS O IE T - SRR RS - M Snieham 2EEE - RNk
HFhE - S S (455 4 T2060:50.527¢24-29).
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scholasticism based on Paramartha’s teaching was distinguished from the contemporary
mainstream strand.
Fakan ;£ (it (551-623) and Sengrong {4 2= (fl. 603) are identified as Caopi’s students by

Daoxuan in the Xu gaoseng zhuan.'** Fakan had been a Southern Dilun exegete, just like
Jingsong discussed above, before he learned the Mahayanasamgraha from Caopi in Jinling; he

was a disciple of Jingyuan 5 (alt. "Master Yuan"; Yuan fashi Jil;£Ef; 544-671), whose
scholastic lineage traces back to Lingyu 2% (518-605), Daoping 7&:% (488-559), Huiguang
£ (468-537), and Ratnamati.** In other words, Fakan was the fifth-generation disciple of

Ratnamati, the putative founder of the Southern Dilun school. He appears to have been an

influential monk in the capital since he was summoned by Yang Guang #5/%, the future Emperor
Yangdi J57 of Sui dynasty, to the monastery Riyan si H &=~ in Chang’an; for the national
relic-distribution project during Renshou era (601-604), Emperor Wendi =27 (r.581-604) of Sui
dynasty dispatched him to enshrine relics at the prefecture of Xuanzhou & I in 602 during the

national relic-distribution project during Renshou {2 era (601-604)."** Later, Emperor Gaozu

L In Caopi’s biography of the Xu gaoseng zhuan, Fakan and Sengrong are described as Caopi’s disciples; & & i
ZHEEFEEHE (5% T2060:50.431c01-02). Also see n. 104 above.

132 See Fakan, Daopin, and Linyu’s biographies at the Xu gaoseng zhuan 48 &4 {# T2060:50.513a19-c06; 484h24-
c19; 495b05-498a22.

R o SOREE - A AN - BIUEE N E SR - BEEESAERES EE o S
EEEREE S (4858 {8 T2060:50.513b09-11). The relic-distribution project during Renshou era was a
significant politico-religious project to connect the capital with local cities. Tangian was also involved as a central
figure in this project (48 =i {8 T.2060:50.573c12-14). For the detailed information and discussion regarding this
project, see Chen, Monks and monarchs, kinship and kingship : Tangian in Sui Buddhism and politics: 51-87.

96



=itH (r. 618-626) of the Tang dynasty (618-907) invited him as one of the ten Great Virtuous

Ones (C. shi dade A %) in 619 (620)."**

It is noteworthy that Fakan appears not to have seen any doctrinal contradiction between
his earlier study of Southern Dilun teaching and Shelun teaching with Caopi. Daoxuan records
that, on arriving at Chang’an after studying with Caopi in Jinling, Fakan realized that, as his

Southern school teacher Jingyuan mentioned, a monk named Fayan ;2 (548?-607)*® is the
only one who is worth discussing the profound Principle (C. li ) with."*® The fact that Fakan

was still sympathetic to his Southern school teacher’s view ever after studying with Caopi may
be understood in two ways: (1) First, Fakan’s teacher Caopi might have interpreted Paramartha’s
teaching in light of the typical Southern school perspective, and thus Fakan as well may have
understood the Mahayanasamgraha in a way that was not very different from his earlier study of
Southern Dilun doctrine. (2) Second, though both are classified as the Southern school, Fakan’s
Southern school lineage might have taken a distinct doctrinal position from that of Tangian’s,
probably sharing some doctrinal points with Paramartha’s Shelun lineage. | am inclined to align

with the second approach, because we can find another Southern Dilun exegete, Huixiu Z{K

BRI R o BT AEAEIS o RSN TS o (AR - BER M ES
HrfE - M =EE o AMEE S (4554 {8 T2060:50.513b28-c02). The ten Great Virtuous Ones known to us include
Juelang 52 BH (fl. ca. 617), Baogong 4% (542-621), Jizang 753k (549-623), Fakan )£ (i (551-623), Huiyin ££[X
(539-627), i (d.u.), and Zhizang %53 (458-522).

135 Daoxuan reports that Fayan was versed in the Mahaprajiiaparamita-sastra (C. Da zhidu lun AR 56
(B =5d0 8 o (R LDUAERBI2E (485 % {H T2060:50.505002-03)), and also participated in enshrining the relics
for the relic-distribution project ({ZF5i& 5 o 1B E2AEFITILIN o PULE o Ot T 2 ESF (Ee g &
T2060:50.505b16-17)).

138 This passage appears in Fayan’s biography of the Xu gaoseng zhuan; A& {i AR - AETF o #iE AR - 1
FAREERERE - IASRIEAE - iBiiH - RHEEREEA - B2 F - AE— A - EEaH -
ERRIZ R EMAUEE: « i o MHE TR 2 B2 (¥4 {F T2060:50.505b10-14).
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(548-7?; 11.645), as I will discuss soon below, who appears to be connected with Paramartha’s

lineage.

If we accept that Fakan’s Southern school lineage takes a different position from
Tangian’s, this does not mean that these two lineages were adversarial to each other; rather they

seem to have been in quite a close relationship. Zhizheng %5 1 (559-639), one of Tangian’s
disciples,™’ for instance, moved in his late years to the temple Zhixiang si Z=fH5F at Mt.
Zhongnan #%Fg, which "Master Yuan" had built, and stayed there for twenty eight years until his
death.® Moreover, Fakan’s remarkable career in the capital seems likely to have been related

with his genealogical closeness to Tangian’s mainstream lineage.

Although we have discussed some exegetes who were previously Southern Dilun
exegetes in Paramartha’s lineage, one may easily expect that there are some others connected to
the Northern school lineage, given the doctrinal propinquity between Paramartha and the
Northern school. Fahu and Daoyue are indeed known as having studied with Zhinian &5 (535-

608), a disciple of Daochong #& &g (fl. 520s), who is in turn a disciple of Bodhiruci, the founder

of the Northern Dilun school.**® Fahu had attended to Zhinian’s lectures on Abhidharma before

37 Chen identifies Zhizheng as a disciple of Tangian based on the record in Tangian and Zhizheng’s biographies of
the Xu gaoseng zhuan; see Chen, Monks and monarchs, kinship and kingship : Tangian in Sui Buddhism and
politics: 44. n. 95.

138 See Zhizheng’s biography (IF /5 A o BB ILISERRFUANE o RAKRE BARA BEITE « MRITHIS ST
{0 o BRAEAEES o TR AT & RS 1/ \fE: 47 48 T2060:50.536b15-18) and Jingyuan’s
biography (14 Z2i@ BRI IN4SRT - BaEiE IS - SHISEIRERE - S FHF 2t (EEME
T2060:50.511c13-15)).

139 According to Zhinian’s biography of the Xu gaoseng zhuan, Zhinian learned the Mahaprajiaparamita-sastra (C.
Dazhi du lun A% 3) from Daochang &+ (d.u.) in Yedu ¥#E (i.e., Ye [, Yexia # T, Yecheng #[i;
Anyang %[5, Henan Ja[ 5 province in present day), and then studied the Dasabhimivyakhyana (C. Shidi jinglun
+H 4% 5%) from Daochong. He then studied Abhidharma under Huisong Z2= (d. ca. 555) in Khotan (C.
Gaochang = E)), who was an expert of Abhidharma. Daoxuan describes Zhinian as an expert of Abhidharma; see
4= {# T2060:50.508029-509h18.
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140

he went to Jingsong to study the Mahayanasamgraha,” and Daoyue also had studied with

Zhinian before he studied the Mahayanasamgraha under Daoni.*** Though not having directly

learned from Zhinian, Daoji also wrote Zhinian’s biography on his death.*?

Huixiu, a former disciple of Lingyu in the Southern school line, also studied with
Zhinian.**® It is noteworthy that Huixiu is affiliated with both the Southern and Northern school
lineages, which are typically regarded as doctrinally opposed strands. After this extraordinary
conversion, Huixiu studied the Mahayanasamgraha by attending Tangian and Daoni’s lectures
in Chang’an.** Even though there is no records regarding whether Huixiu took Tangian’s or
Daoni’s Shelun position, the fact that some other exegetes in Paramartha’s line, such as Fahu and
Daoyue, were also former students of Zhiyuan suggests the possibility that Huixiu was more

sympathetic to Daoni’s than Tangian’s Shelun position.

YO B A AT B R (4 4 T2060:50.530029-¢01).

I In Daoyue’s biography of the Xu gaoseng zhuan, it is recorded that Daoyue studied the *Tattvasiddhi-sastra (C.
Chengshi lun %8 3) and the *Samyuktabhidharma-hydaya-sastra (C. Za apitan xin lun Z[fm] E2 20 5%) from the
two teachers of Zhinian and Zhitong %578 (553-649); %% R LN 8 Al - e EsirsE (E
1= {8 T2060:50.527b07-08).

12 See Zhinian’s biography of the Xu gaoseng zhuan; % /¥R =7 AL AR - ERERGEEART - J9R2 ik -
oS - WEHFEE (E5{Y{E T2060:50.509b16-18). Daoxuan also records that Daoji lectured on the
*Samyuktabhidharma-hydaya-sastra (C. Za apitan xin lun ZEfA] B2 20, 5%) around from 605 until he was
summoned to the monastery Huiri si £ [H 35 in 609 (see n. 116). It is noteworthy that he also lectured on the same
text as Daoyue learned from Zhinian (see n.141 above).

143 Daoxuan reports that Huixiu learned Abhidarma texts, such as the *Samyuktabhidharma-hyrdaya-sastra and the
Abhidharma-mahavibhasa-sastra (C. Apidamo da piposha lun [fr] B8 22 A B 287/ D &), from Zhinian, and
afterwards Huixiu himself wrote the Zaxin xuanzhang chaoshu (> Z.Z D, a commentary to the
*Samyuktabhidharma-hydaya-sastra; see Huixiu’s biography of Xu gaoseng zhuan at 4= i {#
T2060:50.544b01-26.

144 See Huixiu’s biography at the Xu gaoseng zhuan 4= i {# T.2060:50.544b28-c03. In Lingyu’s biography of the
Xu gaoseng zhuan, it is recorded that Lingyu went to Chan’an in 590 (4&=;{i{& T2060:50.496b06-18), the year
when Daoni arrived in Chang’an from Jinling, as Chen also mentioned; see Chen, Monks and monarchs, kinship
and kingship : Tangian in Sui Buddhism and politics: 42. n. 87.
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There is another clue to suggest that Huixiu’s doctrinal disposition was on the side of

Paramartha’s. According to Daoxuan, when Huixiu was staying in Ye #{ (i.e., Yedu #&[;
Anyang Z7f%;, Henan jE[ g province in present day), or Xiang Prefecture (C. Xiangzhou F8JY),

he taught the *Samyuktabhidharma-hrdaya-sastra and the Mahayanasamgraha only for
Xuanzang, who was in twenties then, and they were like old acquaintances to each other
although they had never met before.**> Before he met Huixiu, it is reported that Xuanzang fled

from the turmoil at the end of Sui dynasty (around in 617) to Shudu &j#) (Chengdu FED in
Sichuan PUJI] Province in present day), where he studied Abhidharma and the

Mahayanasamgraha under Daoji and a monk named Jing s, until he left Shudu in 622 to travel

around several cities in the country.**® As discussed before, Daoji, as a disciple of Jingsong,

inherited Paramartha’s lineage, and the monk Jing, presumable Huijing Z& (c. 6-7th century),

is Daoji’s fellow-disciple of Jingsong or Daoji himself’s disciple.*” Xuanzang’s study with
Daoji and Master Jing thus seems to represent his connection with Paramartha’s lineage, and in
this respect we may interpret the mutual congeniality between Huixiu and Xuanzang as derived

from their common genealogical background.

It should be also noted that in fact, among Xuanzang’s teachers that he met after he left

Chengdu, all except Fachang ;£ (566-645), i.e., Daoshen &% (d.u.), Huixiu, Daoyue,

1% See Xuanzang’s biography of the Xu gaoseng zhuan; y/bPHEE(k - EEE = - (TS - 255 - BEY T
ESER - S FTRENE N - MRS - RHEAEK - HEFSE - ZETESESTEN - (BAEFER R
& o FETEAEbE ATt - fE4E )\ H EBNERR o R CERGEHEMEH - AHEA - BHZED @ E

T2060:50.447a26-b03).

146 See Xuanzang’s biography of the Xu gaoseng zhuan 4& =i {i{& at T2060:50.446c25-447al4.

Y7 Huijing’s biography is appended to Daoji’s biography in the Xu gaoseng zhuan. It is also presumed that Huijing
is Master Jing ££ifi, who are described as an eminent Yogacara exegete well versed in the Mahayanasamgraha in
Tunnyun’s #&f@ (alt. Toryun & 4f; d.u.) Yugaron ki ¥§i{iizmzc and Ji’s Yugieshidilun lliezuan it smug 2,
see also n.107 above.
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Sengbian, and Xuanhui Z & (582-640), are genealogically connected to either Zhinian, a

disciple of Daochong of the Northern Dilun school, or/and Paramartha’s disciples. Daoshen and

Huixiu are listed among Zhinian’s many disciples in Zhinian’s biography**®; Huixiu’s biography
records that Huixu learned Abhidharma texts from Zhinian'**; Daoyue also studied with Zhinian
before he studied the Mahayanasamgraha under Daoni**’; Sengbian is a disciple of Zhining

#0EE (562-609), one of Jingsong’s students™!; Xuanhui, an exegete known as a diligent student

of the Nirvana Siitra, also learned the Abhidharmakosa-bhasya from Daoyue.™? Although
Xuanzang has been regarded as taking a doctrinal position opposite of Paramartha in the
bifurcation of the Tathagatagarbha and Yogacara, his genealogical connection to the Northern
school and/or Paramartha’s disciples, along with the probable existence of Paramartha’s Shelun
strand as distinct from Tangian’s, requires us to reconsider this bifurcation. Furthermore, as |
will discuss in the next chapter, it appears that Xuanzang’s doctrinal position should be
distinguished from that of the Dharma Characteristics school, the school that normally represents
the Yogacara school in the bifurcation of Tathagatagarbha and Yogacara, and this also supports a

possible doctrinal connection between Paramartha and Xuanzang.

Based on the discussion above, Paramartha’s lineage in association with the Dilun

schools may be organized in a chart as follows:

1% See T2060:50.509a08.
149 See n. 143 above.
150'See n. 141 above.
151 See n. 124 above.

152 See T2060:50.542¢24-25. For Xuanzang’s discipleship before his travel to India, see also Yoshimura, "Genj
saiyilii: Genjo wa naniyue indo e itta no ka" ZHEFHIEE-- 2 8E (L a[H 1 > N \T 212D .
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Northern Dilun School

Bodhiruci
(?-527)

Daochong
(fl. 5205)

Paramirtha’s
Shelun Strand

Paramirtha
(499-569)

Fazhun
(fl. 567)

Zhinian

(535

-608)

I 1
Huikai  Daoni Fatai Rongzhi
(518-568) (fl. 590) (fl. 571) (d.u.)

1
Zhiguang Jingsong
(. 590)  (537-614)

Southern Dilun School

]

Huixiu
(548-635) Dao

4. Concluding Remarks

A

Ratnamati
(fl. i‘i)!l}
Huiguang
(468-537)
Tanzun
(480-564)
ping
-559)
L Tanyan
18-605) Tangian’s (516-588)
Shelun Strand /’f
//
NG 7
- > e
Jingyuan Tangian
(544-671) (542-607)

r
shen Sengrong
{d.u.) (1. 603)

Daoyue
[5?9[—63 ]
Xuanhui
(582-640)

Zhining
(562-609)
1
Sengbian
(568-642)
Fahu
(576-642)

Chart 2. Paramartha's Shelun Lineage

Zhizheng (556 630)

I |

Daoxun

(559-639)
Fachang
(566-645)

Paramartha has been regarded as a Shelun exegete who synthesizes the Tathagatagarbha and

Yogacara systems mostly in association with Fazang's interpretation of the AMF as the

Dependent Origination from Tathagatagarbha, which is more focused on Tathagatagarbha than

Yogacara. This way of interpreting Paramartha has led to a scholarly tendency to neglect the

Yogacara aspects in Paramartha's thought. However, several of Paramartha doctrines, such as

Thusness, Dharma Body, and Buddha Nature, show that he takes positions that involve both

Tathagatagarbha and Yogacara perspectives. In this respect, it seems that Paramartha's Shelun
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thought should be distinguished from that of Tangian's Shelun strand; furthermore, we must
reconsider the connection between Paramartha and the Tathagatagarbha system or the Old
Yogacara in the bifurcated paradigm of the Tathagatagarbha and Yogacara, or the Old and New

Yogacara. This putative connection does not hold up.
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CHAPTER I11. Emergence of Antagonism between the ""Old" and ""New"* Yogacara
1. Transmission of the ""New" Buddhist Literature and Doctrinal Diversities

Xuanzang returned to China from his pilgrimage to India in 645 and the new collections of
Buddhist literature that he brought from India were translated by Xuanzang and his team with the
support by Emperor Taizong. Xuanzang’s return worked as a turning point in the medieval
Yogacara tradition since the translation of the newly imported Yogacara texts not only disclosed
deficiencies in the Old Yogacara doctrines,’ but also contain such innovative theories as

"Distinction of Five Lineages" (C. wuxing gebie 71475 51]) that offered a sharp contrast to the
Old Yogacara doctrine of "all beings become buddhas" (C. yiqgie jie cheng —1J] &5 Ek). The

doctrinal contradiction and conflict between the preexisting mainstream Buddhist view and the
perspective based on the newly imported literature led to controversies between exegetes of each
group,? and this polemical situation during the early Tang period is generally regarded as an

evidence of a bifurcation between the Old and New Yogacara.

The historical fact that there were the doctrinal contrasts between the Old and New
Yogacara exegetes, however, does not mean that the whole tradition of New Yogacara was

entirely opposed to Old Yogacara. We cannot reduce the whole tradition of the New Yogacara

! In the Yugaron ki Fifiizfsg, for instance, Tunnyun #Ef# (alt. Toryun #Ef#; d.u.) indicates that the canonical
references that the Old Yogacara exegetes relied on for the doctrine of amalavijiiana turned out not to exist in
Xuanzang’s translations of the newly imported canonical texts; St EHFENT | E R TLEk LT LAk - R0
e B AR EE — oy SRR o AT N R o B ES AR B AR AR A L o (it s B BRI
VEfL o A SRR AR 4 o SARBHMINES A TLakEs - BIUAMEELE - EAfdE - Bl o (KiEfHmE
PEEE R« EEVE AR L - BE—B/\ "G - SHUPFALE /\SRALURE S « PR3 Rl Gafn
swEr T1828:42.318a11-19). Also see Yoshimura Makoto #5435k, "Shoron gakuha no shinshiki setsu ni tsuite” 5
SR D IS DU T, Indogaku Bukkyogaku kenkyit Fl1FEEE#EELRTS% 51, no. 1 (2002): 65.

% There was a controversy between Lingrun 25 (fl. 650) and Shentai #Z (fl. 645, 657) around between 648 and
650, and another between Fabao jAE& (ca. 627-705) and Huizhao Z%;7 (648-714) around at the beginning of
eighth century; see Yoshimura Makoto F 4}k, "To shoki no Yuishiki gakuha to bussho ronsho™

EWIHAOMERR TR & AL MEm S, Komazawa daigaku Bukkyogakubu kenkyii kiyo SR K AL BIST4C 22,
no. 67 (2009). I will discuss more about these controversies in the next section.
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into a single entity, which is doctrinally antagonistic to the Old Yogacara, just as we cannot
consider all strands of the Old Yogacara as advocates of the Tathagatagarbha position. Although
Ji, one of Xuanzang’s major disciples, systemized the Yogacara teachings of the newly
introduced Buddhist literature, there were also other doctrinal lines than Ji’s in the New
Yogacara tradition. For instance, Wonch’tuk, another major disciple of Xuanzang, and his
disciple Tojung #&:& (fl. 692), apparently belong to the New Yogacara group, but they took
doctrinal positions distinct from Ji’s.®> Modern scholars generally agree that Ji and Wonch ik
belong to different scholastic lines, known respectively as the Ci’en & & and Ximing PgHH
scholastic lines. Moreover, some scholars have raised questions about the "orthodoxy" of Ji’s
Yogacara position in the New Yogacara tradition,” and there is also research that suggests

doctrinal distinctions between Xuanzang and Ji.’

¥ One thing that proves the doctrinal distinction between Ji’s and Wonch’ak’s line is that Huizhao %57 (648-714), a
disciple of Ji, takes a very critical attitude to Wonch’uk and Tojung’s perspective on the Chengweishi lun in his
Cheng weishi lun liaoyideng fMEz%zm T #5/&. For Huizhao's criticism and the problems, see Chéng Yonggun
<2, "Song yusignon yoiii tiing i Wonch'iik sol pip'an” TRCHE kG 1« #65s 2] [BIHIEE 8], Pulgyohak
yon'gu = 8FA T 3 (2001).

* Japanese Buddhist tradition has regarded Ji’s Faxiang lineage as "orthodox" teaching (see Introduction, n. 9).
Furthermore, among extant sources on Wonch’iik’s biographical information, Zanning’s %&£ (920-1001) Song
gaoseng zhuan 7R = fi4 {8 records that Wonch’lik eavesdropped on Xuanzang’s lectures on the Chengweishi lun
and the Yogacarabhumisastra, which were exclusively intended for Ji (R = {4 {8 T2061:50.725c24-726a04), and
it seems that it is based on this record that the recognition of Wonch’tk’s scholasticism as "heterodoxy" emerged.
But scholars generally agree that this record of the Song gaoseng zhuan is a later fabrication. Hayashi Kana
questions the previous assumption that Xuanzang passed on the essential Yogacara teaching only to Ji; Hayashi
presents several pieces of evidence that suggest that Ji’s relationship with Xuanzang is not as special as scholars
have thought (see Hayashi Kana #£%%s, "Jion daishi Ki no denki no saikentd" 2& & KEHEL D {ZEC O FARET,
Indogaku Bukkyogaku kenkyii E[JfE 2 (HHZ B2 59, no. 1 (2010)). Yoshimura also argues that Wonch’tik’s
position consistently accords with the New Yogacara doctrine of "Distinction in Five Lineages" and even contains
initiative doctrinal elements for Ji’s scholastic position, and thus, Yoshimura argues, Wonch’tk is not a
"heterodox" Yogacara exegete, but rather one of the successor of Xuanzang as well as Ji’s senior colleague (see
Yoshimura Makoto & £3#, "Yuishiki gakuha no goshd kakubetsu setsu ni tsuite"

MR IR D FLUE S HIELIZ DUy T, Komazawa daigaku Bukkyogakubu kenkyi kiyo Ba)R A FALZFEHF4CE,
no. 62 (2004): 236). For more discussion on the problems of the Song gaoseng zhuan’s records on Wonch’ik, see
Cho Eun-su &7, "Wonch’iik’s Place in the East Asian Buddhist Tradition," in Currents and Countercurrents:
Korean Influences on the East Asian Buddhist Traditions, ed. Robert E. Buswell (Honolulu: University of Hawaii
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When considering these pieces of evidence to suggest doctrinal diversity of the New
Yogacara tradition, we have to question why Ji’s Yogacara position came to be considered the
"orthodox" successor to Xuanzang’s Yogacara teaching and, further, why it has been regarded as
representing the whole tradition of the New Yogacara. If Ji’s doctrinal position does not entirely
accord with Xuanzang’s, and if there were other disciples Xuanzang’s who doctrinally disagreed
with Ji, then why has Ji’s Yogacara perspective been regarded as the most authoritative teaching
of the New Yogacara tradition? | shall investigate this issue by examining the historical and
doctrinal problems that revolve around the designation of Faxiang school in East Asia, and then |

move on to discuss Ji’s scholastic views which contrast with Tangian’s Old Yogacara thought.

Press, 2005); Nam Muhtii ‘&3], Silla Wonch ik iii Yusik sasang yon'gu 212} 95 9] 2] A 5" (Seoul:
Minjoksa, 2009), 87-101.

® Yiki Reimon mentions that it was after Ji’s Yogacara strand became dominant over other strands that Xuanzang
was affiliated to Ji’s strand, not vice versa (see Yiiki Reimon4&3#<- [, "Genjo to sono gakuha no seiritsu"
ZHE L Z DEERDRRIL, Toyo bunka kenkyiijo kiyo BUESTAEFZCETACEE 11(1956): 372). Scholars also point
out that Xuanzang and Ji took different attitudes toward Madhyamaka school. Mitsukawa Hogei says that
although Xuanzang translated Madhyamaka exegete Bhavaviveka’s (C. Qingbian j&#¥ or J%&¥; ca. 500-570)
Karatala-ratna (C. Dasheng zhangzhen lun A3SEZ¥23R), Ji criticizes Bhavaviveka in his commentaries on the
Cheng weishi lun, such as Chengweishilun shuji piZiEakEm#IEL (see Mitsukawa Hogei Y& 1[#2E, "Daijo shochin
ron kanken: Chiigan Yuishiki kosho no okeru ichi shiten to shite" " KIEEE i | B H--
P - BRI B3 U B & U T, Indogaku Bukkyogaku kenkyii E[IFE S 54015% 13, no. 2 (1965):
615) Furthermore, Ejima Yasunori says that the conditional phrase "at the level of Truth (Ei)" that Xuanzang
uses in his verse (ELHUiAG 0 AHEF RS © HE ) = BIRFT A TSUA o aniRag (R A EE SR ET
T1840:44.115b26-27)) is equivalent to Bhavaviveka’s conditional phrase "at the level of True Nature (E1%)" at
the beginning of his famous verse of the Dasheng zhangzhen lun KSEEE & (B M4H RB2E 4445
i LA B N AEUZEHE (RORE 3 T1578:30.268b21-22)); see Ejima Yasunori yT.E 5%y, Chiigan shisé no
tenkai: Bhavaviveka kenkyii T EEDFERH - Bhavaviveka iff4¢ (Tokyd: Shunjisha FFkft, 1980), 205. In the
article on East Asian reception of Bhavaviveka’s inference (S. anumana, C. biliang [t &), Moro Shigeki also says
that Xuanzang does not show any evident criticism of Bhavaviveka, but Ji harshly criticizes him (see Moro
Shigeki Fifif$45f, "Shoben hiryd no Higashi Ajia ni okeru juyd" JEHHLEDH 7 ¥ 712 BT 5 2%, Pulgyohak
yon'gu = 8FA T 8 (2004): 300-11).
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2. Problems in Interpreting New Yogacara as the Dharma Characteristics School

The Faxiang school, or "Dharma Characteristics school," along with Faxing school, or "Dharma
Nature school,” has been considered as one of the designations for a fundamental bifurcation in
East Asian Buddhism, and | have discussed the categorical and historical problems related to this
dichotomy in the Introduction.® These problems of a dichotomy of the Faxing and Faxiang
schools are associated not just with the theoretical issue of the bifurcation of East Asian
Buddhism, but also with the historical predominance of the Faxiang school, that is, Ji and his
scholastic line's Yogacara position, as the most representative and authoritative school in East
Asian Yogacara tradition. Given the existence of other Yogacara lines after Xuanzang, this
phenomenon seems to need more consideration. Let us see how the designation Faxiang school

came to be accepted in East Asia.

The term Faxiang zong was first used by Fazang in his doctrinal taxonomy,” and later
Fazang’s disciple Chengguan used it in juxtaposition with Faxing zong to denigrate Ji’s
Yogacara strand.® In other words, although this denominational name is widely used among
modern scholars to refer to Ji’s Yogacara line or sometimes even to the entire tradition of the

New Yogacara of East Asia, it was never used inside Ji’s circle.” In China, it was during the

® See Introduction. 2. (3).
" See Introduction. n. 18.
& See Introduction. 2. (3).

® Yoshizu Yoshihide says that Xuanzang’s disciples call their doctrinal position "Great Vehicle" (C. Dasheng & 7E);
for instance, he says, Ji uses this term in one of his major works, Dasheng fayuan yilin zhang K3/ FMAEE.
See Yoshizu Yoshihide 75785 3%, "Hossoshi to iu shiimei no saikentd" JEMSE & Wy 9 SERDOF T, in Bukkyo
shiso bunkashi ronso: Watanabe Takao kyoju kanreki kinen ronshii {520 BAE (L smEE:
TERE 4 IR SR, ed. Watanabe Takao Kydju Kanreki Kinen Ronshii Kankokai
TERNE A TR S E T TS (Kyodto: Nagata Bunshddo 7k FHSZ B &, 1997), 474. Yoshimura also
indicates that Xuanzang’s disciples used "Dasheng" in front of their names, as in, for example, Dasheng Ji AFEAL;
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Song dynasty (960-1279) that a denominational name for Ji’s Yogacara strand emerged, but the
denominational name for this group was not Faxiang school, but Ci'en 2& & school, named after
Ji’s toponym. The Shimen zhengtong ¥ 1=4%, a Tiantai chronicle compiled by Zongjian 5%

10
P

(d.u.) in 1237, contains a list of schools including the Ci'en school,™ and the Fozu tongji

fitH474E, an encyclopedic historical record written by Zhipan 752 (1220-1275) in 12609, also

mentions "Teaching of the Ci'en school" (C. Ci'en zongjiao 2&/& 52#;).

In Korean Yogacara tradition the Yogacara scholastic tradition was mostly referred to as

"Yogacara school" (K. Yuga chong/Yuga op Fifili==/Fi{iiZ) or sometimes "Chatin school" (K.
Chatin chong, C. Ci'en zong 248 52) until the beginning of Koryd dynasty (918-1392),'? and it is
in the epitaph of Uich'on X (1055-1101), one of the major scholar-monks in Korea, that we

first see the designation PSpsang chong.*® But scholars agree that this designation just refers to a

doctrinal teaching, not an institutional school with proper lineage. Later at the end of the Koryd

see Yoshimura Makoto T4k, "Chiigoku Yuishiki shogakuha no shoko ni tsuite" HF [E|MfiEksE R D
R DUSTC, Higashi Ajia bukkyo kenkyii 887 ¥ 7 {LZHH5E 2 (2004): 41.

1% The Shimen zhengtong mentions five schools of Chan (i), Xianshou (&), Vinaya (C. Lii ), Mi (), along
with Ci'en school; 18ZEAHP#kEC SHREE B0] 2aE #0F 208 EEMAPHEGES A AR a8 =% 758

IR 2 IR 2058 i BUR ARG B E JuiR B S EEGE SR A R 1T (BPIIE
4 X1513:75.255022-08).

' In the Fozu tongji, Ci'en school’s patriarchs are also listed; the first patriarch as Silabhadra, the second as
Xuanzang, the third as Ji; 22 R SR # #I1HPE R ACE AR 10 =5 2 55A0 =1H2& RS ENERD (FhtH4tac
T2035:49.294a29-b02).

12 See Kim Yongt'ae 7 % B, Han'guk pulgyosa &+ 5-3A} (Seoul: Kongsowdn 74 419, 1997), 412-15; Ho
Hingsik 182}, Koryo pulgyosa yon'gu i REMEHRSE (Seoul: lichogak ¢! %7}, 1986), 209-15.

3 See Kim 7 3 B}, Han'guk pulgyosa 3= L A}: 398-404.
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dynasty through early Choson dynasty (1392-1910) "Chatin school™ is the name found most

often in historical materials for Ji’s Yogacara school.*

It was in Japan that the designation Faxiang school was accepted and later established as
the official denominational name for the Yogacara school. When Fazang’s Huayan school was

imported to Japan at the end of eighth century, Faxiang zong (J. Hossoshii jEfH5%), the term that

Fazang used in his doctrinal taxonomy to refer to Ji’s Yogacara strand, was also transmitted; at
first, the name Hossoshii was used by those outside the school to refer to the school, but
gradually it was also accepted by insiders in the school.'® Afterwards, this designation become
the official name for the Yogacara school in Japan, and modern Japanese scholars also have
come to widely use this name to refer to Ji’s Yogacara strand in China and sometimes in Korea
as well. Furthermore, since in Japan Ji’s Yogacara line has been regarded as the "orthodox™
Yogacara school to succeed Xuanzang, the name Faxiang school was often used to refer
generally to the New Yogacara Buddhism after Xuanzang. It seems that the Japanese concept of
the Hosso school was established in modern scholarship as the school name for the whole
tradition of the New Yogacara Buddhism through this process. In this respect, the pervasive use

of "Dharma Characteristics school" among modern scholars, appears to be an improper

Y For detailed explanation, Ho, Koryd pulgyosa yon'gu =B (BRI 209-23.

5 In his article on the school name Hossoshi, Yoshizu divides the evolution of the name into five stages: the period
when (1) Yuishiki shi MEz5% 2% and Shoronshi #%2#5F were used (around 747); (2) Hosshoshii j74E 5% was used
(around 752); (3) Hosso daijo ;EFH A3 was used (around 776); (4) Hossoshi JEfHSZ was used by those outside
of the school (around 798); (5) Hossoshi jEHH5= was used also by the school members (around 830). Particularly,
Yoshizu says, when the term Hosso daijo appears, the school equivalent to Sanron school appears in the name of
"Muso daijo shii" fEFH A SESE; these two contrasting school names exactly appear in Fazang’s Shi'ermenlun
zongzhi yiji + . FHEmsE 2EE 0, representing Fazang’s recognition of the contemporary conflict between the
Madhyamaka and Yogacara school, and thus we can see that the term Hosso school was originated from Fazang’s
usage of it (see Yoshizu, "Hossoshi to iu shiimei no saikentd" JEMHSE & VY 9 SZL DRSS, 468-76.). Yoshizu’s
explanation is also supported by Inoue’s study that indicates that the first appearance of the school name of Kegon
shil is around 751 (see Inoue, "Nanto rokushil no seiritsu” FEFES/NZEDAEIL, 12-14.). This implies that the term
Hossoshi or Hosso daijo had not appeared until Kegon school was transmitted.
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retrospective application of Hossoshii. In other words, a specific concept for the Japanese
Yogacara school, which is grounded on Fazang’s perspective on Ji’s Yogacara strand, expanded

to take in all of the New Yogacara strands throughout East Asia.

The reason that Faxiang school cannot be identified with the whole East Asian
tradition of New Yogacara is not just confined to the fact that the geographical area in which this
title was used does not cover all East Asia; in terms of its scholastic position, the Hosso school
specifically refers to Ji’s Yogacara school, as we can see from the fact that this term was
transmitted to Japan through Fazang’s Huayan system. In other words, when accepting the
concept of Hossoshiti through Fazang’s doctrines, Japanese Buddhist thinkers also accepted
Fazang’s viewpoint on Yogacara teaching, viz., the doctrinal system that is antagonistic to the
Madhyamaka position. Such Fazang’s viewpoint on Yogacara Buddhism reflects the
contemporary doctrinal conflict between the Madhyamaka and the New Yogacara. As Xuanzang
translated the new canonical texts that he brought from India, such a work as Dasheng zhangzhen

lun K3EEE s, Xuanzang's translation of Madhyamaka exegete Bhavaviveka’s (C. Qingbian
A ca. 500-570) Karatala-ratna, entailed a controversy revolving around the doctrinal

differences between the Madhyamaka and New Yogacara. This controversy is now known as

nl6

"Emptiness-Existence Z& 4 controversy," and Fazang was well aware of this conflict between

the Madhyamaka and Yogacara positions.*’

' For instance, Ji criticizes Bhavaviveka’s position as "Wrongly Attached Emptiness" (C. equ kong S&H{Z%) in the
Chengweishilun shuji Bt alias; & - G ULERI 2 — VIS - iH - HHIT - BRHER - SEMEE -
Bt - B - JREWFEEAZE S - REpUE Se-SEtl (ROMERGRZiEC T1830:43.494b24-26). | will discuss
more about this controversy in the next section of this chapter.

Y In Shi'ermenlun zongzhi yiji + —F9:R52503% 50, Fazang contrasts the Madhyamaka to the Yogacara, referring to
them respectively as "Mahayana of No Characteristics" (C. wuxiang dasheng 45 A Z€) and "Mahayana of
Dharma Characteristics" (C. faxiang dasheng ;£#H X 3[) (see n.15 above and Introduction. n.18). His Qixinlun

110



The polemics that emerged in Japan between the Sanron school =&&#5= and the Hosso
school during the Nara Zs B (710-794)"® through Heian Z%¢ periods (794-1185) also confirms

that the Hosso school reflects Fazang’s view of Yogacara school. Revolving around the issue of

authenticity of the Siramgama-sitra (3. Dai butché kyo K FB]ELK; i.e., C. Shoulengyan
jing EfEE:4%), which contains a verse® that is very similar to Bhavaviveka’s famous verse in

the Karatala-ratna,® the Sanron exegetes who defended Bhavaviveka’s position argued that the
Siuramgama-sitra Was authentic, whereas Hosso exegetes who criticized Bhavaviveka dismissed
the siitra as an apocrypha.?! This conflict between the Sanron and Hossd schools, Japanese
counterparts of the Madhyamaka and Yogacara schools, exactly parallels the Emptiness-
Existence controversy in China, and thus we can see that Hosso school is the Japanese equivalent
of Ji’s Yogacara strand. Along with the problems in considering Ji’s Yogacara school as the only

school to represent the New Yogacara tradition, as discussed above, this leads us to a conclusion

yiji #E{SEm 0 is also well known for Fazang’s interpretation of the "Awakening of Faith" as a work that
synthesizes between the Madhyamaka and the Yogacara through the doctrine of the Tathagatagarbha.

'8 Matsumoto confirms that the controversy between Sanron and Hossd school began at the early Nara period, not
during the Heian period as previously suggested; Matsumoto Nobumichi #AZA{Z &, "Sanron Hosso tairitsu no
shigen to sono haikei: Shoben no Shochin ron zyuyd o megutte” =i - JEMNILOMBIR & ZF D 5--
EHRO TES ZRA2 D <o T, in Sanron kyogaku no kenkyii =525 DWFE, ed. Shun'ei Hirai
$#{§E,ﬁé (Tokyo: Shunjisha ZFFk#t, 1990). This means that the controversy arose around at the same time as

Fazang’s Huayan teaching was imported, given that Huayan teaching arrived around 751 (see n. 15), thus
representing that Hosso school reflected Fazang’s perspective on Yogacara.

PEMARZE AN SRR RENZEC ROENIR RIS T S S T i RS
T945:19.124¢12-13).

H"l

0 Bhavaviveka’s verse reads as follows: "At the level of True Nature (C. zhenxing E14:, S. tattva), the Conditioned
[dharmas] are empty since they dependently arise like an illusion; the Unconditioned [dharmas] do not have
Reality (C. shi &, S. bhiita); they do not arise like illusory flowers in the sky" (BELM4:7H By 2Zs 40% )44 0T 46 Ry dat

BHE DIz % (KIEEE i T1578:30.268021-22)).

21 For detailed information on the disputes between Sanron and Hossd school on this issue, see Hirai
Shun'ei I#{ii f’i "Heian shokki ni okeru Sanron Hosso kakuchiku o meguru shd mondai

SELZIHAL A= EHARAE O < S5 E, Komazawa daigaku Bukkyogakubu kenkyii kiyo
) /)Ej(qaq'A%ﬁzﬁé Hh5e4C 2 37(1979); Matsumoto, "Sanron Hosso tairitsu no shigen to sono haikei: Shoben no

Shéchin ron zyuyd o megutte” =i « AT OWIR & £ DER-EFD TEREH . SHED <o T
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that the Hossoshi, as an equivalent of Ji’s Yogacara school, cannot be the sole representative of

the New Yogacara either.

In relation to the matter of transmission of Hossoshii to Japan, one might say that Hosso
teaching had arrived at Japan before Fazang’s Huayan teaching was imported, on the basis of
Kegon monk Gydnen’s %¢2A (1240-1321) Sangoku buppo denzi engi = E{fi A iH 4%+
("Circumstances of the Transmission of Buddhism through Three Countries"), a historiography
of Buddhism dated in 1311. In this work, Gyonen describes the widely accepted four-time
transmissions of the Hosso school. According to this transmission story, the first transmission of

Hosso teaching occurred in the seventh century by a monk named Da6sho #&HZ (629-700), who
had learned from Xuanzang; the second transmission was conducted by Chitst % (fl. 658-
672) and Chidatsu % (fl. 658), who studied under both Xuanzang and Ji; the third by Chiho %
JEL (fl. 706), Chiran & (d.u.) and Chiyu £/ (d.u.), who studied under Zhizhou %!/ (668-
723): the fourth by Genbd Z:Hjj (fl. 746), who learned from Zhizhou.? The pervasive view in

Japanese Buddhist tradition that Ji, Huizhao, and Zhizhou are the three "orthodox" Faxiang
patriarchs who succeed Xuanzang’s Yogacara teachings appears to be based on these four
separate transmission stories.” Gyonen’s description afterwards was received as the standard

explanation on the transmission of the Hosso school in the Japanese Buddhist tradition.

22 Dai Nihon Bukkyo zensho & H A/ %142 (Ed. Suzuki Gakujutsu Zaidan 5 K= ffiEA ), vol. 62, 14a-b. The
pervasive view of Ji, Huizhao, and Zhizhou as the three patriarchs of Faxiang school appears based on this
Gyonen’s explanation on the four separate transmissions of the Hossoshi. See Introduction. n. 11.

2 Although these three exegetes are regarded as the three successive Faxiang patriarchs in Japanese Buddhist
tradition (see Introduction. n. 11), there is no record, as Hasegawa indicates, regarding the "three patriarchs" in
Chinese materials. Hasegawa suggests that this theory of three patriarchs was originated from Gyonen’s four time
transmission story, according to which Genbd of the fourth transmission learned from Zhizhou; but he also notes
that there is no available record to identify Huizhao as the second and Zhizhou as the third patriarch (see
Hasegawa Takeshi 41|52, "Esho Konkomyo saishéo kyo sho ni kansuru mondai ko"

90 TR T480 o (CRE9 2 RE," Indogaku Bukkyogaku kenkyi E[IFEEE{HEE2H/15% 50, no. 2
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However, research discloses many problems with this transmission story. First, Gyonen

himself provides different explanations in his other works, such as the Hasshiz koyo )\ 54 22
and the Todaijigusho B A =5 E.ZE, by changing the order of the transmissions or deleting a
transmission from the list.?* Particularly in the case of the first transmission by Dosha, scholars
indicate that Ji’s works that serve as doctrinal basis for Faxiang school, such as the Cheng
weishilun shuji ks 7icsE, the Chengweishilun zhangzhong shuyao fi s s & A 22, and
the Weishi ershi lun shuji MEzS —f&m#itEc, did not appear yet during the time when Dosho
resided in China.® Moreover, it has been noted that before the appearance of the term Hossdshi,
"Hosshoshi" ;M52 ("Dharma Nature school™) was used to refer to Yogacara teachings in

Japan.? It is thus expected that what Dosho learned from Xuanzang was not Ji’s Faxiang

(2002): 666). For the problem of the Faxiang lineage, also see Moro Shigeki Efiff5f, "Bakuyd Chishii den ni
tsuite no nisan no mondai: shisho kankei o chiisin ni" BEEEEFZIC DWW T D ~ =ZDHE --
Bl B {& & th0ME, Indogaku Bukkyogaku kenkyii FI1FE E2E 202152 48, no. 1 (1999).

% In the Hasshi koya, Gyonen attributed Chitsii and Chidatsu to the first transmission; Chihé to the second; and
Genho to the third, deleting Doshd’s transmission, but in the Todaijigusho, Chitsi and Chidatsu is described as the
first transmission; Dosho as the second, with no mention of Genbo. See Sueki, "Nihon Hossoshii no keisei"
HASEMHZ DL, 127. And see Kitsukawa Tomoaki ) 1[%5H7, "Nihon Asuka, Nara jidai ni okeru Hossoshii
no tokushitsu ni tsuite” H ATE, 25 BEF R I BT 27EMEFEDRE I D T, Pulgyohak yon 'gu (1 E2415E
5(2002): 182-83.

% Dosho resided in China from 653 through 661, and the Chengweishilun shuji and the Chengweishilun zhangzhong
shuyao were composed sometime between 659 and Ji’s death in 682, and the Weishi ershi lun shuji between 661
and 682. In addition, the Weishi ershi lun shuji is cited in the Chengweishilun shuji, and the Yibuzong lun lun shuji
FEEEEREHALED, which is composed after 662, is cited in the Zhangzhong shuyao. See Sueki, "Nihon Hossoshii
no keisei" HASEMTE DI AR, 128. And see Kitsukawa , "Nihon Asuka, Nara jidai ni okeru Hossoshil no
tokushitsu ni tsuite" H AT S, 25 RIF(L I BT 27EMFR DFFEIC DU T, 183-84. Also there is a study that
the Cheng weishilun shuji and the Zhangzhong shuyao were consistently revised by Ji through his life and the
Weishi ershi lun shuji was written after Xuanzang's death in 664; see Hayashi Kana #£7&%s, "Ki sen to sareru
ronsho oyobi Daijé hoen girin sho no seiritsu katei ni tsuite” Z#E & SN SmHHB L T RIFEIEHEMNZE ) D
R ITHEFE I DUy T, Pulgyo hakpo 2113 H. 61(2012): 193-96; 199-201.

% Quite a few scholars point this out. See, for instance, Fujino Michio FZ#73E4:, "Zeninji ko" #7552, Shigaku
zasshi 52 E2E 66, no. 9 (1957); Shikazono Daiji EE#(i A Z&, "Nihon Hossoshii no keifu: Nihon ryéiki no shisd
teki tachiba" HAGEMHZZ D 5l T HAZEEL | O BRI, Ryikoku Daigaku ronshii 5E4 N2 S 357
(1957); Ienaga Saburd 5 7k =EBF, "Hossoshil no meigi ni tsuite" JEMSEDZFIZ DI T, in Jodai Bukkyo
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doctrine, and some scholars suggest that Silla Yogacara Buddhism was involved in the process
of the transmission.?” From the perspective of the bifurcation of East Asian Yogacara, according
to which "Dharma Nature school" is doctrinally opposed to "Dharma Characteristics school," the
transition of the school name from "Dharma Nature school" to "Dharma Characteristics school"
may sound odd.?® Although we do not have answers to all questions surrounding this issue for
now, what is certain at this point is that the Yogacara teaching prior to the import of the
designation Hossoshii was not identical to the Yogacara teaching in what is now known as the

Hosso school.

Now, the question would be: if there were more than one Yogacara school transmitted to
Japan, why did Gyonen attempt to explain the transmissions of Yogacara teaching only within
the frame of the Hosso school? The fact that Gyonen himself was not consistent in describing the
transmission story in all his works discloses that he did not have definite information of the
transmissions, if he did not intentionally manipulate some parts of the transmissions.
Nevertheless, Gyonen construed the transmission of Yogacara teaching as the transmission of the
Hosso school. Why, then, did Gyonen explain the Yogacara transmission to Japan solely in the

context of the Hossa school?

shisashi kenkyii {1 EUEIBSEFIIE (Kyoto: Hozokan JA7HEHH, 1996); Yoshizu, "Hossoshi to iu shiimei no
saikentd" JEHSE & VY O SELZ DO FEfeET.

27 Shikazono suggests that there is a connection between the Hosshoshii and the Yogacara scholastic line of Silla
exegetes, such as Wonch’tik and Tojlng (see Shikazono, "Nihon Hossoshii no keifu: Nikon rydiki no shiso teki
tachiba" HAEMHZ D 2l " HAERESZD | o BAEAYILEE, 82-88). Also see Sueki, "Nihon Hossoshii no
keisei" HASEMETE DR, 129-32; Kitsukawa, "Nihon Asuka, Nara jidai ni okeru Hossoshii no tokushitsu ni
tsuite" HATS, 2% RGBT 2R OREIC DN T.

% In relation with this issue, Shikazono indicates that although Gydnen defines Hosshoshii as referring to such
schools as Kegon or Tendai school in opposition to Hossoshi, or Sanron school later, as the bifurcated model of
the Dharma Nature vs. Dharma Characteristics school represents, previously in the Shoso-in 1E-& 5 materials the
Hosshoshii is clearly described as one of the eight schools of Nara, along with the Sanronshti and the Kegon shi.
See Shikazono, "Nihon Hossdshii no keifu: Nikon ryoiki no shiso teki tachiba" H AEMH % D Ziit:

FHAEES ) ©BAEAITE, 76-77.
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An answer to this question may be found in Gyonen’s historical worldview, that is,

"transmission across three countries" (J. sankoku denzii = [sf|{##%), the transmission of

Buddhism from India to China and to Japan. In Gyonen’s time, this "three countries" structure in
the transmission of Buddhism served as a conceptual basis to provide Japanese Buddhism with
pride and authority by linking it to an Indian and Chinese origin.?® This historical view first
appeared in the ninth century to elevate Japanese people’s confidence in their Buddhist tradition,
and later in thirteenth century this notion became settled in Buddhist literature in Japan as an
established historical paradigm.*® It was during this time that Gyonen compiled the Sankoku
buppo denzii engi, the widely accepted reference for the "three countries” model thereafter. In his
already entrenched historical outlook centered on the three countries, Gyonen conceivably could

not find any room for other countries’ Buddhist history in his historical narrations.

Besides the "three countries™ paradigm, another framework that Gyonen followed in his
historical descriptions is "sect™ or "school™ (J. shii 5%). The scheme of "the eight schools™ (J.
hasshii J\5%) seen in the title of the Hasshi koyo ("Outline of the Eight Schools™), one of

Gyonen’s major works, dated in 1286, had been already established through official recognition
in the early Heian period,®" but there still remained tension between "“the six schools of Nara" (J.

Nanto rokushii E5E7557%), the previous religious authorities, and the newly approved Tendai

 For the development of the “transmission across three countries" paradigm, see Mark L. Blum, The Origins and
Development of Pure Land Buddhism : A Study and Translation of Gyonen's Jodo Homon Genrushd (New York:
Oxford University Press, 2002), 87-93.

% See ibid.

*! For the formation of eight schools system in Japan, see Yoshida Kazuhiko & [H{—Z, "Revisioning Religion in
Ancient Japan," Japanese Journal of Religious Studies 30, no. 1/2 (2003): 18-19.
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K& and Shingon B schools.*? In Gyonen’s time, which witnessed relative political and

social stability, the eight schools were received as the established religious orders and such new

schools as Zen & and Jodo ;51 school started to emerge. In this milieu, a task given to Gyonen,

as a Buddhist historian who belonged to one of the six schools of Nara, was probably to confirm
the legitimacy of the established schools, including Tendai and Shingon schools, by providing
them with a definite historical explanation of their origins and lineages. In other words, in order
to legitimize the already set "schools," Gyonen sought to find the authoritative origin of each
school within the well-established paradigm of "three countries." Thus, Gyonen recognized only
the eight "meaningful schools in his historical structure, while dismissing any other schools or
strands,* and this explains Gydnen’s silence on such school as the Hosshoshi, the Yogacara
strand transmitted to Japan prior to the Hosso school. To sum up, Gyonen constructed his
historical narrations within the ready-made notions of "transmission across the three countries"

and "sects/schools," and therefore he simply disregarded historical facts outside these categories.

%2 One example of this tension may be found in the Sangoku dento ki = Ef|{#(& 2t ["Record on Transmission across
Three Countries"] composed by Hosso monk Kakuken &7 (1131-1213) at the end of Heian period (1173). Just
like Gyonen, Kakuken also employed the frame of "three countries,” but scholars indicate the difference in the
usage of this paradigm between Kakuken and Gyonen. Whereas Gyonen used it to reestablish the sectarian orders
of the time in a relatively stable atmosphere, Kakuken adopted it to elevate his own school’s political and social
status from the sense of sectarian crisis due to the rise of the new sects such as Tendai. For more discussion along
with its political and social background, see Ichikawa Hirofumi 7]} 52, "Kakuken Sangoku dento ki to
sangoku: chiisei shoki ni okeru taigaikan no ichi sokumen" =7 [ =Ez(T50 s & =FE — H-wIHAIZ
BT B 9N O—1]IE], Kikan Nihon shisoshi ZH|H ,EE*Q;#E 44(1994).

% Gyonen not only disregarded the schools that did not fit into his historical model of “transmission across the three
countries™ and "sects/schools,"” but also created schools that in fact did not exist at least in the sense that Gyonen
meant; Gyonen presents a list of thirteen Chinese schools, i.e. the school of Pitan Hift=5%; Chengshi & 5%; Ll
5%, Sanlun = z@; Niepan JE#252; Dilun itt;ﬁﬁ%, Jingtu J3 1+ 5%; Chan $85%; Shelun #&:5%; Tiantai K& 5%,
Huayan ZEfE5 5% ; Faxiang 7AFH5%; Zhenyan E =57 in the same sense as he used for the eight schools in the
Sangoku buppaé denziz engi, but scholars generally agree that such schools as Pitan, Chengshi, Niepan, Dilun,
Dulun, and Shelun were just scholastic strands or exegetical groups, not the independent institution, which
Gyonen meant. For more discussion on the sects/schools in Chinese Buddhism, see Stanley Weinstein, “Schools

of Chinese Buddhism," in Encyclopedia of Religion, ed. Mircea Eliade (New York: Macmillan, 1987), 482-84.
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If the Hosso school that Gyonen attempted to establish through four separate
transmissions was the Faxiang school that was imported together with Fazang’s Huayan teaching,
and if Gyonen’s establishment of the Hosso school was based on the confined worldview of
"three countries" and sectarian consciousness, then it will be obvious that this concept of Hosso
school cannot represent the whole tradition of the New Yogacara Buddhism of East Asia.
Although Gyonen’s four-fold transmission story led scholars to associate not only Ji’s line but
also Xuanzang's scholastic position with the Faxiang school, Xuanzang in fact appears to have
been unwittingly placed into Ji’s line due to the emphasis given to Ji’s Faxiang strand as
"orthodox" in the Japanese Buddhist tradition. It should be noted that in this process of
identification between Ji’s line and Xuanzang’s scholastic position, two independent facts have
been conflated: the fact that the major Yogacara school based on Xuanzang’s new translations
was Ji’s Faxiang school and the fact that New Yogacara Buddhism refers to the Buddhist
teachings based on Xuanzang’s new translations. Even though Ji’s Faxiang school emerged on
the basis of Xuanzang’s new translations, this fact does not mean that Xuanzang, in turn,
belonged to Ji’s Faxiang lineage; neither can Ji’s Faxiang school be identified with the entirety
of “New” Yogacara Buddhism that was derived from Xuanzang. Although Gyonen attempted to
establish Japanese Hossoshii by seeking the consistent identity through the three countries by
including not only Ji’s line but also Xuanzang in the transmission story, it appears that

Faxiang/Hosso school should be confined just to Ji’s lineage.

Furthermore, it is difficult to apply the concept of "sect/school,” the basic frame in
Gyonen’s historical narration, to the Buddhist tradition of the early Tang period, in which the
notion of a sect or a school as an independent institutional group had not emerged yet. As

previous studies demonstrated, it was not until the latter half of the eighth century that sectarian
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consciousness appeared in Chinese Buddhist tradition.** For instance, it was Chengguan,
Fazang’s disciple, who first recognized the Huayan school as an independent school with a

e a=1=1 ,—k—,)
)

unique sectarian identity® and used the designation "Huayan school” (C. Huayan zong #£855%);
Chengguan’s disciple Zongmi %% (780-841) presented the orthodox list of successive Huayan

patriarchs and thereby established the lineage of the Huayan school.*® Chengguan’s

contemporary Zhanran ;EZR (711-782), the figure later identified as the fifth (or sixth) patriarch

70

of the Tiantai school, first used the designation "Tiantai school" (C. Tiantai zong K &5%) in the
Fahua dayi ;%5 A% ,*" and he attempted to prove his own school's superiority to the rival Chan

school. However, even in this period the independent schools do not seem to have been fully
established, because Enchin [E]¥2 (814-891), a Japanese Tendai monk who traveled to China
from 853 through 858, stated that there was no such school in the Tang dynasty at that period. *
Judged from these aspects, it seems very unlikely that the Faxiang school existed as an

independent school during the early Tang period.

% See ibid., 485-87. Also see Hirai Shun'ei 3£ (%25, "Chiigoku Sanronshi no rekishi teki seikaku (1): tokuni
Chiigoku bukky®d ni okeru shiiha no seiritsu o megutte" F1[E = 5@5= D FE AT (F)
B R EAZUC BT 25RO E b < © T, Komazawa Daigaku Bukkyogakubu kenkyii kiyo
B R EL B BRI TR 402 24 (1966): 112-13.

% See Kamata, Chiigoku Kegon shisashi no kenkyii "5 %585 FE A D152 51.
% See Weinstein, "Schools of Chinese Buddhism," 485.

%" See Hirai, "Chiigoku Sanronshii no rekishi teki seikaku (I): tokuni Chiigoku bukky®d ni okeru shitha no seiritsu o

megutte” HE =Sw7R D RESEATMERR (L) - FHC TR EHAZUC BT 2 RIRDEILZ 8 < > T, 113,

% See Yoshimura, "Chiigoku Yuishiki sho gakuha no shoko ni tsuite" HE[EMESREEFIRD FRIEIZ DWW T, 44,
Yoshimura also notes that there is a phrase that "In Tang dynasty there is no school, and [they] eliminate the
discussion of unwholesome attachment" (FE4EEE S 4&5E#05m) in the Bussetsu Kannon Fugen Bosatsu gyoho kyo
mongu goki (e T B 2 E TS A AR (Chisho daishi zenshin ZE5 RETEEE, 3 vols., vol. 2 (Otsu:
On;joji Jimusho = FEEH5FT, 1918), 480).
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Despite all the historical and doctrinal discrepancies, Gyonen’s historical perspective
through the framework of the three countries and sects significantly influenced subsequent
Buddhist historians and scholars even until modern times. In this process his outlook has been
established as a standard model to understand not only Japanese Buddhist history but also the
entirety of the Buddhist tradition across East Asia. The above discussion on defective aspects of
Gyonen’s historical views and their influence on the understanding of East Asian Yogacara
Buddhism may be summarized as follows: (1) First, Gyonen attempted to explain Japanese
Yogacara Buddhism only within the category of the Hosso school, while disregarding other
Yogacara strands transmitted to Japan, such as the Hossho school. (2) On the basis of the
historical framework of "transmission across three countries”, Gyonen ignored other countries’
histories in his narration, such as the role of Silla Yogacara schools in the formation of Japanese
Yogacara Buddhism. (3) Gyonen connected the Japanese Hosso school to Chinese Yogacara
tradition through the four-fold transmission, and this entailed the careless assumption that there
existed a school named "Faxiang school” in China. (4) In relation to (3), Gyonen included
Xuanzang in his stories of the four separate transmissions of the Hosso school, and as a result
Xuanzang inadvertently has been regarded as the original figure to provide the doctrinal basis of
the "Faxiang school”, although he has no direct relation with "Faxiang school”, or Ji’s Yogacara
line. (5) As a result of (4), "Faxiang school™ has been interpreted as the orthodox Yogacara to
succeed Xuanzang’s Yogacara teaching and subsequently the entire New Yogacara tradition of
East Asia, which is based on the translations of the new canonical texts, tends to be interpreted
under the frame of the "Faxiang school.” In short, the concept of a Faxiang school may be seen

as a retrospective Japanese Buddhist concept that influenced modern scholarship on Buddhism.
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To return to our original subject, if we cannot say that Faxiang school, or Ji’s Yogacara
strand, only constitutes the New Yogacara tradition, the bifurcation of Tathagatagarbha and
Yogacara, or the Old and New Yogacara, appears to lose its theoretical basis, because this
bifurcation derives from the presumption that the entirety of the whole New Yogacara is
represented by Ji’s "Faxiang school,” which took an antagonistic position to the Tathagatagarbha
theory of the Old Yogacara. This suggests that the contrasting framework of the Old Yogacara vs.
the New Yogacara is associated with the careless application of Ji’s "Faxiang school" to the
entire New Yogacara tradition. (In the same vein, Tangian’s Shelun line has been overly
emphasized as representing the Old Yogacara Buddhism, while Paramartha’s Shelun line largely
has been dismissed, thereby contributing to the bifurcation of Old and New Yogacara.) In this
respect, the traditional bifurcation of Tathagatagarbha and Yogacara should be confined to the
doctrinal contrast between Tangian’s Tathagatagarbha position and Ji’s New Yogacara position,
without being expanded to describe an antagonism between the entire tradition of the Old and
New Yogacara. If we consider other New Yogacara scholastic strands, such as the Yogacara
schools of Wonch’tik or Taehyon in Silla or the Hossho strand in Nara, which were excluded
from Gyonen's historical worldview of the Hossoshti, we would be able to find more doctrinal

aspects of the New Yogacara Buddhism than have thus far been known to us.

Then, what is Ji’s Yogacara doctrinal perspective on which he reputed Tathagatagarbha
theory? On what theoretical basis was Ji opposed to Tangian’s Old Yogacara position? In the
following sections, I will discuss Ji’s Yogacara positions by dividing his career into two stages
on the basis of his distinct attitudes toward other theoretical positions: an early stage in which Ji
took a critical position towards other doctrinal positions; and a latter stage in which he took a

rather moderate, or even embracing, stance.
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3. Ji’s Yogacara Position I: Antagonism towards the One Vehicle and Bhavaviveka

Ji's Yogacara position has been regarded as the standard model for the New Yogacara in the
traditional bifurcation between the Tathagatagarbha and the Yogacara, and thus his scholastic
position is generally seen as antagonistic to the Tathagatagarbha position. The most salient
doctrinal distinction between the Tathagatagarbha position and Ji's Yogacara position lies in their
different perspectives on sentient beings' capability for enlightenment. While the
Tathagatagarbha exegetes defend the universal ability of sentient beings for enlightenment, Ji
argues for sentient beings' differing capacities for enlightenment by advocating the doctrine of
the Five Distinct Lineages. Ji’s such an emphasis on the doctrine of Five Distinct Lineages began

to appear in the Cheng weishi lun shouji plEzkEm#itEC and the Chengweishi lun shuyao ez
=mAES3E, his commentaries on the Cheng weishi lun, for which Ji first served as Xuanzang’s
amanuensis (C. bishou £<7) while in his late twenties. It is presumed that these commentaries

were composed almost simultaneously with the translation of the Cheng weishi lun*® and in these

commentaries Ji describes the doctrine of Five Distinct Lineages in detail.*°

% The Cheng weishi lun was translated in 659 and it seems that Ji’s Chengweishi lun shouji and shuyao, presumably
Ji’s first commentaries to a treatise, were composed together almost simultaneously with the translation of the
Cheng weishi lun. However, since these works cite Ji’s later works such as the Fahua xuanzan ;£ 2%, and the
Weishi ershi lun shuji M3k —+&m#itE0, it also appears that these texts were consistently revised by Ji thereafter.
For more explanation, see Hayashi, "Ki sen to sareru ronsho oyobi Daijo hoen girin sho no seiritsu katei ni tsuite”
BfEE SN BB LU TRISESEFRME , D RILERRIZ DU T, 193-96.

%0 In the Chengweishilun shuji, Ji mentions the Five Distinct Lineages by referring to several canonical sources, such
as the Yogacarabhumisastra; WS Ft% - WInliissa Ffddk - —F0E - 88 - =8 - IUAE - 71
fEdE - R = o ARETER SIS o sSREHREUE el (BMERER7IEE T1830:43.230a14-15); & « X
EABEANHES - MH o BT - AR TE ARSI —E o fit BREE B o BRI
F—G c KIREKE N AN =45 o SRpiiEd - KRS — AR o I e — 2R -
B A AR - SUBEAERERE T o FlhEA (REER GEC T1830:43.304¢13-14-15). In the
Shuyao, Ji demonstrates the existence of "sentient beings devoid of spiritual lineage" (S. agotra, C. wu zhongxing
AR M), S FTER SRR - YIRETEIR AR - REEEAE AR - WEA BRI - RORH -
DU A FURFRIF I - SEMA BN - REEER P - AL AMEEA = - — S WK - —%
B[R JEEan © =4[ HARAN - —REAELEANTE - G450 - PRIEAZE A EEAK TS - NELRIRIL - E
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Why, then, did Ji begin to take a critical position at that time to the Tathagatagarbha view?
What was the circumstantial factor or reason that made Ji start to articulate the doctrine of Five
Distinct Lineages through the commentaries on the Cheng weishi lun? These questions may be at
least partly answered by examining the polemic environment in the Buddhist circles over the past
ten years since Ji had became a monk in 649 at the age of seventeen.* As Xuanzang began to
translate the new Buddhist literature brought from India, distinct doctrinal positions between the
Old and New Yogacara, and the Madhyamaka and Yogacara, entailed two important
controversies, which are known respectively as "Buddha Nature controversy" and "Emptiness-
Existence controversy." During the time when Ji was training under Xuanzang, Ji must have
witnessed the whole process of these two doctrinal conflicts, and probably the Tathagatagarbha
exegetes' refutation against the New Yogacara views during these controversies made Ji, a young
novice monk at that time, resolve to work to prove the doctrinal validity of the New Yogacara,
by disclosing the deficiencies in the other theories and by defining the doctrinal superiority of the
New Yogacara theories. In fact, Ji's early career is characterized by his criticisms of the rival
doctrines as well as his emphasis on the New Yogacara doctrines. Before | move on to discuss
Ji's doctrinal position, let me at first examine the two controversies that led him to participate in

the contemporary polemics and Ji’s doctrinal perspectives regarding them.

FETHRA - FfS - BRFTER - TEATEEE - KEATEFEE - MBS AR - R
B - LA AT At o I SR - iR (RfEHGR EE T1831:43.610c19-611a01).

1 After becoming a monk in 649, Ji started to work in the translation project at the age of twenty five; E4E+13%
THAM - R AVE - ZBRNBSERTE T - dREEEST - T AUEGHERL - sEE R/ NRB =T ERA - fIE
RO EE T - EUIMmTE - HANEZ (R {g {8 T2061:50.725¢09-16). For more biographical
information of Ji, see Weinstein, "A Biographical Study of Tz'u-en." and see Alan W. Sponberg, "Vijfiaptimatrata
Buddhism of The Chinese Monk K'uei-chi (A.D. 632-682)" (Ph.D. Dissertation, The University of British
Columbia, 1979), 2-20.
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(1) Background: Outbreak of the Buddha Nature Controversy and the Emptiness-

Existence Controversy

Among Xuanzang’s new translations, the Yugieshidi lun ¥{iifmiit s (Yogacarabhamisastra)
and the Fodi jing lun (#3485 (*Buddhabhiimi-$astra), which were translated respectively in

646 through 648 and in 649, address the doctrine of "Five [Distinct Spiritual] Lineages" (C.

wozhong xing Ff& M, S. paficagotra),*” which takes a diametrically opposed position to the

Tathagatagarbha theory, the theory that Tangian’s Shelun strand advocated. Further, this doctrine
of discriminative lineages, which is based on the doctrine of Three Vehicles, was regarded as
contradictory to the One Vehicle teaching of the Lozus Sitra.”® Since the Five Lineages includes

"sentient beings devoid of spiritual lineage" (S. agotra, C. wu zhongxing ff&2E), it also

conflicted with the doctrine of the Nirvana Sitra that all sentient beings, including the "sentient
beings devoid of spiritual lineage," become buddhas.* The task given to both the
Tathagatagarbha and New Yogacara exegetes in this milieu probably was to explain the seeming

contradiction between the two doctrinal positions.

2 The Yogacarabhiimisastra mentions this doctrine in a scattered way, while the *Buddhabhiimisiitra sastra list the
Five Lineages in a passage. For the list of the Five Lineages, see Introduction, n. 15. Also see Yoshimura,
"Yuishiki gakuha no goshd kakubetsu setsu ni tsuite" MEERFR D FLEELFIEEIZ DU T, 237-40.

*® There is a famous line in the Lorus Sitra that "only the One Vehicle teaching exists; there is neither the second
(alt., Two) [Vehicle(s)], nor the third (alt., Three) [Vehicle(s)]"; MEH —3e/% » it Rt = (P AETEK
T262:09.08a17-18). For the controversy regarding the problem of whether the numbers here should be read as
cardinal or ordinal, see n. 117 below.

* Yoshimura Makoto notes that the Buddhist scholarship in North China around when Xuanzang returned from
India had focused on the Mahayanasamgraha and the Nirvana Sitra. Xuanzang's biography of the Xu gaoseng
zhun records that "the Huiri monastery in the Eastern Capital (viz., Luoyang ;&[%) very often provided dharma
talks, in which the Nirvana Sitra and the Mahayanasamgraha were discussed in turn in association with each
other" (R ERENEE H S5 ERS o (RS smln {4 (588 {8 T.2060:50.446¢21-22)), and thus Yoshimura says
that the situation of the Huiri monastery, one of the major monasteries of the time, may be viewed as the general
situation of the contemporary Buddhist scholarship. See Yoshimura, "Genjo saiyti: Genjo wa naniyue indo e itta
no ka" ZXBEPEIE R -- Z AL (X ATTH A > N AN{T S 72 DA», 30-31.
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However, the efforts to resolve the doctrinal contradiction, as easily expected, were not
always peaceful. The exegetes of each group tended to understand the other group’s position
from their own doctrinal perspectives, and accordingly the doctrinal conflicts seem to have
proceeded to broader controversies between the two groups. The Japanese Tendai monk Saicho

Bz (767-822) describes in the Hokkeshitku ;%255 1], a work dated around 650, a controversy
between Lingrun 28 (fl. 650) and Shentai {#1Z= (fl. 645, 657)* occurred at some time around

between 648 and 650.* Lingrun argues that the doctrine of “sentient beings devoid of spiritual
lineage" is an incomplete teaching for ordinary beings or the Inferior VVehicle (S. hinayana, C.
xiaosheng /[\3f€) and argues that the realm of sentient beings is equal to that of tathagatagarbhas
based on the canonical authority of the Nirvana Sitra and other Tathagatagarbha texts such as
the Ratnagotravibhaga; he also criticizes the Yogacara exegetes’ division of Buddha Nature into

two types, i.e., "Buddha Nature in Principle" (C. li foxing ¥{#4), that is, the Buddha Nature
inherent in all sentient beings, and "Buddha Nature in Practice” (C. xing foxing 17{#4), that is,

the discriminative Buddha Nature in sentient beings, and says that these two cannot be divided.*’

On the contrary, Shentai argues that not all sentient beings can become Buddhas by referring to

*® Dengyo daishi zenshit fEEAEF 25, 5 vols., vol. 3 (Tokyd: Tendaishii Shiiten Kankokai K& 5o BIF{ T &7,
1912), 193-94; 172-187.

*® Yoshimura presumes that this controversy happened around between 648 and 650 based on the fact that the
translation of the works that contain the doctrine of "Five Distinct Lineages,” such as the Yogacarabhiimi and the
Bodijing lun, was completed in 648 and 649 respectively and the Hokkeshitku was composed around 650; see
Yoshimura, "To shoki no Yuishiki gakuha to busshd ronsho" FEFFJHADMERRFIR & {4z, In this article,
Yoshimura addresses another controversy between Fabao ;A% (ca. 627-705) and Huizhao £:77 (648-714) around
at the late seventh and early eighth century; while Fabao, who is known to have participated in Xuanzang’s
translation project, argues in the Yisheng foxing juijing lun —3E{fE14:5¢ 5 56, dated between 695 and 699, that all
sentient beings are equally have Buddha Nature in both Principle and Practice, Huizaho, Ji’s disciple, asserts in
the Nengxian zhongbian huiri lun gEEH 1382 H &y, dated about 714, that there are the discriminated spiritual
levels of sentient beings, which are derived from the "Original Seeds" (C. faer zhongzi ;£ Fif&E7-) in them.

*" Dengyo Daishi zenshii fEE{RETI 44, 3: 193-94. Also see Yoshimura, "T6 shoki no Yuishiki gakuha to busshd
ronshd" FERHEADMER Ik & (L 4:5m=F, 307-06.
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New Yogacara texts, such as the Yogacarabhiumisastra; he divides the Buddha Nature into three
types, i.e., "Buddha Nature in Principle," "Buddha Nature in Practice,”" and "Buddha Nature of

Ordinary Beings" (C. fanfu foxing N.2&{#1%), and says that while the first Buddha Nature, that is,
the True Suchness (S. tathata, C. zhenru E41), is inherent in all sentient beings, the second, that
is, "Seeds of the Great Vehicle" (C. dasheng zhongzi A 3ff&E ) relying on the alayavijiiana, is

not intrinsic in all sentient beings.*® The controversy between Lingrun and Shentai may be said
to be a typical example of the Buddha Nature controversy, since it represents the doctrinal
conflict between the One Vehicle and Three Vehicles, or universal Buddha Nature and

discriminative Buddha Nature.

While the Buddha Nature controversy was ongoing, Xuanzang translated in 649
Madhyamaka exegete Bhavaviveka’s (C. Qingbian J#¥%¥#; ca. 500-570) Karatala-ratna into the
Dasheng zhangzhen lun “K3EZE 25, the major work that instigated arguments, which later led

to the Emptiness-Existence controversy, viz., the controversies between the Madhyamaka and
the New Yogacara. The initial arguments seem to have begun in the next year when Xuanzang

translated the Dasheng guangbailun shilun K3 F &R, Yogacara exegete Dharmapala’s
(ca. 6th century; C. Hufa ;%) commentary on Aryadeva’s Catuhsataka-sastra-karika (C.
Guangbai lun & &), since this work contains a verse that is quite similar to Bhavaviveka’s

verse in the Dasheng zhangzhen lun. Bhavaviveka’s verse at the beginning of the Dasheng

zhangzhen lun reads: "In the level of True Nature (C. zhenxing &4, S. tattva), the Conditioned

[dharmas] are empty, since they dependently arise like an illusion. The Unconditioned [dharmas]

*® Dengyo daishi zenshii {EEUA T4 £, 3: 172-87. Also see Yoshimura, "T6 shoki no Yuishiki gakuha to bussh
ronsho" FERJHADMERR K & {4 15w, 306-05.
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do not have Reality (C. shi &, S. bhiita); they do not arise, like illusory flowers in the sky"*;

Dharmapala’s verse in the Dasheng guangbailun shilun reads as follows: "Since all Conditioned
dharmas arise dependent on conditions, they are like illusions, which are not real substance. All
Unconditioned dharmas also are not truly existent, since they do not arise, just like the hair on a
tortoise."® Although the controversy on different perspectives between Bhavaviveka and
Dharmapala became pervasive and intensified later, the doctrinal conflict does not seem so

polemic at this beginning stage, since, as Japanese Hossd monk Zenju’s 3§ (727-797) Yuishiki
bunryo ketsu IG5 &4 reports, the issue regarding these two works was whether or not the
two verses conform or agree to each other in their contents by noting the similarity between

them.!

However, the perspective that Bhavaviveka’s doctrinal position is fundamentally

antagonistic to Dharmapala’s seems to have become dominant after the translation of the Cheng

© B Ry Ze ALJ45 AN S A B R DIZEEE (KIRE R H T1578:30.268b21-22). Bhavaviveka explains
later in the passage the True Nature as Ultimate Level of Reality (C. shengyi di 5355%, S. paramartha-satya); B
FERRAENE - HEFES (KIRER & T1578:30.268¢12).

0 FrEEIS e i o —FH B #%'ﬂ/‘% SEA ARG AR - MWZIEIRERR - SERAETNIEER -
DUmAety - EEEE (ONIRE HamfEam T1571:30.225a05-08)

*! Moro Shigeki notes that Zenju cites several views of Silla monks such as Wonhyo, Tojing (fl. 692), Sinbang (fl.
645-651) w7, and Kyonghiing 15 8# (ca. 7th century). Among them, Wonhyo and Sinbang say that they describe
the same content, while Tojing and Kyonghiing hold that they have different meanings and objects; [ - & EH &
oo LR T - SRR RAIREAR o BT - WL)E - FEREEATIEER o DURAS - HAIETE -
P == 224 I/\iﬁﬁ%?ﬂﬁﬁ o & ¥ﬁ2$7tﬂﬁ/£ﬁﬂﬁiﬂ thEiw e - E2LEFEEH &S S EERRRTL A
FEEL - EERI - EEMn o EESTITA Bt - EAEM - SILEZE - EASER - fiyh
EERTEMEE T AT PRI "8 o e 5w TR AT 2 o B MR NSRINE o EE BRI o
WARNRL - B H SR - E2AME o BINEKERTE - BEE RITRE AT - BUAIRE - BEFEE -
EU"““EUHE%EE%EFEEE—E “imER c MAFERE - A - EBRZE - BEHIFE - FHREL -

EEMEAREERIFER - EFIEERMEEZE - WTESREMERITIIFE - 5 FNERIFETUR
FJ% BITE I 3R 0 R /MBI F B - e PB4 (e o 831 72321:71.449¢05-23). See
Moro Shigeki Eifif€fsf, "Hyonjang tii Yusik piryang kwa Silla Pulgyo: Ilbon iii munhdn il chungsim tiro™ & 78(Z
AE) o] F- A W] (kL 8) T AEEal - A o] T3S T4 O 2" (paper presented at the Kiimgang
University International Conference on Buddhist Studies = 7t 8} 1l = A & 1. 8} <= 3] 9], Kiimgang University,
Korea, 2004).
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weishi lun in 659. The Cheng weishi lun was translated as a compilation of ten Indian exegeses
centered on Dharmapala’s. Accordingly it worked as a source material for Dharmapala’s
scholastic position, and this in turn made possible a systematic comparison of the two exegetes’
doctrinal views. In this context, the view of "Associated Exegetes" (C. xiangying

lunshi 8 f&ZfEif), whom Bhavaviveka criticizes in the Zhangzhen lun,>® was regarded as
Dharmapala’s scholastic position represented in the Cheng weishi lun. Ji also expresses harsh
criticism on Bhavaviveka in his Chengweishilun shuji,>® which he composed almost
simultaneously with the translation of the Cheng weishi lun, as mentioned above, and his
perspective appears to have been accepted and become pervasive among contemporary Buddhist
thinkers, as Ji’s doctrines came to be organized and his strand subsequently established.

Moreover, the Bodi jing lun mentions a controversy between Emptiness (C. kong 2%, viz.,
Madhyamaka) and Existence (C. you 75, viz., Yogacara), which occurs a thousand years after the

Buddha taught the dharma,* and based on this statement there must already have been a growing

*2 The Zhangzhen lun criticizes the Associated Exegetes, who argues that among the Three Natures (S. tri-svabhava,
C. san xing =1%), only the "Imaginary Nature" (S. parikalpita-svabhava , C. bianji suozhi xing #&z1Frfid:) is
empty and thus if the "Dependent Nature" (S. paratantra-svabhava, C. yita qi xing {{cfti#24) is also negated,
then it would be "Wrongly Attached"[View] (C. equ [&HQ); MHIERETA (F/Esi « M EMILE K22GRN, -
HILES © f8A ARG EIEBNA « AT 2 - BAIURAREAIZEAF g EH - L2 -
FHI 2 B i o IRIEEZE B RA ... fRILEZE - BIGAERIL M - AR RSB ... 225K
TLRETATEN o B A2 o RARMEE M AA - FLEIEH (RREE R T1578:271¢22-272a08).

%3 See n. 16 above.

PRI A BT - JEHBCEEET R - USRI A EEDE - MO - ST e -
R IRIEA TR - TEDCR/VEZER MR - BHERE o WIRIEA BT (i aEEm
T1530:26.307a05-09). Wonch’tik also cites in the Bore boluomi duoxin jingzan f&£5 7 28 252,00 48 this
dispute mentioned by Bandhuprabha's (C. Qinquang #7¢), the author of the Fodi jing lun; he provides a rather
detailed explanation by saying that the dispute happened between Bhavaviveka and Dharmapala in South India;

BOLEEH TR A B TR AT - fhReE —THERBEENE R E BT H S5l -

—HEW L - BORBBAEIIZEATNRGE - BEERERA CRAR - EIEEEILA
e SERZER - RRIZE RN EARNIZE 2 A B ZE R 2 SR E R - TNZEINVEIER s IE 22 FA e tiE
FERES R (R R 2.0 48 T1711:33.544a16-24). Fukaura Seibun, however, argues that
there was not a virtual dispute between the two exegetes, by referring to Xunzang's record in the Da Tang xiyuji
that Bhavaviveka visited Dharmapala in order to discuss with him, but Dharmapala refused it for the reason that
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acknowledgement of the doctrinal conflict between the two exegeses even before the Cheng

weishi lun was translated.

It was in this polemic milieu that Ji started his career as a New Yogacara exegete. The
challenge by Tathagatagarbha theory or Bhavaviveka’s Madhyamaka position toward the
Yogacara doctrines must have been an urgent issue for Ji to solve. In this context, Ji’s endeavor
to validate the Yogacara system came to appear as his criticism toward the opponents on the one
hand and as his strict adherence to Yogacara doctrines on the other. The following section will
deal with several doctrinal points that disclose Ji’s efforts to advocate the New Yogacara position.
At first, | will investigate the general doctrinal positions of the New Yogacara, which are derived
from their eight-consciousness system in comparison with those of the Tathagatagarbha system,

and then move on to the discussion on how Ji responds to each of the two controversies.

(2) The New Yogacara Doctrinal Positions Derived from the Eight-Consciousness System in

Comparison with the Tathagatagarbha Position

The eight consciousness theory is one of distinctive doctrinal features of the New Yogacara
system; while the Tathagatagarbha exegetes of the Old Yogacara group, or Tangian’s strand in
particular, endorse the nine consciousness system, the New Yogacara group typically advocates

the eight consciousness system. The different positions between the two groups on the

he was fully occupied with practice (SFg N 22H K LLEE: - ZLERIRIN(E =5 R aman (LM 208 = 17 RAER S
TERHE i o AR A - BEFRE > IREEZ IR > Wl 22 - EEBICEE AEREE S A
BT Bl > R - NN > M ARG > Sy AR ¢ A TR
AT - WEEH - TEEEEEC R o (R 0 BHTA - ARDIEFERSE - ZIERE

sa o EHREE  TAER - HEAR - AN - 4 | #EEFEESEMH - T AWML - a0 0
HEha - A2 - ) NMEEE » BAER - seRiPUEAR L (KFEEEGEE T2087: 51.930¢25-931a08)) (see
Fukaura, Yuishikigaku kenkyi MESREERSE, 1: 147-48). Fukaura also claims that the dispute between Silabhadra

and Jhanaprabha reported by Fazang based on Divakara's testimony is also suspected, or at least exaggerated (see
ibid., 149-73. Also see Introduction, n. 18). Although the dispute itself is not a historical fact, the doctrinal
contradiction between Bhavaviveka and Dharmapala was repeatedly discussed in East Asian Buddhist tradition.
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consciousness system are derived from their deviating interpretations of the concept of
amalavijiiana, the immaculate consciousness. The Tathagatagarbha exegetes consider
amalavijiiana to be the ninth consciousness, a consciousness separate from the eight
consciousnesses, whereas the New Yogacara exegetes regard it as the purified form or pure
potion of the eighth consciousness, which is obtained when all hindrances (S. avarana, C. zhang

[%) are eliminated.*

This difference in their perspectives on amalavijiiana and the consciousness system is
also associated with their view on the issue of the Buddha Nature controversy, that is, the issue
of whether the Buddha Nature is universal or discriminative in sentient beings. The
Tathagatagarbha exegetes’ view of amalavijiiana as the ninth consciousness, which is innate in
all sentient beings, implies that every sentient being has the amalavijiiana as the basis of
Buddhahood, viz., tathagatagarbha. According to this view, sentient begins are considered to be
originally enlightened; their current illusion is just temporary because the original purity, the
amalavijiiana, is merely covered or tainted by adventitious defilements. On the contrary, in the
New Yogacara system, it is not until the eighth consciousness becomes purified at the end of
cultivation that one obtains the amalavijriiana, and thus this consciousness does not constitute the
inherent basis of all sentient beings for Buddhahood. They do not see any universal basis for

Buddhahood inherent in all sentient beings.

*® The Cheng weishi lun describes that, along with dlayavijiiana, "Retributive Consciousness" (S. vipaka-vijiiana, C.
yishou shi #F£24:), Immaculate Consciousness (i.e., amalavijiiana) is one of the names of the eighth
consciousness, and this name applies only in the stage of Tathagatagarbha and this consciousness is associated
with the Great Perfect Mirror Wisdom (S. adarsa-jiiana, C. da yuanjing zhi X[E|$% %), one of the four Wisdoms
obtained by transforming the defile consciousnesses; ZREE \ Gk 8 A 15 B R EE - BRI IS ... 5
HIYEE o B iUE R SEIRIE PR ET MR (S - S E TR SRR AR T2 EE o R
523 5B R 224850 - Wk fmsER /R i 5T Rl — V)& [BIS R AE e (RomEskam T71585:31.13¢07-
24). Commenting on this part, Ji says that this Immaculate Consciousness was previously referred to as
amalavijiiana but it is mistaken that they called it as the ninth consciousness; #itH - MEfER{S ot - 5t
PR ER S - SAAPIBEAESR o Bl RS NLalE - JEth - AR IMACH LR - W BT - MRS - 2
[El S e - RS LRSS 2 (RiEssam s T1830:43.344¢09-13).
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The doctrinal viewpoint on the amalavijiiana is also connected to their interpretations of
process of spiritual cultivation. The New Yogacara point of view that the amalavijiiana is
obtained at the end of the cultivation implies that the initial stage of cultivation is distinct from
the final stage in terms of their level of spiritual development. In other words, the
Uncontaminated Seeds, the initial basis of enlightenment inherent in sentient beings,*® is
distinguished from amalavijiiana, the final fruit of the cultivation. Further, according to the
typical explanation of this system, the Uncontaminated Seeds are not inherent in all sentient
beings; whether one has the Uncontaminated Seeds or what kind of the Seeds one has determines
which lineage among the Five Distinct Spiritual Lineages one belongs to.>’ There is accordingly
no such initial basis for Buddhahood that is inherent in all sentient beings, as the
Tathagatagarbha exegetes maintain. By contrast, for the Tathagatagarbha exegetes the cultivation
is not a gradual achievement which proceeds from the initial to final stage, because the
amalavijiiana, viz., the completion of enlightenment, is already innate in sentient beings; the
amalavijiiana thus is what is discovered, not attained. This perspective of Tathagatagarbha
exegetes exactly corresponds to the "sixth exegetes” Wonhyo mentions in the Yolban chongyo,
and | have suggested that these exegetes belongs to Tangian’s Shelun lineage, who do not

distinguish Nature of Realization (C. jiexing fi#{4), the basis for enlightenment in sentient beings,

from amalavijiiana or Thusness.*®

*® For the explanation of Uncontaminated Seeds, see Chapter 11, 2, (6).

%" The relation between the Uncontaminated Seeds and the Five Distinct Lineages are explained along with a
discussion on "Innate Uncontaminated Seeds" (C. benyou wulou zhongzi <45 4R fE 1) and "Newly Permeated
Seeds" (C. xinxun zhongzi #rEf&E 1) in the Cheng weishi lun (iM% T1585:31.08a20-09b07). On the basis of
Ji’s interpretation of this part, it is generally considered that the Five Distinct Lineages are determined by whether
or not one has a specific kind of Uncontaminated Seeds. Also see Chapter 1. n. 96.

%8 See Chapter 1. 2. (3).
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Another New Yogacara doctrinal position that is distinct from the Tathagatagarbha
viewpoint is that the Unconditioned and Conditioned realms are distinguished from each other.
As discussed before, the Tathagatagarbha exegetes’ position that do not distinguish Nature of
Realization from Thusness, Dharma Body, or amalavijiiana has the implication that the
Unconditioned and Conditioned realm are connected to or integrated with each other.>® On the
contrary, in the New Yogacara system the Unconditioned and Conditioned are two separate

realms,®® because, unlike the Conditioned dharmas, the Unconditioned dharmas are considered as

61 /—‘—r)’62

“constant” (C. chang ‘#),%* "firm" (C. jianmi E%%),% and "untransformable."®® In this respect, in

the New Yogacara the Uncontaminated Seeds inherent in sentient beings, which belongs to the
Conditioned realm, is separate from the Unconditioned dharmas, such as Thusness or Dharma
Body. In particular, Ji strictly adheres to this position that the Unconditioned and Conditioned

are separate, and this is one of the distinctive features of Ji’s doctrinal system.®*

%% See Chapter I1. 2. (4).
% Also see Chapter Il. n. 77.

81 The Cheng weishi lun describes that among Six Characteristics of Seeds (C. zhongzhi liuyi f&F7<3%), the first
characteristics of momentariness (S. ksana-bhanga, C. chana mie #I|H[#) does not apply to the constant dharmas
(AT ZIRE SE - —RIADRE - sHRs R M NA I T BiE T B A R SRS RN v ER A R
FHEC (B MEsksm T1585:31.9b07-10)), and Ji explains the constant dharmas as the Unconditioned dharmas (i
P A RREA L » EH o FLENSH o AR IR o fEisEEy - dHL - BLRIERE Rt (ROMEREm ZE
T1830:43.309¢01-03)). The Six Characteristics of Seeds are also stated in the She dashenglun shi (& K JFEzmtE
T1597:31.327b28-c10).

82 The Cheng weishi lun states that the Unconditioned dharmas do not have the third characteristic of permeability
(C. kexun xing T] E4:) among "Four Characteristics of Permeating Subject” (C. suoxun FiTEEPUS%); = A= o
LB R R AR 2 H R R - PRI 0P R Ry ARt B i I AT R (M8 T1585:31.9¢13-15).

% The Cheng weishi lun also says that the Unconditioned dharmas do not have the first characteristic of production-
and-cessation (C. you shengmie 54 J%,) among "Four Characteristics of Permeating Subject: (C. nengxun xiyi §&
HPUFR)" MBS HEE RIS - —HAM - EEIFEREAFEAARER - /72 E o LI A Fi{E S0
(B mEsiksm T1585:31.9¢19-21).

% | will discuss more about Ji’s strict separation between the Unconditioned and Conditioned in relation with his
view on two types of Buddha Nature later in this chapter.
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In relation to the several contrasting doctrines between the Tathagatagarbha and New
Yogacara group discussed above, | would like to note Paramartha’s "synthetic™ position, which |
mentioned in Chapter Il. | have discussed that although Paramartha’s scholastic position has
been interpreted in relation with the nine-consciousness system, unlike the Tathagatagarbha
exegetes' view, his concept of amalavijiiana does not refer to such an innate consciousness in all
sentient beings, but rather to a consciousness attained as a fruit at the end of cultivation. In this
respect, we see that Paramartha’s concept of amalavijiiana is rather closer to the gradual model
of amalavijiiana of the New Yogacara than the Tathagatagarbha position. However, while Ji
connects the amalavijiiana to the Conditioned realm as a pure portion of the alayavijiana,®
Paramartha associates it to both the Unconditioned and Conditioned realms, as discussed
before.®® In other words, Paramartha aligns with Ji’s position on the amalavijiiana in its gradual
achievement, but does not accord with his position that the Unconditioned and Conditioned
realms are completely separated from each other, but rather resonates with the Tathagatagarbha
perspective by connecting the two realms. Viewed in this way, it may be said that Paramartha

takes a synthetic position in the interpretation of the amalavijiiana.

On the basis of the New Yogacara doctrinal positions examined above, | will discuss in
the next section how Ji, as a New Yogacara exegete, responds to the Buddha Nature controversy

and the Emptiness-Existence controversy.

% See n. 55 above.
% Chapter 11, 2, (4).
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(3) The Doctrine of Uncontaminated Seeds and Criticism of Bhavaviveka: Ji’s Response to

the Two Controversies

Ji’s response to the doctrinal challenge of the Tathagatagarbha and Madhyamaka system toward
the New Yogacara system clearly appears in his commentaries to the Cheng weishi lun, i.e., the
Chengweishilun shuji and Cheng weishi lun shouyao. Since Ji worked as Xuanzang’s
amanuensis during the translation of the Cheng weishi lun, it appears that Ji was able to play a
critical role in the translation,®” and thus it may be said that Ji started his full-fledged career as a
New Yogacara exegete while involved in this translation of the Cheng weishi lun. Indeed,
Xuanzang's translation of the Cheng weishi lun as a compilation of ten Indian exegeses centering
on Dharmapala’s interpretation appears to reflect Ji’s own view that Dharmapala’s exegesis,
which Ji considered the orthodox, would be most appropriate for the ongoing controversies.®® In
this respect, it seems very likely that Ji sought to react to the controversies through the compiled
translation of the Cheng weishi lun and his interpretation of it, while advocating the New
Yogacara doctrinal position on the one hand and disproving the rival exegetes’ interpretations on

the other.

87 According to the Chengweishilun shuyao, Xuanzang attempted to translate all the commentaries by the ten great
exegetes, but he changed his mind and chose to compile the commentaries centered on Dharmapala’s on Ji’s
advice that the exegetic divergence would entail later controversies; then Xuanzang completed the translation only
with Ji after discharging Singbang tHH7 (fl. 645-651, 659), Jiashang 5 (fl. 659), and Puguang %' (645?-
664), the three other monks who had been supposed to participate in the translation; g2 > [+ H1E] - 85 - & -
S - EPUAESZ - B - BE - 00 - BE - MR SEG AT - BEIZRESKIRI - KANER] - B
HH - BYZeEEBAE - LM - YIS - Mol o 8/ EMES - SEEFT 2k -
IRRZRZ IR - SHHRE - WHBZSE - SEEBFETTRFBETH - AILINSHE - AliRkRE -
DURFEEEUE o BEPEN TR o B AN EE - MBEAER—AK - BRI BEEEER - S AE - 45
(RS - S SCHEMBHTE - B0 5MEEE - SEE4R S U —A - {E M RA - X - Husit
awiTES o NETEE =Bl Hamth (RoEsenZ hE%E T1831:43.608b29-14).

® The record about the translation of the Cheng weishi lun says that the reason why Ji suggested Xuanzang to
compile the commentaries centered on Dharmapala’s is because he worried about later controversies that the
introduction of divergent translations might cause (see n. 67 above). This fact highly suggests that Ji had been
mindful of the current emergence of doctrinal conflicts among the various exegeses when he suggests Xuanzang
to compile the commentaries.
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The Cheng weishi lun in fact contains two significant doctrinal points which Ji appears to
have adopted to respond to the rival views in the controversies; first, it contains the doctrine of
the discriminative Uncontaminated Seeds, which provides a theoretical basis for the doctrine of
Five Distinct Lineages, and second, it also contains criticism on "those who take the Mahayana

teaching of emptiness of no characteristics as ultimate” (75 %ﬁj(?ﬁ%?ﬁﬁ%i@%%%%),ﬁg whom

Ji explains in the Chengweishilun shuji as referring to those who take Bhavaviveka's

"Madhyamaka of No Characteristics" (C. wuxiang dasheng ZE#H A3[).”° I have discussed in

Chapter 11, the Innate Uncontaminated Seeds, the basis of enlightenment inherent in sentient
beings, corresponds to Paramartha’s concept of the Nature of Realization.”* However,
Paramartha considers the Nature of Realization to be a universal feature in all sentient beings by
explaining it as the nature of alayavijiiana, the basis of all dharmas from time immemorial, "2
whereas the Innate Uncontaminated Seeds in the Cheng weishi lun are divided into five types,
thereby serving as the basis for the doctrine of Five Distinct Lineages of sentient beings.” The
Cheng weishi lun’s description of the Uncontaminated Seeds as the discriminative basis for the

enlightenment in sentient beings served for Ji as a canonical authority for the New Yogacara

O HRATIEN T IR - (ML BRI UK (R T1585:31.16206-08).

4 HRARE R —UIA - HiH - SBTUEPHEIIATE - PMamPIRRIRA - BIRAY - sl - &
SREFBBRESTATIN o B SOR ERR - BHREZEWA AZEEDLE - SRSk — VA SRS -
(e R aliac T1830:43.359a01-05).

™ See Chapter 11, 2, (6).
72 See Chapter 11. 2. (3).

" REE R BEARE T AR - S SRR R T BRI RIE R - S
SRR A WP RIE R A W o — o L BRI — L A SRR - A (R R
BRIk - B R AiEt o S R A A nTE £ nTEr s (Bakam T1585:31.09a21-28). Also
see n. 57 above, and see Chapter Il. n. 96.

In fact, the Yogacarabhumisastra, which the Cheng weishi lun cites for canonical basis, takes a difference
position from the Cheng weishi lun; it just says that they are determined by whether or not one has hindrances (S.
klesa, C. zhang [&). | will discuss more about this in Chapter V.
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doctrine of Five Distinct Lineages on the one hand, and as counter-evidence to the

Tathagatagarbha position that all sentient beings have innate Buddha Nature on the other.

In addition, Ji explicates the existence of "sentient beings devoid of spiritual lineage" (S.
agotra, C. wu zhongxing fEf&4:) or "Incorrigibles” (S. icchantika, C. yichanti —Rg$2) in the
Cheng weishi lun shouyao: Among the Five Distinct Lineages, the fifth type of sentient beings,
who have no lineage for the enlightenment, are divided into three types, i.e., "icchantika" (C.

yichandijia —f#JEE#0), "acchantika" or "anicchantika" (C. achandijia fA] &8 JEE#n), and
“atyantika" (C. adiandijia [e[EE/ESn).” The first sentient beings refer to those who enjoy
samsara and thus cut off all wholesome roots (C. duanshan chati = +$¢); the second to the
bodhisattvas who choose not to enter nirvana to save sentient beings, and are also known as
"greatly compassionate icchantika" (C. dabei chanti AFERTE); the third to those who do not
have any lineage and never become a buddha (C. bijingwuxing chanti 52344 R#E). Here, we

see that Ji attempt to demonstrate the existence of a class of beings who never attain Buddhahood
by asserting that the third type of icchantica never becomes a buddha although the first and
second eventually achieve Buddhahood in the distant future.” Ji's exposition of the icchantika
doctrine disproves the universal Buddha Nature in sentient beings, along with the theory of Five
Distinct Lineages of the Cheng weishi lun, and it was through these doctrines that Ji responded to

the Buddha Nature controversy.

"HETENRE o —RRIRNE o TREORRY: o SUGRY: o TR ERRN: - TR o . RSB
MEA=FE - —F [ - —ARIEN o = FPTRREA - —RIJERAZSEAFE - SEEIEH - PRl R
BAEENEE  PEOERE - B AEEIRA - NME - BEPTER o TN REERE o RERETER
i o PIRRJECH A Sy SR oE - SRR o el ARG At » I A KCE SR o A Bl (Bl
e T1831:43.610029-611a01).

® See n. 74 above.
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Ji also countered Bhavaviveka’s view by drawing upon the Cheng weishi lun. Although
in the Cheng weishi lun there is no direct criticism on Bhavaviveka, Ji interprets some passages
of the Cheng weishi lun that criticize particular position or exegetes as aimed at Bhavaviveka. Ji
not only identifies with Bhavaviveka "those who take the Mahayana teaching of emptiness of no
characteristics as ultimate” (75t A TEIEHZEHE Fy %2 7 ), whom the Cheng weishi lun
criticizes for their "negating the [fundamental] consciousness and all dharmas on reliance of
False Inference (S. anumanabhasa, C. si biliang {Ll-L&).""® Ji also corresponds the view of
"decreasing” among the “exetreme views of increasing and decreasing” (C. zengjian erbian
1835 —34) to Bhavaviveka's doctrinal view of emptiness.”” In commenting on the Cheng weishi
lun's passage, in which the "Wrongly Attached Emptiness" (C. equ kong 5£H{Z%) is described as
a position of negating both the "Ultimate Truth" (S. paramartha-satya, C. zhendi E5¥) and the

“Conventional Truth" (S. samvrti-satya, C. sudi {&3%),"® Ji addresses Bhavaviveka's view as the

"Wrongly Attached Emptiness™ that prevents one from attaining the Middle Way (C. zhongdao

rf13#) of the Yogacara teaching.”

The Middle Way of the Yogacara teaching, which Ji argues is the orthodox teaching of

the Cheng weishi lun in contrast to Bhavaviveka’s "extreme view of Wrongly Attached

"8 See n. 69 above. For Ji’s interpretation of this position as Bhavaviveka, see n. 70 above.

"7 TR 08 o ME IR G T (BERGR T1585:31.39a03-04); i o FHITEMEER G i - uH
Hagh -t O =R RE IR o MEOINERPRIE SRS - AR B2 0 FHEHERE o BHRRE - FRES
TEANZEA B WERSR - R 2B - PR OIMEARE VR - MESRERPEL G Tl - SR - ST EEEE
o BRI 22 i (pEsam Ziac T1830:43.488a08-14).

" LI E AR o (SRTEICERRE o ESRIRITEETIH - HHE SR T - MR RN Al (5
MR T1585:31.39b17-19).

* IS S ARSI - SEOINARPRINSIE - AR OEIEHEE - BHEREK - R
{EIEVHERER » BRI ATBEL - BROIMETERE/NIRREN - IEERFR L E il - fR(REEL - S EEIEE D - 2
NE T 2 i (Rkifeakamulist T1830:43.488a08-14).
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Emptiness,” is explicated in the Cheng weishi lun through Maitreya’s two consecutive verses of
the Madhyanta-vibhaga,® which read: "The mind that falsely discriminates exists; the duality
(Atman and dharmas) which manifests itself in it is absolutely non-existent; in this false
discrimination is Emptiness only; in Emptiness, too, there is this false discrimination. | therefore
say that all dharmas are neither empty nor non-empty. There is existence of false discrimination,
non-existence of the duality of Atman and dharmas, existence of Emptiness in false
discrimination, and existence of false discrimination in Emptiness. That is the Middle Way."®" In
explaining the Middle Way of these verses, Ji associates in the Chengweishilun shuji the
Emptiness with the Ultimate Truth, and the False Discrimination with the Conventional Truth,
and says that the Ultimate Truth exists in the Conventional Truth and vice versa.®? Then, Ji
distinguishes the Middle Way from the one-sided positions of Bhavaviveka and those who

advocate the hinayana view, criticizing the former as only adhering to emptiness and the latter as

8 The Madhyanta-vibhaga had not been translated yet by Xuanzang at the time of translation of the Cheng weishi
lun, but the Zhongbian fenbie lun §13& 43 {jZ, Paramartha’s translation in 558, conceivably was available to Ji.
Xuanzang translated this text to the Bian zhongbian lun ##13&56 later in 661.

8| have used here Wei Tat's translation (Wei Tat & #£, trans. Ch'eng Wei-shih Lun: The Doctrine of Mere-
Consciousness (Hong Kong: Ch'eng Wei-shih Lun Publication Committee, 1973), 511); =45 RIE AL —HL
i ptopEE e PNMEINA L BER—UE JEZEIER R CHERAR R ARG E (RO
T1585:31.39b04-07; HiEsm T1600:31.4640b16-17; b25-26). In a similar way, Ji makes a contrast in the Zajilun
shuji FEEEmalisC between Nagarjuna and Bhavaviveka's position and Maitreya and Vasubandhu's position by
guoting Bhavaviveka’s verse of the Dasheng zhangzhen lun and Maitreya’s verses quoted here. (see A e[}
PR EE =G =T T796:48.4c04-22). These two verses are also often quoted in contrast to Bhavaviveka’s verse by
later exegetes, such as Huizhao, as well.

P o RERILERABINE o MH o P BRIEFTERE A « S RIE - AE =R
oo PRI AR - SFREEL - ATEL o Bk - VAT o Mt O B - L fhrhMEEZEE - SR
O EA - EURAeE - IRZEFTEI - AIRITEZE - 02 A © IMEA - .. RIVAERLE - 1
ezt - IVAILE - SHAEZ A - BIE = R - =il A7 - Bina A BE2e o BIEEZE
TR A % s A - BIE AR A - —a i Ea A - R RE Sl A .. AEEEECE - AR
RIS - M IPCAIER - RAEHENZE R TEEZER o FOEZE TR % oy B (ROMESRGR Piee
T1830:43.490a04-b11).
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only to existence.®® In commenting on the Cheng weishi lun’s statement later in the passage that
those who negate both the Ultimate and Conventional Truths are advocates of the Wrongly
Attached Emptiness and they are incurable,®® Ji identifies this position as Bhavaviveka's. Then he
criticizes Bhavaviveka for taking the position that three Natures all are empty; Ji argues that in
the Middle Way position of the Yogacara, only Imaginary Nature is empty by saying "Imaginary
Nature (S. parikalpita-svabhava) does not exist and thus Emptiness exists; Dependent Nature (S.
paratantra-svabhava) and Perfected Nature (S. parinispanna-svabhava) exist and thus Non-
emptiness exists." ® Ji's criticism of Bhavaviveka also appears in the Bian zhongbianlun shuji
Hiechg e =7% and the Weishi ershi lun shuji Mz — -t s, % respective commentaries on

the Madhyanta-vibhaga and the Vimsatika-vijiaptimatratasiddhi-sastra, for both of which Ji

B S =i o SARENIEY R - MERIEE - BT o ROAREMS - 2 EA - ... RAIEGEE - 3EE
—[EZEAEYE - JE— A H /NIRRT - FpEE o 3 S AR ENEYE o “HUEAREINES o SR E (R
iftac T1830:43.490011-18).

8 See n. 78 above.

® R R ALAY o VUm SRR o BUEYE o ERIE AR [ATEERCE2E - fifth - BEIRCERE 2
o SOEEEL AT A o BIFTiEaE o eSS ELILE] (RMERGR L0 T1830:43.492b26-c01).

8 Ji criticizes Bhavaviveka by identifying him as a heretic with "[wrong] view emptiness," who adheres to the view
that dharmas have no reality; $UH EREEE S - PUEREAIZE RIMNEEREST - AUFTEUERNERE - 4K
AR E - BN AT - RMEREUAMERT - ik P ERANE - BCREDE - HEROIRZ S b2
SmAltEC T1835:44.40a28-b03). Hayashi presumes that the Bian zhongbianlun shuji is composed right after
Xuanzang’s translation of the Madhyanta-vibhaga, since this work cites the Chengweishilun shuji and the
Dasheng abitama ji lun shuji X 3f€fn] B #2 FE &4y (the commentary of the Abhidharma-samuccaya) but does not
cite his late works. See Hayashi, "Ki sen to sareru ronsho oyobi Daijé hoen girin sho no seiritsu katei ni tsuite™
BEL Sh by LU TRIESEME y D BOTERIZ DN T, 199.

8

3

In this work, Ji criticizes Bhavaviveka’s verse in the Zhangzhen lun by describing it as "False Reference" (C. si
biliang ILLE); AW - A 22 - WA RZE - G4 - A04] - feUEEE - JEELEE - HIREME -
HEO S - ARIEZE « FLEME - JEMRECE - MR 22 (R Tamilisc T1834:43.983c02-05). Hayashi
demonstrates that this work was written after Xuanzang’s death in 664 on the basis of Ji’s testimony; see ibid.,
119-200.
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helped Xuanzang's translation as the amanuensis, two years after the translation of the Cheng

weishi lun.®

Ji’s criticism towards the Tathagatagarbha exegetes and Bhavaviveka, however,
diminishes remarkably in his works that are presumably composed in his later years. Ji shows a
moderate, if not completely sympathetic, attitude to the opponents in his late works. The

following section will discuss why and in what way Ji changed his attitude to his doctrinal rivals.

4. Ji’s Yogacara Position I1: Embracing of One Vehicle Thought and Bhavaviveka’s

Madhyamaka

Ji's works composed in his later period, such as the Shuo Wugoucheng jing shu 7 fEHEFHAE Hi

S e

and the Miaofa lianhuajing xuanzan Wi aEL% 20 % do not contain such adversarial

criticism toward the Tathagatagarbha or Bhavaviveka’s Madhyamaka views as he expressed in
his commentaries on the Cheng weishi lun; rather, Ji explains the Tathagatagarbha and
Bhavaviveka’s views within the doctrinal scope of the New Yogacara. Based on such a
remarkable shift in his attitude, | propose that Ji’s scholastic career should be divided into an
earlier and later period. This section in this respect will discuss Ji’s doctrinal position in his later

period. Let me first discuss the circumstance that led Ji to change his attitude.

% b — G (R S R o B B E AR T H T H N R g s =+
HEDPIASRAEZE) ... Mk 15— (RN AR B TR S i 25 = HH e 8 s PR i L & (B A BE VT
FENH— N EHESF B ERGE D PTATFEE 2) (AT T2154:55.556¢06-15).

® In the studies on the formation of Ji’s works, Hayashi concludes that Ji composed most of his commentaries on
treatises in the earlier period (around 660°s), while most of those on scriptures in the later (around 670°s) (Hayashi,
"Ki sen to sareru ronsho oyobi Daijo hoen girin sho no seiritsu katei ni tsuite” Ef5t & SN 23R LU TATE
ESOEMEE ;) O FRITEFRIC DU T, 208.). Also see Hayashi Kana #£Z5%s, "Ki sen to sareru sho kydsho no
seiritsu katei no tsuite" 458 & X 1 A EELEH DRI HBFRIZ DU T, Toyo daigaku daigakuin kiyo
B R ARFBE40EE 44 (2007). | suggest that the "later” period should be defined roughly as the period after
Xuanzang’s translation of the Mahaprajiiaparamitasitra. | will discuss more about this soon below.
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(1) Background: Translation of the Mahaprajiiaparamitasiitra and its Influence on the Two

Controversies

In 663, Xuanzang completed his last translation, the translation of the extensive

GL

Mahaprajiaparamitasitra (C. the Dabore boluomiduo jing AF&E R 225 244%). Among the six

hundred fascicles of this sitra, the five-hundred-seventy-eighth fascicle, titled Section on Maxim

of Prajria (C. Bore liqufen f&75 38 55; hereafter Liqufen), contains important passages in

regards to the contemporary Buddha Nature controversy. It is clearly stated in this section that

n90 n9l

"the nature of all sentient beings is equal”™" and "all sentient beings are Tathagatagarbha,
which seem to represent the Tathagatagarbha view. Until this time, the Tathagatagarbha exegetes
had found their canonical authority in One Vehicle scriptures, such as the Lotus Sitra or the
Nirvana Sitra, and the Tathagatagarbha works like the Ratnagotravibhdga or the Srimalasitra.
None of these texts, however, were included in the new corpus imported by Xuanzang, which
was regarded at that time as the "authentic” Buddhist texts from India. Since Xuanzang translated
the Mahaprajiiaparamitasitra in this milieu and this text turned out to contain the passages that
appear to support the Tathagatagarbha view, the Tathagatagarbha exegetes must have accepted
this as a new authoritative canonical evidence to support their position and eventually turn the
Buddha Nature controversy to their advantage. On the contrary, the New Yogacara exegetes,

such as Ji, probably received it as another issue that should be solved or explained without

generating any doctrinal contradiction between these seeming Tathagatagarbha passages and the

» FﬁET HEER— ‘E)Jﬁ‘é%i_izfiiaﬁi?zz*xﬁﬂj@zm Foit e Ea e AR S — VAN R S B P4
M 88 - EEMEEER > - —DIETERIEAET ORI AR 2 % 4E T220:07.989¢10-19).

RN RS — ORI AR - PR R T S — SV DA R R A
P - OV A RSO ES  —UVEN SRR - Dl SRR A
Tk — V) SR VD SO — DV NT I (RAE S8 4K T220:07.990001-
07).
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New Yogacara position. In other words, since the Mahaprajiiaparamitasitra was one of the
"authentic” texts that Xuanzang had brought from India, the sitra’s affirmation of the universal
Buddha Nature had to be accepted as well as explained by both the Tathagatagarbha and New

Yogacara exegetes.

It appears that it was not just in the scope of the Buddha Nature controversy that the
Mahaprajiiaparamitasitra's passages describing the universal Buddha Nature made an impact;
after the translation of the Mahaprajriaparamitasiitra, there appeared a tendency to connect the
Madhyamaka doctrine to the One Vehicle or Tathagatagarbha views, and vice versa. For instance,

Daoshi 7E 1 (d. 683) says in the Fayuan zhulin JESGERFAK, which is dated 668, that "all sentient

beings have the Buddha Nature and universal Original Awakening" and "if one can reflect the
Original Awakening, then Liberation will be promised™ and he takes the Vimalakirtinirdesa, a
Mahayana scripture, as canonical evidence for these statements.? In explaining Bhavaviveka and
Dharmapala’s distinct perspectives on the Three Natures (S. tri-svabhava) in the Renwangjing

shu {— FE&&§%, a work dated between 695 and 696,% Wonch’iik associates Paramartha with

Bhavaviveka by saying that Paramartha established the Three Non-Natures (C. san wuxing

ZENTEEHEE - IWHEBE S0 - FEMBEMSH o [ - —URAE B A FEAS - FEIEE
FREGHERRAA  (H Ry KEERU T S - CEMRIEE R  EEITTE BRE - BHRC SEERGEE - 4t
Bt SRR - A KRB - MERNES UL BB S - SR E ARG - S e dtE
CEME - Hae A AERIR A - BEEEEE L - EHE S AR - Xz - A AEETNE
4 - DR H S S FE AR - ColiF#EE B HEEE - B IEHES [ =AURE - BIEEE
RO - BB ERER KR © i N LEERIEBER G AR - AP BETFHEE S - L MIEEE O - %
fIRER RS A — - B IEE S CESEERPk T2122:53.435¢09-435¢24). Daoxuan, the author of Xu gaoseng
zhuan, also writes a quite similar passage in the Shimen guijingyi F£[5EF4 %, quoting the same line of the sitra.
It is known that Daoshi stayed with Daoxuan at at Ximing temple 7584 35; faf Dl — B4R E B I EESHE -
BN FHEKHE RN  (H Ro kB A ST 8 o FLIS 80 Jm B IR - Hpe X IAERR A 1 - 35 A thisas A mT 8
NHAT = EBAGF - iz - AEHAEEAAER - DU E CIEAMER (BEFIEREUE 71896:45.865b17-22).

% According to Nam Muhiii, Wénch’iik completed the Renwangjing shu at the very end of his life, i.e., between 695
and his death in 696. For more detailed explanation, see Nam Muhtii ‘&3], Silla Wonch ik iii Yusik sasang
yon'gu A et Y9 Z2] 2 AR} A5 (Seoul: Minjoksa 1554}, 2009), 115-24.
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=4E1E, S. tri-vidhanihsvabhava) in agreement with Bhavaviveka, who denied all Three Natures,

while Xuanzang concurred with Dharmapala, who denied only the Imaginary Nature.** While
explaining Jianaprabha’s taxonomy of the Buddha’s Three-period Teachings (C. sanshi jiao

=H%Z) in the Huayanjing tanxuan ji £ gz 48 $% 2750, a work between 695 and 700,%° Fazang

identifies the Madhyamaka teaching as the One Vehicle teaching by referring to the three levels

of teaching of "Small Vehicle" (C. xiaosheng jiao /NJEZ), "Great Vehicle of Dharma
Characteristics" (C. faxiang dasheng J£#H A 3), "Great Vehicle of No Characteristics" (C.
wuxiang dasheng #&1H A 3f€) respectively as "Small Vehicle," "Three Vehicles," and "One

Vehicle."*® There was also a dispute between Xuanzang’s disciple Shentai and the Paekche

* P AEAR S o =M o SR o (RN o R - PETRERT o S ROWRE - —IEWHE S -
DITrRyze - BIERZEE - DARfRA - BEE - S HEBATEN - DUBTEAE - QRS - =P - 0F
PrEE - SIR=TEEE M o TRUR A o HHTECGH R i RO - B — el o JIHKE - BB -
ISV o BRI o Lo o B RAL o ILRMAIEAE o B EEM: - ITHEEMEME - 1 —
B - 5B =y o L =M - B =t o ECEEREDEWE o TZAE o BWEEIELMEE - Ha
Bl =2 - JRZaray - 2ER e - (HABRTEh - A - fEAEEE - AR - Al - N=
FEMEAIERES - BIRR =1 - B=fl: - S=1ElE - BURIL=1E - 0= - BApEsem s
({ZF&Fi T1708:33.360005-20).

% For the dating of this text, Kyehwan 72, "Popchang kyohak kwa Kisillon" 57 (325:) 28t 7121 2, Pulgyo
yon'gu BT 16 (1999): 171-72.

% 5B BRI AR SRR o TSR EOE R o (NS ST SRR =5 - SO IRE R B MR/
Tk - BIOERA « 5 I p R PREUAE TR - BB A TESERE o DRSS REES A FEHEZE
HEEER » TYEE = Ry EARER AR RSR - B OREZPE Ik - BETHE - WE=(JR=%k - ... =4
T - WIMERR/INSE - KO =5F - {BME—I (FERRASHEZEC T1733:35.112a02-13). Also see Moro, "Shoben
hiryd no Higashi Ajia ni okeru juyu" JEWILLEDE 7 ¥ 7 I BT %27, 315-18. Yoshizu also indicates that
Fazang contrasts the Great Vehicle of Dharma Characteristics with the Great Vehicle of No Characteristics by
calling them respectively as the "Great Vehicle of Three Vehicles" (C. sansheng dasheng = A 3) and the
"Great Vehicle of One Vehicle" (C. yisheng dasheng —3€ X 3€), or the "Provisional Teaching of the Great
Vehicle" (C. dasheng quanjiao A FEFREZS) and the "Real Teaching of the Great Vehicle" (C. dasheng shijiao
KIEEZEY); but he also says that the latter three, i.e., the Great Vehicle of No Characteristics, the Great Vehicle of
One Vehicle, and the Real Teaching of the Great Vehicle, are not always equated in Fazang’s system, while the
former three are equated with each other (Yoshizu, "Shoso yiie ni tsuite” [EAHF (2 DUy T, 303-04.). This
appears to happen due to the coercive identification of the two originally distinct systems, the Madhyamaka and
the One Vehicle.
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monk Uiyong 2525 (ca. late 7th century)®’ on the issue of whether Kumarajiva (344-413), the

renowned Madhyamaka exegete and translator, accepted the Tathagatagarbha theory; the

Japanese Tendai monk Genshin JJ5{Z (942-1017) records in the Ichijo yoketsu — 31 that

Shentai argued that Kumarajiva did not accept the universal Buddha Nature, and Uiyong refuted
it.”® The fact that Madhyamaka exegete Kumarajiva’s perspective on Buddha Nature was
emerging as one of the issues also seems to reflect the tendency to relate Madhyamaka to

Tathagatagarbha doctrine.

Besides the Mahaprajiiaparamitasiitra, the Vimalakirtinirdesa, which Xuanzang

AN S

translated into the Shuo Wugoucheng jing 7 #£55f54% in 650, also contains a line that seems to

imply Tathagatagarbha view, that is, "all sentient beings’ minds are originally pure."*® This
phrase also may have contributed the tendency to find a relationship between the Madhyamaka
and the Tathagatagarbha doctrine before the Mahaprajiiaparamitasitra was translated. Yet, the

explicit and straightforward statement of the universal Buddha Nature in the

° As Yi Man indicates, some materials such as Saichd’s Shugo kokkaisho ~FE 7.2 records that Uiyong is a Silla,
not Paekche, monk (K EEZEEN < B - E S - ¥riplisass (SFERSLE T2362:74.224a13-14)), but this appears
just because Silla unified the three kingdoms including Paekche during Uiysng’s lifetime. For more information
about Uiyong, see Yi Man ©] 7, "Paekche Uiyong ti Yuski sasang” ® #l| 2] o] 2] A}4} in Han'guk Yusik
sasang $h=r 2] A4 (Seoul: Changgydnggak “7d 7}, 2000). Also see Moro, "Shoben hiryd no higashi ajia ni
okeru juyl" JEWHLEDHRT ¥ 7IZ BT 525, 316-17.

% According to the Ichijo yoketsu, Kumarajiva’s disciple Daosheng i 4= (355-434), who claimed the universal
Buddha Nature, was dismissed from the group by Kumarajiva, and Uiyang refutes this fact by presenting other
textual evidence; Z2/ ARl © ZE(1VEAN - HIEPHBIESETEZ - MMERTREAE - EAEDRIEE - NE
(Bl © TTERZRA B A R o BUUARD - SEERFEIE - HEHVEE - BAERRE o (TETRE R R FRAEER - B
Bz - #IEFBERFFH L - @M BRI AT —F - MELTWRERIUELHIE « IAZEEE - R
SO © JNRLER(TIEIRTONAE © T2 « WS SRAASEEERE - XWES - BERE - HE
EE o EAEMEL o FEZE o EEES - WTHASHEE - NS - BERSE - B ATEE - FHREER
&% - LK E - WFAMIE = (—2ZER T2370:74.361b05-18).

P —VEELMEAS AL IMEAE - MBI - A RIE RS HIREEN o sy IR IR
B EHEEEAEEN o EEEEIRIMEE o B ARERAIEGES - EAREREMEE S GREREHE
T476:14.563c03-08).
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Mahaprajiiaparamitasitra must have been received as a definite expression of the
Tathagatagarbha teaching among the contemporary Buddhist exegetes. It is probably for this
reason that those who defended the Tathagatagarbha view attempted to interpret the
Mahaprajiiaparamitasitra as the most significant text among the translations by Xuanzang by
emphasizing the Mahaprajiiaparamitasiitra more than other Xuanzang’s translations.'® In this
way, it seems that the Tathagatagarbha exegetes considered the Mahaprajiiaparamitasiitra as a
new canonical base on reliance of Xuanzang’s authority and, accordingly, the focus of the
controversies gradually moved from the Buddha Nature controversy to the Emptiness-Existence

controversy.

(2) Embracing One Vehicle Thought and Bhavaviveka’s Madhyamaka

Ji’s criticism on the Tathagatagarbha view and Bhavaviveka's position does not occur in his

works that were presumably composed after the translation of the Mahaprajiiaparamitasitra,*™

100 For instance, Yoshimura demonstrates that in compiling the Da Ciensi Sanzang fashi zhuan X 2& & 35 =k A
{#, a biography of Xuanzang (688), Yancong = (fl. mid. 7th century) not only attempted to confirm that
Xuanzang’s most important task was the translation of the Mahaprajiiaparamitasitra by changing the
chronological order of Xuanzang’s comments on the translation of the sitra, and but also delete the event of
Xuanzang’s translation of the Cheng weishi lun from the text, even though he knew that it was addressed in both
the Xu gaoseng zhuan and the Datang gu sanzang fashi xingzhuang &R =i EEfT Tk (Yoshimura Makoto
Ak, "Daito Daijionji Sanzo hosshi de no seiritsu ni tsuite” A FEFAZEIE I = A0 Z » DEKILICDOWT,
Bukkyogaku (/25 37 (1995): 101-04). Like Ji, Yancong was a student of Xuanzang, but there is a passage in
Ji's biography of the Song gaoseng zhuan that allows us to conjecture that Yancong (and Huili) was generally
against Ji; it says that "That [the Da Ciensi Sanzang fashi zhuan] says "Great Vehicle Ji." [This is because] Huili
and Yancong did not entirely ostracize him, thus they called him Great Vehicle Ji* (7 H AT - ZE 772 -
REFRWEATE CREfG{E T2061:50.726b23-24)). This also proves that under Xuanzang there were distinct
scholastic groups who had different doctrinal viewpoints.

191 Besides the works that | address here, there may be still other works that were composed after the translation of
the Mahaprajiiaparamita-sitra. For instance, although we cannot confirm when the Yugieshidilun ltiezuan i
EfibsmEEEE, the commentary on the Yogacarabhimisastra, was composed, such a scholar as Watanabe Takao
argues that this work was composed at the end of Ji’s life since it is not finished (see Watanabe Takao J&iJ[#4,
"Jion Daishi no denki shiryd to kydgakushi teki gaiyou" 22U KEND(ZELE R} & 205 52 AHEEE, in Jion Daishi
gyoei shitei 288 KETfHIFE DL, ed. Kofukuji B{EF and Yakushiji Z2Efi<F (Kyoto: Hozokan A& EE, 1982)),
and this work does not show such severe criticism as seen in the Shuji or the Shuyao. In this section, however, |
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and this also proves that the change of Ji’s attitude toward the doctrinal opponents is related with
Xuanzang’s translation of the Mahaprajriaparamitasiitra and its subsequent influence on the two
controversies. Ji rather expresses moderate reconciliation between the Tathagatagarbha and
Yogacara, or Bhavaviveka’s and the Yogacara view, not only in the Dabore boluomiduojing

bore liqufen shuzan (hereafter, Liqufen shuzan) A 57587 28 25 26 SRS BB 47 1L, a

commentary on the Section on Maxim of Prajiia (Liqufen) of the Mahaprajiiaparamitasiitra,’®
but also in his other works that cite the the Section, such as the Bore boluomi duoxin jing youzan
(hereafter, Youzan) {587 ZE 226 45 W4, the Dasheng fayuan yilin zhang (hereafter, Yilin

zhang) KIE/ESIFAREE, the Shuo Wugoucheng jing shu 7 EHEFE4EFR, and the Miaofa lianhua

jing xuanzan (hereafter, Xuanzan) #);#: i 4% 2% 103

discuss only the works that clearly cite the passage of the Section on Maxim of Praj7ia and thus were composed
after the translation of the sitra.

192 Although it is now known exactly when Ji composed the Liqufen shuzan, Hayashi presumes that it was written
after Ji wrote the Youzan, and that both of the works were composed after the completion of the
Mahaprajiiaparamita-sitra in 663. For the detailed explanation, see Hayashi, "Ki sen to sareru sho kydsho no
seiritsu katei no tsuite" F:f5E & X 1 2 BELEHT D RLIEFEIZ DUy T, 219. Since Ji’s criticism of Bhavaviveka
still appears in the Weishi ershi lun shuji Iiz5 —fz@m#ii 52, which he presumably wrote after Xuanzang’s death in
664 (see n. 87 above), it seems likely that it was written after the Weishi ershi lun shuiji.

1% The Youzan is a commentary on the Heart siizra. Since this text cites the Liqufen (BEERS TSR o {55 ML ACRAE)
JEEHEIETT o FRea i EIEHEER - =R B IS (e AR 2 (0 4C KA T1710:33.542a10-12)), it
appears that Ji wrote at least this version of the text after the translation of the Mahaprajiiaparamitasitra.

The Dasheng fayuan yilin zhang also cites the Liqufen; Nz AS4E 5 VUE - —RfHE RS o Bl—U%
EMEAD - BSOS SRR SR - —V)E T SR (RSRESEFME T1861:45.252¢09-11). The
Shuowugouchengjing shu was written in 672 through 674; at the end of the text it says that Ji started to write it in
672 (85 =4F) and finished in 674 (714F); BLUSE = FFH 0 - K%ﬁ:@ﬁﬁa il o BTN
R P SFRE RIS EE AL o JIEIRER - HIEILSL - DIEZE - WHlsaE - BT - GARER - XDATL
FH o EEUEIER - B - ISEE - SR - sRERMmEE - HLRFRE - ARE

= o SESCREIZER - WA - SR8 OME T GRIREIEAHT T1782:38.1114a20-27).

The Shuo Wugoucheng jing shu also quotes the phrase of "all sentient beings are Tathagatagarbha" of the
Liqufen; AR - —UIATS - SA0skE (3R EIETE4SET T1782:38.1001a14-15). Although this passage
does not mention Liqufen or Liqu, the only place of the Mahaprajiaparamitasiitra in which this passage appears
is in the Liqufen.

The Xuanzan also contains a quotation of the Liqufen (S BRI - —1)E TS Sk - S EEHERE
BEET - eSS iR E S FHAESS B4 RS B (W) AL 20 T1723:34.852a27-29)), and thus was written
after the translation of the Mahaprajﬁdpammztasutra. Hayashi presumes that this text was composed in late 670°s,
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Among these four works that cite the Section on Maxim of Prajria, the Youzan and the
Shuo Wugoucheng jing shu are the respective commentaries on the Heart Siitra (C. Bore

B

boluomiduo xinjing f5 75K 28 2 2.0 4%) and the Vimalakirtinirdesa (C. Shuo Wugoucheng jing

AA/\/—‘

RAEHETE4K), and these two scriptures were both translated by Xuanzang when Ji was still a

novice monk (in 649 and 650). The fact that Ji decided to write the commentaries on these
scriptures, which were translated over ten years previously, strongly suggests that Ji had a
specific idea or intention in composing the commentaries, and the fact that all these works cite
the Section on Maxim of Praj7ia also suggests that this idea or intention was related with the
Section. The fact that the Xuanzan is a commentary on the Lotus Sitra, which is a One Vehicle
scripture, also seems to have a connection with the passages of the Section on Maxim of Prajria,

and, further, the Lotus Siitra was not one of Xuanzang's translations.'®

Ji’s statements in the Liqufen shuzan clearly represent his embracing the Tathagatagarbha
view; Ji asserts that all sentient beings are Tathagatagarbha since the essence of the bodhisattva

Samantabhadra, whose nature is Tathagatagarbha, is pervasive in the essence of sentient

and relates this with doctrinal similarity between this work and the Shuo Wugoucheng jing shu, which was written
in 672 through 674; see ibid., 194.

Beside the works mentioned here, the Zaji lun shuji §E£2smaitsE, Ji’s commentary on Sthiramati’s
Commentary on Asanga’s Abhidharmasamuccaya, also mentions the Liqufen (B #4850 — 5+t — @i&fm:
55 /\ MU B R 7H S EEA - T ) R 58 LS RE M s R = SR AT I (RSt
X796:48.67c09-11).), but the explanation of the ten stages, which Ji says is described in the Section, in fact
appears in other fascicles such as fascicle 56; 416; 417 and so on, not in the Liqufen. Therefore, it seems that Ji
has not read the Section yet, even though he is award of the existence of the Section. Thus | do not include this
work in the later period of Ji’s career here.

104 Beside these works, there is also another work by Ji that was composed in 670’s, that is, the Shengmanjing shuji
B4Rt ET, the commentary on the Srimaladevisitra. At the beginning of this work, it is recorded that Ji’s
disciple Yiling % (d.u.) wrote down Ji’s words(CK3e2E B ELERTER PN &FS 0 (BE& e
X352:19.898b08-09)). Althoug’h the authorship of this work has been suspected, there is still strong possibility
that Ji himself lectured on the Srimaladevisitra in the later period of his life on the basis on Yiling’s testimony at

the end of the work; 4175 A 895 - 47 FRL0 ) - (VR BUSERE - WARAAT - BIRHPRY - MARETT: - SED AEH
Mo - SE8Y - BIPNER_ig - BTIER - EIAN - O - @At DR
PR S B R B KRS - O - A7 CRESE - BRPNE[WE-4 03] - S0 - EARER -
BESLHTES - 5625t (AT X352:19.924019-001).
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beings. % In another place of the Liqufen shuzan, Ji also says that the nature of all empty
dharmas is equal because the essence of emptiness is Thusness, and that the emptiness that is

equal in all sentient beings and dharmas is "Absolute Emptiness” (C. bijing kong 2% 2%).2% Ji

then even says that the exegeses of Bhavaviveka and Dharmapala accord with each other in
terms of the superior purity (C. zuisheng qgingjing 5zfiZ% /%) of Wisdom (S. prajria).*® Judging
from these statements by Ji, we may say that Ji affirms in these works the equality of all sentient
beings through the emptiness and the Tathagatagarbha addressed in the Liqufen, thereby

reconciling Bhavaviveka and Dharmapala.

Paralleling with the Liqufen shuzan in the doctrinal attitude, Ji’s other works that quote
the Liqufen also accept this position that all sentient beings have/are the tathagatagarbha, and
accordingly do not show any exclusively antagonistic criticism of Bhavaviveka. In the Youzan, Ji
addresses Bhavaviveka and Dharmapala side by side without evident criticism toward
Bhavaviveka. For instance, referring to Nagarjuna as "saint Nagarjuna" (C. sheng Longmeng

BEFES), Ji says that Nagarjuna established the teaching of Emptiness in order to eliminate

attachments to existence, while Asanga and Maitreya taught the teaching of the Middle Way to

105 R4 BRI B B ARG - R B iR R o A K - B L R (1
TR R Sy i T1695:33.58a24-26).

OERA)E PR R RO E I o . SRR KRR o FTEEREERTE T - sESEAEAET -
SLEAe AR TEAT7E - IS SRR 7R - 2R BOPERI A » BI—UPAPE M - IEAER
sET R RE » (RSt —VIEDRi A ERE - AT @ m T =P REEZE R - HINVEEE FEammE
ZEAARTEZE - WEHE - hAEESGIRNZSE T HAERE - WBABSEER A SR EHEHE
w2 o WEREENUAE VAT ERVE - B NEPEIMNEREERERE - Hatire 2=
T ES B 7o (RS B R 4y it T1695:33.31¢06-23).

WG - B I MEEA R AR R R R R RS E R - B - AEEE
HARFFS R - B IR A R R SRR REA S - LR - h—UNAE e ER
HFRAVEEETA U - AR TR T SR R B MR - RHREE BRSO 5E
MWES - BWEFERNERY RS - BIRBIAFFEHERAAOEF - SUlFFEERGE R
F o BHEEATREIEIE (o B A T1695:33.48¢22-a03).
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eliminate the attachment to existence and non-existence; he also juxtaposes Bhavaviveka’s verse
in the Zhangzhen lun and Maitreya’s verses in the Bian zhongbian lun without any criticism of
the former.'% In the Yilin zhang, Ji describes the Madhyamaka and Yogacara as “[Teachings of]

Own Master" (C. zishu H 7), while defining the non-Buddhists (C. waidao #[#&) and the Small
Vehicle adherents (S. hinayana) as the "different [viz., non-Buddhist] teachings™ (C. yizong
$57), and he describes Bhavaviveka and Dharmapala respectively as "master of the extreme" (C.
bianzhu 2 F) and the "master of the middle" (C. zhongzhu 5 ) in that Bhavaviveka views all

dharmas as empty, while Dharmapala finds the Middle Way that is neither existence nor

emptiness, without showing any apparent criticism of Bhavaviveka.'”

Such a shift of Ji’s attitude to Bhavaviveka’s scholastic position, however, does not mean
that he accepted the Madhyamaka position as being at the same level of Yogacara; Ji’s doctrinal
taxonomy shows that he still regards Madhyamaka as a lower level teaching than Yogacara. In

both the Shuo Wugoucheng jing shu and the Xuanzan, Ji locates the Madhyamaka at the stage of

1 BREAE S BB AR ER TR - IBIEH o MR R LGN REAE MR
= o WREUER - e — VS 2 - SEE IR R - Sl Sz - AhEREER -
I SRR R e R - BERR N - MRS - %Rl R E N A ROrA
bt WER—UE JRZEIEAE FERAH BRETENE - MERPOEF RS 2 - Bl
R AR ESREEAAZ - St AIFEIRR - A A Y - BRI A EAH (Roa g
B ER A T1710:33.523¢13-28).

1% This description of the Madhyamaka and the Yogacara as the "master of the extreme" (C. bianzhu i ¥) and the
"master of the middle" seems to represent that Ji still considers the Madhyamaka as the lower level than the
Yogacara. AT ARLE o SEITPUSE - —ILMESE - FEOER o TS - (NEEE - ZEHE - PEEE - U
HIESR - RRERE - SEIRE - NP = - YIBRES - RYIE T - BESET - B0 R - YIHYMNE - &
BN -+ FIEH B B — o YIFEERIIP T - FETE - S A SR - BUESEREE
ZE o ... BbHEPTER R AT - MR E o SR EF o sE R - FREEL - (REAHE
—UPERZEARZE - ... FEZEIFEERIL - BIDIFTIHER —VUNEIR IR i % - IR (RRAS0%
FEE T1861:45.249c04-251a14). In another passage, Ji also says in a way that echoes with the passage above that
there are two ways to manifest the Great Vehicle; one is the manifestation of the "essence of extreme" (C. bianti
#24#2) and the other is the manifestation of the "Middle Way" (C. zhongdao H1#&); B2 ATE T - {859 5 - ¥JEE
B o REHTIE - BUBISE - BB - BPEIERE S - s — UM A B 22 » (BRI - s
HEIIRERA o - EEE - Fainaeii g o\ —EE CRIRASiFMREE T1861:45.251¢21-252a07).
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"teaching that everything is empty in the level of Ultimate Truth" (J5% E52%), that is, the

seventh among the eight levels of teaching.™*° Further, in the Yilin zhang Ji identifies the

Madhyamaka and Yogacara respectively as "Implicit Meaning" (C. buliao yi “~ T, S.
neyartha) and "Definitive Meaning" (C. liaoyi T , S. nitartha), placing the former on the

second and the latter on the third and highest level of the Three-period Teachings.'** Thus what
should be noted here is that Ji’s adoption of the concept of equality of the
Mahaprajiiaparamitasiitra and his embracing attitude toward Bhavaviveka does not mean his
abandonment or replacement of the New Yogacara position to take the other position, but rather
he finds an alternative doctrinal basis to explain both positions together in a comprehensive

Buddhist system, which consists of various levels or teaching.

The following section will discuss the theoretical basis which enables Ji to embrace the
Tathagatagarbha and Madhyamaka positions as well as his own New Yogacara position by

examining his works written after the Liqufen shuzan.

MO LA SRS - SEEYEE o WHERZELE - DU T o YK - AT o BEEEE - JUEEEE Y - 5
W AE o SMGTCRURE FAL - BN G - BEEATRE - BAZEH o B - EIRIFI - SIEEIERTN S o
& MR RSRATER © SUHIEE SRR BRI ALHT T1782:38.999004-09); FH /\& - —FOAEF - 1H
THREE o AR - IEESE - ZIREEAA - RRHE - THEERE - RREE - e HEE - Sl
HEE - NEAES - B—HE - CEEEE - fOEFE - EEERT HimE o JUEEEE - IWAEE -
I TR T E R (W EEEELE 208 T1723:34.657a29-b06).

HEHERIR B TEEREREHT LA SRR HEREAR T o i R SR R - DAUS AR - R ESE R
i o —UIHHEFER A © SlEAREAVAEE - MR ATEEAR - A LABER T - Emie
FaFf o BRI o UERERBRE SRS o (R—V)AS A M SORAACRES 5 MOR AR - LIRS
MHEIE A - L ERAA - N ATEE - INEA LAREZ - MR T £ - Bebdmi ek
Flt o R S85 —Hg - 3 RStk —VIsR#E - IK—VUEBME M - S4TSR - AREEFAMEE - 5

JERRAT (KIEEILFEMEE T1861:45.251¢21-252a07).
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(3) Two Types of Buddha Nature: Ji’s Theoretical Basis for Embracing Universal Buddha

Nature

The theoretical basis on which Ji changed his attitude toward the Tathagatagarbha and
Madhyamaka opponents and embraced the view of the universal Buddha Nature may be found in
the doctrine of two types of Buddha Nature, i.e., "Buddha Nature in Principle" (C. li foxing

I {#4:) and "Buddha Nature in Practice” (C. xing foxing 77{#14:). In the Xuanzan, Ji attempts to

explain both doctrines of the universal Buddha Nature and the Distinct Lineages of sentient
beings with no contradiction between them, by relating the former to the Buddha Nature in
Principle, which is inherent in all sentient beings, and the latter to Buddha Nature in Practice,
which some sentient beings do not have.? Ji goes on to say that although tathagatagarbha is
said to exist, there is no such teaching that all sentient beings become buddhas, and that the
discrimination of the lineages is based on the discrimination of the Buddha Nature in Practice.™
In other words, Ji justifies both the Tathagatagarbha and New Yogacara positions by arguing that
the universal Buddha Nature may be said to exist at the level of principle, but in the practical

level, discrimination exists.

The division of the Buddha Nature into two types, i.e., the Buddha Nature in Principle

and the Buddha Nature in Practice, is not Ji’s creation;*** we know that Lingrun and Shentai

MR T - TV ERTR AR - CATHER PR AR o BUSE 2 R (R
T1723:34.656a25-27).

W Sk R B (R o (RSO PR A - AR AL - GRS R S iR A R
RIS - PLARTT I AR - fefE A A M - SRR S0 QBTN BRI B8R - DA
REMRIMpEE . « BIfEME (W75 EE 208 T1723:34.656a27-b04).

14 According to Sanlun exegete Jizang 2 (549-623), the distinction between the Buddha Nature in Principle and
in Practice was originated by the Dilun exegetes; Z#AA RIIFEWEH - AR RIFEARR - B#— N SEE
KE o BIEFE - MERE AR o No] BRBR - (EMvERAT s o (hMEA 1 - — 2R E - IRV
SAE - (TEHERNS A (KIEZE T1853:45.b13-17). For more discussion on the Dilun exegetes’ use of
this doctrine, see TokiwaDaijo & #2 K&, Bussho no kenkyii [} DHFSE (Tokyo: Meiji Shoin BHJAZE 5, 1944),
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argued over this doctrine in their controversy on Buddha Nature around in 650.*> However, the
notion does not seem to have drawn Ji’s attention until the later period of his career; the Xuanzan,
in which Ji explicates this notion, is presumed as one of the latest works of Ji’s life.*® It seems
likely that although Ji must have been aware of this notion of two types of Buddha Nature during
his earlier period, it was not until he feels a need to explain the contradiction between the
Tathagatagarbha (and Madhyamaka) and the New Yogacara view that he adopted it as one of his
major scholastic doctrines. The need, as mentioned before, appears to have emerged along with
the translation of the Mahaprajiiaparamitasitra, especially the Section on Maxim of Praj7ia. Ji’s
scholastic career in this respect may be divided into two periods, i.e., an earlier stage marked by
Ji’s criticism toward the rival doctrines and his emphasis on the New Yogacara views; and a later

stage when Ji rather shows a moderate or even embracing attitude toward the rival doctrines.

However, scholars have tended to regard Ji’s earlier view as his typical scholastic
position probably on the basis of the bifurcation of the Old and New Yogacara, according to
which Ji is one the most representative exegetes of the New Yogacara. Ji has been typically
regarded as not only an advocate of the Three Vehicles but also an opponent to the One Vehicle,
for instance, on the basis of his interpretation of the famous line of of the Lotus Sitra, which
reads: "Only the One Vehicle teaching exists; there is neither the second (alt., Two) [Vehicle(s)],

nor the third (alt., Three) [Vehicle(s)]."**" Ji explains that in this line the second and third refer

187-89. and see Yoshimura Makoto Z5 4] &k, "Yuishiki gakuha no rigyd ni busshd setsu ni tsuite: sono yurai o
chiishin ni" MESRELIR O BEIT ARSI DWW T--F DH A% F0MT, Toyo no shiso to shitkyé BED B L &
#7, no. 19 (2002): 27-30.
115 H
See 3, (1) of this chapter.

118 5ee n. 103 above.

Wit — gk > 41 T JREE = (2045 HE4K T0262:09.08a17-18). Stanley Weinstein points out that although here
in the Chinese version the numbers (— and =) are written in cardinal numbers, Ji rightly indicates that they are

151



respectively to the Pratyekabuddha and Sravaka Vehicles and this sitra denies their existence
just for a provisional reason (S. upaya, C. fangbian 75{#), that is, for the reason of leading the

sentient beings of Indeterminate Lineage (S. aniyata-gotra, C. buding zhongxing “~ 2 f& k) to

enlightenment.*'®

This explanation has been interpreted by scholars to mean that Ji considers the
teaching of the One Vehicle merely as a provisional means and the teaching that he advocated as

real is that of the Three Vehicles.

The typical image of Ji as a Three Vehicle exegete, however, recently has been
challenged. Some scholars argued that it is not because Ji adheres only to the Three Vehicles that
Ji defines the One Vehicle as a provisional means in his explanation of the line of the Lotus Sitra,
but because he regards the Lotus Siitra as a specific teaching aimed at particular group of

listeners, that is, the Indeterminate Lineage; according to Ji, they argue, the sutra takes the

ordinal numbers in the Sanskrit original (FL4E R AME—SF - g8 _RIJEHE - ZE - AEER " - FEEIEE
TR=F - WHEELHH - hRE— - BEE" - BEE= - B BB =2 - IHE =k Pk
AEL - Eﬁ*’%z:ﬁ% = o SRS A R R = (WAL 20 T1723:34.715003-09)). The
Sanskrit original reads: "Ekam hi yanam dvitiyam na vidyate tytiyam hi naivasti kada-ci loke." See Weinstein, "A
Biographical Study of Tz'u-en," 143-44.

But in fact it appears that there was a controversy between those regarded them as cardinal numbers and
those as ordinal numbers. Yoshimura Makoto mentions about a polemic confrontation in interpreting the One
Vehicle of the Lotus Siitra between those who argue for Four Vehicles (PUEES?) and Three Vehicles (=E5%); the
former group viewed the One Vehicle as a separate Vehicle from the Three Vehicles and the latter group, such as
the Faxiang exegetes, viewed the One Vehicle as inseparate from the Three Vehicles (see Yoshimura
Makoto 43k, "Chiigoku Yuishiki sho gakuha no tenkai" H[EMEEREEFIR DERH, in Tohogaku no shinshiten
W F DR, ed. Fukui Fumimasa 1&g+ HE (Tokyo: Goyd Shobo FHEZE 5, 2003), 219 and 228, n. 22).
When the numbers are seen as cardinal, the passage exactly represents the former group's position, since it reads
that there is only One Vehicle, but neither Two Vehicles (viz., Hinayana and Mahayana) nor the Three Vehicles.
On the contrary, when the numbers are read as ordinal, as Ji does here, the doctrine of the Three Vehicles as such
are not denied. In other words, the former group views the One Vehicle as a separate level of teaching from the
Three Vehicles, whereas the latter sees it in association with the Three Vehicles in that the One Vehicle has
particular meaning for each group of the Three Vehicles. For more explanation of the two positions, see ibid.

e F’cﬁ@@ﬁgﬁ“ﬁ%itﬁ MR —IEk - IR = o FREETT(HER o BB A =mmiH—3F - /s =
TR « B AGRKAESHE _F= - M= fKFPBELFE " - BEAS = - BS5INETFRERE -
FHESME _E= - JEE (KIEESIEME T1861:45.267¢05-20). Also see n. 117 above.

152



provisional position of the One Vehicle with the purpose of saving the Indeterminate Lineage."*
In other words, Ji did not deny the One Vehicle as a whole, but he just pointed out that the One
Vehicle teaching of the Lotus Sitra was a provisional means just because it was intended for the
particular group of listeners of the sitra. It appears then that the typical image of Ji as an
opponent to the One Vehicle teaching should be reconsidered and Ji’s view of the One Vehicle

as a provisional means should be confined just to his interpretation of the Lotus Sutra.

It should be noted, however, that although Ji was able to embrace the One Vehicle, or the
universal Buddha Nature, along with the Three Vehicles on the doctrinal basis of the two types
of Buddha Nature, this doctrine of two types of Buddha Nature contains conditional restriction in
itself. The conceptual division of the Buddha Nature into the Principle and Practical levels
enables Ji to accept both the universal and discriminative Buddha Nature; however, the very
separation of the Buddha Nature into the two categories in turn confines each account of Buddha
Nature into its own category. The universal Buddha Nature, once categorized as the Buddha
Nature in Principle, comes to be restricted as such, and, in the same vein, the discriminative
Buddha Nature, as the Buddha Nature in Practice, can be no more than this. In other words, each
Buddha Nature cannot interact or affect each other, and in this respect the concept of the
universal Buddha Nature in Ji's system is a very distinct concept from that of the
Tathagatagarbha system, although they appear similar; while Ji's concept of the universal

Buddha Nature is meaningful only at the Principle level, the Tathagatagarbha exegetes neither

119 See Moro Shigeki Eififféf, "Hossoshii no ichijo hoben setsu saiko: Shojogirin o chiishin ni" JEMHGZD T —3 )5
B | S SEFMAE 0, Indogaku Bulkkyogaku kenkyi E[1JE (3252 47, no. 1 (1998);
Kitsukawa Tomoaki #i) |54, "Chiigoku Yuishiki ni miru nishu ichijogi no kii no tsuite" F1[E|MfEsk(Z A 2 —fd
—FFDEFIZ DWW, Indogaku Bukkyogaku kenkyi F|1JE BB ZRFSE 53, no. 2 (2005): 688-89. Also see
Yoshimura, "Chiigoku Yuishiki sho gakuha no tenkai" P [EMEFEEFIR DR, 218-19 ; 228, n. 22.
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divide the Buddha Nature into Principle and Practice,*?° nor impose any restriction on the
universal Buddha Nature, such as "in Principle.” Such a restrictive definition of the One Vehicle
or the universal Buddha Nature by Ji contains its own doctrinal limitations, which | will discuss

in the following section.

(4) Separation between the Unconditioned and Conditioned Realms: Ji’s Doctrinal

Limitation
The concepts of Principle (C. li #) and Practice (C. xing 77) represented in the doctrine of the

two types of Buddha Nature are associated with another doctrinal category in Ji’s doctrinal
system, that is, the Unconditioned (S. asamskrta) and Conditioned (S. samskrta) realms. There is
several textual evidence to show that the Principle is associated with the Unconditioned and the
Practice with the Conditioned. Ji regards the Srimaladevt and Nirvana Sitras as the base
scriptures for the concepts of the Buddha Nature in Principle and the Lankavatarasitra as that of
the Buddha Nature in Practice,*?* and in the Srimala and Nirvana Siitras, the Buddha Nature is
described as an Unconditioned dharma.*? In addition, Ji also divides the Lineage (S. gotra, C.

zhongxing f&14:), or the Nature (S. gotra),*? into "Unconditioned Lineage" (C. wuwei xing

120 This recalls that Lingrun reputed the New Yogacara exegetes’ division of the Buddha Nature into the two types
during the controversy with Shentai; see 3. (1) of this chapter.

HRIEF M (R EEL 2V T1723:34.713a29-b06)).

2 QI B A o A R 8 (R Tl — TR AT (E T EE4K T353:12.222b11); EH T - —UIE B
BT o BTN AT o BTN AT o EEHREMME - fMEFRIEWHK - AkERE S
By o HEAERIEE - HEREE - AEHIEM - EENEL - MEEIESE (KHCEIRLE T374:12.445¢12-
16)).

123 ganskrit term gotra is translated into "Nature," “Lineage," or "Seeds," etc.; see Chapter II. n. 91.
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## F%F) and "Lineage that has Causes and Conditions" (C. you yinyuan xing 75 [RI4%4), or the

"Conditioned Lineage," by drawing respectively on the Srimala and Nirvana Sitras and the

Lasikavatarasiitra.***

As discussed before, the Unconditioned and Conditioned realms are regarded as
separated from each other in the New Yogacara system.*® If the concepts of the Principle and
Practice are associated with the Unconditioned and Conditioned in Ji's system, then we may say
that the Buddha Nature in Principle and the Buddha Nature in Practice are accordingly separated
from each other. On the contrary, as discussed before, the Tathagatagarbha exegetes do not
distinguish these two realms*?® and in the same vein they also refuse to divide the Buddha Nature
into two types.*?” Given that the doctrinal contrast between the Tathagatagarbha and New
Yogacara groups, it seems that Ji may well argue for the separation between the two types of the
Buddha Nature as well as the separation between the Unconditioned and Conditioned in

distinction from the Tathagatagarbha views that do not separate them.

There is a more fundamental reason, however, that Ji had to separate the two types of the
Buddha Nature, and the Unconditioned and Conditioned; Ji was able to explain both One

Vehicle and Three Vehicles positions with no contradiction only through separating them.

124?5@754 —fiR - AR - fREA - —AM - BBEE L c FELUKE o HEREES o B -
Bl FLE - BRER - VR4 - BAGE - —HRGN - TEXSHEEEARET - HELHS - 5
A2 - AUHRER AL 22 A - B MRE LA - R ZEAAGR - H#E1fﬂ%ﬁ YIS FopET ek - H
R o BRI Fo3e - FIMBHBE RRE R - fE TR Ai - —fERE - —REATR - B R R
SEIEFBAKET T1782:38.1088a02-11).

125 See n. 61; 62; 63 above. Also see Chapter I1. n. 77.
126 H
See 3, (2) of this chapter.
127 For instance, we saw that Lingrun criticizes the New Yogacara exegetes, who divide the Buddha Nature into

Buddha Nature in Principle and Practice; see 3, (1) of this chapter.
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Without a strict separation, the Tathagatagarbha and New Yogacara positions would be
incompatible or even contradictory due to the mutual inconsistency between their doctrines. Ji

was a New Yogacara exegete who upheld the New Yogacara position to the end,'?

and although
Ji may have accepted the One Vehicle theory in his later period, this acceptance was not a
synthesis between the One Vehicle and Three Vehicles, but a mere coexistence of both positions
without any conflation. In this regard, the strict separation of the two realms of the
Unconditioned and Conditioned, to which the two types of the Buddha Nature are respectively

assigned, was an indispensible condition for Ji’s doctrinal position. In Ji’s system, the One

Vehicle is compatible with the Three Vehicles only to the extent that Principle (C. li #) is

separated from Practice (C. xing 17).

Ji’s strict separation between the Unconditioned and Conditioned realms are also

reflected on his view on the relationship between the Lineage (S. gotra, C. zhongxing f&4:) and

the Buddha Body in the passage of the Shuo Wugoucheng jing, which | have cited above.'® In

128 \We can see that Ji was a strenuous upholder of the doctrine of Five Distinct Lineages until his later period from
the fact that he defines the "Two Vehicles with Fixed Nature" (C. dingxing ersheng &4 —5F), i.e.,
Pratyekabuddha and Sravakas, and the "sentient beings devoid of spiritual lineage" (S. agotra, C. wu zhongxing
frEfE ) as "[those whose] spiritual ability never matures™ (C.gen bushou R 34), while he defines those with
Indeterminate Lineage (S. aniyata-gotra, C. buding zhongxing “~7Ef&14:) as "[those whose] spiritual ability has
not yet matured" (C. gen weishou R >24) in the Yugieshidilun ltezuan I {iiEfitsmlg S (LA A - B
ZHE A o —HRAH o THRARER » YIREME - “ATENE o HUR RSB o BHAE MR o IR RE L
NLRIRE » —HRAFR o ffdE N T AROREN o 8O Ryl Gafnamith smiis 2 T1829:43.169¢09-13)). Ji’s
description of the sentient beings devoid of spiritual lineage as such also appears in the Xuanzan, one of his latest
works; in this text, Ji describes them as such although he is aware that in the Fahua lun ;%ZE:f Vasubandhu
describes the Two Vehicles with the Fixed Nature as "[those whose] spiritual ability has not yet matured" (b3
FEK 2 T1723:34.652¢10-653a18). We thus see that Ji held on to the doctrine of Five Distinct Lineages by
insisting the existence of those who never become a buddha. For detailed discussion on Ji's doctrinal position
represented in the Xuanzan, see Suguro Shinjo i = {=#%, "Kiki no Hokegensan ni okeru Hokekyd kaishaku"
BRODEIFEZRRIC BT 2 AL, in Hokekyo no Chiigoku-teki tenkai: Hokekyo kenkyii
EEESL O REAYER ¢ EFELLHSE, ed. Sakamoto Yukio SANFES (Kydto: Heirakuji Shoten SEEETEE|E,
1972), 352-55.

129 5ee n. 124 above.
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this passage, Ji divides the Lineage into the Uncontaminated (S. andsrava, C. wulou #J) and
Contaminated (S. asrava, C. youlou 757k;), and again divides the Uncontaminated into the

Unconditioned and Conditioned Lineage. Since the Lineage is equivalent to the "[Buddha]

Nature, "%

we may say that this Unconditioned Lineage corresponds to the Buddha Nature in
Principle and the Conditioned Lineage to the Buddha Nature in Practice, thereby implying the
separation between the Buddha Nature in Principle and Practice. Ji then divides each of

Unconditioned and Conditioned Lineage into fettered state (C. zaichan #¥4%) and unfettered
state (C. chuchan H{#%), that is, the unenlightened and enlightened state; when fettered, the

Unconditioned Lineage is named Tathagatagarbha and, when unfettered, it is named the Dharma
Body; when fettered, the Conditioned Lineage is named as "Original Seeds Permeated by

Learning" (C. wenxunxi faerzhongzi i34 g & 7)™ and, when unfettered, as the Reward

Body (S. sambhoga-kaya, C. baoshen #;5)." In this way, Ji takes the position that, whether

130 gee n. 123 above.

3L The "Original Seeds Permeated by Learning" refers to the Uncontaminated Seeds that is permeated by Learning.
In Cheng weishi lun, the Uncontaminated Seeds that are inherent in sentient beings is also referred to as "Original
Seeds" (C. faer zhongzi JAFEFET-), "Inherent Gotra originally obtained"” (C. faer suode benxing zhuxing ;£ At
AN, EEABERAA TEMERE - EEAEEET A HES - SO et = R EE
FER o e iG R E AL TS AN - LSS RE AR A NEEE (RERR
T1585:31.8a29-b05). Since the Uncontaminated Seeds are divided into two types, i.e., "Inherent Gotra" (C.
benxingzhu zhongxing A M:{3:f&#%) and "Developed Gotra"(C. xisuocheng zhongxing & ik f&E#E), or "Innate
Uncontaminated Seeds" (C. benyou wulou zhongzi 4~ fiFE 1) and "Newly Permeated Seeds” (C. xinxun

AR

without distinction. For the equivalent relationship between the Uncontaminated Seeds and the Nature of
Realization, see Chapter I, 2, (6).

CEEE - R AR - EREA - —fERM - FEAT - FELAKE - HERRE - ERT -
Bl E o BRES - —UIRA - BAEWN - ARG - FELSEEEAREET - HEXES - 5
ez o PIBLHRER AL 22 402K - B MRS EARL - N2k - [FEKiE AR - IS heER - B
H R P o R IIRE R3s - PIRRER R pERRR © T8 TSP - AR - TR - B R asGE (R
#EHETHAL AT T1782:38.1088a02-11). There is also another instance that shows that in Ji’s system the Conditioned
Gotra culminates just in the Reward Body, not the Dharma Body. It appears that Ji assigns amalavijiiana, the
purified form of the alayavijiiana, to the "Personal Enjoyment Body" (C. zi shouyong shen 55z &), one of the
two kinds of Reward Body (S. sambhogakaya), on the basis of the Cheng weishi lun. The Cheng weishi lun
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fettered or not, the Buddha Nature of the Unconditioned realm remains separated from the
Buddha Nature of the Conditioned realm. Ji’s description of the Lineages discussed above may

be summarized as the following chart:

Contaminated

Uncontaminated Gotra $i 5 4 Gotra
BN
Unconditioned Gotra 4 24 Conditioned Gotra & &4
Buddha Nature in Principle #{#14: Buddha Nature in Practice {7{#4%
Original Seeds Permeated by Learning
BRE N o825
Fettered _ . AR T
i Tathagatagarbha 4171,
g Inherent Gotra Developed Gotra
AMEAERELE PR
Unfettered .
i Dharma Body J: & Reward Body # &

Chart 3. Ji’s Doctrine of Buddha Nature and its Separation of the Unconditioned and Conditioned

Ji’s view of the separation between the Unconditioned and Conditioned realms makes a
clear contrast to Paramartha’s perspective on the relationship between the Nature of Realization
and the Buddha Bodies. In Chapter I, | discussed that Paramartha's attempts to connect the
Conditioned with the Unconditioned by regarding the Nature of Realization of the Conditioned
realm as the cause of the Dharma Body, that is, the Buddha Body of the Unconditioned realm.**?

In Paramartha’s system, the Nature of Realization, as the basis of enlightenment in sentient

describes two doctrinal positions on the issue of the relationship between the Five Dharmas (C. wufa 7.7£), i.e.,
Thusness and the Four Wisdoms (C. sizhi PU%), and Buddha Bodies (5% T1585:31.58a06-b16). According
to the first position, the Great Perfect Mirror Wisdom, which is the Wisdom associated with amalavijiiana, is
connected to "Self-Nature Body" (C. zixing shen 5 14: &), which is a Unconditioned Buddha Body; on the
contrary, the second position, which represents the Cheng weishi lun’s position, maintains that the Great Perfect
Mirror Wisdom, along with other three Wisdoms, is associated with the Personal Enjoyment Body, which is a
Conditioned Buddha Body. Ji’s association of amalavijiiana with the Conditioned realm is noteworthy, especially
when we recall Paramartha’s binary position in which the amalavijiiana is associated with both the Unconditioned
and Conditioned (see Chapter 11, 2, (4)). For different views on the relationship between Buddha Bodies and Four
Wisdoms and comparison between them, see Hasegawa, "Eshd Konkomyé saishoo kyo sho ni kansuru mondai ko™

208 TR AR . (CRET 5 .

133 See Chapter 11, 2, (6).
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beings, belongs to the Conditioned realm, but it develops into the Dharma Body of the
Unconditioned realm. By contrast, Ji associate the Original Seeds Permeated by Learning, which
is equivalent to the Nature of Realization of Paramartha’s, only to the Reward Body, the Buddha
Body of the Conditioned realm; in other words, the basis of enlightenment of the Conditioned
realm is never connected to the Buddha Body of the Unconditioned. This separation is directly
associated with the the separation between the Buddha Nature in Practice and the Buddha Nature

in Principle.

There is also a notable difference in the interpretation of the notion of the universal
Buddha Nature between Ji and Paramartha. The universal Buddha Nature in Paramartha’s system
corresponds to the Nature of Realization, the basis of enlightenment universally inherent in
sentient beings, and this is also equivalent to the Innate [Buddha] Gotra in Paramartha's
system.*®* Since the Nature of Realization is a Conditioned dharma, the universal Buddha Nature
in Paramartha’s system belongs to the Conditioned realm. For Ji, the universal Buddha Nature,
or the Buddha Nature in Principle, which is named the Tathagatagarbha in fettered condition, is
confined to the Unconditioned realm. While Paramartha’s concept of the Nature of Realization is
the universal Buddha Nature, its equivalent in Ji’s system, that is, the Uncontaminated Seeds, is
not universal, but defined as discriminative ability in sentient beings, which determines the Five
Distinct Lineages. For the sake of comparison, let me attach again the chart on Paramartha’s
Doctrine of Buddha Gotra and His Connection between the Unconditioned and Conditioned

realms, which | have presented in Chapter I1.

134 See Chapter 11, 2, (6).
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Uncontaminated Contaminated

R H

Unconditioned i & Conditioned & &

Innate Gotra {3 (= 4 Derived Gotra 5| 4

(Nature of Realization (Nature of Realization
gt fige 1k
in Original State) in Developed State)

Reward Body #{ & &
Dharma Body /£ & Transformation Body
==

Chart 1. Paramartha’s Doctrine of Buddha Gotra and its Connection between the Unconditioned and Conditioned

5. Concluding Remarks

Xuanzang's transmission of the new Yogacara literature from India instigated the doctrinal
confrontation between the Tathagatagarbha or Mahayamaka position and the New Yogacara
position such as Ji's. This doctrinal contrast emerged as two doctrinal controversies, that is, the
Buddha Nature controversy and the Emptiness-Existence controversy, and this doctrinal
confrontation between the Old and New Yogaraca groups often leads to the presumption of the
antagonistic bifurcation between the Old and New Yogacara, or the Tathagatagarbha and
Yogacara. However, when considering the doctrinal diversity in the Old and New Yogacara
traditions, the controversy between the Old and New Yogacara groups should be confined to two
particular groups, that is, the Tathagatagarbha exegetes who succeeded Tangian's thought and the
New Yogacara exegetes who succeeded Ji's scholastic position. In this respect, Ji's New
Yogacara position, which has been considered as the standard doctrinal model to represent the
whole New Yogacara, should be reexamined as one of the several scholastic positions in the

New Yogacara tradition.
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CHAPTER IV. Synthesis of the Old and New Yogacara Systems: Wonhyo and Fazang's

Interpretations of the Awakening of Faith

1. Social Background and the Emergence of the Awakening of Faith

During the late seventh through early eighth century, the Emptiness-Existence controversy
became prominent. After Xuanzang's translation of the Mahaprajiiaparamitasitra, the Section
on Maxim of Prajiia's statements on the universal tathagatagarbha present in all sentient beings
were accepted as the authoritative position of the Madhyamaka, while Ji's Yogacara group
claimed that the universal tathagatagarbha just refers to the Buddha Nature in Principle and
sentient beings have a differing capability for enlightenment. Huizhao, for instance, one of Ji’s
disciples, alludes to the Emptiness-Existence controversy between Dharmapala and
Bhavaviveka, and in his Nengxian zhongbian huiri lun SE88 3222 H 34 criticizes Fabao J A2
(ca. 627-705), who claims that all sentient beings equally have the Buddha Nature in both levels
of Principle and Practice.”? Wanch’iik also addresses the Emptiness-Existence controversy in the
Bore boluomi duoxin jingzan fi7E087 & 2 2% 4% by citing *Bandhuprabha (alt. *Prabhamitra;
ca. seventh century; C. Qinguang i), the putative author of the Buddhabhumi-sastra

({3511 4% 24) as well as a disciple of Dharmapala.® Fazang, a contemporary of Huizhao, records in

the Huayanjing tanxuan ji F£gz2&5E 250 that he heard from Divakara (fl. 676-688; C. Rizhao

LHSAEET - OER B o SRR E R o BN ER SR - AR
(FRMESR 3R T F60% T1832:43.660a13-15).

% See Chapter 111, n. 46.
PO TAEC AT A B T ER 2 A TR - 02— THEGEEIE S B A S B i

—HEW _EHEE - ROABEARETIZATIBNE  BYFEERERA SIRA - AT E A
122 O PRZZSh (R M B &R 2 20, 048 T1711:33.544a16-21).
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H &) in 684 (SZHHTTAE) about the controversy between Silabhadra (529-645; C. Jiexian 7 E)
of Dharmapala’s line and Jiianaprabha (d.u.; C. Zhiguang %53¢) of Bhavaviveka’s line*; in the
Shi‘ermenlun zongshiyiji + —F9:m5~ 24 a0, written around when Fazang met Divakara,

Fazang also argues that the two positions of Emptiness and Existence should not be in opposition
but in cooperation with each other.® It was in this circumstance that such exegetes as Wonhyo
and Fazang began to seek a way to reconcile the discord between the Madhyamaka and the

Yogacara.

It was the AMF that Wonhyo and Fazang paid attention to in order to resolve the conflicts
between the Madhyamaka and the Yogacara. The AMF is well known for its synthesis of the
Tathagatagarbha and Yogacara systems. The AMF's statement that the rathagatagarbha and the
alayavijiiana are unified in a manner that is 'neither identical nor different’ (C. feiyi feiyi
JE—JE#)® was regarded as a clue to the solution of the doctrinal contradiction between
Madhyamaka and Yogacara exegetes; Madhyamaka exegetes were considered to take the

position that all sentient beings were tathagatagarbha on the basis of the Section on Maxim of

Prajiia, whereas the Yogacara exegetes regarded alayavijiiana, the fundamental consciousness of

¢ XUAB SCHTCAE T - SEMB RS = R A - BEE H I o P AR SRR AR o RIS -
PeIgEE TR — BB I HIREE DA - ZREi s - SRR ZANHIESF[ER A — R EEERAT - —FAHCE -
DL o WtHfEE R o eI - BRBIEE - BEERIK - AREAMZAOHA - HSRZEELE—AME -

DARASER - 20N E] (FERR KR 2050 T1733:35.111¢08-16). Also see Introduction, n. 16 and n. 18.

> For example, Fazang says that Bhavaviveka and Dharmapila are not mutually refuting, but cooperating with each
other; {ATHUARIE: (% HRAT - FARBID « & « BT o SERATE o W% o BARAEN o R -
MRRLTAE - SRER - SUSRESNA S % - SRR  HMEIELOR  EREREEEE  QIFR
TEHELTH « BEUREAETN AW o ARG ENEZE - SRR - SEEEFWETH - 4I5F -
TR A RE 222 - DUEAR SR EIATA - AN EBINEMEZ 22 - iU RRZERL » BN ZEt (RiEsEn 1
FEr T1832:43.660a13-15).

CLAERE  RWATEEE E WL FTEE R AR RBLAE RS > JE— IR SRR (TR S
T1666:32.576b07-09). Wonhyo and Fazang explains that the ‘neither arising nor ceasing' (“~4:4J) here refers
to the tathagatagarbha in their commentaries (RN AR © 2 FAIPKGE GEE(SEm BT T1844:44.208012); A
F o e BAAGRDE L (ROGEE(SEm a0 T1846:44.254bc08-09)).
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the sentient beings, as impure by denying the Madhyamaka view. In other words, the AMF’s
perspective that the tathagatagarbha and the alayavijiiana are unified to each other provided a
solution to the doctrinal tension between the Madhyamaka view focused on the aspect of Truth

(C. zhen iE) and the Yogacara position oriented to the aspect of Delusion (C. wang %).’

Whether the tathagatagarbha and alayavijiiana was identical to or separate from each
other was a long-standing problem that had emerged at the incipiency of the East Asian
Yogacara tradition. | have discussed in Chapter | that the Northern and Southern Dilun schools
adopted distinct doctrinal positions in regards to the issue of the relationship between the
tathagatagarbha and alayavijiiana. The Northern school, which found the basis of all
phenomena in impure alayavijiiana, is doctrinally connected to the ten-fascicle
Lankavatarasitra, according to which the tathagatagarbha and alayavijiiana are identical on the
one hand and are separate on the other; the Southern school, which viewed the rathagatagarbha
as the basis of phenomena, maintained that the tathagatagarbha and alayavijiiana are identical,
by drawing upon the four-fascicle Lanikavatarasiitra. This issue of the relationship between the
tathdagatagarbha and alayavijiiana continued to the Shelun school in the late sixth century. |
have proposed in Chapter Il that Paramartha and Tangian’s Shelun thought, which have
traditionally regarded as one scholastic school, should be distinguished from each other, and that
Paramartha’s position may be connected to the Northern school’s and Tangian’s to the Southern

school’s. In this light, we may say that the problem of the relationship between the

" The fact that many commentarial works of the AMF were compiled subsequently after Wonhyo and Fazang wrote
their commentaries suggests that the AMF drew attention from contemporary Buddhist thinkers as a text to solve
the Emptiness-Existence controversy. For instance, in Korea the AMF was studied mostly during the Silla period
by such exegetes as Wonhyo, Kyonghting (ca. 7th century), Taeyon X137 (d.u.), Stingjang fi%:H (ca. 7-8th
century), and Taehyon, totaling more than ten works; after this period until the Choson period, only two more
works by Yuil H— (1720-1799) and Uiso 52 (1746-1796) are found; see Pak T’aewon B}FE]<1, "Silla Pulgyo
Ui Taesiing kisillon yon'gu" $rEgEAE2rS) KIS 1145, Silla munhwaje haksul palp'yohoe nonmun chip
e ShA| 2 3 3] = 14 (1992): 49.
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tathdagatagarbha and alayavijiiana was a sustained issue throughout the East Asian Yogacara
tradition, and the Emptiness-Existence controversy may also be seen as a phenomenon derived
from the disagreement between those who advocated the identity or the lack of distinction and

those who defended the distinction between the tathagatagarbha and alayavijiiana.

The emergence of the AMF during this time as well may be seen in this respect as a part
of the enduring efforts in the East Asian Buddhist tradition to explain the relationship between
the tathagatagarbha and alayavijiiana. In fact, Wonhyo and Fazang were not the first exegetes to
note the AMF's potential for resolving the tension between the tathagatagarbha and
alayavijiiana. The AMF is also known as the Shelun school's canonical base; Tangian and other
exegetes influenced by Tangian’s Shelun thought, such as Tanyan and Huiyan, left commentaries
to the AMF,? and Paramartha and his chief disciple Huikai also wrote commentaries, although
they are not extant.” Moreover, the Chinese translation of the AMF is traditionally attributed to
Paramartha, though this attribution has been one of the most controversial issues revolving
around the AMF,™ and there has been scholarly tendency to relate Paramartha’s synthetic

Yogacara thought to the AMF’s synthesis between the tathagatagarbha and alayavijiana.**

& The Sinp'yon chejong kyojang ch'ongnok H4R=8 522 5#%445% records that Tangian composed the Dasheng gixinlu
shu in three rolls (KIEHE(SE ... Hi =% 2Bl TRt =808 445% T2184:55.1174¢28-1175a03) ), but it is
not extant. It is known that Tanyan wrote the Qixinlun yishu #2{Zzm ¥ Fi (X755), and Huiyuan wrote the
Dasheng qixinlun yishu A SERE(SmFEFT (T1843).

® The Toiki dentd mokuroku B335 {##% H $% records that Paramartha composed the Dasheng gixinlun xuanwen
KRIEHE(S 523 in twenty rolls (T2183:55.1158¢14), and the Sinp'yon chejong kyojang ch'ongnok records that
Zhikai (a.k.a. Huikai) wrote the Dasheng gixinlun yishu ASE#E(S 5w LR in one roll (B4R =820 4E 8%
T2184:55.1174a01). Besides, the Dasheng gixinlun yixin ermen dayi AK€t (Esm — 0 _F9AZ is also recorded
as Zhikai's work, but its authorship is suspected (see Ono Genmyd /NEFZ<#) and Maruyama Takao FLLLIZ=,
Bussho kaisetsu daijiten ffZf#z7 A EEHL, 15 vols., vol. 7 (Tokyd: Daitd Shuppansha A 5 H i tf, 1974-1988),
285-86).

191t was Fazang that first mentioned Paramartha as the translator of the AMF (K IEHE (S50 T1846:44.246a15-

b08). For the detailed information about the issues and distinct views regarding the provenance of the AMF, see
Kashiwagi Hiroo fAR5AHE, Daijo kishin ron no kenkyii: Daijé kishin ron no seiritsu ni kansuru shiryoron teki
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There are problems, however, in the connection of Paramartha’s thought to the AMF in
association with fact that the AMF was one of the doctrinal bases of the Shelun school. One of
the problems is that, as discussed in Chapter Il, unlike the scholarly view to date, Paramartha
describes such a doctrine of amalavijiiana in terms of a gradual scheme of cultivation; the
perspective that amalavijiiana is achieved at the end of the gradual process of cultivation does
not parallel the notion of the tathagatagarbha, and in this respect the connection of Paramartha’s

perspective to the tathagatagarbha thought of the AMF is questionable.

On the other hand, there are also problems in understanding the AMF as a
Tathagatagarbha text on the basis of the synthetic model as defined by Fazang in his commentary.

Fazang interpreted the AMF as a Tathagatagarbha text that synthesizes Truth (C. zhen &; C.
zhenru =%[1) and Delusion (C. wang %; C. wuming #&0H) by classifying the AMF as the
"Teaching of Dependent Origination from the Tathagatagarbha™ (C. rulaizang yuangi zong
YA 4% EE5%) in his doctrinal taxonomy described in the Dasheng gixinlun

yiji ATRAE(E5hFES0 (hereafter Yiji).*? Although scholars have indicated interpretative
differences between Fazang and other major commentators such as Wonhyo, Fazang’s longer

commentary, the Yiji, which also includes significant part of Wonhyo’s Kisillon so #2({Z & Fi

and Taesiing kisillon pyolgi KIS 67150 (hereafter Pyolgi),"® seems to have been regarded

kenkyii RIFGEE(SEROWITE : RIFHAZEm DO RILICEI 4 2 ERERAIISE (Tokyd BI5L: Shunjusha FHKEL,
1981). Also see Keng, "Yogacara Buddhism transmitted or transformed? Paramartha (499--569) and his Chinese
interpreters,” 105-29.

1 See Chapter II, 1.

12 gee Introduction, n. 18.

N

3 For Fazang’s reliance on Wonhyo’s commentaries, see Hirakawa Akira S)1|&2, Daijé kishin ron K IS5,
Butten koza {ff #iz#% 88 22 (Tokyo: Daizd Shuppan KJg iR, 1973), 399; Kashiwagi, Daijo kishin ron no kenkyii:
Daijé kishin ron no seiritsu ni kansuru shiryoron teki kenkyi XIEE(SHDOWTSE
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as the definitive commentary on the AMF. However, considering that Paramartha's and Tangian's
doctrinal positions constitute distinct Shelun lines, as discussed in Chapter 1l, Wonhyo’s
understanding of the AMF shows a striking similarity to Paramartha’s thought. By analyzing the
two exegetes’ commentaries of the AMF, this chapter will suggest in this regard that the
difference between Wonhyo and Fazang in understanding the AMF reflects ongoing speculation
in East Asian Yogacara history on the fundamental issue of the relationship between

tathagatagarbha and alayavijiiana.

2. Wonhyo and Fazang’s Reconciliation between Madhyamaka and Yogacara and the

Differences in their Perspectives
(1) Wonhyo's Binary Perspective

The bottom line of the Emptiness-Existence controversy between the Madhyamaka’s view that
all sentient beings are Tathagatagarbha and the Yogacara perspective that all sentient beings do
not have the universal Buddha Nature at a practical level is that while the former does not
distinguish the Buddha Nature in Principle and Practice, the latter does. In other words, the

Madhyamaka emphasizes the aspect of the Truth (C. zhen (&) by indistinguishing the two types

of Buddha Nature from each other, while the Yogacara focuses on the aspect of the Delusion (C.

wang %) by separating one from the other. This matter of distinction or lack of distinction

RIS EORNILICEE 4 A BRIERAYISE: 32; Yi P’yongnae ©| 3 2, Silla Pulgyo Yoraejang sasang yon'su
Al &3 o] 2 A9 - (Seoul: Minjoksa 7154}, 1996), 131-36.

166



between the two types of Buddha Nature is also associated with the issue of distinction or lack of

distinction between the Unconditioned and Conditioned realms.**

The rubric of "the One Mind and its two aspects" (C. yixin ermen —,(» _[') of the AMF
in this regard contains a possible solution to the doctrinal contradiction between the
Madhyamaka and the Yogacara, since the two aspects of the One Mind, "the Thusness Aspect"

(C. xin zhenru men ;> E4[1[9) and "the Production and Cessation Aspect™ (C. xin shengmie men
LMEJEPY), correspond respectively to the Unconditioned and Conditioned realms.™ Although

Wonhyo and Fazang both noted this rubric of the AMF, however, Wonhyo's and Fazang’s
perspectives on the relationship between the two aspects in their commentaries on the AMF are

very distinct from each other.

Wonhyo considers the Conditioned realm as not separate from the Unconditioned on the
basis of the assertion in the AMF that the fathagatagarbha, the 'neither-arising-nor-ceasing' (C.

busheng bumie “~ 4=, is unified with the alayavijiana in a neither identical nor different

1 See Chapter 111, 4, (4).

> In case of Wonhyo, there have been several views on what the two aspects exactly refer to, and scholars have
mostly regarded them respectively as the Madhyamaka and the Yogacara. However, as Pak T'aewon points out,
the two aspects do not directly refer to the Madhyamaka and the Yogacara, although Wonhyo apparently attempts
to compromise the dispute between them through the AMF (see Pak T'aewon 2 E 91, "Wonhyo i Kisillon kwan
ihae riil tulldssan munjechdm sogo: Pyclgi taetiimun kujol iii ihae riil chungsim tiro" 1 & 2] (5 imBl o] 3l &
el AR NE THEL KESCTA ] o]l & S S 2, Tongyang ch'olhak & %57 8+ 1(1990): 1-6).
Pak also mentions some scholars, such as Ch'oe Yujin, who suspect this attribution by indicating that Wonhyo
attributes the Buddha Nature or the Original Awakening, the principle (K. i #!) of the aspect of Production and
Cessation, to such scriptures as the Nirvana Sitra and the Avatamsakasiitra, which is not directly associated with
the Yogacara teaching ("For the principle in the aspect of True Suchness, [...] we provisionally establish such
names as Suchness (E.4[) or Truthful Reality (&£), as all the Prajiiaparamita-sitras, such as the
Mahaprajiiaparamita-sitra, teach; for the principle in the aspect of Production and Cessation, [...] we
provisionally establish such names as Buddha Nature or Original Awakening, as the Nirvana Sitra and the
Avatamsakasitra teach™: EXIPTHFERFEE - BEHEAINN IS o MANIRME o AR - AT - A
[Z 5 o NEIRIEE « RREFTH o BOTEAE RS - R mEEERCE &ATER o A2 - P - BEE
HESHEA A - MR SFEEZME - BIEHG - At - 8T BATAL - mEMIES « RILFd - &L
HEAEE Y - QRSB CE PR (KRS SJET T.1845:44.227¢22-29)). See Ch'oeYujin 3 #-71,
"Wénhyo Ui hwajaeng sasang yon'gu" JCBE2] FIF5 LA #58 (Ph.D. Dissertation, Seoul National Universtiy,
1988), 16.
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condition.'® The AMF describes the tathagatagarbha as the unchanging substratum of all
phenomena by comparing it to the ocean from which numerous waves arise,'” and also addresses
it as the dharma of Thusness (C. zhenru fa E%17£), which is inherent in all sentient beings and
prompts them to pursue nirvana when permeation (C. xunxi &3, S. vasana) occurs.*® Wonhyo
also defines the tathagatagarbha as the 'Innately Pure Mind' (S. prakrti-prabhdasvara-citta, C.
zixing quingjing xin M5 50),1° which is tainted by Delusion.? In this way, the
tathagatagarbha, though being permanent itself, is engaged with impermanent dharmas, and thus
has the connotation that the Unconditioned and Conditioned are connected to each other.
Wonhyo also clearly says that it is in order to remove the attachment to the view of separation

between the [Absolute] Truth (K. chin &) and Convention (K. sok {#) that the AMF states that
the 'neither-arising-nor-ceasing’ is unified with the 'arising and ceasing’ (C. shengmie 4=3%).% In
this way, Wonhyo agrees with the Madhyamaka position that all sentient beings are

tathagatagarbha by connecting the Unconditioned with the Conditioned.

16 See n. 6 above.

VAU A B R o A AR - JEETIER AIE o AR KRB Bl KAR B A A
B - TAIEENME > SR E R ENH AR - RPN R S 5 T1666:32.576¢09-13).

Y ENERER M A2 —% - ABHEEY > % AEY - AEEEEE - HEATk B
A AN EEEE - RN - IRIL T HFEEEE - DA gECRAERVEIES - SOR0R% - B
ECEHEEANE - #0817 CRIEE(SHR T1666:32.578019-24).

Wonhyo states that Thusness that becomes permeated refers to the "Naturally Pure Original Awakening" (K.
songjong pongak ;544 ). Since the Original Awakening is another name for the tathagatagarbha (see n. 26
below), we see that Wonhyo connects the tathagatagarbha to the notion of Thusness.

W WP S RAN AR T A 0 o EMETTL © A (R (S3hiET T1844:44.208b07-08).

2 AR A A MR AR A A - EOTFMES - AL ER S o EPEmNEE S
AT o FREEH - IR AEEE o BMIEE o HET THI - B0 BRI, o JREER] TR - BB INEEE - A
WASGRUE B - FEEMEIEIE A AF - FRIRILSE - B ER A RERFIES o SOAGH SR T -
ZEDRAE (GRE{S3mbt T1844:44.214c07-14).

2L, RISINAE. BIGERRIESE, BEMIARTEIZIT. R R A SR (KIS 5

3C T1845:44.229a19-21).
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While Wonhyo accepts the AMF’s unification of the tathagatagarbha and alayavijiiana
as the connection between the Unconditioned and Conditioned on the one hand, he also
distinguishes the tathagatagarbha of the Production and Cessation Aspect from the Thusness of
the Thusness Aspect, on the other. Wonhyo's distinction between them represents in his

understanding of the AMF's attribution of the three "Greatnesses" (C. sanda = X) of the
Mabhayana, i.e., "Greatness of Essence"” (C. tida #5 X)), "Characteristics" (C. xiangda FHX),
"Functions" (C. yongda F2x),% to the two aspects of the One Mind. The AMF says that the

Thusness aspect contains the Essence of the Mahayana, while the Production and Cessation

aspect has the "Self-Essence" (C. ziti 5%%), Characteristics, and Functions.? In commenting on

this passage, Wonhyo distinguishes the "Essence” of the Thusness aspect from the "Self-essence"
of the Production and Cessation aspect by saying that there is a "profound reason" why the AMF
names the Essence of the aspect of Thusness the "Essence,"” while it names the Production and
Cessation aspect the "Self-Essence."?* Since Wonhyo says that the Essence of the Mahayana in
the Production and Cessation aspect refers to the mind of the Original Awakening (C. benjue xin

AE0,),2° which is another name for the tathdgatagarbha,26 we see that he distinguishes the

%2 The Greatness of Essence refers to the Thusness itself, which is universal in all phenomena and neither-
increasing-nor-decreasing; the Greatness of Characteristics to the myriad virtues that the tathagatagarbha
contains; the Greatness of Functions to wholesome causes and effects in the mundane and supramundane world.

Fiess  AA=M - 2 k=" —%& A SFH—VUNEREAIFERERE - =% ~ AR SFHUGHE
BB MEINES - =% ~ IR sedi— VI ~ HitHEZ RS (KSR (S5 T1666:32.575¢25-28).

2RLEAAE - B REET TR RO AP - AETRBERTT B S (RS (SR T1666:32.575023-
25).

#REMPIhE S AT o AWMPIR YT ERSE o AR - BT - HEEED (EEmeT
T1844:44.206b14-16).

P SRR TERSE . BURAERPIN AR (RS 3ET T1844:44.206012-13).
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tathagatagarbha of the Production and Cessation aspect from the Thusness of the Thusness
aspect. In other words, Wonhyo not only accepts the Madhyamaka view that they are not
distinguished, as mentioned above, but also endorses the Yogacara position that the

Unconditioned and Conditioned are distinguished from each other.

Wonhyo’s binary position that the Thusness and tathagatagarbha are paradoxically both
distinguished and not distinguished from each other is based on his understanding of the notion
of tathagatagarbha. In Wonhyo’s system, the tathagatagarbha is explained as potential
enlightenment, which manifests itself through a gradual process of cultivation, in distinction
from achieved or completed enlightenment; yet, upon the achievement of the perfect
enlightenment, one realizes that the potential enlightenment is not different from the perfect
enlightenment. Wonhyo’s binary understanding of the tathagatagarbha is reflected on his

explanation of the concepts of "Unawakening" (C. bujue N&),"Acquired Awakening" (C shijue
15%2), and "Original Awakening" (C. benjue 4<%&). The mind, when unrealized by Delusion in
the state of Unawakening (K. mumyong pulgak f#HH~N&), transmigrates within the Six
Destinies (K. yukch 'wi 75#); but when permeated (K. hunsup B35, S. vasana) by Original

Awakening, the mind starts to pursue nirvana through the process of the Acquired Awakening
until it retrieves the Original Awakening and realizes that the mind has never changed or been

deluded.?’

% Wanhyo says that the Original Awakening, the nature of Tathagata hidden in the Production and cessation aspect,
is named the tathagatagarbha; Xtt—UEGA AR o MBI o BUAIFTURZ PERR AR - #4
YAGE, (FE(SEmFi T1844:44.206¢18-20).

T YAILIUAE R B o SYBL—R0UAE © DABHPURIPEEE - ARIHAIRIEIIAR S Y 1) - FAARSEES S - B
L - A - REIR=FF - JENER - SRAE R BT - fERERYE L - B[R AR - 465 Y Z A -

BERNIE - BT BOAIEFTE) (FE(S3hE T1844:44.209¢18-23). This passage appears right after Wonhyo
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Wonhyo’s explanation of the four stages of the Acquired Awakening also shows his
binary understanding of the tathagatagarbha. Wonhyo divides the level of the Acquired
Awakening into four stages in association with "four Marks" (C. sixiang PU£H), i.e., arising (C.
sheng 4), abiding (C. zhu {3), changing (C. yi £) and ceasing (C. mie JJ), that is, modes of
consciousness of four groups of sentient beings at particular soteriological stages.”® Each of the
four Marks is said to be eliminated by attaining a particular level of the Acquired Awakening in
a corresponding soteriological stage.” To the question of whether the four Marks occur
simultaneously or successively, Wonhyo answers that these four Marks are both simultaneous
and successive in somewhat paradoxical way; Wonhyo says that they are simultaneous in terms

of the Essence (K. ch’e #8) of the mind, but successive in terms of the Functions (K. yong F); or

simultaneous when enlightened, but successive before enlightened.*® Then Wanhyo connects this

comments on the Acquired Awakening through the concept of the "four Marks" (C. sixiang PO4H), i.e., arising (C.
sheng #2), abiding (C. zhu I), changing (C. yi %) and ceasing (C. mie 7).

% Based on the AMF, Wanhyo explains the arising, abiding, changing and ceasing is overcome respectively by
bodhisattvas in the stage of Perfect Enlightenment (K. muguji #£353; a.k.a., K. riinggak Z558), bodhisattvas on
the ten stages, bodhisattvas in the stage of ten understandings (K. siphae +fi#; a.k.a., K. sipchu £-{3:) and above,
and ordinary beings in the stage of ten faiths (K. sipsin +{Z); see #2{SzmFit T1844:44.209¢25-210c08.

2 Wanhyo explains that the four Marks of arising, abiding, changing and ceasing are eliminated by attaining
respectively the four levels of the Acquired Awakening, i.e., "Ultimate Awakening" (C. jiujing jue F&=4&),
"Approximate Awakening" (C. suifen jue [§43%"), "Semblance Awakening" (C. xiangsi jue fH1L/&), and
"Unawakening" (C. bujue “~%&); see #E{SzmFi T1844:44.209¢25-210c08.

[ o JLepPUtH o RyEEIR o BRItk o PLETATEE - FERD o SRRV BIGER] - FRIEHD - T It
EFFIIA - A - KR RIUA - VRSN - PUAIAT(R © FHATTRET - BEIG 72 - BE[RIITLYT - £
EFIIA - SAHRE - BRKERTRIUM - S ERMAE - DAEZIM - RImIUHEATR 2R - 85
HFFTA - BEEIL - SESRE - IWRASRWE UM - SEVUHE - Bifg8% - BT ot - (ARFA (FBIE
b T1844:44.209a23-b02).
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dualistic feature of the four Marks to the AMF’s statement that the [neither-arising-nor-ceasing]

Innately Pure Mind is moved by the wind of Delusion.**

Wonhyo’s division of the Original Awakening into two types, "Original Awakening that

Accords with the Taints" (K. suyom pon'gak g4 A*2) and "Naturally Pure Original
Awakening" (K. songjong pon'gak ;5 4%) may be also understood from this binary

perspective. These two types of Original Awakening first appear in his Kisillon so, and later
Fazang follows Wonhyo’s terminology. According to Wonhyo, the Original Awakening that
Accords with the Taints refers to the Original Awakening while it accords with the defilements
of phenomenal world*?; the Naturally Pure Original Awakening refers to the essence of the
Original Awakening.* Since the former Original Awakening is related to the phenomenal world,
it may be said that it corresponds to the changing aspect of the tathagatagarbha that is unified
with the alayavijiiana; since the latter refers to the basic quality itself of the enlightenment; it
seems to correspond to the unchanging aspect of the tathagatagarbha. In this respect, Wonhyo

connects these two types of Original Awakening respectively to the Acquired and Original

S REEM o FOUMEATER WA o TR E O - RO AET o SREARE S IUAT
LIRS - BIAES « RN Frss) « 1EKAESE - AR RAE - thim N X B A O R EE) -
IESEIE (RE(S5mER T1844:44.209b02-10).

% The AMF says that when analyzed in its relation with the defilements of phenomenal world, the Original
Awakening has two attributes (C. xiang £H), i.e., the attribute of "Purity of Wisdom" (C. zhijing xiang £#;51H)
and "Inconceivable activities" (C. busiyi yexiang -~ E&E2EAM); 182 » KEFELL » 9 FI4E _fEH » B AER
FEFEHE - =R — 7 —F ~ B 3 - AEEEEM ORI (53R T71666:32.576c05-07). Thus we know
that what is discussed here is the Original Awakening which is related with the defilements of the phenomenal
world.

% At this part, the AMF discusses the characteristics of the essence of the Awakening (C. juetixiang %4H) have
four meanings, i.e., truly empty mirror (C. rushi kong jing #1&Z=$%), mirror of causal permeation (C.yin xunxi
jing [RIEZ 3 $%), mirror free from contaminated phenomena (C. fa chuli jing J&H &$%), and mirror of conditional
permeation (C. yuan xunxi jing 42 E§%). In commenting on the part, Wonhyo says that this passage is about the
characteristics of the Natually Pure Original Awakening (182X LA N R ER M S AVE. > #H; #E(S 5w ET
T1844:44.211c01-02), and thus we know that Wonhyo considers the essence of the Awakening as the Natually
Pure Original Awakening.
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Awakening, and he also relates these two Awakenings to the Reward Body and the Dharma
Body.>* Viewed in this light, we may say that the Original Awakening that Accords with Taints
is another name of the Acquired Awakening. Wonhyo’s paradoxical division of the Original
Awakening into these two kinds, one changing and the other unchanging, again shows his binary

doctrinal feature.

It is through the concept of "Permeation by Thusness" (C. zhenru xunxi E 415 7) that

Wonhyo explains the process by which the tathagatagarbha develops into a fully manifested
enlightenment. While explaining the AMF’s passage on the Original Awakening that Accords
with Taints, Wonhyo says that on the reliance of the power of Thusness that internally permeates

(K. naehun NE£), one can practice at the "Stage of Accumulation [of Good Roots]" (K.
charyang wi &}&{17, S. sambharavastha), then cultivate in the Bodhisattva Stages, until the
practitioner reaches the stage of Perfect Enlightenment (K. muguji #35H; a.k.a., K. fiinggak
“:53) hence revealing the neither-arising-nor-ceasing nature®; on the contrary, in case of the
"Permeation by Delusion"” (C. wuming xunxi 4#HH 52%), in which Delusion permeates the

Thusness, the deluded mind arises and all levels of sentient beings are bound to samsaric
revolution.® What should be noted in Wanhyo’s explanation of the Permeation by Thusness or
Delusion is that occurrence of these permeations are explained separately, unlike Fazang’s

explanation of them as occurring simultaneously, as | will discuss soon below in the next section.

B IUPF RIAH ORI R0 - BB IR 2 o SR o RIEEE o D2 ISR - It
BRI SR A (R - (WHESIRE 75 - EASAS 7 M (EE(E5mIT T1844:44.211c21-25).

SUTEENEEE - EHEWENE T o RLENEEEE - S5t L OEET - EEEIEETE -
R A G sk N AR 2 « BEARAERNR M - SEHAGEHEIAS (BE(S5mET T1844:44.211a14-
18).

% See Wonhyo’s explanation of the permeation by the defiled dharmas (C. ranfa Z%%) in B {Z3hiET
T1844:44.217b10-c02.
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In other words, for Wonhyo these permeations have the aspect of a gradual process toward either
enlightenment or samsara, Fazang explains them as a consistent state of the interaction between

the two permeations.

The AMF’s doctrine of the Permeation by Thusness is generally seen as deviating from
mainstream Buddhist theory, because Thusness is typically categorized as an Unconditioned
dharma, which is considered as not interacting with Conditioned dharmas.*” Wonhyo, however,
presents a clear explanation about this seeming doctrinal discrepancy. He says that the concept of
Thusness, which the AMF says permeates or is permeated by Delusion, refers just to the
Naturally Pure Original Awakening of the Production and Cessation aspect, not the Thusness of
the Thusness aspect because the latter cannot produce phenomena.®® In other words, he follows
the standard theory by confining the phenomenon of permeation to the Production and Cessation
aspect, viz., the Conditioned realm. It appears that the pervasive view that the AMF doctrine of
the Permeation by Thusness diverges from the standard theory is based on Fazang’s
interpretation of the AMF, because although Fazang also says that the permeation of Thusness
only happens in the Production and Cessation aspect, in Fazang’s system, as | will discuss in the
next section, the Thusness between the two aspects are not distinguished. For Fazang, the
Thusness of the Conditioned realm does not have any different quality, or the Essence, from that
of the Thusness of the Unconditioned realm, while Wonhyo distinguishes the Essence of the

Production and Cessation aspect from that of the Thusness aspect as examined above.

%" See Chapter 11, n.73 and n. 77.
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Wonhyo’s connection of the Unconditioned and Conditioned realm on the basis of the
gradual model of the tathagatagarbha culminates in his understanding of the One Mind, the
central doctrine of the AMF. Wonhyo says that when one reaches the "Final stage” (K. kugyong
wi 227, S. *nisthavastha) after eliminating all the four Marks, the Acquired Awakening is not
distinguished from the Original Awakening and the mind returns to the base, that is, the One
Mind.*® In other words, it is not until the tathagatagarbha, the potential enlightenment, becomes
manifested as the complete form of enlightenment after a process of practice that the mind goes
back to the base.® On the other hand, the One Mind is described as always existing along with

all dharmas; the AMF says that it encompasses all supramundane (C. chu shijian fa St %)
and mundane dharmas (C. shijian fa t#;2)* and Wonhyo also says that the One Mind is the
single dharma realm (K. il popkye —3£51).** The One Mind cannot be attained until after a

process of practice in one sense, but it has been always existing, or permanent, in the other sense;

the One Mind also thus has the dualistic meaning of changing and unchanging.

P LT o BRI o M OME o S LEARL - . SEIAL - SRR o B0 - EAREE) - i
FREROM - LEVEE - EERTE - 2R - . SERE - EE 0 o EAURKER RO o L8]
EE - MR RAR o iR EEATTRSE (E(5mET T1844:44.211¢21-25).

%0 In fact, beside "One Mind and Two Aspects,” Wonhyo also uses a phrase of "Two Aspects and One Mind" (K.

imun ilsim —[9—0) (w2 8. BEEAZE., FAlEERE 2 R h5., Gl -0 AR (BEmET
T1844:44.202b18-19)), and it seems likely that this latter expression represents the gradual process from the stage
of the Two Aspects to the stage of the One Mind.
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Further, as regards to the One Mind itself, Wonhyo describes the One Mind as embracing
myriads of distinct meanings without any confusion or contradiction,*® hence implying that the
One Mind encompasses not only binary meanings but also all kinds of possible distinctions in
harmony. The One Mind is in this light the ultimate reality, which contains all dharma
harmoniously in itself. Yet, the One Mind also accepts impermanence or change precisely
because it encompasses all dharmas, and Wonhyo also says that the aspect of arising-and-ceasing

(K. saengmyol 4=3%) and the aspect of permanence (K. sangju ‘#{}:) do not impede each other.**

This ultimate state of harmony of the One Mind is attributed by Wonhyo to the teaching of the

Avatamsakasiitra &

It is through the binary approach that Wonhyo resolves the doctrinal conflict between the
Madhyamaka and Yogacara. The distinction between the rathagatagarbha, the potential
enlightenment, of the Production and Cessation aspect and the Thusness of the Thusness aspect
reflects the Yogacara position that separates the Unconditioned and Conditioned; his

understanding of the tathagatagarbha as the universal capacity for enlightenment inherent in

PR E - BEHAE - BAEREE Y B hoE - ST 0 AR - P92 A - RERIAEL - £
B2 % - [F—LIRRL - ELBEE BAF - TIHAERE - BT A - &AM - TS - WK - 25
IS Z 4ty - EEZ et (RES5mpT T1844:44.202b18-23).

* In the Taesting kisillon pyolgi, Wonhyo attributes the aspect of arising-and-ceasing and the aspect of permanence
respectively to the positions of the Mahayanasamgraha and the AMF; the former aspect corresponds to the
position of the Mahayanasamgraha in that the phenomena (K. mal =) exist depending on the basis (K. pon ),
while the latter aspect to that of the AMF in that the Acquired Awakening is free from the arising-and-ceasing by
becoming identical to the Original Awakening. Although only the aspect of permanence is attributed to the AMF,
it seems that this is because Wonhyo just confine this interpretation to this part of the AMF; &S 68 EHA A
BRI © ARl - AR s - ABLE M o RRIA - HEIELE - T2 - & BRI - #HR
HHE - ME R TR - EAERE - BREL - SERE - BERAFEEER - S - ES -
AAEERE « RIOES - IRE AT © SERETERR - BUAEGIE - BHECREEARE - SRHEE S -
MERIARETE - BH T « (IKATEREE R - (RERBAER - ARE ETBYE - U—akiE - =R
HH—SH ISR IE0 T1845:44.232b02-11).

* This passage comes right after the above passage; 41{l——FFL w77 o R 77 o NEFETL o b
& o MEEMEEE o AR HITER - WIEBRKE L - REgE = - HIFREE o EREATE - JERRE
o RGHUEA: - RGHUER - EEAEK - FRREERERS - S " T o Zuli—3 - AMHGE KFEE
HAlEC T1845:44.232011-17).
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sentient beings parallels the Mahayana view of the lack of distinction between the two realms. In
other words, unlike the Madhyamaka, which makes no separation between the Unconditioned
and Conditioned by defending the doctrine of the universal Buddha Nature of all sentient beings,
Wonhyo states that the un-manifested, or un-activated, Buddha Nature at the Conditioned level is
distinct from the perfected Buddha-Nature or the Thusness of the Unconditioned level.
Conversely, Wonhyo’s perspective is not exactly identical with the Yogacara because he accepts
the notion of universal Buddha Nature that, though initially just potential, can be developed into
full-fledged enlightenment and thus connects the Conditioned to the Unconditioned realm, while
the Yogacara denies the universal Buddha Nature and makes the exclusive separation between
the two realms. Eventually, when the tathagatagarbha manifests itself as the complete form of
enlightenment through a process of practice, the One Mind, the ultimate harmony of all kinds of
distinctions, is retrieved. In this way, Wonhyo endorses both positions of the Madhyamaka and

Yogacara without any contradiction in the AMF's rubric of the One Mind and its two aspects.

In this binary view on the AMF, Wonhyo considers the unification between the
tathagatagarbha and alayavijiiana in the neither-identical-nor-different condition not as an
ontological state of synthesis between enlightenment and delusion, but rather as a soteriological
process in which a potential enlightenment advances to the perfect form through practice. Such a
binary understanding also appears in the *Vajrasamadhi-sitra, one of the scriptures on which
Wonhyo left his major commentaries.*® In this sitra, as Robert Buswell indicates, the

alayavijiiana is relegated to the same level of other delusory consciousnesses, which is bound up

% In fact, the *Vajrasamadhi siitra is presumed to have been originally composed in Korea. Robert Buswell
suggests that a Silla legendary monk Pomnang 7£EH (ca. 7th century) as the putative composer of the
*Vajrasamadhi siitra, who is said to have studied under Daoxin j&{& (580-651), Chinese Chan master of the East
Mountain school; see Robert E. Buswell, The Formation of Ch'an ideology in China and Korea: The
Vajrasamadhi-Sitra, a Buddhist Apocryphon, Princeton library of Asian translations (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton
University Press, 1989), 164-77.
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with the mundane world of the senses, but it is also described in almost identical terms with the
amalavijiiana, both becoming "limpid" and "pure” once the mind is freed from its dichotomizing

tendencies (K. punbysl 4351, S. vikalpa).*’ This explanation exactly represents the

alayavijiiana's binary feature in the AMF that it is said impure on the one hand and pure on the
other, in turn resonating with the distinction and lack of distinction between the Unconditioned

and Conditioned realms.

(2) Fazang's Hierarchical Synthesis

Fazang takes an entirely different approach from Wonhyo's, even if in the Yiji Fazang heavily
relies on Wonhyo’s Kisillon so and Pydlgi by repeatedly citing them.*® As Wonhyo does, Fazang
considers the Conditioned as not separate from the Conditioned by noting the AMF’s statement
that the tathagatagarbha is unified to the alayavijiiana in a 'neither identical nor different’
condition.*® However, while Wonhyo not only accepts the indistinct aspect but also the distinct

aspect between the Unconditioned and Conditioned realms, Fazang accepts only the indistinct

*" Robert E. Buswell, trans. Cultivating Original Enlightenment: Wonhyo's Exposition of the Vajrasamadhi-Siitra
(Kumgang Sammaegyong Non) (Honolulu: University of Hawai'i Press, 2007), 11.

8 See n. 13 above.

* In this passage of the Yiji, Fazang repeats Wonhyo's comments with slight difference; just as Wonhyo does,
Fazang addresses the simile of the ocean and waves and he refers to the rathagatagarbha as the Innately Pure

Mind (54 /%/%/D) OB RAAGRET A0 AT S AR 2R 0 - SN0 - PR
BIEAIE - BERAE ORI © AR O 8 o HE LSRR - AR Eh2 oK - #’;Hﬁfr“/k
M{EEN/K - BYEFRETR - MZKEGE — - IMSER S IKERKECE BBPK - SR PEEIRE - a8 -

B LA, - lﬂ%ﬂﬁjﬂfi/b@% SRR AT ot - BE I BAR R LR CRSfei EE@%D
T1846:44.254b24-c04).
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aspect, dismissing the other; for Fazang, the Thusness aspect and the Production and Cessation

aspect are ultimately not distinguished from each other.*

We can see that Fazang only considers the indistinct aspect between the Unconditioned
and Conditioned by comparing his view on the three Greatnesses of the Mahayana to Wonhyo's.
Unlike Wonhyo, who alludes to the "profound reason" in the distinction between the "Essence”
of the Thusness aspect and the "Self-essence" of the Production and Cessation aspect,”* Fazang
simply says that the Self-essence, not the Essence, is said for the Production and Cessation
because the three Greatnesses consist in the aspect, not being separated from it,*? and says
nothing more regarding the difference between the Essence and the Self-essence. Moreover,
Fazang directly connect the tathagatagarbha to the One Mind, the highest level of reality in the

AMF, by referring to the One Mind as "One Tathagatagarbha Mind" (C. yi rulaizang

50| will explain this soon below. One thing that should be noted is that Fazang's view of the lack of distinction
between the two realms is distinct from the Madhyamaka's, though both defend the lack of distinction between
them. The Madhyamaka holds the view from the perspective of the Thusness aspect, thereby emphasizing the
aspect of Truth; conversely, Fazang maintains it from the perspective of the Production and Cessation aspect,
since Fazang's view is based on the AMF's position that the tathagatagarbha is unified to the alayavijiiana, which
is described as belonging to the Production and Cessation aspect. In this respect, Fazang says in the Yiji that in the
four-level taxonomy the Teaching of No Characteristics in True Emptiness (C. zhenkong wuxiang zong
B ZEftFH52), viz., the Madhyamaka school corresponds to the "teaching that manifests the Principle by
integrating the Phenomena” (C. huishi xianli shuo €ZE858:7) while AMF teaching of the Dependent
Origination from the Tathagatagarbha is the "teaching of Interpenetration and No-obstruction between Principle
and Phenomena" (C. lishi rongtong wuai shuo FREEGhimMEREEER); 2R AU - —FEAHEGE - B/ NSEsEE 2t -
THZEAES o BIRGE SR o hElE IR R o SMESUAESR - BIBEEEL - milEimpTa et o
VUGS AE S © RIS B 4L - REEE SRt - Uz - WIAIBESEEERR - RIS EE
HHER o ARSI - AP R R R fanEER o DS PET ok bE G i g e o St R E
o TREFHR A GAERENE R - ERAIERUR B SREE (SR #E50 T1846:44.243023-c04). Although Fazang's
perspective is distinguished from the Madhyamaka in this way, it is apparent that his position still is much closer
to the Madhyamaka's than to the Faxiang school's that the two realms are completely separated from each other.
This is also proved by the fact that, although Fazang significantly relys on Wonhyo's commentaries to the AMF in
his Yiji, he strictly excludes all Wonhyo's comments that support the Yogacara views.

%1 See n. 24 above.
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xin —#4017500).> This strongly suggests that Fazang does not differentiate the tathagatagarbha

from the ultimate level of reality, such as the One Mind, let alone Thusness. This again implies
that Fazang does not regard the tathagatagarbha and Thusness as two different levels of reality,

and that he does not distinguish between the Unconditioned and Conditioned at its ultimate level.

| have said that Wonhyo's binary position is based on his understanding of the
tathagatagarbha as potential enlightenment, which advances to perfect enlightenment through a
gradual process of practice but is still not different from perfect enlightenment. For Fazang,
however, the tathagatagarbha unified with the alayavijiiana is the perfect enlightenment
inherent in sentient beings, not a potential enlightenment.>* Fazang's view appears in his
explanation of the four Marks, the four modes of consciousness in four soteriological stages of
the Acquired Awakening, as simultaneously existing, thereby equating the Acquired Awakening
to the Original Awakening. Certainly Wonhyo also accepts that the Acquired Awakening is not
different from the Original Awakening, but he not only accepts the lack of distinction but also
the distinction between them. Unlike Wonhyo, Fazang's emphasis is on the lack of distinction
between them; while Wonhyo explains the four Marks as both successive and simultaneous, as
discussed before, Fazang put more emphasis on the indistinct aspect, by dismissing the
differentiation between the four Marks as a dream and by making a contrast between one in the

dream of the four Marks and a greatly enlightened one, who knows that the dream of the four

P BN ERE R LA MR AR S FH O ENPI S OERNT RS0 - Bl B
T —HUBBEEEE - BIEWMH KRS mEERC T1846:44.251024-27).

> This also resonates with Fazang's lack of distinction of the Essence between the Production and Cessation aspect
and the Thusness aspect, as discussed above.
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Marks is just one pure mind.*® Although Fazang, in a similar way that Wonhyo does, explains

the Unawakening, the Acquired Awakening, and the Original Awakening in sequence® and then
asserts that the Original Awakening is not different from the Acquired Awakening,”’ this way of
lack of distinction-centered description clearly shows Fazang's view that the fathagatagarbha is

not differentiated from perfect enlightenment.

In Fazang's system, in which the tathagatagarbha is not differentiated from perfect
enlightenment, the tathagatagarbha is explained as a non-temporal state, unlike Wonhyo who
explains it in terms of a temporal process. In Wonhyo's system, the tathagatagarbha advances
into perfect enlightenment though a gradual process of Permeation of Thusness, and, conversely,
a process of Permeation of Delusion explains the origination of deluded minds. However, since
Fazang explains the tathagatagarbha as non-temporal state of enlightenment, which is unified to
the alayavijiiana in the neither-identical-nor-different condition, such a way of explanation of the
Permeation as a gradual process does not work. Indeed, Fazang presents a Permeation model that
fits the non-temporal state of tathagatagarbha; he claims that the Permeation by Thusness and
the Permeation by Delusion occur simultaneously, that is, mutual permeation between Thusness

and Delusion (C. zhenwang huxun E% 7 ).

Fazang's doctrine of the mutual permeation between Thusness and Delusion is well

known in relation with his famous theory of Dependent Origination from the Tathagatagarbha

% RVURE AT o RRELAELING o faldg U8 A RS o B EEWT - S8 —20 0 VUMD - Ras > +38
Fofit% - S XBEEE TR - 3o - PRAR 7 FHIEF PURHIE—)$ A RS VE ATHAT R - S (R
HHEILFES (KEL(E5mFEC T1846:44.259b16-21).

% See A TRAL(ZHh T T1846:44.257¢26-259a05.

* BRI A o AREFTVE AR A ACAID « FRHE AR T A e 5 - DAPUAE{ESS TRk £3% - LAfPUAH
—FTER - ST TR AR o B OSMEREES o 5 EERSROAACPEE - ASE (KSR (SR AT
T1846:44.259h08-13).
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(C. rulaizang yuanqi Z1%jek4%#2) or Dependent Origination from Thusness (C. zhenru yuangi

E14%#E), the theory that all phenomena are originated from the tathagatagarbha, or the

=

Thusness, through the mutual permeation. In commenting on the AMF passage on the two
meanings of the alayavijiiana, i.e., the Original Awakening and Unawakening, Fazang first
explicates how each of the Thusness aspect and the Production and Cessation aspect consists of
the synthesis of Thusness and Delusion, and then goes on to elaborate how the Thusness and
Delusion mutually permeate in the Production and Cessation aspect; this scheme eventually
shows that the mutual permeation between the Thusness and Delusion is reduced to the

Unawakening (C. bujue “~2&) and Awakening (C. jue £2), which finally lead to the alayavijiiana.

%8 Since in Fazang's system the tathagatagarbha is ultimately not differentiated from perfect
enlightenment or Thusness, the Dependent Origination from the Tathagatagarbha is equivalent

to Dependent Origination from Thusness.

However, one thing that should be noted is that nowhere in the AMF do we see the
discussion on the simultaneous occurrence of the Permeation by Thusness and the Permeation by
Delusion. Although the Dependent Origination from the Tathagatagarbha has been typically

regarded as a doctrine of the AMF based on Fazang's perspective, it is highly probable that it is

PRI S A Y o IR - SUERE LT OSROLE - BRI B E A - i SEME % o —
REE - _HEGE - \IF % - —EENER - ARNESR - KERT - SHYESE EEOME -
FHHEFRBIL AR - G EO R REEIISA 2% - —EAIAME - ZEIEEE - i
VIR —5 - —se SRR - RERIREEOTH - BMIHE A 25 - —EEH - Tk
= o RO EMIBEIRA % - — N =ZEEE - ZNEEWNESH - EBIEMIE % - —RE
HEgE - B =EAE - Ik EEER g T hEA R R E o KA =R - [t oREA
AR o NIRRT - RENTHNESE - RIE-RGHRE - NhERTEEE - EOTREEE -
TR RIFAMRAANEE - P RER - NENTHEZR - RE_BEARRAR » AR -
HEMEBHIFE - BRI /\FT - S RIHE I &R &R - BIATURT - 35 58 15 - EEYARAREE -
WEA P o SHREIASE - AR o AP - 35— ORI CRSREL (S 5w AT T1846:44.255¢18-
256a13).
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Fazang's arbitrary interpretation of the AMF.* Besides, there have been critical voices that the
teaching of the AMF represents substantialism on the basis of such a notion as the Original
Awakening.®® Particularly, the doctrine of tathagatagarbha of the AMF, that is, the
enlightenment inherent in sentient beings as well as the underlying basis from which all
phenomena arise, has been questioned as a substantial "locus" that is antithetical to the Buddhist
teaching of Dependent Origination (pratityasamutpada) or No-self (anatman).®* In fact, scholars
have indicated that Fazang's doctrines are related to ontological metaphysics of classical Chinese
philosophy. For instance, Whalen Lai demonstrates that Fazang's scheme of the mutual
permeation of the Thusness and Delusion in the Production and Cessation aspect was influenced

by the Yijing 54%.%% Ishii Kosei also indicates that a commentary on the Yijing during the early

%9 Yoshizu Yoshihide also argues that there is nowhere in the AMF such a doctrine as the mutual permeation of
Thusness and Delusion; the Permeation of Thusness and the Permeation of Delusion are said as separate processes.
He even suggests a possibility that the AMF probably takes the same perspective as the Yogacara's that Thusness
is inert (C. zhenru ningran E4[1584%), not being influenced by or influence other dharmas (see Chapter Il, n. 77),
instead of the position that Thusness follows conditions (C. zhenru suiyuan E#[1[E%%) as scholars has typically
considered to date; see Yoshizu Yoshihide &2 5 3%, "Kishinron to Kishinron shiso: Joydji Eon no jirei o chiishin
ni shite" F(Z i & S5 B FEFE R DOHEP| &2 F.002 U T, Komazawa Daigaku Bukkyogakubu kenkyii
kiyo B R R FALBFET4C 22, no. 63 (2005): 14, n. 16.

% An intellectual criticism, called Critical Buddhism, started in the 80's largely by Japanese Buddhist scholars on
such notions of tathagatagarbha, the Original Awakening, or Buddha Nature; they criticized that these notions
represent ontological substantialism; see Jamie Hubbard and Paul L. Swanson, eds., Pruning the Bodhi Tree : The
Storm Over Critical Buddhism (Honolulu: University of Hawai’i Press, 1997), especially Part One. Also see
Hakamaya Noriaki 542, "Daijo kishin ron ni kansuru hihan teki oboegaki"

FRIER(S50 0 (BT AHEHIE 2 2, in Nyoraizé to Daijo kishin ron 415K E & KIERE(S 34, ed. Hirakaya
Akira )& (Tokyo ¥ 5: Shunjisha Ffktt, 1990).

81 See Matsumoto Shird 4745 B, "The Doctrine of Tathagata-garbha Is Not Buddhist," in Pruning the bodhi tree :
the storm over critical Buddhism, ed. Jamie Hubbard and Paul L. Swanson (Honolulu: University of Hawai'i
Press, 1997). Matsumoto also asserts in this respect that the doctrine of Dependent Origination does not include
such Huayan doctrine of the "co-arising of the dharmadhatu” or the "mutually dependent, simultaneous and
spatial (i.e., non-temporal) pratityasamutpada™ (ibid., 165.), which is based on Fazang's doctrine of Dependent
Origination from Tathagatagarbha.

82 Whalen Lai finds out the similarity between Fazang's scheme of the mutual permeation of Thusness and Delusion
in the Production and Cessation aspect and Yijing's "One-Two-Four-Eight" structure that demonstrates the
evolution of phenomena from one supreme principle (see Whalen Lai, "The I-ching and the Formation of the Hua-
yen Philosophy," Journal of Chinese Philosophy 7 (1980)). Also see Nagao Gajin =B A, Chiigan to Yuishiki
HrfR & s (Tokyo: lwanami Shoten =57 )&, 1978), 506-07.
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Tang period includes a phrase "Interfusion and Non-obstruction between Principle and

Phenomena" (C. lishi rongtong wuai 25 gl i/ f#EEf), the phrase that Fazang uses to refer to the

AMF teaching of the Dependent Origination from the Tathagatagarbha.®

The synthesis between Thusness and Delusion by the mutual permeation in the
Production and Cessation aspect provides a basis for Fazang to resolve the contradiction between
the Madhyamaka and Yogacara. Unlike the Madhyamaka school, which holds the lack of
distinction between the Unconditioned and Conditioned realms by focusing on the Thusness
aspect, Fazang emphasizes the Production and Cessation aspect by noting that the mutual
permeation happens in the Production and Cessation aspect, not the Thusness aspect. While the
Yogacara school argues for distinction between the two realms, thereby focusing on the
Production and Cessation aspect, Fazang claims that the Thusness that is unified to the Delusion
in the Production and Cessation aspect is not different from the Thusness of the Thusness aspect.
In other words, while Wonhyo attempts to resolve the contradiction between the two schools by
finding out both of the two schools’ views, Fazang seeks to solve it by presenting a completely
new level of theory, the Dependent Origination from the Tathagatagarbha, while subsuming the

two schools’ views inside this theory.

On the basis of the doctrine of Dependent Origination from Tathagatagarbha, Fazang

equates the alayavijiana to the One Mind, the supreme concept of the AMF. For Fazang, since

% See Ishii Kosei 7543, "Zuien no shiss" %% 0 FA8, in Hokuché Zui Té Chiigoku Bukkyo shisoshi
JLEARE R E A ZUEAE S, ed. Aramaki Noritoshi 54 #i{& (Kyoto-shi ZEE[ 7: Hozokan j2§gEE, 2000), 162-
63. Fazang uses this term when he describes the four-level taxonomy in the Yiji; see n. 50 above. Also see Nagao,
Chiigan to Yuishiki "R} & MEZH: 506-07.

In Fazang's usage, the terms Principle and Phenomena (C. lishi ##2g), Truth and Delusion (C. zhenwang
E.%7), and Nature and Characteristics (C. xingxiang 4:#H) all have the same connotation, as in the phrases of "no
obstruction between Principle and Phenomena (C. lishi wuai ¥HZE4#85F)," "interpenetration of Truth and
Delusion" (C. zhenwang jiache B2 f&), " "perfect interfusion between ," (C. xingxiang yuanrong 445 [E[Ff),
etc. ; see Yoshizu, "Shoso yile ni tsuite" {4EAHEE<=(Z DUy T, 300-08.
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the alayavijiiana is divided into two meanings, Unawakening and Awakening, which are in turn
connected to all phenomena evolved from the mutual permeation between Thusness and
Delusion,® the alayavijiiana corresponds to the One Mind, the underlying basis of all the
phenomena. In Fazang's system that Thusness and Delusion are synthesized with each other, the
alayavijiiana, even if it belongs to the Production and Cessation aspect, is directly equated to the
supreme concept of the One Mind. This makes a stark contrast to Wonhyo's view on the One
Mind; Wonhyo views the One Mind as the universal supreme reality that is the basis of the mind,

but he also says that only when one reaches the "Final stage™ (K. kugyong wi Z¢%17) will the

mind return to the One Mind. In other words, Wonhyo considers the On Mind as the ultimate
state of enlightenment in which the Thusness aspect and the Production and Cessation aspect are
completely unified on the basis of the binary perspective, whereas Fazang identifies the One
Mind with the alayavijiiana in his non-temporal schemata of mutual permeation, or the

Dependent Origination from the Tathagatagarbha.

The difference between Wonhyo and Fazang's perspectives on the One Mind also is
reflected on their distinct identification of the AMF's doctrinal level. As discussed above,
Wonhyo views the AMF teaching of the One Mind as the ultimate reality and attributes it to such
Mahayana scriptures as the Avatamsakasitra. On the contrary, Fazang interprets the One Mind,
the central notion of the AMF, as corresponding to the alayavijiiana of the Production and
Cessation aspect, and he places the AMF teaching below the Avatamsakasiitra teaching in his
five-level doctrinal taxonomy.®® Even if Fazang regards the AMF teaching of the Dependent

Origination from the Tathagatagarbha as superior to the Madhyamaka and Yogacara since it

%4 See n. 58 above.

% For Fazang's five-level taxonomy, see Introduction, n. 33.
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resolves the doctrinal contradiction between the two schools, thereby describing the AMF
teaching as "Interpenetration and No-obstruction between Principle and Phenomena™ (C. lishi

wuai = glim4E), he still makes a discrimination between the AMF synthesis of Principle

and Phenomena and that of the Avatamsakasiitra. Fazang says in the Huayanjing wenda
FEEFLKE % that the Principle and Phenomena at the level of the Three Vehicles (viz., the
Tathagatagarbha Teaching)®® are not different from nor obstructed by each other, but the
Phenomena is not equivalent to the Principle; yet, at the level of the Universal Teaching (C. pufa

%%, viz., Huayan teaching), the Principle is the Phenomena and vice versa (C. lijishi shijili
HE1EEEN).Y In Fazang's system, the AMF is confined to the teaching at the level of the

Production and Cessation aspect (viz., the Conditioned realm), and thus remains as a lower level

than the Huayan teaching beyond the distinction between the Unconditioned and Conditioned.

® |t is presumed that Fazang wrote the Huayanjing wenda before his age of thirty-eight, and the Huayan wujiao
zhang (a.k.a., Huayan yisheng jiaoyi fenzhai zhang), a work written right after the composition of the Huayanjing
wenda (around between thirty-eight and forty) (Kyehwan 7%, Chungguk Hwaom sasangsa yon’'gu
rp R 2E B FEAE S 42 (Seoul: Pulgwang Ch'ulp'anbu &3 & ¥H5-, 1996), 205.) classifies the Tathagatagarbha
teaching ("Advanced Teaching of Mahayana" (C. dasheng zhongjiao KX 3[€4%%4)) as "Teaching of the Three
Vehicles," along with the Madhyamaka and Yogacara teachings (C. sansheng jiao =3E#))
GEAE AT - —/NEE - " RIRIGH - =483 - VUGEE - TIEIZ - #)—RIEIE 3% - 12 —R0Hl
B o PRIZFHHE = - —BEER— - i8— Sl (FER— 3T /75 T1866:45.b07-12)).
Thus we may conjecture that Fazang refers to [the Teaching of] the Three Vehicles as the Tathagatagarbha
Teaching in this passage.

R o ZIREH o IAHEAMA o E o ZRDEE LGOS - BEEEEL o MR MR E
DY - IR EFRIERE et - AT EI - FHRANSEERAE o M h i - [l ik o RS
HAZME - S 2% - aRmefd - AHEBEEHINE - LOE—UREMNEIEL - s —0%
MiEIEE « B—UI N EBFEREAZFAPTE R - AR B - GitfeikeimiEnes o R ARV - i
BEE TR - —fE— V) - =5REIAMH - BEHEHES A S - ETRAEER - —HEFIEELTLA
IR (FERREAC 4 T1873:45.598b22-c04); see Sok Kiram 2 Z ¢, "Chinyd saengmydl imun ti kwan'gye riil
t'onghae pon Wonhy® iii Kisillon kwan" E#41-4=J% —F92] R4S S8l 2 T (=, Pulgyohak
yon’'gu = 11815 5(2002): 148-49. Yoshizu also says that Fazang discriminates the Dependent Origination
from the Tathagatagarbha from the Dependent Origination from the Dharma Realm (C. fajie yuanqi /A7 4%#E),
although both Dependent Originations are identical in their contents; Fazang identifies the former as the
Dependent Origination of the Three Vehicles and the latter as that of the "Perfect Teaching" (C. yuanjiao [E|Z}),
the fifth and highest level of teaching in his five-level taxonomy, which Fazang defines as "Distinct Teaching of
the One Vehicle" (C. biejiao yisheng FlZ—3)"; see Yoshizu Yoshihide &5 H 3%, Kegon-Zen no shisoshiteki
kenkyii TERGAE O AR SRS (Tokyo B 5E: Daitd Shuppansha A B H R #, 1985), 60. Also see n. 70 below.
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Fazang's reading of the AMF as the teaching based on the doctrine of Dependent
Origination from the Tathagatagarbha fundamentally has an antagonistic connotation between
the AMF and the Madhyamaka and Yogacara schools, despite his attempt to resolve the
contradiction between them. All doctrinal contradictions between the AMF and the two schools
may be extinguished in Fazang's synthetic scheme of the AMF, but this synthesis based on the
doctrine of Dependent Origination from the Tathagatagarbha does not have the implication of
embracing, or harmonizing, the two schools; this synthetic state of Thusness and Delusion is, a
completely separate level of teaching from those of the two schools, and, as discussed above, this
level is attainable only by overcoming or negating the two schools' respective focuses on
Thusness and Delusion. Thus, for Fazang, the ultimate synthesis of the superior synthetic level of
the AMF teaching is incompatible with the inferior level of the Madhyamaka and Yogacara

teachings.

Fazang’s hierarchical interpretation of the AMF teaching and the Madhyamaka and
Yogacara school is also reflected in his taxonomical classification. In the Yiji, Fazang places the
AMF teaching, "Teaching of Dependent Origination from the Tathagatagarbha" (C. rulaizang

yuanqi zong 17K 4xEE5%), at the fourth level, and the Madhyamaka and Yogacara teachings,

which respectively identified as "Teaching of No Characteristics in True Emptiness” (C.

zhenkong wuxiang zong E2&4fFH5%) and "Teaching of Dharma Characteristics in
Consciousness Only" (C. weishi faxiang zong Iz, A4H5%), at the second and third level

respectively.?® In other versions of his doctrinal taxonomy, Fazang consistently locates the

teaching of the AMF in a higher place than the Madhyamaka and Yogacara teaching.® In other

% For Fazang's four-level taxonomy in the Yiji, see Introduction, n.18.
% See Introduction, n.18 and n. 33.
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words, Fazang not only strictly separates the AMF teaching from the Madhyamaka and Yogacara

teachings, but also regard it as a superior teaching to the other two schools".”

(3) Concluding Remarks

Wonhyo and Fazang both attempt to resolve the doctrinal contradiction between the
Madhyamaka and Yogacara schools by noting the AMF rubric of the One Mind and its two
aspects. The direction they take to solve the problem, however, is different from each other.
Wonhyo considers both the distinction and lack of distinction between the Unconditioned and
Conditioned realms on the basis of his understanding of the tathagatagarbha in a gradual mode,
while Fazang regards the two realms as ultimately not discriminative by viewing the

tathagatagarbha unified to the alayavijiiana in the Conditioned realm is identical to the

" In regards to Fazang's hierarchical perspective in his taxonomy, there is an interesting dialogue between
Saichd £ (767-822), the founder of Japanese Tendai school, and his Chinese master Daosui 7% (f1.796). The
dialogue concerns the difference in understanding the number of Vehicles between the Tiantai and Huayan school:
"Saicho asks, 'If the number of the Vehicles that Tiantai school hold is four, is this the same as or different from
the four Vehicles that Fazang of Huayan school establishes?' The master [i.e., Daosui] replies, 'they are
significantly different, and rarely common. As for the four Vehicles that Fazang establishes, he establishes the
One Vehicle in contrast to the Three Vehicles, and thus there are simultaneously four Vehicles. This is because
the One Vehicle does not comprehend the Three Vehicles. As for the four Vehicles of Tiantai school, the Three
Vehicles can collectively build as the One Vehicle. The previous three and the later one become the four Vehicles.
Therefore, at the time when the previous three exist, the One Vehicle hides in the Three Vehicles and then there is
no One Vehicle; at the time when the later one exists, the Three Vehicles disappear in the One Vehicle and then
there are no Three Vehicles. As such, this [viz., the four Vehicles of Tiantai school] is not the same as the four
Vehicles established by Master Fazang' "'; f 8 H F5K & FrE B0 TUE BaE s Al Frir U
[EFAA] - PEEEH RE/DE el AR L A =3 Bz —3 BN ERA IR RE =R K&
Fr{EVUE DIFTRE =5 SRER—H R =1%— DURBINE BRUE =20 —HE = BH—H % — 20 =#H
R— F i =H 2 LUR[ERE A FT I U, (R & 5RAH: X942:56.672b10-16). Since Fazang assigns in his
various versions of taxonomy the teaching of the AMF to the One Vehicle and the Madhyamaka and Yogacara
teachings to the Three Vehicles with the exception of the Hayan wujiao zhang (see n. 66 above) we see that he
clearly hierarchically discriminates the AMF teaching from the two schools'. Such an attitude also resonates with
Fazang's distinction in the Huayan wujiao zhang between the "Distinct Teaching of the One Vehicle" (C. biejiao
yisheng H|#—3F€)" and "ldentical Teaching of the One Vehicle" (C. tongjiao yisheng [&]#;—3€), assigning each
of which to the Avatamsakasiitra and the Lotus S jtra; ZU T AE HEZE - S5+ HEETFHERE - 1FE
B o IERIB—IE - “FHWEFI=HEHHRE - AN T AEBGE RFE - RS - IhE =% -
WEREL R FiNEeR - = AP =58 BB (F# - SOOI ARB 45 - TR REER - IWEFEZH—F -
AL (FEf—TE 3550 75 2% T1866:45.480a07-14).
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Thusness in the Unconditioned realm. Wonhyo's binary perspective represents in his embracing
both schools' positions in the AMF doctrinal system, which eventually leads to the retrieval of
the One Mind, the ultimate harmony of the Unconditioned and Conditioned; on the contrary,
Fazang presents the synthesis of Thusness and Delusion as a new and superior level of teaching
that surpasses the two schools, and thereby interprets the One Mind as the alayavijiiana, the
supreme state of synthesis of the Conditioned realm. Fazang's interpretation of the AMF as the
Teaching of Dependent Origination from the Tathagatagarbha, has significantly influenced not
only the establishment of the AMF as the most representative tathagatagarbha text in East Asian
Buddhism, but also in defining standards of tathagatagarbha doctrines. However, given that
Wonhyo's position of the AMF is not one of the typical interpretations of the AMF as a
Tathagatagarbha teaching, but presents a new perspective on tathagatagarbha, it seems that the
tendency to regard Fazang's typical view as the most representative interpretation of the AMF
should be reconsidered. In this regard, the next two sections will discuss the distinct
significances of Wonhyo and Fazang's interpretations of the AMF in the broader context of East

Asian Yogacara tradition.

3. Significance of Wonhyo and Fazang's distinct interpretations of the AMF in the East

Asian Yogacara Tradition
(1) Wonhyo as a Successor of Paramartha

Wonhyo and Fazang's interpretations of the AMF are important not only in that they present
solutions to the doctrinal contradiction between the Madhyamaka and Yogacara schools, but also
in that they are associated with the long-standing issue in East Asian Yogacara tradition about
the relationship between the tathagatagarbha and alayavijiiana. As | have mentioned in the
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previous chapters, Paramartha has been considered to have maintained the tathagatagarbha
thought as the founder of the Shelun school, the most representative school of the Old Yogacara,
and in this respect there has been a scholarly tendency to connect Paramartha's Shelun thought to

the AMF doctrine of Dependent Origination from the Tathagatagarbha.

| have proposed, however, that the Shelun school should be divided into Paramartha's
strand that has doctrinal similarity to the Northern Dilun school and Tangian's strand that inherits
the Southern Dilun school, while noting that these two schools rely respectively on the ten-
fascicle and four-fascicle versions of the Larnkavatarasitra. | have also discussed that these two
groups take distinct positions on the matter of the relationship between the fathagatagarbha and
alayavijiiana. In relation to this division of the Shelun school, the fact that Wonhyo and Fazang
take distinct interpretations of the AMF and, more importantly, Wonhyo's perspective has
doctrinal similarity to Paramartha's thought suggests that there would be another way of
approaching the concept of tathagatagarbha in East Asian Buddhist tradition. Let me first

discuss the doctrinal commonalities between Wonhyo and Paramartha.

Wonhyo and Paramartha both consider the temporal factor in their explanation of
enlightenment. Wonhyo views the tathagatagarbha unified with alayavijiiana as what may be
manifested in the full enlightenment through a gradual course of practice, not as perfect
enlightenment as such, and he explains the whole process to enlightenment as a process of
retrieving perfect enlightenment. In this regard, he not only distinguishes the tathagatagarbha of
the Production and Cessation aspect from the Thusness of the Thusness aspect, but also connects
one with the other. Paramartha also explains the amalavijiiana, the pure consciousness, as the

consciousness attained upon the completion of practice, not as what is inherent in sentient beings
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regardless of whether they are enlightened or not.”* Besides, | have proposed that Paramartha's
Shelun strand considers the Nature of Realization, the basis of the enlightenment in the
alayavijiiana, as potential enlightenment, not as perfect enlightenment, in relation with a gradual
model of practice.” In the gradual model of cultivation, just like Wonhyo who considers the
tathagatagarbha as potential enlightenment inherent in all sentient beings, Paramartha also

regards the Nature of Realization as a potential form of enlightenment in all sentient beings.

Wonhyo's (and Paramartha's) understanding of the tathagatagarbha (and the Nature of
Realization) as potential enlightenment should be distinguished from the typical view of the
tathagatagarbha as the enlightenment inherent in all sentient beings. The typical view of the
tathagatagarbha, which focuses on its universal aspect, is easily interpreted to mean that the
sentient beings are already enlightened, thereby entailing the negligence or even dismissal of a
process of practice that is necessary for the enlightenment. On the contrary, Wonhyo's notion of
tathagatagarbha, which considers both the universal and particular aspects of the
tathagatagarbha, does not disregard the part of practice in achievement of enlightenment. The
typical view of the tathagatagarbha in East Asian Buddhist tradition as the universal
enlightenment inherent in sentient beings appears to be largely based on the AMF doctrines,

which in turn has been understood through Fazang's interpretation of it.

It should be also noted, however, that, although the gradual model of cultivation that
Wonhyo and Paramartha draw upon recalls that of Ji's Yogacara, the model takes distinct
significance in the two positions; while Wonhyo's concept of tathagatagarbha and Paramartha's

notion of the Nature of Realization are both described as universal ability that is inherent in all

™ See Chapter 11, 2, (2).
"2 See Chapter 11, 2, (3).
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sentient beings, Ji regards the Buddha Nature in Practice (C. xing foxing {7{#:{4), the Buddha

Nature in effect in his system, as inherent in only some, but not all, sentient beings.”® Thus,
Wonhyo and Paramartha's perspective of the tathagatagarbha should be distinguished not only
from Fazang's interpretation of tathagatagarbha or Tangian's Shelun view on the Nature of
Realization, but also from Ji's position on the Buddha Nature in Practice. It may be said then that
Wonhyo and Paramartha's notion of the tathagatagarbha or the Nature of Realization does not

fit into the traditional bifurcation of Tathagatagarbha and Yogacara.

Another doctrinal commonality between Wonhyo and Paramartha is that they consider
both the distinction and lack of distinction between the Unconditioned and Conditioned realms
on the basis of the gradual model of enlightenment. Wonhyo distinguishes the two realms from
each other by discriminating the tathagatagarbha, the potential enlightenment, of the
Conditioned realm from the Thusness of the Unconditioned realm; but he does not distinguish
one from the other since the tathagatagarbha, though potential, is the universal Buddha Nature
that can manifest itself as perfect enlightenment. In this way, Wonhyo connects the two realms.
In Chapter I1, | have discussed the connections that Paramartha draws between the
Unconditioned and Conditioned through several doctrines.”* Among them, one that is similar to
Wonhyo's doctrine of the tathagatagarbha's manifestation into the perfect enlightenment is the
doctrine of the Nature of Realization which develops into the Dharma-body. Just like Wonhyo
explains that the tathagatagarbha of the Conditioned realm is manifested into the enlightenment
and eventually leads to the complete unification of the Unconditioned and Conditioned realms

upon returning to the One Mind, Paramartha also describes the process in which the Nature of

" Ji's notion of the Buddha Nature in Practice is associated with the doctrine of five distinct lingeages (C. wuzhong
xing FLf#EM4:; S. paficagotra). See Chapter 111, 4, (3). Also see Chapter IlI, n. 57.

" See Chapter 11, 2, (4), (5), and (6).

192



Realization of the Conditioned realm develops into the Dharma-body of the Unconditioned realm

and thereby reaches the lack of distinction between the two realms.

Above all, Wonhyo associates the AMF concept of the Original Awakening with
Paramartha's notion of Buddha Gotra” (C. foxing &[4, S. *buddha-gotra). In the Yslban
chong'yo JE#&5=5, Wonhyo connects the Naturally Pure Original Awakening (K. songjong
pon'gak 14:75A%2) and the Original Awakening that Accords with Taints (K. suyom pon'gak
MEZL A respectively to Paramartha's concepts of the Innate Buddha Gotra (C. zhuzixing
foxing (¥ B M4, S. prakrtistha-gotra) and the Derived Buddha Gotra (C. yinchu foxing
2| i, S. samudanita-gotra)’®; Wonhyo also cites the Foxing lun that describes the former

Buddha Gotra as the cause of the Dharma Body and the latter as the cause of the Reward Body

(C. baoshen #; &, S. sambhoga-kaya) and Transformation Body (C. huashen {5, S. nirmana-
kaya).”

In fact, the way in which Wonhyo explains the two types of Original Awakening is very
similar to that in which Paramartha describes the two types of Buddha Gotra. In Wonhyo's
system, the Naturally Pure Original Awakening, which at first remains as potential
enlightenment, may retrieve its fully manifested form through the process of the Acquired

Awakening; | have discussed that Paramartha's concept of the Innate Buddha Gotra corresponds

" For the concept of Gotra, see Chapter 11, n.91.

" For the explanation of these two Buddha Gotras in Paramartha's Foxing lun, see Chapter 11, 2, (6).

TIPSR B R o MR AR R e MR RN RS 2 N o LIRS o BT - R
RS =S - e EEEE o (e - —EHEEMN - CES [ - REEATENE
S T BT R R 2R - Ry RS [ IR ERGR MR G B - QMRS =8 R - —EHRE A EHEEER
EE - EESRVIEYE - BEERBRMTEESE - ARG HHMEERIES - BHEEREXNRRTE - =
FHRS SR IEE - SEREEP G AEEES - imEH - BERTE=MH1 - [ESRL
B EGH - MSF TP B M Ry = S (FIER (RS T1769:38.250a15-29).
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to the Nature of Realization, the potential enlightenment in the alayavijiiana, and it develops into
the Derived Buddha Gotra.”® Further, just like the Naturally Pure Original Awakening eventually
leads to the result of the Dharma Body, the Innate Buddha Gotra is also said as the cause of the
Dharma Body; just like the Original Awakening that Accords with Taints leads to the Reward
Body and Transformation Body, the Derived Buddha Gotra is also said the cause of these two

Buddha Bodies."”

Wonhyo identifies the AMF notion of the Original Awakening with Paramartha's concept
of amalavijiana.®® Since Wonhyo also states that the amalavijiiana is the ninth consciousness,®
we see that Wonhyo believes that Paramartha defined the amalavijiiana as the ninth
consciousness. Regardless of whether or not Paramartha established the doctrine of the ninth
consciousness,* the fact that Wonhyo regards the amalavijiiana as the ninth consciousness
implies that Wonhyo adopts a consciousness theory distinct from the typical eight-consciousness
theory of Yogacara school; Wonhyo views the amalavijiiana as the ninth consciousness, a
separate consciousness from the eighth consciousness, while the Yogacara school regards it just
as pure portion of the alayavijiiana, which is attained when one reaches the stage of Buddhahood

(C. rulai di %17k H1).% This means that Wonhyo considers the perfect enlightenment (viz., the

amalavijiiana) as beyond the realm of the Yogacara teaching. Indeed, as | have discussed above,

Wonhyo connects the One Mind, the ultimate synthetic state of reality, to the Avatamsakasiitra.

"8 See Chapter 11, 2, (6).

" See n.77 above.

0 o1 8 e B A - SRR (LA ) - ACKEIE S (S = REAE 54 T1730:34.978a19-20).

D) REERAE B - HEEERRE - SRR - EA SR LB BRSO - R (B SRR
T1730:34.978a06-08).

8 | have discusses this issue in Chapter 11, 2, (2).
8 See Chapter 11, n. 34. For instance, in explaining
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It seems then that Wonhyo posits a separate state of ultimate reality, viz., the state of One Mind,
beyond the harmonious state of the Unconditioned and Conditioned, viz., the two aspects of the
One Mind, just as he posits the amalavijiiana as the ninth consciousness beyond the

alayavijiiana, the eighth consciousness.

The discussion so far on Wonhyo's doctrine of the rathagatagarbha in relation with the

AMF structure of the One Mind and its two aspects may be summarized in the following chart:

Thusness Aspect E41', Production and Cessation Aspect 4= %[,
Unconditioned i & Conditioned 5 5%, Alayavijiana
Self-essence/Characteristics Functions Unawakening
Essence A% HAS/HH, A,

B
Original Awakening 7<% Acquired Awakening 448 TR

Naturally Pure Original
Awakening MEF AR,
Tathagatagarbha YA,

Original Awakening that
Accords with Taints

as Potential Enlightenment, s
o AR e
Nature of Realization fig 4
Thusness 541 as Potential Enlightenment®

Reward Body #} 5 &

Dharma Body ;.
yiEg Transformative Body {15

L e e e e e e e = -

One Mind —

Chart 4. Wonhyo's Doctrine of Tathagatagarbha and its Connection between the Unconditioned and Conditioned

8 Although Wanhyo does not directly refer to the Nature of Realization as the tathagatagarbha, we may say that
they have the same connotation in Wonhyo's system; Wonhyo uses in the Yolban chongyo the Nature of
Realization Conforming to Defilements (K. suyom haesong [igZ4f#4:) along with the Naturally Pure Original
Awakening, and thus we know that this term is equivalent to the Original Awakening that Accords with Taints (K.
suyom pon'gak FEAAEE); HIFTHEARLE 1% o WA IR B — B Z VB AR TR EE S Z N - - BEES
MBI EA ML B FIEN - B HIEAR IR (R EE S fFIER M CRE
T1769:38.250a15-b02). See also Chapter 1, n. 67). Then, just like the Original Awakening that Accords with
Taints is the activated Original Awakening, the Nature of Realization Conforming to Defilements would be also
the activated form of the Nature of Realization. This in turn implies that the original or inactivated form of the
Nature of Realization is equivalent to the [Naturally Pure] Original Awakening. This division between the original
and activated form of the Nature of Realization resonates with Paramartha's system of two types of Gotra, which
are connected respectively to the two types of Nature of Realization, which | have proposed in the Chart 1 of
Chapter I1.

8 See n. 84 above.
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(2) Fazang: Origin of the Teaching of Dependent Origination from the Tathagatagarbha

Fazang's interpretation of the AMF has been considered not only as a theoretical solution to the
doctrinal contradiction between the Madhyamaka and Yogacara, but also as a significant
influence on the establishment of the tathagatagarbha thought in the East Asia Buddhist
tradition. Fazang interpreted the AMF as the Teaching of Dependent Origination from the
Tathagatagarbha on the doctrinal basis of the mutual synthesis of Truth and Delusion (C.

zhenwang hehe EZH1£). Fazang's explanation of the Truth and Delusion as nondual or unified

with no contradiction has, in turn, entailed the pervasive idea that every sentient being is a
Buddha, who possesses the tathagatagarbha that is inherent enlightenment in each of them. This
idea of the tathagatagarbha has been regarded as a distinctive feature of East Asian thought of

the Buddha Nature in relation with the Mahayana notion of nonduality of nirvana and samsara.

However, the idea of the fathagatagarbha, which is based on Fazang's interpretation of
the AMF, as discussed above, has sometimes been suspected to have a substantial significance,
which contradicts such Buddhist doctrines as Dependent Origination (pratityasamutpada) or No-
self (anatman). In relation with this problem, some scholars have accepted the theoretical
validity of the tathagatagarbha, but others have not.2® Although along with this controversy,
there will remain the question of whether or not Fazang's interpretation of the AMF is really
substantialistic, what is still clear to us is that when compared to Wonhyo's binary interpretation
of the AMF, Fazang focuses on one side of the binary feature, that is, the state of enlightenment,

not the process of the enlightenment; the lack of distinction between the Unconditioned and

% This problem of whether or not Fazang's doctrinal view is substantialistic is a part of the controversy of the
Critical Buddhism (see n. 60 and 61 above.). Largely speaking, the Critical Buddhists, such as Matsumoto Shiro
and Hakamaya Noriaki, criticizes Fazang's position along with the tathagatagarbha thought, while some other
scholars, such as Sallie B. King, Takasaki Jikido, criticize the Critical Buddhism; see Hubbard and Swanson,
Pruning the Bodhi Tree : The Storm Over Critical Buddhism.
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Conditioned realms, not the distinction between them; the metaphysical aspect of the

tathagatagarbha, not the soteriological aspect of it.

Further, along with the controversy, there is also another group of scholars who have
noted that the concept of tathagatagarbha has a range of signification. Peter Gregory, for
instance, indicates that the concept of Original Awakening (viz., the tathagatagarbha in the AMF)

in Chinese Huayan exegete Zongmi's 5% (780-841) usage has a different meaning than the
substantial meaning that the concept of hongaku 7<’& had in Japanese context.®” He also says

that Zongmi's understanding of the AMF differs from Fazang's, since Zongmi's interest was more
“practical,” while Fazang's was primarily metaphysical.?® In pointing out the need to divide the
range of meaning of the "original enlightenment [viz., Original Awakening] thought," Jacqueline
Stone argues that the AMF's denotation of "original enlightenment" as "the potential for
enlightenment” should be distinguished from the medieval Tendai school's as "the true status of
all phenomena just as they are."® These series of studies also suggest that the meaning of the
tathagatagarbha may be divided according to whether it is more focused on the nontemporal

status or temporal process.

Besides, Fazang's interpretation of the AMF, although aiming at resolving the Emptiness-
Existence controversy between the Madhyamaka and Yogacara, as discussed above,
fundamentally contains the antagonistic hierarchy between the AMF teaching and the teachings

of the two schools, which later entails the bifurcation between the Tathagatagarbha and Yogacara.

8 See Peter N. Gregory, "Is Critical Buddhism Really Critical?" in Pruning the Bodhi Tree: The Storm Over Critical
Buddhism, ed. Jamie Hubbard and Paul L. Swanson (Honolulu: University of Hawai’i Press, 1997), 289.

% peter N. Gregory, Tsung-mi and the sinification of Buddhism, Studies in East Asian Buddhism 16 (Honolulu:
University of Hawai'i Press, 2002), 187.

8 Jacqueline Stone, "Review: Some Reflections on Critical Buddhism," Japanese Journal of Religious Studies 26,
no. 1/2 (1999): 173.
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Fazang's doctrine of the Dependent Origination from the Tathagatagarbha holds the lack of
distinction between the Unconditioned and Conditioned realms on the basis of the synthesis
between Truth and Delusion in the Conditioned realm, and thus its focus is on the Conditioned
realm. Although the Madhyamaka exegetes, just like Fazang, argue for the lack of distinction
between the two realms, they do this with the focus on the Unconditioned realm; the Yogacara
exegetes take the position that the two realms are distinct from each other, focusing on the
Conditioned realm. With these differences, Fazang's thought of lack of distinction between the
two realms necessarily runs counter to the two school's, particularly Yogacara school's, positions.
Thus, it was not by embracing the Madhyamaka and Yogacara teachings in the AMF system, but
by transcending them through another level of teaching that Fazang attempts to resolve the
Emptiness-Existence controversy. In this respect, Fazang's hierarchical synthesis that overcomes
the Madhyamaka and Yogacara schools should be distinguished from Wonhyo's balanced

synthesis that embraces them into a synthesis.

The hierarchical antagonism between the Tathagatagarbha and Yogacara schools
contained in the Dependent Origination from the Tathagatagarbha became prominent and
stabilized by Fazang's disciple Chengguan, as mentioned in the Introduction.”® Chengguan makes
polemic contradiction between the Tathagatagarbha and Yogacara schools by designating
respectively as the Dharma Characteristics (Faxiang) school and Dharma Nature (Faxing) school
with the implication that the former is superior to the latter. Through this process, the inherent
antagonism between the two doctrinal positions in Fazang's doctrine of the Dependent
Origination from the Tathagatagarbha emerged to the surface, and thus exerted a significant

influence on the traditional bifurcation between the Tathagatagarbha and Yogacara schools.

% See Introduction, 2, (3).
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This bifurcation between the Tathagatagarbha and Yogacara schools, in turn, entailed
another bifurcation between Paramartha and Xuanzang, or the Shelun school and Faxiang school,
when such a scholar as Ui Hakuju interpreted Paramartha's Shelun thought from Fazang's
perspective of the AMF. In other words, the doctrinal antagonism between the tathagatagarbha
and Yogacara teaching represented in Fazang's interpretation of the AMF has now turned to an
antagonistic bifurcation between Paramartha's Shelun school and Xuanzang's Faxiang school.
Further, such a bifurcation also was fortified by the scholarly presumption that Paramartha
belongs to the same Shelun school as Tangian's and that Xuanzang is associated with the Faxiang
school. In this light, it seems very likely that the bifurcation between the Tathagatagarbha and
Yogacara schools, or the Old and New Yogacara, originated from Fazang's hierarchical
interpretation of the AMF and subsequently solidified into an antagonistic interpretation between

the respective schools.

When we divide the Shelun school into the two strands, we see that there are similarities
between Fazang and those who presumably belong to Tangian's strand. Like Tangian, Fazang's

1.7 As discussed before, the

scholastic genealogy traces back to the Southern Dilun schoo
putative Tangian's Shelun exegetes (“the sixth exegetes™) and Fazang both equates the Nature of
Realization with the ultimate reality, such as Thusness, whereas Wonhyo and the She dashenglun

shu distinguish it from the amalavijiiana or Dharma Body. Further, Fazang equates the Nature of

°! Fazang's teacher Zhiyan %{# (602-668) studied under several teachers, such as Dushun F£JE (557-640), Fachang
7 H (566-645), Sengbian (g (568-642), Jinglin A5t (565-640), Zhizheng & 1F (559-639). Among these five,
Fachang, Zhizheng belongs to the Southern Dilun school; Jinglin also studied under & 7% (556-630), a disciple of
Tanyan 2%t (516-588); Sengbian is a grand-disciple of Jingsong I %, (537-614), who originally belongs to the
Southern Dilun school. Besides it is said that Zhiyan resolved questions on Huayan doctrines through the
Southern Dilun school founder Huiguang's Z-¢ (alt. the Vinaya Master Guangtong 4% {3E; 468-537)
commentary on the Avatamsakasitra. For detailed explanation on Zhiyan's teachers, see Robert Michael Gimello,
"Chih-yen (%/{#%, 602-668) and the Foundations of Hua-yen (Z£f§%) Buddhism" (Ph.D. Dissertation, Columbia
University, 1976), 171-206; 57-133. Also see Chapter |1, Chart 2.

% See Chapter 11, 2, (3).
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Realization with the AMF notion of the Original Awakening, and connects it to Xuanzang's

concept of "Inherent Gotra" (C. benxingzhu zhongxing/xing zhongxing 7/ (= fa#k /A %2,
a.k.a., the "Innate Buddha Gotra" (C. zhuzixing foxing {3 B M4:f#7[f) in Paramartha's

terminology).” Such a position by Fazang also resonates with his perspective on the
tathagatagarbha as the perfect form of enlightenment in sentient beings, which focuses more on

the state of enlightenment rather than the process of enlightenment.

Like Wonhyo, Fazang also divides the Original Awakening into two types, i.e., the
Naturally Pure Original Awakening and the Original Awakening that Accords with Taints, and
explains that they result respectively in the Dharma Body and the Reward and Transformation
Bodies.” For Fazang, however, the advancements of the Original Awakening to the Buddha
Body are none other than phases of the non-temporal mutual permeation of Thusness and

Delusion (C. zhenwang huxun E % 7 ), not temporal processes of the two separate
permeations, i.e., Permeation by Thusness (C. zhenru xunxi E %15 %) and Permeation by
Delusion (C. wuming xunxi fEHH 2 3). Further, Fazang also posits another upper level of

teaching separately from the AMF Teaching of Dependent Origination from the
Tathagatagarbha, in just the same way he posits the AMF teaching separately from the

Madhyamaka and Yogacara teaching; while the AMF corresponds to the teaching of synthesis of

% See Chapter I1. n. 94.

M HARENE - MRS - AR R o A o TEFE - AMEEE - EREE SRR A AR -
(efmaatt - REEHCEBRTS - BATECE - SR EZRATE - IepACHE: o RIS R Rikls - Bl
TRARH T AR AR B TR - BRI = - IR ARSI & o —UIER A LU RN (FERE—
e F 47 T5EE T1866:45.485¢c14-21).

PR A AR S FATK AR R AR (R TREL (SR 33 T1846:44:260029-¢11);
=AM B REA Z2A R IS R R R A S AR B = o OIEERE - HUAMEEE - SHEZE -
P IEEEN G E - 2t - AIRTER ISR 2240 - SR HEREE A S CRIRHEEmaRR
T1846:44:260c11-18).
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Truth and Delusion in the Conditioned realm, the Huayan teaching, the utmost level of teaching

in Fazang's taxonomy, does not distinguish between the Unconditioned and Conditioned realms.

Fazang's non-temporal doctrines of the tathagatagarbha and his explanation of the
relationship between the Unconditioned and Conditioned realms in the structure of the AMF may

be presented as the following chart:

Huayan
Thusness Aspect /[ E41FT, Production and Cessation Aspect .\ 47,
Unconditioned i & Conditioned & &; Alayavijiiana
Essence 5, . .
o Functions Unawakening
Essence f& Characteristics #H , Acquired Awakening o
uired Awakenin z N
Original Awakening A& a A -

Naturally Pure Original
Awakening PEFAEE,
Thusness that Accords with
Conditions E4[1[E%%,
Tathagatagarbha Y03

Original Awakening that
Accords with Taints

; BEA AL
' as Enlightenment,
Unchanging Thusness ! Nature of Realization fi#/4:
EAIRNEE as Enlightenment
Reward Bod &
Dharma Body ;%5 S

! Transformation Body L&

Chart 5. Fazang s Doctrine of Tathagatagarbha and its Lack of Distinction between the Unconditioned and
Conditioned

4. Concluding Remarks

The AMF has been generally regarded as a Tathagatagarbha text on the basis of Fazang's
taxonomy that identifies the text as the Teaching of Dependent Origination from the

Tathagatagarbha. This Teaching, which is based on the doctrine of the mutual synthesis of Truth
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and Delusion, has been considered to reconcile the Madhyamaka that focuses on the aspect of
Truth and the Yogacara that emphasizes the aspect of Delusion. Fazang's concept of the
synthesis, however, which transcends, not embraces, the two schools' positions, contains a
fundamental contradiction between the AMF's and the two schools', and particularly Yogacara
school's, position. The contradiction immanent in Fazang's metaphysical interpretation of the
AMF has in turn served as a theoretical basis for the traditional bifurcation of Tathagatagarbha
and Yogacara. Wonhyo's approach, however, which has not drawn as much attention as does
Fazang's, shows another way of understating of the tathagatagarbha, that is, a soteriologically
focused understanding of the tathagatagarbha. These two ways of understanding the
tathagatagarbha are also connected to the long-standing issue in East Asia Yogacara tradition of
how to define the relationship between the tathagatagarbha and the alayavijiana. While
Fazang's view has commonalities with that of Tangian's Shelun strand, Wonhyo's position
accords with Paramartha's Shelun strand. Given that the understanding of the rathagatagarbha is
divided into two ways, the paradigm of the bifurcation between the Tathagatagarbha and

Yogacara, or the Old and New Yogacara, also should be reconsidered.
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CHAPTER V. Synthesis of the One Vehicle and the Three Vehicles: Taehyon's

Interpretation of the AMF, the Sitra of Brahma's Net, and the Cheng weishi lun

1. Taehyon's Yogacara Thought from A New Perspective

After the extended discussion above on problematic bifurcations of the East Asian Yogacara
tradition, | discuss in this chapter Tachyon's Yogacara thought. Although Taehyon is generally
known as the founder of the Silla Popsang (C. Faxiang) school, as | mentioned in the
Introduction, his doctrinal views that contain both Dharma Characteristics and Dharma Nature
positions have raised controversies among both traditional Buddhist thinkers and modern
scholars as to whether Tachyon is scholastically affiliated to the Dharma Characteristics school

or the Dharma Nature school, or both.!

The attempts, however, to explain Tachyon's doctrinal position under the rubric of the
bifurcation of the Dharma Nature and Dharma Characteristics schools, or the Tathagatagarbha
and Yogacara, are fundamentally problematic because these dichotomies cannot explain how or
in what way Taechyon managed to accept both positions with virtually no doctrinal contradiction.

Some scholars attempted to connect Tachyon to the scholastic line of Wonch’iik, who was

! Ko lkchin, for instance, points out that while Koryd monk Sohyon 258 (1038-1096) describes Silla Yogacara as
"led by Wonhyo formerly and succeeded by Tachyon later” (&ML > i BEOARETRE > 3%, SlSFEmEE
BT E FEFERS), implying that both were regarded as Yogacara exegetes, the Kegonshiz shoryit gokyo jiishii daii
ryakusho ZERG AT I A2 AR EREYD classifies Taehyon as a Kegon (K. Hwaom) exegete
(T2336:72.200b16). But Ko himself identifies Tachyon as a Yogacara exegete (see Ko Ikchin 319 %1, Han'guk
kodae pulgyo sasangsa &[] i {27 EAE 5 (Seoul: Tongguk University Press, 1989), 351.). Ko's view was
refuted by Pak T'aewon later (see Pak T aewon BHE €], "Kyondiing ti Kisillon kwan" 52 2] #{Z 5w, Kasan
hakpo 7};FeFH. 1 (1991): 251-54). The Japanese Vinaya monk Sho'on f& 3z (ca. 14th century) states in his
Bonmokyo gekan koshakki jutsu shakusho 4L T Gy i 20 it 76$) that Taehyon was originally a Hwadom
exegete but later converted to the Popsang school (Nikon daizokyo H A Kjei4%, 20: 4-5). However, in the
Bonmokyo koshaku kogi 484 =0 4l #% Shosan j7 &L (1288-1362) did not confine Tachyon's scholastic
position into a single school, by saying that his ecumenical tendency is similar to Wonhyo's (ibid., 2). For more
information, see Pang In %21, "T'aehyon Ui Yusik ch'drhak yon'gu" A& 2] MELETELRTZL" (Ph.D. Dissertation,
Seoul National University, 1995), 27-35.
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typically regarded as a synthesizer of Tathagatagarbha and Yogacara doctrines, in distinction to
Ji, who advocated a purely Yogacara position; this approach, however, has been challenged by
research that proves the scholastic similarities between Wonch’iik and Ji.2 More significantly, the
fact that Tachyon's Yogacara thought belongs to the New Yogacara tradition, which is typically
identified with or reduced to the Dharma Characteristics school,® has raised recurrent scholarly
questions of how Taehyon, the putative founder of the Dharma Characteristics school in Silla,

advocates both Dharma Nature and Dharma Characteristics positions.*

Considering the difficulties in understanding Taechyon's Yogacara position within these
bifurcated paradigms, | have examined in the previous chapters the problems of the traditional
paradigm, while seeking another way to explain them. | have argued that contrary to what is
presumed by the bifurcation, the Shelun school, the representative Old Yogacara school, is
divided into two groups, that is, Paramartha's and Tangian's lineages, because Paramartha's
doctrinal position represents binary features by accepting both the Tathagatagarbha and
Yogacara views unlike the typical Shelun image of the school as being Tathagatagarbha-oriented.
Later such an exegete as Wonhyo also shows the doctrinal tendency to embrace both the

Tathagatagarbha and Yogacara. In regards to the New Yogacara, | have suggested that there

2 See Introduction, 1.
® See Chapter 111, 2.

* There are several different views, for instance, on the Taesiing kisillon naeiii yakt’amgi K TGS 5N SR,
Taehyon's commentary on the AMF. Ko Ikchin argues that Tachyon, an exegete of the Dharma Characteristics
school, used the AMF, a work belonging to the Dharma Nature school to prove the doctrinal identity between the
AMF and the Yogacara teaching with the purpose of elevating the status of the Yogacara against the rival Hwaom
school (see Ko, Han'guk kodae pulgyo sasangsa &8 i U2 B AE 5 ). Pak T'aewon says that Tachyon's own
thought cannot be read in the Yakt'amgi since it is a compilation of Wonhyo and Fazang's commentaries on the
AMF, and thus, he says, Tachyon shares Wonhyo's perspective (see Pak, "Kyondiing ti Kisillon kwan" & 2]
#E{Z:m#H, 251-54), but he also says that Taehyon takes a neutral position between Wonhyo's and Fazang's (see
Pak, "Silla Pulgyo iii Taesiing kisillon yon'gu" #rEg#2rS] KIS 5L, 56-57). Pang In suggests that
Taehyon was a Hwadm exegete at least when he was composing the Yakt'amgi (see Pang In *J-%1, "Silla Pulgyo
sasangsa esotii T'achydn Yusikhak i Giti" 758 2 EAE ol A 9] KB MEskes o] 238, Pangnyon Pulgyo
Nonjip [ ffZmEE 2(1992)).
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were New Yogacara schools that sympathized with the Tathagatagarbha position and that in this

respect Ji's Faxiang school cannot therefore represent the entirety of the New Yogacara tradition.

I will discuss in this chapter Taehyon's Yogacara thought, which contains both the
Dharma Nature and Dharma Characteristics views, as another piece of doctrinal evidence to
prove that the bifurcation is a misleading paradigm for describing the East Asian Yogacara
tradition. In doing this, I will examine the way in which Tachyon combines or synthesize the two
seemingly contrasting doctrines in his scholastic system and in what aspects Taehyon's approach
is distinct from that of other exegetes, such as Wonhyo, by analyzing the Taesiing kisillon naetii
yakt'amgi KIEFL(S N FIZIEEL (hereafter, Yakt'amgi), the Pommanggyong kojovkki5
AL aiEe (hereafter, Pommanggi), and the Songyusingnon hakki [UMERRGHEESC (hereafter,

Hakki) among his extant works.®

2. Taehyon's Yogacara Thought in the Taesiing kisillon naerii yakt’amgi
(1) Balanced Perspective toward the One Vehicle and the Three Vehicles

The Yamt'amgi, Taehyon's commentary on the AMF, consists mostly of selective or parallel

combinations of citations from Wonhyo's and Fazang's commentaries. Based on such a combined

> The term "Kojokki" t#FEE, "Record of old traces," is used in the title of most of Tachydn’s works (Among about
fifty some works, forty works contain the phrase "Record of old traces."). Tachyon’s scholastic style is marked by
selectively organizing and comparing his predecessors’ exegetical interpretations, as implied in this phrase.

® Besides these three works, there are two more extant works by Taehydn, i.e., the Posal kyebon chong'yo & A
=2 and the Yaksa ponwon'gyong kojokki BT AL 78 EC. The Posal kyebon chong'yo, also known as
Pommanggyong posal kyebon chong'yo & 4848 = iEm A S 2, is a brief commentary on the second (and last)
fascicle of the Sutra of Brahma's Net (C. Fanwang jing, K. Pommang kyong #484%). Since this work is

frequently cited in the Pommanggyong kojokki, Taehyon's larger commentary on the Sutra of Brahma's Net, |
confine the discussion on Taehyon's views on the sitra to the latter larger work. The Yaksa ponwaon'gyong kojokki

is a commentary on the the Yaoshi liuliguang rulai benyuan gongde jing Z£Em¥EEE 415K AFATH{EAE, a
scripture from the Pure Land tradition, and | did not include it in my current discussion that focuses on Taechyon's

Yogacara thought.
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way of description in the Yakt'amgi, scholars have suggested that Tachyon takes a synthetic or
neutral position between Wanhyo and Fazang.” In the last chapter, | argued that Wonhyo's
interpretation of the AMF should be distinguished from Fazang's: while Wonhyo interprets One
Vehicle teaching of the AMF as embracing both the Madhyamaka and Yogacara views within its
system, Fazang views the AMF as a superior teaching that transcends the two schools' positions
on the basis of a hierarchical understanding of the relationship. Given that Wonhyo's and
Fazang's interpretations of the AMF are significantly distinct from each other, the question would
be how or in what way Taehyon combines or synthesizes the two exegetes' views in his own

commentary on the AMF.

One thing that draws our attention at first in the Yakt'amgi is that in regard to the matter
of the AMF's doctrinal status, Taehyon follows Fazang's perspective, not Wonhyo's; just like
Fazang, Tachyon describes the AMF teaching as the Advanced Teaching of Mahayana, the
fourth level of teaching of the five-level taxonomy.? In other words, Tachyon does not follow
Wonhyo, who considers the AMF teaching of the One Mind to be the One Vehicle teaching,® but

regards it as the fourth of the five-level taxonomy of the teachings.

" Yoshizu Yoshihide, for instance, argues that there existed a scholastic trend of synthesis between Wanhyo and
Fazang (UL R &2 RE) in medieval Korea and Japan and he includes Taehyon's scholasticism in this tread
(see Yoshizu, Kegon ichijo shiso no kenkyii ZEgg— 3 B DHF4E: 531-53). Pak T'aewon says that Taechyon takes
a neutral position between Wonhyo and Fazang since he introduces both exegetes' views without any clear
evaluations or criticism in the Yakt'amgi (see n. 4 above)

& Tachyon's acceptance of the five-level taxonomy is well represented in the section on "Buddha Bodies" (K. pulsin
8.5 (see HPC3.758b09-762b12), the last of the eight main subsections of the Yakt'amgi, i.e., (1) "Reverence to
Three Treasures" (K. kwigyong sambo EF =%5), (2) "Combining Consciousness” (K. hwahap sik f1&3%), (3)
"Four Marks" (K. sasang PU4H), (4) "Original Awakening" (K. pon'gak 4%, (5) "Delusion" (K. mumyong fi&HA),
(6) "Dependent Origination of Arising and Cessation" (K. saengmyodl inyon 2EJg[R4%), (7) "Six Defilements" (K.
yuk yom 752%), and (8) "Buddha Bodies" (K. pulsin {#£f). In this last section, Tachyon discusses distinct features
of the Buddha Bodies at each level of teaching. Besides the five-levels of teaching, Tachyon also mentions the
Distinct Teaching (K. pydlgyo FZY). For the list of Fazang's five-level taxonomy, see Introduction, n. 33.

% In the Kiimgang sammaegyong non Wanhyo relates the One Mind directly to the One Vehicle; he says that one
gains access to the One Vehicle within the One Mind ( —(,F—28) « lH—%  {&—1T - A—3€ - {F—3 -
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What should be noted is that although Tachyon employs Fazang's frame of the five-level
taxonomy, Tachyon's perspective on each level of the taxonomy is different from Fazang's.
Fazang, as discussed in the last chapter, regards the five levels of teaching as hierarchically
ordered; the teaching of a higher level is superior to those of a lower level. In the Yakt'amgi,
however, we do not see any hierarchical order described in the relationship of the five levels of
teaching; Taechyon describes them merely as divisions of distinct teachings, while being quite
flexible in attributing scriptures to each level. Tachyon places, for instance, the Avatamsakasiitra
on the level of the Perfect Teaching (i.e., the fifth level), as in Fazang's taxonomy,™ but also on
the level of the Elementary Teaching (i.e., the second level)** or the Sudden Teaching (i.e., the
fourth level).* In addition, while Tachyon mentions the One Vehicle and Three Vehicles in the

Yakt'amgi, but no implication is made that the One Vehicle is superior to the Three Vehicles.™

H—8 - B (&M =84 Em T1730:34.961b10-11); "Within the one mind, one thought stirs, and, by
conforming to the one reality, one cultivates the one practice, gains access to the one vehicle, abides in the one
path, makes use of the one enlightenment, and awakens to the one taste” (Buswell, trans. Cultivating Original
Enlightenment: Wonhyo's Exposition of the Vajrasamadhi-Sitra (Kiimgang Sammaegyong Non): 49)) and in
another place says that one returns to the origin of the One Mind through the fathagatas' teaching of One Taste,
which is the One Vehicle (&5 —Bk# o AWIRATER—VIZUESEA S A—B IR - AEH—VIRAEAR —8 - H
FRfEAARE 2 o B AIoR R 2 SRR LB — O 2R © B LRI B TS o B0 0k - BlIE—3F (&l
=HE& 5 T1730:34.964c04-08); " "All explain the single taste” means that there are none of the doctrinal
teachings spoken by the tathagatas that are not intended to prompt access to the taste of the one enlightenment.
[This passage] seeks to clarify that the original one enlightenment of all sentient beings just flows forth from out
of their ignorance and in accordance with their fantasies. None of those beings will fail to return to the
fountainhead of the one mind through the tathagatas' clarifications concerning the single taste; and when they
return to the fountainhead of the mind, they will all be unascertainable. Hence it is said that the single taste is in
fact the one vehicle.” (ibid., 68)).

1

o

EHREZ FRESR T2 & —— 0 TR ER - WERKERG o fhEsE AR TV R AR EZ
SUMR TR (RIS L AR — V) FhAI TS EE S Pl —Efl B A REEER S BMSSET (KRR
S FERS R HPC3.759a18-b02).

U EAGEL U B B A0 A B (L R IHIAKK (KIS S A FEMS Ff50 HPC3.761a06-08).
Here, Tachyon even says that this teaching is attributed both to the Elementary and Advanced Teachings.

1 ERIERL ML SR S R S R B R RS +TREM IR P4 BWRK
NEUR AT (RS- SR N FEIS PEEC HPC3.759a14-17).

13 Each of the One Vehicle and the Three Vehicles is only once mentioned in the Yakt'amgi. The Perfect Teaching is
referred to as the One Vehicle at one place (& &53E0E ZAEE RIEE R fE F4a1sk  HhrufEs
& "4 —SEEIZ BRI SRS (RIEEEHm A FISEREC HPC3.761¢21-762a04)); in another place it
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Judging from all this evidence, it appears that although Tachyon adopts the framework of
Fazang's five-level taxonomy, he does not agree with Fazang's hierarchical ordering of its
content. In other words, Tachyon equally treats each of the levels as an independent teaching that

has its own doctrinal and soteriological significance.

If Tachyon considers the five-level taxonomy as equal individual teachings with their
own doctrinal and soteriological meanings, we may explain why Taehyon adopts Fazang's view
of the AMF as the Advanced Teaching, not Wonhyo's interpretation of it as the One Vehicle
teaching. From Taehyon's perspective that there are individual teachings for particular audiences,
Fazang's division of the teaching into the five separate levels and attributing the AMF to one of
the levels would be more acceptable than Wonhyo's interpretation of the AMF as the ultimate
One Vehicle teaching that embraces all other teachings within it. In other words, for Tachyon,
who considers the equality of various levels of teaching, the One Vehicle, along with the Three
Vehicles, constitutes one of the several levels of teaching, each of which has its own audiences.
It would be in this respect that Taehyon accepts Fazang's five-level taxonomy that provides ech

level of teaching its own independency.

It seems to be only the framework, however, of the five-level taxonomy that Tachyon
adopts from Fazang, because while Tachyon takes the position that all levels of teaching are
equally coexisting independent teachings, Fazang's hierarchical interpretation represents a One
Vehicle-centered perspective. Wonhyo and Fazang are indeed identified as One Vehicle exegetes
since their interpretations of the AMF both reflect the One Vehicle-centered perspective.

Wonhyo's interpretation of the AMF, as discussed in the last chapter, is based on the coexisting

is said that the locus of Buddhas at the level of Three Vehicles is very different (£ %) from that at the level of
Distinct Teaching (£{&KA12Y --- =R E S+ B b 2B XARER: AHUCRERE 157 El4RA I
=R =R A (RIS S iR A FEIS PR5C HPC3.762a20-b12)).
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or harmonious relationship between the One Mind and its Two Aspects, or the One Vehicle and
the Three Vehicles; but Wonhyo's focus is apparently on the One Vehicle teaching, i.e., the One
Mind, which is the ultimate state of reality that subsumes all forms of distinction or variation
without contradiction. Fazang's One Vehicle-centered perspective is reflected in his hierarchical
interpretation of the five-level taxonomy. On the contrary, Tachyon, who regards the One
Vehicle and the Three Vehicles as equal independent teachings with their own significance,

excludes the One Vehicle-centered views in his interpretation of the AMF.

Although Tachyon does not accept Wonhyo's One Vehicle-centered framework that the
One Vehicle teaching embraces all the Three Vehicles, he agrees with Wonhyo's perspective that
the One Vehicle and the Three Vehicles coexist without contradiction. In other words, Tachyon
takes Fazang's five-level taxonomy instead of Wonhyo's One Vehicle framework since he
regards the AMF as an independent level of teaching among several levels; but he refuses to
accept Fazang's view that the levels of teaching are hierarchically separated and thus cannot
coexist. In fact, Taehyon cites many of Wonhyo's quotations of such a Yogacara text as the
Yogacarabhumisastra, which Fazang completely excludes from his Yiji. For instance, in the

sections of "Dependent Origination of Arising and Cessation" (K. saengmydl inyon 45 [R4%)
and "Six Defilements" (K. yuk yom 7~2¢),* Taehyon cites several sets of questions and the
answers about the topics from Wonhyo's Kisillon so, Pyélgi, or Yijang i —[#% ("Essay on the

Two Hindrances"), in which Wonhyo draws upon Yogacara texts, such as the Yogacarabhiimi

;- 15
sastra.

Y For the eight subsections, see n. 8 above.

' Taehyon's citations that contain Wanhyo's quotations of the Yogacarabhimisastra in the two sections are as
follows: A IFEHE(Eam AN FMEHEEC HPC3.755a18-b06, which is cited from the Pyoigi (T1845.T44:229a12-23);
HPC3. 755b22-c16, cited from the Pyaslgi (T1845.T44:235c02-20); HPC3.755¢16-756a03, cited from the Pyalgi
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To sum up, in the Yakt'amgi Tachyon combines Wonhyo and Fazang's views on the AMF
on the basis of his balanced perspective of the One Vehicle and the Three Vehicles, or the AMF

teaching and the Madhyamaka and Yogacara teachings.

(2) Binary Perspective on the Buddha Nature I: The Distinction between the Original

Awakening and the Nature of Realization

Although the Yakt'amgi mostly consists of the combination of Wonhyo's and Fazang's
commentaries, a subsection on "Five Mentations," or "Five Modes" (C. wu yi 71 %) of
consciousness, in the section on the "Meaning of Dependent Origination of Arising and
Cessation" (K. saengmyol inyon i £ J§[R%% %) appears to be a description of Tachyon's own

views, since an explanation equivalent to Tachyon's account in this section does not appear in
Wonhyo's or Fazang's commentaries. In accordance with the AMF, Wonhyo and Fazang divides

the consciousness into five modes, "Karmic Consciousness" (C. yeshi Zz8), "Transforming
Consciousness" (C. zhuanshi ##:%), "Manifesting Consciousness” (C. xianshi 7 35),
"Discriminating Consciousness" (C. zhishi %¢:%), and "Continuing Consciousness" (C. xiangxu
shi FH4&:8%), and they attribute the first three to "Foundational Consciousness" (C. benshi Z:#),

that is, alayavijiiana, and the last two to "Activity Consciousness” (252%).*° Tachyon says that

(T1845.T44:235c20-28); HPC3.756a03-24, cited from the Pyolgi (T1845.T44:238¢18-239a11); HPC3.757h22-
€05, cited from the Kisillon so (T1844.T44:215b27-c03); HPC3.757¢12-15, cited from the Kisillon so
(T1844.T44:215c07-12).

PR o APES - —HES AR o T E BRI o S HAERR 02 3 o W AN A - A
HEF - FTROLES - FRIEITEE - BGEE) - DIEZER - SRERE - A LIREERER - B RhEE - S8
W o B ARtERRAEs - RIESEER - AEHURSVE - SEHCRERATIES - B REE - S - AT
UGG RS - FEARMEE - (RICTI SR TCE R - RESREEMAE R - SERIE TR E (e[St
T1844.T44:213c16-c24); AREMHEH  FrifoLae eI SR Ag ) - A2 2ESRA - AUELARA T - BIR
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on a detailed level the Foundational Consciousness is divided into four types, instead of three
that Fazang and Wonhyo describe, by adding "True Consciousness” (K. chinsik E:#) as the
most fundamental mode of consciousness, and says that this consciousness is also named "Self

Marks" (K. chasang H1H) or "[Consciousness of] Awareness Marks" (K. chisang [sik]

#kE[2%]),Y which are concepts drawn from the Lasikavatarasiitra.™®

The concept of True Consciousness here has the connotation of the tathagatagarbha or
the Buddha Nature, because Tachyon refers to the "Essence” (K. ch'ae #3) of the Self Marks
(a.k.a., True Consciousness) as the Original Awakening or the Dharma Body.° I have discussed

in the last chapter that the Original Awakening is another description of the tathagatagarbha

found in the AMF, and that Wonhyo also identifies the Original Awakening to the Dharma

DURERE - SHIFHLEELED - BRI - IE 5% —0F - BARIRE. - SRERE - I AEHEREER, - 2
B - BEERE - RO RSB REER - BIUEERER - REHURSE - REHCR AR -« B REH -
BE - PRFTHUSERE RS - EHERS (RIRE(SHRFR50 T1846.T44:264¢21-28).

These concepts appear in the Lankavatarasiitra, with variations between the four- and ten-fascicle versions;
sHecA A ¢ SEEEAE - ZEAH - A - KRB BEESRA =R BERA )/ UH - (R R = SHEER - B
ey B (B Pk 2 s 4% T670.T16:483a14-17); K& | GG —fF - /S —fE 2 —3%& - B —%& -
AR = BHEK - RE A/ R - WESRA T - SR T —F - THER 5 - ORISR (A
4% T671.T16:522¢29-a03).

YV AREE T Y= % SR G B AR T4l A TURES: — B TR A TR
St TSN TRSEAE I S TR AT NS PO TR TR (KT S SRS T
HPC3.753c06-12). It is said that the True Consciousness does not rely on other [consciousnesses] (¥] E&k&
FEM R (R IRE SR N ZB8HEEELE HPC3.753¢13)) and that it is accordingly named as the Self Marks (R £ 4t f5¢
A E A SRR LS 5 N IS EREC HPC3.754b07)).

'8 The concept of True Consciousness appears in the four fascicle version of the Lasikavatarasiitra (see Chapter I, n.

34); the concepts of "Self Marks" (K. chasang E#fH) and "[Consciousness of] Awareness Marks" (K. chisang [sik]
%A [3%]) occur in the ten-fascicle version of the Lasnkavatarasitra (KEE | A E R RLEREE > 5 BAHE
AVEPTRLUER SR A - AR - EEORIT AR INER - M e AEPT RS AR o B EOREE |

Sh e R - B AR - 35 AR RS PR ER ERIE (A RS {I4E T671.T16:522a16-20) and see n. 16
above).We thus see that Taehyon's classification of the Foundational Consciousness into the four types is based on
the Lankavatarasiitra.

P TR DO RS R B B EUR AR R RN MRS B LR B
M ERE 225 TN JES A BRI EAD (RILES SRR CRIEH(E 5 N R8T
HPC3.754a09-14).
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Body.?° By identifying the Essence of the True Consciousness, the most fundamental mode of
consciousness, with the Original Awakening, Tachyon implies that there is a basis for
enlightenment in alayavijiiana. Taehyon's description of the True Consciousness as the most
fundamental mode of the consciousness and his identification of the Essence of the Self Marks
(a.k.a. the True Consciousness) with the Original Awakening implies that he considers the

tathdagatagarbha as a universal capacity that is inherent in all sentient beings.

One might in this light say that Taehyon accepts the concept of universal Buddha Nature
just as the Tathagatagarbha exegetes advocate it. We should note, however, that Tachyon
distinguishes the Original Awakening from the Nature of Realization, in a way that recalls
Wonhyo's distinction between the amalavijiiana or Thusness and the Nature of Realization.?*
Soon after saying that the Essence of the Self Marks is the Original Awakening, Tachyon states

that the Nature of Realization is named the Self Marks (E#H) in distinction to the Essence of the
Self Marks (57@2%%).22 Indeed, Tachyon distinguishes the Self Marks from its Essence; he

explains each of the four modes of Foundational Consciousness in terms of two aspects, i.e.,

their "Essence" and then their "Comprehensive Mark" (K. t'ongsang ###H), and these two

aspects are associated respectively to the Original Awakening and the Nature of Realization.? In

2 gee n. 19 above.

2! For Wonhyo's distinction between the amalavijiana or Thusness and the Nature of Realization, see Chapter 11, 2,

©F

2 ¥omttand P A DUREE IR AR DA SRR T B R TR, DB AR
B REIE SN E A DESA JR0AE RREBARE nl4 e R B S et Ehi et 2 A Rk
firl S EAE R IEHE (S s N F=BS 5 HPC3.754b01-07). Here Taehyon also describes that Wisdom (K. chi
Z41) in the Karmic Consciousness comes from the movement of the Essence of the Original Awakening, implying
that he distinguishes the Essence from the others.

% Tachyon divides the category into two; H A% 235 fHZ47 -+, See n. 19 and n. 22 above.
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other words, Tachyon explains the Original Awakening or the Dharma Body as corresponding to
the Essence of the Self Marks, whereas the Nature of Realization as corresponding to its

Comprehensive Mark, thereby distinguishing them from each other.

| have discussed in the Chapter IV that Wonhyo regards the tathagatagarbha, which is
united with the alayavijiiana, as potential enlightenment and that he maintains that the
tathagatagarbha is eventually manifested after a process of practice as the Naturally Pure
Original Awakening. | have also suggested that Wonhyo's notion of the Buddha Nature as
potential enlightenment shows doctrinal similarities with Paramartha's concept of Nature of
Realization. Here, Tachyon's distinction between the Original Awakening and the Nature of
Realization appears to exactly parallel Wonhyo's binary perspective on the Naturally Pure
Original Awakening both as the universal Buddha Nature and as the tathagatagarbha, the
potential enlightenment. In this regard, if we agree that Wonhyo is not classified as a
Tathagatagarbha exegete in the sense that is defined in the bifurcation between the
Tathagatagarbha and Yogacara, then Taehyon cannot be classified as a Tathagatagarbha exegete

either, because he shares Wanhyo's perspective.

% Tachyon's acceptance of binary feature of Buddha Nature has the implication that Tachyon succeeds to
Paramartha along with Wonhyo. There seems to be a distinction, however, between Wonhyo's and Taehyon's
perspectives on the Buddha Nature. Wonhyo identifies the amalavijiiana, the ultimate enlightenment attained at
the end of practice, as the ninth consciousness (see Chapter 1V, n. 81), thereby explaining the ultimate state, which
he associates with the One Mind (or the One Vehicle), separately from the regular eight consciousnesses; but
Taehyon explains the ultimate enlightenment in the scope of the eight consciousnesses since he regards the
amalavijiiana not as the ninth consciousness, but as a pure portion of the alayavijiiana (Ffi = » #EIGHEER
G - BCPERAES o HMIZ &S ILaRTE o FRt - ML - ARIEAHEREIMESE - fESEEE B ML - BIEL
BE o OIS R o I - HARER LS (STREE ) (S50 X818:50.64c01-04)). We
cannot determine, as discussed in Chapter Il, whether or not Paramartha regarded the amalavijiiana as the ninth
consciousness, and accordingly we cannot tell whose position is closer to Paramartha's. But insofar as both
exegetes take the binary perspective on the Buddha Nature, it may be said that they succeed Paramartha's position.
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3. Taehyon's View on Buddhist Precepts Represented in the Pommanggyong kojokki
(1) Balanced View toward the Sravaka Precepts and the Bodhisattva Precepts

The Pommanggyong kojokki (hereafter, Pommanggi), Taehyon's commentary to the Sizra of

Brahma's Net (C. Fanwang jing "F4g4%), is one of his works that were particularly influential in
medieval East Asia.” The precepts of Mahayana in East Asia are traditionally divided into two
types, i.e., Yogacara precepts (C. Yugie jie ¥5i{ii7) and Brahma's Net precepts (C. Fanwang

jie &4E7); the former is the precepts described in such Yogacara texts as the Pusa shanjie

—e

jing EiEZALK, the Pusa dichi jing EE 4%, and the Yogacarabhiumisastra, and the latter
in the Sutra of Brahma's Net. It appears that when the Yogacara precepts were introduced in a
more systematic form than before along with Xuanzang's translation of the Yogacarabhiumisastra,
the matter of how to define the relation between the Brahma's Net precepts and the Yogacara
precepts raised as an issue, because the Yogacara precepts consists of both sravaka precepts (C.

shengwen jie B2 fEj7; i.e., the Small Vehicle precepts) and bodhisattva precepts, while the

Brahma's Net precepts consists only of bodhisattva precepts.?® The commentaries on the Sitra of

Brahma's Net composed up until Tachyon's time address this issue implicitly and explicitly,?’

% See Introduction, n. 2. Previous exegetes' commentaries on the Siitra of Brahma's Net include Zhiyi's Pusajie
yishu E[#ERiFER, Wonhyo's Pommanggyong posal kyebon sagi #5484 &£ A FL 50, Uijok's (ca. 7th to 8th
century) Posal kyebon so E=FER ANH, Stngjang's [ (ca. 6th to 7th century) Pommanggyong sulgi AF4g4&iizr,
Fazang' Fanwangjing pusa jieben shu #4845 & A5, All of them wrote the commentary only on the first of
the two fascicles of the Sitra of Brahma's Net, but Tachyon composed a full commentary on both fascicles.
Probably this is a part of the reason why Taehyon's Pommanggi was extensively circulated in medieval East Asia,

especially Japan.

% Ch'oe Wonsik 2 12), Silla Posalgye sasangsa yon'gu 755w BAE S FHZE (Seoul: Minjoksa F155A}, 1999).
116-17.

%" The extant commentaries to the Siitra of Brahma's Net show difference in their usage of the references; they show
variations in the matter of which references they rely on or how many times they quote, etc. For instance,
Stingjang cites the Yogacarabhumisastra in explaning almost every each case of the disciplines, while Wonhyo
cites it only two times. | will discuss about this more soon below.
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and Tachyon was one of them. The Pommanggi may be seen in this respect as Tachyon's
understanding of the relationship between the Yogacara precepts and the Brahma's Net precepts,
namely, the relationship between the Three Vehicles and the One Vehicle in terms of Buddhist

disciplines.?®

As in the Yakt'amgi, Tachyon refers to previous exegetes' commentaries in the
Pommanggi. It appears thus that Tachyon's position in the Pommanggi may be interpreted by
analyzing which exegete's commentary he chooses to cite and how he describes their views.
Since Tachyon cites Fazang (9) and Uijok (5) most in the Pommanggi besides his extensive
citation of Buddhist scriptures and treatises, such as the Yogacarabhimisastra (69), the Dazhi du

lun KZE7ES4 (18), the Nirvana Sitra (16),% 1 will discuss Tachydn's view mostly in comparison

to these two exegetes' perspectives.

The commentators on the Sutra of Brahma's Net show distinct positions in the matter of
how to relate the Yogacara precepts of the Yogacarabhiimisastra to the Mahayana precepts of
the Siitra of Brahma's Net. Taehyon not only broadly cites the Yogacara precepts in explaining
the Brahma's Net precepts, but also describes the sravaka precepts and the bodhisattva precepts

as independent disciplines respectively aimed for sravakas and bodhisattvas. In the section of

% It is recorded that Tachyon also wrote the Yuga kyebon chongyo il 4522, a work on the Yogacara precepts,
but it is not extant; see Tongguk Taehakkyo Pulgyo Munhwa Yon'guso, ed. Han'guk Pulgyo ch'ansul munhon
ch'ongnok & B AR i S RREE SR 76.

2 For the list of Taehyon's citation and its numbers, see Ch'oe Wonsik 2 €1 4], "T’achyon Ui posalgye ihae wa
hyonsil munje insik" KB 2] EiEn o] 3l oF FERTRE 214], Kasan hakpo 7}kl E. 2 (1993): 107-09. Ch'oe
Wonsik says that Tachyon also cites some exegetes without mentioning their name and many of them come from
Fazang's and Uijok's commentaries (ibid., 115.) Besides, Tachyon cites Wonhyo only once, and also cites
"Master" (K. hwasang #1_) three times. Scholars have generally presumed the "Master" as Tojting, in
accordance with the scholarly trend so far to connect Tachyon to Wonch’ik's Yogacara line; but Moro Shigeki
suggests a possibility that the "Master" refers to Kyonghting based on the similarity between the "Master's"
statement cited by Taehyon, which is in turn quoted in Zoshun's j&{%& (1104-1180) Inmyé daishosho [RIEBA K Fith,
and Kyonghiing's statement quoted in Zenju's Inmyé ronsho myotosho IR EmETHAREE) (Moro, "Hyonjang Gi
Yusik piryang kwa Silla Pulgyo: Ilbon i munhon il chungsim tiro™ & 78 (2:85) &) &2 v] (et 2) 2
el - 7Y 8-S TSR, 266.).
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"Encouragement of Faith" (K. kwonsin ¥/j{Z), for instance, Tachyon explains distinct aspects

between the $ravaka and bodhisattva precepts side by side in terms of three categories, i.e.,

"Receipt [of Precepts]” (K. sudiwkmun 515F9), "Upholding [of Precepts]" (K. hojimun Z+FFY),
“Violation [of Precepts]” (K. pomsilmun J24F9).% The way in which Taehyon describes the

distinction between the two precepts does not show any emphasis on or reduction to either of
them; it seems that he just provides both precepts with equal soteriological significance as

independent systems of disciplines.

Taehyon's balanced perspective on the $ravaka and bodhisattva precepts is also reflected

in the fact that Tachyan relies on Uijok, not Siingjang &3 (ca. 6th to 7th century).®! Uijok and

Sungjang, just like Tachyon, are both New Yogacara exegetes and significantly quote the
Yogacarabhiimisdstra in their commentaries on the Sitra of Brahma's Net,* but their viewpoints
on the Siitra of Brahma's Net are distinct from each other. Uijok's view in his Posal kyebon

R e

so EEA ANET appears to have a similarity to Taehyon's in that Uijok also describes the

bodhisattva and $ravaka precepts as two independent systems of disciplines, not reducing or

subordinating one to the other. In one passage Uijok explains whether or not each of the

30 g st HPC3.443¢16-445b09. A similar description to this part also appears in Taehydn's Posal kyebon
chong'yo (EfEM ASZE HPC3.479¢03-480c05) and Taehyon himself refers to the Posal kyebon chong'yo at the
end of this part (&5 |23 052258 H ks (a8 rst HPC3.445h08-09)). Given that Posal kyebon
chong'yo (" Doctrinal Essentials of the Bodhisattva's Code of Morality") had been composed by Taehyon as a
brief summary of the essential doctrines of the Sitra of Brahma's Net before he wrote the Pommanggi, we may
say that such a paralleling relationship between the $ravaka and bodhisattva precepts was one of the major points
that Taehyon read from the Sitra of Brahma's Net. For the Posal kyebon chong'yo, see n. 6 above.

%1 Ch'oe Wonsik indicates that although Taehyon and Siingjang also both cites the Dazhi du lun many times (18 and
29 respectively) in their commentaries on the Sitra of Brahma's Net, there is no instance that they cite it on the
same case of disciplines (see Ch'oe, "T’achyon i posalgye ihae wa hyonsil munje insik” KBS EfjEn o] 3l <+
BB 214, 110.).

%2 Uijok cites the Yogacarabhami sastra fifty-eight times; Stingjang cites it in almost every case of the disciplines,

amounting to over ninety times in total (see Ch'oe, Silla Posalgye sasangsa yon'gu 3 5% e 7 B FE SR 3% 108;
164
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Brahma's Net Precepts applies to both the Mahayana and hinayana, or bodhisattvas and sravakas,
and, furthe, he goes on to say that the Buddha had to present more than one way for the benefit

of sentient beings with various spiritual abilities.*®

On the contrary, Sungjang seeks to prove in the Pommanggyong sulgi F4g4% it =0 that

the Brahma's Net precepts is encompassed by the Yogacara precepts; he repeatedly says that
each case of the Brahma's Net precepts is the same as or subsumed in an equivalent Yogacara
precept.®* Siingjang's emphasis on the Yogacara precepts may be also explained by his scholastic
position that strictly relies on the doctrine of Five Distinct Lineages; he confines the audience of
the Sitra of Brahma's Net to the Bodhisattva Lineage (S. bodhisattva-gotra, C. pusa

zhongxing = EfE ) and the Indeterminate Lineage (S. aniyata-gotra, C. buding zhongxing
KEFEME) on the basis of the doctrine of the Five Distinct Lineages.* This implies that

Stngjang regards the Brahma's Net precepts, that is, the One Vehicle position, as targeted at
particular audiences, just like Ji considered the One Vehicle position of the Lotus Siitra as a
provisional means aimed at particular audiences, the Intermediate Lineage. It seems then that the
reason why Tachyon does not cite Stingjang is probably because of the doctrinal gap between

Stngjang's Yogacara position, which is more likely inclined to Ji's strict line of Yogacara school,

% R PLAL T RRER B - (AT A A N o R MR AR I o LKL Bt TR AEATRY - iR
BAERIGIEZR R - BOERTNHRER - BURSUBINES R IR RELR - SEE BB RN - BRI
S » BUNTER BARIRE - BTN HE G HBIRE - NP EHEE - SHotRFESR %N - X
P HEIPUA/IMEE - S5 TSN AERELER o 18 7 PUSENESEE R » FORREI RIS © SMEoeE » IRFEREK
FERE - WOF AL - BotEmES - X HEYIREIE R - EESE - TEAE - HETIURE
HE - BEFEEE CGERERART T1814.40.660b21-c04).

% For the detailed explanation, see Ch'oe, Silla Posalgye sasangsa yon'gu 3758 S5 BAR A% 113-14.

% U BRSPS SRR BT A R B SR E M R R R R AR AR AR B R R N
W R4S R Byih = (F4E4%HItET X686.38.394b01-13).
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and his own perspective that views the One Vehicle and the Three Vehicles as two independent

teachings in a balanced way.*®

What should be noted is that although Tachyon cites Fazang the most (9) in the
Pommanggi, Fazang, unlike Taehyon, rarely refers to the Yogacara precepts in his Fanwangjing

FrF Rt g

pusa jieben shu ARAE LR SE TR AR 3 How can we then explain that Taehyon cites Fazang the

most? One possible answer to this question may be found in Taehyon's balanced perspective on
the Yogacara precepts and the Brahma's Net precepts. | have discussed that in the Yakt'amgi
Taehyon adopts Fazang's five-level taxonomy based on the separation between the levels of
teaching because this taxonomy fits Tachyon's balanced perspective. The same way of
interpretation appears to be applicable in the Pommanggi. As mentioned above, Tachyon
considers the Yogacara precepts and the Brahma's Net precepts as two independent precepts for
their own audiences. Indeed, Fazang strictly separates the Yogacara precepts from the Brahma's

Net precepts, while attributing them respectively to "Provisional Teaching" (C. quanjiao #£%%)

and "Real Teaching" (C. shijiao 2%%).% These two levels of teaching are described as

% Suingjang's view here resonates with Ji's perspective on the Lotus Siitra as a scripture aimed at particular group of
audience, that is, the Intermediate Lineage (see Chapter 111, n. 118).Yoshizu Yoshihide also mentions that
Sengjang's attitude in the Pommanggyong sulgi is centered on the Yogacara precepts (Yoshizu Yoshihide
T HIL, "Hozo no Bonmokyd bosatsu kaihon sho ni tsuite” e D T RFHGLEEEA AL 5 (2 DWW, in
Chiigoku no Bukkyd to bunka: Kamata Shigeo Hakushi kanreki kinen ronshii F1[ED{\Z & 374k ¢
HEH R B el iR, ed. Kamata Shigeo Hakushi Kanreki Kinen Ronshi Kankokai

Sk S I R R SR AR TIT T2 (Tokyd: Daizd Shuppan KjekiHii, 1988)).

¥ Fazang cites the Yogacarabhiimi $astra only five times in his Fanwangjing pusa jieben shu; the Brahma's Net
precepts consists of the "Ten Major Precepts"” (C. shi zhongjie +E7) and the "Forty-Eight Minor Precepts” (C.
sishiba gingjie I0-/\#%7) and Fazang cites it once in each of the first to fourth cases of the Major Precepts and
once in the fifth case of the Minor Precepts (ibid., 277). In comparison to Taehyon or Uijok's citation numbers,
Fazang's citation is obviously very few.

% See ibid., 278. Fazang describes the classification of the Provisional Teaching and the Real Teaching in the Yiji;
FUUEFTHl, - A E - 4R - BITEET - EEESE A TENE - BT R o 8R=JFLL - DS
o AFIITEER - —EYEH - —VIRA TS - DT B ESERE SR EmeEac
T1846.44.243c09-13).
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fundamentally distinct from each other in Fazang's hierarchical taxonomy. It seems that Tachyon
and Fazang's shared position that the two types of precepts are independent teachings for
particular groups or objects enables Tachyon to rely on Fazang in the Pommanggi, just as does

he in the Yakt'amgi.

However, there is a fundamental distinction between Taehyon's and Fazang's perspectives
on the relationship between the Yogacara and Brahma's Net precepts. Just as in their
interpretations of the levels of teaching in the commentaries of the AMF, Taehyon regards these
two independent types of precepts as coexisting or harmonious, whereas Fazang considers them
in hierarchical order and thus exclusive to each other. | have discussed in the last chapter that
because of this difference perspective on the relationship between the teachings, Tachyon
adopted Wonhyo's harmonious interpretation of the relationship between the AMF and the
Yogacara, instead of Fazang's exclusive interpretation focusing only on the AMF; in the similar
way, in the Pommanggi Tachyon explains the Yogacara and Brahma's Net precepts as
independently coexisting in accordance with Uijok's view, not following Fazang who rarely

relies on the Yogacara precepts.*®

I would like to add here a comment on Tachyon's position toward Wonhyo, because,
although Taehyon quotes him only once in the Pommanggi, | believe that the reason why

Taehyon does not quote Wonhyo's commentary much is worth considering. The main reason

%9 The same way of Tachyon's and Fazang's distinct perspectives appears in their interpretations of the relationship
between the Sitra of Brahma's Net and the Avatamsakasitra. Fazang separates the teaching of the Sitra of
Brahma's Net from that of the Avatamsakasitra, and he rarely cites the Avatamsakasitra (2) from his hierarchical
view on the two satras (see ibid., 272). Although Taehyon presumably regards the two s#zras as independent
teachings just like Fazang, he uses the Avatamsakasiitra quite many times (8) in commenting on the Sitra of
Brahma's Net, implying that Tachyon regards the two sutras as coexisting. The reason why Taehyon does not cite
the Avatamsakasitra as many times as the Yogacarabhiimi sastra would be that Taehyon's main goal through the
Pommanggi probably lies in the clarification of the relationship between the Yogacara precepts and the Brahma's
Net precepts, not between the Avatamsakasitra and the Siitra of Brahma's Net.
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why Taehyon hardly consults Wonhyo in the Pommanggi appears to lie on their difference in
perspective on the relationship between the One Vehicle and the Three Vehicles.*® Wanhyo
represents his One Vehicle-centered view in the Pommanggyong posal kyebon sagi by citing a
whole range of scriptures and treatises, not focusing on (a) particular text(s).** I have discussed
that Waonhyo considers the One Mind, that is, the One Vehicle teaching,*” as the ultimate
harmonious state of reality that encompasses all dharmas.*® Indeed Wonhyo identifies the Sira
of Brahma's Net as the One Vehicle teaching in his taxonomy, along with the Avatamsakasitra.**

Wonhyo's wide inclusion of the scriptures and treatises in his Pommanggyong posal kyebon sagi

“0 Tachyon even refutes Wonhyo's One Vehicle-centered view in the Pémmanggi. To a question of why the Pusa
yingluo benye jing EEBEFR ALK states that the Bodhisattva precepts are only received, not discarded (&1
TER A Z AL - FIIRNELERARIR CErEIEANSELL T1485:24.1021b07-08)), Tachyon introduces
several exegetes' views, including Wonhyo's. According to Tachyon, Wonhyo says, "it is because in the Three
Vehicles one may violate [the precepts] even after raising the mind [to aspire to attain the enlightenment]; if one
listen to the One Vehicle teaching, s/he never falls back," but Taehyon refutes it by saying that "it is not
acceptable when depending on the "New Teaching" (Er#5r) (FIUE L MIIASEL T EEMA A iR
% TR BIA LR TR iR =REE LEIA R EE—IRE KRR N ESE AT E (]
&8st HPC3.458a01-06)). It is not clear here what the New Teaching exactly refers to, but if it means the

New Yogacara teaching newly brought by Xuanzang, then we may say that Taehyon at least does not dismiss the
Three Vehicle teaching.

*! Since only the first among two fascicles of the Pémmanggyong posal kyebon sagi is extant, this is not definite.
But even only the first fascicle is probably enough for determining Wonhyo's tendency of citation. Wonhyo cites
the Yogdcarabhiimi sastra only two times, and cites the Pusa dichi jing EjEH#54%, a partial translation of the
Yogacarabhumi $dastra, Six times; the Avatamsakasitra five times; etc.. For a detailed list of the works cited by
Wonhyo and the number of the citation, see Ch'oe Wonsik #9124, "Wonhyo iii posalgye insik kydnghyang kwa

ki t'iksong" ¥ & o] BAHA (EpERk) 12174 & L 54, Tongguk sahak &= AF3} 28 (1994): 7-8.
“2 See n. 9 above.
*% See Chapter 1V, n. 45.

“ Wonhyo's doctrinal taxonomy is cited by Fazang in the Huayanjing tanxianji. According to this passage, Wonhyo
presents four types of teachings: (1) "Specific Teaching of Three Vehicles" (K. samsiing pyolgyo =3ER%%),
which includes the teaching of the Four Truths (S. catur-arya-satya, K. saje /i) and Dependent Origination (S.
pratitya-samutpada, K. yon'gi 4%#E), (2)"Common Teaching of Three Vehicles" (K. samsiing t'onggyo =3EiE%),
such as the Prajiiaparamita-sitra and the Samdhinirmocana sitra, (3) "Partial Teaching of One Vehicle" (K.
ilsting pun'gyo —3€47%%), such as the Pusa yingluo benye jing and the Sitra of Brahma's Net, (4) "Complete
Teaching of One Vehicle" (K. ilsiing man'gyo —3EiiZX), such as the Avatamsakasiitra. For extensive discussion
on Wonhyo's doctrinal taxonomy, see Nam Tongsin ‘&5 2!, "Wénhyo iii kyop'allon kwa kii Pulgyosa chdk
wichi" 98¢ wa23 71 A2 €3], Han'guk saron 3-AF=2 20 (1988).
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is probably explained by his view of the Sitra of Brahma's Net, as the One Vehicle teaching,
which encompasses various levels of teaching. Although Wonhyo explains the Sitra of Brahma's
Net as coexisting with all other levels of teachings as represented in his extensive citing of
references, his One Vehicle-centered perspective does not seem to gain a sympathy from
Taehyon, who regards the One Vehicle and the Three Vehicles as equal independent teachings

for sentient beings with various capacities.

(2) Binary Perspective on the Buddha Nature I1: Universal Buddha Nature as the Cause

| have discussed above that Tachyon's notion of the tathagatagarbha in the Yakt'amgi shows
binary features on the basis of Taehyon's distinction of the Original Awakening from the Nature
of Realization in much the same way as Wonhyo does. In this section, | will discuss that
Taechyon's perspective on the Buddha Nature represented in the Pommanggi also shows the

binary feature.

The Sitra of Brahma's Net is generally classified as a scripture of the One Vehicle
teaching,”® and in many places of the Pémmanggi Tachyon also makes comments in accordance
with the One Vehicle stance. For instance, Tachyon says that since all sentient beings have the

"Tathagata nature " (K. Yorae song @17 4), they have no fear even when hearing that their

recurrent suffering is endless while they are flowing along in illusion.*® In the same passage,

% Since the first fascicle of the Sitra of Brahma's Net contains the bodhisattva stages (forty stages) in a similar way
to those of the Avatamsakasitra, the relationship between the two scriptures has been traditionally recognized.
The Pusa yingluo benye jing, another scripture that teaches only the Bodhisattva Precepts, also explicates the
bodhisattva stages (fifty-two stages) in a similar way. Both the Sitra of Brahma's Net and the Pusa yingluo benye
jing are largely presumed by scholars as apocrypha composed around in the fifth to sixth century in China.

® MR AE AR A B EARE TR AR RSB AR B RAHE R B PR AT (A
#iEt HPC3.419b20-23).
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Taehyon goes on to say that even though one is cut off from enlightenment for three great
incalculable eons, whoever makes a promise and takes vows can reach the enlightenment without

47
l.

fail.”" These statements apparently show that Tachyon accepts the notion of the universal

tathagatagarbha that is innate in all sentient beings.

However, there is a sentence that does not seem to accord entirely with Tachyon's

statements cited above. In explaining the phrase "to denigrate the Three Jewels" (C. sanbao =%,

S. triratna), Tachyon cites a sentence from the Nirvana Sitra: "if one say that all sentient beings
definitely have the Buddha Nature, or definitely do not have the Buddha Nature, these are both
denigrations of the Three Jewels of the Buddha, the Dharma, and the Samgha."*® Here, the
Nirvana Sutra clearly says that the definite affirmation of the universal Buddha Nature is the
denigration of the Three Jewels and thus this seems to contradict Tachyon's statement above that
all sentient beings have the Tathagata nature. How can we explain the coexistence of the two

seemingly contradictory stances within the Pommanggi?

There is a passage in the Pommanggi that suggests Taehyon's perspective on the notion
of Buddha Nature. Let us look first at the statement in the Siitra of Brahma's Net. The siitra says

that "Adamantine Jeweled Precepts" (C. jingang baojie 4[| E57) is the seed of the Buddha

Nature, and that all sentient beings have the Buddha Nature [since] their consciousnesses and

minds enter the precepts of the Buddha Nature and thereby they should constantly have the cause

g R TSR B AR AR BRSO AR D B B WAl 4 RS fs
L2 HER B (A4 E #iEc HPC3.419b23-¢03).

© BRI ANEAAS ERRA A M G B B AN B (I 4E4E S HPC3.464a08-10); 3%
B o HEAHSRE —VIREEAIEE RO - BATLSHEIENY KR4 T374:12.5801004-16). This
passage of the Nirvana Sitra is also cited by Uijok in the Posal kyebon so; 3 =250 % - fEEEHIZEK AL -
UNEEER « FER R A B A SR o B0 AN t EiEmANET T1814.40.676a01-03).
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(C. yin [A) and therefore the constant Dharma Body.*® In commenting on this passage, Tachyon
says that the seed of the Buddha Nature refers to the real nature (K. silsong &%) of the

precepts,” and that it is on the basis of this real nature of the precepts (a.k.a., the seed of the
Buddha Nature) that the satra discloses that all sentient beings have the Buddha Nature and can
attain Buddhahood.>® Tachyon states here that the siitra states the all sentient beings have the
Buddha Nature in terms of the universal seed of the Buddha Nature, or the cause of the
enlightenment, not the Buddha Nature that exists in a definite form in all sentient beings. In the
passage of the sizra, as seen above, the universal Buddha Nature is indeed described in
association with the universal seed of the Buddha Nature, that is, the precepts that any sentient
beings can receive, and with the universal cause, which is also described as the universal Dharma

Body. Taehyon also mentions the fruit of the Buddha Nature (K. pulsong kwa {#14£5:) in

distinction from the cause, by associating the cause with the Dharma Body and the fruit with the
Reward Body and the Transformation Body.>* All this evidence suggests that Tachyon considers

the universal Buddha Nature in terms of the cause.

Taehyon's understanding of the universal Buddha Nature as the universal cause of the
enlightenment now explains the seeming contradiction, mentioned above, between Tachyon's
statement on the universal Tathagata nature in all sentient beings and the Nirvana Sitra's denial

of the definite existence of the Buddha Nature. Since what Taehyon means by the universal

® SHEFCE—VIAR o« —VIEEAR o T - —VIRE A MY - —UIEREL 2EEL BAG
M - EEEAHRE - HEEEIES (FAF4E T1484.24.1003¢22-25).

o0 e e T AR M (AE4E4E T #iEE HPC3.443¢03-04).
AR FesE R A A b BUSR At (REAEAC T HPC3.443¢13-15).
2 EHRHD SREN AN LS/ CEIER AR ROE “M# EEEM LB EEE AR A

WAL SR E A H R AR R L R A (Rt e
HPC3.443¢04-09).
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Buddha Nature is not the definitely existing Buddha Nature, but the universal cause that should

produce the result, the two positions may be said not contradictory.

In addition, Taehyon asserts in another place that the Buddha Nature refers to the Dharma

Body since it has the nature of the Essence ([4 Hg‘@é&).% This recalls the fact that in the

Yakt'amgi Tachyon distinguishes the Dharma Body or the Original Awakening from the Nature
of Realization, which attributing them respectively to the Essence of the Self Marks and the Self
Marks. | have discussed before that Tachyon's distinction between the Essence of the Self Marks
and the Self Marks exactly parallels Wonhyo's binary perspective on the Naturally Pure Original
Awakening both as the universal Buddha Nature and as the tathagatagarbha as a potential
enlightenment. Since here in the passage Tachyon associates the Dharma Body to the Essence,
we may say that Taehyon's concept of the Dharma Body, or the universal Buddha Nature,
corresponds to one of the two aspects in the binary feature of the Buddha Nature. In other words,
Taehyon's notion of the universal Buddha Nature in the Pommanggi implies that, just like

Wonhyo, he has a binary perspective on the Buddha Nature.

4. Taehyon’s Response to the Emptiness-Existence Controversy Represented in the Song

yusik non hakki
(1) Taehyon's Position on the Emptiness-Existence Controversy and Its Significance

In the Yakt'amgi and the Pémmanggi Taehyon's focus largely lies on the balanced relationship
between the One Vehicle and the Three Vehicles. In the Hakki, however, Tachyon emphasizes

the relationship between two Three Vehicle schools, that is, the Madhyamaka and Yogacara

B H b A S DB MR (BE4E48 i ET HPC3.458a12-13).
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schools. He starts the first section of the Hakki, the section of "Disclosing Tenets" (K. hyonjong

BESE), in describing his position on the Emptiness-Existence controversy. In this section

Taehyon describes contemporary exegetes' three different views on whether or not the
controversy virtually occurred, while aligning himself with the third view that, although the
words are disputed between Dharmapala's and Bhavaviveka's schools, their intents are the
same.” In contrast to Ji, who attempts to criticize Bhavaviveka through the Cheng weishi lun,>
Taehyon attempts to reconcile the positions of Dharmapala and Bhavaviveka through the very

same text.

Before discussing what doctrines and reasoning Tachyon adopts for his argument that
Dharmapala and Bhavaviveka have the same tenets, it would be worth considering why Tachyon,
unlike Wonhyo and Fazang, uses the Cheng weishi lun in resolve the Emptiness-Existence
controversy. Wonhyo and Fazang, as discussed in Chapter 1V, note the AMF in their attempt to
solve the controversy. Although there is a distinction between their perspectives, they both, as
One Vehicle exegetes, present the One Vehicle teaching of the AMF as a solution to the
controversy between the Madhyamaka and Yogacara. Wonhyo explains the One Vehicle
teaching of the AMF as embracing the Three Vehicle teachings of the Madhyamaka and
Yogacara, while Fazang attempts to resolve the conflict between the two schools by interpreting
the AMF as a superior level of teaching that transcends the controversy. Tachyon's purpose in
composing the Yakt'amgi, however, appears to be to clarify the balanced relationship between

the Advanced Teaching, the AMF, and the Elementary Teaching, especially the Yogacara, not to

> The first view is that there was a debate between Dharmapala's and Bhavaviveka's schools by regarding their
positions are contradictory to each other; the second that there was never a debate between them, by not seeing
any discrepancy between their doctrinal views; [1] ARt _BEA T W - [2] A _AiEbmssag -
[3] A bt —sEEEE (HerEskamesC HPC3.483b14-484a06). After describing the third view, Taehyon says
"because of this right principle” (1L 1F#E), and thus we see that Tachydn agrees with the third view.

% See Chapter 111, 3, (3).
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compromise the controversy between the Madhyamaka and Yogacara. In Tachyon's system,
since the Elementary and the Advanced Teachings are independent, equal levels of the Teaching,
the conflict between the Elementary Teachings cannot be resolved by subsuming them into the
Advanced Teaching, as Wonhyo had done. Since the Elementary and the Advanced Teachings
coexist in harmonic way, the tension between the Elementary Teachings cannot be settled by
interpreting the Advanced Teaching as a superior teaching that transcends the Elementary
teachings, as Fazang had done. In other words, for Tachyon, the AMF, a One Vehicle text, was

not an appropriate text to reconcile the conflict between the Three Vehicle schools.

The reason why the AMF is not an appropriate text for Tachyon's purpose of reconciling
the disputes between the Madhyamaka and Yogacara, as discussed above, also explains why he
adopts the Cheng weishi lun for this. In order to deal with the tension between the Elementary
Teachings, Tachyon had to use a text belonging to the Elementary Teaching, such as the Cheng
weishi lun, not a text of the Advanced Teaching or else. Further, in Tachyon's time, the Cheng
weishi lun had been regarded as containing criticism directed at Bhavaviveka presumably on the
basis of Ji's interpretation in the Cheng weishi lun shuji and accordingly recognized as a work to
represent the Emptiness-Existence controversy.*® In this respect, it is conceivable that Tachyon,
who regards the Madhyamaka and Yogacara as Elementary Teachings independent from the
Advanced Teaching, decided to reinterpret the Cheng weishi lun to solve the controversy. It is
probably for this reason that Tachyon rarely cites Wonhyo and Fazang in the Hakki,>” although

they all have the same purpose of compromising the dispute between the Madhyamaka and

% 1bid.

" In the Hakki, Wonhyo is cited five times (pHEzS e 20 HPC3.484a17; 535a22; 551a23; 626¢09; 679c09), and
three of them are cited from the P'an piryang non ¥[LL & 2, an essay on Buddhist formal logic. In two of the
cases, Taehyon criticizes Wonhyo's view. There is no citation of Fazang in the Hakki.
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Yogacara. For Taehyon, who seeks to resolve the controversy at the independent level of the
Three Vehicles, Wonhyo and Fazang's perspective, which is centered on the One Vehicle,

probably was not agreeable.

Now let me discuss Taehyon's view that Dharmapala and Bhavaviveka have the same
tenets although the words they use are in dispute. | have discussed that the controversy between
the Madhyamaka and Yogacara is based on the idea that while Bhavaviveka takes the position
that all Three Natures (C. sanxing =4, S. tri-svabhava) are rejected from the perspective of the
Emptiness, Dharmapala maintains that only the Imaginary Nature (C. bianji suozhi xing
IEETETEME, S. parikalpita-svabhava) is rejected from the perspective of the Middle Way.*®
According to Tachyon, these two seemingly contradictory claims in fact describe different
aspects of the same teaching, and each of the claims is based on the other.>® Dharmapala negates,
Taehyon says, Emptiness and Existence as Imaginary objects, but he teaches the "Sublime
Existence" (K. myoyu #)7) of the Dependent Nature (C. yita ji xing {{¢ftfr#E£14:, S. paratantra-
svabhava,) and the Consummate Nature (C. yuancheng shixing [E|k &4, S. parinispanna-
svabhava,) because Emptiness doe not mean complete non-existence; on the contrary,
Bhavaviveka dismisses all non-existence from the standpoint of conventional existence (K. sesok

yu tH{A75), but distinguishes all true non-existence from them because the conventional is also

non-existence, thereby teaching the "Sublime Non-existence" (K. myomu #)4it) of the Dependent

% See Chapter 111, 3, (3).

AR I B EE A0 RE R AN D EEEML EAARET (BEsREEE HPC3.484a06-07); Tachydn here
takes a simile of those who are involved in a dispute over a stipa; some claims that the szipa is coarse by seeing
only its lower part, whereas the others argue that it is delicate by seeing only its upper part. However, Taehyon
says, it is only by depending on the opponent's view that each group establish its own position.
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Nature and the Consummate Nature.®® For Taehydn, Dharmapala and Bhavaviveka, although
using the two concepts with opposite senses, that is, Existence and Emptiness, deliver a single

teaching with identical significance.

In this context, Taehyon also argues that Bhavaviveka's concept of Emptiness refers to

Emptiness on the level of Ultimate Level of Reality (C. shengyi di 35, S. paramartha-satya),

not the non-existence on the conventional level that Dharmapala dismisses as an Imaginary
object. I have mentioned that the Cheng weishi lun criticizes those who take the Mahayana

teaching of emptiness of no characteristics as being the ultimate (5t A IRIBAHZEHE B2 = E)

and that Ji identifies such a position as Bhavaviveka's.®* In commenting on this passage,
Taechyon argues that Bhavaviveka's verse in the Zhangzhen lun, one of the polemic issues of the
Emptiness-Existence controversy,® is based on the standpoint of Ultimate Level, by refuting
Wonch’iik's view that Bhavaviveka's verse has a logical fallacy.® In other words, Tachydn takes

the position that Dharmapala's criticism of those who take the Mahayana teaching of emptiness

 syon VAR EARHEDU ) 22 S SR D R NS 2R Ze B TR
P84 AN EIE R AR B AR (AN Ve SRR SR (F 04 T
WL SRS SRS (WO HPC3.484408-15).

%! See Chapter 111, n. 69.
62 See Chapter 11, 3, (1). For Bhavaviveka's verse, see Chapter Il1, n. 49.

8 According to Tachyon's quotation, Wonch’tik says that (1) if Bhavaviveka's concept of Emptiness is said at the
level of Ultimate Reality, it has the "fallacy derived from the full agreement in both sides" (K. sangbu kiksong
kwa ARG 4, S. prasiddha-sambandha); (2) if it is said at the Conventional level, then it is contradictory
against the noble teachings by Buddhas. Taehyon's refutation of Wonch’uk's view may be paraphrased as follows:
(1) If the verse has the fallacy derived from the full agreement in both sides, it implies that both sides accept that it
is true at the Ultimate level. Then the Cheng weishi lun's criticism of the nihilistic negation (#&4) of all dharmas
would not be targeted at Bhavaviveka's concept of Emptiness, and, in turn, it turns out that the fallacy cannot be
applicable to the verse. (2) What Dharmapala says does not accord with the noble teachings of Buddhas in the
passage of the Cheng weishi lun does not refer to Bhavaviveka's concept of Emptiness, but some other doctrinal
point; X SHH—UAH WEEH BEWA BZE N2)G A R E NECIZEE M Eisz
AR 5 R aE BEAHE BERAEE BEEUHE SHRES AP 18 =052 BA S/ RIS
(BLEIRT#E 25 SAERT A O BRIER i IR L O A5 AN B 2 2 8 AP R R
FHERA B IR (s B (/R0 L1 5R T FrE e (oEasam &2a0 HPC3.557¢15-22).
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of no characteristics as the ultimate is not applicable to Bhavaviveka, because Bhavaviveka

describes the concept of Emptiness from the standpoint of Ultimate Level of Reality.

Taehyon's view that Dharmapala and Bhavaviveka have the same tenet although they
describe it in different words resonates with his position in the Yakt'amgi and the Pommanggi.
As discussed before, Tachyon provides independent significance to different levels of teaching;
in the Yakt'amgi he interprets the Advanced Teaching and the Elementary Teachings as
independent levels of teaching for particular audiences of their own, and in the Pémmanggi he
explains the Yogacara precepts and Brahma's Net precepts as having independent significance
for their own audiences, i.e., sravakas and bodhisattvas. In the same vein, Taehyon's view in the
Hakki that the two exegetes describes the different aspects of the same teaching with their own
words shows his balanced perspective that provides the different levels teaching with

independent significance.

(2) Binary Perspective on the Innate Uncontaminated Seeds: Coexistence of the Doctrines

of Five Distinct Lineages and the Universal Gotra

In the above sections, | have examined Taehyon's perspective on the concept of Buddha Nature,
or tathagatagarbha, represented in his commentaries on such One Vehicle texts as the AMF and
the Siitra of Brahma's Net. In this section, | will discuss Taehyon's distinctive Yogacara position
by analyzing how he understands the doctrine of Five Distinct Lineages through the Hakki, his
commentary on the Three Vehicle text, that is, the Cheng weishi lun. In the traditional
bifurcation of the Yogacara and the Tathagatagarbha, the tathagatagarbha theory and the

doctrine of Five Distinct Lineages are regarded as antagonistic to each other. It thus appears
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critical in the task of understanding Taechyon's thought to analyze how or in what way Taehyon

treats the doctrine of Five Distinct Lineages along with the Buddha Nature theory.

In the Hakki, Tachyon accepts the teaching of Five Distinct Lineages without opposition
in accordance with the Cheng weishi lun and several other canonical texts that discuss the
doctrine. For instance, along with the Yogacarabhimisastra, which the Cheng weishi lun quotes
as canonical evidence for the doctrine of Five Distinct Lineages, Tachyon additionally cites the

AN S

Lanikavatarasitra, the Fo shuo wushangyi jing st K& (*Anuttardsraya-sitra), the
Sitralamkarasastra, Mahaprajiaparamitasitra® in support of this teaching. Additionally,
Taehyon mentions other concepts related to the doctrine, such as "Sentient Beings who are
Devoid of the Nature" (K. mussng in/musong yujong 4 A A 15),%° Bodhisattva Lineage
(K. posal chongsong EEfEME),% or "[Those] Proceeding to Quiescence” (K. ch'wijok R,

viz., the Sravaka and Pratyakabuddha Lineages.®” We thus see that Tachyon's discussion in the

Hakki is based on the doctrine of Five Distinct Lineages.

The doctrine of Five Distinct Lineages is explained in the Cheng weishi lun as based on
whether or not one has the Innate Uncontaminated Seeds (C. benyou wulou zhongzi

A FE 1), a concept that is also said to correspond to the Inherent Gotra (C. benxingzhu

i Ir FREAE (BB EE — B EREE B KRR — KIS T BT = A IR E) (R in e
37 HPC3.526024-527a02).

65 piEsk s E2 0 HPC3.530a24-b01; 532b21-c02; 532¢18.
8 Binfe ks £ 50 HPC3.673a06.

S Biife sk £ 50 HPC3.552a07.
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zhongxing ZIK‘HE{}@%@)GS; the Cheng weishi lun states that whether or not these seeds exist in
sentient beings determines whether or not they can eliminate the hindrances (C. zhang [, S.

avarana), and this in turn determines the kind of the Lineages to which they belong.®® The Innate
Uncontaminated Seeds may be said to correspond to the notion of Buddha Nature or
Paramartha's concept of Nature of Realization,” in that they all have the connotation of sentient
beings' capability for enlightenment. However, as | have mentioned before,”* while the concepts
of Buddha Nature or Nature of Realization means a universal capability for enlightenment in all
sentient beings, the Yogacara concept of the Innate Uncontaminated Seeds is explained as a

discriminative ability that only some of them possess.

In the Hakki, an assertion of Tachyon appears to be contradictory to the Cheng weishi
lun's discriminative feature of the Innate Uncontaminated Seeds, or the Inherent Gotra. Tachyon
says that as for [Those] Proceeding to Quiescence, i.e., the Sravakas and Pratyekabuddhas, and

Ordinary People (K. pom ;L) [who are devoid of the Nature], some do not listen [to the Dharma],
while others do; although they equally have the Gotra (K. song ‘%f), they do not listen if [their
capacity (K. kin )] has not yet ripened (K. misuk ##%); when their capacity has ripened, they

can intently listen.”? Tachyon implies here that what determines the Lineages are not whether or

% | have discussed that in the Cheng weishi lun the two types of Gotra, the Inherent Gotra and the Developed Gotra,
are explained as equivalent respectively to the Innate Uncontaminated Seeds and the Newly Permeated Seeds. See
Chapter 11, 2, (6).

% See Chapter 111, n. 73.

| have discussed the similarity between the Innate Uncontaminated Seeds and the Nature of Realization in Chapter
11, 2, (6).

™ See Chapter 11, 2, (3) and Chapter 111, 3, (3).
" R AN BIEA T RSN QMR IR ] B B r SRR e A Rt (koM smess
HPC3.552a17-18).
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not the Gotra exists, but whether or not the capacity of those in that Gotra has ripened. The
existence of the Gotra is not the factor that determines the kind of the Lineages, because
according to Tachy®dn it is possessed equally by the Sravakas and Pratyekabuddhas and Ordinary
People. This Gotra must refer to the Inherent Gotra, or the Innate Uncontaminated Seeds, in the
context of the Cheng weishi lun, and thus it seems that Tachyon's statement conflicts the typical
Yogacara view that the Innate Uncontaminated Seeds are originally divided into five types,

thereby determining the different types of Lineage.

Ji, in his commentary on the Lotus Siitra, the Fahua xuanzan, makes an assertion that
recalls this statement of Tachyon.”® In discussing the Sravakas' attainment of Buddhahood, Ji
says that the determined Lineage of Sravakas do not receive prediction [of the future

enlightenment] (C. shouji $7z) from the Buddha because their spiritual capacity never ripens (C.
gen bushou FEN#4) due to their lack of the Mahayana Nature (C. Dasheng xing K TEhE). " di's

denial of the possibility that the Sravakas' capacity becomes ripe in the future makes a stark
contrast to Tachyon's view. Furthermore, although Ji quotes Vasubandhu's
*Saddharmapundarikopadesa (C. Miaofa lianhua jing youbotishe #); A5 4% 2 i F2) that

says that the determined Lineage of the Srdvakas does not receive the Buddha's assurance

because their capacity has not ripened (fR %), later he asserts that the capacity of the

" For the detailed discussion of Ji's interpretation of the Lotus Sitra in his Xuanzan, see Suguro, "Kiki no
Hokegensan ni okeru Hokeky®o kaishaku" Z555 0 JEFEZRE (2 5 (3 B AL,

" HBECE o BHEATRAE o (S SRR - SRR - RPN B (R 2
T1723:34.653a04-06).

T REER T Phf R TR - SR - MEML o ELEREE RO 118 - BB MRORB - EERE (A
HELQ 2 T1723:34.652024-27)
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Sravakas never ripens (C. bijing bushou E2 f2%) by interpreting the Chinese character wei 7
(lit. "have not yet") of the *Saddharmapundarikopadesa as bu 7~ (lit. "not” or "never").”® Ji's

definite statement that the determined Lineage of the Sravaka will never have their capacity
ripen may also be associated with his strict adherence to the doctrine of Five Distinct Lineages.”’
Confining the possibility for the capacity of the determined Lineage of the Sravaka to become
ripe solidifies the discriminative feature of the Five Distinct Lineages. In this respect, Ji's
perspective that views the Five Distinct Lineages as a fundamental feature of sentient beings

makes a strong contrast with Taechyon's view that the Lineages are just a matter of the

manifestation of the spiritual capacity.

Taehyon's acceptance of both the doctrine of Five Distinct Lineages and the universal
Gotra also shows doctrinal similarities to the binary position that he takes in the Yakt'amgi and
the Pommanggi. Tachyon regards the basis for enlightenment as being universal by alluding to
the identical Gotra that the determined Lineages and the Ordinary Beings [devoid of the Nature]
have, and explains the difference of their Lineages as a matter of whether or not their capacity
becomes ripe. This binary perspective resonates with his position in the Yakt'amgi and the
Pommanggi; In the Yakt'amgi, Taehyon distinguishes the Self Marks from its Essence from a
perspective of a binary perspective, and in the Pommanggi, he considers the universal Buddha

Nature as the cause of the enlightenment, not the definite existence of the enlightenment.

| ERTATORE - —EUEAAT o N LR - SRR - DL - R -
B - RCBEEROY - BIEEN LIS W  AUCRCREYEE - BRIERE - i
LS (0 SRS T1519:26.00215-20),

O SMZEEIATY - —HE o Zh 18 o IR o DURE(L - ASKELTIEED - SIE(L - REHRLE - ok
GE - W BRI o AIARANEIED » FEEBED - FhEBECE T ECR O - BAKEE - LEARE
1 EMSE A o BREER A AT E AR o RE A (RHEIELL Y T1723:34.742002-08). Here the
"treatise" refers to the Fahua lun j£ZEx, viz. the *Saddharmapundarikopadesa. For the original script, see n. 75
above.

" See Chapter 111, 3, (3).
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Taehyon's perspective that the difference in the Lineages is associated with the matter of
the ripening of their capacity appears to parallel the Yogacarabhumisastra's stance. | have
mentioned that the Cheng weishi lun states that the Five Distinct Lineages are determined by the
five types of Uncontaminated Seeds.”® One thing that should be noted is that the
Yogacarabhimisastra, which the Cheng weishi lun cites in the passage as the canonical authority
for this position, in fact does not state that the difference in spiritual lineages of sentient beings is
determined by whether or not one has the Uncontaminated Seeds; it just states that they are
determined by whether or not one has hindrances (S. klesa, C. zhang [i&).” The Cheng weishi lun
says that the Yogacarabhumisastra makes this statement because the Uncontaminated Seeds are
subtle, hidden and thus incomprehensible.®® More importantly, in this passage the
Yogacarabhimisastra mentions "Seeds that Take Thusness as their Object"” (C. zhenru

suoyuanyuan zhongzi E.4[1f74% %% & 1), the basis of the supramundane dharmas (C. chu sijian

fa 4 HHRS:E), which is possessed by all sentient beings.® Since the Seeds that Take Thusness as

"8 See Chapter 111, n. 73.

™ In the passage, to the question of from which seeds the supramundane dharmas (C. chu sijian fa & 1[;7%) derive,
it is answered that they are from the Seeds that Take Thusness as their Object, and to a subsequent question of
how then the discrimination of the Lineages is established if all sentient beings have the Seeds that Take Thusness
as their Object, it is answered that it is due to whether or not the hindrances (S. klesa, C. zhang [&) exist
(BELERE—UET - ERETEES - AL HEDARAE T4 - HEEEEE T RE A - A
B o HEEMIM DA BTG GE T4 - SR ERBEEEFIE - BEIFE RESEE s -
ST — AR B RAE M IR RN AE - SOR T AR R AR MR AR o FrDAE - — VIS A EA
FRnéssil - B A EMmEE R (FinEmi s T1579:30.589a13-22)). This passage implies that the Seeds that
Take Thusness as their Object are inherent in all sentient beings. Yoshimura also notes the different viewpoints on
the Distinct Lineages between the two texts. See Yoshimura Makoto &5 4525, "Yuishiki gakuha ni okeru shuiji
setsu no kaisetsu ni tsuite: shinnyo shoennen shuji kara muro shuji e" HESERIC $31F A FET-SLDEFRIZ DU
T« EAféSadE10 © fRtET\, Indogaku Bukkyogaku kenkyir E[JEE2 (B2 EE/5E 55, no. 1 (2006): 87.

O R R R A o S S RS O RN AT BT R IR -
ISR E I T AR K RN AT o — 0 IR R — 0 I A S R - BT (R (RS
Bk o BILH R 2fehiiek: - dh Sl T e A vli A s - AR RIS S A i [ Rt
Z2H - AR BIEA A RIAMA A E A A EH (e #ER T1585:31.09a21-b01).

8 See n. 79 above.
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their Object appears to be generally regarded as equivalent to the Innate Uncontaminated Seeds
in the New Yogacara tradition,®? the Yogacarabhiimisastra's mention of the Seeds that Take
Thusness as their Object as being universally inherent in all sentient beings works as a doctrinal
basis to interpret the Innate Uncontaminated Seeds of the Cheng weishi lun as a universal ability

innate in all sentient beings.*®

Viewed from all these perspectives, just as Tachyon discusses the Buddha Nature in a
binary way in dealing with such One Vehicle texts as the AMF and the Siitra of Brahma's Net, he
also takes a binary view when he discusses the Gotra, or the Innate Uncontaminated Seeds, in
treating such a Three Vehicle text as the Cheng weishi lun. In the binary view, Tachyon regards
the Gotra, the basis for the enlightenment, as the universal nature of sentient beings, and he
connects the state of ripeness to the difference of the Lineages from a gradual standpoint. In this
way, in the Hakki, Tachyon sees the universal Gotra not as complete enlightenment, but as
potential enlightenment, and thus he can explain the basis for the enlightenment in the sentient

beings as being not only as universal but also particular.

5. Concluding Remarks

Taehyon's doctrinal position within the traditional bifurcation between the Dharma Nature school

and the Dharma Characteristics school has been an controversial issue among scholars. The

8 For instance, Huizhao identifies the Seeds that Take Thusness as their Object as the Innate Uncontaminated Seeds.
But Huizhao explains the doctrinal conflict between the universality of the Seeds that Take Thusness as their
Object and the particularity of the Innate Uncontaminated Seeds by introducing the concept of "Seeds of Absolute
Hindrances" (C. bijingzhang zhongzi E#[&f&E ). See Minowa Kenryd i FH &, "Shinnyo shoennen shuji to
honi muro shuji" EAIFT&GfE T & AR RIE T, Bukkyogaku {AZ85 (1991): 60-64.

8 In the Pommanggi Tachyon also refers to the Seeds that Take Thusness as their Object as "Seeds of Buddhist
Way" (K. Pulto chongja {##f&E 1) in a way that recalls the Seed of the Buddha Nature; 25244 5% {ih 15 fE T 400

Hyinz EAIFTEEGRE T-H (RE4E4EHE Zi5C HPC3.430a16-17).
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incompatible structure of the bifurcation, however, has not provided a proper framework for
understanding Taehyon's comprehensive thought, which contains both Tathagatagarbha and
Yogacara doctrines. Given that Tachyon's binary perspective shows features parallel to those of
Wonhyo, a Korean exegete who succeeds Paramartha doctrinally, Tachyon's Yogacara thought,
along with Wonhyo and Paramartha, should be regarded as belonging to another scholastic line
of the Yogacara tradition, which values both Tathagatagarbha and Yogacara. However, even
within this middle-way Yogacara scholastic line, Wonhyo and Tachyon represent two distinct
variations. While Wonhyo's binary position is described through the One Vehicle teaching,
which encompasses all other teachings, Taechyon's binary view is expressed from his balanced
perspective on both the One Vehicle and the Three Vehicles. Although Taehyon's extant works
may not be sufficient to fully understand his thought, Tachyon's balanced perspective on the One
Vehicle and the Three Vehicles, as represented in the Yakt'amgi, the Pommanggi, and the Hakki,

is worthy of further research.
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CONCLUSION

| began my dissertation as an attempt to explain Silla Yogacara monk Taehyon's doctrinal
position within the East Asian Buddhist tradition. This work led me to explore broader and
fundamental issues associated with the traditional paradigm of the East Asian Yogacara tradition,
which is represented in the antagonistic bifurcations, such as Tathagatagarbha and Yogacara, the
Old and New Yogacara, One Vehicle and Three Vehicles, the Dharma Nature and Dharma

Characteristics schools.

These bifurcations are related with a significant philosophical issue of how to define the
relationship, or make a connection, between the absolute and conditional, the ultimate and
phenomenal, or continuity and discontinuity. Each of the bifurcations represents two typical
positions in Buddhist context on the relationship between enlightenment and delusion, the
Buddha and sentient beings, or nirvana and samsara. The former position defends that
enlightenment and delusion, or nirvana and samsara, are fundamentally non-dual by considering
ultimate enlightenment as universally inherent in all sentient beings while phenomenal delusion
as merely provisional; the latter advocates that nirvana and samsara, or the Buddha and sentient
beings, are two separate entity by claiming that enlightenment is not something inherent in
sentient beings, but is attainable only through a long arduous process of practice. The two
contrasting positions, along with the doctrinal tension between them, have been interpreted as

representing the two doctrinal perspectives in East Asian Yogacara tradition.

Each of the two positions on the relationship between the absolute and conditional,
however, contains its own philosophical problems. The former position that views the absolute

and conditional as non-dual cannot explain imperfection or limitation of conditional realm, or
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samsara; the latter perspective that regards the two realms separate from each other cannot
explain virtual connection between them. These philosophical problems also entail soteriological
and moral problems in Buddhist context. The position to claim non-duality between nirvana and
samsara cannot justify need of moral disciplines or religious practice, because samsara is
nirvana and delusion is enlightenment. This position thus takes a risk of antinomianism. The
position that advocates the separateness between nirvana and samsara cannot account for the
transition from deluded sentient beings to an enlightened Buddha. In this system the religious
practice also loses its significance and validity. The traditional bifurcation of the East Asian

Yogacara contains these intrinsic doctrinal limitations and risks in their own religious context.

In this dissertation we have seen that such exegetes as Paramartha, Wonhyo, and
Taehyon accept both of these two contrasting positions, that is, Tathagatagarbha and Yogacara,
without contradiction. In Chapter 11, I discussed that the Old Yogacara exegete Paramartha's
Shelun thought contains both elements of Tathagatagarbha and Yogacara; in Chapter V a New
Yogacara exegete Tachyon advocates both teachings of the One Vehicle and the Three Vehicles
from a balanced standpoint on them; in Chapter IV, I have discussed that Wonhyo also considers
the One Vehicle and the Three Vehicles as harmonically coexisting from the One Vehicle
perspective. All these exegetes take binary position, which does not fit the paradigm of

antagonistic bifurcations.

The fact that there existed exegetes who advocated both of the two seemingly
contradictory positions has a significant implication in terms of the philosophical issues
mentioned above. The way in which these exegetes resolve the contradiction between the two
positions suggests possible solutions to the problems of explaining the relationship between the

absolute and conditional. These exegetes adopt a "middle-way" position by not only embracing
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both of the two positions and but also excluding the contradictory aspects between them. By
considering a basis of enlightenment as universally inherent in all sentient beings, they just
regard the basis as potential of enlightenment, not as complete enlightenment. In other words,
from the "middle-way" perspective, the ultimate reality or enlightenment is inherent in all
sentient beings, but full manifestation or realization of the enlightenment is only attained by each

individual's efforts.

The "middle-way" perspective also presents a solution to the soteriological and moral
problems that were derived from the bifurcations of the perspectives. The basis of enlightenment
universally inherent in sentient beings serves as a sort of promise or guaranteed capacity for their
enlightenment. This promise, however, does not entail a risk of falling into antinomianism,
because this basis of enlightenment never can be developed into full-fledged enlightenment
without each individual's efforts and practice. Conversely, enlightenment and delusion, or
nirvana and samsara, is regarded as separate from each other. This separation between them,
however, does not mean complete segregation, because all sentient beings are endowed with the

potential enlightenment, which may evolve into perfect enlightenment with their efforts.

Given the "middle-way" position, which cannot be explained within the traditional
bifurcations, it seems that we need an alternative paradigm to understand the East Asian
Yogacara Buddhism, or, at least, should not interpret the East Asia Yogacara tradition as
consisting of two antagonistic doctrinal positions. In this respect, let me address several points

that may be considered in further research through this new perspective.

First, given that Xuanzang's Yogacara thought is distinguished from Ji's Faxiang school,
as | discussed in Chapter I11, future research on scholastic positions of Xuanzang's disciples

should be conducted from a broader perspective, not just confined to the Faxiang position.
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Research to date on Wonch'uk, for instance, seems to have led to two reciprocally conflicting
views on the basis of the bifurcated paradigm: one focusing on Wonch’tk’s orientation toward
the Old Yogacara and the other on his doctrinal similarity with Kuiji’s New Yogacara thought, as
| briefly mentioned in the Introduction. We may attempt to explain the coexistence of the
seemingly incompatible elements in Wonch’uk’s Yogacara thought as representing the "middle-

way" position.

Second, beyond Xuanzang's disciples and the Yogacara scholasticism, we may consider
possible existence of exegetes who take the "middle-way" doctrinal position. Besides Wonhyo
and Tachyon that | examined in the dissertation, Zongmi, as mentioned in Chapter IV, takes a
postion that is distinct from Fazang, although they both are typically classified as One Vehicle
thinkers based on their affiliation with the Huayan school. Given that some exegetes took the
doctrinal positions are beyond the dichotomy of One Vehicle and Three Vehicles, the category of
"school” or "sect" does not seem to a concept that corresponds or is reduced to either One

Vehicle or Three Vehicles.

Third, in a broader viewpoint, we may think how the bifurcations, along with "middle-
way" position, evolved throughout later tradition of East Asia Buddhism. Although this remains
still as a hypothesis, for instance, we may relate differentiation of Chan (K. Son, J. Zen 7#)
lineages to the distinct doctrinal positions of the Yogacara tradition. Although the Chan/Son/Zen
school is regarded as one tradition based on the doctrine of Buddha Nature, that is, the key tenet
of the One Vehicle teaching, soteriological position of this school is largely divided into two, viz.,

"Sudden" (C. dun i) and "Gradual" (C. jian i) approaches. These two, at least, seemingly

contrasting perspectives surprisingly contain respective elements that recall the Tathagatagarbha

and Yogacara positions. Furthermore, such a Son exegete as Chinul %14 (1158-1210), who was
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doctrinally influenced by Zongmi, is known to have taken a binary position by synthesizing the

two positions into "Sudden Awakening and Gradual Cultivation" (K. tono chomsu SETEE ).

On the basis of the long discussion of this dissertation, | propose that vaioius doctrinal
strands and positions of East Asia Yogacara Buddhism should not be approached in such
simplistic dichotomies. Future research should be conducted in consideration of existence of the
"middle-way" scholastic perspective, and this is exactly the promise that may be gleaned by a

careful consideration of Taehyon's position.

241



BIBLIOGRAPHY

Blum, Mark L. The Origins and Development of Pure Land Buddhism : A Study and Translation
of Gyonen's Jodo Homon Genrusho. New York: Oxford University Press, 2002.

Buswell, Robert E. The Formation of Ch'an Ideology in China and Korea: The Vajrasamadhi-
Sttra, a Buddhist Apocryphon. Princeton Library of Asian Translations. Princeton, N.J.:
Princeton University Press, 1989.

, trans. Cultivating Original Enlightenment: Wonhyo's Exposition of the Vajrasamadhi-
Sttra (Kiumgang Sammaegyong Non). Honolulu: University of Hawai'i Press, 2007.

Ch'ae, Inhwan =l| 913}, "Silla Tachyon Popsa Yon’gu (I): Haengjok Kwa Chojak" #7158 KEHE
EfifFFZE (1): 77852 #(E. Pulgyo hakpo &= 1.3} 20 (1983): 85-107.

— "Silla Tachyon Popsa Yon’gu (II): Taesting Kyehak" #7128 KEARTHZE (I): KIEHt
£ Pulgyo hakpo & 118} H. 21 (1984): 67-83.

———. "Silla Tachyon Popsa Yon’gu (Il): Kyeyul Sasang” #rzg A EGEETRFZE (11): 73S
AH. Pulgyo hakpo & 1.8} K. 22 (1985): 45-62.

Chen, Jinhua. Monks and Monarchs, Kinship and Kingship : Tangian in Sui Buddhism and
Politics. Kyoto: Scuola Italiana di Studi sull'Asia Orientale, 2002.

Cho, Eun-su &2, "Wonch'ik's Place in the East Asian Buddhist Tradition." In Currents and
Countercurrents: Korean Influences on the East Asian Buddhist Traditions, edited by
Robert E. Buswell. 173-216. Honolulu: University of Hawaii Press, 2005.

Ch'oe, Wonsik 291 4]. "T’aehyon i posalgye ihae wa hydnsil munje insik" KB o] EEiER
o] &l 9o} FHEFREEE ¢14]. Kasan hakpo 7}AF8H. 2 (1993): 104-30.

— "Wonhyo iii posalgye insik kydonghyang kwa kii tiksong” 1 & o] B AHA] (EiER)
012 7 gk} 71 54, Tongguk sahak 5=+ A} 8} 28 (1994): 1-34.

. Silla Posalgye Sasangsa Yon'gu ¥ 5k sz EAE S i 52, Seoul: Minjoksa 1 <A},
1999.

Ch'oe, Yonsik 3 €12]. "Daijé kishin ron doi ryaku shi no chosha ni tsuite” T A SE#E(S 5 [E &
B8 £ 3 DEFHIZ DU T. Komazawa Tanki Daigaku Bukkyo ronshii B)3SE50 Hi K625
ZmEE 7 (2001): 230-14.

Ch'oe, Yujin & -f-%1. "Wonhyo i hwajaeng sasang yon'gu” JTiEE 2] F15¢ EAH #f52. Ph.D.
Dissertation, Seoul National Universtiy, 1988.

242



Chong, Yonggiin 7 < <. "Song yusignon youii tiing ti Wonch'tik sol pip'an" [ gifEskin 7205
o] [ElHzR V] . Pulgyohak yon'gu £ 18+l - 3 (2001): 60-94.

Ejima, Yasunori ;T 5 %}, Chiigan shiso no tenkai: Bhavaviveka kenkyi Hh# EAE D R
Bhavaviveka f/t%%. Tokyo: Shunjiusha k1, 1980.

Fuji, Ryusei E[Z4E. "Ryoga kyo ni okeru ichini no mondai: Nyoraizo Yuishiki setsu no kosho"
PHRINEE 5 (BT B — « ZORIE--UIREMEREL DOFHE. Ryiakoku daigaku bukkyo
bunka kenkyijo kiyo REL R FAHZALIFEATACEE 3 (1964): 153-56.

Fujino, Michio ¥ 4. "Zeninji ko" i [5£<5>%. Shigaku zasshi 52 E:=E 66, no. 9 (1957): 1-
43.

Fukaura, Seibun 457 1 3. Yuishikigaku kenkyi MEZREERTFZE. 2 vols. Vol. 1. Kyoto: Nagata
Bunshodo 7k 2 B &, 1954.

Fukihara, Shoshin & & F & {Z. Nihon Yuishiki shisoshi H AME AR 5. Tokyo: Kokusho
Kankokai [EZEF17<:, 1989.

Gimello, Robert M. "Chih-Yen (%{#, 602-668) and the Foundations of Hua-Yen (Z£ )
Buddhism.” Ph.D. Dissertation, Columbia University, 1976.

Gregory, Peter N. "Is Critical Buddhism Really Critical?" In Pruning the Bodhi Tree: The Storm
Over Critical Buddhism, edited by Jamie Hubbard and Paul L. Swanson. 286-97.
Honolulu: University of Hawai'i Press, 1997.

. Tsung-Mi and the Sinification of Buddhism. Honolulu: University of Hawai'i Press,
2002.

Hakamaya, Noriaki #5247 H0H. "Daijo kishin ron ni kansuru hihan teki oboegaki" T AFEHE(S 5 4
(2B A HLHIAY = Z 2. In Nyoraizé to Daijo kishin ron 412K & AFEAE (S5, edited
by Hirakaya Akira 32)[[#&2. 183-224. Tokyo: Shunjisha Zfktt, 1990.

—— "Viniscayasamgrahani ni okeru arayashiki no kitei" Viniscayasamgrahani (Z 51T % 7
— 7 Yk DHFIE. Toyo bunka kenkyiijo kiyo BESABWIFEATACE 79 (1979): 1-79.

Hasegawa, Takeshi 7221 [4&% 5. "Esho Konkomyo saishao kyo sho ni kansuru mondai ko" %74

" e E s ARER o (CBT A RIRE. Indogaku Bukkyogaku kenkyi E[IFEE2fH#E2
122 50, no. 2 (2002): 666-72.

Hayashi, Kana #AZZ%. "Ki sen to sareru sho kyosho no seiritsu katei no tsuite" F#E » S 1 A 54

LEH DRI HEFEIC DUy T, Toyo daigaku daigakuin kiyo B8F K7 RKFFHisd 2 44
(2007): 215-32.

243



. "Jion daishi Ki no denki no saikentd" 2& & KEliE D= O FEfEET. Indogaku
Bukkygaku kenkyii ElIFEEL#2ERHHZE 59, no. 1 (2010): 242-46.

——— "Ki sen to sareru ronsho oyobi Daijo hoen girin sho no seiritsu katei ni tsuite™ Fi5E » X
N DB LU TRSREFME 3 D BITHEFEIZ DU T . Pulgyo hakpo &3 8 E.
61 (2012): 189-212.

Hirai, Shun'ei S23:{%Z 5. "Chagoku Sanronshi no rekishi teki seikaku (1): tokuni Chtigoku
Bukky®d ni okeru shitha no seiritsu o megutte” =1 [E = 3452 D FE AR (1) : HiC
ELAZUZ BT AEEIRDEIL % & < © T. Komazawa Daigaku Bukkyogakubu kenkyii
kiyo i) 2 R BB B ST 4C 22 24 (1966): 97-115.

———. "Heian shokki ni okeru Sanron Hosso kakuchiku o meguru sho mondai" ~FZZ¢JHAIZ 3
T2 =5m - AR E D < A EERE. Komazawa Daigaku BukkyoQakubu kenkyi kiyo
B R RAAL B4 5 37 (1979): 72-91.

Hirakawa, Akira 3 1|&2. Daijo kishin ron K FEtE(Z5m. Butten koza {3 BEEERE 22. Tokyo:
Daiz6 Shuppan Kt 4Rk, 1973.

Ho, Hiingsik &1 5-2). Koryo Pulgyosa yon'qu =B 5252122, Seoul: lichogak & %7}, 1986.

Hubbard, Jamie, and Paul L. Swanson, eds. Pruning the Bodhi Tree: The Storm Over Critical
Buddhism. Honolulu: University of Hawai'i Press, 1997.

Ibuki, Atsushi k=g, "Jironshi Hokudoha no shinshiki setsu ni tsuite™ #za 52L& R D03k
512 DU . Bukkyogaku {1215 (1999): 23-59.

. "Jironshi Nandaha no shinshiki setsu ni tsuite" #Z52 B8 IR D Laaksilc DWW .
Indogaku Bukkyogaku kenkyi E[1fEEE {2 E2H15T 47, no. 1 (1998): 86-92.

Ichikawa, Hirofumi 7174 52, "Kakuken Sangoku dento ki to sangoku: chiisei shoki ni okeru

taigaikan no ichi sokumen" &553& T =E(Z(TE0 s & =E—FHEWIHAZ BT 5 MR
D—1HIH . Kikan Nikon shisoshi Z=T|H A EAE S 44 (1994): 23-37.

Ienaga, Saburd 52 7k =Hf. "Hossoshi no meigi ni tsuite" JEfHSEDZFEIZ DIZ C. In Jodai
Bukkyé shisoshi kenkyi _FAARALZUEAE 20155, 262-65. Kyoto: Hozokan JEjEEE, 1996.

Inoue, Mitsusada F:_[- 3% £5. "Nanto rokushi no seiritsu” E5&} 752Dk 17. Nihon rekishi H 2
FE 5k 156 (1961): 2-14.

Ishii, Kosei 4252 A "Daitoa kyoeiken no gourika to Kegon tetsugaku (1): Kihira Masami no
yakuwari o chiishin to shite" A B 5 E DO &L & FERGTTF(1): L8 FIFEEDEE
s & U C. Bukkyogaku {2777, no. 42 (2000): 1-28.

244



. "Zuien no shisd" [fE% D EAE. In Hokuché Zui T Chigoku Bukkyo shisoshi JLEHEE
i E{LZUEAE 52, edited by Aramaki Noritoshi 545 Bi{% . 154-78. Kyoto FEHS: Hozokan
YA EE, 2000.

Iwata, Taijo 7= HZFEF. Shintai no Yuishiki sestu no kenkyi Bz DfERER DWFSE. Tokyo:
Sankibo busshorin L= E{#ZE R, 2004.

Johnston, E. H., ed. The Ratnagotravibhaga Mahayanottaratantrasastra. Patna: Bihar Research
Society, 1950.

Kamata, Shigeo $H . Chiigoku Kegon shisoshi no kenkyii 5[5 ZE fig B AE s DR ZE.
Tokyo: Tokyo daigaku toyo bunka kenkytjo B 5 K EE B (ERFS2 AT, 1965.

Kashiwagi, Hiroo fH7K5/AJ#. Daijo Kishin ron no kenkyi: Daijo kishin ron no seiritsu ni kansuru
shiryoron teki kenkyii KFEREAZEmOWSE | KB mOKILIZEE ¢ 2 EREmAIITSE.
Tokyo: Shunjisha ZFfktt, 1981.

Katsumata, Shunkyo {5 ¥ {£%%. Bukkyao ni okeru shinshiki setsu no kenkyia {AZ0UZ 53T 5 Laiik
SR DBFFE. Tokyo: Sankibd busshorin L= F{#E A, 1961.

——. "Shoronshii kydgaku no ichi danmen" fE G522 5D —Wi1Al. Nihon Bukkyogakkai
nenpo H AL =5 -#y 26 (1961): 73-90.

Keng, Ching. "Yogacara Buddhism Transmitted or Transformed? Paramartha (499--569) and His
Chinese Interpreters.” PhD Dissertation, Harvard University, 2009.

Kim, Songch'sl 714 . "Chinje yok Pulsongnon yokchu" H A S &4 & 5= (1). Critical
Review for Buddhist Studies &2/ 8}2] - 11 (2012): 149-90.

Kim, Yongt'ae 71 9 Ell. Han'guk Pulgyosa $+= & 2 A}. Seoul: Kongsowon 73 414, 1997.
Kimura, Kunikazu AfE5#1. "Nin'agyo sho kan no gakusetsu no ido 2: Shintai sanzo gakusetsu
no keisho jokyo" "= &85 | DD F[E]-2- H i — el Fait D GARCIR .

Indogaku Bukkyogaku kenkyi E[JfEEE(#HZ0E415E 29, no. 2 (1981): 602-03.

———. "Shintai sanzo no gakusetsu ni taisuru Saimyoji Enjiki no hyoka: Gejinmikkyo so no
baai" E& = &k D Fati x4 5 PFEEASE F R O SR fi--ff R 4L 5 D 5 & Indogaku
Bukkyogaku kenkyii E[JFE 2 (HHEEMTFE 30, no. 1 (1981): 373-76.

King, Sallie B. Buddha Nature. Albany: State University of New York Press, 1991.

245



Kitsukawa, Tomoaki f# ) [%5HH. "Shintai yaku Genjo yaku Shodaijoron to Enjiki" E&feR « 2

s TR st | & HL" Indogaku Bukkyogaku kenkyii FlIFEEREREELRFSE 43, no. 1
(1994): 234-37.

—— "Enjiki no yoru gosho kakubetsu no kotei ni tsuite: Enjiki shiso ni taisuru kaijo teki
geshaku no sai kento" FHIC X 2 TR RIDEEIC DU T--FHIEAEIS 9 % B Ak
IR D FERRET." Bukkyokaku {35 (1999): 95-117.

— "llbon i Silla Yusik yon’gu tonghyang" & ¥-¢] A1 2}#-2] &1+ In Ilbon ai
Han’guk Pulgyo yon gu tonghyang & & 9] st=E-u A :rL 53}, edited by Han’guk
yuhaksaeng Indohak Pulgyohak yon’guhoe &= 5-HA8 Q1 %=38} B 118t A 13], 93-162.
Seoul: Changgydnggak %74 7}, 2001.

——— "Nihon Asuka, Nara jidai ni okem Hossoshiu no tokushitsu ni tsuite" H ATRE, 25 EHF
KA BT B EMHEDOEEIZ DT . Pulgyohak yon 'gu EE1EERSE 5 (2002): 181-219.

— "Chiigoku Yuishiki ni miru nishu ichijogi no kii no tsuite" H1[E[MEZKIC A 5 _fE—FFE
DEFZ DWW T . Indogaku Bukkyogaku kenkyi E[JEEE(#2Z E2H/152 53, no. 2 (2005):
688-92.

Ko, Ikchin =155 . Han'guk kodae Pulgyo sasangsa g7 L f#h2 EAE 5. Seoul: Tongguk
University Press, 1989.

Kyehwan 7. ChunggukHwaom sasangsa yon ‘gu | (e g AR 5214, Seoul: Pulgwang
ch'ulp'anbu &3 =35, 1996.

——. "Popchang kyohak kwa Kisillon" ™78 (&) 1 8F2 71412, Pulgyo yon’gu
391 7 16 (1999): 151-69.

Lai, Whalen. "The I-Ching and the Formation of the Hua-Yen Philosophy." Journal of Chinese
Philosophy 7 (1980): 245-58.

Matsumoto, Nobumichi #AZ4X{Z7&. "Sanron Hosso tairitsu no shigen to sono haikei: Shoben no
Shéchin ron zyuyd 0 megutte” =3 « AN ILOWBIR & £ DER-FHD TEE
ZF% < > . In Sanron kyogaku no kenkyii = ZR#FDOR5E, edited by Hirai
Shun'ei “EH:{%#2%. 485-502. Tokyo: Shunjisha ZFk 1, 1990.

Matsumoto, Shird FAZ S BH. "The Doctrine of Tathagata-garbha Is Not Buddhist." In Pruning
the Bodhi Tree : The Storm Over Critical Buddhism, edited by Jamie Hubbard and Paul L.
Swanson. 165-73. Honolulu: University of Hawai i Press, 1997.

Min, Yonggyu 514 7F. "Silla changsorok jangp'yon" #7285 i $% =45 In Paek Song-uk paksa
songsu kinyom Pulgyohak nonmunjip 5 AR -LAHESRC S FEEE R LR, edited by

246



Paek Song-uk paksa songsu Kinydm sadp wiwdnhoe [ AN E - LEEL S EE L B 8.
345-402. Seoul: Tongguk University B3 [e7 A E24%, 1959.

Minowa, Kenryd i@ FE . "Shinnyo shoennen shuji to honi muro shuji" BEAIFF&:&E T &
FSERIE T Bukkyogaku {1\ %1% (1991): 47-69.

Mitsukawa, Hogei 7¢I & 2=, "Daijo shochin ron Kanken: Chiigan Yuishiki kosho no okeru ichi
shiten to shite” " KEEE5g | & Rl - WIEOACBIT 52— e L T,
Indogaku Bukkyogaku kenkyii E[IfEER (20 E415T 13, no. 2 (1965): 613-18.

Moro, Shigeki Efiffgf. "Hossoshii no Ichijo hoben setsu saiko: shojogirin o chushin ni jEfHSZD
T3 (E | B SEEEM A JONE." Indogaku Bukkyogaku kenkyi F[IfE (525
E2RI%% 47, no. 1 (1998): 66-68.

——— "Bakuyd Chisha den ni tsuite no ni san no mondai: shisho kankei o chiisin ni" #8524
ZIZDOWTD ~ ZDORE -- BB AR % 1002 . Indogaku Bukkyogaku kenkyi E[1fE
B2 e EALTZe 48, no. 1 (1999): 170-72.

—— "Shaben hiryd no Higashi Ajia ni okeru juyt” JEWILEE DR 7 ¥ 7 I BT 5 ZA.
Pulgyohak yon’gu = 1Lk 7 8 (2004): 297-324.

——— "Hyonjang ti Yusik piryang kwa Silla Pulgyo: 1lbon @i munhon al chungsim tro™
A (ZHE) O] A B (L E) 2 A T - Ao E3 S T A S = Paper
presented at the Kiimgang University International Conference on Buddhist Studies
748kl = A & 1l 8k 3] 9] Kiimgang University, Korea, 2004.

Nagao, Gajin £FZff A.. "Ichijo Sanjo no rongi o megutte” —3F « =FDHFEL H <O TC. In
Tsukamoto hakushi shoju kinen: Bukkyo shigaku ronshii 3 A HHMEFECR T ALBLEF
ZmEE, edited by Tsukamoto Hakushi Shoju Kinenkai A f# - AHEEC 2. Kyoto:
Tsukamoto Hakushi Shoju Kinenkai A fd - A= o, 1961.

. Chigan to Yuishiki §2 & & iz, Tokyo: Iwanami Shoten =i &5, 1978.

Nam, Muhiii ‘&5~ 3). Silla Wonch ik i Yusik sasang yon'gu A 2} 939] 521 A14F o 72,
Seoul: Minjoksa T1=-A}, 2009.

Nam, Tongsin ‘&5 21. "Wonhyo i kyop'allon kwa kii Pulgyosa chok wich'i” 1 & 2] 232 37}
1 B WAL 9] ], Han'guk saron 3F=rAFE 20 (1988): 3-56.

On;joji 72K =F, ed. Chisho Daishi zenshii 2755 KET4:£E. 3 vols. Vol. 2, Otsu: On;joji Jimusho &
WEF ST, 1918.

247



Ono, Genmyd /N#F 2. %) and Maruyama Takao ALLLIZ= /. Bussho kaisetsu daijiten (i f#z7 A
BEHE. 15 vols. Vol. 7, Tokyo: Daitdo Shuppansha A B H ki1, 1974-1988.

Pak, T'aewon BFEl ). "Wonhyo iii Kisillon kwan ihae riil tulldssan munjechom sogo: Pyolgi
tactiimun kujol @i ihae ril chungsim tiro" 9 & 9] #H(ZimE ol & =1 TA- /N
. THIEE | KESCT-A Y ol S $4 O 2. Tongyang ch'olhak 5% 8t 1 (1990):
273-315.

——— "Hyewon ui Kisillon kwan: p'al, kusik sol ui sasang p'yongkajok aimi ral chungsim uro”
2o IERE-- )\ TR AP 7Y v & T4 & =" Ch'orhak yon'gu
g 14 (1990): 63-86.

— "Kyondiing i Kisillon kwan" 5.2 2] (=548, Kasan hakpo 7}:FsHH 1 (1991): 249-
63.

—. "Silla Pulgyo tii Taesiing Kisillon yon'qu" #rZ&#:2 2] Kt Ztm mH75. Silla
munhwaje haksul palp'yohoe nonmun chip Al 2} 8} Al 8F 2 31 3] =17 14 (1992):
49-67.

— . "Taesiing kisillon sasang e kwanhan Pdpchang i kwanchom" [ 57| A& 5 (KIE#E
Zim) Aol B WA GRSl 4. In Kim Ch’ungyol paksa hoegap kinyom
nonmunjip: chayon kwa in'gan kirigo sahoe. £ F U+ [0 FHEL S Em & A 3}
217} 18] a1 A}3], edited by Kim Ch’ungydl Paksa Hoegap Kinydom Nonmunjip
Kanheang Wiwonhoe. 141-65. Seoul: Hyongsol, 1992.

AR ]

Pang, In ®<1. "Silla Pulgyo sasangsa esoiii T'aechydn yusikhak i Giti" #r&E (B2 EAH R
of| A o] KB MESREE ] F K. Pangnyon Pulgyo nonjip [F3EEZEREE 2 (1992): 258-61.

— "T'aechydn i Yusik ch'érhak yon'gu” K& 2] mEsk#TE20f3%. Ph.D. Dissertation, Seoul
National University, 1995.

Paul, Diana Y. Philosophy of Mind in Sixth-Century China: Paramartha's 'Evolution of
Consciousness." Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1984.

Radich, Michael. "The Doctrine of *4malavijiiana in Paramartha (499-569), and Later Authors
to Approximately 800 C.E." Zinbun 41 (2008): 45-174.

Sakamoto, Yukio 7 A<52 5. Kegon kyogaku no kenkyii FEEEZ0E2 DFFE. Kyoto: Heirakuji
Shoten J£24FFEJE, 1956.

Satomichi, Norio B 75 {# fift. "Jironshii Hokudo ha no seiritsu to shocho: Dochii den o chiishin to
suru isshoken" i > ILEIR DRI & HR--EFER e Tl & T 55—/ A
Okurayama ronshii K& LEHEE 14 (1979): 146-74.

248



Shikazono, Daiji fEEZii A 2Z. "Nihon Hossoshi no keifu: Nihon ryéiki no shisé teki tachiba™ H 72
EMHZF D LGE: T HAERE | OEMEAYIIE. Ryikoku daigaku ronshii FE K2 5
# 357 (1957): 74-94.

Shim, Jaeryong 41 #] &. "On the General Characteristics of Korean Buddhism--Is Korean
Buddhism Syncretic?" Seoul Journal of Korean Studies 2 (1989): 147-57.

Sok, Kiram A1 Z ¢}, "Chinyd Saengmyd] imun i kwan'gye riil t'onghae pon Wonhys iii Kisillon
kwan" B4 P99 BRE & 2 ool #E5RE. Pulgyohak yon'gu
B 138ted - 5 (2002): 125-55.

Sponberg, Alan W. "Vijiiaptimatrata Buddhism of the Chinese Monk K'uei-Chi (A.D. 632-
682)." Ph.D. Dissertation, University of British Columbia, 1979.

Stone, Jacqueline. "Review: Some Reflections on Critical Buddhism." Japanese Journal of
Religious Studies 26, no. 1/2 (1999): 159-88.

Sueki, Fumihiko KA 373%+-. "Nihon Hossoshii no keisei" H ASEHSZ DI AL, Bukkyogaku 1/,
¥ 32 (1992): 127-45.

Suguro, Shinjo i = {Z5%. "Kiki no Hokegensan ni okeru Hokekyo kaishaku" £ 5L DAZE 2 EF
2 BT AT, In Hokekyd no Chiigoku-teki tenkai: Hokekyd kenkyi JEZELE D
R EAYRERE ¢ JETEARITSE, edited by Sakamoto Yukio 37 A<SE 5. 343-72. Kyato:
Heirakuji Shoten Y2253 5, 1972,

Suzuki Gakujutsu Zaidan $5/R={igi4 [, ed. Dai Nihon Bukkyo zensho K H A 2423, 100
vols. Vol. 1, Tokyo: Hatsubai Kodansha g 5¢:# 581+, 1970-1973.

, €d. Nihon Daizokyo H A K4, 100 vols. Vol. 20, Tokyo: Kodansha 5551+, 1973-
1978.

Takasaki, Jikido /=l B 7. "Shintai yaku Shodaijoron Seshin Shaku ni okeru Nyoraizo setsu:
Hosharon tono kanren” EEFRRIE A SEmHEHIRIC 3317 2 Akkei — = Meam & OB
In Yiki kyoju shoju kinen Bukkyo shisoshi ronshii 4535525 S0 a2 BB S s EE.
241-64. Tokyo: Daizo Shuppan A& H Rk, 1964.

Takemura, Makio 7744 58. "Jironshi, Shoronsht, Hossoshi" Hrimsrs « FEEmos « 2. In
Yuishiki shiso: koza Daijo Bukkyo MEES EAE: SEFE - K3E(LZ4 8, edited by Hirakawa
Akira 3 [#2, Kajiyama Yichi f£[L1/fE— and Takasaki Jikido =7 B 5. 263-301.
Tokyo: Shunjisha Ffkf, 1982.

Tendaishii Shiiten Kankokai K & 5= 52 BLF{ T, ed. Dengyo Daishi zenshii {2 KETE%E. 5
vols. Vol. 3, Tokyo: Tendaishoi Shiiten Kankokai K & 5252 HH[f 7, 1912.

249



Tokiwa, Daijo 5 #2 K €. Bussho no kenkyi {#14DiH5E. Tokyo: Meiji Shoin B aZE 5, 1944.

Tongguk Tachakkyo Pulgyo Munhwa Yon'guso B[] A (25 S {ERFZEA, ed. Han'guk
Pulgyo ch'ansul munhon ch'ongnok 5 B8] {#h 25 7lt S gk4& g%, Seoul: Tongguk
Taehakkyo Ch'ulp'anbu B [s7] K245 H R, 1976.

Ueda, Yoshifumi 2. Bukkyo shisoshi kenkyi {#525 FEAH S i5¢. Kyoto: Nagata Bunshodo
KHXEH, 1967.

Ui, Hakuju 5= H{H5%. Indo tetsugaku kenkyii E[IFEEHT7015E. 6 vols. Vol. 6, Tokyo: Koshisha
Shobo HH-1-t+ & 5=, 1924,

. Bukkyo hanron {#Z).3%. 2 vols. Vol. 1, Tokyo: Iwanami Shoten =i E 5, 1947.

. Shodaijoron kenkyii 1 K SEEmAFFSE. Tokyo: lwanami Shoten i E 5, 1966.

Watanabe, Takao JJ&1/1[Z4=. "Jion daishi no denki shiryd to kyogakushi teki gaiyou" 2& & A Eifi
DIZEEER & 2 HIREEE. In Jion daishi gyoei shiei 22 B A ETifEIEZ 5, edited by
Kofukuji BiESF and Yakushiji Z&Rfi<F. 194-225. Kyoto: Hozokan A jE(EE, 1982.

Wei, Tat &%, trans. Ch'eng Wei-shih Lun: The Doctrine of Mere-Consciousness. Hong Kong:
Ch'eng Wei-shih Lun Publication Committee, 1973.

Weinstein, Stanley. "A Biographical Study of Tz'u-En." Monumenta Nipponica 15, no. 1/2
(1959): 119-49.

———. "The Concept of Alaya-vijiiana in Pre-T'ang Chinese Buddhism." In Yiki kyaju shoju
kinen Bukkyo shisoshi ronshii 4538015 RSS2 S AR 2 5w 4R, edited by Yki
Kydju Shaju Kinen Ronbunshii Kankokai 4532 iE S0 & im &£ TI1T4. 33-50.
Tokyo: Daizo Shuppan ek Hi ki, 1964.

. "Schools of Chinese Buddhism." In Encyclopedia of Religion, edited by Mircea Eliade.
482-87. New York: Macmillan, 1987.

Yi, Man ©] 7}, "Paekche Uiyong iii Yusik sasang” 2] A 2] d 2] f-21 A}, In Han'guk Yusik
sasang 3= 32 A4}, 49-74. Seoul: Changgydnggak *73 2, 2000.

Yi, P’yongnae ©| 33 2. Silla Pulgyo Yoraejang sasang yon'gu 21 2}l o 2l FAF g -,
Seoul: Minjoksa T1<-A}, 1996.

Yoshida, Kazuhiko &5 H{—=. "Revisioning Religion in Ancient Japan." Japanese Journal of
Religious Studies 30, no. 1/2 (2003): 1-26.

250



Yoshimura, Makoto 555k, "Daito daijionji sanzé hosshi den no seiritsu ni tsuite™ T A AZE
B =m0 E g ORI DU T Bukkyogaku {L#2 37 (1995): 79-113.

— "Sharon gakuha no shinshiki setsu ni tsuite" FE 3Gk D.0ikEE 12 DU C. Indogaku
Bukkyogaku kenkyu E[1[&22#ZE2015E 51, no. 1 (2002): 61-65.

——— "Yuishiki gakuha no rigyd ni bussho setsu ni tsuite: sono yurai o chushin ni" MEZEE R
DELT ZMHESIC DV T--Z DHZR & F0MZ. Toyo no shiso to shikyo HHD EAE
& 57, no. 19 (2002): 21-47.

——— "Genjo saiyiii: Genjo wa nani yue indo e itta no ka" ZZEPE - 2055 (el A > N
NIT D 12Dy, Bukkyo shigaku kenkyi {52142 46, no. 1 (2003): 28-46.

N

. "Shoron gakuha no shinshiki setsu ni tsuite” FE:HFIR D Lokl DUy T . Komazawa
Daigaku Bukkyogakubu ronshi ;R K7 ALZ T 5w 34 (2003): 223-42.

—— "Chiigoku Yuishiki sho gakuha no tenkai" 51 [E|fE k=57 R D fERA. In Tohogaku no
chin shiten 8 5D &, edited by Fukui Fumimasa #&H-3CF. 200-30. Tokyo:
Goyo Shobo FHEZE 5, 2003.

——— "Chiigoku Yuishiki sho gakuha no shoko ni tsuite™ 5 [E|MEFEEFIRD FREFIZ DL T
Higashi Ajia Bukkyo kenkyii 387 3 7ALZH5E 2 (2004): 35-48.

— "Yuishiki gakuha no goshé kakubetsu setsu ni tsuite™ MES% 7R D 4k & RIS I DU

C. Komazawa Daigaku Bukkyogakubu kenkyi kiyo S5, R KFALZ 02240 22, no. 62
(2004); 223-58.

—— "Yuishiki gakuha ni okeru shuji setsu no kaisetsu ni tsuite: shinnyo shoennen shuji kara
muro shuji e" BEFRFIRIC BT ST TR DMERRIC DL T EAIFTEGIE T © fitR
fET-\. Indogaku Bukkyogaku kenkyii E[1[& 22 E2015% 55, no. 1 (2006): 86-91.

——— "Shindai no Amara shiki to Shoron gakuha no kushiki setsu" E.z¢ D r]FEZE R & 15

EFIRD Ik, Indogaku Bukkyogaku kenkyi F[JfE 2202152 56, no. 1 (2007):
177-83.

. "To shoki no Yuishiki gakuha to bussho ronshd" FEF#JHADMESR TR & LR
Komazawa Daigaku Bukkyogakubu kenkyii kiyo Bi;R K F AL F B 5E40 3L, no. 67
(2009): 310-296.

Yoshizu, Yoshihide = 5. "Shikan Rygakyd to jikkan Rydgakyo” TIEERNEE & A
&%. Shiigaku kenkyi S7=501%8 (1972): 111-16.

251



. "Shoso yie ni tsuite" MEAHBEEE (2 DUy T . Komazawa Daigaku Bukkyogakubu kenkyii
kiyo B R ERHE R4 40 41 (1983): 300-21.

. Kegon-Zen no shisoshi teki kenkyi ZE i o FEAE S HRF5E. Tokyo: Daito shuppansha
KA H AR, 1985.

— "Hdz0 no Bonmaokyo bosatsu kaihon sho ni tsuite" JEj&k D T AF4EE EER AL 5 12D
U C. In Chigoku no Bukkyo to bunka: Kamata Shigeo hakushi kanreki kinen ronshi
EDLE & L+ sk R0 2 5, edited by Kamata Shigeo hakushi
kanreki kinen ronshti kankokai $H S B el e E T T2, 265-90. Tokyo:
Daizo Shuppan AJek H Rk, 1988.

. Kegon ichijo shiso no kenkyi Zejgg—3 BAEDWTSE. Tokyo: Daitdo shuppansha A B H
Rfft, 1991.

. "Taigen no Joyuishikiron gakki o megutte” KE D TR TE5C, 20 <H T
Indogaku Bukkyogaku kenkyi E[JfEEE (#2022 H15T 41 (1992): 117-23.

——— "Hossoshi to iu shiimei no saikento" JEFfHSE & Uy 9 SEZA D EREET. In Bukkyo shiso
bunkashi ronso: Watanabe Takao kyaju kanreki kinen ronshii {852 S AL EmEs: &
BIEAE B EL 2 imEE, edited by Watanabe Takao Kyoju Kanreki Kinen Ronshi
Kankokai JEE[E4 v iE/E sl ammEE {174, 465-86. Kyoto: Nagata Bunshodo 7k FH
Y B, 1997,

—— "Kishinron to Koshinron shisé: Joyoji Eon no jirei o chiishin ni shite" #£(Z 3% & EE(E:m
AR FEIREDOEL &2 002 U T Komazawa Daigaku Bukkyogakubu kenkyii
kiyo B R RFAL B EZE 40 2L, no. 63 (2005): 1-15.

Yiuki, Reimon &< ], "Shina Yuishiki gaku shijo ni okeru Ryogashi no chii" 37 FSHE s 5
AT A IEETO#Ar. Shina Bukkyo shigaku 37 H3AZ % 1 (1937): 21-44.

—— "Genjo to sono gakuha no seiritsu" 255 & Z DEERDEKIL. Toyo bunka kenkyiijo kiyo
BOESALM T4 2E 11 (1956): 329-73,

— "Kinsei Yuishiki kenkyt no aru keihu ni tsuiteno hyoron" ¥ HIfESRIFE DB 2 25
DT DEEEm. In Bukkyo no rekishi to bunka: Bukkyao shigakukai 30-shinen kinen
ronshit (LB DFES & AL+ {LAFE F2 30 FF L dm e, edited by Bukkyd
Shigakukai %5 5<=. 894-907. Kyoto: Dohosha Shuppan [E] A< 4Rk, 1980.

—— "Jironshti Hokud6 ha no yukue" #Ems=db3E R D177 . In Tohogaku ronshii: toho

gakkai soritsu yonjisshiinen kinen B 7z tE: BB AT U+ EHEEC S, edited by
Toho Gkkai 5 /52 &, 899-918. Tokyo: Toho Gakkai B /2, 1987,

252



