organisé par
I'Institut orientaliste de I'Université Catholique de Louvain
(Louvain-la-Neuve)
et
la Section d'Histoire et de Philologie Orientales de I'Université d'Etat a
Licge

sous le patronage de
I’Académie Royale des Sciences, des Lettres et des Beaux-Arts de Belgique

avec le concours financier de
la Fondation Francqui
et du
Fonds National Belge de la Recherche Scientifique

COMITE ORGANISATEUR

Académie Royale de Belgique Pr Maurice Leroy(1), Secrétaire perpétuel
Université Catholique de Louvain P* Jacques Grand’Henry,

Pr Julien Ries

Pr Jacques Ryckmans

Pr Simone Van Riet

Université de I'Etat ¢ Licge Pr Henri Limet
P Jean Kellens
Dr Jean Dantinne

Secrétariat Dr J.-M. Verpoorten, secrétaire

Dr Philippe Caes, W. Berger et N. Buckinx.

PUBLICATIONS DE L'INSTITUT ORIENTALISTE DE LOUVAIN
42

PREMIER COLLOQUE
ETIENNE LAMOTTE

(Bruxelles et Liége 24-27 septembre 1989)

UNIVERSITE CATHOLIQUE DE LOUVAIN

INSTITUT ORIENTALISTE
LOUVAIN-LA-NEUVE

1993



en souvenir de

Mgr Etienne LAMOTTE
1903-1983

Professeur a I"Université catholique de Louvain

e

PEETERS PRESS
LOUVAIN-PARIS




A NOTE ON ANATMAN
IN THE WORK OF E. LAMOTTE

Kamaleswar BHATTACHARYA*

In his Histoire du Bouddhisme indien, E. Lamotte honestly examined
the question of anatman in early Buddhism. He took it up again in the
fourth volume of his Traité de la Grande Vertu de Sagesse. In the latter
work, Lamotte does not agree with Oldenberg, Frauwallner, and myself
(p. 2005). But his criticism is a model of elegant scholarship!.

So far as I can see, Lamotte’s argumentation is vitiated by the fact
that he does not make a clear distinction — along with the majority of
Buddhist scholars of our time — between the Upanisadic atman and the
atmans of other systems such as Nyaya-Vaisesika, Mimamsa, Samkhya,
and Jainism. The specificity of the Upanisadic arman was, however,
already pointed out by Sankara in Brahmasitrabhdsya 1, 1, 4.

The following passage from the Traité (p. 1995) is really confusing:

**... la notion d’Atman que les bouddhistes combattent est celle d’une
entité permanente (nitya), stable (dhruva), éternelle (sasvata), immuable
(aviparinamadharman) que les ignorants attribuent au grand Brahman
(D. 1, p. 18-19), a certaines divinités (D. I, p. 19-20), a eux-mémes ou a
d’autres (M. 1, p. 8, 135, 137; S. III, p. 98-99, 183): cette notion est
étroitement apparentée a celle du Brahman-Atman des Upanisad et du
Vedanta.

“Le Buddha I’écarte résolument et déclare: Natthi nicco dhuvo sassato
aviparinamadhammo (S. 111, p. 144)”. )

I do not believe that the texts cited have anything to do with the
Upanisadic doctrine of darman-brahman. The last quote, from the
Samyutta-Nikaya, is significant: the text condemns, not the belief in a
timeless Absolute, which is “permanent”, “stable”, “‘eternal”, “immu-
table”, but the conception of a psychophysical individuality possessing
all these qualities: n” atthi kho, bhikkhu, kifici ripam yam riigpam niccam

* Paris. 32 route de Brie, F91800 Brunoy, FRANCE.

! Lamotte’s observations have given rise to a controversy between Professors Frits
Staal and J. W. de Jong: see Cahiers d'Exiréme-Asie: Revue de I'Ecole frangaise d'Extréme-
Orient, Section de Kyoto, 1 (1985) and 3 (1987).
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dhuvam sassatam aviparinamadhammam sassatisamam tath’ eva-thassati.
(Similarly with the other khandas, vedana, etc.).

The problem exists in Buddhism, and it cannot be easily dispensed
with, when we take into account the tension between darman and
andtman in Mahayana texts. (There were two interesting papers on this
subject in this conference itself). It is, therefore, good that discussions
on the subject, sometimes from new points of view, are going on?.

There is one point upon which Professor Lamotte did not touch: the
association between @tman and brahman in the Pali Canon. It is not
enough to say — as it is often done — that the term brahman in these
texts means something different from what it means in the Upanisads
(as, e.g., in Samkhya, it is used to designate the pradhana). The contexts
in which the term is used are important, and a study of the Atthakathas
and the T7kds has led me to believe that the authors of these commen-
taries were annoyed by the occurrence of this term in the Buddhist
texts. In their eagerness to isolate Buddhism from the Brahmanical
tradition, they sought to obscure the original meaning of this important
term; but through their various attemps can be discerned — so it seems
to me — this original meaning, which is the same as in the Upanisads®.

In a letter dated October 27, 1979, Professor Lamotte spoke to me, in
a different connection, of *‘les progrés considérables accomplis par la
science”. The little that is said in this note is said in that spirit.

2 See J. Pérez-Remon, Self and Non-Self in Early Buddhism, The Hague, Mouton
Publishers (Religion and Reason 22), 1980; S. Collins, Selfless Persons. Imagery and
Thought in Theravada Buddhism, Cambridge University Press, 1982; C. Oetke, “Ich’ und
das Ich, Stuttgart, Franz Steiner Verlag Wiesbaden GmbH (Alt- und Neu-Indische Studien,
herausgegeben vom Seminar fiir Kultur und Geschichte Indiens an der Universitét
Hamburg), 1988. — Despite an apparently identical standpoint, there is a gulf of
difference between Pérez-Remon’s approach and mine — a difference which, unfortunately,
has often been missed by scholars. The Spanish scholar, moreover, does not seem to have
been aware of L’Atman-Brahman dans le Bouddhisme ancien, Publ. EFEO, 90, Paris, 1973,
while writing his book.

3 “Some Thoughts on dtman-brahman in Early Buddhism”, Dr. B.M. Barua Birth
Centenary Commemoration Volume, 1989 (Calcutta: Bauddha Dharmankur Sabha).
pp. 63-83.

ON THE ATMAN THEORY IN THE
MAHAPARINIRVANASUTRA

Kyoko Fuin*

Mahaparinirvanasitra of Mahayana (MPS) is one of the stitras which
expound the rathdgatagarbha-vada, as well as Tathdgatagarbhasitra,
Srimalasiitra and so on, in the Indian Mahayana Buddhism. This sutra
expounds the atman clearly and admires it highly, although Buddhism
has been asserting the andtman-vada. The sitra is characterized by its
atman theory. Then, how and why can the atman be explained in the
sitra? And what is the atman the sutra asserts? This paper is intended
to approach these problems according to the explanation of the sutra.

At first, as to the text of the sutra, there are four Chinese translation
and two Tibetan ones. The sanskrit text does not remain except in
fragments. Concerning the four Chinese texts, the first text consists of
40 volumes and was translated by Tan-wu-chen [Taisho. No. 374]. The
second is a revised edition of the first one, and consists of 36 volumes
[Taisho. No. 375]. The third consists of 6 volumes, and was translated
by Fa-xian for the first time in China at the beginning of the fifth
century [Taisho. No. 376]. The fourth one consists of only 2 volumes,
and it contains the last part of the sutra. This text was translated by
Jianabhadra during the Tang Dynasty [Taisho No. 377]. As to the two
Tibetan texts, one is the retranslation from the first and the fourth
Chinese texts [Peking ed. No. 787]. So this is not so important as a
material for study. The other corresponds to the third Chinese text
which has 6 volumes [Peking ed. No. 788].

Regarding the Sanskrit text, as mentioned above, it is unknown, and
at the present only eight folios of manuscripts are known to exist. Their
contents are all included in the third Chinese text and also in the part of
volume 1-10 of the first Chinese text!. According to this fact, con-
versely, on the formation of the sitra, it is supposed that the contents
of the sitra included in the third Chinese text and in the part of
volumes 1-10 of the first Chinese, was exactly composed in Indian

* 5-22-22-205 Sanarudai Hamamatsu-shi Shizuoka-ken 432 - JAPAN.

! Kazunobu Matsuda: Sanskrit Fragments of the Mahayana Mahaparinirvanasitra
pp. 12-15. (Studia Tibetica no. 14 Toyo Bunko, Tokyo 1988).



