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Two Notes on Dharmapala and Dharmakirti*

FuNAYAMA Téru

§1. Was Dharmakirti really mentioned by Dharmapala?

“It is clear that if Dharmakirti’s dating will be changed, a considerable number of
related datings will have to be modified as well.”!

“We seem to have several pieces of evidence of uncertain weight for an earlier
dating—e.g., the possible mention of Dharmakirti in Dharmapala’s commentary
on the Alambanapariksd and . . . if, for example, we had the Sanskrit of
Dharmapala’s commentary, the question as to whether Dharmapala had
mentioned Dharmakirti might be resolved in two minutes.”?

The date of Dharmakirti has been regarded as c. 600-660 C. E. since Erich
FRAUWALLNER’s “Landmarks in the History of Indian Logic.”® Against this,
KIMURA Toshihiko recently proposed the date c. 550-620 C. E.4 Especially he
insists that the name Dharmakirti is mentioned by Dharmapala, who is
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—according to KIMURA— a younger contemporary of Dharmakirti, in the Guan
suoyuan lun shi BT (Dharmapala’s commentary on the Alambanapariksa,
translated into Chinese by Yijing #&#&; 635-713).> KIMURA takes two Chinese
graphs in the text, ‘fa-cheng’, to be ‘Dharma-kirti’ (see below). However, while
‘fa’ ¥ is no doubt the translation of dharma, ‘cheng’ %% could correspond to various
Sanskrit terms,® so that the interpretation of the original Sanskrit word needs a
careful examination.

KIMURA is in fact not the only person to assume Dharmapala’s reference to
Dharmakirti. KANAKURA Enshé had the same idea.” SHEN Jianying also made
two brief notes to the same effect.® Unfortunately, however, neither KANAKURA
nor SHEN explicitely explained how they actually understood the passage in
question. KIMURA is the only person that presented this claim together with a
translation.

As regards the Guan suoyuan lun shi, the quality of this incomplete translation
work is far from good.® It contains unclear passages throughout the work and in
many cases it is very difficult to assume the original Sanskrit expression. It

5 The Guan suoyuan lun shi is an incomplete work. The translation was made in 710 C.
E. according to the Kaiyuan shijiaolu B CEE# & (T55, 567¢).

6 Chinese graph cheng #& has various meanings: e.g., to declare, to call; to state; to
weigh, to estimate; to raise, to proceed; to praise; and be suitable. Hence, when used
as translation of a Sanskrit word, cheng corresponds to various words such as yasas,
kirti, jidpaka, upadana, prokta, akhya, tuland, as well as others.

7 KANAKURA Enshé & £ B, Indo sheishin bunka no kenkyi ElREEREH LD,
Tokyo, 1944: 357.

8 SHEN Jianying {kgl3%, Yinmingrue yanjiu FHUBEWZE, Shanghai, 1985: 15 n. 2 and 22
n. 1. Without referring to concrete passages, SHEN states that Yijing mentions
Dharmakirti in his composition, Neifa zhuan and in his translation, Guan suoyuan lun
shi. Further, SHEN writes, “Dharmapala (about in the sixth century) who was yet
another leading disciple of Dignaga” (op. cit.: 14), on the one hand, and “Dharmakirti
who was a contemporary of Yijing” (0p. cit.: 15) and “Dharmakirti was probably after
Xuanzang, and cannot have been the eminent disciple of Dharmapala and I§varasena”
(op. cit.: 15 n. 1), on the other. However, he does not explain why Dharmakirti who
prospered in the period between Xuanzang and Yijing can be mentioned in the text
composed by Dharmapala who prospered in the sixth century. Strangely, SHEN is not
aware of such a chronological contradiction.

9 The translation of the Guan suoyuan lun shi was finished at the same time with the
translation of the Cheng weishi baosheng lun BMERE 4 2% (T No. 1591), Dharmapala’s
commentary on the Vimsatikd. The style of both translations is just the same, and the
problems lying in the latter translation are variously pointed out by Ul Hakuju 55
{AZ in his Daijo butten no kenkyn KFeHIDOFE, Tokyo, 1963: 611-616.
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should be noted here that when LU Cheng and YINCANG? edited the text, they had
to insert a large number of words into Yijing’s original translation in order to show
their interpretation (see, e.g., the passage cited below). UI Hakuju’s Japanese
renderings!! in the traditional kundoku-style are based on their edition.

Now let’s go into the passage in question. As pirvapaksa, the following two
ideas are presupposed at the beginning of the Alambanapariksavrtti: (A) “External
atoms (paramdnavah) are the object (@dlambana) of visual cognition, etc., because
they are its cause (*tatkaranatvat)”; and (B) “The aggregate (*samiiha) of external
atoms are the object of visual cognition, etc., because the cognition arises with
such a manifestation.”!2 In the midst of the commentary on these two views,
especially with regard to the argument B, the passage in question appears as
follows (underlining is mine):

1) Yijing’s original translation (T31, 889c): “REHHA T HBNKHES. EEE
5 BHEEE. AR MR MR 3L, LSRR,

2) LU/YINCANG's interpretation!®: “X 3 <4 IR > B <Pk > TMRFBABEE
&, <HRBEFRSEE>. BEAEBHE<E> B RA<5>E<EE>BR<S>
. BRI SRR < SRR > BN AR 714

3) KIMURA’s English translation!>: “If you assume that cognition is caused by an
aggregate of atoms and not by atoms themselves,!6 then you cannot assert the
substance as the object of cognition. Then you could not help but committing the
self-contradiction of your own standpoint. Thus Dharmakirti does not approve
your argument (R ¥ # N ) because it lacks an instance (drstanta) for

10 LU Cheng H i and Shi YINCANG EHI{E (eds.), Guansuoyuanshilun huiyi BT8R
&2, Neixue W 4, 1928: 1-42 (=123-164).

11 UL, Jinna chosaku no kenkva BEHZEIED S, Tokyo, 1958. Especially for the passage
of our concern see p. 29 and p. 79f.

12 gan dag mig la sogs pa’i rnam par Ses pa’i dmigs pa phyi rol gyi don yin par *dod pa de dag
ni de’t rgyu yin pa’t phyir vdul phra rab dag yin pa ‘am der snan ba’i Ses pa skye ba’i phyir
de ‘dus pa yin par rtog gran na //...; “Diejenigen, welche einen duferen Gegenstand
(artha) als Anhaltspunkt (dlambana) der Erkenntnis durch das Auge usw.
(caksurdadivijiiana) annehmen, glauben entweder, es seien Atome, weil diese ihre
Ursache sind, oder eine Anhidufung derselben (samhata), weil die Erkenntnis, die
entsteht, deren Bild trigt (fadabhdsa)” E. FRAUWALLNER, Dignagas
Alambanapariksa. Text, Ubersetzung und Erlduterungen, Wiener Zeitschrift fiir die
Kunde Morgenlandes 37, 1930: 176 and 180.

13 LU/YINCANG, Guansuoyuanshilun huiyi: 5.

4 Words in < > are the editors’ insertions which present their interpretation. They
are not found in Yijing’s translation.

15 KIMURA, A new chronology of Dharmakirti: 210.

16 The words such as ‘atoms,” ‘aggregate of atoms’ are not found in Yijing’s original
translation.
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syllogism.”17

4) ATYASWAMI SASTRI’s Sanskrit translation!8: “na ca vijianasya bahirdravyam
pratyayah | it yadi svafpaksam] svikarosi | [tadd) dharminah svaripavirodhadosah
syat | tathd dharmavacanam aprasiddham?® | yad idam parasya sammatam tad eva
drstantikrivate | . . .”

5) ATYASWAMI SASTRI’s English translation2: “But if you assume that there is no
external thing which may serve as a cause to consciousness; [then] there is a fault
of the subject of your thesis being contradicted in its own character. So also is
your probandum (dharma=sddhyadharma) unknown to us. If you say that what
has been recognised by the opponent as an accepted fact, can only be formulated
as an appropriate example, then . . .”

6) SCHOTT’s German translation?!: “Wenn wir nun meinen, daf man nicht
auflerhalb des Bewufitseins wirkliche Dinge zu Objekten hat, so gibt es notwendig
den Fehler, daf der dharmin (viSesya) (ndmlich: reales Objekt) in Gegensatz steht
zu unserer (Lehre). Aber man darf nach der Logik (fa, 85-+5)22 etwas nicht
Zugegebenes doch erwihnen, das wird auch von den Gegnern zugegeben. Daher
nehmen wir (die gegnerische Behauptung) als einen Ansatz.”

In the above translations, none of which are entirely satisfactory, no one except
KIMURA considers ‘fa-cheng’ #: # to be a translation of Dharmakirti.
Provisionally, I suppose that the following interpretation of the passage is
possible:
“And if those opponents themselves (who maintain argument B) admit that (visual
cognition, etc.,)? does not have an object as reality which exists outside of
cognition, then the fallacy of the contradiction to the own nature of the minor term
of the syllogism (dharmin)** will arise. Hence the mention of its property
(dharma; in the sense of Aetu or logical reason) will not be admitted. Namely, that
which is admitted (not only by his own party but) also by the other party (should
be employed as) the example (drstanta).”

17 For ran-fa-cheng-bu-xu $R=#AEr, KIMURA (Dharmakirti ni okeru tetsugaku to shikyo:
38) assumes the Sanskrit reconstruction tathd ca necchati Dharmakirtih.

18 N. ATYASWAMI SASTRI, Alambanapariksd and Vrtti by Dinndga with the commentary of
Dharmapila, The Adyar Library Series 32, 1942: 24.

19 dharminah... aprasiddham is based on his emendation on bid., p. 62 n. 14, whereas his
first translation (p.24) before this emendation reads as follows: dharminam
svalaksanavirodhah sydt / tathd na dharmdnusamsanam prasidhyet.

20 Jbid.: 62.

21 Magdalene SCHOTT, Sein als Bewuftsein: Ein Beitrag zur Mahdyana-Philosophie,
Heidelberg, 1935: 31.

22 For the meaning of these symbols see ibid.: 4 “Abkiirzungen und Zeichen.”

23 Cf. LU/YINCANG takes suo-yuan F#%k, viz., dlambana, as the subject.

24 T think that 5B #8:%38 can be taken in the sense of 4k HEEHEEE (cf. LU/YINCANG's
interpretation: A H#HHEEE). The word HEMHE is found in the same text T31,
891c.
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As a whole, the text is very abstruse to me, and maybe my interpretation is also
not without imperfection. Nevertheless, one point seems clear and certain: ‘fa-
cheng’ is not ‘Dharmakirti’ in this sentence. Even if I hypothetically follow
KIMURA's translation which deviates from the original Chinese in several points,
I cannot really understand why Dharmapala has to mention Dharmakirti in this
context.25 Furthermore, generally speaking, it is rather embarrassing for me to
accept that Dharmapala refers to the name of his contemporaries in his writings.
To my limited knowledge, I was unable to find any reference to contemporary
thinkers such as to Dharmakirti, etc., in Dharmapala’s works, such as the
commentary on the Vimsatikd and the commentary on the Catuhsataka, when we
set aside general references to VaiSesika, Samkhya, Kapila and the like.

It is indeed true that some technical terms which are remarkable in
Dharmakirti’s writings can be traced in Dharmapala’s writings, too. For
example, the reference to the example ‘sara(s)’ and ‘rasa’ in the context of
demonstrating successive occurrences of auditory cognitions is common to
Dharmapala’s Dacheng guang bailun shilun?® and Dharmakirti’s Pramanavdrttika.2”
Further, in the context of mental perception (manasapratyaksa; manovijiiana),
Dharmakirti points out an undesirable conclusion that even a blind person would
come to cognize the external object, if one accepts that the mind-cognition
cognizes what has not been cognized by sense perception.2? The same argument
is found in Dharmapala’s works, t00.2° Also, the definition of self-awareness as

25 If Dharmakirti were mentioned here, it would be natural to use the expression such as
“dcarya Dharmakirti” or “bhadanta Dharmakirti” (ME¥skER/ K HE) instead of just
“Dharmakirti,” though of course it is a minor issue in this case.

26 Dacheng guang bailun shilun T30, 223b: B FR M4, JERIHEIL. WWEMS. EE

FEME. IR, MG aTHE. MM tr. Tom J. F. TILLEMANS, Materials for the Study

of Aryadeva, Dharmapdla and Candrakirti, Wien, 1990, Vol. 1, 140f.: “If [however, it is

argued that] the minute parts of words come into being simultaneously and do not exist
as previous and subsequent states like the minute parts of form, then syllables such as
sa, ra, (saras="“lake”) [and] ra, sa (rasa="“taste”) could be heard simultaneously

[without any difference in their order], [and thus] the meanings [of sa7a and rasa] would

have to be without any differences.”

Pramanavaritika 1 301: anupitrvy@m asatydm sydt saro rasa iti Srutau / na kdryabheda iti

ced asti s@ purusdsrayd, tr. TILLEMANS, op. cit.: 250 n. 230 “Suppose it is said that when

there is no [objectively existing] order, then the words saras and rasa would not have
any different effects. [Reply: ] This [order] depends upon the person.”

28 Pramanavdrttika 111 239cd: : adrstagrahane ‘ndhdder api syad arvthadarsanam [/ “If (the
opponents assume that the mind-cognition [manovijiidnal) grasps what has not been
directly perceived (by sense perception), it will follow that even the blind and the like
(directly) cognize the object.”

2

3
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sarvacittacaittanam datmasamvedanam (Nyadyabindu I 10) looks just the same as the
one in the Fodi jing lun,’® translated3! by Xuanzang %3t (d. 664).32 However,
these examples are to be examined in connection with Dharmakirti’s formation of
his own theory and expression. It is very difficult to take them to be the evidence

for

Dharmakirti’s chronological precedence to Dharmapila or Xuanzang.

Therefore, Dharmakirti’s date of activity should be reconsidered, if necessary, by
using some other evidence.3

29

3

=

3

=

32

33

Dacheng guang bailun shilun T30, 226ab: 4SRN H R4, BEEAERTIE. XN
EESEEAN. UEs T a5, “If the cognition which cognizes an object arises
independently of the direct experience [of the object through the sense organ], it will
follow that (even) the blind and the like should vividly recognize (viz., perceive) the
object. And [therefore], it will follow that the blind and the like do not exist, because
they come to vividly recognize the form and so on.” Guan suoyuan lun shi T31, 889b:
WhE S HER kI MEREE. HAZERERTS. “. . . then (it would follow that) the
mind-cognition (manovijiana) by itself is able to grasp the essence of the external
object, and as its result, (it will follow that) the blind and the like do not exist.” Note
in passing that manasapratyaksa is not intended in these contexts.

In the Fodi jing lun (commentary on the *Buddhabhiimi-sitra), the expression very
similar to the Nydyabindu 1 10 is found in the form of a citation from the
Pramanasamuccaya. T 26, 303a: £ 8R4, #0085 EEHE. ZEBBE. “Tt is stated
in the Pramdnasamuccaya that the mind and the mental elements are all (classified in)
self-awareness and it is called direct perception.” Such a passage does not appear in the
pratyaksa-chapter of the Pramdnasamuccaya.

It would be a task of further research to examine in what sense the Fodi jing lun was
a translation, inasmuch as it introduces the view of zheng zizhengfen & H 384
(*svasamvitti-samvitti-bhdga; T26, 303c) which is not found elsewhere except in the
Cheng weishi lun B ME%a% by Dharmapala (T31, 10b).

It is certain that Xuanzang went back to China in 645 C. E. and died in 664. As for the
year of his birth, on the other hand, there are two slightly different views; viz., 600 and
602. See MIZUTANI Shinjé K& B, Daito saitki ki XEFEIRAD, Tokyo, 1971: 438.
As regards the relationship between Xuanzang and Dharmakirti, Sh. KATSURA
pointed out that Xuanzang, who was in Chang’an in 645, might have been partially
informed of Dharmakirti’s logic. See KATSURA Shoéryu #:#FF%, Ronrigakuha ZR¥E
FJK, in NAGAO et al. (eds.), Iwanami koza t6y6 shiso daihakkan. Indobukkyo ichi ‘&
PERERE P RAR AN 1 v F{A#% 1, Tokyo, 1988: 342 n. 16. Cf. KATSURA Shory1,
On trairapya formulae, in Kumoi Shozen hakase koki kinen. Bukkyo to Ishikyo EFH-IE
FREREE AH & B2 (Buddhism and Its Relation to Other Religions. Essays in
Honour of Dr. Shozen Kumoi on His Seventieth Birthday), Kyoto, 1985: 163f. Note that
this suggestion does not necessarily mean the chronological emendation. Of course we
might be able to shift the date of Dharmakirti a litter earlier (e.g., 590-650), but the
rejection of a previous study in such a form would not be so significant in the case of
relative chronology.
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§2. Reconsidering the year of Dharmapala’s death

Dharmapala’s life has been considered to be 530-561 C. E. since the articles of
Ur34 and FRAUWALLNER.3® The Chinese sources utilized by these scholars were
the Xiyu ji, the Cien zhuan, the Xu gaoseng zhuan, the Shuyao and the Shuji.

Xuangzang’s period of stay in India as well as his life can be strictly fixed, if
one neglects the difference of less than two years.3¢ Xuanzang left the capital city
of the Tang Dynasty, Chang’an, in the period between 627 and 629.37 And a
couple of years later,38 he reached Nalanda Mahavihara, where he met Silabhadra
REE, P @YPeE, FER) for the first time. Silabhadra, who became
Xuanzang’s teacher at Néland3, is recorded to have been 106 years old at that
time.3® Silabhadra was a student of Dharmapala in his youth. These facts
seemingly enable us to realize the detailed chronological calculations of their lives.
Chinese sources also relate a few episodes regarding Silabhadra and Dharmapala.
Among them, I would like to call attention once again to two points:

1) “Dharmapala was once challenged to a de‘bate by a learned Brahmin from South
India. He, however, assigned in his place Silabhadra, who won a brilliant victory
over his opponent and with the rich reward given by the ruler founded a
monastery. Silabhadra was at that time 30 years old.”*

2) “At the age of 29, he [=Dharmapdla] retired to the Bodhi-tree*! and spent the
rest of his life in meditation and in the composition of several works. He died at
the age of 32.74

34 U1, Genj6 izen no Indo shoronshi no nendai X 4E LR EIEE 5w EM O ELR (1928; in id.,
Indo tetsugaku kenkyi ENEFEPSE Vol. 5, Tokyo, 1965): 128-132.

35 FRAUWALLNER, Landmarks in the History of Indian Logic.

36 See n. 32 above.

37 Xuanzang’s departure for India most probably took place in the first year of Zhenguan
(627) or at the beginning of the second year of the same era (628). See KUWAYAMA
Shéshin Z(1F#£, How Xuanzang learned about Nalanda, in Antonino FORTE (ed.),
Tang China and Beyond. Studies on East Asia from the Seventh to the Tenth Century.
Italian School of East Asian Studies, Essays: volume 1: 29-33. KUWAYAMA Shéshin
and HAKAMAYA Noriaki, Genjo 324&, Tokyo, 1981: 58-82 (written by KUWAYAMA).

38 The year of Xuanzang’s arrival at Nalanda Monastery is 634 according to Ul, op. cit.:
121f. and 633 according to FRAUWALLNER, op. cit.: 133. On the other hand, YANG
Tingfu WBER, Xuanzang nianpu ZHEERE Beijing, 1988: 160f.) takes it to be 631.

% Xuanzang’s biography in the Xu gaoseng zhuan T50, 451c. Ui, op. cit.: 123f.
FRAUWALLNER, loc. cit. As pointed by Ul, the Datang gu sanzang Xuanzang fashi
xingzhuang, another version of Xuanzang’s biography, states that Silabhadra was 160
years old — &<+ (T50, 216b).

40 FRAUWALLNER, loc. cit.
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Here, Point 1 is described in the Xiyu 77 which was compiled by Bianji &% on the
basis of Xuanzang’s information, while Point 2 is found in the Shuyao and the
Shuji*3 which were composed by Kuiji 283 (or Ji 2£)* as commentaries on the
Cheng weishi lun. If we calculate the date of Dharmapala by combining these two
pieces of information, the conclusion would necessarily be the same as
Frauwallner’s idea: “If we suppose that Dharmapala assigned Silabhadra to take
his place in the debate because he had the intention of retiring under the Bodhi-
tree, it follows that he was at that time in his 29th year, that is to say, one year
younger than Silabhadra. Thus we can fix the date of his birth as 530 and of his
death as 561 A. D.”45

However room for reconsideration still remains. First, although we cannot
say that Silabhadra’s old age of 106 is absolutely impossible, there is still room for
doubt in an ordinary sense.*® Second, the above-stated Point 2 about
Dharmapala’s death at the age of 32 is found only in Kuiji’s explanations and we
cannot find its original source elsewhere, though it is naturally conjectured that
such oral transmission stemmed from Kuiji’s master, Xuanzang. And finally,
Dharmapala’s short life-span does not fit very well with Point 2 in spite of
UI/FRAUWALLNER’s explanation. For, after the challenge of the Brahmin, the
Xiyu ji describes how Silabhadra was assigned in place of Dharmapala against the
Brahmin’s challenge in the following way:

. . . Silabhadra said, “As I have myself attended at various discussions, let me
destroy this heretic.” Dharmapala, knowing his history, allowed him to have his

41 In the Xiyu ji, Dharmapala’s connection with the Bodhi-tree is mentioned also in an
episode of the contact between Dharmapala and Bhi[valviveka (Xiyx ji: 844=T51,
930c-931a). However, Dharmapala’s age is not mentioned there.

42 FRAUWALLNER, loc. cit.

43 Shuyao T43, 608ab: “At the age of twenty-nine (Dharmapala) became aware of his own

imminent passing away. He therefore practised meditation all the time and vowed to

himself not to leave the Bodhi-tree, where he spent three years; and he made this
commentary (on the Trimsikd, i.e., the Cheng weishi lun) in the spare time between
meditation and religious service.” Shuji T43, 231c: “Dharmapala in Sanskrit, who is
called Hufa (i.e., protecting dharma) in Tang China. This great master was the son of
the king* of Kafcipura of Dravida in South India. . . . He died at the Mahabodhi

Temple at the age of thirty-two.” (*king’ should be ‘minister’ according to the Xiyu ji:

855=T51, 931c).

Kuiji (632-682) was one of the most eminent disciples of Xuanzang. He did not have

access to the reports of recent Indian Buddhism by Yijing (635-713), since the latter

composed the Neifa zhuan in 691 and came back to Luoyang #&F% in 695, after Kuiji's
death. For the biography of Yijing see WANG’s note in the Datang xiyu ji qiu fa gaoseng

zhuan: 253-267, and his introduction to the Neifa zhuan: 1-26.

4
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way. At this time Silabhadra was just thirty years old. The assembly, despising
his youth, feared that it would be difficult for him alone to undertake the
discussion. Dharmapala knowing that the mind of his followers was disturbed,
hastened to relieve them and said, “In honouring the conspicuous talent of a
person we do not say, ‘He has cut his teeth’ (count his years according to his teeth).
As I see the case before us now, I feel sure that he will defeat the heretic; he is
strong enough.”4?

In this story, Silabhadra is described as ‘the most talented person among
Dharmapala’s students” ( PIABKEE . HBAHEZ#HEWN).®  According to
UI/FRAUWALLNER’s reasoning, Dharmapala is calculated to be only 29 years old,
younger than Silabhadra by one year, who in this episode, was not taken seriously
because of his youth! If this is a persuasive account?® then common sense would
lead us to believe that Dharmapala must be much older than young Silabhadra in
this anecdote.

In this regard, I would rather conjecture that there were two different,

45 FRAUWALLNER, loc. cit. Cf. UI’s explanation regarding this point (0p. cit.: 129£.): “. . .
On the other hand, it is widely said that Dharmapala was one year younger than
Stlabhadra. It is not certain in which text this is stated, nor is it clear whether this is
really Xuanzang’s transmission. . . . From this description [i.e., the episode of Point
1], there is no reason to assume that Dharmapala must have been 29 years old at that
time, nor that he was younger than Silabhadra. Usually, one considers that
Dharmapila would possibly be older than Silabhadra. However, seen from the Shuji
and the Shuyao [see n. 43 above], Dharmapala must not have been older than 29. This
\yould be the reason why previous studies take Dharmapala to have been younger than
Silabhadra by one year, through calculating their ages as being as close as possible.
Between a master and his pupil, the master do not have to be older than his pupil. The
assumption of the difference by several years between them would not be impossible if
there is any reason; if not, the minimum difference should inevitably be assumed,
therefore there will be no problem if one assumes the difference of age by one year.
Hence Dharmapala turns out to be an individual who lived from 530 to 561. . ..”
Brackets are mine.

46 According to the Cien zhuan (T50, 261b), in 653 Xuanzang was informed of
Silabhadra’s death by a Chinese envoy who returned from India. UT (op. cit.: 127£.)
conjectures that Silabhadra died in c. 645. If one assumes Silabhadra’s age to have
been 106 in c¢. 634 when Xuanzang met him first, Stlabhadra comes to have survived to
be nearly 120 years old! Silabhadra’s age might therefore be reduced by twenty or
thirty years. TILLEMANS (Materials for. . ., Vol. 1, 8 n. 21) also doubts Silabhadra’s
age.

47 Samuel BEAL, Siyu Ki. Buddhist Records of the Western World. London, 1884
(Reprint Delhi 1981): Pt. 2, 111f. Underlines are mine. Xiyu ji: 661=T51, 914c

48 BEAL’s translation loc. cit. “Silabhadra and the inferior disciples” is not correct.

49 Needless to say, how much fact the episode contains is another question.
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unrelated transmissions in China about Dharmapala’s career, though both of them
might have originated from Xuanzang’s mouth. Namely, Dharmapaila may have
had a comparatively long life-span (just as is presupposed in some Tibetan
traditions),5° the idea implicitly presupposed in Point 1; and Dharmapala, the
young genius, who expired at the age of 32. I cannot help hesitating to combine
these points to calculate Dharmapala’s life as U/FRAUWALLNER did. It seems
true that Dharmapala was born in the South and later achieved brilliant success at
Nalanda Mahavihara,5! and it was probably in the second half of the sixth
century.52 However, I do not think that his exact period of life can be settled only
from the above-mentioned Chinese sources.

Kuiji states that Dharmapala had three successors (menren [ A): Visesamitra,
Jinaputra and Jfidnacandra.’® Of them, ViSesamitra and JAdnacandra are
mentioned by Xuanzang in the Xiyu ji°* as eminent monks of Nalanda Monastery.
What is puzzling is Yijing’s testimony. In the 34th chapter ‘Learning Method in
the West’ of his Neifa zhuan,%® Yijing refers to Jidnacandra in the following way:
“In the West (i.e. India), at present, there are the master of the law Jianacandra
of Telidhaka®® Monastery, Bhadanta Ratnasimha of Nalanda (Monastery),
Divakaramitra in the East, Tathigatagarbha in the South, and Sakyakiti in
Srivijaya of the southern ocean.” They are mentioned as the living masters whose
instruction Yijing received personally (HLEEEERf. [F])% I BHZENL. B HE).
Yijing decided to go back to China after his stay at Nalanda for ten years

5 For example, Taranatha’s History of Buddhism (Chapter 25) states that Dharmapala
had preached at Nalanda for over thirty years.

51 Dharmapala’s connection with Nalanda is certain; what is called ‘Cell of Bodhisattva
Dharmapala’ #%E#EFE existed in the monastery at Xuanzang’s time. Cien zhuan
T50, 237a.

52 On trial, for example, if we hypothesize that Dharmapala survived till sixty and was
older than Silabhadra by twenty years and that the latter was not 108 but, say, 88 years
old when Xuanzang met him first, then Dharmapala’s life would be c. 530-590.

53 Videsamitra By #E %5, B K. Jinaputra IS4, BF. Jhanacandra #IRER
g, ®H. Shuji T43, 231¢-232a.

5 Xiyu ji: 757=T51, 924a.

5 Neifa zhuan: 207f.=T5H4, 229c.

5 The name Telddhaka is ascertained by the evidence of two inscriptions. See the
following studies: Archaeological Survey of India. Vol. VIII, Calcutta, 1878: vii-viii (by
Alexander CUNNINGHAM) and p. 34f. (by J. D. BEGLAR); Vol XI, Calcutta, 1880:
164-169 and Plate XLII (by Alexander CUNNINGHAM). Surendranath MAJUMDAR
SASTRI, Cunningham’s Ancient Geography of India, Edited with Introduction and Notes,
Calcutta, 1924: 720 (MAJUMDAR SASTRI’s note on Ti-lo-shi-kia). MIZUTANI, op. cit.:
254 n. 1.

10



TWO NOTES ON DHARMAPALA AND DHARMAKIRTI

(675-685). Therefore, Jiidnacandra was alive possibly until 685. Here, we have
the problem of Jfidnacandra’s very long life-span just as in the case of Silabhadra.
A possible solution would lie in the interpretation of ‘successor’ (menren). This
expression signifies that they belonged to Dharmapala’s school, but it does not
necessarily mean that they are the ‘direct’ successors. Jidnacandra might have
been Xuanzang’s contemporary, nearly of the same age.

ABBREVIATIONS

Cien zhuan Datang da ciensi sanzangfashi zhuan
Neifa zhuan  Nanhai jigui neifa zhuan

Shuji Chengweshilun shuji

Shuyao Cheng weishi lun zhangzhong shuyao

T Taishé shinshi daizokyo & IF FrE KRk
Xiyu ji Datang xiyu ji
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