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Santideva’s Critique of ‘I’ or Self in the Early and Later Recensions

of the Bodhi(sattva)caryavatara

Akira SAITO

I

Santideva’s Bodhi(sattva)caryavatara provides an analytical criticism of ‘T’ or Self with
twenty or twenty-one stanzas in its early and later recensions.! These stanzas are included
in Chapter 8 entitled “Instruction of Wisdom” (Shes rab bstand pa) of the early recension
and in Chapter 9 entitled “Perfection of Wisdom” (Prajiiaparamita) of the later.? Santideva’s
criticism is centered on the reality of ‘I’ (aham) or Self (atman). The purpose of this article
is to offer a comparative analysis of Santideva’s critique on ‘I’ or Self as found in the two
recensions of the Bodhi(sattva)caryavatara.

The following diagram shows an outline of the difference between the two versions
in regard to the above topic: (In this diagram, dash (—) means “wanting”, and sign “+”
indicates that the stanza is mostly identical with its corresponding stanza in the left column

but still appears to contain partial difference.)

Early Later Early  Later Later Early Later Early
37 58 47 — 58 37 69ab  +44cd
38 59 48 — 59 38 69cd —
39 60 49 — 60 — 70 —
40 — 50 — 61 — 71 —
41 — 51 — 62 — 72 —
42 — 52 — 63 — 73 —
43 — 53 +76 64 — 74 —

44ab — 54 — 65 — 75 55

44cd  +69ab 55 75 66 — 76 +53
45 — 56 — 67 — 77 —
46 — 68 — 78 —

* This article, read at the 37th International Congress of Asian and North African Studies, Moscow, Aug.16-
21, 2004, is a slightly modified version of my previous paper entitled * ‘Nytibosatsugydron® Shinkyii-rydohon
ni okeru Jiga-hihan” (Critique of Self in the Early and Later Recensions of the Boidhi(sattva)caryavatara),
Nihon-bukkyogakkai-nenpo 62, 1997, pp.49-62.

1'See A. Saito, “Tonkd Shutsudo *Aksayamati Saku Nyiibosatsugyoron to sono Shihen” (“Bodhisattva-
caryavatara as Found in the Tibetan Manuscripts from Diin-hudng”, Chibetto no Bukkyé to Shakai (Buddhism
and Society in Tibet), Tokyo, 1986, pp.79-109; do., A Study of Aksayamati (=Santideva)’s Bodhisattva-
caryavatara as Found in the Tibetan Manuscripts from Tun-huang, Research Report of the Grant-in-Aid for
Scientific Research (C), Mie University, 1993.

2 Ibid., p.(33). For a discussion of Santideva’s criticism of Self (dfman) as given in the later recension of BCA,
see also Y. Ejima, “Santideva no Atman Hihan (Santideva’s Critique of Atman)”, Ga no Shisé (Philosophy of
Self), Volume in Honour of Prof. S. Mayeda on his Sixtieth Birthday, 1991, pp.213-223.
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As is shown in the above diagram, only five and half stanzas are common to both recensions,
of which only four are exactly identical. The two versions also differ in the order and nature

of the discussion topics, the synopses of which are as follows:

Early Version (hereafter BSA-I):

1 Critique of ‘I’ (aham)

1.1 kk.37-39: Parts of the body such as teeth, hair or nails etc. and internal organs are not

T.

1.2 kk.40-41: Mind or heart is not ‘I".

1.3 k.42: Eighteen elements (astadasadhatavah) such as eyes and nose etc. are not ‘I’.
1.4 k.43: Mental functions such as pleasure, suffering, desire and anger etc. are not ‘I’.
1.5 k.44ab: What has consciousness is not ‘I".

1.6 k.44cd: What lacks consciousness is not ‘I’

2 Impermanence of the Body, and the Possibility of Action and its Consequence etc.
2.1 kk.45-47: Possibility of Action and its Consequence

2.2 kk.48-52: Impermanence of the Body

2.3 kk.53-54: Possibility of Sympathy

3 Conclusion: kk.55-56

Later Version (BCA):
1 Critique of ‘I’ (aham): kk.58-60
2 Discussions on the Negation of Self
2.1 Critique of Non—-Buddhists’ Concepts of Self
2.1.1 kk.61-68: Negation of the Self defined as having consciousness by the Samkhya etc.
2.1.2 kk.69-70: Negation of the Self defined as lacking consciousness by the VaiSesika etc.
2.2 On Buddhist theory of Not-Self
kk.71-73: Possibility of Action and its Consequence
k.74: Heart is not ‘I’.
kk.76-78ab: Possibility of Sympathy
3  Conclusion: kk.75, 78cd

I
It requires only a glance to reveal the fact that the two versions significantly differ in dis-
cussing the topic of ‘I’ or Self. The early recension, now available only in the Tibetan
manuscripts from Diin-hudng?, focuses on the criticism of ‘I’. On the other hand, the later

version has shifted, especially after the first three stanzas, the main object of critique from ‘I’

3 Stein Nos.628, 629, 630-I; Pelliot No.794.
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in the sense of a subject or a subjective entity to the Self as defined by some philosophical
schools such as Samkhya and Vaisesika. The above discrepancy between the two versions
should be noted since it also reflects a subtle but significant difference in the motifs of the
two recensions. The early recension emphatically shows, with a repeated expression of the
Ist singular form of pronoun or verb, how a bodhisattva should maintain his/her everyday
practice.* On the other hand, the later version has attached greater importance to doctrinal
explanation and at times some critiques of other Buddhist or non-Buddhist doctrines. Of
those significant differences in motif found between the two recensions, this part in Chapter
9, in which ‘T’ or Self is critically discussed, may provide one of the best examples.

Prior to the part in question are commonly found the following two stanzas:

“Granted that something which causes suffering causes fear, but emptiness relieves suf-
fering(/fear, according to the early recension). So why does it cause fear?”
sdug bsngal skyed dngos gang yin pa// de las ’jigs pa skye grang na//
stong nyid ’jigs pa zhi byed na// de yis ’jigs skyer ci zhig yod// (BSA-1, VIIL35)°
vad duhkhajananam vastu trasas tasmat prajayatam/
Sanyata duhkhasamant tatah kim jayate bhayamy/ (BCA IX.56)

“If there is something called ‘T’, fear may come from any quarter whatsoever; but if ‘T’
am nothing whatsoever, whose fear will it be?”
bdag ces bya ba "ga’ yod na// ci yang rung las ’jigs grang na//
bdag nyid cung zad yod myin na// su zhig la ni ’jigs par *gyur// (BSA-I, VIII.36)°
yatas tato vastu bhayam yady aham nama kimcana/
aham eva na kimcic ced bhayam kasya bhavisyatijf (BCA IX.57)

In this way, denying equally the existence of ‘I’, both recensions claim that meditation
on emptiness should be encouraged and should not be feared.’

Then, the two recensions start on an analytical criticism of ‘T” as was shown under the

4 See M. Kajihara, “Bodhicaryavatara no Kihon-Seikaku—Ichininshd no Imi-surumono—" (The Bodhi-
caryavatara for Ritual Recitation), Machikaneyama Ronsé, Philosophy, 1991, pp.25-38.

5 Hereafter the texts of BSA-T and BCA are cited tespectively from A. Saito, A Study of the Din-hudng Re-
cension of the Bodhisattvacaryavatara, Research Report of the Grant-in-Aid for Scientific Research (C),
Mie University, 2000, pp.53-56, and 1. P. Minayev, “Bodhicaryavatara” (see BCA in the ABBREVIATIONS AND
TEexTs), pp.212-214.

6 BSA-I, Saito, op.cit. (A Study of the Din-hudng Recension ... ), p.53.29-32 (Stein No0.628, Ka 20a8); BCA,
p-212.11-12.

7 Cf. BSAV, Saito, op.cit. (A Study of Aksyamati (=Santideva)’s Bodhisattvacaryavatara ...), p.76.4-6 (D
No.3873, La 345a4-5): da ni las dang po pa dag stong pa nyid kyi rnal "byor bsgom pa la mi skrag par bya’o
zhes bstan pa’i phyir/ sdug bsngal bskyed dngos [k.35a] zhes bya ba la sogs pa smos so//; BCA IX. 54cd-
55: tasman nirvicikitsena bhavaniyaiva Sanyata/ (54cd), klesajiieyavrtitamah pratipakso hi Siinyatay sighram
sarvajiiatakamo na bhavayati tam kathamy (55)
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heading “l Critique of ‘I’ (aham)” in the above synopses. The first three verses point out
that I am neither any parts of the body nor the six consciousnesses such as eye-consciousness
etc., expressed commonly, “The teeth, hair, or nails are not I, nor is the bone, nor am I the
blood. ... I am neither the orifices [of the body] nor at all the six consciousnesses.” (BSA-I,
VIIL.37-39; BCA IX.58-60).% The reason for the above discussion explained by the BSAV,
the only commentary extant on the BSA-I, is that these teeth etc. are impermanent and many,
but on the other hand ‘I’ am permanent and one’; and the six consciousnesses perceive the
objects such as form etc. separately, but ‘I’ perceive all [the objects of the six sense organs].'”

From here, both versions differ considerably in their criticism of ‘I’ or Self. In the
subsequent stanzas from 40 to 43, the early recension discusses that ‘I’ am neither mental
organ (manas) [k.40ab], nor mind (citta) in the future, present or past [kk.40cd—41], nor eyes
or ears [k.42], nor pleasure (sukha) or suffering, nor am ‘I’ lust (rdga) or hatred (dvesa)
etc. [k.43ab]. It means in brief that ‘I’ am neither mind nor mental faculties (caitta). From
this discussion, the early recension draws the conclusion that there is nothing that can be
‘T.!1 Thus, it stresses the importance of bodhisattva’s meticulous observations of the fact
that not only parts of the body but also mind and mental faculties are not ‘I’, which, while
reciting these stanzas, the bodhisattva or the Mahayana practitioner is expected to recognize

by him/her-self. On the other hand, the later recension has deleted all these four stanzas.'?

I
Hereafter, the biggest difference occurs between the two recensions. The early recension

states as follows:

“That which is conscious (*cetana) and different from this very mind is not [‘T'], like a
pot. That which is unconscious (*acetana) is also not ‘I’ since it lacks consciousness,
like a pot.” (BSA-I, VIIL.44)
sems ’di nyid ni ma gtogs pa’// sems pa yod myin bum pa bzhin//
sems pa myed pa’ang bdag myind te// sems pa myed phyir bum ba bzhin//

It may safely be said that the author of this stanza has at least two premises regarding ‘I’

or Self. In the first place it must be conscious, and secondly it cannot be different from

8 BSA-I, Saito, op.cit., p.54.1-13 (Stein No.628, Ka 20a8-b2); BCA, p.212.13-18.
9 BSAV, Saito, op.cit., p.76.15-17 (D No.3873, La 345a6-7): so la sogs pa de dag ni mi rtag pa du ma yin pa’i
phyir dang/ bdag ni rtag pa gcig pu yin pa’i phyir ro//
10 1bid., p.76.22-24 (D No.3873, La 345b1): de dag ni yul gzugs la sogs pa rnams la so sor ’dzin pa yin la/ bdag
ni thams cad la *dzin pa’i phyir/
11 BSA-I, Saito, op.cit., p.54.28-29 (Stein No.628, Ka 20b4): de Itar bdag tu rung ba gang// de ni *ga’ yang yod
ma yin//
12 [ jke BSA-I, kk.40cd—41, the later recension has indeed a similar stanza k.74 which argues that ‘I” am neither
past or future mind, nor am ‘I’ present mind; however, this stanza seems (o be placed rather out of context.
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our ordinary mind. Upon these premises, the author appears to criticize two types of Self
(arman) as defined differently by some non-Buddhist schools in terms of consciousness or
non-consciousness. The Samkhya’s Spirit (purusa) and the Vaisesika’s Self (atman) consti-
tute those typical examples. Therefore, the BSAV adds an introductory remark to this stanza

as follows:

“Now, in order to explain that neither Self regarded by the Samkhya, [one of the schools
of] heretics, as being conscious, nor Self regarded by the Vaisesika as being uncon-
scious can be a Self since the two are recognized [by them] as being different from mind,
[Acarya Aksayamati'?, the author of the BSA-I] said, ‘[That which is conscious and

different from| this very mind’, and so on.”!*

In the Samkhya system, in fact, only the Spirit (purusa), which is also later called “Self”
(atman), is defined as being conscious. In contrast, our ordinary mind corresponding to
intellect (buddhi) or more widely to the internal organ (antahkarana) composed of intellect,
‘I’-consciousness (a¢hamkara) and mental organ (manas) is regarded in this system as being
unconscious, just like their ultimate cause, i.e. the Original-matter (prakrti)."?

On the other hand, in the VaiSesika system, Self is defined as one of the 9 substances
(dravya) and placed originally in a different category from that of 17 — later 24 — attributes
(guna) such as pleasure, suffering, and intellect (buddhi) etc., though it is — before liberation
— accidentally connected with some of the attributes including intellect.'® The Vaisesika
system also refers to mental organ (manas) as one of the 9 substances. In this system, the
Self is thus a different substance from mental organ and also belongs to a different category
from that of intellect. The Self as defined by the VaiSesika has the nature of unconsciousness
(acidritpa) and can indeed be conscious, but not by itself and only through its connection
with consciousness (cetand).'” According to both the BSA-I, VIIL.44 and the above-cited

commentary on it from the BSAV, the Samkhya’s Spirit cannot be ‘I’ since, even if defined

13 For the author’s name *Aksayamati, see A. Saito, “Aksayamati to Santideva” (Aksayamati and Santideva),
Higashi-Ajia Bukkyo — sono Seiritsu to Tenkai (Eastern Buddhism — Its Formation and Development, Vol-
ume in Honour of Prof. K. Kimura on his Sixtieth Birthday), 2002, pp.533-551.

14 BSAV, Saito, op.cit., p.79.1-5 (D No.3873, La 346b1-2): da ni mu stegs Grangs can pas bdag sems pa yod
pa’i bdag nyid du *dod pa dang/ Bye brag pa’i sems pa med pa bdag nyid du *dod pa de dag gnyis ka yang
sems las ma gtogs pa nyid du khas blangs pa’i phyir/ bdag nyid yin par mi "thad do zhes bstan pa’i don
du sems ’di nyid ni [44a] zhes bya ba la sog spa smos so//. For different characterizations of the Self in
terms of consciousness (cefana) and unconsciousness (acefana) given by the Indian philosophical schools,
see Sh. Murakami, “Seishinsei (caitanya) wo meguru Shoriron” (Theories on the Spirituality (caitanya),
Tohokudaigaku-bungakubu-kiyo 45, 1995, pp.1-38.

15 Cf. SK.11; BCAP p.456.5: citsvabhavatmavadingh Samkhyadayah.

16 Cf. NM 11, p.80: armmanas ca sukhaduhkhabuddhyadaya dgantuka guna. . ..

17 Cf. NM 11, p.6.26: sa cetanas citd yogat tadyogena vind jadaly
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as being conscious, it is regarded in their system as being different from mind; on the other
hand, the Vaisesika’s Self also cannot be ‘I’ since it lacks consciousness. Therefore, the
former Spirit or Self is comparable to a pot in the sense that it is, like a pot, different from

mind, while the latter Self is also compared to a pot since it lacks consciousness, like a pot.

v

The early recension has only one stanza, i.e. BSA-I, VIIL.44, in which the author appar-
ently refers to Self. The purpose for this reference is, as mentioned above, to encourage a
bodhisattva to make sure that not only physical or mental elements but also the Self defined
differently in terms of consciousness or non-consciousness is not ‘I’. Confirming this fact, the
bodhisattva is expected to free him/her-self from fear since he/she then understands that fear
belongs to none.'® Therefore, the intension of the early version is not to directly criticize the
Self, but rather to make sure that the Self, being conscious or unconscious, also cannot be ‘I’.

On the other hand, the later recension, gives a more detailed critique of the Self, expand-
ing one verse into ten stanzas. Although they may probably be a later interpolation, these new
stanzas interestingly deepened the quality of the discussion. It is clear that in comparison with
the early recension, the later has expanded the first half of the BSA-I, VIIL.44 into 8 stanzas
(BCA IX.61-68) and the latter half into 2 verses (IX.69-70).

Let us now turn to those 10 stanzas in detail. Santideva’s critique of Samkhya’s Spirit

starts with the following two verses:

“If it were consciousness of sound, then sound would be perceived at all times. But
without the object of consciousness, what does it perceive on account of which there is
said to be consciousness?” (IX.61)
Sabdajnanam yadi tadd sabdo grhyate sarvada/

JAievam vind tu kim vetti yena jiianam nirucyateff

“If what is not conscious [of anything] is consciousness, it follows that a stick is con-
sciousness. Therefore, it is certain that there is no consciousness in the non-proximity of
the object of consciousness.” (IX.62)
ajananam yadi jianam kastham jiianam prasajyate/
tenasamnihitajieyam jianam nastiti niscayahy/
These two stanzas point out the first fault to be found with the Samkhya’s Spirit or Self
defined as being conscious. The criticism is here given on the premise that the Spirit or Self
is permanent. In the Samkhya doctrine, the Spirit or Self is in fact regarded both as one who
sees (drastr, SK.19), enjoys (bhoktr, SK.17) and is conscious [of something] (jiia, SK.2), and

18 See BSA-I, kk.35-36, cited in the section II.
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as permanent (nitya, G ad SK.11).

Moreover, in the following four stanzas from 63 to 66, Santideva indicates the second
fault to be found with the same doctrine. The critique is directed to a possible understand-
ing of the essential nature of the Spirit or Self as being conscious [of something] (jia or
cit/cetana). The fault is found, according to Santideva, when it is postulated that the con-
sciousness of sound is identical with that of form. The criticism is in this case given on the

premise that the Spirit or Self is identical regardless of the objects of consciousness.!

“[If] the same [consciousness of sound] is conscious of form, why does it not also hear at
the same time? If [you say] because of non-proximity of sound, then the consciousness
of that [sound] is also non-existent.” (IX.63)
tad eva rilpam janati tada kim na Srnoty api/

Sabdasyasamnidhanadc cet tatas tajjiianam apy asatf/

“How does that whose nature is to perceive sound perceive form? One person is imagined
both as father and as son but not in reality.” (IX.64)
Sabdagrahanaripam yat tad rapagrahanam katham/

ekah pita ca putras ca kalpyate na tu tattvatahy/

“Because [according to your doctrine] ‘goodness’ (sattva), ‘passion’ (rajas), and also
‘darkness’ (tamas) are neither father nor son. But the essential nature endowed with the
perception of sound is not observed in that [consciousness of form].” (IX.65)
sattvam rajas tamo vapi na putro na pita yatah/

Sabdagrahanayuktas tu svabhavas tasya neksyatej/

“[If you argue:] The same [consciousness] is [observed] in another nature, like an actor.
[We respond:] He too is transient (asasvata). If the same has a different nature, it has an
unprecedented kind of unity.” (IX.66)
tad evanyena rupena natavat so 'py asasvatah/

sa evanyasvabhavas ced apiirveyam tadekataj)

The last fault related to the second one above that Santideva points out to be found with the

19Cf. TS 287, 288: tawrdpi rapasabdadicetasam vedyate katham/ suvyaktam bhedavad ripam eka cec
cetanesyateff (277), ekariape ca caitanye sarvakalam avasthite/ nanavidharthabhoktrtvam katham namopa-
padyateff (278) (pp.111-112) “Also in this [Samkhya’s doctrine], if what is conscious is regarded as one, how
is it that the cognitions of form, sound etc. have clearly differentiated nature?” “And if what is conscious and
of one nature continues to exist at all times, how is it possible that it is the enjoyer of objects of many kinds?”
For Santaraksita’s critique of the Samkhya’s theory of Self, see M. Hattori, “Shinrikoyd ni okeru Garon-hihan
— Mimamsa, Samkhya no Sotei suru Ga no Kosatsu™ (On the Critique of the Samkhya’s theory of Self in the
Tattvasamgraha — Examination of Self as Postulated by the Mimamsa and Samkhya), Jiga fo Muga (Self
and No-self), Kyoto: Heirakuji-shoten, 1963, pp.515-546 (esp. 541-546).
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Samkhya’s definition of the Spirit or Self is as follows:

“If the other nature is untrue, let its innate nature be explained. If it is the nature of
consciousness, it follows that all people are identical.” (IX.67)
anyad rilpam asatyam cen nijam tadriippam ucyatam/

JAanata cet tatah sarvapumsam aikyam prasajyate//

“What is conscious and what is unconscious would be identical because their [nature of]
existence is the same. And when difference is false, what then is the basis of similarity?”
(IX.68)
cetandcetane caikyam tayor yendstita sama/
visesas ca yada mithya kah sadrsyasrayas tadayj
The above is the fault found with the possible postulation that the Spirit or Self has only one
innate nature, whether consciousness in itself or more specifically the consciousness of sound

etc. and the other so-called natures are false.

After thus criticizing the Samkhya’s Spirit or Self, Santideva proceeds to critique the
Vaisesika’s definition of Self as follows:

“That which is unconscious is not also ‘I” since it lacks consciousness, like cloth. Or if
it is conscious because of union with consciousness, it follows that when unconscious it
perishes.” (IX.69)
acenatanas ca naivaham acaitanyat patadivat/

atha jiias cetanayogad ajiio nastah prasajyatef/

“Or if the Self is in fact unchanged, what is done to it by consciousness? Unconscious
and without activity thus, space is considered as the Self.” (IX.70)
athavikrta evatma caitanyenasya kim krtam/
ajiiasya niskriyasyaivam akasasyatmata krtaj/

The first half of k.69 is the same as the last half of the above-cited BSA-I, V1I1.44, except for
the example of “cloth” in the place of “pot” . The other one and half verses, kk.69cd and
70, point out two possible faults to be found respectively with the postulation that it becomes
conscious only because of union with consciousness or that the Self is unchanged before and

after its union with consciousness.

v
From the above discussion we may draw the following conclusions: First, the early recension,
which seems to better fit the context than the later, rather consistently focuses on a criticism
of ‘I". It thus stresses the importance of Bodhisattva’s meticulous observations of the fact

that neither any parts of the body, nor mind and mental faculties, nor those [Spirit and Self]
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regarded by non-Buddhist thinkers as permanent, whether conscious or unconscious, are not
I,

Secondly, on the other hand, the later recension considerably changed the contents and
expanded the only stanza (BSA-I, VIIL.44) into ten verses, i.e. BCA, IX.61-70 in which the
author, Santideva, interestingly provides a more detailed discussion than the early text.

Thirdly, the only stanza in the early recension argues that those [Spirit and Self] defined
as conscious or unconscious are not ‘I’, since in brief they are regarded as different from our
ordinary mind endowed with consciousness.

Lastly, on the other hand, the later recension first criticizes the Samkhya’s Spirit or Self
by pointing out a contradiction between the premise of its eternity and identity and the real
nature of its transience and plurality. It then directs a criticism at the VaiSesika’s Self by
showing the two possible faults to be found respectively with the postulation that it becomes
conscious only because of union with consciousness or that the Self is unchanged before and

after its union with consciousness.
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