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Abstract

A comparison of the opening debate in the Chinese and Pali versions of the
Milindapariha shows a process of expansion in the latter. As a result, the dynamic
underlying the debate appears to have to some extent become obfuscated.
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Introduction

This article presents a comparative study and translation of the opening debate
between the Bactrian King Milinda and the Buddhist monk Nagasena.l A full
account of their encounter is extant in Pali, in the form of the Milindapariha, and
in two Chinese translations, which appear to stem from a single original
rendition. 2 In addition to these, extracts from this debate are found in an
Avadana collection extant in Chinese and in a discourse quotation given in the
Abhidharmakosabhasya.3

The importance of consulting the Chinese parallel to the Milindapaiiha has
already been noted by Oskar von Hintiber,* who points out that the “development
of [the] Mil[indapafiha] can be traced with the help of the ... Chinese translation.”
This assessment finds confirmation in the comparative study below. By way of
preparation for that, however, a brief look at principles of Indian debate is
required.

Principles of Debate

The basic principles of debate can be appreciated with the help of a description
of its contemporary practice in the Tibetan Buddhist tradition. Georges Dreyfus
reports from his own training in debating that, when one is in an actual debate
situation,>

it is crucial to remain calm and good-humored, while keeping an eye out
for sharp rejoinders that can turn the presence of a large crowd to one's
advantage. I remember an incident that took place while [ was answering
[challenges in a debate session] in Se-ra Jay. The abbot, Geshe Lob-zang
Thub-ten, who was my teacher, made a joke at my expense, implying that
my answers were weak. The whole assembly burst into laughter. I was not
fazed and without blinking I replied, “Some may laugh, but I challenge
them to back up their laughter!” The audience exploded. I had won the
exchange.

1 Bhikkhu Analayo (PhD, DLit), Barre Center for Buddhist Studies, MA 01005, USA.
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The actual argument has of course no logical weight; it does not prove anything.
But the quick and astute way he replied won him the approval of the audience
and thereby the upper hand in the debate situation.

The same basic pattern is already evident in the period of early Buddhism, as can
be seen in the case of a debate recorded in the Payasi-sutta.6 The Pali version of
this discourse has several parallels extant in Chinese, in addition to which a
version of this debate is also extant from the Jain tradition.” Needless to say, in
the latter case the debate involves a Jain monk.

The Payadsi-sutta and its Chinese parallels depict a Buddhist monk debating a
local king, a basic setting that bears considerable similarity to the Milindapariha.
The topic at stake is the question of rebirth, which the materialist king denies.
The actual debate begins with the king voicing his disbelief in rebirth with the
phrase “there is no other world.”8 This is the standard phrasing apparently
employed in the ancient setting to convey this particular ideological position.
The Buddhist monk reacts to this statement by querying whether the sun and the
moon belong to this world or to the other world. The king has to admit that they
belong to the other world.

This is of course no argument for rebirth. But it is a valid reply in the context of
a debate. The point at stake is not so much the providing of a logical proof. The
existence of the sun and the moon have little to do with rebirth and certainly do
not prove it. Yet, the monk’s reply is successful since he has exhibited his
rhetorical skill by using a good argument that forces his opponent to retreat or
even remain silent. This is what counts in a debate setting.? It would be a
misunderstanding to interpret this argument from a logical perspective.l® What
counts is quickly giving a sharp reply.

Keeping in mind the nature and basic principles of debate helps to appreciate the
encounter King Milinda apparently had with another Buddhist monk, before his
meeting with Nagasena. The story reports the king approaching the monk and
asking two seemingly innocent questions. These were why the monk had gone
forth and whether the purpose of his going forth could also be achieved by a lay
person. When the monk affirmed the latter, the king drew the conclusion that it
is useless to go forth as a monk, as one can reach the same purpose by remaining
a householder. The monk remained silent, thereby admitting his defeat.!!

This episode shows Milinda’s debating strategies, presumably based on having
developed familiarity with Indian debating practice. The first question regarding
why the monk went forth can just appear like a polite inquiry in order to find out
about the philosophy and conception of the final goal of the other’s doctrine or
even just to make a personal contact. The follow-up question of whether the
same can be attained by a lay person is a natural one to pose by someone who is
not a monk himself. Perhaps in order to assure the king that the Buddha’s
teaching is also relevant to householders, the monk gives an answer that, in the
debate setting, leads to his defeat.
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Now, the conclusion drawn by the king is not actually compelling. Even though
lay practitioners may in principle reach the final goal, the same is more easily
achieved if one decides to go forth. The monastic life, at least in its ideal form, is
meant to afford the best possible conditions for progress on the path. A verse in
the Suttanipata compares the lay life to a peacock, whereas the path of a monastic
compares to a goose, whose speed of flight the peacock can never match.12

However, to explain the situation appropriately, the monk would have to retract
his earlier position of unqualified assertion. In order to avoid being bested, he
should not just have flatly stated that lay disciples can reach the final goal but
should have added a qualifier of some sort. Doing that would have forestalled the
conclusion Milinda was ready to draw.

With a basic appreciation of rules of debate in general and of Milinda’s
characteristic approach in place, it is now time to turn to the first exchange
between the king and Nagasena, based on the Chinese version.13

Translation (Part 1)
The king asked Nagasena in turn: “Dear, what is your name?”

Nagasena said: “My parents gave me the name Nagasena and in turn called
me Nagasena. At times my parents called me Wéixian, at times my parents

......

reason of such usages, all people recognize me. All people in the world just
have such names.”

The king asked Nagasena: “Who is Nagasena?” The king asked again: “Is
the head Nagasena?”

Nagasena said: “The head is not Nagasena.”
The king asked again: “Are the eyes, ears, nose, or mouth Nagasena?”
Nagasena said: “The eyes, ears, nose or mouth are not Nagasena.”

The king asked again: “Are the neck, shoulders, arms, feet, or hands
Nagasena?”

Nagasena said: “They are not Nagasena.”

The king asked again: “Are the thighs or lower legs Nagasena?”

Nagasena said: “They are not Nagasena.”

The king asked again: “Is the countenance Nagasena?”

Nagasena said: “It is not Nagasena.”

The king asked again: “Is [the experience of] pain and pleasure Nagasena?”
Nagasena said: “It is not Nagasena.”

The king asked again: “Is [the doing of what is] wholesome and evil
Nagasena?”
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Nagasena said: “It is not Nagasena.”
The king asked again: “Is the body Nagasena?”
Nagasena said: “It is not Nagasena.”

The king asked again: “Are the liver, lungs, heart, spleen, veins, intestines,
or stomach Nagasena?”

Nagasena said: “They are not Nagasena.”

The king asked again: “The countenance, [the experience of] pain and
pleasure, [the doing of what is] wholesome and evil, the body, and the mind
— are these five things in combination rather Nagasena?”

Nagasena said: “They are not Nagasena.”

The king asked again: “In case there is no countenance, [experience of]
pain and pleasure, [doing of what is] wholesome and evil, body, and mind
— is the absence of these five things rather Nagasena?”

Nagasena said: “It is not Nagasena.”
The king asked again: “Is the sound of the respiration Nagasena?”
Nagasena said: “It is not Nagasena.”
The king asked again: “What is Nagasena?”
Study (Part 1)

The above exchange shows Milinda employing the same basic approach of
beginning by asking an innocent question: What is your name? Nagasena deals
with this better than the other monk, as he forestalls the drawing of unwarranted
conclusions by immediately clarifying that there are alternative names and that
any of these is simply a matter of designation. Although the texts do not explicitly
indicate this, it seems fair to assume that, given Milinda’s earlier success with the
other Buddhist monk, Nagasena is here shown to be careful with apparently
innocent questions, by qualifying immediately what he had said.

Milinda was reportedly acquainted with the different philosophical tenets in the
ancient Indian setting, so that it seems reasonable to assume he may have had at
least a superficial acquaintance with basic Buddhist ideas. In the ancient setting,
a Buddhist teaching that would naturally have received much attention by others
and for this reason would have been popularly known (though not necessarily
understood properly) is the doctrine of not self. This often takes the form of a
deconstruction, such as by analyzing the individual into five aggregates and then
showing that each of these fails to meet the requirements that would justify it
being considered a permanent and autonomous self.14

Such deconstruction of the self as a cardinal Buddhist tenet was and still is
puzzling to those who are not well versed in Buddhist doctrine.!> To someone
accustomed to thinking in terms of a reified sense of self, its denial in Buddhist
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thought can easily seem misconceived and incoherent. Perhaps the present
passage can be taken to imply that the king is portrayed as trying to explore this
presumed weakness of Buddhist philosophy by using the basic procedure of
deconstruction to lead to the absurd and thereby self-contradictory conclusion
that Nagasena does not exist.

Said simply, the argument would be that, given that Nagasena has communicated
his name, what exactly has he been talking about? On adopting the Buddhist
deconstruction of a self, nothing can supposedly be found to which the name
really refers. The expectation would then be that, faced with this dilemma,
Nagasena either has to confess that his previous statement, in which he
announced his name, is not really correct or else implicitly admit that the
Buddhist deconstruction of a self is not a coherent way of arguing. On this
interpretation, it could be assumed that Milinda would have been ready to use
any affirmation that Nagasena indeed exists, despite the king’s inability to find
him, to conclude that, on the same reasoning, the self exists, despite any inability
to find it among the aggregates.

In the Pali version, the king presses his point more strongly by accusing
Nagasena of falsehood, inasmuch as there is no Nagasena to be found.6 Yet,
Nagasena is not short of a reply, which takes the following form in the Chinese
version.1”

Translation (Part 2)

Nagasena asked the king: “[You came in] what is called ‘a chariot.’18 What
is a chariot? Is the axle the chariot?”

The king said: “The axle is not the chariot.”

Nagasena said: “Is the rim the chariot?”

The king said: “The rim is not the chariot.”

Nagasena said: “Are the spokes the chariot?”

The king said: “The spokes are not the chariot.”
Nagasena said: “Is the hub the chariot?”

The king said: “The hub is not the chariot.”

Nagasena said: “Is the drawbar the chariot?”

The king said: “The drawbar is not the chariot.”
Nagasena said: “Is the yoke the chariot?”

The king said: “The yoke is not the chariot.”

Nagasena said: “Is the carriage’s framework the chariot?”
The king said: “The carriage’s framework is not the chariot.”

Nagasena said: “Is the pole [of the canopy] the chariot?”
19
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The king said: “The pole [of the canopy] is not the chariot.”
Nagasena said: “Is the canopy the chariot?”
The king said: “The canopy is not the chariot.”

Nagasena said: “Is the combined assembly of all these wooden parts,
placed to one side, rather the chariot?”

The king said: “The combined assembly of all these wooden parts, placed
to one side, is not the chariot.”

Nagasena said: “In case there is no combined assembly of all these wooden
parts, is that rather the chariot?”

The king said: “The absence of the combined assembly of all these wooden
parts is not the chariot.”

Nagasena said: “Is the sound [of driving] the chariot?”
The king said: “The sound is not the chariot.”
Nagasena said: “What is the chariot?”

The king was silent in turn and had nothing to say.

Nagasena said: “It is taught in a Buddhist discourse: ‘Just as by means of
the combined assembly of all these wooden parts one constructs a chariot
and thereby gets a chariot, similarly it is for a person.”

Study (Part 2)

Nagasena's reply employs the same deconstruction strategy but now applied to
a lifeless object. As he explicitly indicates at the end of his argument, his
presentation is inspired by a canonical precedent. This precedent involves a nun
facing a challenge by Mara. In reply to a reference to a “sentient being” in Mara’s
challenge, the nun clarifies that this term stands for something composite and
not a substantial and unchanging entity. In order to convey this point, she
employs the simile of a chariot, which is similarly composite, as it is made up of
various parts.1?

In a detailed study of this episode,20 Bhikkhuni Dhammadinna explains that the
nun’s “illustration is not a denial of the conditioned existence of a chariot or a
self, but a calling into question [of] the shift from concept to ontology evident in
Mara’s pressing her on the characteristics of a ‘being’.” Importantly, in this
canonical precedent, “the notions or terms ‘chariot’ and ‘being’ are not
problematized as such.” Instead, the point is simply to clarify the nature of what

these terms should be taken to imply.

The reply by Nagasena silences the king. In the narrative setting, he could hardly
have been aware of the canonical precedent set by the chariot simile, which
Nagasena adjusts to the present context by employing the same deconstruction
strategy used earlier by the king. This move must have been unexpected to the
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king, since one does not normally relate the deconstruction of the self to
something inanimate.

According to the Pali version, Nagasena started his reply by asking if the king had
come in a chariot, which the king affirms. The same could be implicit in the
Chinese version, for which reason it has been supplemented in the translation
above. Such an inquiry would then employ the very same strategy of posing an
innocent question, leading up to a rebuttal in the same way the king had
employed earlier. In the Pali version this takes the form of pointing out that, since
the king is unable to establish the existence of a chariot, his earlier affirmation of
having travelled in one appears to be a falsehood.2!

The exploration of the debate dynamics thus far has been based on the Chinese
version. A substantial difference occurs at the outset of the relevant portion in
the Pali version (corresponding to part 1 of the translation of the Chinese version
given above), which proceeds as follows:22

Translation (Part 3)

Then King Milinda said this to the venerable Nagasena: “Venerable sir, how
are you known? Venerable sir, what is your name?”

[Nagasena replied:] “Great King, | am known as Nagasena and, Great King,
my companions in the holy life address me as Nagasena. Yet, though my
parents gave me a name like ‘Nagasena’ or ‘Siirasena’ or ‘Virasena, or
‘Sthasena,’ this is but a designation, Great King, a convention, a concept, a
verbal expression, ‘Nagasena’ is just a name, as there is no person to be
found here.”

Then King Milinda said this: “Good sirs, let the five hundred Bactrian
Greeks and the eighty thousand monks listen to me. This Nagasena speaks

thus: ‘there is no person is to be found here.’ Is it appropriate to approve
of this?”

Then King Milinda said this to the venerable Nagasena: “Venerable
Nagasena, if no person is to be found, then who offers you robes, alms food,
dwellings, and medicinal requisites for the sick and who partakes of them?
Who guards moral conduct? Who engages in [mental] cultivation? Who
realizes path and fruit, Nirvana? Who Kkills a sentient being? Who takes
what is not given? Who engages in sexual misconduct? Who speaks
falsehood? Who drinks alcohol? Who performs the five deeds of immediate
[retribution]?

There is therefore nothing wholesome, nothing unwholesome, there is no
doing or causing to do of wholesome and unwholesome deeds, there is no
fruition or ripening of good and bad deeds.

Venerable Nagasena, if someone Kills you there would be no killing of a
sentient being for that one. Venerable Nagasena, you also have no teacher,
no preceptor, and no ordination.
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You say this: ‘Great King, my companions in the holy life address me as
Nagasena.” What here is Nagasena? How is it, venerable sir, is the head hair
Nagasena?”

[Nagasena replied:] “No, Great King.”
[Milinda asked:] “Is the body hair Nagasena?”
[Nagasena replied:] “No, Great King.”

[Milinda asked:] “Are the nails ... the teeth ... the skin ... the flesh ... the
tendons ... the bones... the bone marrow ... the kidneys ... the heart ... the
liver ... the diaphragm ... the spleen ... the lungs ... the bowels ... the
mesentery ... the contents of the stomach ... the feces ... the bile ... the
phlegm ... the pus ... the blood ... the sweat ... the fat ... the tears ... the
grease ... the spittle ... the snot ... the oil of the joints ... the urine ... the brain
in the head Nagasena?”

[Nagasena replied:] “No, Great King.”

Milinda asked:] “How is it, venerable sir, is bodily form Nagasena?”
Nagasena replied:] “No, Great King.”

Milinda asked:] “Is feeling tone Nagasena?”

Nagasena replied:] “No, Great King.”

Milinda asked:] “Is perception Nagasena?”

Nagasena replied:] “No, Great King.”

Nagasena replied:] “No, Great King.”
Milinda asked:] “Is consciousness Nagasena?”
Nagasena replied:] “No, Great King.”

Milinda asked:] “How is it, venerable sir, is Nagasena bodily form, feeling

[
[
[
[
[
[
[Milinda asked:] “Are volitional formations Nagasena?”
[
[
[
[
tone, perception, volitional formations, and consciousness?”
[Nagasena replied:] “No, Great King.”

[

Milinda asked:] “How is it, venerable sir, is Nagasena apart from bodily
form, feeling tone, perception, volitional formations, and consciousness?”

[Nagasena replied:] “No, Great King.”

[Milinda said:] “Venerable sir, although I have been asking and asking, I do
not see that Nagasena. Venerable sir, Nagasena is just a sound. How could
there be a Nagasena? Venerable sir, you are speaking a falsehood, an
untruth; there is no Nagasena!”
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Study (Part 3)

A crucial difference, compared to the ostensibly earlier Chinese version, is the
addition of the phrase “there is no person to be found here” in Nagasena’s first
statement to the king. This changes his position, compared to the Chinese
version, as he now takes the position of denying that there is a person at all.23

Such denial appears to have motivated an extension of Milinda’s reply in the Pali
version, by way of querying who receives offerings and undertakes moral
conduct, etc. It is only after this additional line of argument that the
deconstruction of the name Nagasena falls into place, similar in kind to what is
found in the Chinese version, with some differences in details.

That the present difference is indeed a case of later expansion can be seen from
its lack of inner coherence. At first, Milinda argues that a denial of the person
makes no sense, since it results in the inability to provide a coherent account of
subjective experience and the need for moral restraint, etc. Yet, in the ensuing
part Milinda deconstructs Nagasena and arrives at the result that no Nagasena
can be found, thereby contradicting the point he has just made.

In order to reply to Milinda argument, in the way it is now found in the Pali
version, there would have been no need for Nagasena to bring in the chariot
simile. Instead, he could have just called the king out for making an incoherent
argument, pointing out that what Milinda had said earlier does not match what
he said subsequently.2+

The addition of the argument that there is no person, and its corresponding reply
that there is no chariot, seems to obfuscate the point made by Nagasena, as well
as by the nun to whom the simile is attributed. As pointed out by Bhikkhuni
Dhammadinna, 25 the nun’s reference to a sentient being and a chariot does
certainly not propose “a metaphysical affirmation of their conventional existence
but ultimate or absolute non-existence.” Yet, this is what the opening debate
between Milinda and Nagasena in the Pali version of the Milindapafiha has come
to convey, thereby inaugurating a shift in perspective on the significance of the
chariot simile as an illustration of the doctrine of not self that appears to have
had a lasting influence in later Buddhist traditions.

23



Sri Lanka International Journal of Buddhist Studies (SIJBS)
Volume VII- Issue II (2021) ISSN 2773-6814

Endnotes

1 This part of the debate has already been taken up for a comparative study by Minh Chau 1964:
47-49,

2 A detailed study can be found in Demiéville 1924; see also Takakusu 1896, and Guang Xing 2009.

3T 203 at T IV 492cz23; on T 203 see Willemen 1992 and 1994. For the Abhidharmakosabhdsya
quotation see the detailed study by Skilling 1998.

4Von Hiniiber 1996/1997: 83.

5 Dreyfus 2003: 258.

6 For a more detailed comparative study see Analayo 2012 and 2013.

7 See Bollée 2002. A comparison of the Buddhist and Jain versions can be found in Leumann 1885:
470-539 and Ruben 1935: 143-151.

8 DN 23 at DN Il 319,12: n’ atthi paraloko; with its parallels in DA 7 at T I 43a1: =Nl Elill MA 71 at
T1525cq: 7% % {]; and T 45 at T 1831ba4: 7% ¢ 1{]. The last two deny more precisely a future
world. It seems safe to assume that these two translations may also go back to an Indic original
worded similarly to the phrase found in DN 23, with the translators perhaps adding %/ to
express the underlying meaning.

9 On debate in ancient India see, e.g., Solomon 1978: 833-875, Matilal 1987, and Bronkhorst 2007;
on principles of debate in the Buddhist tradition Todeschini 2011 and on debate in the
Dighanikaya Manné 1992.

10 An example would be Evans 2008: 61, who reasons that the “opening argument is to ask whether
the sun and the moon are of this world or another ... [which involves] right away the use of false
dilemma ... and consequent equivocation of the ‘other world’ of the sun and the moon and the
‘other worlds’ of rebirth.” Such reasoning reflects lack of awareness of the rules of debate; see in
more detail Analayo 2013: 17-18.

11 Mil 20,28and T 1670B at T XXXII 705cs.

12 Sn 221.

13T 1670B at T XXXII 706a.

14 This basic pattern can already be seen in what tradition considers to have been the second
sermon given by the Buddha; see Allon 2020 for a survey of the parallel versions and a study of
a Gandhari fragment version.

15 An example would be the reasoning by Batchelor 1997: 36: “A central Buddhist idea, however,
is that no such intrinsic self can be found through analysis or realized in meditation. Such a deep-
seated sense of personal identity is a fiction, a tragic habit that lies at the root of craving and
anguish. How do we square this with rebirth, which necessarily entails the existence of
something that not only survives the death of the body and brain but somehow traverses the
space between a corpse and a fertilized ovum?” For a critical reply see Analayo 2021: 123-126.

16 Mil 26,23.

17T 1670B at T XXXII 706azs.

18 The supplementation “you came in” takes its inspiration from Mil 26,32, where in reply to an
inquiry by Nagasena the king states that he has come in a chariot.

19 SN 5.10 at SN 1 135,20, SA 1202 at T 1l 327he, SA% 218 at T 1l 454c29, and Up 9014 at D 4094 nyu
82a7 or P 5595 thu 128b2; see also Bingenheimer 2011: 171, Analayo 2014: 126, and Dhammadinna
2020: 9.

20 Dhammadinna 2020, 13.

21 Mil 27,1s. It is also worthy of note that in both versions the king departs on horse, rather than by
using his chariot. Vasil’kov 1993: 68-69 comments on this contrast in the case of the
Milindapariha that in this way the king “first visits Nagasena in a chariot; but after the [first]
discussion, in which he is defeated, he returns home on horseback ... One might suggest ... that
the king abandons his chariot out of vexation, since it was precisely the celebrated ‘example of
the chariot’ which the monk had just used to prove to him that he was wrong.” However, in that
case, one would expect some more explicit allusion to this contrast. Hence, a more plausible
explanation would be that “Milinda’s leaving behind the chariot after the [first] dispute with
Nagasena is a direct result of the king’s defeat in the debate. A traditional coupling of two motifs,
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defeatin a contest, verbal or otherwise, and the surrender of the chariot to the victor, would seem
to explain the strange incident of Milinda’s departure on horseback.”

22 Mil 25,s.

23 This appears to reflect the theory of two truths, according to which, from the viewpoint of
ultimate truth, a person does not exist at all. A more detailed exploration of this doctrinal shift,
in relation to the chariot simile, is at present under preparation by Bhikkhuni Dhammadinna,
wherefore I do not follow this up further in the present context.

24 An example for such pointing out an incoherent presentation, by noting that what has been said
earlier does not match what has been said subsequently, can be found in MN 56 at MN [ 376,30:
na kho te sandhiyati purimena va pacchimam, pacchimena va purimam, with a parallel in MA 133
at T 1629bao: 76 1 At 1= B, s [, P

25 Dhammadinna 2020, 13.

Abbreviations

D Derge edition

DA  Dirghdagama (T 1)

DN Dighanikadya

MA  Madhyamagama (T 26)
MN Majjhimanikaya

Mil Milindapariiha

p Peking edition

SA Samyuktagama (T 99)

SA? (another) Samyuktagama (T 100)
SN Samyuttanikadya

Sn Suttanipata

T Taisho (digital)

Up Abhidharmakosopayikatika

Bibliography

Allon, Mark (2020). “A Gandhari Samyukta-agama Version of the ‘Discourse on
Not-self (Pali Anattalakkhana-sutta, Sanskrit *Anatmalaksana-sitra).” In
Research on the Samyukta-dgama, Bhikkhuni Dhammadinna (ed.), 201-
258. Taipei: Dharma Drum Corporation.

Analayo, Bhikkhu (2012). “Debate with a Sceptic - The Dirgha-agama Parallel to
the Payasi-sutta (1).” Indian International Journal of Buddhist Studies, 13:
1-26.

25



Sri Lanka International Journal of Buddhist Studies (SIJBS)
Volume VII- Issue II (2021) ISSN 2773-6814

Analayo, Bhikkhu (2013). “Debate with a Sceptic - The Dirgha-agama Parallel to
the Payasi-sutta (2).” Indian International Journal of Buddhist Studies, 14:
1-27.

Analayo, Bhikkhu (2014). “Defying Mara - Bhikkhunis in the Samyukta-agama.”
In Women in Early Indian Buddhism: Comparative Textual Studies, Alice
Collett (ed.), 116-139. New York: Oxford University Press.

Analayo, Bhikkhu (2021). Superiority Conceit in Buddhist Traditions, A Historical
Perspective. Sommerville: Wisdom Publications.

Batchelor, Stephen (1997). Buddhism Without Beliefs: A Contemporary Guide to
Awakening. New York: Riverhead Books

Bingenheimer, Marcus (2011). Studies in Agama Literature, With Special
Reference to the Shorter Chinese Samyuktagama. Taiwan: Shin Weng Feng
Print Co.

Bollée, Willem B. (2002). The Story of Paesi (Paesi-kahanayam), Soul and Body in
Ancient India, A Dialogue on Materialism, Text, Translation, Notes and
Commentary. Wiesbaden: Otto Harrassowitz.

Bronkhorst, Johannes (2007). “Modes of Debate and Refutation of Adversaries in
Classical and Medieval India: A Preliminary Investigation.” Antiqvorum
Philosophia, 1: 269-280.

Demiéville, Paul (1924). “Les versions chinoises du Milindapaifiha.” Bulletin de
I’Ecole Frangaise d’Extréme Orient, 24: 1-258.

Dhammadinna, Bhikkhuni (2020). “Bhiksuni Saila’s Rebuttal of Mara’s
Substantialist View: The Chariot Simile in a Sitra Quotation in the
Abhidharmako$opayika-tika.” Indian International Journal of Buddhist
Studies, 21: 1-33.

Dreyfus, Georges B.]. (2003). The Sound of Two Hands Clapping, The Education of
a Tibetan Buddhist Monk. Berkeley: University of California Press.

Evans, Stephen A. (2008). “Payasi as Scientist, A Nikayan Critique of the Scientific
Method.” Mahachulalongkornrajavidyalaya University Journal of Buddhist
Studies, 1: 53-69.

Guang Xing (2009). “The Different Chinese Versions of the Nagasena Bhiksu
Sutra.” Journal of the Centre for Buddhist Studies, 7: 226-245.

Leumann, Ernst (1885). “Beziehungen der Jaina-Literatur zu anderen
Literaturkreisen Indiens.” Actes du Sixiéme Congreés International des
Orientalistes tenu en 1883 a Leyde, troisiéme partie, section 2, Aryenne 3.2:
467-564.

Manné, Joy (1992). “The Digha Nikaya Debates: Debating Practices at the Time
of the Buddha.” Buddhist Studies Review, 9.2: 117.

26



Sri Lanka International Journal of Buddhist Studies (SIJBS)
Volume VII- Issue II (2021) ISSN 2773-6814

Matilal, Bimal Krishna (1987). “Debate and Dialectic in Ancient India.” In
Philosophical Essays: Professor Anantalal Thakur Felicitation Volume, R. R.
Mukhopadhyay et al. (ed.), 53-66. Calcutta: Sanskrit Pustak Bhandar.

Minh Chau, Thich (1964). Milindapafiha and Nagasenabhikshustitra, A Comparative
Study Through Pali and Chinese Sources. Calcutta: K.L. Mukhopadyay.

Ruben, Walter (1935). “Materialismus im Leben des alten Indiens.” Acta Orientalia,
13:128-162.

Skilling, Peter (1998). “A Note on King Milinda in the Abhidharmako$abhasya.”
Journal of the Pali Text Society, 24: 81-101.

Solomon, E. A. 1978 (vol. 2). Indian Dialectics, Methods of Philosophical
Discussion. Ahmedabad: Gujarat Vidya Sabha.

Takakusu, J. (1896). “Chinese Translations of Milinda Pafitho.” Journal of the Royal
Asiatic Society, 1-21.

Todeschini, Alberto (2011). “On the Ideal Debater: Yogacarabhiumi, Abhidharma-
samuccaya and Abhidharmasamuccaya-bhasya.” Journal of Indian and
Tibetan Studies, 15: 244-272.

Vasil’kov, Yaroslav. (1993) “Did East and West Really Meet in Milinda’s
Questions?” The Petersburg Journal of Cultural Studies, 1.1: 64-77.

von Hintiber, Oskar (1996/1997). A Handbook of Pali Literature. Delhi: Munshiram
Manoharlal.

Willemen, Charles (1992). “A Chinese Ksudrakapitaka (T. IV. 203).” Asiatische
Studien, 46.1: 507-515.

Willemen, Charles (1994). The Storehouse of Sundry Valuables, Translated from
the Chinese of Kikkdya and Liu Hsiao-piao (Compiled by T'an-yao), (Taishé,
Volume 4, Number 203). Berkeley: Numata Center for Buddhist Translation
and Research.

27



