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The Influence of rGya dmar ba Byang chub grags
on Early Tibetan Buddhism in the Period
of the Second Diffusion

AKAHANE Ritsu

1 Introduction

Since the complete works of bKa' gdams pa, bKa' gdams gsung "bum (KS), in which many valuable
Tibetan Buddhist texts are included, were first published in 2006, many scholars of Tibetan
Buddhism have studied the rare texts included in this collection. Among them, the texts of rNgog Blo
Idan shes rab (1059-1109; hereafter, rNgog) and Phya pa Chos kyi seng ge (1109-69; hereafter, Phya
pa) have been chosen and studied by scholars, such as Kano (2007, 2009), Hugon (2009, 2009 (2010)),
and Tauscher (2010).? It is well known that both played a very important role in the evolution of
Tibetan Buddhism, especially in the field of Tibetan logic, and thus their influence on later Buddhists
in Tibet is immense. Akahane (2010) has also referred to one of Phya pa’s texts, the dBu ma bden
gnyis kyi 'grel pa (hereafter, Phya_BDG), which is a commentary on the Satyadvayavibhangavrtti
(SDVYV), written by Jfianagarbha (ca. early 700). Of course, tNgog and Phya pa are considered the
most important Buddhists in Tibet, but there remain many other important Buddhists whose texts
are yet to be examined.® I think rGya dmar ba Byang chub grags (ca. 11c—12c; hereafter, rGya dmar
ba) is especially important, because he is known in Tibet as Phya pa’s teacher and as a specialist in
logic and Madhyamaka thought.”” Moreover, like Phya pa, he wrote a commentary on the SDVV,
the bDen gnyis rnam dbye bshad pa® (hereafter, rGya_DNS), which also can be found in the KS,
though a pertion is lost (Akahane 2010). In addition to these two commentaries, I will explore another
commentary on the SDVV that is not included in the KS, namely, the bDen gnyis rnam ’byed kyi bshad
pa (hereafter, Dar_DNS), written by Dar ma bkra shis (ca. 1200), who came from the same lineage as
Phya pa.” We can use these three commentaries on the SDVV—which were written in Tibet over a
course of approximately 100 years, during the early period of the Second Diffusion (phyi dar)—in the
present paper to study rGya dmar ba’s influence on the other two Tibetan Buddhists, especially Phya

pa, by comparing these three commentaries.

2 The framework of the texts: The distinction between two truths

After the KS was published, Tauscher (2010) examined Phya BDG, referring to some
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characteristic features as Phya pas “innovations.” His suggestion seems to be reasonable to me,
because Phya pa is very famous for “innovating” many original logical terms that influenced later
Tibetan Buddhists (Kuijp 1978). However, there remains an important question to be examined
regarding Tauscher’s suggestions, namely, how or where did Phya pa get such “innovative” ideas?
Could these ideas have come to him without any help from others? If we believe that Phya pa was
a student (possibly, the most intelligent student) of rGya dmar ba on the basis of the Tibetan history
(Blue Annals, 386), we can find the key to answering this question in rGya dmar ba’s texts.

In the present papet, from among the “innovations,” I want to focus on the distinction between two
truths, providing the basis for the following framework. According to Tauscher (2010), Phya pa’s two
texts, dBu ma shar gyi stong thun (hereafter, Phya_BST) and Phya_BDG, have the same framework:
(1) the basis of distinction [between two truths] (dbye gzhi), (2) the meaning of [this] distinction (dbye
ba'i don)?, (3) the ascertainment of the number [of truths] (grangs nges pa), and (4) the meanings of
the terms [of the two truths] (ming gi don) (Phya_BDG, 5b5). This framework is also used in Phya_
BST, and thus Tauscher suggests the possibility that this framework is one of Phya pa’s innovations.®

When we examine rGya_DNS and the dBu ma’i de kho na nyid rnam par dpyod pa (hereafter,
rGya_BDN) written by rGya dmar ba, we can find the same framework used in both. For example, in
rGya_DNS, 1Gya dmar ba states:

de dag dbye ba ni /(1) dbye ba'i gzhi’ dang / (2) don dang / (3) ming gi don dang / (4) grangs nges
pa’o // (tGya_DNS, 7a3-4)

Although parts (3) and (4) of this framework are arranged in a different order from those of Phya_
BDG, the contents are the same. rGya dmar ba uses a similar framework in another text, rGya_BDN,

as follows:

bDen gnyis rnam dbye bshad pa dir //

(1) dbye gzhi (2) don dang (3) ming gi don //

(4) grangs nges (5) mtshan nyid (6) tshad mar babs //
rnam pa drug du shes par bya // (1Gya_BDN, 2a8-bl)

This framework of rGya_BDN, shown as a verse, gives us important information. For example,
the a-pada of this verse says, “In this (dir) commentary on the SDVV” (bDen gnyis rnam dbye bshad
pa). What does “rhis” mean? We have no information about the Tibetan commentary on the SDVV,
written by a Tibetan Buddhist before rGya dmar ba (Akahane 2005), and this framework is not used
in the Satyadvayavibhangapafijika (hereafter, SDVP), which was written by Santaraksita (ca. 725-88)
and is the only Indian commentary on the SDVV. Therefore, all we can infer at this stage is that “this”
means his commentary on it, namely, rGya_DNS. This inference is probably reasonable, because
we can find many similarities in common sentences and discussions in both texts. In particular, the
discussions and sentences found in Part (2) of both texts are very similar (rGya_DNS, 7b6-8b3;

1Gya_BDN, 3a5-5a8).”’ Even so, there remains a question regarding this verse. The framework in
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rGya_DNS has only four elements, as I have already shown, whereas there are six elements in the
framework of rGya_BDN, among which the former four elements are the same as those of 1Gya_
DNS, while the remaining two, (namely, “definition” (mtshan nyid) and “valid cognition” (tshad ma)),
cannot be found in rtGya_DNS. However, the fifth element, “definition” (mtshan nyid), appears just
after a reference to the fourth element, “ascertainment of the number of two truths” (rGya_DNS, 9b5).
On the other hand, the sixth element, “valid cognition” (mtshad ma), cannot be found in rtGya_DNS at
all. However, this element has aétually been discussed in rGya_DNS. Therefore, we cannot deny the
possibility that it exists in the lost folios in rGya_DNS. At any rate, I think there is a high possibility
that bDen gnyis rnam dbye bshad pa in this verse refers to rGya_DNS."”

As far as we can see, from the similarities in the frameworks of the texts by rGya dmar ba and Phya

pa, it is obvious that rGya dmar ba influenced Phya pa at least on the innovation of this framework.

3 Relationship between the two truths (Paramarthasatya and
Samvrtisatya)

When Tibetan Buddhists discuss the Two Truths Theory, they often pick up the relationship
between two truths as one of the main subjects: that is, they focus on whether the ultimate truth
(paramarthasatya), which is free from conception, and the conventional truth (samvrtisatya), which
is expressed through words, are the same or not. If both truths were distinct, the question of why the
truth is not one would arise. On the other hand, if both were the same, the question of why two truths
must exist would arise. Indeed, this discussion can be found in many Tibetan Buddhist texts. For
example, the most important and famous Buddhist in Tibet, Tsong kha pa (1357-1419), discusses
this in his text Lam rim chung ba (hereafter, LRCung, 248). Although this subject is discussed in the
second element of the framework, “the meaning of the distinction [of the two truths],” an interesting
feature can be found in the rGya_DNS, rGya_BDN and Phya_BDG. This subject is discussed on the
basis of the Samdhinirmocanasiitra (hereafter, SNS). The detailed analysis of this discussion in Phya
pa has been established (Tauscher 2010), but in the present paper, I want to explore how rGya dmar
ba influenced Phya pa on this subject, as well as how this discussion appeared and was formed during
the early period of the Second Diffusion in Tibetan Buddhism.

Phya pa conjectures three possibilities regarding the relationship between two truths, and points out

none of these three possibilities is correct. The three possibilities are as follows:

(al) Two truths are distinct with regard to entity (dgnos po tha dad)
(a2) Two truths are distinct insofar as they are not one (gcig pa bkag pa’i tha dad)

(B) Two truths are not distinct with regard to concept (Idog pa tha mi dad)

However, the first two can be unified as ‘“distinct with regard to entity.” Therefore, he conjectures
two possibilities regarding the relationship between two truths, namely, that (A) both truths are

distinct with regard to entity,"” and (B) that both truths are unique (not distinct) with regard to
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concept.(m He insists that both should be denied on the basis of the SNS, as follows:

Phya_(A) [In case that both truths were distinct with regard to entity"”]

[Phya_BDG] dmyigs bcas kyi blos yul du bya ba'i kun rdzob kyi bden pa dang spros bral don dam
pd’i bden pa dag dngos po tha dad paam gcig pa bkag pd'i tha dad ma yin te / yin na phan tshun
spangs pas dGongs pa nges par ’grel pa nas gsungs pa'i tha dad pa'i phyogs kyi skyon bzhir *gyur
te / don dam rtogs pas snang pa la mtshan mar ‘dzin pa’i gnyen po ma yin pa dang / snang pa’i
chos nyid ma yin pa dang / kun rdzob la bdag dang / chos bkag pa tsam ma yin pa dang / kun nas
nyon mongs pa dang rnam byang dus gcig par *gyur ba'o // (Phya_BDG, 5b7-6al)
[Translation] The conventional truth, which is the object of the knowledge having the object
to be recognized, and the ultimate truth, which is free from the manifestation, are neither (al)
distinct with regard to entity (like a pot and a pole) nor (a2) distinct insofar as they are not one
(like an actual pot and the pot in the preceding moment)."” If [both were] distinct [with regard
to entity (= in case of (A))], the following four faults, which are expounded in the SNS, would
occur because [both truths] exclude each other.

(A1) [Even if one] recognizes the ultimate truth, it would not be the antagonist of acquiring the
characteristics of the appearance [in the conventional truth].

(A2) [The ultimate truth] would not be the inherent property of the appearance [in the
conventional truth].

(A3) Mere negation of essential nature and property in the conventidnal truth would not become
[the ultimate truth]. '
(A4) [Two contrary things,] the affliction (*klesa) [of the conventional truth| and the pureness

(*visuddha) [of the ultimate truth,] can exist at the same time."”

Phya_(B) [In case that both truths were non-distinct with regard to concept]

[Phya_BDG] yang kun rdzob kyi bden par mishon par bya ba'i gzhi ma yin dgag rnams dang don
dam pd’i bden par mtshon par bya ba'i gzhi spros bral ldog pa tha dad du mtshan gzhi de gnyis
nges pd'i tshad mas grub mod kyi / de gnyis ldog pa tha mi dad do zhes tha snyad la log par rtogs
na yang dGongs pa nges par 'grel pa nas gsungs pa’i tha mi dad kyi skyon bzhi ste / don dam pa’i
bden pa so so’i skye bo’i mngon sum gyi gzhal byar *gyur ba dang / sgrib pa'i dmyigs par "gyur
ba dang / mthong pa dang thos pa las gzhan du btsal myi dgos par *gyur ba dang / kun rdzob la
rnam dbye myed par ’gyur ba'o // (Phya_BDG, 6a6-8)

[Translation] Or, the relative negation, which is the basis of definiendum in the conventional
truth, and the non-conceptual, which is the basis of definiendum in the ultimate truth, are
distinctly established by the valid cognition, which makes these both definitional bases certain.
But even if {one] would misunderstand with regard to transactional usage, that the two [truths]
(the relative negation in the conventional truth and the non-conceptual in the ultimate truth) are

not distinct with regard to concept, the following four faults, which are expounded in the SN,
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would occur.

(B1) The ultimate truth would become the object of direct perception of ordinary people.

(B2) [The ultimate truth] would become a support for the obstacle (*avarana).

(B3) [The ultimate truth] would not need to be acquired by ways other than seeing and hearing
[in the conventional truth].

(B4) The distinctness [of things]"® would not exist in the conventional [truth].

Although each of the four faults cannot be directly found in the SNS, similar discussions can
certainly be found (SN, 46-47), as Tauscher (2010) shows."” What I should ask in the present paper
is this: Why did Phya pa explain the relationship between two truths by using these two conditions,
namely, (A) “distinct with regard to entity” and (B) “unique (non-distinct) with regard to concept”?
The key to answering this question can be found in rGya dmar ba’s texts. In my research, although I
found similar discussions on the basis of the SNS in both rGya_DNS and rGya_BDN, rGya_BDN
clearly shows the background of this topic. Therefore, I will pick up the discussion found in rGya_
BDN.

When we carefully read rGya_BDN, we find that rGya dmar ba’s explanation of the relationship
between the two truths is connected to the division of the Madhyamaka school of thought in Tibet.
The explanation on the division of the Madhyamaka school is found just before the section “The

meaning of the distinction between the two truths.” It is summarized as follows:*?

1. Madhyamikas, who established a fundamental doctrine.
2. Madhyamikas, who interpreted the fundamental doctrine.
In the sight of the ultimate [truth] (*paramartha, don dam pa) P.
[P-1] The Madhyamikas, who explain it as magical illusions (sGyu ma ltar smra ba).
[P-2] The Madhyamikas, who do not have any own assertion (Rab tu mi gnas par dod pa).
In the sight of the conventional [truth] (*samvrti, kun rdzob pa) S.
[S-1] The Madhyamikas, who explain the conventional in the same way as Yogacararin (that is,
no external world exists).
[S-2]1 The Madhyamikas, who think that an external world exists.
[S-2.1] The Madhyamikas, who explain the external world in the same way as Sautrantika does.
[S-2.2] The Madhyamikas, who explain the external world in the same way as Sarvastivadin

does.™?

A similar, or the same divisions as this, can be found in other Tibetan Buddhist texts. Among
them, it is well known that the division of [P-1] and [P-2] is criticized by rNgog as the wrong one
(Kobayashi 1993; Kano 2009). Kobayashi (1991; 1993) in particular, minutely examines this type
of division and discusses some other problems around it. Consequently, we know that such divisions

amongst schools already existed. After he brings this division to light, rGya dmar ba starts the section
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on “The meaning of the distinction [between the two truths]” (ming gyi don) as follows:

[rGya_BDN Introducing part] don ni gcig pa bkag pa tsam gyis gnyis ste / de nyid dang gzhan
du brjod du myed pas snang ba dang stong pa dbyer myed pd’i chos can dang chos nyid yin gyi/
mishan nyid shin tu gcig pa’am / ngo bo tha dad pa ni ma yin no // dir (1) dbye ba gtan myed pa'am
/(2) yod na yang ngo bo tha dad pa’am / (3) ngo bo gcig la (i) chos kyi dbye ba’am / (4) gcig pa
bkag pa tsam gyi dbye ba las / dang po (1) dang gnyis pa (2) ni dGongs 'grel nas gsungs pa’i skyon
bzhi bzhis dgag par bya la / gsum pa (3) dang bzhi ba (4) ni sgyu ma dang rab tu mi gnas pa’i bye
brag las dbyad par byd'o // des na ngo bo gcig la chos kyi dbye ba dod pa la ni mdo’i nyes pa bzhi
mi gnas te / (tGya_BDN, 2b1-3).

[Translation] About the meaning [of the distinction between the two truths], [the number] two
is [said] in order (X) only to deny the identity [of the two truths]. (Y) [The two truths,] which

can be seen in [two forms, namely] “itself” and “the different thing [from itself],” do not exist

at all. Therefore, “the appearance” (snang ba) and “the emptiness” (stong ba) are related to

“property” (*dharma) and “property possessor” (*dharmin), which cannot be separately divided:
however, both are neither unique [with regard to] characteristics nor distinct [with regard to]
natures. [There are four explanations] for this [relationship between the two truths]: (1) there
exists no distinction in substance [between the two truths]; (2) even if there exists [the distinction
between the two truths] [both] natures (ngo bo) are distinct; (3) there are (i) distinctions of [both]
properties (chos), though [both are] same [with regard to] entity; or (4) the distinction is made
in order only to deny the identity [of both truths]. Among them, (1) and (2) should be refuted on

the basis of the respective four faults expounded in the SNS (like shown in Phya_(A) and Phya_
(B)), and (3) and (4) should be examined on the basis of the distinction of “sGyu ma ltar smra
ba” (P-1) and “Rab tu mi gnas par ‘dod pa” (P-2). Thus, about [(3)], in which the distinction of
propetty (chos) of what is same [with regard to] nature (ngo bo) is found, such faults expounded
in the sfitra (= the SNS) do not exist.

In short, at least, rGya dmar ba thinks that the explanation of the relationship between the two
truths should be connected to the division in the Madhyamaka school of thought. In the underlined
passage (X), rGya dmar ba refers to why the two truths should be stated, and shows his opinion. His
opinion is refetred to again in the underlined passage (4), which is the view of Madhyamaka called as
the Rab tu mi gnas par dod pa. Therefore, it seems that he has the same interpretation on this point
as that of the “Rab tu mi gnas par dod pa.” Indeed, he criticizes the former two positions, namely (1)
and (2), as what are denied respectively in the form of (B) and (A) on the basis of the SNS, as being
denied by Phya pa. On the other hand, (3) and (4) cannot be found in Phya_BDG. Of course, as I have
already mentioned, (4) is his opinion, and thus it must not be denied. What should we think about (3)?
In last sentence of the above citation, rGya dmar ba refers to the possibility of (3) and it cannot be
denied on the basis of the SNS unlike (1) and (2). In the following sentence, he mentions the reasons

in four forms in correspond with the four kinds of faults expounded in the SNS like Phya_(B). Its
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contents are summarized as follows:
[(3) cannot be denied in dependence on the SNS]
1. Even if one sees the conventional [truth], he does not see the enlightenment (= the ultimate
truth). (= The fault of B1 would not occur)
* 2. Even if one depends on the ultimate [truth], the sorrow (= the obstacle against the
enlightenment) does not increase. (= The fault of B2 would not occur)
3. Even if there is not any difference in the ultimate [truth], in the conventional there exists
manifestation of things. (= The fault of B4 'would not occur)

4.  The ultimate can also be acquired by seeing and hearing,”” (= The fault of B3 would not occur)

In this way, the four faults like Phya_(B) on the basis of the SNS do not occur in the case of (3),
because both truths are distinct with regard to property. In other words, (1) and (3) should be thought
of as a pair of conditions. Both (1) and (3) have the same condition that both truths are unique
with regard to nature. That said, in (1) both truths are unique also with regard to property, whereas
in (3) both truths are distinct with regard to property. Therefore, after this explanation, he says in

conclusion:

[rGya_BDN conclusion of (3)] de'i phyir (i) mtshan nyid kyi dbye ba tsam yang khas mi len na

nyes pa de dag brjod par gdon mi za'o // (tGya_BDN, 2b5)

[Translation] Therefore, if [one] does not accept even the distinction of [both] definitions
(mitshan nyid) of two truths, [namely, if one does not accept (3) but (1)], then [four] such faults
[as Phya_(B) expounded in SNS] can be undoubtedly pointed out.

Therefore, through this conclusion, rGya dmar ba insists that the possibility (1) that both truths are
unique with regard to both nature and property/definition is rejected like Phya_(B) in dependence on
SNS. That is, (1), which rGya dmar ba says, corresponds with Phya_(B) and is denied. In consequence,
the four faults like Phya_(B) are not directly referred to in rtGya_BDN because (B) may be indirectly
mentioned in [(3) cannot be denied in dependence on the SNS].

I want here to make an observation about the terminology. At first, rtGya dmar ba uses the term
“distinction of [both] properties” (chos kyi dbye ba), in the underlined part (i) in [rGya_BDN
Introducing part] and its translation. In the conclusion, however, which is to say, in [rGya_BDN
conclusion of (3)], he uses the term, “distinction of [both] definitions” (mtshan nyid kyi dbye ba).
Thus, the terms, “property” (chos) and “definition” (mtshan nyid) probably have the same meaning for
him at least in this context.

Regarding the case (A) that both truths are distinct with regard to nature, rtGya dmar ba says in
rGya_BDN that

[rGya_BDN_(A)] ngo bo tha dad na nyes pa bzhi ste / don dam mngon du mthong na yang kun

nas nyon mongs pa’i dmigs pa kun rdzob logs su (2b6) dmigs pas mya ngan las ‘das pa mi thob par
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"gyur ba dang / bum pa dang snam bu bzhin du don dam kun rdzob kyi chos nyid du mi rung ba
dang / bum pa rab du ma grub pa tsam snam bu ma yin pa bzhin du kun rdzob bdag myed pa’am
rab tu ma grub tsam don dam ma yin par 'gyur ba dang / bum pa dang snam bu'i blo bzhin du
dmigs pa so sor grub pd'i phyir kun nas nyon mongs (2b7) pa dang rnam par byang ba rgyu cig
la cig par *gyur ba’o // (tGya_BDN: 2b5-7)

[Translation] If [two truths] were distinct [with regard to] nature (ngo bo), the following four
faults would exist. (A1) Even if one can clearly recognize the ultimate, [at the same time] the
knowledge with affliction (*klesa) would recognize only the conventional. Therefore, he would
not attain enlightenment. (A2) The ultimate would not be suitable as the inherent nature (chos
nyid) of the conventional, [because the ultimate is distinct with regard to nature] like “pot” and
“cloth.” (A3) Non-existence of the intrinsic nature of the conventional or non-establishment of
the conventional would not be always the ultimate. It is same that non-establishment of a pot does
not always mean a cloth. (A4) Each cognition of the conventional and the ultimate is established
like each cognition of a pot and a cloth. Therefore, affliction (*klesa) and pureness (*visuddha)

would occur at the same time in dependence on respective causes.

These four faults, which rGya dmar ba shows in the case that both truths are distinct with regard
to nature (A), are fundamentally same as those of Phya_(A). Therefore, the most important different
interpretations of the relationship between two truths for both persons exists in the case of (B) but not
(A).

How, then, does tGya dmar ba explain (B) in the other text, tGya_DNS? Although he shows the
same discussion in rGya_DNS, in contrast with that of rGya_BDN, he shows that (B) is denied as four
faults in dependence on the SN'S and then (3) cannot be denied like it (= (B)) in rGya_DNS.

rGya_(B) [In case that both truths are same with regard to concept]
[rGya_DNS_(B)] don ni byas pa dang mi rtag pa bzhin dngos po gcig la chos kyi dbye bas gnyis
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what is unique [with regard to] entity is divided into two in dependence on the distinction of
[both] properties (chos) like “produced” (*krtaka) and “impermanent” (*anitya) or (2) what are
distinct with regard to entity (dngos po) like “a pot” and “a cloth,” neither is correct. (4) (Y) [The

two truths] do not exist as what is mentioned in two forms of “itself” and “the different thing

[from itself],” do not exist at all, and (X) [The number of] two is [said] in order only to deny the
identity [of the two truths].
[The SNS expounds as follows:] “If [both were] unique [with regard to entity], the [following]

four faults would occur:

(B1) When all people see the conventional {truth], they see the ultimate [truth] as well
Therefore, all people would have already attained enlightenment (*nirvana) [without any effort].
(B2) The afflictions (*klesa) increase [when one] depends on the conventional [truth]. Similarly,
[their] afflictions would increase even when [people] recognize the ultimate [truth]. Therefore,
like the conventional [truth], the ultimate [truth] would also become the object of [the knowledge
with] the affliction.

(B4) There would be no distinction [between all things] in the ultimate truth [as no intrinsic
nature]. In the same way, any distinction would not exist between all the conventional things, like
a pot and so on.

(B3) Not only the conventional truth [but also the ultimate truth] would be pursued through
seeing and hearing. In the same way, [the practitioner, like] the Hearer (*Sravaka) and Thinker
(*Cintamayt), would pursue not only the ultimate things [but also conventional things] through
seeing and hearing,”

It is not correct to deny (3) like this in dependence on what is expounded in the SNS, because

such faults as the SNS expounds cannot exist in the case that [the two truths are] unique with

regard to entity [but distinct with regard to property/definition] like “produced” (*krtaka) and

“impermanent” (*anitya).

sam / bum pa dang snam bu bzhin du dngos po gnyis tha dad par gnas zhe na / gnyi’ ga ltar yang As we can understand from the above citation, the explanation in rGya_DNS fundamentally
ma yin te / de nyid dang gzhan du rjod (7a4) du med pa gcig bkag pa tsam la gnyis zhes byd'o // coincides with [rGya_BDN Introducing part]. After this citation, he picks up the example of (3) and
de la 1 yin na nyes pa bzhi ste / skye bo mtha’ dag gis kun rdzob mthong pa na / don dam pa yang shows that these four faults would not occur, like [(3) cannot be denied in dependence on the SNS].%"
mthong zin pas mya ngan las ‘das pa thob zin par 'gyur ro // gnyis pa kun rdzob rten nas zag pa In the conclusion of a line of discussions, rGya dmar ba says as follows:

‘phel ba ltar don dam dmigs pas kyang 'phel bar ’gyur bas / kun rdzob bzhin du don dam yang ‘
o ) [rGya_DNS conclusion] dGongs ’grel gyi dgongs pa ni kun rdzob dang don dam mtshan nyid
kun nas nyon mong pa’i dmigs par ’gyur ro // gsum pa ni don dam la phan tshun dbye ba med pa
. . o ?2? (7bl) pa shin tu gcig par ‘dod na nyes pa bzhi po gdon mi za'o // (tGya_DNS, 7a7-b1)
ltar bum pa la sogs pa kun rdzob thams cad tha mi dad par ’gyur ro // bzhi pa ni ci ltar mthong . . )
[Translation] The intention of SNS is that these four faults are necessary when the conventional

pa dang thos pa las kun rdzob logs su btsal du med pa ltar / mthong pa dang thos pa las don dam ) .
and the ultimate are unique with regard to the definition (mzshan nyid).

logs su thos bsam gis btsal du med par *gyur ro // zhes dGongs pa nges par 'grel pa’i mdo’ nas

gsungs pas 'gog pa ma legs te / byas pa dang mi rtag pa bzhin dngos po gcig pa la nyes pa de dag This conclusion is the same as that of tGya_BDN, which I have already mentioned as [rGya_BDN
med pa’i phyir ro // (tGya_DNS 7a4-6) conclusion of (3)].
[Translation] If one insists that the meaning [of distinction between both truths] is either (3) : In short, there are only two divisions of the relationship between the conventional truth and the
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ultimate truth in SNS, namely, (A) both truths are distinct with regard to entity and (B) both truths
are unique with regard to entity. The former possibility is not problematic for tGya dmar ba. In the
latter possibility, however, two further divisions can be suggested, namely, both are also unique with
regard to the property/definition like (1) and both are distinct with regard to the property/definition,
like (3). This is because the SNS does not refer to whether both truths are unique or distinct with
regard to propety/definition by saying only the unique entity. Among both possibilities, the object of
the negation expounded in the SNS is, according to rGya dmar ba, the former one, but not the latter,
but such sub-divisions are not found in Phya pa’s text. On the basis of such a discussion of rGya dmar
ba, Phya pa shows two divisions as follows: (A) Both truths are distinct with regard to the entity and
(B) both truths are not distinct with regard to the concept (Idog pa). In other words, he rejects, from
the beginning of this discussion, the possibility that both truths are unique with regard to entity but
distinct with regard to a concept like (3), because it has been already proved by rGya dmar ba that
such possibility like (3) cannot be denied in dependence on the SNS.%?

4 After Phya pa

How did Dar ma bkra shis, who was active after Phya pa, handle this topic, especially (B)? He also
refers to this topic, but his explanations are simpler than his predecessors. About (A), no important

difference is discernible, so in the present paper I will look only at (B):

Dar_B. [Where both truths are the same concept] by Dar ma bkra shis
[Dar_DNS] ldog pa I pa yin na yang dGongs pa nges par "grel pa las gsungs pa 4 ste / don dam
gyi bden pa de kun rdzob dang ldog pa. 1 yin pas byis pa rnams kyi mngon 3 du grub par ’gyur
la de ’dod na ’phags par ’gyur ba dang / don dam gyi bden pa de thos bsam gyis btsal myi dgos
par gyur ba dang / don dam gyi bden pa de kun nas nyon mongs pa’i dmyigs par *gyur ba dang
/ kun rdzob kyi bden pa de don dam gyi bden pa dang ldog pa 1 pas rnam dbye’ myed par ’gyur
bas ldog pa 1 pa ma yin no // (Dar_DNS, 5b6-7)
[Translation] Even if [the two truths are] unique with regard to concept [as well as entity], these
four faults, as are expounded in the SNS, would occur:
(B1) The ultimate truth is the same as the conventional [truth with regard to] concept. Therefore,
[the ultimate truth] would be established in the direct perception of the fool. And if [we] accepted
it, even [the fool] would become the wise.
(B3) The ultimate truth would not need to be pursued by [practitioners like] the Hearer
(*Sravaka) and the Thinker (*Cintamayr).
(B2) The ultimate truth would become the object of [the knowledge with] the affliction.
(B4) The distinctions [among things] in the conventional truth would not exist, because the
conventional truth is same as the ultimate truth [with regard to] concept.

Therefore, [both truths] are not unique [with regard to] concept.
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As we can see at a glance, in Dar_DNS, Dar ma bkra shis does not examine the possibility that both
truths are unique with regard to entity but distinct with regard to concept (Idog pa) like (3) of rGya
dmar ba. He also uses the term “concept” (Idog pa). Such an explanation is similar as that of Phya pa,
but much simpler.”® Thus, we know that from rGya dmar ba to Dar ma bkra shis, this explanation of

the relationship between the two truths on the basis of the SN'S became more sophisticated in stages.

5 Property (chos), nature (ngo bo), definition (mtshan nyid),
entity (ngo bo), and concept (Idog pa)

When I examine the usage of five terminologies—*“property” (chos), “nature” (ngo bo), “definition”
(mtshan nyid), “entity” (ngo bo), and “concept” (Idog pa) — in these four texts (rGya_BDN, 1Gya_
DNS, Phya_BDG, and Dar_DNS), we can find small but important differences. I will show examples

of these five terminologies as follows:

[rGya_BDN] unique nature (ngo bo gcig), distinct natures (ngo bo tha dad), distinction of [both]
properties (chos kyi dbye), distinct definition (mtshan nyid tha dad)

[rGya_DNS] unique entity (dngos po gcig), distinct entities (dngos po nyid tha dad), distinction
of [both] properties (chos kyi dbye), distinct definition (mtshan nyid tha dad)

[Phya_BDG] distinct entity (dngos po tha dad), non-distinct concept (ldog tha mi dad)
[Dar_DNS] distinct entity (dngos po tha dad), unique concept (Idog gcig)

When we compare the usage of these terms, we may be able to say as follows:

(I) The terms ‘distinction of [both] properties” (chos kyi dbye ba) and “distinction of [both]
definitions” (mtshan nyid kyi dbye ba), which are used in both texts of rGya dmar ba, have the same
meaning in substance, as | have already mentioned.

() The term, “nature” (ngo bo) is only used in rtGya_BDN; in the other three texts, “entity” (dngos
po) is used instead of “nature.” Therefore, we can infer that “nature” was changed into “entity.”
Depending on the usage of this term, we may be able to say that rtGya_BDN was written before 1Gya_
DNS.

(I11) Although we can often find the term, “concept” (Idog pa), in both the texts of rGya dmar ba, in
the topic handled in the present paper, we may be able to say that Phya pa used this term first.

(IV) It is interesting that Phya pa uses the term “non-distinct concept” (Idog tha mi dad), rather than,

“unique concept” (Idog gcig).
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6 Conclusion

There is no doubt that Phya pa is one of the most innovative Buddhists of the Second Diffusion
in Tibet. At the same time, however, it is true that some of his ideas were inspired by, or were
transmitted from, his teacher rGya dmar ba. Phya pa developed and refined some of these inherited
ideas into something innovative, as Tauscher points out. In the present paper, I could examine only a
small part of the question on how the Two Truths Theory was formed and transmitted in the Second

Diffusion in Tibet. Many more texts would have to be examined in order to make the point clear.

(1) rGya dmar ba influenced Phya pa and Dar ma bkra shis while they found an explanation for the
relationship between the two truths, which depends on the SNS,

(2) The explanation for the relationship between the two truths as given by rGya dmar ba is
connected to the division of the Madhyamaka school of thought.

(3) The explanation for the relationship between the two truths became increasingly elaborated
from rGya dmar ba to Dar ma bkra shis. In particular, changes in usage of the five terminologies
ngo bo, dngos po, chos, mtshan nyid, and ldog pa, in the context of the explanation for the
relationship between the two truths, give us interesting and important information on the

development of thought in Tibet.

Abbreviations

D sDe dge ed.

Dar_DNS  Dar ma bkra shis (ca.12¢c—13c). bDen pa gnyis rnam par ’byed kyi bshad pa. Mss., 26fols.

1Gya_BDN rGya dmar ba Byang chub grags (ca. 11c—12c¢). dBu ma’i de kho na nyid rnam par dpyod pa. In
bKa' gdams gsung 'bum 'phyogs sgrig thengs gnyis pa Vol.31, 7-67, 31fols.

rGya_DNS rGya dmar ba Byang chub grags (ca. 11c—12c). bDen gnyis rnam bshad. In bKa' gdams gsung
"bum 'phyogs sgrig thengs dang po Vol.19, 247-316, 35fols.

KS bKa' gdams gsung *bum ’phyogs sgrig thengs dang po. Ed. dPal brtsegs bod yig dpe rnying zhib
’jug khang. 90 Vols. Si khron mi rigs dpe skrun khang, 2006—09.

LRCung Tsong kha pa Blo gzang grags pa (1357—-1419). Lam rim chung gu. In Tshultrim (2012).

P Peking ed.

Phya_BDG Phya pa Chos kyi seng ge (1109-69). dBu ma bden pa gnyis rnam par bshad pa yi ge rung
dus gzhung gsal bar byed pa. In bKa' gdams gsung 'bum ’phyogs sgrig thengs dang po Vol.6,
181-250, 33fols,

Phya_BST  Phya pa Chos kyi seng ge (1109~69). dBu ma shar gsum gyi stong thun. In Tauscher (1999).

SDVP Sﬁntaraksita (ca. 724-88). Satyadvayavibhangapafijika. D(3883) sal5b2-52b7, P(5283) sa
’ 1-48b7.
SDVV Jiianagarbha (ca. 8c). Satyadvayavibhangavrtti. In Eckel (1987, 155-90).
SNS Sandhinirmocanasiitra. L’Explication des Mystéres. Ed. et trad. par E. Lamotte, Louvain, Paris:
Bureaux du Recueil 1935.
? Unclear parts in texts A
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+) A part which is written out of line.
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in Go rams pa’s text.)
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