Yoke Meei Choong

Divided Opinion among Chinese Commentators
on Indian Interpretations of the

Parable of the Raft in the Vajracchedika
pp. 419-469

in:

Chen-kuo Lin / Michael Radich (eds.)

A Distant Mirror
Articulating Indic Ideas in Sixth and Seventh
Century Chinese Buddhism

Hamburg Buddhist Studies, 3
Hamburg: Hamburg University Press 2014



Imprint

Bibliographic information published by the Deutsche Nationalbibliothek

(German National Library).

The Deutsche Nationalbibliothek lists this publication in the Deutsche
Nationalbibliografie; detailed bibliographic data are available in the internet at
http://dnb.d-nb.de.

The online version is available online for free on the website of Hamburg University
Press (open access). The Deutsche Nationalbibliothek stores this online publication on
its Archive Server. The Archive Server is part of the deposit system for long-term
availability of digital publications.

Available open access in the Internet at:

Hamburg University Press - http://hup.sub.uni-hamburg.de

Persistent URL: http://hup.sub.uni-hamburg.de/purl/HamburgUP_HBS03_LinRadich
URN: http://nbn-resolving.de/urn/resolver.pl?urn:nbn:de:gbv:18-3-1467

Archive Server of the Deutsche Nationalbibliothek - http://dnb.d-nb.de

ISBN 978-3-943423-19-8 (print)
ISSN 2190-6769 (print)

© 2014 Hamburg University Press, Publishing house of the Hamburg State and
University Library Carl von Ossietzky, Germany
Printing house: Elbe-Werkstitten GmbH, Hamburg, Germany

http://www.elbe-werkstaetten.de/
Cover design: Julia Wrage, Hamburg



Contents

Foreword
Michael Zimmermann

Acknowledgements

Introduction
Michael Radich and Chen-kuo Lin

Chinese Translations of Pratyaksa
Funayama Toru

Epistemology and Cultivation in Jingying
Huiyuan’s Essay on the Three Means of Valid Cognition
Chen-kuo Lin

The Theory of Apoha in Kuiji’s Cheng weishi lun Shuji

Shoryu Katsura

A Comparison between the Indian and Chinese
Interpretations of the Antinomic Reason
(Viruddhavyabhicarin)

Shinya Moriyama

13

15

33

63

101

121



The Problem of Self-Refuting Statements in
Chinese Buddhist Logic

Jakub Zamorski

A Re-examination of the Relationship between the
Awakening of Faith and Dilun School Thought,
Focusing on the Works of Huiyuan

Ching Keng

A Pivotal Text for the Definition of the Two
Hindrances in East Asia: Huiyuan’s “Erzhang yi”
Chapter

A. Charles Muller

On the Notion of Kaidaoyi (*Avakasadanasraya) as
Discussed in Xuanzang’s Cheng weishi lun

Junjie Chu

Yogacara Critiques of the Two Truths
Zhihua Yao

Philosophical Aspects of Sixth-Century Chinese
Buddhist Debates on “Mind and Consciousness”

Hans-Rudolf Kantor

The Way of Nonacquisition: Jizang’s Philosophy of
Ontic Indeterminacy
Chien-hsing Ho

151

183

217

271

313

337

397



Divided Opinion among Chinese Commentators on 419
Indian Interpretations of the Parable of the Raft in
the Vajracchedika

Yoke Meei Choong



in memoriam

John R. McRae (1947-2011)



Divided Opinion among Chinese Commentators on Indian
Interpretations of the Parable of the Raft in the Vajracchedika®

Yoke Meei Choong

1 Introduction

The parable of the raft in the Vajracchedika stems from an early discourse,
MN I 134-135.” At the climax of the parable, and as the moral of its story,
the Buddha says, “You should abandon even [things that are] dhamma
(Skt. dharma); how much the more so [things that are] adhamma (Skt. a-
dharma)” (dhammapi vo pahdtabba, pageva adhamma). In both MN and the
Vajracchedika, the denotations of dharma and adharma here are ambigu-
ous. This ambiguity has led to a range of differing interpretations.

In the Pali tradition, the commentator to MN I 134-135, Buddhaghosa
(Ps 11 109), interprets dharma (dhamma) as concentration and insight,
while adharma (adhamma) is interpreted as desire and attachment. A-
mong modern scholars, Gombrich (1996: 24-26) differs from the com-
mentator, and interprets dharma as the teaching of the Buddha and a-
dharma as what is not taught by the Buddha. Jaini (1977: 412) is of the
opinion that dharma denotes all the objects of the right view (samyag-
drsti), while adharma represents all the objects of false views (mithyadrsti).

! T wish to express my heartfelt thanks to the participants in the project “Indian Buddhist
Thought in 6th-7th Century China”, esp. Dr. Michael Radich and Prof. Dan Lusthaus,
who have given me valuable suggestions and constructive comments on this paper.
Thanks are also directed to the reviewer of this paper for the improvement of some
renderings of Yijing’s translation.

2 This siitra is also extant in Chinese translations. See MA T1:26(200).764b18 ff.; EA T2:125
(43.5).759¢29 ff.
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Malalasekera (2003: 186) interprets dharma as “good things” and adharma
as “bad things”. Coomaraswamy and Horner (2000: 31-32) take them to
denote right behavior and wrong behavior respectively. In his transla-
tion of the Vajracchedika, Conze (1973: 69) left these terms untranslated.

Variations in the interpretation of dharma and adharma are also seen
in the Indian and Chinese commentaries on the Vajracchedika. As we will
see below, there are three main Chinese commentaries, by Zhiyi, Jizang,
and Kuiji. These three authors base their commentaries on the same In-
dian commentary, but oddly enough, they nonetheless differ from each
other in their interpretations of the root text. This divergence of views is
further complicated by the fact that the Indian commentators (under-
stood by the Chinese tradition to be Asanga and Vasubandhu) also differ.
The purpose of this paper is to unravel the interrelationship of the Indi-
an and Chinese interpretations of dharma and adharma in the parable of
the raft in the Vajracchedikd, and thereby to reveal the attitudes and be-
havior of the Chinese commentators toward Indian sitras and commen-
taries.

Consideration of this problem is further complicated by the fact that
various versions of the Vajracchedika parable of the raft contain variant
readings of two passages about dharma/adharma. We find these variants
not only in the Chinese translations of the Vajracchedika itself, but also in
citations of the text in the Chinese commentaries.> Thus, in order to ful-
ly understand the nature and origin of Chinese interpretations of dhar-
ma/adharma, it will also be necessary to investigate the distribution and
provenance of these various readings. On the basis of such an investiga-
tion, I attempt to show in the following discussion that the variants
might have originated as early as Indic versions of the Vajracchedika, and
probably in a Yogacara context.

In order to determine the extent to which the Chinese commentaries
modify the Indian interpretations, then, the argument will proceed as
follows: First of all, in Section 2, I will show which of the readings was
the original reading in the Indian commentaries. Then, in Section 3, I at-
tempt to show that the two variant readings probably stem from Yogaca-
ra circles in India. In Sections 4 and 5, I will deal with the Chinese com-

* As I will show below, two variants occur in the context of the parable of the raft.
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mentaries, and show how the Chinese interpreted dharma and adharma
in two distinct directions, that is, Madhyamaka and Yogacara. Then, in
Section 6, I will show that the difference between the Madhyamaka and
Yogacara interpretations can also be discerned even in the Chinese
translations of the Vajracchedika. In Section 7, I will look into the inter-
pretations of dharma and adharma in the Indian commentaries; here I will
also find a suitable definition for dharma, which is used to mean both
“things” and “teachings”. Finally, in Section 8, I summarize the meanings
of dharma and adharma in various commentaries, and give an explana-
tion for the variants in the context of the parable of the raft.

Before we turn to the argument proper, it will be useful to provide a
list of the commentaries that will be discussed in this paper:

1. The commentary ascribed to Vasubandhu (Bodh/Yi) is extant nei-
ther in a Sanskrit original nor in a Tibetan translation. There are
two Chinese translations :

— Jin'gang banruo boluomi jing lun (<[ {5 R 28 24K 5), trans.
by Bodhiruci in 508-534 C.E., T1511 (hereafter abbreviated as
Bodh).

— Nengduan jin'gang banruo boluomiduo jing lun shi (BEET < If%
N7 A 2 4% s, trans. by Yijing in 635-713 C.E., T1513
(hereafter Yi).

2. The verse summary ascribed to Asanga:*

The Sanskrit has been edited in Tucci, 1956 (hereafter Tucci),
which also incorporates a Tibetan translation.

There are two Chinese translations of the verse summary:
— The translation by Bodhiruci is incorporated into his trans-
lation of the Vasubandhu commentary (Bodh above) (here-
after Verse-Bodh).

* This verse text is ascribed to Asanga by both the Chinese and the Tibetan traditions.
Asanga’s verses are also found in the prose texts Asg-b, Bodh, Vaj (the so-called com-
mentary of Vajrarsi [Jin'gangxian &l{ili], T1512, see n. 6). Those verses in Verse-Yi
have the same wordings as that in Y1, since they are both translated by Yijing.
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— Nengduan jin'gang banruo boluomiduo jing lun song (EET 4 Il 8%
TN G L4 EmIE), trans. by Yijing in 635-713 C.E., T1514.
This text is also incorporated in his translation of the Vasu-
bandhu commentary (Yi above) (hereafter Verse-Yi).

3. The commentary ascribed to Asanga (hereafter Asg)

— Jin'gang banruo lun (&[5 f), trans. by Dharmagupta af-
ter 604 C.E.,” T1510a and T1510b (hereafter Asg-a and Asg-b).
There also exists a Tibetan translation.

4, Other Chinese translations of or lectures on Indian commentaries:
— *Gunadana’s (Gongdeshi Ifj{#jii) commentary on the Vajra-
cchedika, translated by Divakara #7ZEz0%E in the late se-
venth cent. C.E., T1515 (hereafter Gu);
— Jin'gangxian lun (&[{lliZ%), the so-called “commentary of
*Vajrarsi” (Jin'gangxian <&M, actually a “lecture text”
composed in China,’ T1512 (hereafter Vaj).

5. Chinese commentaries on the Vajracchedika
— Jin'gang banruo jingshu (&RIfEF455T), composed by Zhiyi
(#'8H, 538-597) in 538-597 C.E., T1698 (hereafter Zhi);
— Jin'gang banruo jingxu (RIS 4EFE), composed by Jizang
(i, 549-623) in 549-623 C.E., T1699 (hereafter Ji);
— Jin'gang banruo jing zanshu (E:RIfEFE K& ), composed by
Kuiji (855%, 632-682) in 630-682 C.E., T1700 (hereafter Kui).

It will also be relevant to bear in mind the access that the Chinese com-
mentators had to the work of their Indian predecessors. Naturally, these
Chinese authors were able to refer to the Indian commentaries only via
translations. The three Chinese commentators make use of the two main

® See T55:2151.366b20-24: 457 T T HHD © MUEEIERS - 1R AR EEIACEE - 3%
E IS (T 45)... “As emperor Yang established his Eastern Capital, Luoyang, he
esteemed [Dharmagupta] very highly, and established a translation institute in the
Shanglin Park (a royal park). [Dharmagupta] translated...Jin'gang banruo jinglun...”

¢ Funayama Toru (2006: 48) considers Jin'gangxian lun to be not a pure translation, but ra-
ther a kind of lecture given by Bodhiruci regarding *Vajrarsi’s (:[fl{ll[) sub-commenta-
ry on Vasubandhu’s commentary on the Vajracchedika. For a discussion of the recon-
struction of the Sanskrit name corresponding to Jin’gangxian, see Ibid., n. 40 and 41.
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Indian commentaries by Vasubandhu and Asanga (Bodh and Asg above)
as follows. Zhiyi (zhi) referred to Bodh as he composed his commentary
on the Vajracchedika,” but he was not able to consult Asg, because it was
translated after him. The other two Chinese commentators rely on the
Indian exegetes to a larger extent than Zhiyi. Jizang’s commentary (Ji)
shows close similarities at some points with Bodh, and as we will see, he
might also have consulted Asg-b, because he comments only on a variant
characteristic of Asg-b.® Kuiji (Kui) consulted both Indian commentators,
and follows Bodh/Yi more closely than Asg.

2 Variant readings in the Parable of the Raft in the Vajracchedika

In the Taisho Edition there are six Chinese translations of the Vajracche-
dika, listed below in chronological order:

— Kumarajiva, ca. 401 C.E. (T235, hereafter Ku)

— Bodhiruci, ca. 508-535 C.E. (T236, hereafter Ruci).” There are two
versions, T236a (Ruci-a) and T236b (Ruci-b).

— Paramartha, ca. 557-569 C.E. (T237, Pa)

— Gupta, ca. 581-618 C.E. (T238, Gup)

— Xuanzang, ca. 600-640 C.E. (T220(9), Xuan)

— Yijing, ca. 635-713 C.E. (T239, Jing)

The terms dharma and adharma occurs several times in the context of the
parable of the raft, namely, in the following passages:

7 See Zhiyi’s commentary on the Vajracchedika, Jin'gang banruo jingshu (&I 4K,
T33:1698.76a19-20: N {&FREHEM ZaFam A/ \ 118 < SEITEE R KT, “Further-
more, under the Later Wei (Eastern Wei, 534-550 C.E.) Bodhiruci translated the com-
mentary of eighty verses, [of which] Maitreya composed the verses and Vasubandhu
the commentary.”

& See Table 1 and the conclusion to Section 5; Jizang comments upon Variant (b) but
Passage (c), which is characteristic of Asg-b.

° These years of translation are given according to the Gu jin yijing tu ji (#5448 E40),
T55:2151.363¢28-29: D TEHRAL . JEBUKF T BRI LT BRI EE R LI,
“The monk Bodhiruci translated...from [Northern] Wei the first year (Wuzi) of Yong-
ping (508 C.E.) until [Eastern] Wei the second year (Yimao) of Tianping (535 C.E.).”
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(Passage a:) The Buddha assures Subhiiti that even 500 years after his
complete nirvana, there will still be persons who believe in the teachings
of the Buddha. The Buddha sees and knows these persons to have attain-
ed immeasurable merits, because they no longer have any conceptions
(samjfia) of a self, a living being, a soul or a person, nor of dharma and
adharma ($;54H > JR#EIELAH). The reason is this: If these persons have
conceptions of dharma, they will grasp at a self, a living being, a soul and
a person. If these persons have conceptions of adharma, they will [like-
wise] grasp at a self, a living being, a soul and a person.

Ku: [ LA 2 f2af AR SR ~ A m?ﬂ‘ﬁ FHEM o
M IREIREM. EHUEM ED%@Z A~ BRE % o] PAL 2
GHEEEM > BB A BRE - FE.

Skt: ...napi tesam subhiite bodhisatvanam dharmasamjfia pravartsyate na-
dharmasamjfia ndpi tesam samjfia nasamjfia pravartsyate | tat kasya hetoh |
sacet subhiite tesam bodhisatvanam dharmasamjfid pravartsyate sa eva te-
sam atmagraho bhavet | satvagraho jivagrahah pudgalagraho bhavet | saced
adharmasamjfia pravarteta sa eva tesam atmagraho bhavet | satvagraho
jivagrahah pudgalagraha iti.

(Passage b:) Therefore one should neither grasp at dharma, nor grasp at
adharma (R ERGE > FIEAGER).
Ku: BHCATERUE - NERGEE.

Skt: tat kasya hetoh | na khalu punah subhiite dharmodgrahitavyo nadhar-
mah.

(Passage c:) Referring to this [teaching] the Tathagata tells the parable of
the raft, [which implies that] the wise one should abandon even dharma,
not to mention adharma (G E#: > AR IEE).

Ku: DUBFRH AR AFL o JIFEE - R

e R - AIRE S

Skt: tasmad idam samndhaya tathagatena bhasitam kolopamam dharma-

paryayam ajanadbhih dharmah eva prahatavyah prag evadharmah.

(Passage d:) The Buddha asks Subhiiti whether the Tathagata attained
the supreme perfect Awakening and gives teachings. Subhiiti gives a ne-
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gative answer, and explains that what the Buddha teaches is not to be
grasped and not to be spoken ofj; it is neither dharma nor adharma (JE7% -

FEIEE).
Ku: {a[ LA ? AR Fait - BN THL > A EER > FRA > FEIRA.

Skt: ...yo 'sau tathagatena dharmo desitah | agrahyah so 'nabhilapyah | na sa
dharmo nadharmah."

As mentioned above, the translation of the Vajracchedika by Bodhiruci
(Ruci) exists in two versions, Ruci-a and Ruci-b. Ruci-a differs from all
the other versions in two readings:

Variant (b): In place of Passage (b), viz., “one should neither grasp at

dharma, nor grasp at adharma” (R JEHLZE - R FEHEIEZE), the text has
“one should neither grasp at dharma, nor not accept dharma (“~JfEHYL

% FIEREUE)”
Variant (c): In Passage (c), in place of “one should abandon even dhar-

ma, not to mention adharma” CE[EER > [ IE%), the text has

“because these dharmas should be abandoned, [but] not rejected [alto-

gether] (2JEMER: » JHEERD”

Not only do these variants occur in Ruci-a; they are also found in the ci-
tations of the siitra in some of the Indian commentaries. The variants, as
they appear in all these various sources, are listed below:"

Variant (b)
Ruci-a: {a] DLt ? ZEEHE A IERLE  JERHLE (Why is it so? Subhiti,

one should neither grasp at dharma, nor not accept dharma).

19 1t is noteworthy that the terms dharma and adharma are singular in Passages (b) and

(d), while they are plural in Passage (c), and their number in Passage (a) is not explicit,
because there they occur as the first element of a compound. For Sanskrit see HW 115.
14-117.13. The above citation and all citations that follow are taken from the website
http://www2.hf.uio.no/polyglotta/index.php?page=person&bid=2&vid=81&entity=81
&kid=81 (last accessed 18 June 2013). Gregory Schopen’s edition of the Gilgit fragments
does not contain this portion of the Vajracchedika; see GM: pp. 89-139. For the Chinese,
the earliest translation, Ku, is given here; see T8:235.749b4-6, 7-11, 15-16.

1

=

For Ruci-a see T8:236a753b14-16; for Bodh see T25:1511.783a25-27; for Asg-b see T25:
1510b.770b24-25; for]i see T33:1699.107a18-21.
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Bodh: fafLAlZ ? ZHERR  AIEHUA  JERHUE (Why is it so? Subhiiti,

one should neither grasp at dharma, nor not accept dharma).

Asg-b: T HERR  RIERUE  JERHEE 7. (Subhiiti, one should nei-

ther grasp at dharma, nor not accept dharma).

Jii B= TP, = TREBAUE - FEAREUE o EBAEEZ F - DL
S BHIEEL - i TS ) - FEFAIERE - s
A i TIEREUZ | (The third [question:] “What is the reason” that
[the Buddha] preached: “one should neither grasp at dharma, nor not
accept dharma”? This explains the purpose of the teachings. Because,
having attained the truth, one forgets the teachings, [just as] having
got the moon, one sets aside the finger [that pointed to the moon].
Therefore [the sitra] says: “One should neither grasp at dharma...” On
the other hand, one realizes the truth in reliance on the teachings,
[just as] one depends upon the finger to apprehend the moon, [and]
therefore [the siitra] says: “...nor not accept dharma”.)

Variant (c)

Ruci-a: DU > WAFE SRk AR - T @A MR - JER AR
(Referring to this, the Tathagata always expounds the parable of the
raft: “These dharmas should be abandoned, [but] not rejected dharmas
[altogether]”)

Bodh: DUZFH » AR SR WIART « T BIAER - JHEER
(Referring to this, the Tathagata always expounds the parable of the
raft: “These dharmas should be abandoned, [but] they should not be
rejected [altogether]”).

Thus, the siitra citations in Bodh support Variants (b) and (c) (see discus-
sion below). Of the two versions of Asg, Asg-b cites Variant (b). Ji also
comments on Variant (b), which shows that he is obviously following
Asg-b.

There is no mention in the Chinese sources of how the two versions of
both Ruci and Asg, i.e. Ruci-a, Ruci-b and Asg-a, Asg-b respectively, came
into being. However, it is at least clear that someone must have emended
the translations, either from Ruci-a to Ruci-b, or the other way around.
The same too is true of Asg-a and Asg-b. Since Jizang, the earliest com-
mentator who consulted Asg, has the same reading as Asg-b, Asg-b must
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be the original. However, it is not so straightforward in the case of Ruci.
Though Ruci and Bodh were both translated by Bodhiruci, Ruci need not
contain the same variants as Bodh, because Ruci, a translation of the Vaj-
racchedika, does not necessarily show the same influence of the Yogacara
commentary, Bodh. As shown in Table 2 below (p. 451-452), no transla-
tions of the Vajracchedika other than Ruci-a contain the variants, and it is
therefore most probable that Ruci-b, without the variants, could be the
original.

Significantly for our purposes, this means that at least within the
limits of the Chinese evidence, Variants (b) and (c) are the original read-
ings in Asg (only Variant (b)) and Bodh. The next question we must ad-
dress is whether all the various readings were also known in the Indic
tradition, and if so, which readings were original in that context. To that
end, it is necessary for us now to look more closely into both Asg and
Bodh/Yi.

3 Chinese translations of Asanga’s verses of Passages (b) and (c)

The discussion in Section 2 has shown that in the Chinese translations,
Variants (b) and (c) were original. However, there are two possible
reasons that the variants might occur in the Chinese translations: One is
that the variants could have existed already in the Indian sources; the
other is that they were inserted at the time that Bodh was translated,
and Asg-b was later influenced by this earlier translation. Since we pos-
sess neither a Sanskrit version nor a Tibetan translation of Bodh/Yij, it is
worth looking into Asanga’s verses twelve and fourteen, and the cor-
responding Chinese translations, in order to determine which variants
were original in the Indian contexts.
Sanskrit verse 12, corresponding to Passage (b), reads as follows:

Verse Twelve (Passage and Variant b)

Out of strong inclination [and] out of faith, they have correct concep-
tion (12ab)/ Because of not grasping [things] as they are in speech,
and because of the correct apprehension of what has been correctly
taught (12cd).

adhimuktivasat tesam bhiitasamjfia prasadatah | (Tucci 12ab)
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yatharutagrahat samyagdesitatvasya codgrahat || (12cd).
MRS 0 » AR - BB IERL > (ESRA/ZHL (Verse-Bodh).
(GRS - (ERAEEE - ROSHE - BUBIESREL (Verse-Yi).”

The verse compares the difference between one who has faith (12ab) and
one who follows insight (12cd). The former gains correct conception of
the truth through faith; the latter, by contrast, obtains it by grasping the
teachings, but not according to concepts induced by words. Only the
latter (12cd) is crucial for the discussion of Passage (b) and its variant.

In this verse, “apprehension” (qu HY) is the translation of udgraha
“grasping”. Interestingly, Asariga’s verses here mention thus “grasping”
what is correctly taught. It is necessary to look into the two Chinese
translations of Vasubandhu’s commentary on Asanga’s verses, Bodh and
Yi, in order to ascertain what they understand this verse to mean. Bodh
and Yi each give a different explanation of Verse 12cd.

Bodh: The statement “one should neither grasp at dharma...” means
one should not grasp things according to [the literal meanings of]
words. The statement “...nor not accept dharma” describes one who is
in accordance with the knowledge of absolute truth and “grasps it in
the manner of the proper teaching”, because the bodhisattva gains
true understanding by hearing the teachings of the sitras.”

Yi: Having said this, the Buddha said “One should neither grasp as
dharma, nor grasp as adharma.” This means one should neither take
the literal meanings of words to be things [in reality], nor should one
be entirely wedded to the view that there is non-existence of things."

2 Tucci, 1956: 59, v. 12; Ruci T25:1511.783¢22-23; Yi T25:1513.876b14-15.

¥ T25:1511.784a3: " RFEHUE | # > NEWEHUE - T IERHUE ) & - BEIFEE —RE
FIERRAEAL ) - (SRR AR E S T A L T

" Since dharma and adharma here refer to attachment involving words (and thus con-
cepts), through which false imagination of self-nature is superimposed on things,
these terms imply ontological existence or non-existence. The interpretation of (a-)
dharma as ontological (non-)existence is further supported by Yi elsewhere (see n. 51),
where dharma is interpreted as existence and adharma as emptiness. Thus it is deemed
proper to render these terms as the ontological existence and non-existence of things.
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By the [avoidance of these extremes] one is able to comply with the
knowledge of absolute truth [and so, the verse] “Because one does
grasp by reason of that which is correctly taught”, which refers to the
sentence in the sitra where [Subhiiti] asks “whether one would give

rise to true understanding having heard this satra”."

It is interesting to note that the two translations of the same comment-
ary, Bodh and Yi, deviate from each other in their attempts to explain
this verse, not only in the version of the dharma/adharma formula they
cite, but also in their attempts to explain what it means. Bodh gives the
explanation of the verse in terms of Variant (b), while Yi interprets in
terms of Passage (b). According to Bodh, taking things according to the
literal meanings of words is wrong, so that “one should [not] grasp at
dharma”; but apprehending them in the manner of the proper teaching is
in accordance with the knowledge of absolute truth, and so nor should
one “not accept dharma”. Yi, by contrast, renders correct grasping as
follows: “one should neither take the literal meanings of words as things
[in reality], nor should one be entirely wedded to the view that there is
non-existence of things”. In other words, Bodh and Yi deviate from one
another by rendering the object of correct grasping differently. Never-
theless both renderings advocate “grasping” that is in compliance with
the supreme insight, in support of Variant (b).
The same difference is also observed in their renderings of verse 12:

Bodh: With the support of faith and respect, one gives rise to true un-
derstanding. Grasping at the spoken word is incorrect, [whereas, by

" See T25:1513.876b19-22: 1% » (Hz T AHERURE - FRERURIEZE | o FHEL
SRR LA - IMER RIS IR o I EREREIR 28 T HUR BRI - B
LR EAEE(E (read HHH) K. According to the passage (T25:1513.876b17-18)
immediately before this passage, the two sentences FH [ AEFEIEIEFRE - T BUBIESR
# , are two reasons for the true understanding: FHEZEZE RS HE 5 K HEEIERE
FE > BUBIEERE » 2B - “Because a wise one does not grasp [literally] ac-
cording to words; and because (FzH...) he complies with the knowledge of absolute
truth and grasps it in the manner of the proper teaching, it is called a true under-
standing...” It is clear from the sentence structure that the two parts of the passage are
connected by “and” ().
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contrast one should] apprehend in accordance with what is correctly
taught.

Yi: Due to the power of their strong inclination, and due to their faith,
true understanding arises, because one does not grasp literally, and
because one does grasp by reason of that which is correctly taught.'

Both translations speak of “grasping” in the correct manner. The discus-
sion above shows that correct grasping is implied in Verse-Bodh, Verse-
Yi, Bodh and Yi. In view of the fact that Variant (b) appears in comment-
aries by different Indian commentators (Verse-Bodh/Yi, Asg and Bodh/
Yi) and in translations by different Chinese translators (Bodh and Yi),
and in one version of the second early translation of the Vajracchedika,
Ruci-a, it is obvious that the variant does not stem from translations;
Variant (b) stems from India.
Verse 14, corresponding to Passage (c), reads as follows:

Verse Fourteen (Passage and Variant (c))

Because of not abiding in phenomena and because of conformity with
attainment, the intention with regard to the teaching is considered as
similar to the abandonment of the raft.

asthanad anukulyac ca dharmesv adhigamasya hi |
kolasyeva parityago dharme samdhis tato matah || (Tucci 14).

TEAERBIE - AR AAFRAHE > 75 #IR28 (Verse-Bodh).
s NMERYE > RoeBEIRE - fanfa A - EEEER (Verse-Yi).”

Asanga does not comment on the verse in his self-commentary (Asg). In
the first half of the verse, the relation between the four elements - not
abiding, conformity, attainment and phenomena - is grammatically am-
biguous, and this results in different translations in Verse-Bodh and
Verse-Yi. Verse-Bodh translates the verse in the same word-order as the
Sanskrit as follows:

1 Seen. 12.

17" See Tucci, 1956: 60, v. 14 and the footnote immediately following.
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Verse-Bodh: He does not abide in, and conforms to, attainment with
respect to dharmas. The meaning with respect to the teaching is just
as [it is with respect to] the person abandoning the raft.

In Verse-Yi, “not abiding” and “conformity” are not treated as two paral-
lel reasons, unlike in Sanskrit, where they are connected by the connec-
tive particle ca “and”. Verse-Yi renders the verse as follows:

Verse-Yi: “Because attainment without abiding in dharmas conforms,
the concealed intention is to be understood on the analog to
abandoning raft.”
When we turn to the explanation that Bodh/Yi gives for this verse,
moreover, “conformity” is explained in connection with “attainment”.”®

Bodh reads as follows:

Bodh: After one has attained insight, one abandons the dharma, just as
one abandons the raft after having reached the other shore. [The
phrase] “in conformity with” refers to dharmas in conformity with the
attainment of insight, which is to be grasped ({{/£fEHY), just as one
who has not reached the other shore should grasp the raft.”

Yi too has a very similar reading:

One should abandon the dharmas, just as one abandons the raft after
having reached the other shore. Because [the dharmas] conform with
the highest attainment, one should grasp [them], just as one who has
not reached the other shore should grasp the raft. This is called “the
concealed intention”. 1t is called “concealed”, because there is grasp-
ing and abandoning with regard to the same raft.”

According to both the Bodh and Yi translations, Vasubandhu takes “not

abiding” in the verse as corresponding to the first part of the sentence in
the siitra, viz. “these dharmas should be abandoned (&)EJE#S)”; and

18 T25:1511.784b4: [EIEE > FENEKEEENE; and T25:1513.876¢15: At 252 BElEHT.

' Bodh, T25:1511.784b2-4: {5558 & AN - ANEE FEfaiidi - BENES - BEIEH S 2NE
ROETERL > 40 AR EIGE FEHUMR L.

*°Yi, T25:1513.876c13-15: JEREGE » AFRF > FEFEH - 7MY LS 2EBIEE > EA
USEY » WIREFEEER - BB E > —RZ PAHEIENSG .
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“conformity” as referring to the second part of the sentence “[but] they
should not be rejected [altogether] (FE#&£i)”. Obviously Vasubandhu,
in both Bodh and Yi alike, is explaining Variant (c) instead of Passage (c).
Since Verse-Bodh, Verse-Yi, Bodh and Yi support Variant (c), Variant (c),
like Variant (b), is the original reading in these texts.

Thus, the investigations in this section have shown that both Variants
(b) and (c) in Asg and Bodh/Yi can be traced back to India, and probably
originated in Yogacara circles, as evidenced by the fact that they are wit-
nessed by commentaries ascribed to Asanga and Vasubandhu. In this and
following sections, we turn to tracing the ways these variant formula-
tions of dharma/adharma passages, and interpretations of them, played
out in the Chinese commentaries.

4 The Chinese Madhyamaka interpretation

In their treatment of variant readings of the dharma/adharma passages,
Chinese sources pertaining to the parable of the raft in the Vajracchedika,
including both translations and commentaries, display an intriguing set
of relationships. In considering the distribution of these variants, it is
relevant to bear in mind the fact that Zhiyi and Jizang were affiliated
with the Madhyamaka, while Kuiji, like the Indian commentators Asanga
and Vasubandhu, was associated with the Yogacara. Before looking at
each commentator in detail, it will be useful to have a brief overview of
the distribution of variants among the commentators.

Among the Chinese commentators, Zhiyi seems to have no knowledge
of any variants in the parable of the raft. Jizang, by contrast, explains
Variant (b), doing so with reference to the Madhyamaka interpretation
of the division between the two truths. Interestingly enough, however,
Kuiji interprets the parable of the raft just like Bodh/Yi, which explains
Variants (b) and (c); but the variants are absent from both of the texts
upon which Kuiji comments, namely, Kumarajiva’s (401-413 C.E.) and
Xuanzang’s (602-664 C.E.) translations of the Vajracchedika.

The above divergence of views is complicated further by differences
between the Indian commentaries. Vasubandhu’s commentary (Bodh/
Yi) displays stronger Yogacara thinking than Asanga’s commentary (Asg).
The Chinese commentators assimilated both Asanga’s and Vasubandhu’s
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interpretations, but not to the detriment of their own schools of belief.
As a result, they arrived at various and conflicting interpretations of the
Indian commentaries.

With this overview in hand, we will now look in detail at the two Ma-
dhyamika commentators in China, Zhiyi and Jizang. As we proceed, we
will also keep an eye on how their interpretations relate to those of the
Indian commentators.

As we saw above, the two terms dharma and adharma are repeated in
Passages (a), (b), (c) and (d). The meaning and interpretation of these
terms differs not just between the Chinese commentators, but even
within the same commentary - particularly in the case of Jizang.

It will be helpful to start from Zhiyi, as a point of comparison. Zhi
comments on Passages (a), (b) and (c) together:

Zhi: Next, the list of the emptiness of phenomena is enumerated, and
there are only two items: dharma and adharma. First, “dharma”: the
statement that the five aggregates are empty is dharma, whereas
[grasping at the] characteristics of the five aggregates is adharma. To
take the aggregates as empty is like medicine, and thus, that is called
dharma; while taking the aggregates as existing is like sickness, and so
is called adharma; once the sickness of the aggregates is cured, the
medicine of emptiness will also be removed. When adharma falls away,
dharma cannot exist either. Furthermore, upholding the precepts is
dharma, and breaking the precepts is adharma. Another view: either
upholding or breaking [precepts] is adharma, neither holding nor
breaking is dharma; this is the middle way.”'

Zhi understands dharma and adharma in several ways: 1) dharma denotes
medicine, that is emptiness, and stands in opposition to adharma, that is
sickness, i.e. grasping at the characteristics of the five aggregates; 2)
dharma denotes behavior that conforms with the teaching of the Buddha,
such as upholding the precepts, vs. adharma, which is breaking them; and

! T33:1698.78a21-26: RFAZE » (HAEWIE] 1 £~ JEEM - SEEE > sRAEZE BE
FfEtR RBIEEL o BIDARZZE ReBE - £407% 5 F A Bl 3% S [amblibe » 2585 RE -
355&&%?} CEEIRT o SMFEFRCRE > BRORIETE - TCERRELEEE » JEREEIR B
o BHIEE.
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3) dharma, the Middle Path, is neither holding to nor breaking the pre-
cepts, whereas adharma is grasping at extremes, like holding or breaking
precepts. Despite the different meanings he thus gives to dharma and
adharma, there is one thing common to all these understandings, that is,
Zhi understands dharma as positive, and adharma as immorality or un-
righteousness according to the Buddha’s teachings; that is, he under-
stands adharma as a tatpurusa.

On the basis of these interpretations of dharma and adharma Zhi inter-
prets the parable of the raft as follows:

Zhi: First, citation of the siitra as evidence: The simile tells of someone
who wishes to cross a river and constructs a raft to carry himself a-
cross, and then, once he arrives at the other shore, abandons the raft
and goes away. This is similar to one who wishes to cross the round of
birth and death, and makes use of innumerable practices, but then a-
bandons all wholesome acts once he has attained nirvana. If even
those things/dharmas that are in accordance with the path should
thus be abandoned, how much the more is that true of those not in
accordance with it? First, one makes use of things that are wholesome
in order to abandon the unwholesome; subsequently, both should be
abandoned.”

Here, Zhi explains the parable of the raft with dharma denoting whole-
some acts or practices taught by the Buddha, and adharma defilements or
unwholesome acts that are to be eliminated by dharma. Interestingly, Zhi
seems to have ignored the variants, though the Bodh translation, which
he mentions in his commentary, contains these variants. He might have
instead followed Passages (b) and (c) as given in Ku. The reason he gives
for the abandonment of both dharma and adharma is a totally Madhya-
mika one. Since wholesome acts and right views are merely antidotes for
unwholesome mental and physical factors that do not conform with the
Buddha’s teachings, they are like medicine, which is no more real than
sickness. Thus, once the sickness is cured, the antidotes cannot exist ei-
ther. With this, Zhi emphasizes the emptiness of wrong grasping (nadhar-

# T33:1698.78b1-4: 55—5 (&L RpiG - BAUKHERH & - B MFEERNE - FE
ASEEFRE T - MENEREZERE - EAMBMIGRE - W EEERAIERE.
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ma) as well as the emptiness of emptiness (na dharma), a typical Madhya-
mika view. According to Zhiyi’s Madhyamika view, both dharma and a-
dharma should be abandoned.

When we turn to Jizang, we find a more complex picture. Ji makes se-
lective use of various readings of the root text, and positions himself va-
riously in relation to the interpretations of other commentators (especi-
ally Asg), in order to construct his own unique interpretation of the
terms at issue.

First, we see that in the interpretation of dharma and adharma in Pas-
sage (a), Ji is very close to Zhi:

Ji: [The sentence in the sutra:] “...they have conceptions of neither
dharma nor adharma (;E4H » JREIEEFH)” is the second sentence
that expounds the emptiness of phenomena. [Someone may think
that] although [bodhisattvas] do not see [the existence of] the self,
they may still see the existence of phenomena, that is, of the five ag-
gregates; therefore, [in order to clear away any such doubts,] it de-
clares, “They have conceptions neither of dharma..” [On the other
hand,] since phenomena, that is, the five aggregates, do not exist, [the
fact that] the five aggregates never existed in the first place® is cal-
led adharma. [However, because bodhisattvas do not have] even the
sickness of emptiness, therefore it is taught: “...nor [do they have con-

ceptions of] adharma” .**

In this interpretation of the negation of dharma as the abandonment of
the concept that phenomena exist, and the denial of adharma as elimi-
nating the sickness of emptiness, i.e. grasping at non-existence, Ji also
stands close to Asanga. The corresponding passage in Asg reads as fol-
lows:

» Benwu (/) carries the meaning of “being non-existent” elsewhere in the same
commentary, where Jizang uses benwu to explain the wrong view of arising and per-
ishing: “Some hold [the view that something which] originally did not exist now
comes into existence;” T33:1699.89c10; fi#E AR SH.

T33:1699.106b16-20: fEAA ~ MEIREME - B _AUNEZE © B R MRA TR
20k o WS TMEEA | o TR OARER - ISR - BRIEE o ZRER
= TEIEEM S

2
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Asg-b: First, the giving rise to the conception of the self, etc.; second,
giving rise to the conception of dharmas; third, giving rise to the con-
ception of impurity - [all] these still consist in grasping at dharmas.
“[However,] because grasping at dharmas” [also] means grasping at
no-dharmas [too, therefore, additionally:] fourth, giving rise to the
conception of existence; and fifth, giving rise to the conception of
non-existence - the bodhisattva gives rise to none of these.”

And again,

Asg-b: In terms of the conventional truth, there are Awakening and
attainments; [that is to say,] for the purposes of helping [sentient
beings] by skillful means, both exist. According to the intention of the
teachings of the Buddha, [however,] neither exists.*

Obviously, Ji uses dharma to denote phenomena, that is, the five aggre-
gates, and adharma to denote the non-existence of dharmas, or emptiness.
This is similar to Asg, where the bodhisattva grasps at neither dharmas
nor no-dharmas. Like Asg, Ji interprets adharma as a bahuvrihi, meaning
no-dharmas, but adds further something that is not said in Asg: that not
only are phenomena empty, but emptiness itself is empty too. In this
way, though he accepts Asg’s explanation of Passage (a), he reinterprets
it in line with the Middle Way. In so doing, he stands close to Zhi’s first
interpretation, insofar as he ascribes emptiness to both dharma and a-
dharma, that is, holds that neither are ultimately real. Further, however,
and exactly contrary to Zhi, he employs dharma to denote phenomena
and adharma as emptiness, whereas Zhi treats dharma as emptiness and
adharma as existence.

Ji and Zhi again agree with one another in the interpretation of na
dharma and nadharma in Passage (d):

Zhi: All phenomena are empty and inexpressible [not to be spoken of].
[The words] “not dharma” (na dharma) mean that phenomena do not

* T25:1510b.770b6-10: 55— FAE - 55 AN - 55 = H R IReAIARL -
AERGE - HIEERAL - FIUEAEE > SRE R RSN S .

* T25:1510b.770c17-19: W3 - HER NG - B AR LUT (R —HEEA -
EUE R H AR,
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exist, while “not not dharma” (nadharma) means that it is also not the
case that they do not exist [altogether].”

Ji: This sentence concludes the above [discussion of] the meaning of
imperceptibility and inexpressibility. The true nature of all phenome-
na is neither to exist nor not to exist. Since they do not exist, “not
dharma” (na dharma) is taught; neither do they not exist, and so “nor
not dharma” (nadharma) is taught.”

This negation of both existence and non-existence is a typical Madhya-
mika mode of negation. The Madhyamika mode of negation to which Ji
and Zhi resort here is conducive to the interpretation of dharma and a-
dharma as opposite pairs, such as wrong views vs. right views; existence
vs. non-existence; or extremes vs. the middle way. For Zhiyi and Jizang
both conventional and ultimate truths “do not stand for two objective
‘realms’, but “serve in the teaching of the Buddha mainly as tentative
devices to negate standpoints”.”

However, Zhi’s interpretation of dharma in Passage (d) to mean exis-
tence does not correlate with his previous use of dharma to denote emp-
tiness and medicine in Passage (a). Neither does adharma as non-exis-
tence fit well with unwholesome acts and wrong views. By contrast, Ji’s
interpretation of Passage (d) is consistent with his interpretation of dha-
rma and adharma in Passage (a), because dharma is grasped as existence,
and adharma as non-existence, which serves as an antidote against such
grasping.

However, though Ji may thus be self-consistent in his interpretation
of Passage (d), this time, he precisely does not follow Asg, which reads as
follows:

Asg-b: ...“not dharmas”, because [dharmas] are of the nature of dis-
crimination; “not adharmas”, because dharmas are without self.*°

7 T33:1698.78b13-14: FEAZEARHER » IEERIRA » JEIRARIFHE.

% T33:1699.107¢9-10: JLAJEY EAFHCRAIERE « s ABMHIEAIRE - IFEHFIEE -
JEMESIEIEE.

» See Liu, 1993: 660, 662.
* T25:1510b.770c24-25:  "IEE | EHo AN o TIEIEE ) EIVAERL
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For the Yogacarins, the nature of No-self itself exists. At this point, Ji (na-
turally enough) deviates from the Yogacara interpretation.

When we turn to Passage (b), we find that Ji again picks and chooses
to suit his own commentarial purposes. This time, Ji selects actively a-
mong different readings of the root text; he follows Bodh/Yi, and com-
ments upon Variant (b), “nor not accept dharma” (FEREUZ).

Ji: Therefore [the siitra] says, “One should neither grasp at dharma, nor
not accept dharma.” This clarifies the meanings of the truth and the
teachings. When one has attained the truth, one forgets the teachings,
just as when one sees the moon, one leaves behind the finger [that
pointed to it]. Therefore [the siitra] says, “One should neither grasp at
dharma...” On the other hand, one depends on the teachings in order
to realize the truth, just as it is thanks to the finger that one appre-
hends the moon. Therefore [the siitra] says, “...nor not accept dharma”.
This is just as one should not take the raft [away with him], because
the raft is to be abandoned when he arrives at the shore; [but] he
should [also] not not take the raft, because he wishes to cross the
river.”

Here, Ji uses dharma to denote the teachings of the Buddha, and takes the
first and second part of the statement “one should neither grasp at dhar-
ma, nor not accept dharma” to denote two attitudes toward dharma, on
the ultimate level and the conventional level respectively. His explana-
tion here is very similar to the exposition of the two truths of the Ma-
dhyamaka, as can be seen from the following passage from *Pingala’s
commentary on the Malamadhyamaka-karika:

The supreme [truth] is [made known] entirely through speech, and
speech is [a kind of] mundane [object]. Hence, [it is said that] without
having recourse to the mundane [truth], the supreme [truth] cannot
be taught. And without obtaining the supreme [truth], how can nirva-

' T33:1699.107a19-22: S = AMERCEIEARRUE  EEHEE 2 F- Dl(read E)EHISE
BB AN ERGE - M#EZIEE R A » SEEREUE « 08 -
AIERUME o FRBUETRNEL > JER A
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na be attained? Hence, although dharmas are non-originating, there
are [two forms of] truth.*

This shows that Ji follows Bodh/Yi on Passage (b) because the inter-
pretation of the parable of the raft at this point is in line with some Ma-
dhyamika commentaries on the two truths.

For Passage (c), however, Ji adopts a different strategy again. This
time, instead of commenting on the variant (Variant c), he comments on

the normal reading (Z &R » [ IEZE)

Ji: [The statement:] “One should abandon even dharma, not to men-
tion adharma” clarifies that even existence, which is the support of
the senses, should be abandoned; how, then, can one grasp at non-
existence, which is not an object of the six senses?*’

Here, Ji deviates from Bodh and yields to the traditional reading. In so
doing, he also gives a different meaning to dharma and adharma from that
we just saw him use in application to Passage (b), interpreting them as
“existence” and “non-existence” or “nothing” respectively.

This is also very different from the Indian interpretation of the same
passage (Passage b). In Asg-a, the sentence in the siitra, “One should nei-
ther grasp at dharma, nor grasp at adharma” (FFEHGE » RFEEIEZE) is
interpreted as referring respectively to the nonduality of the entity (ti
#8)** in the phenomenon and the nature of No-self in the phenome-
non.”” That means Asg takes dharma as the phenomenon and adharma as
the nature of the phenomenon; but the nature of the phenomenon is the

3

S

T30:1564.3324-7: S —FRENFH - SSEHEG  BHEEMMREMR - H—FAA T
o H AL ZX{TT%F@d:/—R B A AR - 75 &%, translation from Liu,
1993: 658.

T33:1699.107a26-28: " JAMERE - IRE - WAEREVIEMZ - mEAE Ik
ANIEATE - ST

The usual translation of ti (%) is “essence” or “substance”. This is appropriate in onto-
logical discussions, but the sentence here refers to ordinary people who take phe-
nomena to appear in just the way that they are named or designated. For this reason, I
render it “entity”.
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highest truth, and this means that adharma is not reduced to a tentative
device, as it was in Ji’s reading of Passage (b).

In short, Ji is selective and strategic in his acceptance of both Asg and
Bodh. He follows Asanga for Passages (a) and (d), and uses dharma and
adharma to mean the “existence” and “non-existence” of phenomena re-
spectively, where the latter is equivalent to “emptiness”. Meanwhile, he
follows Bodh/Yi for Variant (b), and interprets dharma as the “teachings
of the Buddha”. (The interpretation of dharma in Variant (b) differs from
that of other passages, because Variant (b) does not feature the opposi-
tion of dharma to its opposite, adharma.) In all passages other than Pas-
sage (b), however, Ji is consistent in the interpretation of dharma and a-
dharma, that is, he aligns himself more closely with Asg’s interpretation
of Passage (a), which seemed to be more acceptable to the Chinese Ma-
dhyamaka.

We now turn to examine the interpretation of the same material put
forward by Kuiji, whom we will take as representative of Chinese Yoga-
cara.

5  The Chinese Yogacara interpretation

In his commentary on the Vajracchedika (Kui), Kuiji interprets dharma
and adharma in conformity with Yogacara philosophy. In the context of
Passages (a) and (d), he apparently understands dharma and adharma in
the same way as they are understood in Passage (d) by his predecessors,
Zhiyi and Jizang. He accepts the interpretations of Ji with regard to na
dharma and nadharma, that is, “not dharma” means the non-existence of
phenomena and their characteristics, while “not non-dharma” means not
to grasp at non-existence.

There is a twist, however: Kui ascribes grasping at non-existence to
persons who hold that the perfected nature does not exist. As we know,
according to the Yogacara, the perfected nature (parinispannasvabhava) is
the ultimate reality. In this way, Kui seems to follow his predecessors,
that is, he also states that grasping at non-existence is to be abandoned;
but his actual intention is to advocate the existence of the perfected na-
ture:
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Kui: The “conception of dharma” (faxiang 21H)* is so-called because
fools, out of false imagination (wang %), grasp the self of phenomena
as an existent. As soon as this is understood to be empty, one knows
that the entity (ti #5) of the phenomenon does not really exist, and
this is called “without the conception of dharma” (wufaxiang #&£4H).
The “conception of non-dharma” (feifaxiang FEZ2AH, adharmasamjfia),
which means “[the conception] of something empty (kong Z%) and
without entity (wu youti f#E5HS)”", is so-called because fools claim
that the perfected nature (yuancheng [El5%) is non-existent. Since the
wise comprehend this perfected nature as existing, [it is called] “with-
out the conception of non-dharma” (wu feifaxiang fJEZ4H, nadhar-
masamjAa), because there is no conception of emptiness (kongxiang %%
fH) that is grasped by them. The truth of the twofold Selflessness
(erwuwo li —##EFRFH) truly exists.”

Like his predecessors, Kuiji employs dharma and adharma to denote two
extreme views, viz. grasping at existence and non-existence respectively.
In contrast to Zhiyi and Jizang, however, he understands “nor not dhar-
ma” to imply not simply a negation of non-existence, but rather, an affir-
mation of the existence of the perfected nature. This twist of interpreta-
tion is influenced by Bodh/Yi. The corresponding passage in Bodh/Yi on
Passages (a) and (d) reads as follows:

Bodh: (Passage a:) What is the meaning of this? Since all phenomena
[which are considered to be] existent, [both those that are] grasped
and [those that] grasp [i.e. object and subject], do not exist, it is said:
“There is neither conception of dharmas...” because nothing [of the

% Here, faxiang (%AH) is translated as “conception of dharma”, because it refers to dhar-
masamjiia in the root text. Sanskrit samjfid means “imagining or images superimposed
by concepts”. For Skt., see HW: 115, 15f.: napi tesam subhiite bodhisatvanam dharmasam-
jAa pravartsyate nadharmasamjfid ndpi tesam samjiia nasamjfa pravartsyate. For a detailed
discussion of the terms fa (%) and xiang (1) in the Vajracchedika, cp. Takehashi, 1999.
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HUABSIMIEE T A > EEFTRE R AN - BE=HREERK - e &
JEEA - ZEMEE R B T IEREE  SURIEA > EEATE A2 o TR
KEEE



442 Choong

sort] exists. Since the [nature of] No-self and emptiness exists in these
phenomena, it is said: “...nor is there conception of adharma”.

Bodh: (Passage d:) [The text] states, “neither dharma..” because all
phenomena have no substantial nature. On the other hand, it also
states, “..nor adharma”, because the [ultimate] nature, that is, Such-
ness and No-self, truly does exist.”®

Thus, the claim in Kui that adharma denotes the nature of No-self, which
is wrongly thought to be non-existence, derives from Bodh/Yi.
The interpretation of Passage (d) in Kui is in the same vein:

Kui: The reason “it can neither be described as not dharma (fei fa JE/£,
na dharma) nor as not non-dharma (fei feifa FEJE%, nadharma)” is as
follows: “dharma” is so called, because fools grasp at the existence of
the person and phenomena; “adharma” is so-called, because they as-
sign non-existence to the perfected nature. Since the wise person
comprehends the non-existence of the person and phenomena, the
text speaks of “not dharma” (fei fa 7%, na dharma); since he under-
stands the perfected nature as existing, therefore the text speaks of
“not non-dharma”(fei feifa JEJEZ, nadharma). The Dharma-body (fa-
shen 7£E) is calm and pure, and can be spoken of neither as not
dharma, nor as not non-dharma.*

Though Kui is seemingly in line with the first interpretation of Zhi in the
explanation of dharma and adharma in Passages (a) and (d), he follows
Bodh/Yi and adds a twist to the interpretation of the ultimate purpose of
this parable of the raft. It is clear that Kuiji preferred Bodh/Yi to Asg.
Despite the fact that the Chinese ascribe both Indian commentaries to
Yogacarins, namely, Asanga and Vasubandhu respectively, the way Kuiji
gives more weight to “Vasubandhu’s” commentary (Bodh/Yi) shows that

% For Passage (a) see T25:1511.783c11-13: [ Z-(f] ? HHIHL - fEEL—VAMEH - = T 4
TERE o DU - R AR ZE BT 5T JRIEHEAA . For Passage (d) see T25:1511.
784c2-3 1 T IR | o —ULAERSMAEL - TIEIEE ) o RN E A
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he considered it a stronger support for the Yogacara perspective. In oth-
er words, Kuiji subtly admits that Asg contains less Yogacara thought.

Kui again follows Bodh/Yi closely in his explanation of Passages (b)
and (c):

Kui: “Grasping in accordance with [teachings] means that by relying
on sayings [of the siitras] one attains Awakening...When one wishes to
realize the truth, he must depend on the words [of the siitras].”*

Here, Kui is obviously commenting on Variants (b) and (c) GEREUE, JE
fa Ay, the readings found in Ruci-a and Bodh), instead of the readings
that actually appear in Ku (RFEEIEE, (32, T8:235.749b7-8), the
translation Kui is supposedly commenting upon.

In this commentary on the Vajracchedikd, it is not clear how Kui justi-
fies Bodh/Yi’s explanation of the reliance on the teachings of the sitras
in the context of Passages (b) and (c); however, an answer to this ques-
tion appears in his sub-commentary on Bodh/Yi, the Jin'gang banruo lun
huishi (/I E w2 ). There, Kuiji comments again on these variants:

Vasubandhu explains as follows:
“The statement ‘one should neither grasp at dharma..” means that
one should not grasp at things as [they seem according to] the lite-
ral meanings of words, because attachment is to be abandoned.
The statement ‘...nor should one not accept dharma’ describes one
who is in accordance with the supreme insight, [and means]
‘grasping in accordance with what is rightly taught™ (Verse-Yi
12d).
Nor can supreme insight be obtained apart from the teachings, be-
cause supreme insight arises [in one who is] in accordance with the
teachings. The meaning of this commentary is as follows: The state-
ment “one should neither grasp at dharma...” [means] there is no dif-
ference between grasping at the existence of phenomena and grasp-
ing at the nature of No-self in the phenomena; one should not grasp
at any attachment [formed] in accordance with words. The statement
“...nor should one grasp at adharma” [means this]: Although the com-

* T33:1700.135a24-26: WIEHLE » LN F M EEL. HHFGEELNEH.
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mentary does not explicate this phrase, it emphasizes that conversely,
[supreme insight] should also not be sought apart from the teachings,
because supreme insight arises [in one, who is] in accordance with the
teachings, and this is how the truth is attained. This [statement] is
[thus] the same as the previous one. Another explanation for the
statement “one should neither grasp at dharma..” is as follows: One
should grasp neither at the entity (ti #5) of dharmas nor take the
dharmas exactly as it is designated. [As for] the statement “...nor
should one grasp at adharma”: This teaching preaches that dharmas
have the nature of No-self, and supreme insight arises [in one, who is]
in accordance with this teaching; [thus,] supreme insight should not
be sought apart from the teachings. One should not give rise to at-
tachment in reliance on the teaching and conceive of an entity (ti #&)
in dharmas, nor should one seek the nature of No-self in dharmas out-
side the teaching, and give rise to attachments and conceptions. This
[statement] is [thus] the same as the previous one. Though the cita-
tion of the sutra is abbreviated, and cites only the statement “one
should neither grasp at dharma...”, the statement “...nor should one
grasp at adharma” is included in [Vasubandhu’s] explanation.”

Curiously, Kuiji here stubbornly insists that Passage (b) is the statement
Bodh/Yi comments on, and fails to see that Bodh/Yi is explaining Vari-
ant (b). In the attempt to fit Passage (b) “nor should one grasp at adharma”
into the interpretation of Bodh/Yi, Kui comes out with adharma meaning
“the act of seeking the nature of No-self outside the teaching”. With this
interpretation, Kuiji is obviously aiming at Jizang, the master of the San-
lun School (sanlun zong =Zw5%), who advocates that the ultimate truth
is inexpressible and unfathomable (yan wang lii jue =T E4E); that all

! T40:1816.739a21-be: KU T RERUE » ¥ - FIEWERUE - FRATEEL - TIE
THOE S & BEIFEE 8 > T IERAER o ) OIEES SRS — 8 > 55—
FENEHEL - BT T NEHCE ) & - BRTEESOREIAA R - 415
B BRHER o T ARERGEE ) E o SRR - BB S SR AR IEELE
R AR - IEEE - S T RNERCE ) SHHURRS > ISEE > TIE
AU - PARERGE L 5 0 SHILBEUERRIE - IREEES —RE » FEHHLLK
HFEAMRIE - IR AR ARG ] IR FEREES P BRI E 2 51 -
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the teachings of the Buddha are intended only to deny what is false; that
one can reveal the truth only by negation; and that one cannot take any
positive position oneself (wei po bu li MERFATL).* In short, in Jizang’s
view, the purpose of all the siitras is not to affirm the truth, but to negate
what is false. Kuiji makes this position of Jizang’s an object of ridicule,
and compares it with seeking the truth apart from the teachings.

As Kuiji continues his critique against Jizang, he attempts a unique
synthesis of Asg’s explanations of Passages (c) and (d). As the occasion
for this critique, Kui takes the fact that when Asg comments on Passage
(c), he introduces the Dharma-body of the Buddha (dharmakdya). In his
comment, however, Kui uses the wording of Passage (d), and thereby,
unlike Asg, implicitly identifies the dharmakaya with the dharma in the
wording of the Vajracchedika itself. Thus, Kui begins by saying (as we
already saw at the end of the passage cited above, p. 442):

Kui: The Dharma-body (fashen ;£5, dharmakaya) is calm and pure, it
should be spoken of neither as not dharma, nor as not non-dharma (-~

AEIRE. IR AR IEIRE).”

However, in using the wording of Passage (d) here, Kui seems again to
overlook the fact that in his own talk of the dharmakaya, Asg in fact com-
ments on Passage (c) (faf}%tFFZ%). Not only that, but Asg’s Passage (c) is
different from Variant (c), which features in Bodh/Yi, the text that Kui
usually follows. Thus, Asanga in fact comments on Passage (c) as follows:

Asg: 1t is said, “The wise one should abandon even dharma,” because
correct conception arises [in him]; [while the next statement says]
“...not to mention adharma”, because that would be unreasonable. In
short, it shows that the bodhisattva, who wishes to attain the so-called
Dharma-body (fashen ;£5, dharmakaya), should not give rise to in-
correct conceptions.*

Kui understands this passage as follows:

2 Zhao (1993: 44, 48) and Wang (1995: 126) have discussed Jizang’s thought in detail.

“ T33:1700.135¢13-14: JEEFUFAOERIEL - IR AERIEIR AL
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Kui: [The statement:] ““The wise one should abandon even dharma’,
because correct conception arises” [is explained as follows:] Correct
conception arises by following the teachings. Having attained the
truth [by means of] correct conception, the teachings are no longer
necessary. These teachings are to be abandoned after having attained
the truth - “...not to mention adharma”. 1t is reasonable not to hold to
practices that are adharma, because seeking [the truth] outside the
teaching would be contrary to the truth; thus it is reasonable that
[these practices] are to be abandoned.”

Here, Kui interprets the first statement of Passage (c), “The wise one
should abandon even dharma,” to refer to one who has attained the truth,
and interprets dharma as either the teachings of the Buddha, or specific
items taught in the teachings, which lead to the truth; he then interprets
adharma in the second statement, “...not to mention adharma”, as the act
of seeking the truth outside the teachings, which would not lead to the
truth, just as he interpreted adharma in Passage (b).

With this interpretation in hand, we can now see that his statement
on the Dharma-body, already cited above, means something like this:
“Since the Dharma-body is pure and tranquil, one should neither say
that the Dharma-body is not existence, nor should one say that the Dhar-
ma-body is not non-existence.”

But this means that Kuiji has (purposely?) distorted the relevant pas-
sage in Vajracchedika Passage (d), so that the phrase “not to be spoken of”
(bukeshuo “A~H]Ef), which is used in the Vajracchedika of the dharma itself
(and even that is not exactly the same as the Dharma-body), instead is
used of existence. What the Vajracchedika itself actually says, let us recall,
is this:

“ T40:1816.739b17-21: A ER: - FHEAL - ) AIRECEEHEEE - BEEBED
FREZ - BOEBE MR > T IEE - IREAZ E - BIREREZBINIK - B E
Rl > PHRERREE,
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Ku, Passage (d): Whatever dharma is preached by the Tathagata, it is
neither to be grasped nor to be spoken of; it is neither dharma nor a-
dharma.*

By means of this distortion, the expression “not to be spoken of” (buke-
shuo “RHJER) comes to be used to reject the application of any negation
to the Dharma-body, rather than to mean, as it did originally in the Vaj-
racchedika, that one cannot speak of the Dharma[-body] itself, at all. Kuiji
has turned the passage into an affirmation of the Dharma-body as pure
and tranquil, and a rejection of the refutation of its existence and non-
existence.

So how does all this work to continue Kuiji’s critique of Jizang? It is
obvious that in making this move, Kuiji has Jizang in his sights. Jizang, or
the Chinese Madhyamaka in general, had claimed that the ultimate truth
is neither existence nor non-existence, and that none of the sitras ever
said anything about the ultimate truth; instead, the siitras only ever re-
fute what is not the truth.” According to Kuiji, when Chinese Madhya-
mikas say this, it is equivalent to seeking the truth outside the teachings.
Kuiji advocates, rather, that the ultimate truth should indeed be taught:

Kui: On this point, we should say that [it is susceptible to] “neither
conception nor non-conception”. We say that it is “not [susceptible to]
conception”, because the truth, that is to say, No-self, cannot be pro-
claimed by means of language to be either existent or non-existent.
When immature bodhisattvas impetuously claim that [the truth of No-
self] can be explained, this is called “conception”; when the holy ones
(*arya) understand that it is not to be spoken of, we speak of “non-
conception”. [The other statement, that] “...nor is it [susceptible to]
non-conception” means “describing what is inexpressible by using
speech and signs”. This is [further explained] as follows: Once the spi-
ritually immature hear that [the truth] is not to be spoken of, they re-

' T8:235.749b16: YIHFTEHIL - EAETHL > AR > A FFIRIA; T7.220.981a6-7: i
B Q0K IESARATEE ~ AT - AT A B FTHL RN AERR > IRAIRIEE. For
Sanskrit, see HW 117.7-13: yo 'sau tathdgatena dharmo desitah | agrahyah so nabhilapyah |
na sa dharmo nadharmah.

7 See n. 28 and n. 30.
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ject all speech as wrong. Since the wise ones have thorough know-
ledge of the [truth], they teach [it] using words and speech, but they
have no attachments [to it]. This is the reason that we say “nor is it

[susceptible to] non-conception”.*

According to Kui, though the ultimate truth, the Dharma-body, is inex-
pressible (“not to be spoken of”), it should still be taught by words and
speech. This emphasis on teachings has close similarity to the reliance
on teachings for liberation that features in Variants (b) and (c). This
makes it clear that Kui incorporates the explanation of Variants (b) and
(c) given in Bodh/Yi into the interpretation of the Dharma-body in Asg’s
Passage (d). Though Kui cites Asg, then, he in fact bases himself on Bodh/
Yi. This shows again that Kuiji indirectly acknowledges that Asg’s expla-
nation is insufficiently Yogacara, so to speak - that it stands closer to
Madhyamaka than to Yogacara.

Interestingly enough, then, Kuiji, like Jizang, makes use of Asg, but
comes out with an interpretation that criticizes Jizang’s thought. Both
follow Asg in claiming that ultimate truth is inexpressible, but Kuiji uses
adharma to denote the false understanding of the Sanlun School, against
Jizang’s treatment of adharma as a tentative device, which should be a-
bandoned upon arriving at the ultimate truth. This shows that Jizang and
Kuiji each uses Asg differently for his own interpretation of the parable
of the raft. The Chinese commentators were more faithful to their re-
spective schools than they were to the texts they based their commen-
taries on.

According to Kui, dharma and adharma in Passages (a) and (d) mean
“existence” and “non-existence” respectively. Of these, dharma is the
wrong conception that phenomena exist, exactly as it is interpreted in Ji;
but adharma is assigned a meaning a little different from that in Ji. By
“non-existence”, Kui means the wrong conception that the perfected na-
ture (parinispannasvabhava) does not exist. However, in commenting on
Passages (b) and (c), Kui actually comments on Variants (b) and (c) with-

* T33:1700.134c21-28: L HEAEEA ~ TRIRMEAT - 5 T ERAH ) 5% 0 SRR TR
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out knowing it. Since Variants (b) and (c) do not feature the second part
of the formula (i.e. the statement that like dharma, adharma is also to be
abandoned - indeed, all the more so) where dharma actually means “the
words of the siitras”, Kuiji comes out with an interpretation of adharma
as the act of seeking the nature of No-self outside the teaching.

At this juncture, it will be convenient to summarise the use of variant
readings in all the commentators. As the discussion above has shown,
the Indian Yogacara commentaries comment on Variants (b) and (c). Zhi
never mentions the variants, though Zhiyi could have consulted Bodh. Ji
comments on Variant (b) but not Variant (c).” Kui, oddly enough, uses
comments on Variants (b) and (c) from Bodh/Yi, but treats them as if
they are explanations of the non-variant Passages (b) and (c). (Only a
later commentary, Yan, actually contains Variants b and c.”)

I summarize whether or not all the commentaries cite one or both va-
riants, or show knowledge of them, in the Table below:

Table 1
commentaries Variant (b) Variant (c)
Indian Bodh v+ v o+
Yi + +
Verse-Bodh + +
Verse-Yi + +
Asg-a %) %)
Asg-b v %)
Chinese Ji v %)
Vaj v %)
Yan v v
v citation of siitra-wordings of the variants

¥ The same is true of Vaj, which contains also Variant (b). T25:1512.814c24-al: " RNfEHY
VA % DHEEEERRTIER o M/REIERAE - RIERUEE A » sEE AT - TIER
BUL ) - BT TAMERCE o (FRA A > R REInR - SEAEA T
BEERE AEEEESHSIER R EHER Y& - HEIEENO S TIEREUE .

*0 T33:1704.242b30-c2: " fa[ DI ? ZHEHE 0 TR FERUE » FERECE - ) LB W
REREN AR - BIAER > JERRAR ) .
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+ arguments that imply the variants
%) absent from the passage concerned
Yan Jin’gang banruo boluomi jing lueshu < [ll| §% - 57 & 25 480 BT, T1704,

commentary by Zhiyan (£{#;, 602-668)

Thus, though the Chinese commentators had access to Ruci-a and Bodh,
which contain both Variants (b) and (c), Ji follows instead Asg-b, which
contains only Variant (b), while Zhi and Kui give preference to Kumara-
jiva’s translation, which gives the non-variant Passages (b) and (c). This
shows how stubborn the Chinese commentators before Zhiyi are; al-
though they either mention or consult Bodh, they are so familiar with
the readings in earlier translations that they overlook the variants.

6  Dharma and adharma in the Chinese translations

The division observed above into Madhyamaka and Yogacara trends did
not first appear in the Chinese commentaries; rather, it is already discer-
nible in the Chinese translations of the Vajracchedika itself. This is e-
vinced in the rendering of Passage (a): napi tesam subhiite bodhisatvanam
dharmasamjfia pravartsyate nadharmasamjfia. While the phrase na dharma-
samjfid is translated unanimously into Chinese as “no conception of dhar-
mas” (wu faxiang #E;£4H), the rendering of na adharmasamjiia is divided
into two groups:

— “not without the conception of dharmas” (fei wu faxiang JEHEEAH;
hereafter Statement Y[ogacara]);

— “without the conception of non-dharmas” (wu fei faxiang #EJEEAH;
hereafter Statement M[adhyamaka]).

These two versions of this key phrase differ significantly in nuance. The
first statement (Y) affirms that imagination itself does exist, while the
second (M) denies the existence of the conception of even non-dharmas.
These statements, further, are distributed among two groups of transla-
tors in a significant manner. The first group coincides with the transla-
tors who translated the Indian siitras or commentaries containing one or
both variants, that is, texts influenced by the Yogacara. The other group
is exactly the opposite, i.e. is free of such influence.
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All translations and citations in the commentaries are grouped toge-
ther in accord with their affinity with the Madhyamaka and Yogacara in

the Table below:
Table 2
citation in Statement M | Variant (b) Variant (c) Statement Y
commentaries
Bodh v v v
Vaj v v v
Yi v
Gu v
translations
Ruci-a v v v
Pa v
Ku v
Ruci-b 4
Xuan v
Jing FEIRELR
Gup %) %)

Statement M: Madhyamaka-influenced version: “without the conception of

non-dharmas” (wu fei faxiang &3E£AH)

Statement Y: Yogacara-influenced version: “not without the conception of

dharmas” (fei wu faxiang JEfEEHH)

4 Presence of the variant
%] Absence of the statement

Since Gup cites neither the passage with dharmasamjfia nor the one with
adharmasamjfia, nothing can be said about this translation. Setting aside
for the moment Pa and Yi, all other versions consistently show one of
two patterns: 1. the Madhyamika rendering of adharmasamjfia, without
the variant readings of Passages (b) and (c); or 2. the Yogacara rendering,
coinciding with the variants.

The two exceptions to this pattern are Pa and Yi. In the case of Pa, we
do find the rendering of adharmasamjfia; but we also find Passages (c) and
(d), instead of the variants. This may be explained by the fact that Para-
martha, being a Yogacara, shows a bias in rendering the term adharma-
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samjfia, despite the fact that he had an original without the variants as
the basis for his translation.

With regard to Yi, we find that Yijing in fact gave various translations,
which are mutually inconsistent. In Jing (his translation of the Vajracche-
dika), he renders the statement in question very differently from other
translations: “not the conception of non-dharmas (fei fei faxiang FEIEE
F8)”. In Yi, however (Yijing’s translation of Vasubandhu’s commentary),
he gives the Yogacara rendering: “not without the conception of dharmas
(fei wu faxiang FEHEEAH)”. He further interprets this reading as follows:

Yi: This means that because no dharmas, either those that grasp or
those that are grasped [i.e. subject or object], exist, the conception of
dharmas does not arise; this is [called] “no conception of dharmas” (wu
faxiang 4E;£HH). The non-existence of these [dharmas is due to the
fact that] dharmas have no intrinsic nature, [but] since emptiness ex-
ists, [thus the text says] “not without the conception of dharmas” (fei

wu faxiang JEHEEAH).

Yi thus expounds the phrase “not without the conception of dharmas”
(fei wu faxiang FE#EEAH) as referring to the existence of emptiness, that
is, from a Yogacara perspective similar to that of Bodh, which has been
discussed above.

Similarly, Vaj clearly interprets from the Yogacara perspective. One
passage of Vaj reads:

Vaj: The statement “no conception of dharmas” explains that the
twelve bases (@yatanas), that is, the six consciousnesses that grasp,
and the six objects that are grasped, are all empty and tranquil, and
have not arisen...Furthermore, the statement “not without the con-
ception of dharmas” acts as an antidote against “the conception of
non-dharmas”. Having heard that the twelve bases are empty, doubt-

° T25:1513.876b6-8: JLRAEHUATHGE A B fiedsy - VAR AR > B T AR - (2 IRA
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ers claim that Suchness, the Buddha nature, and unconditioned dhar-
mas are all intrinsically empty.”

It is clear that Vaj here interprets “not without the conception of dhar-
mas” (FEHEEAH) as meaning that it is not true that there are absolutely
no dharmas.

In sum, the above discussion shows clearly that all those who follow
the rendering we have called “Statement Y” also propound Yogacara in-
terpretations of the text. On the other hand, texts that adopt “Statement
M”, viz., the rendering “without the imagination of non-dharmas” (f#£Jf
72#H), do not have such a clear Yogacara inclination. For instance, Gu
explains Passage (a) as follows:

Gu: In the ultimate sense, dharmas have not arisen, [and thus the text
states] “no conception of dharmas”. Since they have not arisen, they
have not ceased either. Therefore [the text states] “without the con-

ception of non-dharmas”.”

If “without the conception of non-dharmas” is interpreted as referring to
the knowledge that there is no cessation of dharmas, then “non-dharmas”
here denotes passing from existence to non-existence, which constitutes
an opposite number to the notion of coming into existence. This inter-
pretation shows no influence from the Yogacara, but instead, is compati-
ble with the Madhyamaka.

The discussion above shows that the Chinese translators rendered
“not” (fei JE) and “no/without” (wu #f) with a keen awareness of the
difference between them. In these choices of translation, the school to
which the translator was affiliated played a decisive role.

2 T25:1512.813¢22-27: 5 " #EEM > B+ ABEEUSER AT BN EER B AR AR 4
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7  Indian interpretations of dharma and adharma

In contrast with the Chinese commentators, the Indian commentaries
sometimes treat adharma as referring to the ultimate nature of pheno-
mena. As we shall see below, although this interpretation is unknown in
China, it is true to the original sense of the term adharma as it was used
in the Prajfidparamita literature, of which the Vajracchedika itself forms
such an important part.

For instance, Asafiga occasionally™ interprets adharma as referring to
the true nature of phenomena or the ultimate nature, that is, No-self.
This can be seen from the following passages in which Asanga discusses
the four root passages mentioning adharma:

Asg-a on Passage (b): “One should grasp at neither dharma nor adhar-
ma,” because one does not discriminate between the entity (ti §&) of
the phenomena and the nature of No-self in the phenomena.”

It is clear that Asanga here interprets adharma as referring to the nature
of No-self in phenomena.

Asg-b on Passage (a): This statement [means that whenever] there is
inverted grasping, conception of dharma and adharma arises; [there is]
conception of No-self, etc.,”® because the conception of the self and
the body does not arise.” But since the propensity to imagine a self
has not yet been given up, there is still grasping at the self.”®

** As shown in Table 3 in Section 8, Asg also sometimes renders adharma as non-exis-

tence.

> T25:1510a.761a8-9: ANFEHUE ~ JEELE » FATERS KA 77 BT, Given that there
is no occurrence of adharma in Variants b and c in Asg-b, those passages cannot be
used to ascertain what adharma means in the text. Only Asg-a discusses adharma in
Passage (b).

% Here in Asg-b “Non-self (JEF&)” occurs instead of “No-self ({#Fk)” in all the editions of
the Chinese Tripitaka, see Zhonghua dazangjing (F1EEAE4K) 27:90b17-19. But consi-
dering the fact that Non-self never occurs in all the other root passages other than
Passage (a) and similarly “No-self (bdag med pa)” instead of “Non-self” occurs in Tib.
(see n. 60), “Non-self” in Asg-b could have occured by error as early as the translation.

57

I translate “body” here for yizhi ({f¢ [I-). In Tib. there is no equivalent for yizhi; see n. 58.
My translation here has taken a previous occurrence of the same word into considera-



Interpretations of the Parable of the Raft 455

The statement, “There is conception of No-self, etc., because the concep-
tion of the self and the body does not arise” reads differently in the Ti-
betan translation: “Even though one does not (sic!) enter into concep-
tions of No-self etc., he still has the conception of the self...” Neverthe-
less, both translations explain “the conception of No-self” after having
mentioned the conception of dharma and adharma. They could well be
explaining how inverted grasping gives rise to the conception of adhar-
ma, that is, of No-self. In other words, Asanga uses adharma to denote No-
self.

As shown above (see n. 44), when Asg comments on Passage (c), dhar-
ma and adharma are used differently from the way they are explained in
Passages (a) and (d). There, dharma refers to the correct way of seeking
the Dharma-body. As for adharma in Passage (c), Asg does not explain
what is meant by the adharma which it is unreasonable not to abandon.
So nothing could be said about adharma in Passage (c) in Asg. Neverthe-
less, adharma is used again in Asg to denote No-self in a passage immedi-
ately after the passages under discussion:

Asg-b on a passage immediately after the root passages: The state-
ment “not abiding in adharma” has the following meaning: Adharma
denotes No-self. In order to accomplish non-abiding, one should abide
in neither adharma nor the nature of No-self in phenomena.”

Here too, Asanga states clearly that adharma denotes No-self.

tion, see T25:1510b.770a27-28: MIFH T RERES SH—UTEFMERHMEL -
HERIFEH (“The one who knows, knows the aggregate of thoughts; the one who
sees, sees the physical aggregate. That is because he knows his mind and sees his body
in all activities”). Here yizhi (f(<1l-) corresponds obviously to Sanskrit atmabhava.

T25:1510b.770b11-13: JEFEE B » (A RIEEAEE « JEREM > BRI
R o SRAFRAE R FEIR R BT o B AETRHL. For the Tibetan translation, see
Zhonghua dazangjing ([P EEAE4K) 56:1282.23-1283.4: de ci'i phyir zhe na zhes gsungs pa’i
phyir gang dang gang log par “dzin pa ni chos dang chos med pa’i ‘du shes jug par ‘gyur ba yin
no | bdag med pa la sogs pa’i ‘du shes nyid mi ’jug pa gang yin pa de yang bdag la sogs pa’i ‘du
shes te | de dag gis bag la nyal ma spangs pa’i phyir 'di nyid bdag tu 'dzin pa yin te.

%% T25:15100.774b14-15: N{EIEEFE - SHIEEERA - PAIEE RORMER oh B Rl
BB R A A (L

5
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However, this apparently clear picture is complicated by the fact that
when he comments on Passage (d), Asanga seems to use adharma to de-
note the negation of dharma, or non-existence:

Asg-b on Passage (d): It is “not dharma”, [because dharma] has the na-
ture of discrimination; it is “not adharma”, because the phenomena
have no Self [as their nature].®

Here, adharma is denied. It therefore does not stand for No-self, but ra-
ther, for non-dharma or no-dharma, meaning probably “non-existence”.
This means that Asanga is not univocal in his interpretation of adharma,
even though his dominant tendency is to read it as referring to the na-
ture of No-self in phenomena.

In sum, in Passages (a) and (b) (the latter in Asg-a only), Asanga inter-
prets adharma as referring to the nature of No-self in phenomena; in Pas-
sage (d), he interprets adharma as referring to non-existence. However,
Asanga does not make himself clear about adharma in Passage (c).

This interpretation of adharma on Asanga’s part seems consistent with
the most likely meaning of the term in the text under comment, that is,
in the Vajracchedika itself. The most widespread usage of the term dharma
in early Buddhism is to denote simple mental and physical states.®" This
usage continues into the early Prajiiaparamita literature, where “dharmas
stands for the five aggregates,” that is, corporeality (riipa), sensations
(vedana), conceptions (samjfia), volitions (samskara) and consciousness
(vijfiana). In the Prajfiaparamita, the negation of these five aggregates is
used to stand for the true nature of each; for example, for corporeality
(riipa), the formula takes the form of either na riipa or ariipa, “not corpo-

”

* T25:1510b.770c24-25: JEEETHINE » JRIREB AL
' The meanings of the term dharma have been widely discussed. See e.g. Gethin, 2004:
514.

¢ In the early versions of the Prajfigparamita in 8,000 Lines the terms dharma and skandha

(yin [& or yun ZE, that is, the five aggregates) are used interchangeably; see Choong,
2006: 34, n. 1.
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reality” or “no corporeality”, and is used to stand for the true nature of
rip a6

This being so, Asanga derives his interpretation of adharma as the true
nature of phenomena in the Vajracchedika (except in Passage d) from the
early Mahayana; and this true nature of phenomena, which is called No-
self by the Yogacara commentators, is something that is not/no pheno-
mena, in the sense that No-self is not identical with phenomena pro-
duced by concepts, or it is without such phenomena.

Where this “Prajiiaparamita-style” interpretation sees adharma as re-
ferring to a correct understanding of the true nature of phenomena, how-
ever, as shown above, Bodh/Yi uses adharma in Passages (a) and (d) to
mean non-existence, which is understood to be a false conception.*
Such a usage of adharma does not accord with the original meaning of
emptiness (Sinyata) in the PrajAaparamita.®

When it is opposed to adharma, dharma is used consistently by Asg and
Bodh/Yi to denote phenomena or existence. In Variants (b) and (c), how-
ever, in which adharma does not occur, dharma is interpreted by Bodh/Yi
as “the teachings of the sutras”. Against the background of the meaning
given to its opposite number, adharma - that is, as meaning “not/no

 For example, in the Prajfidparamitd in 8,000 Lines (Vaidya, 1960: 170.21-23) there is a
statement: “When there is no corporeality, this is the profundity of corporeality;”
yatra...na ripam, iyam ripasya gambhirata; where gambhirata (profundity) aims at the in-
expressible nature of all phenomena. At the corresponding locus, T226 reads: 75 &%=
& IO EGE B R F4E (T8:226.528c28-29), which corresponds to something
like: *ya gambhirata, [sa] ariipasya gambhirata, iyam rizpasya gambhiratd. This expression,
in which gambhirata stands alone (in ya gambhirata), i.e. neither in a compound, nor in
connection with riipa as a genitive attribute as in the “profundity of corporeality”
(rapasya gambhirata), is exactly like the way tathata is discussed in the Prajfiaparamita in
25,000 lines (T8:221.89¢23; T8:223.344al5; T7:220(3).635b20; T7:220(2).269b15; Kimura,
1990: 165.16): yatra...tathatayam na ripam, nanyatra ripad tathata. This confirms that
gambhiratd, standing alone exactly like tathata, takes the place of the inexpressible na-
ture of all phenomena. See also Choong, 2006: 44-45. Thus, the statement above iden-
tifies the non-existence of corporeality with the true nature of corporeality.

6

X

Given that there is no occurrence of adharma in Variants b and ¢ in Bodh/Yi, those
passages cannot be used to ascertain what adharma means in the text.

6!

o

The five aggregates occur very frequently with the prefix a/an in the Prajfidparamita li-
terature; see Choong, 2006: 51.
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phenomena” - this interpretation certainly looks odd. Nonetheless, the
apparent incongruity can easily be resolved by taking dharmas (xiuduoluo
deng fa (B2 2852, jing deng fa #%8%77) to mean “objects like the ag-
gregates, sense faculties, elements, concentrations, insights, paths and
fruits that are taught in the sitras”.

Asg and Bodh/Yi tend to interpret adharma as meaning “non-exis-
tence”, in the sense of either (i) “the true nature of phenomena” (upon
which only conceptions of phenomena are denied) or (ii) “extreme nega-
tion” (in virtue of which they do not in fact exist). According to Asg and
Bodh/Yi, dharma in the Vajracchedika bears the meaning of “all phenome-
na” or “all phenomenal and spiritual objects/items taught in the satras”.
In the case of adharma, Asanga, though he does not make it clear in Pas-
sage (c), explains it in Passages (a) and (b) as “the nature of No-self”, and
in Passage (d) as a misconception of “non-existence”. The reason lies in
the different sentence structure of Passage (d), which denies both dhar-
ma and adharma. Bodh/Yi, however, comments on adharma in only Pas-
sages (a) and (d), and assigns it the meaning of “non-existence”, which is
wrongly attributed to the nature of No-self.

8  Dharma and adharma in the Vajracchedika

The discussion of the various commentaries above throws light on the
interpretation of the parable of the raft in the Vajracchedika. In order to
find out which is the most plausible interpretation of the parable of the
raft, it is necessary first to sort out the complicated meanings of dharma
and adharma in each of the commentaries discussed above.

The denotations of dharma and adharma in the four passages discussed
above can be summarized as in the Table below. For ease of comparison,
I have tried to put similar meanings of dharma together; I have also or-
dered the Table to progress from Indian to Chinese commentaries:
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Table 3: Indian and Chinese interpretations of dharma and adharma in Passages
(a), (b), (c) and (d)
Version | Passage dharma adharma implications
Asg-a a,b phenomena nature of existence is
No-self misconception
Asg-a d existence non-existence both are
misconceptions
Asg-b d existence non-existence both are
misconceptions
Yi b existence non-existence both are
misconceptions
Zhi a,b,c medicine sickness neither has reality
Ji a grasping antidotes neither has reality
Zhi d existence no-existence | neither has reality
Ji d existence no-existence | neither has reality
Ji C existence no-existence | neither has reality
Bodh a, d existence non-existence both are
misconceptions,
denial of adharma
with assertion of
the existence of the
true nature
Kui a, d existence non-existence both are
misconceptions,
denial of adharma
with assertion of
the existence of the
true nature
Asg-b Var (b) | phenomena and %)
nature of No-self
are nondual
Asg-a, (c) teachings meaning
Asg-b unclear
Bodh Var (b) teachings %)
Bodh, Var (c) teachings %)
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Yi

Ji Var (b) teachings %)

Kui b, c teachings %]
%) absent from the passage concerned

The above Table shows clearly that Kui comments on Variant (b) and Va-
riant (c), although Passages (b) and (c) appear in his commentary. It is
noteworthy that Ji comments on Variant (b), but features Passage (c), ex-
actly like Asg-b. As shown in Section (4), the explanation Ji gives for Va-
riant (b) follows that of Bodh, and not Asg-b. The above Table shows
clearly that the commentators who explain adharma on the basis of Pas-
sage (b) are Asg-a, Yi and Zhi, while those who comment on adharma on
the basis of Passage (c) are Zhi and Ji. Though Asg mentions adharma in
discussing Passage (c), it does not explicate it. There is consistently no
comment on adharma for Variant (b) and (c), because the Variants do not
have them. Only in the Indian commentary Asg-a does adharma denote
the true nature. Asg-b mentions the nature of No-self just as Asg-a,
though Asg-a comments on Passage (b) and Asg-b on Variant (b). But
Asg-b does not identify adharma with No-self:

Asg-a: The statement “Subhti, one should grasp at neither dharma
nor adharma” is clear; it refers to the time when one is absorbed in
concentration and when one’s mind is distracted [respectively]. “One
should grasp at neither dharma nor adharma,” because one does not
discriminate between the entity (ti #5) of the phenomena and the na-
ture of No-self in the phenomena.

Asg-b: The statement “Subhiiti, one should neither grasp at dharma
nor not grasp at dharma” is clear; it refers to the time when one is ab-
sorbed in concentration and when one’s mind is distracted [respec-
tively]. “One should neither grasp at dharma...” because one does not
discriminate between the entity (ti %) of the phenomena and the na-
ture of No-self in the phenomena.®

% T25:1510a.761a6-9: " JHFHE - NFEHUE ~ B4 ) HEHE T > SHMHIE = EESRT Mg
BOOEs > TRERCE ~ JBE ) o FYARE ROAETR R 43 B T25:15100.770b24-27:
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According to Asg-a, Passage (b) means that one should grasp neither at
dharma, that is, the phenomena, nor at adharma, that is, the nature of No-
self in the phenomena, both at the time when one is absorbed in concen-
tration as well as when one is not in concentration. But Variant (b), ac-
cording to Asg-b, means that one should not discriminate between phe-
nomena and the nature of No-self in the phenomena when one is ab-
sorbed in concentration only; instead, one should follow the dharma
when one is not absorbed in concentration. As shown in Section (2), Va-
riant (b) in Asg is original, so the text in Asg-a must have undergone mo-
dification to fit it to Passage (b).

With the above Table in mind, we turn first to the interpretation of
the Variants, because they are more straightforward. Variants (b) and (c)
in the parable of the raft in the Vajracchedika should read as follows:

Why is it so? If these persons have a conception of dharma, they will
grasp at a self, a living being, a soul and a person. If these persons
have imaginings of adharma, they will grasp at a self, a living being, a
soul and a person. (Variant b:) Therefore one should neither grasp at
dharma, nor not accept dharma (“RFEELZ » JERELZ). (Variant c:)
Referring to this, the Tathagata tells the parable of the raft, because
these dharmas should be abandoned, [but] not rejected [altogether]

(&EMER: » JREERD.”
This could be interpreted as follows:

On the one hand, if these persons falsely imagine that the items
taught in the sitras exist, they will grasp at a self, a living being, a soul
and a person. On the other hand, if these persons wrongly imagine
that these items do not exist, they will grasp at a self, a living being, a
soul and a person. (Variant b:) Therefore one should neither imagine
that these items taught by the Buddha exist, nor not accept these i-

TEERE  NIERUE > JERAUE ) HEAE T > SEHIE =B R - T R FERY
B E o AR RN 4 AL
7 See Ruci-a, T8:236a.735b11-16 : /LAt ? JHEFE | Bet e - SAUEE > Rl EETL -
A~ BB AER | BREREAAE  BIEEAE - A B ZEEA -
;Hé%ai ? ER | AL IEREUE - DUEFEHD WAFE sn AR BAMERE »
VR
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tems by rejecting them as nothing. (Variant c:) Referring to this, the
Tathagata tells the parable of the raft, because these items taught by
the Buddha should be abandoned at the ultimate stage, but not rejec-
ted at the stage of preparation.

On the other hand, Passage (b) and (c) in the Vajracchedika read as fol-
lows:

Why is it so? If these persons have a conception of dharma, they will
grasp at a self, a living being, a soul and a person. If these persons
have imaginings of adharma, they will grasp at a self, a living being, a
soul and a person. (Passage b:) Therefore the bodhisattva should nei-
ther grasp at dharma, nor grasp at adharma (A JEHUZE » R FEEFEZE).
(Passage c:) Referring to this, the Tathagata says: “If the meditator
understands the parable of the raft, he should abandon even dharma,

not to mention adharma (£ 5 &R - (A E£).®

As for Passage (b) and (c) in the Vajracchedika, there is no unanimity of
interpretation. The interpretation depends on the actual meaning of a-
dharma in Passage (c). If dharma in Passage (c) bears the same meaning as
it does in Variant (c), that is, “objects like the aggregates, sense faculties,
elements, concentrations, insights, paths and fruits that are taught in
the siitras”, then adharma should be the opposite of dharma, and, accord-
ing to all the commentaries discussed above, could therefore mean ei-
ther a) “items not taught by the Buddha”, that is, adharma taken as a tat-
purusa; or b) the “non-existence of these items”, when adharma is taken
as a bahuvrihi. Furthermore, “non-existence” could stand either for (i)
the non-existence of conceptual imaginations, that is, the term could
still allow for the existence of the true nature of phenomena; or for (ii)
extreme negation, that is, a position upon which all phenomena do not
in fact exist. This being so, out of the three possible meanings, we have
seen that Kui adopted the first meaning (a); Asg suggests (b i), the true
nature of dharma; and Zhi and Ji, by contrast, are close to (b ii).

% See Ruci-b, T8:236b.758a1-5 : {A[DAHY ? JHEHE | Eeb i A58 BIERH - &
T~ T E AT | BACEEANENLE - ATEREEE - Bl Eask
B UEET AR AL SR ERS  EIEE -
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Against this, some might think that the term adharma could hardly
mean the true nature of phenomena, because it is given in the plural in
Passage (c).” There are two possible responses to this objection: First,
adharma in the plural could mean the negation of each and every item
taught in the sitras; second, adharma in the plural could mean the nature
of No-self in each and every item taught in the siitras.

The implications of Passage (b) and (c) differ significantly, depending
upon the meaning of adharma. As for dharmas, from all Buddhist perspec-
tives, there can be no question that they in fact have no reality, since
phenomena do not exist as they appear. However, as we have seen re-
peatedly, the denial of adharma is not so straightforward, because adhar-
ma, as summarized above, can mean either 1. items not taught by the
Buddha; 2. the true nature of things whereby they are devoid of the con-
ception of dharma; or 3. the misconception that something does not exist.
In the first case, the denial of adharma is a claim that teachings outside
Buddhism are not conducive to the realization of the truth; in the second
case, even if adharma is comprehended correctly as the true nature of a
dharma, no grasping of it is possible; in the third case, the denial of adhar-
ma is a refutation of the extreme negation that the dharma does not exist
at all. Many scholars adopted the first meaning. The PrajAiaparamita in ge-
neral advocates the second one, which could mean the letting go of all
concepts, including the concept of the truth. The third meaning, how-
ever, is close to the interpretation of Variants (b) and (c), where dharma
should not be rejected altogether as non-existence. It is also similar to
the interpretation of Passages (a) and (d) by Bodh/Yi and Kui.

Against this background, the differences between the various com-
mentators emerge in their true light. Vasubandhu (Bodh/Yi) and Kui
employ the second strategy, in which adharma denotes the misconcep-
tion that the true nature does not exist. Among the three interpretations,
the third obtains a slight twist in the Chinese Madhyamikas, Zhi and Ji.
According to them, adharma acts only as a provisional antidote against

1t is noteworthy that the terms dharma and adharma are in the singular in Passages (b)
and (d), while they are plural in Passage (c), just as in MN I 135 25-26. In Passage (a),
the syntactical number of the word dharma is not explicit, because it occurs there as
the first element of a compound.
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grasping, and as such, remains a concept, which should itself ultimately
be denied. This interpretation of adharma as an antidote, however, does
not occur in the Indian commentaries under discussion.” This allows us
to see that Zhi and Ji deviated from the (Yogacara) Indian commentaries
known to the Chinese tradition, proffering instead unique interpreta-
tions more in line with their own (Madhyamaka) doctrinal affiliations.

9  Conclusion

Close examination of the commentaries preserved in the Chinese Tripi-
taka shows that those affiliated to the Yogacara tradition favor the Vari-
ants over the ordinary Passages (b) and (c). These Variants in the parable
of the raft can be traced back to the Indian Yogacara commentaries,
which could have in turn initiated the change in the parable of the raft
in the Vajracchedika.

However, the change could not have been initiated by the actual
meaning of the parable of the raft in the Vajracchedikd, because we ar-
rived at an interpretation that is compatible with both the traditional
parable of the raft and its variant in the Vajracchedika. According to the
interpretation of the Variants by the Yogacara, the purpose of the para-
ble of the raft in the Vajracchedika is to admonish against falling into the
two extremes of grasping at the items of the Buddha’s teachings, and of
annulling the items of the teaching altogether, with the consequence of
not following the teachings. That is to say, not rejecting dharma, in Vari-
ants (b) and (c), means that the items taught by the Buddha should not
be rejected altogether as nothing.

Along similar lines, the Yogacara could have commented on Passages
(b) and (c), if they had used adharma in these passages to denote non-
existence the same way as Asg-b on Passage (d), and Bodh/Yi and Kui on
Passages (a) and (d). If adharma was taken to denote non-existence, the

7 The only case in the Indian commentaries where the nature of No-self is also said not
to be grasped is the interpretation of Passage (b) in Asg-a, but here, there is no men-
tion of adharma as an antidote. Adharma is not denied; rather, the text just warns that
it should not be grasped conceptually. See the discussion above (n. 66 and the transla-
tions in the main text).
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denial of adharma in Passages (b) and (c) would be a refutation of the
extreme negation that holds that the dharma does not exist at all, and
would thus be in line with the interpretation of the Variants. Thus, the
traditional parable of the raft and its variant can be interpreted in just
the way the Yogacara wish to interpret it. This being so, the change of
Passages (b) and (c) to their Variants could not have been initiated by
the content of the parable itself, but rather, must have been initiated by
the interpretation of the parable in some other schools like the Madhya-
maka.

The reason for the change reveals itself clearly through observation
of the usage of adharma in the Indian and Chinese commentaries: First of
all, the commentaries interpreted “not adharma” in Passages (a) and (d)
as the negation of non-existence, but with different implications. Bodh/
Yi tries to explain non-existence as the wrong grasping of non-existence
in regard to the doctrine of No-self; Asg uses adharma to denote the non-
separation of the true nature of phenomena, that is, No-self. It is clear
that Asg and Bodh/Yi assume the existence of No-self. Ji, however, also
uses adharma to denote non-existence. But this non-existence, according
to Ji, is not the same as the misconception to which adharma refers for
Asg and Bodh/Yi; rather, it is emptiness, an antidote against the miscon-
ception of existence, and it itself also does not exist ultimately. As shown
above, Ji’s interpretation is close to the Madhyamika’s position. It is ex-
actly this interpretation of emptiness as an antidote that the Yogacara
commentaries try to avoid, because emptiness in the Mahayana is usual-
ly identified with the true nature of phenomena, which for the Yogacara
truly exists.

Second, the interpretation of adharma as the true nature of phenome-
na begins already in the Prajiaparamita. This usage of adharma to denote
the true nature of phenomena continues into the later Mahayana. Asg-a,
for example, used adharma in Passage (b) to denote the nature of No-self.
This shows that the adharma of the parable of the raft could also easily be
interpreted by the Madhyamaka in line with the Prajiiaparamita. Accord-
ing to the Yogacara, the true nature of phenomena, that is, emptiness or
No-self, exists, whereas Passages (b) and (c) advocate the abandonment
of adharma, which could mean the abandonment of emptiness. This is an-
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other reason why the Yogacara could have changed Passage (b) and (c)
to the Variants.

As to the relation between those versions that contain the Variants:
Verse-Bodh and Verse-Yi and their commentary Bodh/Yi are earlier ver-
sions, which contain Variants (b) and (c). On the other hand, Asg, as
evinced by the favor it found among the Chinese Madhyamikas, evinces
weaker Yogacara influence, and could have incorporated Variant (b) not
from Bodh/Yi, since Asg shows no knowledge of Bodh/Yi, but most prob-
ably, from a lineage of the Vajracchedika which has not been transmitted
to us. Variant (b) in the orginal Asg (i.e. Asg-b) was then changed back to
Passage (b), probably out of familiarity with the traditional parable of
the raft, to give Asg-a. Last but not least, the Variants (b) and (c) in
Ruci-a hint at the possibility of a lineage of the Vajracchedika which con-
tains the Variants instead of Passages (b) and (c).

Thus, it has been shown that the selective attitude in the Chinese
translations of the Vajracchedika and its Chinese commentaries has its
precursor in the Indian transmission of the Vajracchedikd and the Indian
commentaries.

Abbreviations

Asg Dharmagupta’s translation of Asanga’s commentary on the
Vajracchedika, T1510

Asg-a first version of Asg, T1510a

Asg-b second version of Asg, T1510b

Bodh Vasubandhu’s commentary on the Vajracchedika, trans. Bo-

dhiruci, T1511
Bodh/Yi  Vasubandhu’s commentary on the Vajracchedika

Gu Gunadana’s commentary on the Vajracchedika, trans. Diva-
kara, T1515

Gup Gupta’s translation of the Vajracchedika, T238

GM Gémez and Silk, 1989

HW Harrison and Watanabe, 2006

Ji Jizang’s (F k) commentary on the Vajracchedika, T1699

Jing Yijing’s (#75¢) translation of the Vajracchedika, T239

Ku Kumarajiva’s translation of the Vajracchedika, T235
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Kuiji’s (#5%%) commentary on the Vajracchedika, T1700
Madhyama-agama (H ] £:45), T26

Mialamadhyamaka-karika

Majjhima-nikaya

Paramartha’s translation of the Vajracchedika, T237
Paparicasiidani (Majjhimanikaya-atthakatha)

Bodhiruci’s translation of the Vajracchedika, T236

first version of Ruci, T236a

second version of Ruci, T236b

Sanskrit

The Taisho Edition of the Chinese Tripitaka.

Sanskrit edition of Asanga’s summary verses on the Vajra-
cchedika; Tucci, 1956

the so-called commentary of *Vajrarsi (Jin’'gangxian <[t
fll1), a “lecture text” composed in China, T1512

Verse-Bodh Bodhiruci’s translation of Asanga’s summary verses on the

Vajracchedika, the verse portion in Bodh

Verse-Yi  Yijing’s (#/5) translation of Asanga’s summary verses on
the Vajracchedika, T1514 and the verse portion in T1513

Xuan Xuanzang’s (Z;2£) translation of the Vajracchedika, T220(9)

Yan Zhiyan’s (§%) commentary on the Vajracchedika, T1704

Yi Vasubandhu’s commentary on the Vajracchedika, trans. Yi-
jing, T1513

Zhi Zhiyi’s (£{5H) commentary on the Vajracchedika, T1698
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