AtiSa (DipamkaraSrijhana)—His Philosophy,

Practice and its Sources*

MIYAZAKI Izumi

The bsTan ‘gyur (translated treatises) of the Tibetan Tripitaka con-
tains a great number of AtiSa’s (982-1054) works. This paper describes
his philosophy and practice as well as some problems related to his non-
tantric works. Most of his non-tantric works are mainly in the dBu ma sec-
tion, but the other half of his works are also found in the rgyud ’grel
(tantric commentaries) section because AtiSa was a Tantrist, which was
typical for his time.

Most of his works are concerned with practice, which surely derives
from his sense of time. The Bodhimargadipa-pasijika (D 3948, P 5344)V

states:

Because nowadays, [all beings suffer from| the [five] degen-
erations of sentient beings, of times, of distress, of deluded views
and of shortened life expectancy. They need not to listen to [all
the] doctrines; they should cultivate [only] the essential yoga.

These days, there is no time to listen to such doctrines,
which are vast like ships; one should cultivate only the excellent
instruction, discarding anything else that disturbs the mind.

Life is short, yet there is much to be learned. Since you do
not know even the length of this life’s span, take only the things
you are [really] looking for, like the goose (hamsa) that separates
milk from water.

den (P din) san sems can dus dan nion mons dan // lta ba tshe’i snigs mar
gyur pa ste // gzun rnams maan par dgos pa med pas na // siin po don gyi
rnal “byor bsgoms bar bya // din (sic) san dus su gzins dan “dra ba yi //
gzun rnams rgya chen mnan pa’i dus med pas // yid *khrugs (P ’khrug)
byed pa thams cad spans byas la // dam pa’i nier bstan ’ba’ Zig bsgom par
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bya // tshe ni yun thun Ses bya’i rnam par man // tshe yi tshad kyan ‘di
tsam mi Ses pas // nan pas chu la o ma len pa ltar // “dod pa’i dros po
dan la (D dan las) blan bar bya // (D 280b1-2, P 324al-4)

Since the last verse is also stated in his other works,” it seems to be
an especially important statement to him. In this way, the Bodhimargadipa-
panjika explains the necessity for the immediate commencement of prac-
tice due to shortened life expectancy. Therefore, AtiSa thinks that one
should cultivate only the “essential practice” and not be distracted by in-
significant matters. Such an understanding led him to emphasize the “es-
sential practice” in particular.

What is the “essential practice” for him? There are many minor
works by AtiSa concerning practice in general such as the Garbhasamgraha
(D 3949, 4469, P 5345, 5382), the Bodhisattvacaryasutrikrrtavavada (D
3946, 4472, P 5342, 5348, 5385), the Hrdayaniksepa (D 3950, 4470, P
5346, 5383), the Bodhisattvamanyavali (D 3951, 4471, P 5347, 5384), the
Bodhisattvadikarmikamargavataradesana (D 3952, 4477, P 5349, 5390), the
Mahayanapathasadhanavarnasamgraha (D 3954, 4479, P 5351, 5392), the
Mahayanapathasadhanasamgraha (D 3955, 4480, P 5352, 5393), the
Caryasamgrahapradipa (D 3960, 4466, P 5357, 5379), etc. The
Ratnakarandodghata® (D 3930, P 5325), which is one of his relatively ma-
jor works, explains his system of practice with respect to the “thought of
awakening” (bodhicitta). However, the Bodhipathapradipa (D 3947, 4465,
P 5343, 5378) and its commentary, the Bodhimargadipa-panjika, show his
theory of practice most extensively. Therefore, this paper describes his
philosophy and practice as seen in these two works, while occasionally
referring to other minor works.

Although many studies on AtiSa’s philosophy and practice have
been already published, some unclear and controversial points still re-
main. One of the sources of controversy is how AtiSa is understood in
Tibet. Namely, some of the Tibetan doxographies classify AtiSa as a
Prasangika, following the lineage of Buddhapalita and Candrakirti.*)
However, AtiSa himself does not seem to make distinctions among
Bhaviveka, Candrakirti and other Madhyamikas or divide Madhyamika
into any subdivisions, as we will see below. The problem, therefore, lies
in how we understand such an attitude in his own texts. Furthermore, it
is also necessary to analyse his position, strictly differentiating between
Stla, dhyana, prajna, etc. because the texts he bases his position on appar-
ently differ by subject. Therefore, this paper focuses on clarifying his
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sources according to subject and describes his practice and philosophy,
setting the Tibetan understanding of AtiSa aside. I will also suggest some
leads to solve problems in certain cases.

1. AtiSa’ description of practice

The Bodhimargadipa-panjika explains practice in the order of §ila,
dhyana and prajna. Before explaining dhyana, he explains why he present-
ed §tla first:

Enlightenment (abhisambodhi) depends on the twofold accumula-
tion (sambhara). The twofold accumulation depends on benefit
for others (parartha). Benefit for others depends on supernatural
knowledge (abhijna). Furthermore, it (supernatural knowledge)
depends on tranquility (Samatha). Tranquility depends on the
vow (§7la). Therefore the vow was explained first. For this reason,
tranquility arises from the vow. Supernatural knowledge arises
from tranquility. [Therefore] I said [in the Bodhipathapradipa as

follows:

Supernatural knowledge does not arise without accom-
plishing tranquility. Therefore, [one should] strive to
accomplish tranquility over and over again.

di ltar rdzogs pa’i byan chub chen po ni tshogs rnam pa gnis la rag las /
tshogs rnam pa gnis kyan gzan gyi don la rag las / de yan mion par Ses pa
la rag las / (D om. mnon par Ses pa la rag las /) mnon par Ses pa yan zi
gnas la rag las / zi gnas kyan tshul khrims la rag las pas / dan po tshul
khrims bstan pa yin no // de bas na tshul khrims las zi gnas “byun la / zi
gnas las mnon par Ses pa "byun bas zi gnas grub pa ma yin pas (D om. zi
gnas grub pa ma yin pas) / mnon Ses *byun bar mi ‘gyur la // de phyir zi
gnas bsgrub (P sgrub) pa’i phyir // yan dan yan du ‘bad par
bya // (P /) [=BPP 153-156] Zes smras so // (D 274a6-bl,
P 316b5-8)

Naturally, as a follower of the Mahayana, AtiSa regards attaining the
enlightenment of the Buddha as the goal. However, here he particularly
emphasizes the significance of benefiting others, and from this viewpoint
shows §7la to be a fundamental element of practice. Although wisdom
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(prajna) is not mentioned in the citation, wisdom is of course absolutely
necessary because skillful means (upaya) for the benefit of others should
be carried out in conjunction with wisdom (prgjra). In this way,
Bodhimargadipa-panjika explains the prajia together with upaya after men-
tioning §7la, abhijna and Samatha.

1.1 Sources that describe Sila

The Bodhimargadipa-panjika begins the explanation of §ila by defining
three types of human beings. The best is one who deserves to enter the
practice of the Mahayana. He states:

The vessel for the Mahayana is explained [by the following verse
of the Bodhipathapradipa):

Superior is the person who is willing above all to re-
move the entire suffering of others by suffering in his
own stream of being.

ran rgyud gtogs pa’i sdug bsnal gyis // gan zig gzan gyi sdug bsnal kun //
yan dag zad par kun nas ’dod // skyes bu de ni mchog yin no // [=BPP
17-20] zes pas ni theg pa chen po’i snod bstan pa yin no // (D 242a5-6,
P 279a1-2)

Ultimately, this statement underscores the necessity of compassion
(karuna) for the Mahayana Buddhist. It has the same meaning as the ex-
pression “perfection of the lineage” (gotrasampad) as a cause of producing
bodhicitta described in the Ratnakarandodghata. Such a person is able to en-
ter the path of the Bodhisattva, which starts with the first production of
bodhicitta and the assumption of the vow.

AtiSa detailed the method of assuming the vow in his Cittotpadasamva-
ravidhikrama (P 5364, 5406, D 3967, 4491), which means “sequence of
the method for producing the thought and for [the assumption of] the
vow.” The title demonstrates the connection between producing the
thought and the assumption of the vow itself. Therefore, the
Bodhimargadipa-panjika also describes the thought of awakening in connec-
tion with §7/a. In addition, AtiSa left a text called the Gurukriyakrama
(D 3977, 4489, P 5374, 5402) for the preceptor of the vow.

The Bodhimargadipa-panjika declares that AtiSa himself wrote the
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Cittotpadasamvaravidhikrama in accordance with both Asanga and Santide-
va. In the Bodhimargadipa-panjika, Atisa refers to the Sila-parivarata of the
Bodhisattvabhumi by Asanga and the Bodhicaryavatara and the Siksasamuc-
caya by Santideva. As we will see later, Atisa says that he depends on the
Sila-parivarta in the case of the method of receiving the vow from a master
and on the Siksasamuccaya in the case of the method of receiving the vow
without a master. The reason given for depending on both of them is on-
ly that both traditions are “the path of a big wagon” (5in rta chen po’i lam).
The Bodhimargadipa-panjika explains the Bodhisattva’s vow in detail from
both Asanga and Santideva’s viewpoint.

The Bodhimargadipa-panjika explains “taking refuge” and the “seven
branch practices” (yan lag bdun) as preparations for the assumption of the
vow. The “seven branch practices” are homage (phyag ’tshal ba, vandana),
offering (mchod pa, pujana), confession of sins (sdig pa bsags pa, papadesana),
rejoicing (rjes su yi ran ba, anumodana), entreaty (bkul ba, adhyesana), petition
(gsol ba gdab pa, yacana), and dedication of one’s merit (yoris su bsio ba,
parinamana). The Bodhimargadipa-panjika discusses in detail the “seven
branch practices” and also presents different opinions. The “seven
branch practices” are derived from the Bhadracaryapranidhanaraja (D
4377, P 5924) and also seems to be related to the S'i/c@dsamuccaya and the
Bodhicaryavatara, but further examination is required. “Taking refuge” is
explained in detail in his minor work, the Saranagamanadesana (D 3953, P
5350), which illustrates “taking refuge” from fifteen different points of
view.’) Some of these points are also described in the Ratnakarandodghata.®)
AtiSa wrote on the method for confessing sins in the Apattidesanavidhi (D
3974, P 5369).

In the Bodhimargadipa-panjika, the thought of awakening is explained
as being twofold: pranidhanacitta and prasthanacitta. In this respect, Atisa
apparently follows Santideva. Although he also briefly, presents different
views about the thought of awakening he declares that he does not see
any difference among the views of Nagarjuna, Asanga and Santideva
with regard to the way of producing the thought of awakening. AtiSa
says:

Among Nagarjuna, Asanga, and Santideva, the way of produc-
ing the thought of awakening of resolution (pranidhanacitta) does
not differ, but agrees. At present, my masters, Bodhibhadra and
Suvarnadvipa, also follow these sages. Because I also follow
these masters, one should regard my minor work of the se-
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quence [of the method for producing the thought and for the as-
sumption of the vow] (the Cittotpadasamvaravidhikrama), which I
made at request of my pupils, as following the tradition of
Nagarjuna, Asanga and Santideva.

de la “dir re Zig slob dpon ’phags pa klu sgrub dan / slob dpon ’phags pa
thogs med dan / slob dpon ’phags pa San ta de ba dag smon pa byan chub
kyi sems bskyed pa’i cho ga’i tshul "di la tha dad pa med cin mthun pa
dan / da ltar bdag gi bla ma rje btsun dpal byan chub bzan po dan bla ma
rje btsun su ba rnna dvi (P dvi) pa dag kyan ’phags pa de dag gi rjes su
‘bran ba dan / bdag kyan bla ma rje bisun de dag gi rjes su ’bran ba yin
pas bdag la slob ma’i tshogs kyis gsol pa btab nas byas pa’i cho ga’i thabs
cun zig bdag gi bkod pa ni ’phags pa klu sgrub dan / ’phags pa thogs med
dan / ’phags pa San ta de ba dag gi lugs yin no zes khon du chud par
bya’o // (D 250b1-4, P 288b4-7)

In this case, AtiSa follows both Suvarnadvipa and Bodhibhadra ex-
plicitly. However, the influence of Suvarnadvipa is limited only to this
case, as I will discuss below.

According to AtiSa’s account of §ila, the person who is willing to re-
ceive the Bodhisattva’s vow must maintain moral discipline (so sor thar pa,
pratimoksa). Of course, it is well known that it is not his own theory, but
that of the Yogacara school. It can be regarded as characteristic of late
Madhyamika thought, which is closely connected with Yogacara prac-
tice. The Bodhimargadipa-panjika says:

The person who maintains one of the seven types of moral disci-
pline at all times is qualified [to receive| the Bodhisattva’s vow.
However, this is not so in other cases.

so sor thar pa ris bdun gyi // rtag tu sdom gzan ldan pa dag // (D om. //)
byan chub sems dpa’i sdom pa yi // skal ba yod kyi gzan du min //
[=BPP 79-82] (D 258a5-6, P 297b5-6)

AtiSa explains this point by quoting the Samovaravimsaka-panjika
(D 3924, P 5319) of Bodhibhadra. It is clear that AtiSa depends on the
Bodhisattvabhumi when one considers the relationship between
Bodhibhadra and the Bodhisattvabhumi. Later, AtiSa explains seven prati-
moksas, not eight like the Sarvastivadins, and explicitly points out the title
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of the Yogacarabhumi and in particular the Silaparivarta of the
Bodhisattvabhumi.

According to the Bodhimargadipa-panjika, the reason one should fol-
low the works of Asanga is that he is a Bodhisattva of the third stage as
predicted (vyakrrta) in the Manjusrimulakalpa. Furthermore, Atisa applies
this type of logic to the case of Nagarjuna. He describes the prediction of
Nagarjuna in his Ratnakarandodghata, where he mentions titles of sutras
such as the Mahamegha-sutra, the Manjusrimulakalpa, the Lankavatara-siitra,
the Mahabheritharaka-parivarta, and the Suvarnaprabhasasiitra and quotes
passages from the Mahamegha-sutra, the Manjusrimulakalpa and the
Lankavatara-sitra.”’

The Bodhimargadipa-panjika explains how the person who maintains
moral discipline receives the Bodhisattva’s vow as follows:

In accordance with the method described in the Sila-parivarta of
the Bodhisattvabhumi.

byan chub sems dpa’i sa dag gi // tshul khrims le’u gsuns cho ga yis //
[=BPP 87-88] (D 246a5-6, P 304b6-7)

In this way, he basically depends on the Silaparivarta here and briefly
presents seven §ilas, which are explained in the Silaparivarta, in the com-
mentary to the verse.

However, the Bodhimargadipa-panjika explains the following “the

» «

method of receiving the Bodhisattva’s vow,” “causes of abandoning the

» «

vow,” “causes of producing sins,” “causes of not producing sins,
bilitation from sins” and “benefits of the vow,” on the basis of the tradi-

» «

reha-

tions of both Asanga and Santideva. Here, Atisa declares that he wrote
the method of receiving the vow, the Cittotpadasamvavidhikrama, conform-
ing to both traditions.

However, because I follow both the traditions [of Asanga and
Santideva], I made the method of receiving [the vow] from the
master (guru) on the basis of the Sila-parivarta and the method of
receiving [the vow] without a master on the basis of the
Siksasamuccaya.

‘on kyan bdag ni lugs de gnis ka’i rjes su "bran bas na (P ’brans pas na)

bla ma las blan ba’i (D blans pa’i) cho ga tshul khrims kyi le’u la brten
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zin (P cin) bkod la / bla ma (D bla na) med pa’i cho ga ni bslab pa kun
las btus pa la brten zin (P cin) bkod pa yin no // (D 265b2-3,
P 306a6-7)

In addition, the three types of §ila mentioned in the Bodhimargadipa-
panjika, i.e. samvarasila, kusaladharmasamgrahakas® and sattvarthanugraha-
kas®, apparently depend on the Sila-parivarta of the Bodhisattvabhiimi as
previous studies have already pointed out.®’

1.2 Sources that describe dhyana

After $ila, the Bodhimargadipa-panjika describes dhyana (here as tran-
quility) and supernatural knowledge:

All the Buddhas assert generating supernatural knowledge to be
a cause of completing the accumulation of merit and wisdom...
As a bird is unable to fly without a grown wing, one is not capa-
ble of benefiting sentient beings without obtaining supernatural
knowledge.

bsod nams ye Ses ran bzin gyi // tshogs ni yons su rdzogs pa yi // 1gyu ni
sans rgyas thams cad dag / manon Ses bskyed pa nid du bzed // ... ji ltar
‘dab gsog ma skyes pa’i // bya ni mkha’ la "phur (P phur) mi nus // de
bzin mnon Ses thob bral bas // sems can don byed nus ma yin // [=BPP
137-144] (D 272b2, 4, P 314b3-4, b5-6)

AtiSa also warns that one should not teach the dharma without first ob-
taining supernatural knowledge on the basis of the Samadhisambharapari-
varta (D 3924, P 5319) of Bodhibhadra. The Bodhimargadipa-panjika ex-
plains in detail the necessity of supernatural knowledge for benefiting
sentient beings and then moves on the subject of dhyana as a prerequisite
for supernatural knowledge. In the section on supernatural knowledge,
he uses the Siksasamuccaya and the Bodhicaryavatara of Santideva as his
sources. The citations from the Adhyasayasamcodana-sutra are also found in
the Sikgﬁsamuccaya. We can see the close connection between the descrip-
tion and Santideva.

In the section on tranquility, the Samadhisambharaparivarta by
Bodhibhadra is quoted many times. AtiSa also bases his thought on that
of Bodhibhadra in this case. The Bodhimargadipa-panjika says:
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Even if one who spoils the branches of tranquility diligently
meditates for thousands of years, he will not accomplish contem-
plation (tin ne 'dzin, samadhi).

zi gnas yan lag rnams nams pas // rab tu "bad de bsgom (P bsgoms) byas
sin // lo ni ston phrag dag gis kyan // tin “dzin ‘grub par mi ‘gyur ro //
[=BPP 157-160] (D 274b2-3, P 317a2)

According to the commentary of the Bodhimargadipa-panjika, “the branch-
es of tranquility” are the nine branches of tranquility described in the
Samadhisambharaparivarta of Bodhibhadra. Only the last branch is briefly
explained in the Bodhimargadipa-panjika.

In this text, Samatha is divided into two types: tranquility with signs
(mtshan ma dan beas pa’i zi gnas) and tranquility without signs (mishan ma
med pa’i 7 gnas).%) Tt also conforms to the Samadhisambharaparivarta. This
division creates a problem which will be discussed later.

At the end of this section, the Bodhimargadipa-panjika declares that the
Yogins who have acquired the Samatha are capable of generating insight
(vipasyana) and moves to the next section on wisdom (prajna).

1.3 Sources that describe prajiia

AtiSa explains wisdom together with skillful means (upaya), because
according to him, neither wisdom without skillful means nor skillful
means without wisdom can exist.

The Bodhimargadipa-panjika explains skillful means as follows:

I inserted the words of my master, Bodhibhadra, into the root
text, [the Bodhipathapradipa], that the Jinas assert that skillful
means are all the accumulation of virtues, i.e. the perfection of
giving and so on, excluding the perfection of wisdom.

bla ma dpal byan chub bzan po’i zal nas 'di skad du / Ses rab pha rol
phyin spans pa’i / sbyin pa’i pha rol phyin la sogs // dge ba’i tshogs
rnams thams cad dag / rgyal ba rnams kyis thabs su bsad // (P om. //)
[=BPP 181-184] ces gsuns pa de bdag gi (P de dag for bdag gi) rtsa bar
bkod pa yin no // (D 278a3-4, P 321a5-6)

He declares the verse of the Bodhipathapradipa to be the words of
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Bodhibhadra.
AtiSa describes wisdom as follows:

It is stated that the prajna is the knowledge (jrana) of the empti-
ness of self-nature which realizes a non-arising of the [five| aggre-
gates (skandha), the [eighteen| elements (dhatu) and the [twelve]
spheres (@yatana).

phun po khams dan skye mched rnams // skye ba med par rtogs gyur
pa’i // rai bzin ston pa nid Ses pa // Ses rab ces ni yons su bsad // [=BPP
189-192] (D 278b6-7, P 322a3)

The famous “four great reasonings” are explained as a method for realiz-
ing the prajna in the Bodhimargadipa-panjika, although it is unknown who

was the first to summarize it into four reasonings.10>

What are the “four [great reasonings]?” The reasoning of refut-
ing the four alternate extremes of arising, the reasoning of the di-
amond particle,m the reasoning of the lack of unity and plurali-
ty (ekanekaviyoga) and the reasoning of the dependent origination
(pratityasamutpada).

bzi gan ze na / mu bzi skye ba gog pa’i gtan tshigs dan / rdo rje gzegs
ma’i gtan tshigs dan / geig dan du ma bral ba’i gtan tshigs dan / rten cin
‘brel bar “byun ba’i gtan tshigs so // (D 279a3-4, P 322a8-b1)

The Bodhimargadipa-panjika explains these reasonings in detail. However,
because this subject has been treated in previous studies,'?) here I will
concentrate on presenting the sources and summarizing related prob-
lems in the next section.

First of all, the reasoning of refuting the four alternate extremes of
arising is justified by citing the Bodhicaryavatara, 1X-146-150 of Santideva.

The reasoning of the diamond particle is explained by a verse in the
root text, the Bodhipathapradipa:

An entity does not arise from itself, not from another, not from
both [of itself and another]. It does not [arise] without cause.
Therefore, it lacks self-nature by way of own existence.
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dnos po ran las mi skye zin // gzan dan gnis ka las kyan min // rgyu med
las min de yi phyir // 1o bo nid kyis ran bzin med [=BPP 197-200]
(D 279b2, P 322b7-8)

The content is very similar to the Mulamadhyamaka-karika, I-1 which is al-
so quoted immediately after the verse in the Bodhimargadipa-panjika. The
Bodhimargadipa-panjika regards the aim of the reasoning of the diamond
particle as refuting the arising of all entities which Buddhists and heretics
assert. In this regard, he recommends reading the Milamadhyamaka-karika
of Nagarjuna itself, the six commentaries, the two subcommentaries, the
dBu ma rnam par ’thag pa (Madhyamakavaidalya?), the Prasannapada of
Candrakirti, the Zarkajvala of Bhaviveka and the Madhyamakavatara of
Candrakirti. This statement is a matter of controversy because the so-
called Svatantrika and Prasangika are not distinguished here.

The reasoning of the lack of unity and plurality is ]ustlfled by citing
the Madhyamakalamkara of Santaraksita and the Tattvavatara of Srigupta.

Concerning the reasoning of the dependent origination, the
Bodhimargadipa-panjika states:

In the reasoning of the Sunyatasaptati [of Nagarjuna], the
Miulamadhyamaka-karika |[of Nagarjuna] and other [works], the
emptiness of the self-nature of entities is established.!’

ston niid bdun cu’i rigs pa dan / (D om. /) dbu ma rtsa ba sogs las kyan /
drios po rnams kyi ran bzin ni // ston pa nid du grub bsad pa // [=BPP
205-208] (D 280al1-2, P 323bl)

The Bodhimargadipa-panjika advises the reader to read these very texts.

In the explanation of the four great reasonings, the Bodhimargadipa-
panjika mentions the Yogacara and the Madhyamika, but AtiSa declares
that his explanation is based on Madhyamika thought, which he calls the
“great Madhyamika” (dbu ma chen po). He explains the tradition in which
he is rooted as follows:

The nectar of the noble Nagarjuna had satisfied Aryadeva,
Candrakirti, Bhavya (=Bhaviveka) and Santideva, down to
Bodhibhadra. A little has even been sprinkled on me. Thus hav-
ing proven the non-arising of all phenomena by the four great
reasonings and following the former Acaryas, one should hold to
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the tenet of the great Madhyamika.

‘phags pa klu sgrub zal gyi bdud rtsi des / a rya de ba zla grags bha bya
dan // (P /) zi ba’i tha dan byan chub bzan po’i bar / tshim par gyur pa
bdag la’an cun zig ’thor // de ltar gtan tshigs chen po bzi dag gis // chos
rnams thams cad skyes med bsgrub byas te / siion gyi slob dpon rnams kyis
rjes “brans (P res "bran) nas // dbu ma chen po’i grub mthar gnas par bya //
(D 280a6-8, P 323b7-324al)

Next, these verses are followed by verses which are quoted at the begin-
ning of this paper and emphasize the shortness of life.

Moreover, the works of Nagarjuna, Aryadeva, Candrakirti and
Bhaviveka, the eight major commentaries to the Mulamadhyamaka-karika
as well as the subcommentaries are mentioned here, although the works
of Nagarjuna are described in more detail in the Ratnakarandodghata.'*’

Now we should examine the purpose of this explanation. The
Bodhimargadipa-panjika describes the four great reasonings not for the pur-
pose of proof per se but of practice. The Bodhimargadipa-panjika states:

Here, the tenets of our great Madhyamika are described only as
such and not in extensive detail. Because I briefly explained it
for those Yogins who desire to experience it, I said [in the
Bodhipathapradipa] “1 explained for the purpose of contempla-

tion.”

‘dir bdag cag dbu ma chen po’i grub pa’i mtha’ ni “di ltar yin no Zes smos
pa (P om. pa) tsam du zad kyi / grub pa’i mtha’ rgyas par ni ma bris te /
rnal “byor pa nams su len ‘dod pa dag la nun dun du bsdus nas bstan pa
yin pas / bsgom pa’i don du rab tu bsad // (P om. //) [=BPP 212] ces bya
ba de yin no // (D 28la4-5, P 324b7-325al)

In addition, AtiSa explains the non-arising of the prajna itself. It is al-
so based on the four great reasonings.

In this way, after explaining reason, the Bodhimargadipa-panjika de-
scribes emptiness through the scriptures by quoting many sutras. At the
end of the section, the Bodhimargadipa-panjika states:

Therefore, having known such scriptures and reason as de-
scribed in detail, having ascertained the meaning and having re-
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moved uncertainty, one should cultivate the non-concept called
“vipasyana.”

de bas na de lta bu’i lun dan rigs pa rgya chen po bstan pa de dag Ses par
byas $in de’i don la nies par byas te / the tshom med par byas nas lhag
mthon Zes bya ba rnam par mi rtog pa de bsgom par bya’o // (D 285a2,
P 329b1-2)

Here, we should pay attention to the connection between the four great
reasonings and the vipasyana. Namely, it states that one cultivates the
vipa$yana, by which one can attain the emptiness of all things, only after
removing uncertainty via the scriptures and reasoning such as the “four
great reasonings.” The “four great reasonings” work only before the
vipasyana.

The Bodhimargadipa-panjika briefly explains the vipasyana, quoting the
Samadhisambharaparivarta of Bodhibhadra. AtiSa describes the vipasyana in
slightly more detail in his minor work, the Madhyamakopadesa (D 3329,
4468, P 4326, 5324).

The last verse of the paramitayana section in the Bodhimargadipa-
panjika is as follows:

After having contemplated emptiness in this way and having
gradually obtained “warmth” and so on, one will attain such
stages like [the first stage,| the pramudita. The enlightenment of
the Buddha is not far.

de ltar ston nid bsgom byas nas // rim gyis (P gyi) drod sogs thob byas nas //
rab dga’ la sogs thob ‘gyur te // sans rgyas byan chub yun mi rin //
[=BPP 237-240] (D 285b1-2, P 330a3)

Although the verse remains only a general description of the Bodhisattva
path, we should take notice of the commentary which explains the eight
steps of the Abhisamayalamkara. However, we can hardly know the precise
position of the eight steps in his practice from such a short description of
him.

2. Problems related to AtiSa’s philosophy and practice

Thus far, we have surveyed AtiSa’s philosophy and practice, focusing
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on its sources. Obviously, he uses very different sources depending on
the subject. This means that we must be meticulous in our examination
of his writings. In this section, I will summarize his position on each sub-
ject and present related issues, which may serve as a guide for future re-
search.

2.1 Problems regarding the description of $ila

It is very clear that Atisa’s explanation of §ila is based on Santideva
and Asanga. AtiSa often cites works by Santideva like the Bodhicaryavatara
as well as the Siksasamuccaya in the Bodhimargadipapanjika and his other
works. He apparently regards Santideva as very important. On the other
hand, the influence of Asanga can also be seen in the description of
cause and condition of producing the bodhicitta, etc. in the
Ratnakarandodghata. Some parts of his practice are obviously derived
from Asanga, specifically the Yogacarabhumi.

His attitude seems to be connected in particular with two of his own
teachers, namely Suvarnadvipa15> and Bodhibhadra.

Suvarnadvipa left works connected with Santideva like the
Bodhisattvacaryavatara-sattrimsat-pindartha (D 3878, P  5280), the
Bodhisattvacaryavatara-pindartha (D 3879, P 5281) and the
Siksasamuccayabhisamaya (D 3942, P 5338). Bodhibhadra wrote the
Bodhisattvasamvaravimsaka-panjika (D 4083, P 5584), a commentary to the
Bodhisattvasamvaravimsaka (D 4081, P 5582) by Candragomin, which is
said to be a summary of the STZa-parivarta in twenty verses, and the
Samadhisambharaparivarta (D 3924, P 5444).

In particular, the Bodhimargadipa-panjika mentions the two teachers.

The “masters” [in the verse of the Bodhipathapradipa] are
Bodhibhadra, Suvarnadvipa and others.

de la “bla ma rnams” ni rje btsun dpal byan chub bzan po dan / rje btsun
su wa rnna dvi (P di) pa la sogs pa’o // (D 242b6, P 279b3)

However, AtiSa does not quote from the works of Suvarnadvipa.
Furthermore, later in the section on prajna, AtiSa classifies Suvarnadvipa
as a part of the Yogacara and recommends following Bodhibhadra.
Therefore, more research is needed to ascertain the source of Santideva’s
influence on AtiSa. This will be discussed again later in the connection
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with prajna.

AtiSa’s description of §ila apparently depends on the Yogacarabhimi.
Nevertheless, some points still remain unclear.

First, the connection with the * Vinayasamgrahani (’Dul ba bsdu ba, D
4040, P 5541) of the Yogacarabhumi needs to be examined. While Atisa
frequently explains the pratimoksa by quoting the Abhidharmakosa-bhasya,
the explanation in his own words agrees with the Vinayasamgrahani, al-
though AtiSa does not mention its title explicitly in the Bodhimargadipa-
panjika. Therefore, a study on the Vinayasamgrahani itself and the tradition
of such an understanding of the pratimoksa is required in order to know
AtiSa’s understanding more precisely.

There is also a problem in the number of the monks’ vinaya. The
Bodhimargadipa-panjika counts 253 rules. Twenty-seven of them are things
to confess, 213 of them are things to restrain and 13 are sinless. The num-
ber “253” might suggest the possibility of a correlation to the
Mulasarvastivada school. However, at the present time, we know nothing
about the division of the rules into 27, 213 and 13. Therefore, we should
still think carefully about this if one is also to seriously make a connection
between AtiSa and the Vinayasamgrahan.

The explanation of the Bodhisattva’s vow obviously relies on the
Yogacarabhiimi and Santideva. However, the tradition of Santideva has yet
to be clarified. Although some works of Suvarnadvipa related to Santide-
va do exist, the connection between AtiSa’s explanation and
Suvarnadvipa is completely unknown. Therefore, it still needs to be ex-
amined how the tradition of Santideva was handed down to Atisa.

2.2 Problems regarding the description of the dhyana

Dhyana is explained as tranquility ($amatha) in the Bodhimargadipa-
panjika. As shown above, the Bodhimargadipa-panjika divides tranquility in-
to two types: with and without signs. The citation from the
Samadhisambharaparivarta of Bodhibhadra shows that this is the source for
this division.

However, there is a contradiction here to the traditional understand-
ing of $amatha and vipasyana. For example, according to Kamalasila, Sam-
atha is the one-pointedness of mind (cittaikagrata) and means “tranquility”
or “calming.” On the contrary, vipasyana is “discriminating knowledge of
the truth” (bhutapratyaveks/anja) and is therefore considered
conceptual.'®)
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In the explanation of Samatha, the Bodhimargadipa-panjika cites the
Samadhisambharaparivarta as follows:

As for tranquility without signs, the same text (Samadhisambhara-
parivarta) states: “From the discriminating knowledge itself,
which is tranquility without signs, arises insight (vipasyana) with-
out signs, non-conceptual wisdom (nirvikalpajnana).”

mishan ma med pa’i Zi gnas ni / yan de nid las mtshan ma med pa’i zi
gnas so sor rtog pa’i Ses rab nid las / mishan ma med pa’i lhag mthon
rnam par mi rtog pa’i ye Ses ’byun zes te zes (P ces) pa dan /
(D 275b4-5, P 318a7-8)

This sentence indicates that AtiSa considers tranquility without signs as
discriminating wisdom and insight without signs as non-conceptual wis-
dom. However, because the discriminating knowledge is generally said
to be related to vipasyana, objection is expected as a matter of course.
Although the Bodhimargadipa-panjika does not quote the refutation of the
objection, the Samadhisambharaparivarta rejects it as follows:

[Objection:] The discriminating knowledge does not belong to
Samatha. It observes in many forms. [Answer:| If so, Samatha
would not be Samatha too because it observes at many moments
and many factors.

s0 sor rtog pa’i Ses rab ni zi gnas ma yin te / rnam pa du mas dmigs so ze
na / de lta na zi gnas kyan zi gnas ma yin te / skad cig ma du ma dan cha
Sas du ma la dmigs pa’i phyir ro // (D 90b6-7, P 178b2-3)

Thus, Bodhibhadra accepts discriminating knowledge as Samatha.
However, the source of this understanding still needs to be determined.

2.3 Problems regarding the description of the prajria

The Bodhimargadipa-panjika describes the four great reasonings in this
section. It should be noted that: 1) the four great reasonings are ex-
plained as a form of reason besides the scriptures for removing uncer-
tainty before cultivating insight and 2) it is only explained briefly for the
purpose of practice. Therefore it is not easy to discuss AtiSa’s position in
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detail only by the description of the four great reasonings. In other
words, it is precisely this attitude of Atisa that shows how much impor-
tance he attached to practice.

One thing we can definitely say from the description of the four
great reasonings is that AtiSa includes the reasoning of the lack of unity
and plurality in the four great reasonings. It means that AtiSa does not
classify the Madhyamika into such subdivisions like the Svatantrika and
the Prasangika, a point that should not be disregarded.

The Bodhimargadipa-panjika explains the Madhyamika only in con-
trast to the Yogacara. The Bodhimargadipa-panjika introduces the Yogacara
and the Madhyamika as follows:

The scholars in the world are as follows: Arya Asanga explained
a synonym of the teachings. He stated the meaning of the perfec-
tion of wisdom as representation-only (vijraptimatra). Nowadays
masters like Suvarnadvipa and Sénti—pa understand it in this
way. Acarya Nagarjuna explained the essence of the teachings.
He comprehended the meaning of the perfection of wisdom as
the great middle way (dbu ma chen po) which transcends existence
and non-existence. He taught thus to the other scholarly lineage
as well. Masters like Bodhibhadra and Kusulu-pa recognize in
such a way.

dzam bu’i (P dza mbu’i) glin. na mkhas pa dag ni °di skad du / ’phags pa
thogs med kyis (P kyi) bstan pa’i rnam gratis bsad pa / des Ses rab kyi pha
rol tu phyin pa’i don rnam par rig pa tsam du gsuns $in / da ltar bla ma
su wa rnna (P nna) dvi pa dan / bla ma san ti pa yan de ltar dgons so //
slob dpon klu sgrub kyis ni bstan pa’i snin po bsad de / des Ses rab kyi pha
rol tu phyin pa’i don yod pa dan med pa las das pa’i dbu ma chen po’i
don thugs su chud cin / mkhas pa gzan gyi rgyud la yan de ltar gsuns so //
de (sic) ltar bla ma byan chub bzan po dan / rje bisun ku su lu pa yan de
ltar dgonis so // (D 280a4-6, P 323b4-7)

AtiSa himself takes the position of the great middle way, and he ultimate-
ly follows Bodhibhadra. Therefore, the Bodhimargadipa-panjika states the
following:

Bodhibhadra attained the accomplishment (dros grub) by means
of the instruction of Nagarjuna and acquired the approval of
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Arya Maifijughosa. He obtained supernatural knowledge and
perceived the truth, manifesting the intention of all the sutras,
tantras and the precepts of vinaya at once. Bodhibhadra is there-
fore the person to whom [the teachings of Nagarjuna] were trans-
mitted, one after another. Thus one should follow him.

‘phags pa klu sgrub kyi man nag gis diios grub briies nas ’phags pa jam

pa’i dbyans kyi gnan ba thob pa / mion par Ses pa briies pa / rgyud thams
cad dan / (D om. /) mdo thams cad dan / "dul ba’i luti ma lus pa’i dgons
pa dus geig tu thugs la gsal ba bden pa gzigs pa des na (P pa) geig nas geig
tu brgyud pa’i bla ma ni dpal byan chub bzan po ’di yin pas 'di’i rjes su
"bran bar bya’o // (D 282a2-3, P 325b8-2)

This description shows that AtiSa directly follows Bodhibhadra, whom he
regards as the true successor of the tradition from Nagarjuna. The tradi-
tion is nothing but the Madhyamika, which AtiSa calls dbu ma chen po.

As a doctrine of the dbu ma chen po, the Bodhimargadipa-panjika only
mentions non-arising of all phenomena. It is not a detailed description
and still remains unclear. Here, AtiSa himself says:

I did not write the doctrine in detail.
grub pa’i mtha’ rgyas par ni ma bris te | (D 281a4, P 324b8)

He recommends reading the Madhyamakabhramaghata, the Tarkajvala, the
Madhyamakavatara, and the subcommentary of Avarokitavrata to the
Mulamadhyamaka. From this description, it is difficult to know anything
more than that the Madhyamika is superior to the Yogacara.

In this way, it is very obvious that AtiSa follows Bodhibhadra and
considers the tradition from Nagarjuna to Bodhibhadra as the
Madhyamika. The tradition is also said to be from Nagarjuna through
Aryadeva, Candrakirti, Bhaviveka and Santideva down to Bodhibhadra.

Undoubtedly, AtiSa regards these masters as important. However,
the connection between Santideva and Bodhibhadra seems odd because,
as seen above, Bodhibhadra left no works relating to the teachings of
Santideva. Suvarnadvipa, another master mentioned in the
Bodhimargadipa-panjika, wrote works connected with the works of Santide-
va but is considered as a Yogacara in the Bodhimargadipa-panjika. Because
AtiSa does not quote the works of Suvarnadvipa, we might say that Atisa
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does not regard Suvarnadvipa as very important. However, we can hard-
ly find the reason AtiSa mentions Suvarnadvipa in particular as one of
masters in the Bodhimargadipa-panjika besides Bodhibhadra. We might
find the influence Suvarnadvipa had on Atisa by chance through a study
on the works of Suvarnadvipa himself. Research on Suvarnadvipa, who
also wrote a commentary on the Abhisamayalamkara, is therefore required,
too.

In his description of §7la and dhyana, Atisa is apparently under the in-
fluence of Bodhibhadra. Atisa describes §ila within the framework of the
Yogacarabhumi, quoting Bodhibhadra’s Samvaravimsaka-panjika. The de-
scriptions of the dhyana are often justified by the Samadhisambharaparivarta
of Bodhibhadra, although we do not yet know with certainty what
sources the Samadhisambharaparivarta itself is based on.

However, the description of prajna in the Bodhimargadipa-panjika com-
pletely lacks citations from the works of Bodhibhadra despite his empha-
sis on the tradition from Nagarjuna down to Bodhibhadra. It is justified
by the teachings of former masters like Nagarjuna, Aryadeva,
Candrakirti, Bhaviveka, Santideva, etc.

Therefore, there still remain problems to be solved: if the description
of the prajna is connected with Bodhibhadra, how Bodhibhadra is related
to the teaching of Santideva; how Bodhibhadra understands the teaching
of Madhyamika; etc. He left works mainly related to practice such as the
Samadhisambharaparivarta and the SamovaravimSaka-panjika and quotes a
work of Santideva in the context of dhyana in the Samadhisambharaparivar-
la.

Moreover, there are problems with the tradtion of Santideva in
Atisa’s description of the prajna. Like his description of the §ila, Atisa
quotes the works of Santideva, and explains things such as the reasoning
of refuting the four alternate extremes of arising. However, the tradition
of this understanding remains to be found.

One more thing that might perplex us is that AtiSa explicitly rejects
inference while declaring that he follows Bhaviveka, and also states the
reasoning of the lack of unity and plurality (ekanekaviyoga) as one of the
four great reasonings. The Bodhimargadipa-panjika states:

When one analyzes at the [level of the ultimate] truth, there
is nothing like existence and non-existence as the ultimate truth.
Therefore, one can accomplish nothing.

Even if someone who is separated from the tradition of the
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Here, AtiSa explicitly rejects inference and makes an allusion to the
Satyadvayavatara.
One might be confronted with problems especially in the following
two statements of the Satyadvayavatara.'® First, Atisa recognizes only one
ultimate truth (paramartha) and denies the existance of two or more. He
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masters [from Nagarjuna] have established existence, non-exis-
tence, permanence, cessation, and the like through inferential
knowledge, they will be exhausted and not reach their goal.

Why did Dharmakirti, Dharmottara, and so on write so
many treatises? The scholars wrote [them] for the purpose of re-
futing the objections of heretics.!”’

Thus, such valid means of knowledge are not necessary for
cultivating the ultimate truth. I already wrote this elsewhere [in
the Satyadvayavatara]. Therefore, it is not necessary to state it
here.

For that reason, one should discard such texts of logic main-
ly concerned with inference and should cultivate the instruction
trasmitted from Nagarjuna.

yan dag nid la rnam dpyad na // yod ces pa dan med ces pa // yan dag
mtha’ la de dag med // de bas gan yan bsgrub mi nus / bla ma’i brgyud pa
‘bral ba dag // rjes su dpag pa’i Ses rab kyis // (P /) yod med rtag chad
sogs bsgrubs kyan // nal ‘gyur don la reg mi ‘gyur // chos grags chos mchog
la sogs pas // gzun man byas pa ji lta bu // mu stegs rgol ba bzlog pa’i
phyir // mkhas pa rnams kyis byas pa yin // de bas don dam bsgom pa
la // tshad mas dgos pa med do zes // (P om. //) bdag gis gzan du bkod
pas (P pa) na // re zig “dir ni brjod mi dgos // de bas rjes dpag gtsor byed
pa’i // rtog ge’i gzun rnams dor byas la // 'phags pa klu sgrub gzun lugs
kyi (P kyis) // brgyud pa’i man nag bsgom par bya // (D 282b4-6, P
326b5-8)

says:

There is only one ultimate [truth]. Others admit the twofold [ul-
timate truth]. How can the nature of reality (dharmata), which

can never be established, be two, three, and so on?!9)

dam pa’i don ni geig nid de // gzan dag rnam pa gnis su ‘dod // cir yan
ma grub chos nid de // gnis dan gsum sogs ga la ‘gyur // (k.4, EJIMA
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[1983:362])

Second, AtiSa denies direct perception (pratyaksa) and inference
(anumana) for understanding emptiness ($unyata) like the Bodhimargadipa-
panjika. He states:

A fool who [only] sees this side (tshu rol mthon ba’i rmons pa,
arvagdarsin) says that Buddhists accept both direct perception
and inference [as valid means of knowledge| and perceives the
emptiness by both means.

[If so,] heretics and the Sravakas would also understand the
nature of reality. What need would there be to speak of the
Yogacaras? There would be no difference between them and the
Madhyamikas.

Therefore, all doctrines would be the same because they are
determined by the [same] valid means of knowledge.
[Otherwise,] since all reasonings are different, would the nature
of reality determined by the valid means of knowledge be mani-
fold? Direct perception and inference are not necessary.
Scholars made [them] in order to refute the objections of

heretics.2?’

mnon sum dan ni rjes su dpag // sans rgyas pa yis de gnis bzun // gnis pos
ston niid rtogs so zes // tshu rol mthon ba’i rmons pa smra //mu stegs nan
thos rnams kyis kyan // chos nid rtogs par thal bar ‘gyur // rnam rig pas
lta smos ci dgos // dbu ma pa la mi mthun med // des na grub mtha’
thams cad kyan // tshad mas ’jal phyir mthun par ‘gyur // rtog ge thams
cad mi mthun pas // tshad mas gzal ba’i chos nid kyan //man po nid du
mi ‘gyur ram // mion sum rjes dpag dgos pa med // mu stegs rgol ba bzlog
pa’i phyir // mkhas pa rnams kyis byas pa yin // (kk.10-13, EjIMA
[1983:363-364])

So-called Svatantrikas like Bhaviveka, Santraksita, Kamalasila, etc. admit
the secondary ultimate truth, which is often called don dam pa dan mthun
pa’i don dam pa, and use inference at a certain level of their practice.
Therefore, a contradiction seems to exist between the expression of the
Satyadvayavatara and Atisa’s attitude toward the four great reasonings in
the Bodhimargadipa-panjika.

However, it is clear that these statements are not intended to oppose
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Bhaviveka because Atisa states the following immediatly after the verses:

Also in a treatise, Bhavya (= Bhaviveka) clearly states that [the
Dharmakaya] could not be realized by means of both conceptual
and non-conceptual knowledge.

lun las kyan ni gsal po ru // rtog beas rtog pa med pa yi // Ses pa gnis kyis
mi rtogs Ses // slob dpon mkhas pa bha bya gsun // (k.14, EjIMA
[1983:364])2"

AtiSa also refers to Candrakirti in the next verse.

Who realized the emptiness? It was Nagarjuna, who was predict-
ed by the Tathagata and saw the truth of the nature of reality,
and his desciple Candrakirti.2%!

ston nid gan gis rtogs Se na // de bzin gsegs pas lun bstan zin // chos nid
bden pa gzigs pa yi // klu sgrub slob ma zla grags yin // (k.15, EJIMA
[1983:364])

Here AtiSa makes a point of mentioning Candrakirti in addition to
Nagarjuna. Of course, this shows how important Candrakirti was for
AtiSa. However, this is natural for AtiSa, who considers himself part of
the lineage from Nagarjuna, through Aryadeva, Candrakirti, Bhaviveka
and Santideva down to Bodhibhadra, as shown above. Therefore, this
statement can be only regarded as AtiSa tracing the lineage.

The emphasis on only one ultimate truth and the rejection of valid
means of knowledge are also not odd, if we think of the position of valid
means of knowledge in his description of practice. The ultimate truth can
be attained only through vipasyana. However, scriptures and reasonings
are required for removing uncertanty before cultivating the vipasyana, as
we have seen in the description of the Bodhimargadipa-panjika.

3. Conclusion

In this paper, I surveyed the philosophy and practice of AtiSa, who
considers practice as particularly important, by focusing on its sources.
His description has very different sources depending on the subject, such
as $tla, dhyana and prajna.
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The Bodhisattva’s vow is explained from the standpoint of both the
traditions of Asanga and Santideva. The work by Asanga referred to
here is the Yogacarabhiimi, mainly the Sila-parivarta of the Bodhisattvabhiimi.
However, the tradition of Santideva remains unclear.

Dhyana is described as $amatha in the Bodhimargadipa-panjika and ex-
plained together with supernatural knowledge. The description of super-
natural knowledge seems to be related to the tradition of Santideva.
Samatha is explained by quoting the Samadhisambharaparivarta of
Bodhibhadra. However, there is a problem that remains to be solved in
the understanding of samatha and vipasyana in the Samadhisambharaparivar-
ta. The understanding of samatha as discriminating knowledge and that of
vipasyana as non-conceptual wisdom seems very unique. The source of
the Samadhisambharaparivarta needs to be identified.

Prajna is described as vipa§yana accompanied by skillful means. The
description mainly deals with reason and scriptures for removing uncer-
tainty before entering the practice of vipasyana. AtiSa explains the four
great reasonings as reason. He states that they are nothing but a summa-
ry for the purpose of practice. Therefore, we cannot argue his standpoint
only from this description. However, it is to be noted that Atisa always
explains the Madhyamika in contrast to the Yogacara and does not di-
vide the Madhyamika into any subdivisions. He calls the Madhyamika as
such the dbu ma chen po, the great Madhyamika.

AtiSa states that the tradition starts with Nagarjuna, is transmitted to
Aryadeva, Candrakirti Bhaviveka and Santideva, and then to
Bodhibhadra. The relationship between Santideva and Bodhibhadra, the
connection between Bodhibhadra and the description of the prajna, and
so on are still unclear and requires further study.

Moreover, the Bodhimargadipa-panjika mentions the teaching of the
Abhisamayalamkara. It needs to be examined how the teaching was trans-
mitted to AtiSa. In this regard, the relationship to Suvarnadvipa also re-
mains to be examined.

A study on Prajnakaramati, a contemporary of AtiSa, may provide
some clues. Prajnakaramati wrote a commentary on the Bodhicaryavatara
by Santideva as well as one on the Abhisamayalamkara. The
Bodhicaryavatara and the Abhisamayalamkara are both closely connected
with AtiSa. Although Prajiakaramati does not mention the four great rea-
sonings, he is very similar to AtiSa in that he often bases his thought on
Candrakirti while also mentioning the Madhyamakalamkara as a source.
Through a comparative study between AtiSa and Prajiakaramati, etc.,
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we should be able to clarify the situation of the Madhyamika between
the tenth and eleventh centuries, which might give us an answer to the

problem of these subdivisions of the Madhyamika in Tibet.

N Oy O s

)
)
)
)
8)
9)
10)
11)

12)
13)
14)
15)
16)
17)
18)

Notes

‘I would like to express my heartfelt thanks to Mr. William Matsuda of the
University of Hawaii for offering useful suggestions and corrections.

The Bodhipathapradipa and the Bodhimargadipa-pasjika can be regarded as
Atisa’s main works and therefore have been mostly used for studies on
Atisa. SHERBURNE [2000] provides the English translation and MOCHIZUKI
[1988, 1999a, 2000a, 2001a, 2002c, 2003, 2004] the Japanese translation.
NAGASHIMA [2004, 2007] and I have the similar interests, and he often pro-
vided the English and the Japanese translations respectively for the quoted
passages from the Bodhimargadipa-panjika and the Satyadvayavatara in this pa-
per. My translation is especially indebted to NAGASHIMA [2004].
Satyadvayavatara, D 3902, 4467, P 5298, 5380, Samsaramanoniryanikara-nama-
samgiti, D 2313, 4473, P 3152, 5386.

MOCHIZUKI [1996] presents the German translation of the chapter on the
bodhicitta. M1YAzZAKI [2007] provides the Tibetan text and the Japanese
translation.

MIMAKI [1982:29-30].

MocHIZUKI [1990].

Ratnakarandodghata, D 99a6f., P 110b1f.

MivazAKT [1993] discusses the relationship between the Madhyamakara-
tnapradipa and AtiSa from the point of the prediction of Nagarjuna.

EnDO [1981], ONO [2001] and M1yazAki [1995, 2000, 2002].
Bodhimargadipa-panjika, D 275a7, P 318al-2.

EjiMA [1980:201-248] attempted to clarify the history of summarizing the
reasonings.

EjiMA [1980:232] pointed out that Kamalasila expresses the Mulamadhyama-
ka-karika, I-1 as “rdo 1je gzegs ma thogs pa med pa’i bzi” in his Madhyamakaloka.
EjiMA [1980:239-248] and LINDTNER [1981:205-211].

NAGASHIMA [2004:84], note.54.

Ratnakarandodghata, D 113a5f., P 126b6f.

He is also called Dharmakirti or Dharmapala.

MimAKI [2000], FuNayAama [2000].

NAGASHIMA [2004:81].

LINDTNER [1981] presents the Tibetan edition and the English translation,
and EjiMA [1983] also presents the Tibetan edition and the Japanese trans-
lation of the Satyadvayavatara. NAGASHIMA [2004, 2007] tries to classify AtiSa
into the Prasangika on the basis of AtiSa’s attitude by using many of his
works. NAGASHIMA [2004] also provides most of the English translation of
the following quotation.
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19) NAGASHIMA [2004:79].

20) NAGASHIMA [2004:80].

21) Cf Madhyamakahrdaya-karika, 111-285cd. savikalpavikalpena jnanenapy esa
durdrsah //

22) NAGASHIMA [2004:81].

BPP

Abbreviations

Bodhipathapradipa. EIMER 1978.
The Derge edition. (Cat.) Seizo daizokyo somokuroku Tohoku teikoku

daigakuzo han [VEERHAKSHE HE% AL B R 250 | Sendai iliZ, 1934.

The Peking edition. (Cat.) Suzuki Daisetsu ed. Seizo daizokyo

somokuroku-sakuin S5 ARKAMHR TP ASHEEH S - 2251] |, Tokyo i,

1962.
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