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Buddha-nature as the Principle of Discrimination

Shiro Matsumoto

The theory of Buddha-nature (buddha-dhatu), or Tathagatagarbha thought,
is commonly regarded as the thought of “equality.” For example, the famous
statement “all sentient beings possess Buddha-nature” in the Mahaparinirva-
nasatra is generally considered to be Buddhist declaration of “equality.” But,
in my opinion, Tathigatagarbha thought has functioned, in _reality, as a
principle of social discrimination, because its theoretical structure, dhatu-vada
(locus-theory), is inevitably discriminatory.

What then is the dhatu-vada?® And why is it considered to be the

theoretical ground for producing social discrimination ?
Tathagatagarbha Thought and dhatu-vada

It is merely my hypothesis to understand that the essential structure of
Tathagatagarbha thought is dhatu-vada, neologism by myself. I admit that
the hypothesis itself is problematic and needs careful investigations. However,
because my interpretation that Tathagatagarbha thought is theoretically dis-
criminatory depends on my hypothesis concerning the dhatu-vada, I would
like to explain it.

It is well known that there are many sutras which advocate Tathagata-
garbha thought. For example we can name such sutras as Tathagatagarbha-
siatra, Mahaparinirvanasatra, Srimalasatra, Amanatvaparnatvanirdesasa-
tra and Lankavatarasatra. Among them, it goes without saying that the
Tathagatagarbhasiatra was the first sutra which employed the term “tatha-
gata-garbha” (storehouse of tathagata)<®,
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However this fact does not enable us to consider that Tathagatagarbha
thought began with the sutra, which Takasaki Jikido considers to be compiled
at the middle of the third century A. D., because, I think, we cannot reach
correct understanding of Tathagatagarbha thought if we consider that the
thought is solely found in the texts which employed the term “tathagata-
garbha”.

For example, Takasaki has pointed out that the Tathagatagarbhasitra
was under the influence of the Tathagatotpattisambhavanirdelasaira®.
Moreover it is generally admitted that the theory of “mind luninous by na-
ture” (prakrtiprabhasvaram cittam) is one of the origins of Tathagatagarbha
thought®.

For my part, I would like to recognize the first evident trace of Tatha-
gatagarbha thought in the famous passage of the Samyuttanikaya®™ as fol-
lows :

What is Dependent-arising (paticcasamuppdda) ? There is age-death from
birth as the cause (paccaya). That locus is really fixed (thita va sa dhatu),

whether Tathagatas are born [in this world] or not. To this, Tathagata
has awakened. (SN, II, p. 25)

Therefore, we can assume that Tathagatagarbha thought has a long his-
tory prior to the compilation of the Tuathagatagarbhasatra. And of course
we must mention, as the treatises advocating the thought, the Ratnagotra-
vibhaga and, in my opinion, the Maghayanasaitralamkara, which is gener-
ally regarded as a work of the Yogacaras. Moreover, we have good reason
to add, to the list of the texts above mentioned, the Awakening of Faith,
the Chinese apocryphal treatise, which has been an extremely influential text
in East Asian Buddhism as the main source of the so-called Original En-
lightenment thought®,

Thus it seems evident that there are varieties of expressions of Tatha-
gatagarbha thought according to the varieties of the texts. So what is most
important is to understand or to grasp the fundamental theoretical structure

of the thought in question, not puzzled by the varieties of its expressions.
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What then is the fundamental structure of Tathigatagarbha thought?
As stated avove, I consider it to be dhatu-vida. The structure of dhatu-

vada can be shown by the following chart.

@ @ @ — super-locus ()
) | A

dhatu (itman) =locus (§})

As is shown by this chart, everything is divided into two: the “locus”
(L) existing beneath and the “super-locus” (S) located above. Here the term
“dhatu”, a derivative from the verbal root “dha” (to place) is interpreted as
meaning “the place or locus on which something (S) is placed” and the word
“dharma”, a derivative from “dhr” (to support), is considered to mean “what
is supported by something (L).”

Thus the characteristic features of dhatu-vada are as follows:

(1) L is the basis or locus for S.

(2) L produces S.[L is the cause (hetu) of S.]

(@) L is one, S are many.

(4) L is real (existent), and S are not real (non-existent).

(5) L is the essence (atman) of S.

(6) Although S are not ultimately real, they have reality to some ex-
tent or have reality as their ground, because they are produced
from L and have L as their essence.

To give further explanations of this hypothesis, among the six points
stated above, Point (1) is the most crucial one which determines the struc-
ture of dhatu-vada itself. Concerning Point (5), I consider that “L” is stated
to be “atman” in the Mahaparinirvanasatra® and the Srimalasatra®, be-
cause both sutras admit the existence of “dtman”, “nitya”, “sukha”, and

“$§ubha”19;

As for Point (6), it functions as the theoretical principle for supporting
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“fixation of difference” or “discrimination.” Here we can find the logical
ground for Yogacara theory of “difference of gotras” and perhaps also for the
caste system of Hinduism. But I would like to discuss the problem of discri-
mination much later. What we should do in the first place is to examine the
validity of the hypothesis of dhatu-vada.

As stated above, Point (1) of the hypothesis is crucial. Then, in the
Tathagatagarbha texts, are there any passages which admit the existence of
the “locus”? First, in the Tathagatotpattisambhavanirdesastitra (Peking ed.
No. 761), it is stated as follows:

As space (@kaéa) does not depend on [anything], although all actions(kriya),
depending on space, are established differently (rnam par dgod pa, vyava-
sthdpyate), so the congnition of Tathigata (tathagata-jidna) does not depend
on [anything], although all cognitions, mundane and super-mundane, depend-
ing on the cognition of Tathdgata, are established differently. (Si, 111 a 8-
111b1).

Here the cognition of Tathagata, compared to space?, is the “locus”
on which are located all cognitions as “super-loci.” The sentence “the cogni-
tion does not depend on [anything]” does not mean that the cognition is
an unstable locus, but that the cognition is the final and sole locus of all
things, which itself has no locus (basis) at all. So Point (1) of the dhatu-vada
hypothesis is clearly found in the passage above.

Likewise, in the Srimalasatra (Peking ed. No. 760), there is the follow-

ing passage ¥ :

As seeds (bija) of every kind, grasses (trna), trees (gulma), medicinal herbs
(osadhi) and forest-trees (vanaspati), all of them, depending on the earth
(mahaprthivi) and located on the earth, arise, grow, and flourish, so the ve-
hicles (yana) of Sravakas and Pratyeka-buddhas, and the good properties,
mundane and super-mundane, all of them, depending on the great vehicle
(mahidyana) and located on the great vehicle, arise, grow, and flourish. (H]j,
267 b 5-7).

Here the “locus” is the great vehicle compared to the earth. Moreover,
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in the Jaanalokalamkarasttra (Peking ed. No. 768), which is considered by
Takasaki*® to be composed under the influence of the Tathagatotpattisam-
bhavanirdesasatra, “tathata” and “dharma-dhatu” are called “pada” [gshi]
(kha, 321 b 8). Here it is doubtless that the term “pada” means the “locus.” ¥

Thus it seems reasonable to state that the theory of the “locus” is gen-
erally found in the Tathagatagarbha texts. It is also admitted by Takasaki¢!®
that the following passages in the Awakening of Faith (Taisho, No. 1666)
correspond in content with the structure of dhatu-vada:

There is the mind with birth and destruction, depending on “tathagata-garbha.”
(32, 576 b 8) |
There is ignorance (avidya), depending on the “tathati-dharma.” (32, 578a22)

It is evident that the “locus” is called “tathagata-garbha” or “tathata”
here. Therefore I think that the validity of the dhatu-vada hypothesis can be
admitted for the time being. And if so, it seems that the following two theses
will result:

(A) Tathagatagarbha thought is not Buddhistic.
(B) Tathagatagarbha thought is discriminatory.

Of these two, Thesis (A) cannot be proved to be true, unless what is
Buddhistic, or What is Buddhism, is shown. On this very problem, the most
important and the final problem of Buddhist studies, I simply consider Bud-
dhism to be the thought of “Dependent-arising” (pratitya-samutpada)®,
Although I cannot explain here in detail my interpretation of “Dependent-
arising,”'” the crucial point is that “Dependent-arising” is considered by
me to be a temporal causal sequence of “super-locus” without the “locus”

(dhatu) which is “atman.” Thus my interpretation of “Dependent-arising”
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can be schematized as follows:

Thus, in my opinion, it follows that “Dependent-arising” does make
sense only as the anti-thesis to dhatu-vada. In other words, logically speaking,
it seems possible to conclude that Tathagatagarbha thought or dhatu-vada
was the very object which was denied by Buddhism or the thought of “De-
pendent-arising.”

And if dhatu-vada can be regarded as the object of denial by Buddhism
itself, why are so many expressions of dhatu-vada found in Buddhist litera-
ture, especially Mahayana literature ? To this problem I have only one an-
swer, i. e. the influence of Hinduism. Buddhism itself, I think, was at first
the anti-thesis to dhatu-vada. But as time went on, the anti-Buddhistic thought,

»

dhatu-vada of Hinduism, which is generally called “atma-vada,” has very
easily infiltrated into the Buddhist communities and has been reflected in
Buddhist literature. Especially by the rise of Mahayana Buddhism, the final
bar, which had so far barely dammed up the influence of Hinduism, was took
away, and after that, the various elements of Hinduism, of which the most
important was the monism of dhatu-vida, were almost openly taken into
Buddhism.

Thus was formed Tathagatagarbha thought in Buddhism. If that is the
case, where were the origins of dhatu-vada in Hinduism? First of all we
should pay attention to the Bhagavadgita (Gita). It is not definite when this
work was compiled. It might be at around the first century B. C. But I think
it is evident that the Gita was compiled at the latest prior to the appearance
of Mahayana sutras. Therefore, as to the relation of influence between the
Gita and Mahayana sutras, only the influence of the former on the latter
can be assumed.

From my point of view, the central philosophical standpoint of the Gita
is dhatu-vada, because many passages, advocating dhatu-vada, are found in
the Gita. The followings are some examples.

This is my lower nature (prakrti). Know my higher nature, other than this,
which is the soul (jiva), by which this world (jagat) is upheld. Oh Arjuna.
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apareyam itas tv anyim prakrtim viddhi me param
jivabhiitdm mahabaho yayedam dharyate jagat (VII, 5)
Here “the higher nature (prakrti)” of Krsna is the “locus,”® and “this
world”, which is “upheld” (dharyate) by the “locus,” is the “super-locus.” So
Point (1) of the dhatu-vada hyﬁothesis is clearly found here.

The passages of the same import in the Gizz are as follows:

All this [world] is strung on me.
mayi sarvam idam protam (VII, 7 c)

They (all kinds of being) are on me,
and not I am on them.
na tv aham tesu te mayi (VII, 12 d)

All beings are located on me.

But I am not located on them.
matsthani sarvabhitiani

na ciham tesv avasthitah (IX, 4cd)

In these three passages, “locus” is the “I”, i. e. Krsna, and the “super-
locus” is “all this world” or “all beings.” The latter two passages are exactly
of the same meaning. By the locative case “mayi” (on me) in the former
two passages, the character of “locus” is wel shown. Moreover as in the pas-
sage of the TathagatotpattisambhavanirdeSasidira cited above, the “locus” is

compared to space (akidda) in the Gita, as follows:

As the great wind, going everywhere,

is always located on space,

so, you should comprehend,

all beings are located on me.

yathaka$asthito nityam vayuh sarvatrago mahan
tatha sarvani bhiitini matsthanity upadharaya (IX, 6)

Here also, the “locus” and the “super-locus” are the “I” and “all beings”
respectively. Thus it is now doubtless that the Gitz repeatedly advocated dhatu-

vada.
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As for Point (2) of the dhatu-vida hypothesis, the “locus™ is stated also
in the Gita to be the cause or the origin of all beings or this world as

follows :

Comprehend that all beings are [producéd] -

from the womb (yoni), which is “this” (etat).

I am the oﬁgin (prabhava) and the dissolution.

of all this world.

etadyonini bhiitdni sarvinity upadhiraya

aham krtsnasya jagatah prabhavah pralayas tatha (VII, 6)

The word “this” here refers to “the higher nature (prakrti)” in the pre-
ceding verse (VII, 5) cited above. The meaning of the term “womb” is ex-
pained to be “cause” (kdrana), in the commentary by Sankara.'® So it is
evident that the “locus” is regarded here as the oi'igin or the cause of all
beings. The same message is given in the followin'g passage. .

I am the origin of all. From me, all proceeds.

aham sarvasya prabhavo
mattah sarvam pravartate (X, 8 ab)

It might be totally needless to say that the “locus” is also regarded as

“atman” in the Gita. But, as evidence, I will show the following passages.

I am the “atman” seated in the hearts (@$aya)
of all beings, oh Giidake$a (Arjuna).

aham &atma gidikesa | '
sarvabhiitadayasthitah (X, 20 ab)

By which (yena), you will see all beings
without exception on “atman”, and then on me.

yena bhiitany aSesena

In the latter passage, the locative cases “atmani” (on itman) and “mayi”
(on me) represent that both “atman” and the “I” are the “locus.” Of course

we cannot ignore the presence of the word “atha” (and then). This word
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indicates the slight but important difference between the meanings of “atmani”
and “mayi.” Here Sankara took the two words “atmani” and “mayi” to be
meaning “on the inner Self (pratyag-itman)” and “on the highest Lord (pa-
ramedvara)” respectively.®® To state very simply, the difference between
“pratyag-atman” and “parame$vara” can be regarded as the difference between
“stman” and “brahman,” which is one of the most important problems in
Vedanta philosophy.?® However, here it is sufficient for us to understand
that the word “atmani” indicates that “atman” also is regarded as the “locus”
in the Gita. '

It goes without saying that it is not appropriate to consider the Gita to
be the earliest origin of dhatu-vida. We should search for the origin in the
earliest Upanisads prior to Sakyamuni Buddha. In the Chandogya Upanisad,
Uddalaka Aruni stated as follows: '

All these creatures (praja), oh my dear son, have the existent (sat) as their
root (miila), have the existent as their restmg -place (dyatana) and have the
existent as their support (pratistha). '
sanmildh saumyemah sarvah prajah sadayatanih satpratisthah (VI, 8, 4; VI,
8, 6)

” =

In this passage, the words “maiala” “ayatana,” and “pratistha” have the
same meaning, 1. e. “locus.”®® Therefore, here it is evident that the existent
(sat) is considered by Uddalaka to be the “locus” of all beings. Moreover,
it is known by his famous teaching that the existent (sat) is not only the
“locus” but also the origin of this world. The teaching in question-is as fol-
lows :

In the beginning (agra), my dear son, this‘ (idam)" [world] was the existent

(sat) only, one (ekam) only without a second.

sad eva saumyedam agra asid ekam evadvitiyam. (VI, 2, 1)

Here it is stated that the existent is one (eka) contrasted to the plurality
of the world. Thus the former four points of my dhatu-vada hypothesis are
found in the teaching of Uddalaka. Therefofe, we can conclude that the
teaching of Uddalaka in the sixth chapter of the Chandogya Upanisad is none
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other than dhatu-vada itself.

Then where is the earliest origin of dhatu-vada in Indian literature? It
is a difficult problem. But I would like to recognize the earliest evident trace
of dhitu-vida in the famous hymns on “skambha” (support) in the Atharva
Veda (X, 7; X, 8). In those hymns, it is stated that “skambha” supports all
the world, such as heaven, earth, space, and gods (X, 7, 7; X, 7, 22; X, 7,
35). It is doubtless that “skambha” is regarded there as the “locus” of all
beings.®® Therefore, it is reasonable to understand that the origin of dhatu-
vada dates back to the time of the formation of the Atharva Veda.

By means of the arguments presented above, it seems to have been
clearly shown that dhitu-vada, which is the fundamental theoretical structure
of Tathagatagarbha thought, has the long history and the origin in the phi-
losophy of Hinduism. Therefore, it can be concluded that Tathagatagarbha
thought was formed under the influence of Hinduism. In other words, Ta-
thagatagarbha thought is not Buddhism itself, but a form of dhatu-vida,
which is nothing other than the central philosophy of Hinduism.

Is Tathagatagarbha thought discriminatory ?

Now we will discuss the relation between Tathagatagarbha thought and
discrimination. First of all, we must understand correctly the meanings of
the following two passages in the Mahaparinirvanasatra (Peking edition
No. 788):

(A) There is Buddha-nature (buddha-dhatu, sans rgyas kyi khams) within
all sentient beings. The nature (dhatu) is provided within each of their
bodies. After eliminating the form of defilement, they will attain Bud-
dhahood, except the icchantikas. (Tu, 99 a 6-7)

(B) Although the icchantikas also possess tathagatagarbha, ...... they will
not attain the cause of enlightenment (bodhi-hetu) until the end of trans-
migration. (Tu, 134b 2-3)
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The Passage (B) reads in the Dharmaksema’s translation as follows:

(B’) Although the icchantikas possess Buddha-nature, ...... they cannot pro-
duce the excellent cause of enlightenment and their transmigration will
be endless. (Taisho, 12, 419 b)

Takasaki interpreted the expression “except the icchantikas” in Passage
(A), often found in the Mahaparinirvanasitra, to be meaning the exception
qualifying the claim that “all sentient beings possess Buddha-nature” or that
“there is Buddha-nature within all sentient beings.”*¥ But I do not think
that this interpretation is proper.

As is shown by Passage (B), the Mahaparinirvanasitra clearly states
that the icchantikas also possess Buddha-nature (“tathigatagarbha” in the
Tibetan). Thus, it is clear that the expression “except the icchantikas” in
Passage (A) does not mean the exception from possession of Buddha-nature,
but the exception from the attainment of Buddhahood, referring to the sen-
tence “after eliminating the form of defilement, they will attain Buddhahood.”

Therefore the famous declaration in the Mahaparinirvanasatra that “all
sentient beings possess Buddha-nature” does not necessarily mean that “all
sentient beings will attain Buddhahood.” And if the attainment of Buddhahood
is never allowed to the people called “icchantika” in the sutra, can we con-
sider the famous declaration in question to be a declaration of the ideal of
“equality” ?

The same can be said as to the Mahayanasatralamkara (MSA). In the
eleventh chapter of this work, the Yogicara theory of the reality of the three
vehicles (yana-traya) is fully explained.®® But how can we understand its
assertion that “all sentient beings are tathagatagarbhas” ? The text does in-

deed declare it as follows:

tadgarbhah sarvadehinah (MSA, IX, 37)
sarve sattvas tathagatagarbha ity ucyate (MSA-bhasya, ad IX, 37)

However, the Mahayanasatralamkara clearly states, at the same time,
the existence of “those lacking the cause” (hetu-hina, MSA 111, 11). Here “the

cause” (hetu) can be interpreted as “the cause of enlightenment” (bodhi-
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hetu) stated in Passage (B) of the Mahdaparinirvanasitra. Thus to use the
term of the sutra, “those lacking the cause” are “the icchantikas” who can
never attain Buddhahood. This interpretation can be ascertained to be valid
by the commentary, because it explains “those lacking the cause” as “those
lacking forever the quality for nirvana” (atyantaparinirvinadharman, MSA-
bhasya ad III, 11).¢2®

Thus, I think, we can reach the following conclusion:

The thesis that “a]l sentient beings possess Buddha-nature” or that ‘“all sen-
tient beings are tathagatagarbhas” is not contradictory to the notion that
“there are some people who can never attain Buddhahood.”

If this notion is common to the texts advocating Tathagatagarbha thought,
we cannot but consider the thought to be inevitably discriminatory.

In order to validate the arguments above, we will investigate the Tatha-
gatagarbha thought in the commentary on the Saddharmapundarikasatra by
Vasubandhu, i. e. the Sadharmapundarikopadeia (Taisho No. 1519, No. 1520),
extant only in Chinese translation.

First of all, it should be noted that the text admits the thesis that “all
sentient beings possess Buddha-nature” (Taisho, 26, 9 a). However, this com-
mentary also states the Yogicara theory of “the four kinds of §ravakas”¢?
(Taisho, 26, 9a15-19). According to the theory, the §ravakas are divided into
two groups, i. e. those who have been predicted by the Buddha to attain
Buddhahood and those who have not been predicted by the Buddha to attain
Buddhahood. Thus, it follows that this text, while asserting the thesis that
“all sentient beings possess Buddha-nature,” admits, at the same time, the
thesis that “there are some people who can never attain Buddhahood.

Why then are these two theses not contradictory to each other? The
answer lies in the correct understanding of the term “Buddha-nature” (bud-
dha-dhatu) in the Saddharmapundarikopadesa. As noted by Takasaki,®®
one of the most important passages for understanding the central idea of
the text is as follows:

The Tathigata has taught “the teaching of One-vehicle” (ekayanadharma),
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depending on the three kinds of “equality” (FF% samata). He has given the
prediction to attain Buddhahood [to the Sravakas], because the “fa shen”
(#:5) of the Buddhas and the “fa shen” of the Sravakas are equal and non-
different (FZ4EzER]). (Taisho, 26, 8c29-9a 2)

Here the word “fa shen” (#:E&) should be normally considered to be
the translation of the Sanskrit term “dharma-kaya.” But Takasaki doubts it,
because he thinks that there is not such expression in Indian Buddhist texts
as “the dharma-kaya of the Sravakas.” So he suggests that the original word
of “fa shen” might be “dharmata.”®

These arguments by Takasaki are very important. But I cannot accept
his assumption that the original word of “fa shen” is “dharmata.” It goes
without saying that Takasaki’s study of the Saddharmapundarikopadesa®®
is excellent. But, in his study, he does not refer to the arguments by Vasu-
bandhu on “One-vehicle-ness” (ekayanata) in the Mahayanasiatralamkara-
bhasya (ad XI, kk. 53-59). The sentence of crucial importance in the argu-
ments is as follows:

Because the “dharma-dhatu” of the Sravakas etc. is not different.
§ravakadinam dharmadhator abhinnatvat (MSA-bhasya ad XI, k. 53)0

When we take into consideration the parallelism in the arguments by
the same author, i. e. Vasubandhu, in the Saddharmapundarikopadesa and
in the Mahayanasatralamkarabhasya (ad X1, kk. 53-59), it seems quite evi-
dent that the original word of “fa shen” in question is not “dharmata” but
“dharma-dhatu.”

This assumption, I think, can be validated by the following two passages :

The “fa shen” (#:5) is equal, because the Buddha-nature (buddha-dhatu),
or the “fa shen,” is not different. (Taisho, 26, 7a27)

Because he does not know that the Buddha-nature (buddha-dhatu), or the
“fa shen,” of this and that is entirely equal. (Taisho, 26, 8c22)

In these two passages, the meaning of “Buddha-nature” (buddha-dhatu)

is equated with that of “fa shen” which is equal and is not different. I un-
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derstand that this equation is possible only when the original word of “fa
shen” is “dharma-dhatu,” because 1 think that this equation is founded on the
identity of the latter components of the two compounds, i. e. “buddha-dhatu”
and “dharma-dhatu.” Moreover, as quoted above, it is stated by the same
author in the Mahayanasatralamkarabhasya that “dharma-dhatu” is not dif-
ferent (abhinna).

Thus, I think, we can conclude that, in the Saddharmapundarikopadesa,
the meaning of “Buddha-nature” is nothing other than “dharma-dhatu.” And
if so, we can understand the reason why the thesis that “all sentient beings
possess Buddha-nature” does not exclude the asserton that “there are some
people who can never attain Buddhahood” in the text. In short, the posses-
sion of “Buddha-nature” (buddha-dhatu), or the possession of “dharma-dhatu,”
does not guarantee us the attainment of Buddhahood. On the contrary,
“Buddha-nature” (buddha-dhatu), or “dharma-dhatu,” serves as the ground
or the basis (dhatu, locus) for supporting the fixed difference between those
who can attain Buddhahood and those who can never attain it. Here it is
clear that “Buddha-nature” functions as the principle of discrimination.

Here we must be back to the dhatu-vada hypothesis above mentioned.
Especially Point (6) of the hypothesis makes clear the reason why Tathaga-
tagarbha thought is inevitably discriminatory, because Point (6) shows that
the reality and the plurality (difference) of S (super-loci) is essential to the
structure of dhatu-vida and can never be eliminated. In other words, the
equality (non-difference) of L (locus) does not serve to eradicate the plu-
rality (difference) of S, but rather acts as the basic support to maintain that
plurality, that is to say, discrimination.

In order to confirm the validity of this argument, I will quote the fol-

lowing verse from the Abhisamayalamkara (ASA):

Because the “dharma-dhatu” (the locus of all properties) is non-different,
the difference of “gotras” (lineages) is not reasonable. However (tu),®®
because of the difference of the properties (dharma) located [on the locus],
the difference of those [gotras] is stated.
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dharmadhitor asambhedad gotrabhedo na yujyate
adheyadharmabhedat tu tadbhedah parigiyate (ASA, I, 39)

This verse clearly indicates the dicriminatory idea, common to the Ta-
thagatagarbha tradition, which, while stating at first the equality of the locus,
ultimately ends with affirming the actual difference of “gotras” (lineages)
among people. Here we can find the logical reason of the Yogiacara theory
of the “fixed difference of five gotras (lineages)” including the “agotra” (li-
neageless), or the “icchantika” to use the term of the Mahaparinirvanasa-
tra. Moreover, it should be noted that the Ratnagotravibhaga also admits

the existence of “agotra,” as is shown by the following verse:

There is the understanding of the suffering and the fault of life (bhava)
and of the happiness and the merit of Nirvina, when the “gotra” exists.
This understanding does not exist for those lacking the “gotra” (agotra).
bhavanirvanatadduhkhasukhadosaguneksanam

gotre sati bhavaty etad agotrinim na vidyate (I, 41)

Thus it is evident that the dhatu-vada, the essentially discriminatory the-
ory, is the common property of both Yogicara philosophy and Tathigata-
garbha thought.

As stated above, I consider dhitu-vada to be the central philosophical

structure of Hinduism. If this is the case, how should we understand the

“equality” emphasized in Hinduism? In order to answer the question, we
will consider the problem of equality and discrimination in the Gita, the
philosophical structure of which is, as shown above, dhatu-vada itself.

First, it should be noted that many words, meaning “equal” or “equal-
ity,” are employed in the Gita. According to Jacob’s Concordance,*® there
are fifteen examples of “sama” (same, equal) and two examples of “samya”
(sameness, equality) in the Gita. Besides these, we should add the examples

of “samacittatva,” “samadar$ana,” “samadar§in,” “samaduhkhasukha,” “sa-

]

mata,” and “samatva.”
Then, whey are there so many examples of the words meaning “equal”

or “equality” in the Gita? It is only because “equality” is the central idea
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of the Gita, as is shown by the following verses:

Right in this [world], the created [world] is conquered by those whose
mind is established on equality (samya).

Because the Brahman is faultless and equal (sama).

Therefore, they are established on the Brahman.

ihaiva tair jitah sargo yesam samye sthitam manah

He, whose self (atman) is united by yoga, and who sees the equal (sama)
in all [beings], sees the “dtman” abiding in all beings and all beings on the
“dtman.”

sarvabhitastham atmanam sarvabhatani catmani iksate yogayuktatma sarvatra
samadar$anah (VI, 29)

Thus it is clear that “equality” is the central message of the Gia. If
so, does the message act as a principle for eliminating social discriminations ?
I think otherwise. I understand that the message of “equality” in the Giia

is the theory of discrimination. I will quote the two verses:

The system of four classes (caturvarnya) was created by me (Krsna).

caturvarnyam maya srstam (IV, 13)

Sages see the equal (sama) in a learned and good Brahmin, a cow, an ele-
phant, a dog, and an outcaste (§vapaka).
vidyavinayasampanne brihmane gavi hastini

$uni caiva §vapidke ca panditih samadarsinah (V, 18)

In the first verse, it is stated that the “four varna” system was created
by Krsna. It must be admitted that the “four varna” system is not the caste
system itself, generally considered to be a later development. But, I think,
the discriminatory idea, which supports both systems, is the same.

In the second verse above quoted, the existence of “outcaste” people is
admitted. The English word “outcaste” is Radhakrishnan’s translation®¥®
of “Svapaka,” literally meaning “one who cooks dogs.” These “outcaste”
people are mentioned after “a dog” in the verse. It goes without saying that

the “outcaste” people are considered there to be inferior even to dogs.
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Nevertheless, the G7ta enhances the message of “equality” of all beings,
because, according to the text, there is the equal (sama) [substance] in all
beings. Sankara interprets “sama” in the second verse above cited (V, 18)
as meaning “the single and changeless Brahman”(ekam avikriyam brahma).®%
This interpretation by Sankara agrees well with the content of the passage
“the Brahman is equal” (samam brahma) in the next verse (V, 19) in the
Gita, quoted above.

In the verse, the passage “they are established on Brahman” (brahmani
te sthitah) and, especially, the locative case “brahmani” clearly indicate that
the Brahman is the locus of all beings. And this locus, often called “atman”
elsewhere (“atmani” VI, 29; IV, 35), is equal (sama) and single (eka). So
it is quite clear that what is stated here is the typical dhatu-vada itself.
Thus the “equality” emphasized in the Giza is merely the “equality” or the
“oneness” (ekatava) of the locus, on which all beings are located different-
ly. Here we can fiind the same discriminatory structure of dhatu-vida as
explained before. In other words, the equality or the oneness of the locus
(dhatu) never functions to eliminate the actual difference of the super-loci,
but rather supports or maintains the difference. Thus I consider the dhatu-
vada of the Gita to be inevitably discriminatory.

According to my understanding, the idea of “equality” and the expression
of “sama,” not separated from the dhatu-vida monism, were introduced into
Mahayana Buddhism and reflected in the Mahayana sutras.®® For example,
there is the following sentence in the Sanskrit text of the Astasahasrika-
prajhaaparamitastatra (Vaidya ed.):

Oh Bhagavat, the vehicle (yana) is equal (sama).
atha samam bhagavams tad yanam (p. 12, L 21)

This sentence, which contains the word “sama,” is clearly a later inter-
polation, because the first Chinese translation (Taisho No. 224), generally
considered to be achieved in 179 A. D, lacks the sentence,®” while it is
preserved in the second Chinese translation (Taisho No. 225) done about

a half century later.
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As is shown by this example, there are not a few cases where the ex-
pressions containing “sama” in the Mahayana sutras are later interpolations.
Generally speaking, we can say that the frequency of employing the term
“sama” gradually increased with the development of Mahayiaha Buddhism.

For example, the texts of the early Yogacaras, who are believed to have
acted at around the fifth century A. D., abounds in the expressions contain-
ing the word “sama.” In the Bodhisattvabhami (Wogihara ed.) we can find

the following passage:

He [i. e. the Bodhisattva], engaged in the highest aim, sees exactly by in-
sight that all properties (sarva-dharma) are quite equal (sama-sama) to the
“suchness” (tathati). And he, seeing the equal (sama) in all [properties]
and having the equal (sama) mind, obtains the highest indifference(upeksa).
arthe parame caram sarvadharmams taya tathataya samasaman

yathabh{itam prajfiayd padyati. sarvatra ca samadar§i samacittah san paramam

upeksam pratilabhate. (p. 41, Z[.20-23)

In this short passage, the term “sama” is employed four times in very
important senses. The phrase “sarvatra ca samadar$i” (seeing the equal in
all) here almost agrees in meaning and in expression with “sarvatra sama-
darsanah” of the Gita quoted above (VI, 29). Moreover, as shown above,
the Gita also uses the word “sama-daréin” (V, 18). So the correspondence
between the Gitad and the passage of the Bodhisattvabhami cited above
seems quite evident.

While the “sama” or equal in the Gita means the Brahman or the
“atman,” the “sama” here means the “suchness” (tathati). So can we un-
derstand that what is meant by “sama” (equal) differs fundamentally in both
texts? I do not think so, because I consider that the “sama” or what is
equal in the Yogicara philosophy is none other than the “atman” itself.

Here we must consider the problem concerning the following verse of
the Mahayanabhidharmasiitra :

The locus (dhitu), which has not the time of beginning, is the equal basis

(sama-aéraya) of all properties. If that (dhitu=3asraya) exists, there exists
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all forms of life and the attainment of Nirvana also.
anadikiliko dhatuh sarvadharmasamasrayah

tasmin sati gatih sarvd nirvanadhigamo ’pi ca

Because this verse is the main ground for my framing the dhatu-vada
hypothesis,®® it is needless to say that what is meant by the verse is dhatu-
vada itself. Here the “sama” or what is equal is the locus (dhitu) or the
basis (déraya) of all properties (sarva-dharma). The word “sama” here in-
dicates the oneness of the locus in contrast to the plurality of the super-loci,
and also shows that the locus is the basis not only for the properties which
are considered to be good (. e. the attainment of Nirvana) but also for
those not considered to be good (. e. all forms of life).®®

Moreover, the equal (sama) locus is stated here to be “beginningless”
(anadikalika). I understand this adjective to mean that the locus is the
ultimate beginning (adi) of the world, which itself has no beginning at all.
In other words, the locus (dhatu) is the sole origin or cause (hetu) of the
world.*® Thus we have good reason to understand that the “sama” or the
equal locus in the verse in question has the same meaning as that of the
Brahman or the “atman” in the Gita. But if so, why does it follow that the
“sama” or what is equal in the Yogiacara philosophy is none other than the
“dtman” ?

Here we must point out the close relation between the verse of the
Mahayanabhidharmasitra and the Yogacaras. Basically, the existence of this
sutra is only known from the quotations in the Yogacara texts. So Shinjo
Suguro even suggests that the sutra might have been composed by Asanga
himself as the scriptural evidence to show that the doctrines of the Maha-
yanasamgraha derive from Buddhist sutras.“? I consider this opinion to be
basically right. Thus the verse in question of the Mahayanabhidharmasitra
is, as it were, a common authority for the early Yogacaras.

Therefore, the verse is quoted on the one hand in the Mahayanasam-
graha as the scriptural evidence of “dlayavijfiana”“® which is stated there

to be the locus (d$raya) of what is to be known (jfieya), and on the other

— 310 —



[€0)) Buddha-nature as the Principle of Discrimination (Matsumoto)

in the prose commentary in the Ratnagotravibhaga as the scriptural evidence
of “tathagata-dhatu” and “tathagata-garbha.”“® Takasaki considers the com-
mentary to be written by Saramati,** while Zuiryia Nakamura understands
its author to be Vasubandhu.*® Considering the existence of the similar ex-
pressions in the commentary in question and in Vasubandhu’s commentaries
on the Mahayanasatralamkara and the Mahayanasamgraha,*® 1 would
rather like to support Nakamura’s opinion. Anyway, Takasaki also admits
that the Ratnagotravibhaga as a whole is a product by the Yogacaras.?
Thus we can say that the locus (dhatu), which is “sama” (equal), is

the central conception of the Yogacaras in the fifth century. The significance
of the word “sama” for the Yogacaras is well expressed also in their theory
of “samata-jiana” (wisdom of equality)®® Contrary to that, the word “sama”
has no such significance in the Mualamadhyamakakarika by Nagarjuna, who
is believed to have lived from the second to the third century. In this work,
the word “sama” is employed only ten times, as follows:

gateh sama (II, 17)

samah kramah (IV, 7)

samam sidhyena (IV, 8)

samam sadhyena (IV, 9)

akasasama dhatavah paiica (V, 7)

samah kramah (VI, 2)

samah kramah (XVI, 1)

ahetupratyayaih samih (XX, 4)

pratibimbasamesu (XXIII, 9)

atitenadhvana samam (XXVII, 14)

“sama” is employed

As is seen from the above examples, the word
here not in the sense of dhatu-vada but in logical sense only. So we cannot
find, in the Malamadhyamakakarika, the idea of the locus (dhatu) which
is “sama” (equal), in other words, dhatu-vada.

Because the philosophical position of the Madhyamikas is “§tinyata-vada,”
which asserts that all properties (sarva-dharma) are empty and unreal, it

goes without saying that their position is contradictory to the dhatu-vada of
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the Yogicaras, which claims the reality of the locus (dhatu). But what I
would like to state here is that the difference of the philosophical positions
between the Madhyamikas and the Yogacaras reflects the development of
Mahayana Buddhism.

Generally speaking, the philosophical position of Mahayana Buddhism
has shifted from “non-existence” to “existence,” or precisely from “$iinyata-
vada” to “dhiatu-vada,” due to, I think, the influence of Hinduism. Accord-
ingly, as Mahayana Buddhism has developed, the degree of discrimination,
side by side with the emphasis on the dhatu-vada idea of “equality,” has
been intensified.

In this respect, I cannot but argue the problem of the historical forma-
tion of the text of the Saddharmapundarikasitra. Basically speaking, I con-
sider that the oldest portion of the sutra is the prose parts of the second
chapter, i. e. the chapter on Expedient Devices (Upayakau$alya).“® What
is quite unique to the chapter is that the word “mahayana” (great vehicle)
is never employed there at least in the Sanskrit text (Kern & Nanjio ed.).
Moreover, as far as the prose parts of the chapter are cencerned, tHe word
“bodhisattva” cannot be found in the Sanskrit text. So, because we can find
neither the word “mahayana” nor the term “bodhisattva” in the Sanskrit
text of the portion, which I consider to be the oldest in the sutra, I think
that we cannot understand the message of the Saddharmapundarikasatra in
terms of “mahiayina” and “bodhisattva.” 50

As for the word “sama” (equal), in the twenty seven chapters of the
Sanskrit text, only six chapters (II, IV, XV, XVII, XVIII, XXVII) lacks the
word “sama.” The chapter on Expedient Devices is one of them. In the
Chinese translation achieved by Kumarajiva in 406, one example of the word
“ping deng” (34, equal) is found in the chapter (Taisho, 9, 8a25). But,
because the word has no equivalent in the Sanskrit text (p. 47, ..3) as
well as in the first Chinese translation (Taisho, 9, 70b23-24) done by Dha-
“ping deng”
might be the addition by Kumairajiva who thinks highly of the idea of

rmaraksa in 286, it seems adequate to consider that the word

— 308 —



22 Buddha-nature as tne Principle of Discrimination (Matsumoto)

“equality.”

On the other hand, the chapter which has the greatest number of the
examples of the word “sama” in the sutra is the fifth chapter, i. e. the
chapter on Medicinal Herbs (Osadhi). This chapter, which in fact has seven-
teen examples of “sama,” is, as I argued elsewhere,® one of the earliest
origins of the dhitu-vada tradition in Buddhist literature. So the word “sama”
plays a decisive role in the dhiatu-vada structure of the chapter, as is seen
from the following passage:

Kasyapa, just as a great cloud, having covered the whole thousand-millionfold
world, pours out the equal(sama) water(rain) and satisfies by the water
all grasses(trna), shrubs(gulma), herbs(osadhi), and trees(vanaspati).

And the grasses, shrubs, herbs, and trees drink the water according to their

power, sphere, and strength, and grow to the sizes of their own kinds
(jat1).

tadyathdpi ndma k#Syapa mahameghah sarvavatim trisdhasramahasahasram
lokadhatum samchadya samam vari pramuficati sarvams ca trnagulmausadhi-
vanaspatin varind samtarpayati yathdbalam yathavisayam yathasthdmam ca te
trnagulmausadhivanaspatayo vary apibanti svakasvakam ca jatipramanatam
gacchanti (p. 123, 1.13-p. 124, /. 2)

Here the word “sama” qualifies the single existence, which is not ex-
actly the locus, because the existence is not beneath the four things exem-
plified by the four kinds of plants but above them. So what is stated here
is not dhatu-vada itself in exact meaning. But when we read the following
sentence, we can understand that the central philosophical structure of the
chapter in question is dhatu-vada:

All those groups of plants and seeds are located on the same(eka) earth
and are drenched by the water of the same(eka) taste(rasa).
ekadharanipratisthitids ca te sarva osadhigrama bijagramai
ekarasatoyabhisyanditah (p. 122, I.7-8)

It is needless to say that the meanings of “sama” and “eka” are equal.
So, in this sentence, the earth is stated to be the locus of all beings, which

is “eka” (same, single) and “sama” (same, equal). And the earth, i. e. the
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locus, corresponds in meaning to the equal (sama) water, or the water of
the same (eka) taste. Thus what is meant by the parable on the plants and
the rain is none other than dhatu-vada itself.

Moreover, as already pointed out by Hendrik Kern a century ago,®®
the relation between the parable and the Gita is evident. He referred to the
following half verse in the Giza:

1 am equal (sama) to all beings. None is hateful (dvesya) to me, none be-
loved (priya).
samo *ham sarvabhiitesu

na me dvesyo ’sti na priyah (IX, 29 ab)

In addition, we can further point out the similarity of expression be-
tween the passage above and the following verses in the chapter on Medici-

nal Herbs:

I preach the “dharma” with the same (eka) voice, constantly making the
enlightenment (bodhi) its subject. For this is equal (sama), and unequalness
does not exist. There is no hatred (vidvesa), no affection (raga). There is
for me no attachment, no love (preman), and no hatred (dosa, i. e. dvesa)
towards anyone. And yet, I preach the equal (sama) “dharma” to creatures.
svarena caikena vadami dharmarp

bodhim nidanam kariyana nityam

samam hi etad visamatva nasti

na kasci vidvesu na ragu vidyate (V, 21)

anuniyati mahya na kacid asti

premd ca dosa$é ca na me kahimcit

samam ca dharmam pravadami dehinam (V. 22 abc)

»” “[ » «

It is evident that the words “sama,” “[vi-ldvesa,” “preman,” and “me” are

(1

employed here in correspondence to the words “sama,” “dvesya,” “priya,”
and “me” in the half verse of the Gitz above cited (IX, 29 ab). We cannot
but consider the correspondence to be due to the influence of the Gita on
the chapter on Medicinal Herbs.

Thus in both texts, i. e. the Gitza and the chapter in question, which

have many examples of the word “sama” (equal), the “equality” is the cen-
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tral idea. However, just as the idea is discriminatory in the Gita, the chapter
‘on Medicinal Herbs does not exclude discrimination but rather maintains it.
In fact, the four things exemplified by the four kinds of plants in the parable
of the chapter means the four vehicles (yana), i. e, the vehicles of Bodhisat-
tva, Pratyeka-buddha, Sravaka, and Men and Gods.®® So it is clear that the
difference of the wvehicles is affirmed and fixed there. In other words, the
chapter does assert that some people can never attain Buddhahood.

In conclusion, we can say that the “equality” stated in the dhatu-vada
tradition is merely the equality of the locus (dhatu), and that the actual dif-
ference of the super-loci is ultimately affirmed. Thus we can understand that
the theory of Buddha-nature or Tathagatagarbha thought, in that it is a form
of dhatu-vada, is intrinsically discriminatory.

In spite of the arguments above, it might be still insisted that Buddha-
nature is the Buddhst principle of “equality,” by which we can fight against
social discrimination. For those holding this opinion, I will quote the fol-
lowing passage from the first Chinese translation (Taisho, No. 376), i.e. the
oldest version, of the Mahaparinirvanasitra :

A good man (kulaputra) or a good woman (kuladuhitr) should, in the Ma-
hiayana-parinirvanasitra, make efforts in expedient devices (upaya) and has
the wish to be a man (purusa), because the “Tathagata-nature” (tathagata-
dhitu) is the nature (dharma or svabhava) of a man.

A woman, giving rise to attachments abundantly to all things, cannot pro-
duce the excellent taste of the deep Mahiyanasiitra.

Just as the urine of a mosquito cannot drench the earth, the nature of a
woman, possessed of desires abundantly, is like the earth.

Just as the ocean cannot be satisfied by those rains, rivers, and streams
which flow into the ocean, the nature of a woman attaches to the objects of
five kinds of desire, and is never satisfied. (Taisho, 12, 894c17-24)

The discriminatory tone of this passage is further intensified in the cor-
responding passage in the second Chinese translation®® (Taisho, No. 374,
No. 375), where is found the following sentence:

Every woman is, without exception, the place where all evils inhabit.
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(Taisho, 12, 422a16-17)

Anyway, it is clear that the attainment of Buddhahood is considered
here to be the unique privilege of men.

Moreover, it should be noted that the passage in question is found in
the seventeenth chapter, or the chapter on Questioning Bodhisattva (Taisho,
12, 891b-896a), of the first Chinese translation. What is emphasized in this
chapter is that the “icchantikas” can never attain Buddhahood.®® So pas-
sage (B’) of the second Chinese translation above cited, where is stated that
the “icchantikas,” although they possess Buddha-nature, cannot attain Bud-
dhahood, has the corresponding passage in this chapter of the first Chinese
translation. So the discriminatory character of the chapter on Questioning
Bodhisattva of the Mahaparinirvanasitra cannot be doubted.

But what is more important is that the chapter begins with the question
about what Bodhisattva®®® is, as is clearly shown by the title of the chapter.
In other words, the philosophical position of the chapter is included in the
general stream of Buddhist philosophy in those days, which is “praising
Bodhisattvas.,” But I consider this stream to be discriminatory.

Praising Bodhisattvas results in blaming non-Bodhisattvas. Or rather,
praising Bodhisattvas is inseparable from blaming non-Bodhisattvas, as is
evidently shown by the verses (III, 114-134) in the third chapter, or the
chapter on Parable (Aupamya), of the Saddharmapundarikasatra.®” In
those verses, a multitude of discriminatory expressions especially concerning
physical disabilities are used in order to blame non-Bodhisattvas. Thus
we can understand that the idea of praising Bodhisattvas, in that it makes
the severe distinction between Bodhisattvas and non-Bodhisattvas, is inevi-
tably discriminatory.

It goes without saying that this distinction is the central idea for the
Yogicaras. For example, the distinction is well expressed in the following
two sentences of the Bodhisattvabhami :

Bodhisattvas, possessed of that lineage (gotra), surpass all Sravakas and Pra-
tyekabuddhas.
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tena khalu gotrena samanviagati bodhisattvah®® sarvadrivakapratyekabuddhin
atikramyanti. (p. 3./, 10-11)

Moreover, the distinction (viSesa) of Bodhisattva from Sravakas and Pra-
tyekabuddhas is to be known by the four forms.

api ca caturbhir 3karair bodhisattvasya §ravakapratyekabuddhebhyo viseso
veditavyah. (p. 3.7, 20-21)

Here the word “vi§esa” (distinction) means also “superiority.” So it is
clear that the distinction between Bodhisattvas and non-Bdhisattvas stated
here is based on the idea of praising Bodhisattvas on the part of the Yo-
gicdras, who affirm the difference of the three vehicles, and therefore assert
that non-Bodhisattvas cannot attain Buddhahood.

But what I would like to ask here is whether Tathagatagarbha thought
is exempt from the idea of praising Bodhisattvas or not? As shown above,
the theory in the chapter on Questioning Bodhisattva of the Mahapariniva-
nasiitra is based on the idea and, as such, quite discriminatory.

Moreover, also in the prose commentary contained in the Ratnagotravi-
bhaga, “the distinction of qualities between Bodhisattvas and Sravakas” (bo-
dhisattva-§ravaka-guna-antara) [p. 16, [. 16] is stated. As is noted by Takasaki®®,
the Chinese translation of this portion has two verses and the prose com-
mentary on them, concerning the ten kinds of superiority of Bodhisattvas to
Sravakas and Pratyekabuddhas. Thus it is quite evident that the philosophi-
cal position of the prose commentary in the Ratnagotravibhaga, whose au-
thor might be Vasubandhu, is not different from that of the Yogacaras, who
hold that there are some people who can never attain Buddhahood.

In addition, it is needless to say that praising Bodhisattvas is inseparable
from praising Great vehicle (maha-yana). If so, does it not follow that the
latter also is not free from being discriminatory in that it blames other
vehicles ? In this respect, we must recall the fact that the word “maha-yana”
(Great vehicle) is never employed in the chapter on Expedient Devices of
the Saddharmapundarikastitra, at least in the Sanskrit text. Asis generally

admitted, the main message of the chapter is the attainment of Buddhahood
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by all sentient beings, which seems to be expressed by the word “one vehi-
cle” (eka-yana). And this “one vehicle” is stated to be “the Buddha Vehicle”
(buddha-yana) in the chapter, as follows:

Sariputra, the vehicle is only one, i. e. the Buddha vehicle.

ekam evedam §ariputra yanam yad idam buddhayanam. (p. 44, /. 4)

Thus, I think, the position of the Saddharmapundarikasiiira must be

“buddha-yana,” and not “maha-yana.” Nevertheless, in the chapter on “One
Vehicle of the Srimalasatra (Peking ed., No. 760), we can find the follow-

ing sentence¢® :

Bhagavat, “the Great vehicle” (mahi-yana) is a synonym of “the Buddha
vehicle” (buddha-yana). (Hi, 274b3)

Here we can recognize the author’s intention to substitute “maha-yana”
for “buddha-yana” advocated in the chapter on Expedient Devices of the
Saddharmapundarikasatra. So it is doubless that the Srimalasatra, which
is clearly later than the Saddharmapundarikasiatra, shares the general idea of
those days, i. e. praising “maha-yana.” In fact, the sutra has the following
passage:

Then the Queen Srimila made her husband, i. e. the King Ya$omitra, enter
into the Great vehicle (maha-yana).

Thus all the people in the city were made to turn towards the Great vehicle.
(Hi, 284al1-3)

Moreover, in the Ratnagotravibhaga, there is no example of the words
“eka-yana”®? and “buddha-yana,” while the term “maha-yana” is employed
in the prose commentary in the text. For example, in the following passage,

the term is used in order to explain what “icchantikas” are.

The opposition to the doctrine of the Great vehicle (mahayana-dharma) is

”

the obstruction (avarana) for the ‘“icchantikas,” of which the antidote (pra-
tipakga) is the practice of the faith in the doctrine of the Great vehicle (ma-
hayana-dharma) by the Bodhisattvas.

mahdyanadharmapratigha icchantikanam &avaranam yasya pratipakso mahdya-

nadharmadhimuktibhiavana bodhisattvanam. (p. 29, /. 8-9)
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What is stated here is, as it were, the definition of the “icchantikas.”
So they are simply called “those who oppose to the doctrine of the Great
vehicle” (mahayiana-dharma-pratihata) [p. 31, /. 7]. Thus, in the passage above,
I understand that the “icchantikas” are defined as those who oppose to the
Great vehicle (mahi-yana) in which the Bodhisattvas have faith.

Thus, we have the three discriminatory concepts united here, i. e. “ic-
chantika,” “mahia-yana,” and “bodhisattva.” So it seems evident that the mes-
sage of the passage above cited is quite discriminatory in that it makes the
severe distinction between the Bodhisattvas, the upholders of the Great ve-
hicle (mahi-yana), and the “icchantikas,” praising the former and blaming
the latter. The idea of praising the Great vehicle in the Tathagatagarbha
tradition is also evident in the Awakening of Faith, because the treatise
defines itself as “that which is capable of giving rise to the roots of the faith
in the Great vehicle” (Taisho, 32, 575b15). (6%

Thus, I think, we can understand that the Tathagatagarbha tradition, as
a whole, is not free from the discriminatory idea of praising the Bodhisat-
tvas and the Great vehicle (maha-yana). Therefore, it seems that our con-
clusion above stated has been verified also in this respect.

Finally, I would like to end this paper with repeating the conclusion:

The theory of Buddha-nature or Tathagatagarbha thought is a
form of dhatu-vada, which itself is none other than the monism of
Hinduism.®¥

Because, in the dhatu-vada structure, the equality of the locus
(dhatu) rather supports the actual difference of the super-loci, the

theory of Buddha-nature inevitably results in the principle of discrimi-

nation.
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Abbreviations

FT: Formation of the Tathagatagarbha Theory (Nyoraizé shisé no keisei),
Jikido Takasaki, Shunji-sha, 1974.

JR: A Japanese Translation of the Ratnagotravibhaga (Hoshéron), Jikido
Takasaki, Kodan-sha, 1989.

DE: Dependent-arising and Emptiness (Engi to ki), Shiro Matsumoto,
Daizé Shuppan, 1989.
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(1) On dhatu-vada, cf. DE, pp. 5-7; pp. 67-68; pp. 312-334.

(2) On the meaning of the word “tathagata-garbha” in the Tathagatagarbhasutra,
cf. A Critical Study of Zen Thought (Zen shisd no hihanteki kenky ) Matsumoto,
Daizd Shuppan, 1994, pp. 412-543.

(3) Ci. FT, pp. 46-48; JR, p. 248, n. 3.

(4) Cfi. FT, pp. 397-404.

(5) Cf. DE, pp. 46-52.

(6) On the meaning of the Original Enlightenment thought, cf. Critique of Original
Enlightenment Thought (Hongaku shisd hihan), Noriaki Hakamaya, Daizo Shup-
pan, 1989.

(7) Cfi. DE, pp. 5-6.

(8) Cf. Taisho, 12, 862al3; “The Nirvana-sitras and Atman” (Nehangys to aato-
man), Matsumoto, Atmajiidna (Ga no shisd), Shunja-sha, 1991, p. 150.

(9) CAf. Peking ed., Hi 276a2; DE, pp. 306-309.

(10) Cf. Taisho, 12, 862a13-14; Peking ed., Hi, 280a6-bl.

(11) On the example of space, cf. DE, pp. 234-236.

(12) This passage has the close relation to the passage in the chapter on Medicinal
Herbs (Osahi) of the Saddharmapundarikasutra, which will be quoted below.
Cf. DE, pp. 302-303; p. 320.

(13) Cf. FT, p. 632; The Suatras of the Tathagatagarbha Tradition (Nyoraizokei
kyoten), Jikido Takasaki, Chudkoron-sha, 1975, p. 284.

(14) The word “pada” means the “locus” also in the Ratnagotravibhaga (Johnston
ed.), where the word is interpreted as “sthana” (p. 2, /.6) or “pratisthda” (p. 2,
1.8).
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(15) Cf. Reading the Awakening of Faith (Daijokishinron o yomu), Jikido Takasaki,
Iwanami Shoten, 1991, p. 207.

(16) Cf. DE, pp. 1-2; “Critical Considerations on Buddhism” (Bukky5 no hihanteki
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(17) Cf. DE, pp. 11-97; “Critical Considerations on Buddhism,” pp. 165-177.

(18) I understand that “prakrti” is the “locus” also in the Ratnagotravibhaga. For
example, the following sentence is found:

The nature (prakrti) neither depends nor relies on them, just as the

realm (dhatu) [locus] of space.

tadamilapratisthana prakrtir vyomadhatuvat. (I, 59cd; p. 43, . 2)
Here “prakrti” is stated to be the final basis or locus of all beings, which itself
has no basis (mdla, pratisthana) at all. The word “dhatu” of “vyoma-dhitu”
means here not only “realm” but also “locus.” So “prakrti” is equated here with
“dhatu.”

Moreover, this equation can be found aslo in the compound “cittaprakrti-
vaimalya-dhatu” (I, 49cd; p. 41, 1.9), which means “the nature (prakrti) of
mind, i. e. the locus (dhatu) of purification.”

(19) Cf. Sribhagavadgita, Anandaérama Sanskrit Series, No. 34, p. 113, 1. 2.

20 Ci S’ribhagavadgitd, p. 77, 11.8-9.

(21) Cf. A Critical Study of Zen Thought, pp. 380-386.

(22) See the quotation from the Ratnagotravibhdaga in the note (18) above where
“mila” and “pratisthdna” are synonymous.

(23) The locative case of the relative pronoun “yat’, i. e. “yatra” or “yasmin”
meaning “on which,” which is employed in the verses of the seventh chapter of
the tenth book (kdnda) of the Atharva Veda (Devi Chand ed.), indicates well
that “skambha” is the “locus,” on which all beings are located.

In fact, the following verses of the chapter contains the examples of “yatra”

or “yasmin” concerning the “skambha” (only the verse numbers are mentioned

below) :
“yatra”...... 4, 5, 6, 10, 11, 12, 14, 15, 16, 22, 24.
“yasmin”...... 7, 12

(24) Cf. FT, p. 161, ll.3-4; p. 166, L. 6.
(25) On the One vehicle (ekayana) theory in the Mahayanasutralamkarabhasya
ad XI, kk. 53-59, cf. “On the One Vehicle Theory of the Vijiidnavadins” (Yui-
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shikiha no ichijo shisé nitsuite), Matsumoto, Komazawa Daigaku Bukkydgakubu
Ronshu, No. 17, 1982, pp. (1)-(23).
(26) Thus the following expression of inequality can be stated:
“bodhi-hetu s dhatu”
It goes without saying that to grasp this distinction between “bodhi-hetu”
and “dhatu” is the key to the correct understanding of Tathagatagarbha thought.
Cf. DE, p. 9, n. 11.

(27) On this theory, cf. “On the One Vehicle Theory of the Vijiianavadins,” pp.
(8)-(19).

(28) Cf. FT, p. 418.

(29) Cf. FT, pp. 418-419,

(30) FT, pp. 415-427.

(31) Lévi ed., p. 68, 1.17.
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141-143; p. 184, n. 25.
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cepts inseparable from the dhitu-vida monism of Hinduism. On this problem,
cf. DE, pp. 239-249.

(37) Cf. DE, pp. 244-245,

(38) Ci. DE, p. 7.

(39) The idea of “the equal locus for the two contradictory super-loci” is more
evident in the dhatu-vida of Jizang #J, where the locus (C) is considered to
be neither A (a super-locus) nor B (non-A, the other super-locus), and is called
“Buddha-nature” and “Middle Way” and so on. Cf. A Critical Study of Zen
Thought, pp. 549-552.

(40) Cf. DE, pp. 95-97.

(41) Cf. Studies on Early Vijhaptimatra Philosophy (Shoki yuishiki shisé no ken-
kyii), Shinjo Suguro, Shunjii-sha, 1989, pp. 193-194.

(42) Cf. Derge ed., Ri, 3a6-7; FT, p. 95, n. 42; JR, p. 329, n. 4.

(43) CAi. Ratnagotravibhaga, p. 72, ll.13-14; FT, p. 95, n. 42.

(44) A Study on the Ratnagotravibhaga, Jikido Takasaki, 1966, p. 62. But Takasaki’s
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(45) Cf. The Ratnagotravibhaga-mahayanottaratantra-Sastra, Compared with San-
skrit and Chinese (Bonkan taisho Kuky®&ichijohéshoron kenkyii), Zuiryd Nakamura,
Sankib6-busshorin, 1961, pp. 58-61.
(46) The “icchantika” is explained in the commentary in RGV (Ratnagotravibhaga)
as follows:
“icchantiko ’tyantam aparinirvanadharmeti (p. 37. 1. 1-2)

The explanation in the commentary on MSA is as follows:
“atyantaparinirvanadharma tu hetuhino yasya parinirvanagotram eva nasti.
(p. 13, I1.1-2)

Moreover, the explanation of the meaning of the word “dhiatu” in the com-
mentary in RGV is as follows:

“hetvartho ’tra dhatvarthah (p. 72, .. 10)

The same explanation is given in Vasubandhu’s commentary on the Madh-
yantavibhaga (Nagao ed.), as follows:

“hetvartho hy atra dhatvarthah. (p. 24, [.2)

Also in the Mahayanasamgrahabhasya (Derge ed., No. 4050) by Vasuban-

dhu, the same explanation is stated as follows:
“dbyins shes bya ba ni rgyuho. (Ri, 126a3-4)

On the Vasubandhu’s authorship of the commentary on MSA, I rely on the
comments by Noriaki Hakamaya. Cf. The Mahayanasutralamkara (Daijoshogon-
kydron), Noriaki Hakamaya & Hiroaki Arai, Daiz6 Shuppan, 1993, pp. 17-24.

7 Cf. JR, p. 397.

(48) Cf. Mahayanasutralamkara (IX, k. 70).

(49) I must admit that my view on the sutra has changed considerably, because 1
considered before the oldest portion of the sutra to be the verse parts of the
second chapter. On my new view, cf. “The Doctrines of the Saddharmapunda-
rikasutra” (Hokekyd no shisé), Matsumoto, Annwual Bulletin of the Buddhist
Studies, Graduate School of Komazawa University (Komazawa Daigaku Dai-
gakuin Bukkyodgaku Kenkytkai Nenpd), No. 28, 1995, pp. 1-27.

(50) My arguments here stated is based on my paper mentioned in the previous
note.

(61) CAf. DE, pp. 319-324. But I must make a little correction of the arguments
presented there. I now understand that the chapter on Medicinal Herbs is one
of the earliest origins of the Buddhist dhatu-vada tradition, and not the earliest
origin itself.

(62) Cf. The Saddharma-pundarika or the Lotus of the True Law, Hendrik Kern,
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SBE, XXI, 1884, p. xxix, n. 2.

(53) Cf. DE, pp. 323-324.

(54) The following passage is found in the second translation:
“Even if a woman has intercourse with so many men as the poppy seeds
produced by crushing the ball into which the whole earth is wadded up,
still she cannot be satisfied.”
(Taisho, 12, 42218-20)

(65) Cf. Studies on the Mahayana Mahaparinirvana Sutra (Daijo Nehankyd no

kenkyid), Ryokd Mochizuki, Shunji-sha, 1988, pp. 404-451.

(566) Cf. Taisho, 12, 891b19,

(67) Cf. “The Doctrines of the Saddharmapundarikasutra,” pp. 24-27.

(58) Originally “bodhisattvanam” in the text. Cf. p. 3, n. 3.

(69) Cfi. JR, pp. 237-238, n. 4.

(60 Ct. DE, p. 305.

(61) Cf. FT, p. 118.

(62) Cfi. Reading the Awakening of Faith, pp. 30-31.

(63) The similar opinion is stated by Akira Hirakawa as follows:
Buddhism has asserted, from the time of Original Buddhism, “no-self”
(anatman), but this {assertion] has opposed to the traditional Indian re-
ligion which advocates “self” (atman)....... The ideas of “store-consciosness”
(alaya-vijiana) of the Vijiianavadins and “tathagata-garbha” or “Buddha-
nature” of the Tathagatagarbha thought are quite similar to that of
“self.”......
At the youthful times when Buddhism flourished, the doctrines of “no-
self” and “emptiness” (8iinyatd) were strongly asserted. But, as time went
on, the doctrines [of Buddhism] have changed and gradually have been
assimilated to the theory of “self.” I consider that the main reason of the
[final] disappearance of Buddhism in India is that Buddhism was originally
not the doctrine of “self.”
(History of Indian Buddhism [Indo bukkyé shi], Akira Hirakawa Vol.1,
Shiinju-sha, 1974, pp. 9-10)

(This paper was originally read at the Socieiy for Buddhist-Christian Studies 1996

Conference (De Paul Univ. Chicago, July 27-August 3, 1996).]
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