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§1. After paying obeisance to Nagarjuna," to the one

whose abode (vasa) is free of the odour (avasa)'* of the pair of
extremes (antadvaya),”

13+ T"s author commences his text by explaining the name ‘Nagarjuna’ as a karma-
dharaya: nagas casau Suklatvad arjunas ceti nagarjunah Seso nagah sa iva nagarjuno
[’Ipi |. “This [one] is a ndga and, because of being white/bright, also arjuna; thus,
‘Nagarjuna,’ i.e., the naga [called] Sesa. Nagarjuna for his part is like this [nagal.”
(Adi)gesa (also known as Ananta), often praised as the sovereign of the ndagas, is said
in the Ramayana to be “white like the moon” (cf. Vogel 1926: 198). Vogel (ibid.)
writes, “The poets of the classical period ... refer in particular to the white colour of
his body and to the amazing splendour of the jewels shining in his thousand heads.”

These jewels adorning Sesa’s heads illumine the nether realms; on Sesa, see, e.g.,
Vogel 1926: 25, 57, 192-198. Shortly after this explication of the name Nagarjuna in
the *LT, an alternative karmadhdaraya explanation is presented: atha va arjunah
pandavah | nagah sresthah | arjunat srestho Nagarjunah | (cf. Yonezawa 2004: 120,
128 [fol. 1b1-2]). “Or, arjuna is [the] Pandava [brother]. ndga is the best. [The one
who is] superior to arjuna is Nagarjuna” (thus, Nagarjuna means the “superior
Arjuna”). See also the explanation of the name Nagarjuna that is based directly on
the introductory verses in the PsP as recorded by Bu ston in Obermiller 1932: II, 128.

4 De La Vallée Poussin (PsP; 1, n. 4) points out that @vasa appears in place of vasa
due to the exigencies of the metre. The Tibetan, on the other hand, translates avasa as
gnas (cf. also PsP; 595 for Page 1, ligne 4). The Tibetan thus presents mtha’ gnyis
gnas la gnas bsal for antadvayavasavidhiitavasah, and apparently in reliance on this
translation Stcherbatsky (1927: 81) translates, “who has done away with all recourse
to the abode of Duality.”

15 The *LT explains antadvaya of these initial verses as referring to the extremes of
eternity and annihilation: antadvayam sasvatocchedau (cf. Yonezawa 2004: 120, 128
[fol. 1b1]; as Yonezawa indicates, the *LT incorrectly attests ... §asvatecchedai |; see
also PsP; 1, n. 2 and PsP, 595 for Page 1, note 4; La Vallée Poussin 1933: 30-33).
The YSV homage verse refers to the YS as that in/by which the pair of extremes is
refuted (Skt in YSV, 19, n. 4: nirakrtantadvayayuktisastikam; YSV Tib: mtha’ gnyis
sel ba’i rigs pa drug cu pa). In Candrakirti’s commentary following the YSV homage
verse, he refers to the extremes of arising and perishing, and of existence and non-
existence (skye ba dang ’jig pa dang yod pa dang med pa’i mthar [YSV 420.11-12]);
see also YSV,, 102, n. 3. At PsP; 135.10 and 270.11-12 he cites astiti nastiti ubhe ’pi
anta Suddht asuddhiti ime 'pi anta from the Samadhirajasiitra (verse 9.27ab), and at
PsP, 270.7-9 he cites astiti kasyapa ayam eko ’nto nastiti kasyapa ayam eko ’ntah
from the KP (see Staél-Holstein 1977: 90). At PsP, 393.9-12 he rejects the antadvaya
which consists in existence and non-existence (sattvasattva) (PsP; 495.3-8 astita and
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who attained birth in the ocean of mind (dhi) of the completely
awakened one(s) (sambuddha),'®

who imparted, out of compassion, the depths of the water'” of the
true Dharma exactly as [he] had understood it,"*

whose flames of the [correct] view (darsana)” consume even
today the kindling of opponents’ doctrines (mata) and the mental
darkness of the world,*

whose host of arrows, [his] words of unparalleled wisdom,
destroy the entire army of the enemy, existence (bhava),”' [and]

nastita; PsP, 508.13 bhavabhava). Candrakirti does not refer back to the words of the
initial verses in the commentary which follows.

16+ T°s author glosses sambuddhadhi with bodhicitta (cf. Yonezawa 2004: 120, 128
[fol. 1b1]).

17 All of the Sanskrit manuscripts attest toyasya. Stcherbatsky (1927: 81 and n. 3),
following PsP Tib (dam chos mdzod kyi zab mo nyid), emends foyasya to kosasya; he
translates, “Who mercifully has explained the deeper meaning of the treasury of the
religion, according to his own conceptions of it.” Thurman (1991: 22) and Loizzo
(2007: 41 and 42, n. 49) both present the Sanskrit as reading toyasya but translate
Tibetan mdzod “treasury.” The Tibetan translators probably read kosasya. The
reading kosasya does not fit as well as foyasya in a verse focussed on water imagery
(in verse 2 fire metaphors are used, and in verse 3, battle imagery). It is also some-
what unusual to speak of the depth of a treasury or of a treasure. De La Vallée
Poussin (PsP; 595) points to Asta 229.22-26 for its reference to dharmakosa; there
the word aksaya qualifies dharmakosa.

8 The metre for this initial verse is wupajati, a mixture of indravajra and
upendravajra. The first three quarters are in indravajra and the last in upendravajra.

19+ T"s author glosses darsana with sinyatadrsti (cf. Yonezawa 2004: 120, 128 [fol.
1b1]). Both darsana and drsti are more commonly used in a Madhyamaka context to
refer to soteriologically harmful theories/views/speculation; note, however, that
Candrakirti does refer to his own system/view as madhyamakadarsana (tad evam
madhyamakadarsana evastitvandastitvadvayadarsSanasyaprasango na vijiianavadisv iti
vijiieyam [PsP; 275.4-5]). On darsana, see Halbfass 1988: 263-273.

20 The second verse is composed in (pathya) anustubh.

2l Stcherbatsky (1927: 81) freely translates nighnanti nihSesabhavarisenam as
“completely destroy the army of our foes (and deliver us from the bonds of phenom-
enal) existence,” a translation that obfuscates the metaphor (ripaka) “bhavari.”
*LT’s author explains: bhavah samsarah sa evaris tasya senda maradayah (cf.
Yonezawa 2004: 120, 128 [fol. 1b2]). See also de La Vallée Poussin’s comments at
PsP, 2, n. 1.
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assume sovereign majesty (rajyasri)® in the kingdom of the three
realms® for persons to be educated (vineya) and the gods,*

I shall compose a commentary for his karikas which is laced with
sentences apparent [in their meaning] (uttana)” and well-
fashioned (satprakriya),’® [one] undisturbed by the winds” of
reasoning (tarka), calm and clear (prasanna).”®

22 *T’s author comments on rdjyasri: ... arisendrjunena nirjitd | rajyasri (ms:
raksasri) buddhatvam nrpatvaii ca (cf. Yonezawa 2004: 120, 128 [fol. 1b2]).

23 The reference is to the desire realm (kdmadhatu), the realm of [subtle] corporeality
(rapadhatu) and the realm of incorporeality (ariapyadhatu). Cf. YSV,, 134, n. 88; 205,
n. 350.

24 These first three verses are translated freely and somewhat imprecisely in Thurman
1991: 22 and Loizzo 2007: 41f. The metre for the third verse is upajati; the first two
quarters are in indravajra and the last two in upendravajra.

25 Cf. BHSD s.v. uttana: “(of doctrines ...) obvious, simple, easily comprehensible.”
See also PsP; 2, n. 3 and “Additions et Corrections” for PsP; 2, n. 3 (PsP_595). PsP
Tib: sla ba.

% Yonezawa (2004: 120, 128 [fol. 1b2]) reads the *LT here as: sati prakriya
klesaksayo papam angt (?) yasmin vakye tena grathitam. Perhaps one should read
klesaksayopayamargo instead of klesaksayo papam angr.

27 Stcherbatsky (1927: 82) either misreads or interprets de La Vallée Poussin’s anila
as anala and translates “fires.” All three of de La Vallée Poussin’s manuscripts read
anila, and all but four of the manuscripts used for the present study attest anila; the
four exceptions attest atila, the result of the frequently occurring confusion of » and ¢
in Nepalese manuscripts. PsP Tib presents rlung. Stcherbatsky’s error leads him to
assume a connection between the compound tarkanila and the title of a work
attributed to Bhaviveka, namely, the Tarkajvala, even though it is not the work of
Bhaviveka’s which is critiqued in the first chapter of the PsP and is not, to my
knowledge, ever referred to by Candrakirti in the PsP. He (ibid., 82, n. 1) writes,
“This is a jeer at Bhavaviveka who is called a champion of logic (farkika). It does not
mean that dialectical subtleties will be avoided, but that all arguments will be
indirect. The word tarkanila evidently alludes to Tarkajvala (sic) the title of
Bhavaviveka’s work.” Stcherbatsky translates tarkanilavyakulita as “unobscured by
the fires of dialectics,” but avyakulita means “not agitated, undisturbed”; fire would
in any case tend to destroy rather than “obscure.” My translation “reasoning” for
tarka is not ideal, for the first chapter deals extensively with logical methods and
reasons, but it is difficult to find a suitable translation; it would seem that excessive,
unnecessary analysis and speculation, including unacceptable logical methods, are
intended (Candrakirti will refer to Bhaviveka as a tarkika). A wind-water metaphor is
intended with the penultimate compound and the final word of the verse: water (=
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§2. In this regard, the treatise (sastra) about to be explained is the one
which commences “Not from self, nor from other, nor from both”*
[namely, Nagarjuna’s Madhyamaka$astra].”® With regard to the
question “What is its [i.e., this treatise’s] connection (sambandha),
subject matter (abhidheya) and purpose (prayojana)?”,’ this, first, is

Candrakirti’s commentary) that is undisturbed by the wind (= reasoning) remains
calm and transparent/clear (prasanna).

28 This final verse is in indravajra metre.

2 MMK 1.1: na svato napi parato na dvabhyam napy ahetutah | utpanna jatu vidyante
bhavah kvacana kecana ||.

30 Candrakirti refers to Nagarjuna’s main work as the Madhyamaka§astra; see, e.g.,
PsP,, §71 (PsP; 40.7), and MABh_, 231.7 where he makes reference to the dbu ma’i
bstan bcos (*Madhyamakasastra). The Madhyamakasastrastuti—accepted by de Jong
as composed by Candrakirti—which appears (only) in ms D after the final colophon
of the PsP (the last folio of ms P and ms Q is missing), refers to Nagarjuna’s work in
a similar way (verse 4: madhyamake Sastre); it also refers to the karikas constituting
it (verse 10: Sastragaditas tah karikalh]) (see de Jong 1979: 543f.; 549).

31 The discussion of the sambandha, abhidheya and prayojana of the treatise
commented upon is a methodological feature of many commentaries, both Buddhist
and non-Buddhist (the three appear to be anticipated already in Patafijali’s
Mahabhasya), and primarily serves to confirm the treatise’s meaningfulness, which is
discerned with the aid of these three (or more) criteria. According to Edwin Gerow
(2008: ix-x), the (later) four traditional anubandhas include these three plus the
adhikarin, the qualified reader. Ms Q reads sambandhabhidheyaprayojanaprayojana
(unfortunately, the initial folio for ms P is missing) and PsP Tib also presents the
third and final member as dgos pa’i dgos pa (*prayojanaprayojana); nine of the PsP
paper manuscripts attest a similar compound consisting, however, of four members,
namely, sambandhabhidheyaprayojanatatprayojana. The “purpose of the purpose”
was, as de Jong (1978: 28) states, probably introduced only by later authors (in the
frequent cases where the prayojana was considered to be comprehension of the
subject matter, the benefit of this knowledge was indicated with the prayojana-
prayojana). Neither a prayojanaprayojana, in place of prayojana, nor a tatprayojana
as an additional fourth item is mentioned in either the Sanskrit or the Tibetan text of
the PsP in the explanation of the individual members of the compound that
immediately follows this listing, and both must have been added by later hands,
though prayojanaprayojana early enough for the scholars involved with the PsP Tib
translation to have found it in at least one of the two manuscripts they relied on. Ms
Q’s attestation of the reading is presumably due to the appropriation by a scribe
earlier in Q’s line of this and other readings from a manuscript in the vy line
(according to the Stemma, ms 1’s scribe would have borrowed it from ms ). I
presume that the paper manuscripts’ reading also derives from ms 9, and that their tar
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the connection (sambandha)®* for the treatise: Having started with,”
according to the manner enjoined in the Madhyamakavatara,” the
first generation of the resolve [to strive for awakening] (cittotpada)™

represents an additional clarificatory interpolation (it is also possible that tar was
omitted from Q). Buddhapalita refers to and explains only the prayojana of the
MMK; Bhaviveka mentions and explains only the sambandha. On the abhidheya, the
prayojanaprayojana and other terms as used in tantric texts, see Broido 1983. For
further remarks on sambandha, abhidheya and prayojana, see below, Appendix 1.

32 The connection (sambandha) as presented by many commentators is the
connection or relation existing between two of the other introductory terms, usually
that occurring between the subject matter (abhidheya) and discourse/text (abhidhana)
or prakaranaj/sastra, or between the purpose and the subject matter, both often
described as in an upeya-updaya or sadhya-sadhana relationship. The sambandha
described here, however, appears to be similar to one of the types of connection dis-
cussed by Kumarila, namely, the category of sambandha expressed as the relation
between two actions, the former action ultimately being the cause of, or leading
directly to, the composing of a sitra/sSastra. According to Candrakirti, the “action” of
accomplishing the first citfotpada inspired Nagarjuna, who was intent on rescuing
beings from samsara, to undertake in service of this goal the “action” of composing
his work. For details, see below, Appendix I.

33 For examples involving the construction adim krtva, see BHSD, s.v. adi. *LT’s
author comments on the word yavar as follows: yavad ity uktam (ms: uktai) prajiia-
paramitanitim jiatva Sastram krtam ity arthah (cf. Yonezawa 2004: 120, 128 [fol.
1b3]).

3 Candrakirti is referring to his description in chapter one of the MA (given its
reference here and elsewhere in the PsP presumably composed prior to the PsP) of
the first bhiami, the “Joyful” (pramudita), and of the resolve to attain full awakening,
i.e., Buddhahood, for the sake of other beings that informs this bhami. MA 1.1 lists
the three factors held to be the cause of bodhisattvahood, namely, (a mind of)
compassion (karunyacetas; snying rje’i sems), non-dual knowledge (advayadht; gnyis
su med blo) and the intent/resolve to fully awaken (sambodhicitta; byang chub sems):
MA 1.1: munindrajah sravakamadhyabuddhah sambodhisattvaprabhavas ca buddhah
| karunyaceto *dvayadhis ca hetuh sambodhicittam ca jinatmajanam |; MA Tib: nyan
thos sangs rgyas 'bring rmams thub dbang skyes || sangs rgyas byang chub sems dpa’
las ’khrungs shing || snying rje’i sems dang gnyis su med blo dang || byang chub sems
ni rgyal sras rnams kyi rgyu || (cf. MHK 1.6, which includes mahamaitrT as a cause of
Buddhahood). For further details, see Appendix II and the following notes.

% The technical term cittotpdda, with its modifier prathama, may have been
employed instead of bodhicitta to distinguish it from the more general bodhicitta and
to specify that Nagarjuna’s generation of (sam)bodhicitta corresponds to that of the
first bodhisattva level. In the introduction to MA I.4cd-5ab a tenfold differentiation
of bodhicitta is announced and in 5ab the first is called the prathamam cetas; MA
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which is adorned with non-dual gnosis (advayajiiana)®® [and]

L.4cd-5ab: krpasvatantram jagatam vimuktaye samantabhadrapranidhipranamitam ||
vad asya ceto muditapratisthitam jinatmajasya prathamam tad ucyate |; MA Tib:
rgyal ba’i sras po 'di yi sems gang ’gro ba mams || rnam par grol bar bya phyir
snying rje’i dbang gyur cing | kun tu bzang po’i smon pas rab bsngos dga’ ba la | rab
tu gnas pa de ni dang po zhes bya’o || “The mind of this son of the Conqueror that, for
the sake of liberating beings, is under the sway of compassion [and] dedicated [to full
awakening] by the vow of Samantabhadra, [and] that abides in joy, is called the first
[bhiimi].” He clarifies in his commentary that it is andsravajiiana imbued with
karuna and bodhicitta which is distinguished into “parts” and attains the denotation
bhiami. On the terms cittotpada, bodhicitta and bodhicittotpada and their historical
backgrounds, see Wangchuk 2007: 144ff.; on the indispensability of and benefits of
bodhicitta, see ibid., 154ff.

Candrakirti quotes the Lankavatarasiitra’s prediction of Nagarjuna’s attainment of
the [first] bhiami called Pramudita in his commentary on MA VI.3; see MABh,,
76.13-16. The bodhisattva who has attained the first bhimi is, according to MA 1.6
and commentary, free from the three fetters (samyojana) of 1) the (false) view that
the skandhas are the Self (satkayadrsti), 2) doubt (vicikitsa) and 3) overestimation of
one’s moral conduct and vows (silavrataparamarsa), and is able to shake a hundred
worlds (lokadhatu). According to MA L[.5cd and commentary, it is only upon
accomplishment of the first cittotpada, i.e., upon attaining the first bhimi, that one
may be designated a bodhisattva; Candrakirti justifies his assertion by citing the
Ardhatrttyasahasri, which states that only one who has realized the non-existence of
dharmas is deserving of the appellation “bodhisattva.” Compare, e.g., the Bodhi-
sattvabhiimi in which it is stated that it is with the very first citrotpada, i.e., right at
the moment of the ordinary person’s initial resolve to attain awakening, that an
individual enters the Mahayana and can be called a bodhisattva: tasya ca cittasya
sahotpadad avatirno bhavati bodhisattvo ’nuttare bodhimahayane | bodhisattva iti ca
samkhyam gacchati yad uta samketavyavahdaranayena | tasmat sa cittotpadah ava-
tarasamgrhitah | (cf. Wangchuk 2007: 368). On the attempt in Tibet to reconcile
these two opposing views, see ibid., 40, n. 83.

36 Candrakirti explains the advayadhi (gnyis su med blo) of MA 1.1 in the pertinent
section of the MABh as dngos po dang dngos po med pa la sogs pa mtha’ gnyis dang
bral ba’i shes rab “the insight free from the two extremes of existence and non-
existence, etc.” (MABh_, 6.11-13). He refers to it at the end of the section as gnyis su
med pa’i shes rab (MABh,, 7.8) and quotes RA 11.74 (cf. MABh,, 7.10-13) in which
the quasi-synonym gnyis la mi brten ye shes appears. Cf. MMK XV.5 where Nagar-
juna explains that worldly people speak of non-existence only in relation to some-
thing that has existed, i.e., something whose existence has “become otherwise,” but
when existence is logically impossible, then non-existence is totally impossible:
bhavasya ced aprasiddhir abhavo naiva sidhyati | bhavasya hy anyathabhavam abha-
vam bruvate janah |; see also his rhetorical question at MMK V.6ab: avidyamdane
bhave ca kasyabhavo bhavisyati |. At MABh,, 7.14-16ff., the root of non-dual gnosis
(*advayajiiana, gnyis su med pa’i ye shes) is said to be karuna; at MABh,4 8.10-12 it
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preceded by the means of great compassion (mahakarund),” [the
resolve that acts] as a cause for the arising of the gnosis of the
Tathagata, the Master Nagarjuna, who had finally understood the
correct method (niti)*® of the perfection of insight (prajiiaparamita),”

is asserted that the individual who has vowed to bring others to the state of
Buddhahood cannot do this without advayajiiana.

37 The karuna that arises in the bodhisattva owing to the bodhisattva’s awareness of
the suffering that ordinary beings experience and that inspires the resolve to awaken,
is praised and discussed in MA 1.2-4ab and in the commentary thereon. See the
previous three notes and Appendix II. On karuna as the root cause of bodhicitta, see
Wangchuk 2007: 285-289. karuna is divided into sattvalambana, dharmalambana
and analambana karuna (cf. MABh,, 1907: 258, n. 1); see Schmithausen 2000c: 446-
448; a Tibetan presentation is found in Hopkins 1980: 116-125. On karuna in early
Buddhism, see Maithrimurthi 1999, chapters 3 and 6; see also Schmithausen 2000b.
On the general tension in Mahayana between sinyata and karuna and attempts to
reconcile the two, see Schmithausen 2000c.

38 On prajiiaparamitaniti, see below Appendix III.

LIRS

¥ The word pdaramita is derived from parama which means “highest,” “most
excellent,” “best” (see Hirakawa 1990: 299; BHS and PTSD entries for parami, °mt
and for paramita; see also Dayal 1978: 165f.). Candrakirti, however, like
Avalokitavrata and a number of other Buddhist authors, understands paramita to be a
compound with the meaning “gone to the other side” (this is also the way it has been
understood by Kumarajiva, one of the early Chinese translators of Prajfiaparamita
texts; see Hirakawa 1990: 299f.). In his commentary on MA I.16ab, Candrakirti
substantiates this interpretation by referring to Pa 6.3.1 alug uttarapade “elision does
not take place before the following member of the compound” (slightly revised
translation of Vasu 1980: 1209), presenting paramita as an aluk tatpurusa compound
(thus paramita instead of pareta). He additionally refers to Pa 6.3.109 as an
alternative rule for the formation of paramita: prsodaradini yathopadistam “The
elision, augmentation and mutation of letters seen in prsodara, etc., though not found
in treatises of grammar, are, to the extent they are taught by the sages, valid”
(slightly revised translation of Vasu 1980: 1241; Bothlingk 2001: 347: “Mit prsodara
u.s.w. verhilt es sich, wie gelehrt wird”). Candrakirti asserts: de la pha rol zhes bya
ba ni gang ’khor ba’i rgya mtsho’i phar gram dang ngogs te | nyon mongs pa dang
shes bya’i sgrib pa ma lus pa spangs pa’i rang bzhin mnga’ ba’i sangs rgyas nyid do ||
pha rol tu son pa ni pha rol tu phyin pa’o zhes bya ste | tshig phyi ma yod na mi
mngon par mi bya’o zhes bya ba’i mtshan nyid 'di (MABhyy: ’dis) las kyi rnam par
dbye ba mi mngon par ma byas pas gzugs su ’gyur ba’am | pr so da ra la sogs pa yin
pa’i phyir phyi ma’i mtha’ can nyid du bzhag go | (MABh,, 30.11-17; see MABh,
1907: 277-279 and n. 2). De La Vallée Poussin translates the prsodara passage “ou
bien, appartenant au groupe du type prsodara, il présente la fin du second [terme],”
but adds that his interpretation is conjectural, “pour ne pas dire hasardée.” His
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out of compassion composed the treatise (sastra), for the sake of the
understanding of others.

That which subdues (Vsas) all the enemy defilements and
completely (sam) protects (¥Vtrai) from bad rebirths (durgati),
[indeed] from becoming (bhava) [i.e., rebirth in general], is, in
virtue of [this] subduing and the quality of protecting, a treatise
(sastra). This pair, however, is not [to be found] in the doctrines
of others.*

interpretation assumes that “le mot paramita ne presente que la finale du second
terme,” i.e., that paramita is a formation from para<ga mita. If I understand de La
Vallée Poussin correctly, he is suggesting that Candrakirti implies that the latter
constituent, i.e., mita of the compound paramita, “possesses (only) the end” of the
word gamita inasmuch as its former part, i.e., ga, has been elided. This is an
interesting but probably overly complicated solution: the Sanskrit reads merely ...
prsodaraditvad va mantatvanipatanam “or, owing to [instances like] prsodara and so
forth there is the irregularity that it (= para) has a final m.” MABh Tib’s phyi ma’i
mtha’ can would seem to mean that para “has an extreme final,” i.e., the added m.
One wonders if phyi is an interpolated error; removed, ma’i mtha’ can would
translate mantatva, and Skt and Tib would unproblematically correspond.

0 This verse does not appear in PsP Tib, which appears to indicate that it was not in
either of the manuscripts relied on to produce the Tibetan translation. It thus may be
an accretion. I have retained it in the critical edition only because it occurs in all of
the extant Sanskrit manuscripts of the PsP. If it is an accretion, it may have entered
them via ms [3 since ms O (descended from ms y) passed on its readings to PsP Tib
(see Manuscript Description: Stemma).

De La Vallée Poussin (cf. PsP; 3, n. 3), finding va as the third word of the first
quarter in his manuscripts, acknowledges that his conjectured reading va[h] “est
douteuse” and proposes vai or ca as the correct reading. De Jong (1978: 28) corrects
valh] to ca on the basis of the verse as found at MAVT 3.9. The MAVT just previous
to the verse expands it in prose; pdda d is elaborated with: etac ca dvayam api
sarvasmin mahdayane sarvasmims ca tadvyakhyane vidyate nanyatreti (3.6-8). MAVT
Tib for the verse reads: nyon mongs dgra rnams ma lus ’chos pa dang | ngan ’gro
srid las skyob pa gang yin pa || []chos skyob yon tan phyir na bstan bcos te || gnyis po
'di dag gzhan gyi lugs la med || (P 20b8-21al). Two sentences containing references
to durgatito bhavat appear in MAVT Tib antecedent to the verse (the MAVT
Sanskrit is damaged for the relevant part of the sentences): the first connects the
words ngan song rnams and srid pa with dang, i.e., understands them as a pair (for
Sanskrit reconstruction, cf. Yamaguchi 1934: 3 and Stanley 1988: 4, n. 12) but the
second, immediately before the verse and thus possibly intended as a gloss of the
verse, uses the words ngan ’gro’i srid pa, i.e., unexpectedly assumes a tatpurusa (cp.
Yamaguchi 1934: 3.6). Stcherbatsky (1992: 06, n. 48) notes that the etymology found
here in the PsP is the same as that presented in the Vyakhyayukti (see D 123a2-4; P



PRASANNAPADA CHAPTER ONE 15

§3. And the Master [Nagarjuna] himself presents [in his marngala
verses] the subject matter (abhidheyartha) along with the purpose
(prayojana) of the entire treatise that he is about to declare. Having
brought out [in these verses the Tathagata’s] greatness (mahatmya) as
someone who without error illuminates it (i.e., this subject matter),"

14324-6). Gokhale (1937: 283, n. 1) remarks that Gunaprabha, in the introduction to
his commentary on the Paficaskandhaka, ascribes the verse to Aryadeva. The same
etymology is alluded to in the TJ on MHK II.7b (sastralokajiiatapatuh): bstan bcos
jig rten shes la mkhas (D: |)) zhes bya ba ni ngan song ba’i ’jigs pa las skyob pa dang
| nyon mongs pa’i dgra dul nus pa’i bstan bcos shes pa la mkhas pa dang | (D 52a2; P
55a7-8; Heitmann 2004: 72); Bhaviveka refers to the etymology of vV sds as presented
in the verse etymologizing sastra in his explanation of the word sasana in chapter 18
of the PP (see Eckel 1980: 231). The etymology for the word sastra as set forth by
the verse is again found in Avalokitavrata’s tika on Bhaviveka’s PP: nyon mongs pa’i
dgra rmams "chos pa’i phyir dang | ngan song pa’i ’jigs pa las (P: la) skyob pa’i phyir
bstan bcos zhes (P: shes) bya’o | (PPT D 8bl; P 9b8); Avalokitavrata provides
alternative explanations of s§dstra based on both ¥ sas in its meaning “subdue” and tra
= tri “three,” and ¥ §@s in its meaning “teach” and tra = tri “three”: yang na bstan
bcos zhes bya ba ni rnam par rtog pa’i dgra ’chos pa’i phyir dang | bsam gyis mi
khyab cing rmad du byung ba’i sku gsum thob par byed pa’i phyir bstan bcos so ||
yang na bstan bcos zhes bya ba ni chos zhi ba nye bar ston pa’i phyir dang | lhag pa’i
tshul khrims dang | lhag pa’i sems dang | lhag pa’i shes rab kyi bslab pa gsum nye bar
ston pa’i phyir dang | de bzhin gshegs pa sha kya thub pas bstan pa rnam par thar pa
gsum ston pa’i phyir bstan bcos so || (PPT D 8b1-3; P 9b8-10a3). Another etymology
for Sastra appears in SSV, 225.14-23; Erb (1997: 55) translates the section: ... so
spricht man von Lehrwerk (*sastra), weil es [als] nicht verkehrter Weg die
Befleckungen (klesa) vernichtet (*sasti). [Die Wurzel] sas (’jig pa) [bedeutet auch]
‘vernichten’ (gog pa). Denn [auch] im gewdhnlichen Leben sagt man ja, wenn einer
hingerichtet wird, dass man ihn mit der ‘grossen Strafe’ vernichtet (= bestraft).” Erb
notes that Candrakirti presumably derives the meaning “correct way, method” from
tra, the suffix indicating the means for the accomplishment of the verbal action; he
suggests the reconstruction *Sasaty anena aviparitena margena klesan iti Sastram.
Candrakirti, commenting at the beginning of the CST on the individual words of the
compound catuhsSatakasastra, states briefly: ... 'dzin pa rmam pa sna tshogs pa ’chos
pa’i phyir na de nyid bstan bcos (see CST D 32a7-32b1; P 34b6-7).

“ De La Vallée Poussin has overlooked that his manuscripts present tadaviparita-
samprakasakatvena (L without °sam®) and presents the compound fadaviparita-
samprakasatvena; he does understand the compound to be referring to the Tathagata
(see PsP, 3, n. 4). Stcherbatsky (1927: 84 and n. 1) understands the compound as
referring the Sastra, and paraphrases: “He tries to impress upon us that it will be a
grand and fundamental treatise, because it will present this idea in a thorough and
unflinching manner.”
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[Nagarjuna,] desiring to pay homage to the Tathagata,” to the
supreme teacher (paramaguru) who exists undifferentiated from the
nature of that” [subject matter]—[a homage] inspired by [his]
composition of the treatise—[thus] states [the two verses] which
commence

[He] who, [fully awakened, taught] dependent-arising [which is]

Without cessation, without arising, without annihilation, not
eternal,

Without one thing, without separate things,”
without going.*’

* without coming,

2 For references to and etymologies of the word Tathagata, see PsP; 31, n. 1; May
1959: 122, n. 317; YSV“. 105, n. 10; Erb 1997: 110, n. 59. Candrakirti writes in CgT
to CS IX.lcd (CSTed 164.13-15): sa evanityasiunyatopadesena yatha bhavanam sva-
bhavas tatha gato buddhas tathdgata ity ucyate | and cites the (unidentified) etymol-
ogy (vatha coktam) atita tathata yadvat pratyutpanndpy andagata | sarvadharmas tatha
drstas tenoktah sa tathagatah || (CST,, 164.17-18), as well as the etymology found in
the Vajracchedika Prajfiaparamita: tathagata iti subhiite ucyate na kvacid gato na
kutascid agatah | tenocyate tathagato "rhan samyaksambuddha iti (ed. E. Conze, Serie
Orientale XIII, Rome: Istituto Italiano per il Medio ed Estremo Oriente, 1957, p.
59.5-7; Tib at CSTed 167.1-5; CST Skt not preserved). See also Avalokitavrata’s PPT
for a list of etymologies (D 19b2-21b1; P 23b3-25b5).

3 *LT: tat(ms: tata)svabhaveti pratityasamutpadasvabhavah (cf. Yonezawa 2004:
120, 128 [fol. 1b3]).

“ In PsP Tib, anekartham and ananartham are interpreted as karmadharaya
compounds, not as bahuvrihis: tha dad don min don gcig min (“not different things,
not one thing”). See n. 102. Pa tshab has not translated the two verses but has rather
inserted Klu’i rgyal mtshan and Jfianagarbha’s translation of them; cf. the Tibetan in,
e.g., ABh,, 237f. and BP,, 1.

4 MMK verses of homage I-Ila. The Sanskrit manuscripts at this point present only
the first verse and the first quarter of the second, thus do not include the terms that
indicate the prayojana, i.e., nirvana. The Tibetan continues on with the second
quarter of the second verse, thereby adding prapaiicopasamam sivam (spros pa nyer
zhi zhi). The translators may have supplied the second quarter in order to provide for
explicit mention of the words indicating the purpose. The citation in the Sanskrit
possibly ends with the compound pratityasamutpada because it will be the main topic
in the paragraphs that follow.

Note that the order of anekartham ananartham and andgamam anirgamam is re-
versed in PsP Tib so that the verse-half reads "ong ba med pa ’gro med pa || tha dad
don min don gcig min ||. When the individual words of this verse-half are explained in
prose, PsP Tib follows the order in PsP Tib’s verse.
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Thus here, (i.e., according to these verses) dependent-arising
(pratityasamutpada) qualified by the eight qualifiers “without
cessation” (anirodha), etc., is the subject matter of the treatise.

nirvana [of homage verse IIb], characterized as the calming of all
manifoldness (prapaiicopasama) and [ultimate] welfare (siva), is
indicated as the purpose of the treatise.

With this [quarter, i.e., homage verse 1Id],
To him, the best of expounders, I pay homage

the [actual] homage [is indicated].*

§4. Thus (iti) this, to start, is the meaning of the pair of verses as a
whole (samudayartha).

§5. [Now,] on the other hand, the meaning of the [individual]
elements (avayavartha) (i.e., the words) is analyzed. Among them,
cessation (nirodha) [means] stopping (niruddhi); [that is,] momentary
destruction (ksanabharga) is called cessation.*® Arising (utpada)
[means] originating (utpadana),” [that is,] the coming forth of indi-
vidual existence (armabhdavonmajjana). Annihilation (uccheda)
[means] termination (ucchitti); the meaning is: the cutting off of the
continuum (prabandhavicchitti). Eternal (sasvata) [means] permanent
(nitya); the meaning is: abiding for all time (sarvakalasthasnu). One
thing (ekartha), [a karmadharaya compound dissolved as] “this is one
and a thing as well,” [is used in the sense of] a thing not different

4 PsP Tib adds the verb bstan (nirdista), apparently to clarify the anuvrtti of the
previous nominal predicate.

47 The explanation of the individual words of the introductory verses does not occur
in PsP Tib after its equivalent for tatra, and rather appears only after the discussion
of the compound pratityasamutpada (see Tibetan edition §15). For the reasons for
this and further comments, see below Appendix IV.

* Cf. Candrakirti’s refutation of the Sautrantika tenet of the uncaused perishing of
things at PsP; 173.8-12 (cp. AKBh,, 193.7-8) in the context of the rejection of the
samskrtalaksana nirodha where nirodha, vinasa, nasa and ksanabhanga are used as
quasi-synonyms.

4 PsP Tib skye ba for utpadana, which is normally attested in its causal sense.
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(abhinnartha) [from another thing]; the meaning is: not distinct (na
prthak). Separate thing (nandrtha) [is used in the sense of a] thing dif-
ferent (bhinndrtha) [from another]; the meaning is: distinct (prthak).
Coming (agama) [means] coming toward/approaching (agati), [that
is,] the coming to a proximate place of those situated in a distant
place. Going (nirgama) [means] going away/departing (nirgati), [that
is,] the going to a distant place of those situated in a proximate
place.”

§6. [The verbal root] i (eti)’' has the meaning “going” (gati), [the
prefix] prati has the meaning “attaining” (prapti). Owing to the

30 Candrakirti’s explanation of the elements to be negated for pratityasamutpada of
the homage verses is merely a more elaborate version of Bhaviveka’s, which reads:
"gag pa zhes bya ba ni ’jig pa’o || skye zhes bya ba ni "byung ba’o || chad pa zhes bya
ba ni rgyun chad pa’o || rtag (P: rtags) pa zhes bya ba ni dus thams cad du gnas pa’o ||
‘ong ba zhes bya ba ni tshur "ong ba’o || "gro zhes bya ba ni phar "gro ba’o || tha dad
don (D without don) ces bya ba ni don tha dad pa’o || don gcig ches bya ba ni don tha
mi dad pa (PP D 47a4-5; P 55b5-6; see Kajiyama 1963: 44, Ames 1993: 217).
Avalokitavrata comments on Bhaviveka’s gloss of nirodha: ’jig pa dang med pa dang
nyams pa gang yin pa de ni ‘gag pa zhes bya’o (cp. PsP 170.3: nirodho hi
namabhavah); on utpada: 'byung ba dang srid pa dang ’phel pa gang yin pa de ni
skye zhes bya’o |. To Bhaviveka’s gloss on s§asvata he adds that that which has a
nature that abides for all time is sasvata; that is to say, that which does not change,
being characterized also later by its previous aspect, is sasvata (gang la dus thams
cad du gnas pa’i ngang tshul yod pa ste | rnam pa gang gis (P: gi) sngon nye bar
mtshon par gyur pa’i rnam pa de nyid kyis phyis kyang nye bar mtshon par ’gyur
zhing mi "gyur ba de ni rtag pa zhes bya’o |)). His comments on @gama and nirgama
are, interestingly, the same as Candrakirti’s (e.g., for agama: yul thag ring po nas yul
thag nye bar tshur ’ong ba ni "ong ba zhes ba’o |)). He explicates Bhaviveka’s gloss
*bhinnartha for nanartha as: kha dog dang sgra skad dang | rnam pa dang yon tan
dag gis don tha dad pa ste, providing as an example fire with regard to water (chu la
me Ita bu de ni don tha dad pa zhes bya’o ||) and then explains *abhinnartha in the
opposite way, giving the example “not like fire with regard to water” (chu la me Ita
bu ma yin pa de ni don gcig ces bya’o |)). See PPT D 41b6-42a4; P 48a8-48b6.

3! Candrakirti follows the grammatical tradition’s convention of referring to v'i with
the nominalized finite form eti. The different basic meanings of vi are classified in
Panini’s Dhatupatha as different roots by way of the meta-words in, i7i and ik: Dhatu-
patha 2.36 glosses in with gatau, thus v'i occurring in the meaning of “going”; 2.37
glosses in with (nityam adhipirvah) adhyayane, thus Vi, always preceded by the
prefix adhi, occurs in the meaning of “studying”; 2.38 glosses ik with (nityam
adhipiirvah) smarane, thus ¥'i, always preceded by the prefix adhi, occurs in the
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transformation of the meaning of the [verbal] root through the
influence of the prefix—

The meaning of the [verbal] root is forcibly led elsewhere by the
prefix,”
As the sweetness of the water of the Ganges by ocean water™

meaning of “remembering.” PsP Tib has iti for eti; see Verhagen 1985: 27, point (6),
where the Tibetan scholar Blo gros brtan pa (probably thirteenth/fourteenth c.)
asserts that Tibetan grammarians mistakenly use iti instead of eti (see also ibid., 31).
PsP Tib presents the explanation of prati first.

52 T have followed de La Vallée Poussin’s lead and removed from the body of the
verse the hi that in all the manuscripts but Q (Q is damaged) follows upasargena
because it adds a metrically disturbing ninth syllable to the pathya anustubh sloka.
The manuscripts’ inclusion of hi may point to early scribal interference: an
introductory enclitic 4i may have been added by a scribe who did not realize that he
was tampering with a verse; I am not aware of other instances of Candrakirti citing a
verse in which he inserts an introductory enclitic hi. That the verse includes hi may
even point to the verse itself being an early intrusion. It is possible that the well-
known verse (with or without hi) was originally a marginal gloss explaining the
text’s upasargavasena dhatvarthaviparinamat that was later, yet before the Tibetan
translation of the PsP was undertaken, inserted into the text by a scribe. The PsP
translators may have recognized that the verse was unmetrical but translated it as a
metrically correct Tibetan verse. Even though the verse gives the impression that it is
an interpolation, and may not belong to the original text, there is not enough evidence
to justify dispensing with it.

53 Candrakirti explains the change in the meaning of the root vi from “going” to
“attaining” as due to the effect of the prefix, substantiating (if the sloka is original)
the meaning he derives from the conjoining of prati and vi with this verse from the
grammatical tradition. There is disagreement within the grammatical tradition as to
the correct reading of the sloka, disagreement which to a large extent has its source in
the discussion of whether upasargas possess their own independent meanings or
whether they as “illuminators” (dyotaka) merely “throw light” on verbal roots. Cf.
SiKau ad Pa 8.4.18 and Appendix V.

A version of the sloka quoted here in the PsP appears at MAVT 3.19-20 subsequent
to the citation of the sloka etymologizing sastra, previously quoted in the PsP.
Yamaguchi (1934: 3.19) emends to anyatra nipate but gives anyah pratiyate as the
manuscript reading. The Tibetan for the same MAVT verse-half, on the other hand,
reads skad dbyings don gyi stobs ldan yang || nye bar bsgyur bas zil non "gyur || (P
21a3-4); Bhattacharya and Tucci (1932: note 31) reconstruct balavan api dhatvartha
upasargena badhyate; the original Sanskrit may have been closer to the version they
would prefer, i.e., upasargena dhatvartho balavan abhibhiiyate. Dimitrov (2007: 9)
finds the verse at the end of his manuscript of the Pradivrtti; there pada d reads
samudrenambhasa yatha instead of sagarena yathambhasa.
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—the word pratitya here, ending in the Iyap®* suffix, [that is, the
gerund suffix ya,] is used in the sense of “attaining” (prapti), [i.e.]
“relying” (apeksa). Because [the verbal root] pad®® preceded by [the
prefixes] sam and ut has the meaning “emerging” (pradurbhava), the
word samutpdda has the sense of “emerging.” And therefore, the
meaning of [the compound] pratityasamutpada is “the arising
(utpada) of things in reliance on causes and conditions.”®

PsP Tib translates: “The meaning of the verbal root is transformed by the strength of
the prefix, like the water of the Ganges, though sweet, by the ocean water.” The
verse and Candrakirti’s subsequent etymology are translated in Verhagen 1985: 42,
n. 115.

54 Pa 7.1.37: samase ’naiipiirve ktvo Iyap “In the case of a compound other than one
in which the prior constituent is a term negation, the suffix ktva is replaced by the
suffix lyap.”

33 Tib: pa ta, obviously the transcription for pada.

5 Candrakirti’s explanation of the compound pratityasamutpada is similar to the first
of two set forth in the AKBh: atha pratityasamutpada iti kah padarthah | pratih
praptyartha eti (read: etir) gatyarthah | upasargavasena dhatvarthaparinamat
prapyeti yo ’rthah so ’rthah pratityeti | padih sattarthah samutpiirvah pradur-
bhavarthah (AKBh, 138.1-3; see AKBh, III.78, La Vallée Poussin 1913a: 48-49;
Verhagen 1985: 43, n. 115). YaSomitra clarifies: pratih praptyartha iti. praptidyotaka
ity arthah. itir gatav iti. dhatvarthah. parinamad iti. (Tib reflects Skt. Read, perhaps,
itir gatav iti dhatvarthaparinamad iti [“Because the meaning of the root—viz., Vi in
the sense of going—is transformed”]): (with Sastri:) anekartha hi dhatavah. pratis
copasargah praptidyotaka ity ayam itir gatyartham ujjhitva praptyartham apadyate.
padih sattartha iti. padih (Sastri pada; Tib: ba da) sattayam iti. (AKVy 294.21-24;
Tib: P 327b1-3). According to the Paninian dhatupatha and Candragomin’s
dhatupatha, the verb pad is used in the meaning of going (pada gatau). The verb vid,
two verbs after pad in each list, is given as used in the meaning of existing (vida
sattayam).

See Verhagen’s comments (1985: 23-25) on the sGra sbyor bam po gnyis pa’s
analysis of the compound pratityasamutpada. See also Hopkins’ translation (1983:
662-666) of the section on the etymology of pratityasamutpdda in ’Jam dbyang
bzhad pa’s Grub mtha’i rnam bshad. On Pali compounds (like paticcasamuppada)
with gerunds as the first member having originally developed from combinations of
gerund and verb-form, cf. Norman 1992: 157, n. 72.

This explanation of pratitya as a gerund is criticized in AKBh immediately following
the explanation of the compound pratityasamutpada. The opponent, identified by
YaSomitra as a Vaiyakarana, states that a gerund suffix is employed in regard to an
action which occurs prior to another action, and that these two actions are performed
by the same agent (Pa 3.4.21: samanakartrkayoh piirvakale; on this rule and the
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discussion surrounding it see Tikkanen 1987: 37-39); for example, it is added to the
verb “bathed” in the sentence “having bathed, he eats”; however, in the case of
pratityasamutpdada, the grammarian argues, there is nothing existing before the act of
arising that, having previously depended, afterwards arises, and it is impossible that
an action can exist without an agent (ekasya hi kartur dvayoh kriyayoh piarvakalayam
kriyayam ktvavidhir bhavati | tadyatha snatva bhunkta iti | na casau piirvam utpadat
kascid asti yah pirvam pratityottarakalam utpadyate | na capy akartrkasti kriyeti
[AKBh,, 138.4-7]). Vasubandhu states that the criticisms do not apply, and asserts
the Sautrantika view regarding the state of the arising dharma, namely, that it arises
as something “whose face is turned toward arising” (utpadabhimukha; YaSomitra
glosses with utpitsuh), that is, as something future (anagata), i.e., as something ready
to arise, on the verge of arising, and that it depends in this same state: ato yadavastha
utpadyate tadavastha eva pratyeti | kimavasthas cotpadyate | utpadabhimukho
‘nagatah | tadavastha eva pratyayam pratyetity ucyate (AKBh,, 138.13-15). He
rejects the grammarian’s claim that the correct use of the gerund suffix demands that
one action must of necessity temporally precede another, citing examples where the
gerund is used in cases of simultaneous actions: sahakale ’pi ca ktvasti dipam prapya
tamo gatam | asyam vyadaya Sete ca pascac cet kim na samvrte || (see Pasadika 1989:
60); the second is similar to the example given in Kas to Pa 3.4.21 (asyam vyadaya
svapiti “he sleeps with his mouth open”); on similar exceptions to the rule, see
Tikkanen 1987: 39 (on temporal neutralization of the past gerund 119-127).
Zakharyin (2000: 257) writes, “Thus, for Panini’s times, at least, NamUL=
formations might be used for expressing the meaning of not only the ‘priority,” but of
the ‘simultaneousness’ of the background action as well. Only much later, at the
epoch of classical Sanskrit, some (partial only!) kind of complementary distribution
on the plane of contence (= contents? —A.M.) got established between Ktva= and
NamUL=, and still later NamUL= came out of use, having passed on its functions
(and, namely, the ability to express ‘simultaneousness’) to Ktva=.” More recently,
Mattia Salvini has provided valuable references for pratitya of pratityasamutpada
understood as a gerund, introducing a pertinent comment on kfva made by the
Buddhist grammarian Candragomin in his Candravyakarana. Salvini (2011: 233)
notes that Candragomin does not provide the usual explanation of kfva extended to
temporal simultaneity but does extend its meaning to “cases of dependence upon
something else (parapeksa).”

Vasubandhu also criticizes the grammarian’s determination of agent and action,
asserting, “and in this case we do not see an action ‘becoming’ (bhiiti) which is
something different from the thing that is the agent of becoming. Therefore, there is
no blame in such linguistic usage”; na catra bhavitur arthad bhitim anyam kriyam
pasyamah | tasmad acchalam vyavaharesu (AKBh,, 138.16-17). See AKBh, I11.78-
80; Stalker 1987: 188-191. This discussion in the AKBh is commented on in
Zakharyin’s article on the functions of the Sanskrit gerund (cf. Zakharyin 2000).
Candrakirti, perhaps because he considers pratitya explained in the meaning prapti to
be sufficient clarification, does not deal with the grammarian’s complaint, but in the
PP Bhaviveka presents and addresses the critique regarding the lack of something



22 TRANSLATION

§7. However, others say that iti’’ [i.e., the action referred to by the
root Vi, means] going (gati), [that is,] departing (gamana), [that is,]
perishing (vindsa). [The noun] ityah™® [thus] means “things that are fit
for going [i.e., perishing].”” prati is [used] in the meaning of
distribution (vipsartha).®® Having thus etymologically explained the
word itya as ending in a secondary suffix (taddhita) [i.e., in the suffix
ya, not in the primary suffix lyap] they describe [the compound]
pratityasamutpada as [meaning] the respective (prati prati) arising
(samutpada) of things that are fit for going, that is, characterized by

existing prior to arising that could depend and the lack of an agent: 'dir kha cig na re
| gal te *byung ba’i snga rol du "bras bu rkyen dang phrad nas phyis "byung na ni de’i
rten cing 'brel par ’byung ba zhes bya bar ’gyur ba zhig na | ’byung ba’i snga rol du
"bras bu rkyen dang mi 'phrad (P: phrad) de med pa’i phyir ro || de Ilta bas na rten
cing ’brel par ’byung ba’i sgra mi ’grub po | gal te rten cing ’brel par zhes bya ba
dang | byung zhes bya ba gnyis dus gcig tu khas len bas nyes pa med do (P: ||) zhe (P:
ce) na yang rten cing ’brel par *byung ba’i sgra la bya ba gnyis dus gcig na med de |
par zhes brjod ba’i phyir dper na khru byas te bza’ zhes bya ba bzhin no || byed pa po
med par yang gzhi med pa’i bya ba mi rung ste | med pa’i phyir mo gsham gyi bu ’gro
ba bzhin no | zhes zer ro || (D 46b4-7; P 55a2-6; translated in Kajiyama 1963: 42-43;
Ames 1993: 215). Avalokitavrata identifies the criticism as that of opponents who
base themselves on considerations of the grammarians: kha cig na re zhes bya ba ni
de dag nyid ’dir skabs med bzhin du brda sprod pa’i tham lag gi rjes su zhugs nas
dgras rgol bar byed pa kha cig na re’o ||. Ames (1993: 237, n. 40) notes, “According
to Avalokitavrata, the Buddhist may try to avoid the difficulty presented by the first
syllogism by admitting that the result pre-exists potentially (nus pa’i tshul gyis). The
grammarian then puts forward the second syllogism.” Bhaviveka, like Vasubandhu in
the AKBh, argues that the gerund may be applied when two actions are simultaneous,
and presents kha gdangs te nyal (asyam vyadaya Sete/svapiti) and lam khyab par byas
te ’gro (“it moves along filling the roadway”) as examples (see D 46b7-47a2; P 55a6-
55b1). See PPT for further comments on Bhaviveka’s refutation of the criticism that
an agent of action is required (D 33b6-34a7; P 39b5-40a8).

57 Verhagen (1985: 45, n. 130) considers the appearance of iti here to be an error for
eti, which is also possible, and would have to be ascribed to scribal error.

58 jtyah appears in the masculine gender and in the plural for reasons of coherence,
i.e., because it is intended to refer to things (bhava; dharma).

% Pa 4.4.98: tatra sadhuh “good in respect to this.” Kas: tatreti saptamisamarthat
sadhur ity etasminn arthe yatpratyayo bhavati ... sadhur iha pravino yogyo va
grhyate, nopakarakah.

60 PsP Tib begins the alternative explanation of pratityasamutpada with the sentence
explaining prati: gzhan dag ni pra ti ni zlos pa’i don to |.
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perishing.61 For them, in the case [of statements] like “O monks, I am
about to teach you pratityasamutpada,”® [or] “Who sees pratitya-
samutpada sees the Dharma,”® [this] etymology would be fine

1 At AKBh,, 138.24-27 a second explanation of the compound pratityasamutpada is
set forth which avoids the grammarian’s criticism in that it does not assume that the
compound contains a gerund. It is somewhat more explicit than Candrakirti’s
presentation: anye punar asya codyasya pariharartham anyatha parikalpayanti |
pratir vipsarthah | itau sadhava itya anavasthayinah | utpirvah padih pradur-
bhavarthah | tam tam karanasamagrim pratityanam samavayenotpadah pratitya-
samutpada iti (AKBh,, 138.24-27; see AKBh,, I11.80, La Vallée Poussin 1913a: 49;
Stalker 1987: 192). YaSomitra identifies the proponent of this explanation of the
compound as Srilata. He specifies that the prefix sam is used in the meaning of
conjunction (samavaya) and, as stated in the AKBh, that it is (only) the root pad
preceded by the prefix ur that means emerging (pradurbhava). Thus, the word
pratityasamutpada means the arising, in conjunction, of things fit for going, that is,
of things fit for perishing, with respect to this and that causal complex (tam tam
samagrim pratiti. prater vipsarthatam darSayati. ityanam vinasvaranam samava-
yenotpadah pratityasamutpadah. Further elucidating the meaning of the prefix sam,
he adds: na kascid dharma eka utpadyate sahotpadaniyamat. ripadinam “kame ’sta-
dravyako ’Sabdah paramanuh” (AK 11.23ab) yavac “citta-caittah sahavasyam™ (AK
11.24a) iti niyamat (see AKVy 296.22-33; quoted in PsP, 5, n. 10).

Cp. with these two etymologies presented by Candrakirti the two very different ones
set forth in VM, the second of which is metaphorically applied to the conditions
(dvedha tato pavatte dhammasamithe yato idam vacanam, tappaccayo tato yam
phalopacarena iti vutto); see VM 520f., VM,, 606f.

See also the comments by Schmithausen on the misinformed rendering of
pratityasamutpada as “interdependence” and the often misleading but “ubiquitous
rendering of samutpada as ‘co-origination’” (in a meaning different than Srilata’s) in
secondary literature in Schmithausen 1997: 12-14, 52-59 and n. 65, 67, 73 and 76,
and 2000a: 63-65 (see also 2000d: 44, n. 12).

62 Cf. SN II.1.5-6: paticcasamuppadam vo bhikkhave desissami; SN 11.2.13-14:
paticcasamuppadam vo bhikkhave desissami vibhajissami; SN 11.25.11-12: paticca-
samuppadaiica vo bhikkhave desissami paticcasamuppanne ca dhamme = AKBh
136.2: pratityasamutpadam vo bhiksavo desSayisyami pratityasamutpannams ca
dharman; AKVy 298.26-27: pratityasamutpadam vo bhiksavo deSayisyami. See
Pasadika 1989: 58. The paticcasamuppada taught at these references in the SN is that
characterized by twelve links. On the varying chains of conditions to be discerned in
the Canon, see Schmithausen 2000d.

63 Candrakirti refers here to a sentence from the Salistambasitra: yo bhiksavah
pratityasamutpadam pasyati sa dharmam pasyati, yo dharmam pasyati sa buddham
pasyati (Skt attested in AKVy 293.20-22; see Schoening 1995: 701). This version of
the citation appears at PsP; 160.5-7 (the vocative bhiksavah is not attested there
either), shorter ones at VV,, 74.12-14 (uktam hi bhagavata yo hi bhiksavah pratitya-
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because the meaning of distribution is possible and because there is a
compound [in which the case-ending of the noun pratitya would be
elided].** But when a specific object is directly referred to in a case
like this [viz., the statement] “Depending on the visual faculty®> and

samutpadam pasyati sa dharmam pasyati) and YSV 4 48.6-9 (mdo sde las kyang sus
rten cing ’brel par "byung ba mthong ba des chos mthong ngo |). A citation similar to
the one in the Bodhisattvapitakasiitra which attests de bzhin gshegs pa instead of
sangs rgyas (see Schoening 1995: 4, n. 3) is quoted at SSVecl 245.4-7 by an opponent
who argues that if the Madhyamika holds that causes (rgyu) do not really exist, then
he ruins dependent-arising: ... de la gnod pa yang rung ba ma yin te | de mthong bas
chos mthong bar bcom Idan ’das kyis gsungs te | gang rten cing brel par *byung ba
mthong ba des chos mthong la | gang gis chos mthong ba des de bzhin gshegs pa
mthong ngo zhes mdo las gsungs pa’i phyir ro ||. The quotation is translated by Erb
(cf. SSVlr 83) as “Wer das Entstehen in Abhingigkeit sieht, der sieht die [wahre]
GesetzmiBigkeit [aller Daseinsfaktoren], und wer die [wahre] GesetzméBigkeit [aller
Daseinsfaktoren] sieht, der sieht den Tathagata.” The Salistamba passage is based on
Canonical statements: MN 1.190.37-191.2: yo paticcasamuppdadam passati so
dhammam passati, yo dhammam passati so paticcasamupdadam passati; SN
I1.120.28-29: yo kho Vakkali dhammam passati so mam passati; yo mam passati so
dhammam passati; Iti 91: Dhammam hi so bhikkhave bhikkhu passati, dhammam
passanto mam passatiti. See Scherrer-Schaub 1991: 173, n. 231; La Vallée Poussin
1913a: 70, n. 2; PsP, 596 ad PsP; 6, n. 2 for further references. The PsP attests
extended quotations from the sirra at PsP; 560.3-570.2 and 593.3-594.6; for Sanskrit
quotations of the sitra in other texts, see Schoening 1995: Appendix 1.

% In both of the scriptural statements cited, the word pratitya taken as a noun satisfies
the requirement that it possess the distributive meaning indicated by the element
prati because arising can in each case be understood as applying to a multiplicity of
things characterized by perishing. Further, although according to the etymology
under discussion the compound pratityasamutpada would be dissolved as pra-
tityanam samutpadah, the noun pratitya as a member of the compound would not
require a case ending. The first statement, according to this second etymology, could
be rephrased, “O monks, I am about to teach you the respective arising of things that
are fit for going, that is, of things characterized by perishing.”

65 Although the fleshy eye-ball (mamsapinda) is made of primary matter (bhiita), the
visual faculty (caksurindriya), like the other sense faculties, is made of subtle second-
ary matter (bhautika, ripaprasada; cf. AK 19cd: tadvijiianasraya ripaprasadas
caksuradayah and AKBhy 6.2-3 (AKBhy; 7.23-26): yathoktam bhagavata caksur
bhikso adhyatmikam ayatanam catvari mahabhiitany updadaya riapaprasada iti
vistarah; see also AK 1.35ab and commentary). According to one opinion (AKBh,,
33.17-19; AKBhEj 53.2-4), the atoms of the visual faculty are said to be arranged on
the pupil in the form of a cumin flower, and are covered with a translucent mem-
brane which keeps them in place; according to another, they are arranged on top of
one another, as in a ball, but do not obscure each other because they are transparent,
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visibles,®® visual consciousness arises,”"’ considering that it is

maintained that the arising of a single visual consciousness is, for its
part, caused by a single visual faculty, how could there be the
meaning of distribution in the word pratitya of [the phrase] caksuh
pratitya®?® The meaning “attaining” (prapti), however, is possible in

like crystal. See, among others, May 1959: 91, n. 198, 199; PsP, 126, n. 1; Tillemans
1990: 251, n. 236; 255, n. 264; Stcherbatsky 1979: 12-13. Further references in
Preisendanz 1994: 444, n. 151.

6 PsP Tib attests gzugs (rigpam) for rippani. Candrakirti focusses his argumentation
on one individual visual consciousness and one individual visual faculty. The trans-
lators may have found the fact that visual form appeared in the plural in the Sanskrit
to be distracting to the argumentation, since the idea of distribution could possibly be
argued to exist in regard to rigpani, and so restricted the number of visual forms as
well. Alternatively, they may have appropriated the sentence from a pre-existing
translation that contained the singular form.

57 This often cited statement appears numerous times in the Canon: SN 11.72.17-18,
etc.: cakkhum ca paticca ripe ca uppajjati cakkhuviiianam; MN 1.111.35-36:
cakkhuii ¢’avuso paticca ripe ca uppajjati cakkhuviiiianam. The statement appears at
PsP; 250.4-5 as it does here; PsP; 567.7-8: caksuh pratitya riipam calokam cakasam
[ca) tajjamanasikaram ca pratityotpadyate caksurvijiianam |.

68 Candrakirti is problematizing the fact that a single caksurvijiidna relies on a single
caksurindriya; multiplicity is precluded in such a case. PsP Tib reads mig dang gzugs
la brten nas (= caksuh pratitya ripam ca) for caksuh pratitya, which is unnecessary
and distracting, in fact misleading. dang gzugs may have been added by the
translators because it appears before brten nas in the Tibetan translation of the cited
sentence, and not after it as in the Sanskrit.

69 Candrakirti calls into question the credibility of the second etymology, using the
argument already set forth in the AKBh. Immediately following the second
explanation of pratityasamutpada, Vasubandhu states that this etymology is suitable
only in certain cases, and then works the Canonical statement regarding the arising of
visual consciousness into a rhetorical question: esa tu kalpandtraiva kalpyate (read:
kalpate: AKVy: yujyate; AKBh Tib: rtog pa ’di ni ’di kho na la rab tu brtag tu rung).
iha katham bhavisyati caksuh pratitya ripani cotpadyate caksurvijianam iti (AKBh 4
138.27-28). YaSomitra explains the critique by demonstrating that in the case of this
specific Canonical statement neither the idea of distribution nor a compound—at
least a sensible one—is possible: should one attempt to rescue pratitya as a noun by
placing it in a compound with caksus (of necessity caksimsi to take into account the
multiplicity, demanded by prati, of the perishing things), thus “hiding” its lack of a
case ending, the resulting compound ‘“the visual faculties of the respective things
which perish” (pratityacaksiamsi) will not be acceptable due to its meaninglessness in
the present context: pratir vipsartha ity evamadika kalpana ’traiva Pratitya-
samutpadasitre yujyate. iha katham bhavisyati caksuh pratitya ripani cotpadyate
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regard to the word pratitya [understood as a gerund] not only when a
specific object is not referred to, namely, “arising in dependence”
(pratitya samutpada), that is, “coming into existence upon attaining,”
(prapya sambhava), but also when a specific object is referred to,
owing to the explanation “depending on the visual faculty,” [i.e.,]
“attaining the visual faculty,” [that is,] “relying on the visual faculty.”
But in the case of the word itya as a secondary formation, given that
[one would expect to hear] a case-ending here in [the statement]
caksuh pratitya ripani cotpadyate caksurvijiianam due to the fact that
1) the word pratitya would not be an indeclinable and 2) it is not [part
of] a compound, there should be the reading caksuh pratityam
vijianam rigpani ca (“consciousness fit for perishing on account of
the visual faculty and visibles [...]”).”” But this is not so [that is, one
does not encounter the word pratitya in this statement in a declined
form]. Therefore, the etymological explanation of it being in fact an
indeclinable ending in lyap should be accepted.

§8. [We] have, however, to start, the impression that there is sheer
ineptitude (akausala) in the reiteration of others’ positions [regarding

caksurvijianam iti. na hi pratityanam caksiamsi pratityacaksumsiti samasah
sambhavaty arthdyogat. caksur hi pratitya rigpani prapya cotpadyate caksurvijiianam
ity ayam artho gamyate (AKVy 296.33-297.4). See also Hopkins 1983: 667f.
Bhaviveka views this same Canonical statement as ground for rejecting both
etymologies of the compound pratityasamutpada (Candrakirti will claim he presents
both incorrectly; see PsPy, §8): de yang mi rung ste | mig dang gzugs rnams la brten
nas mig gi rnam par shes pa 'byung ngo zhes gsungs pa ’di la don gnyi ga med pa’i
phyir ro || (PP D 46b3-4; P 54b8-55al). Avalokitavrata clarifies that don gnyi ga
refers to the two etymologies and explains why neither is suitable as regards this
Canonical statement concerned with the arising of visual consciousness; see PPT D
29a7-29b6; P 34b5-3526.

0 Given that the word pratitya is not explained as a gerund in the second etymology,
and since it stands alone in this third cited statement—not as a member of a com-
pound as in the first two Canonical statements (where it does not require declination
and is able to retain both its grammatical status as a secondary formation and its
meaning “things fit for perishing”’)—it will need to be declined. It will be possible for
itya of pratityam to be interpreted according to the second etymology, but since a
distributive meaning for prati is precluded due to the explicit determination of visual
consciousness as the specific referent (vijiianam has been moved forward in the
sentence because it is now modified by pratityam), prati will have to be understood
in its sense of “on account of.”
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the etymology of pratityasamutpada] on the part of [Bhaviveka,] who
expresses criticism after repeating others’ interpretations [as follows]:

Some claim that because the prefix prati is [used] in the meaning
of distribution (vipsa), because [the verbal root] i has the
meaning “attaining” (prapti), and because the word samutpdda
has the meaning “coming into existence” (sambhava), “arising in
dependence on these and those conditions,” [that is,] “coming
into existence upon attaining [these and those conditions]” [is the
meaning of pratityasamutpada). [But] others assert that
pratityasamutpada [means] “the respective arising of things
characterized by perishing (vinasin).””'

"' As can be observed time and again in the Tibetan translation of the first chapter of
the PsP, such quotations have been appropriated by the translators from existing
Tibetan translations of the texts cited. In the present case, Bhaviveka’s restatement of
the two etymologies has been copied directly from Klu’i rgyal mtshan and
Jiianagarbha’s Tibetan translation of the PP. Some of the citations inserted into the
Tibetan text of the PsP were slightly modified for the sake of updating terminology,
improving the expression or in order to bring the citations into line with the wording
of the respective Sanskrit citation in the PsP. I hypothesize that much of the insertion
work was done in Kashmir and that Pa tshab had access there to an assemblage of
proto-Kanjur and proto-Tanjur translated works, which may have been kept in a
section of the Ratnagupta monastery library in Srinagar. For more information, see
MacDonald 2015.

Pa tshab has until the direct quotation of Bhaviveka’s words taken care to
transliterate the members of the compound pratityasamutpdada, but when he copies in
(or has an apprentice copy in) the pre-translated passage from PP Tib, he introduces
Klu’i rgyal mtshan and Jiianagarbha’s style of presenting the individual members of
the compound. The relevant section of the PP reads: rten cing ’brel par ’byung zhes
bya ba la | kha cig na re rten cing zhes bya ba’i tshig gi phrad' ni zlos pa’i don yin
pa’i phyir dang | "brel par* zhes bya ba ni phrad pa’i don yin pa’i phyir dang | "byung
ba zhes bya ba’i sgra ni skye ba’i don yin pa’i phyir rten cing ’brel par *byung ba ste®
| de dang de la rten cing phrad nas "byung ba’o zhe’o* | gzhan dag na re so so’ ’jig pa
dang ldan pa rnams kyi "byung ba ni rten cing ’brel par "byung ba’o zhe’o | gzhan ma
yin pa ni de yang mi rung ste (D 46b2-3; P 54b6-8). PsP Tib: 'nye bar bsgyur ba for
tshig gi phrad; *pa for par; *omits rten cing ’brel par "byung ba ste; “rkyen de dang de
la brten nas ’byung ba ste phrad nas byung ba’o zhe’o for de dang de la rten cing
phrad nas *byung ba’o zhe’o; >so so so sor for so so. Translated in Kajiyama 1963:
42; Ames 1993: 215; Hopkins 1983: 669. Avalokitavrata identifies the persons
asserting the first etymology as “certain proponents of Madhyamaka tenets” (dbu ma
pa’i grub pa’i mtha’ smra ba kha cig na re [PPT D 28b5; P 34a2]) and those
asserting the second as “other proponents of Madhyamaka tenets” (dbu ma pa’i grub
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Why? Because this [first party] who explains the word pratitya as
meaning “attaining” does not explain prati as denoting distribution,
nor [does he explain the verbal root] i as having the meaning
“attaining.” Rather, he describes prati as having the meaning
“attaining,” and [the verbal root] i as meaning ‘“going,” and the
compounded (i.e., complete) word pratitya as [meaning] simply
“attaining.”’* Now then, if reference to all possible things is intended
by the word pratityasamutpdda etymologically explained in this way
[i.e., according to the correct version of this first etymology],”

pa’i mtha’ smra ba gzhan dag na re [PPT D 29a3; P 34a8]). He glosses Bhaviveka’s
reference to the second etymology (so sor ’jig pa dang ldan pa rnams kyi "byung ba)
with rgyu dang rkyen so sor nges pa skad cig so so re re la ’jig pa dang ldan pa’i
"bras bu rnams kyi tshogs shing 'byung ba (PPT D 29a4; P 34bl). The anonymous
author of the *LT identifies the person asserting the first etymology as Buddhapalita;
Hopkins (1983: 668ff.), presumably in reliance on the dGe lugs pa tradition, also
assumes that the specific proponent of the first is Buddhapalita. I am not aware of
any passage in BP in which pratityasamutpada is etymologized. *LT’s author
identifies the person asserting the second as “a certain commentator” (kascit
tikakarah); cf. Yonezawa 2004: 121, 129 [fol. 1b3]. On the Tibetan translation of the
word pratityasamutpada (prati = rten cing; itya = 'brel par; samutpada = "byung ba)
see Hopkins 1983: 884, n. 703.

2 To recapitulate:

First etymology (maintained by Candrakirti, rejected—in its improperly restated
form—by Bhaviveka): prati = attaining; vi = going; thus pratitya = attaining,
relying; samutpada = emerging; thus pratityasamutpada = the arising of things in
reliance on causes and conditions.

Second etymology (rejected by Candrakirti, rejected by Bhaviveka): prati =
distribution; vi = going; itya = fit for going, i.e., characterized by perishing;
samutpada (although not specifically explained) = emerging; pratityasamutpada =
the respective arising of things that are fit for going, that is, of things characterized
by perishing.

Bhaviveka’s presentation of the first etymology: prati = distribution; v'i = attaining;
samutpdda = coming into existence; pratityasamutpdda = the coming into existence
[of things] in dependence on these and those (= various) conditions.

73 Candrakirti refers to the etymology according to which the coalescence of the
prefix prati in the meaning of attaining with the verbal root vi results in the root
taking on the meaning of attaining, i.e., the version he accepts and that Bhaviveka has
attempted to repeat but presented in an erroneous way. This is also the version that
can be applied to statements dealing with the arising of an individual consciousness
from a single entity (such as the non-plural visual faculty). He acknowledges that if
the word pratityasamutpada is intended in a general way, then due to the multiplicity
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namely, “arising in dependence” [means] “coming into existence
attaining,” a relation with distribution is effected [by the resulting
implication,] viz., “arising in dependence” [means] “coming into
existence attaining this and that complex of causes and conditions
(hetupratyayasamagri).” But if there is reference to something
specific, then there is not a relation with distribution, as [evident] in
[formulations of Canonical statements such as] “attaining’* the visual
faculty and visibles.” Thus, to begin, the Acarya’s reiteration is inept.

§9. The criticism stated [by Bhaviveka as regards the two
etymologies, viz.],

But this is not correct,”” because an association with either of the
meanings is not possible’® in respect to this [Canonical

of things referred to distribution (which Bhaviveka presents as referred to by prati
according to the first etymology) would indeed be implied, but he points out that the
distribution associated with such general applications cannot be referred to by the
prefix prati because distribution is not involved in cases of the arising of a specific
thing. Thus Bhaviveka’s restatement of the first etymology, even if one makes
allowance for his lack of precision, cannot be accepted. Candrakirti does not address
the possibility that Bhaviveka may have rejected this etymology because of his
erroneous presentation of it, that is, because according to his restatement of the
etymology, a relation with distribution cannot be made when specific instances of
arising are brought into the picture, such as in the example he brings forth and
Candrakirti borrows, namely, the arising of visual consciousness in dependence on
the visual faculty and visibles.

74 PsP Tib reads brten nas (pratitya) instead of prapya, which must have been attested
in one of the Sanskrit manuscripts available to the translators or was considered to be
preferable given that the discussion centres on the meaning of pratitya, especially
with respect to its meaning in specific Canonical statements.

> De La Vallée Poussin presents the Sanskrit text of Bhaviveka’s critique of the two
etymologies for pratityasamutpada as commencing with etad va [alyuktam kim ca
ayuktam etat, and punctuates it with a half-danda after [a]yuktam. The correct
reading, attested only by ms Q (ms P has a lacuna), is simply etac cayuktam. All of
the paper manuscripts attest variants of etad vayuktam | kim ca ayuktam etat for etac
cayuktam (the aksara dva in etad va® of ms J closely resembles the aksara cca). The
*LT cites exactly the PsP text passage under discussion, revealing that its author
relied on a manuscript that read as ms Q does: aniidya bhaviveko diisanam aha | etac
cayuktam iti (see Yonezawa 2004: 121, 129 [fol. 1b4]). PsP Tib’s de yang mi rung ste
has been copied in from PP Tib. For details, see below Appendix VL.
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statement], “Depending on the visual faculty and visibles, visual
consciousness arises””’

is also not appropriate. For what reason? [It is inappropriate] because
in not employing a [logical] argument (yukti) [to answer the question]
“Why is it not possible?”” [his critique is just] a mere thesis
(pratijiamatra).”

76 T have emended the text for the compound atrdrthadvayasambhavat of PsP; to
atrobhayarthabhisambandhdasambhavat on the basis of ms P (ms Q reads atrobhaya-
thabhisambandhasambhavad). PsP Tib attests 'di la don gnyi ga med pa’i phyir ro.
The lack of an equivalent for abhisambandha in PsP Tib could point to it having been
absent in at least one of the manuscripts used by the translators; its presumed absence
might be explained as the result of an early eyeskip from rtha to dha. Its presence in
the manuscripts available to this study could be considered as due to a later scribal
insertion or even the result of an “improved” dittography (the aksara va in certain old
north Indian and Nepali scripts is easily confused with dha, n of ndha is often written
as anusvara and may have been added later; an initial dittography could have pro-
duced atrobhayarthasambhavasambhavad). It would seem more likely, however, that
abhisambandha did indeed stand in both the manuscripts used for the PsP Tib
translation, and that the translators intentionally overlooked it because, following
their usual procedure for cited material, they inserted the present citation directly
from the Tibetan translation of the PP which, like the transmitted PsP Tib, reads ’di
la don gnyi ga med pa’i phyir ro (*atrobhayarthabhavat). The author of the *LT
appears to have read sambandha in the manuscript of the PsP at his disposal: ubhayor
api paksayo[r] vipsoktety aniidya tayolr] vipsayor atrapi sambandhabhavah (cf.
Yonezawa 2004: 121, 130 [fol. 1b4]); his employment of sambandhabhavah as the
gloss for PsP’s °abhisambandhasambhavat could indicate that he knew PP’s reading
°abhavat and combined this with PsP’s °sambandha. Candrakirti may have con-
sidered his °abhisambandhdasambhavat as providing a more precise meaning, or he
may have been using a manuscript of the PP which actually contained this reading.
De Jong (1978: 29) suggested in his Textcritical Notes, on the basis of ms D and
against Tib, that abhisambandha be included and that the compound be emended to
atra dvayarthabhisambandhasambhavad.

77 Candrakirti cites from the PP (see previous note). PP Tib reads: de yang mi rung
ste | mig dang gzugs rnams la brten nas mig gi rnam par shes pa 'byung ngo zhes
gsungs pa ’di la don gnyi ga med pa’i phyir ro || (D 46b3-4; P 54b8-55al).

8 De La Vallée Poussin (cf. PsP, 9, n. 1), conjecturing the reading katham an[enailva
tatprapte|h] sambhava for the text now changed to katham asambhavah, notes that
the reading in his manuscripts is “plus que douteuse.” The paper manuscripts attest
katham anava tetprapte sambhava and connected variants. Ms Q attests the correct
reading katham asambhava. PsP Tib for the entire sentence reads: ji ltar med ces bya
ba’i rigs pa ma bkod pas | dam bca’ ba tsam yin pa’i phyir ro. Ms P is unreadable
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owing to damage from (and including) yad uktam up to (but not including) iti
yuktyanupadanena. The damaged area would allow for 26-27 aksaras, but not the 29
expected on the basis of the evidence in the paper manuscripts or the 30 expected by
de La Vallée Poussin.

The words ji ltar med (ce na) appear twice in the PPT in the context of Avalokita-
vrata’s introduction to his presentation of the respective reasons for the impossibility
of the application of the two etymologies to the Canonical statement: de dang de la
rten cing phrad nas "byung ba’o zhes bya ba dang | so sor ’jig pa dang ldan pa rmams
kyi byung ba zhes bya ba’i don de gnyi ga med pa’i phyir te | de dang de la rten cing
phrad nas ’byung ba zhes bya ba’i don de ji ltar med ce na ... so sor ’jig pa dang ldan
pa rnams kyi "byung ba zhes bya ba’i don de ji ltar med ce na ... (D 29b1; P 34b7 and
D 29b5; P 35a4).

Stcherbatsky (1927: 88, n. 2) emends de La Vallée Poussin’s katham anlenailva
tatprapte[h] to katham anava(ga)te ’prapte sambhavah and translates, “Because ‘how
is it that (one thing) will arise when (the other) is not attained, not reached’?” It is
difficult to explain the paper manuscripts’ anava tatprapte, but the interpolated
words (presumably originally in a meaningful form) may have been inserted by a
scribe or scholar who was influenced by the ideas presented in the next sentence
(vijiianasya caksusa praptir nasti rilpinam eva tatpraptidarsanat).

” The question “Why is it not possible?” (katham asambhavah; ji ltar med) is
addressed by Avalokitavrata who takes pains to present reasons for Bhaviveka’s
judgement of the two etymologies as unsuitable with respect to the Canonical
statement (see PPT D 29b1-6; P 34a6-35a6). He argues against the first etymology by
taking recourse to an authoritative verse: de dang de la rten cing phrad nas byung ba
zhes bya ba’i don de ji ltar med ce na | de’i phyir lung las | de ni mig dang gzugs la
med || de gnyis bar na’ang yod ma vyin || gang du de ni gnas ’gyur ba || de yod ma yin
de med min |. He explains that visual consciousness, not existing [already] in the
visual faculty, in what is visible, or somewhere between the two, does not exist, and
therefore cannot depend on its causes and conditions (Hopkins [1983: 166] interprets
this to mean: “According to Avalokitavrata, Bhavaviveka’s objection is based on the
principle that phenomena which meet must be simultaneously existent, ...”); or if
visual consciousness does exist, there is no point in it arising again. Against the
second etymology (so sor ’jig pa dang ldan pa rnams kyi "byung ba zhes bya ba’i don
de ji ltar med ce na), he argues that since causes and conditions cannot form a causal
complex or produce an effect because they are perishing every single moment and
would already be inexistent at the time of the arising [of an alleged effect], the
arising of an effect cannot exist; neither can one say of effects which perish each
moment that they have an arising because they perish each moment at the time of
arising: ’di ltar rgyu dang rkyen so sor nges pa skad cig so so re re la ’jig pa gang
dag yin pa de dag ni ’byung ba’i tshe yongs su ma grub pa’i gnas skabs kho nar skad
cig re re la "gag cing med par ’gyur bas tshogs shing 'bras bu bskyed par ’gyur ba (P:
bas) med pas ’bras bu ’byung ba yang med de | "bras bu yang "byung ba’i tshe nyid na
skad cig re re la ’jig par ’gyur ba’i phyir (D: without phyir) so sor ’jig pa dang ldan
pa rnams kyi "byung ba zhes bya ba de yang med do ||.
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§10. But if this would be the intention [of Bhaviveka’s criticism]: On
account of the immateriality (aripitva) of consciousness, there is no
attaining (prapti) [of, that is, no direct contact] with the visual faculty
because it is observed that only material things attain [that is, can

have contact with] it*—this too is not correct, because attaining is

The fact that Avalokitavrata does not, as far as I am aware, address any of
Candrakirti’s scathing criticisms of Bhaviveka’s views in his PPT but does exert
himself to provide answers to this question suggests that the question may have been
raised by another Buddhist of the sixth or early seventh century who was familiar
with the PP, possibly by another MMK commentator. As Kajiyama (1968) has
shown, Avalokitavrata defends Bhaviveka on other occasions against both
Dharmapala and Sthiramati (Dr. Junjie Chu informs me that the question does not
appear in the first chapter of Sthiramati’s commentary on the MMK). Van der Kuijp
places Avalokitavrata’s floruit at the beginning of the mid-seventh c. (see van der
Kuijp 2006: 182; see also 174-182).

Candrakirti’s critique that Bhaviveka has presented only a “mere thesis” turns one of
Bhaviveka’s chief weapons for discrediting the statements of his opponents—i.e., his
recurring charge that his opponents argue with mere theses which lack reasons and
examples—back against him.

80 Candrakirti has in the previous sentence criticized Bhaviveka for not properly
explaining why he deems both etymologies inapplicable as regards the Canonical
statement describing the arising of visual consciousness. He now focusses on a
possible reason for Bhaviveka’s rejection of the first etymology—indeed the one
Candrakirti accepts—by supposing that Bhaviveka considers prapti in a very literal,
i.e., physical, sense as an actual meeting, touching. (Thus while Candrakirti
introduced the Canonical statement “Depending on the visual faculty and visibles,
visual consciousness arises” solely for the sake of arguing against the second
etymology’s interpretation of prati as “distribution,” he interprets Bhaviveka’s
reference to it to be for the sake of showing especially/additionally the inapplicability
of the first etymology’s interpretation of pratitya as prapti.)

Stcherbatsky (1927: 88) understands caksusa as the agent of the action implied by
prapti and translates, “Consciousness being mental (and the sense of vision physical),
the first cannot be reached by the second. Experience teaches that only material
things can be reached by the sense of vision,” an interpretation that switches the
focus from consciousness attaining the visual faculty—the sense of the Canonical
statement quoted by Bhaviveka—to the visual faculty attaining consciousness (PsP
Tib’s mig dang phrad pa supports my interpretation). His decision to translate as he
does may have been influenced by the well-known discussion on whether the senses
“attain” their objects. Alternatively, he may have decided to translate thus because it
is certainly not observed in daily life that material things touch the visual faculty, the
clear, subtle matter on the pupil of the eye arranged in the shape of a cumin flower.
This differentiation of the sense faculty per se and the fleshy, visible eye (golaka)
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also accepted [in contexts such as that presented in the statement],
“This monk is one who has attained the fruit (praptaphala).”™

§11. And because the word “attaining” (prapya) is synonymous with
the word “relying” (apeksya). [That is,] others [i.e., the present
scholar and his circle® maintain that Bhaviveka’s] criticism is also
not appropriate on account of the fact that the Master Nagarjuna
accepts the word “depending” (pratitya) as having precisely the
meaning of “attaining” (prapya),”” [as demonstrated in the Yukti-
sastika verse-half:]

would seem to have been set to the side in this argument, although it could also be
argued that material things are indeed capable of touching the subtle matter of the
visual faculty itself.

81 It is unclear whether Candrakirti is citing from agama here (the sentence does not
occur in the Pali Canon) or merely taking as his example a common expression. The
compound praptaphala occurs, e.g., at AKBh,, 108.23. Cp. the compound phalapatto
in MN-attha 1V.39: Idha bhikkhu attano vasanatthanam pavisitva nisinno miila-
kammatthanam manasikaroti. Tassa tam manasikaroto obhdso uppajjati, ayam
pathamamaggo nama, so dutiyam obhasaiianam nibbatteti dutiyamaggo adhigato
hoti, evam tatiyam catutthaii ca; ettavata maggappatto ¢’ eva phalapatto ca hotr ti;
and in VM 634 (VM,, 758) in the context of the vipassaniipakkilesa: Tattha obhaso ti
vipassanobhdso. Tasmim uppanne yogavacaro: na vata me ito pubbe evaripo obhdso
uppannapubbo! Addha maggappatto *smi! Phalapatto 'smi ti amaggam eva maggo ti
aphalam eva ca phalan ti ganhati (cf. also VM 637). Cp. also MN-attha I111.269-270
(ad MN I1.27-28; see MN,, 1283, n. 774, 776, etc.), in the context of the cessation of
the unwholesome habits and intentions; e.g. I11.269: akusalanam stlanam nirodhaya
patipanno ti ettha yava sotapattimagga nirodhaya patipanno nama hoti, phalapattena
(variant: phalapatte) pana te nirodhita nama honti.

8 #LT’s author comments: apara ity anendtmdnam nirdisati candrakirtih (cf.
Yonezawa 2004: 121, 130 [fol. 1b4]). Bhaviveka commenced his criticism of the two
etymologies by referring to himself as apara (gzhan ma yin pa ni de yang mi rung).
Avalokitavrata identifies apara as Bhaviveka (see Ames 1993: 237, n. 33). De La
Vallée Poussin (PsP, 8, n. 7), commenting on the appellation in the PP, notes, “...
gzhan ma yin pa ni; c’est-a-dire, littéralement, a-parah: ce terme désignant Bhava-
viveka, ’auteur lui-méme, par opposition aux eke et aux anye.” Candrakirti, who
tends to “recycle” Bhaviveka’s words and phrases to add stylistic punch to his cri-
ticism of him, here appropriates the appellation, possibly setting it in the plural to
emphasize that not only he considers Bhaviveka’s critique to be ungrounded.

8 Ms Q’s reading praptyarthasya caiva at first seems preferable to ms P’s and the
paper manuscripts’ reading prapyarthasyaiva (cf. PsP, for the latter’s variants).
Following Q, the sentence would read: “And since the word “attaining” (prapya) is
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synonymous with the word “relying” (apeksya), and due to the fact that the Master
Nagarjuna accepts the word “depending” (pratitya) as having precisely the meaning
of “attaining” (prapti), [as demonstrated in the YS verse-half ..., according to others
[i.e., the present scholar and his circle], [Bhaviveka’s] criticism is also not appro-
priate.” I accept, however, P’s reading because the sentence in Q appears to have
been tampered with, leading one to suspect that its ca is also the result of determined
change. Ms P’s and the paper manuscripts’ prapya (of prapyarthasyaiva) appears to
have been changed in ms Q to prapti (praptyarthasya), possibly due to the influence
of the earlier instances of prapti conjoined with artha. Note that PsP Tib supports the
reading prapya with phrad nas (praptyartha was earlier translated as phrad pa’i don).
Ms P’s unemended presentation of the text passage is, however, problematic, for as it
stands, the sentence beginning with prapyasabdasya capeksyasabdaparyayatvat
carries on, i.e., is part of, the previous paragraph’s sentence refuting Bhaviveka’s
(hypothetical) argument that immaterial consciousness cannot “attain,” i.e., directly
contact, the visual faculty (the initial reason Candrakirti gives is: “because attaining
is also accepted [in contexts such as that presented in the statement], ‘This monk is
one who has attained the fruit [praptaphala]’”); there is no danda in P after prapta-
phalo ’yam bhiksur ity api praptyabhyupagamat. Ms P would thus present a new
reason, supported by a subordinate reason, against the objection that something
immaterial cannot contact the visual faculty. In unemended P, this reason is: “and
because, since the word “attaining” (prapya) is synonymous with the word “relying”
(apeksya), the Master Nagarjuna accepts the word “depending” (pratitya) as having
precisely the meaning of “attaining” (prapya), [as demonstrated in the YS verse-
half:] ... .” Ms P places a danda after this second reason, thus setting off the follow-
ing disanam api nopapadyata ity apare as an independent sentence. Bhaviveka’s
objection in regard to consciousness not being able to physically contact the visual
faculty has, I would argue, been taken care of with Candrakirti’s reference to the
well-known statement regarding attainment of the fruit, and further arguments are
not really necessary. Even though the new argument could been seen as clarifying
how prapya in the context of passages focussed on immaterial things should be
understood, the inclusion of Nagarjuna’s YS verse would seem to point to the new
reason being independent of the objection concerning immaterial things contacting
only material ones, and as having as its aim a more fundamental refutation of
Bhaviveka’s (cited) PP critique, specifically with respect to presumed doubt about or
even rejection of the word pratitya as equivalent to prapya. If a danda is set after
praptaphalo ’yam bhiksur ity api praptyabhyupagamat in ms P, then P’s
prapyaSabdasya capeksyasabdaparyayatvat introduces the new rebuttal. When a
further danda is placed after prapyasabdasya capeksyasabdaparyayatvat, P’s reading
prapyarthasyaiva makes perfect sense. Interestingly, Q does attest a danda after etad
api na yuktam praptaphalo 'yam bhiksur ity api praptyabhyupagamat as well as after
prapyasabdasya capeksyasabdaparyayatvat; both seem to belong to the PsP’s text. Of
course, like P’s danda-emended text, Q’s text with praptyarthasya caiva can also be
understood as introducing a new idea not associated with the immateriality
argument—in this case two new reasons—based on an assumption of Bhaviveka’s
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That which has arisen attaining this and that [cause] has not
arisen by own nature.*

resistance to the equating of pratitya and prapya. But as stated, given that an
interfering hand appears to have changed an original prapya in Q to prapti, and given
that Q’s ca smooths a lectio difficilior, I accept P’s reading without ca.

In contrast to my understanding of the section, the translators of PsP Tib appear to
see Candrakirti presenting not one, but three consecutive reasons for his assertion
that Bhaviveka’s critique is inapplicable if it is motivated by the idea that immaterial
things cannot come into contact with material ones. As my investigation of the
manuscripts has shown, PsP Tib was influenced by interpolated readings in one of
the two Skt manuscripts its translators relied on, many of which also appear in Q;
PsP Tib may have adopted the same ca that Q attests. PsP Tib reads: de yang mi rigs
te | dge slong ’di ni ’bras bu thob pa yin no zhes bya ba 'dir phrad pa khas blangs pa’i
phyir dang | phrad nas zhes bya ba’i sgra yang (= ca) ltos nas zhes bya ba’i sgra i
rnam grangs yin pa’i phyir dang | rten cing 'brel par zhes bya ba’i sgra ni | ... (YS
19ab) zhes slob dpon klu sgrub kyis kyang phrad nas zhes bya ba’i don nyid du zhal
gyis bzhes pa’i phyir ro || des na skyon yang mi ’thad do zhes gzhan dag zer ro ||
(translated in Hopkins 1983: 671; Hopkins structures his translation as follows: “This
is not admissible because ... [scriptural citation]. Also, the term ‘having met’ ... is a
synonym of the term ‘having relied’ ... . Also, the master Nagarjuna ... . Therefore,
others [Chandrakirti himself] say that even [Bhavaviveka’s] refutation is not
admissible.” The PsP Tib translators have considered it necessary to begin their final
sentence with a non-Sanskrit-attested des na (this inspired de La Vallée Poussin to
introduce a conjectured fatah into his edition); their translation gives the impression
that they too were confronted with a danda before diisanam api nopapadyate ity
apare. Note that Candrakirti’s refutation of Bhaviveka’s (hypothetical) argument that
contact (prapti) of immaterial things with material ones is impossible already
contains the phrase etad api na yuktam; when the reasons preceding diisanam api
nopapadyate ity apare are understood as belonging to this specific refutation, one has
little choice but to construe diisanam api nopapadyate ity apare as an independent
sentence.

% YS 19ab: tat tat prapya yad utpannam notpannam tat svabhavatah | (for Sanskrit
citations of the karika, see YSV,. 188, n. 290). YS 19ab Tib (Pa tshab YS translation):

translated in YSV Tib (Ye shes sde, etc., YSV translation): de dang de brten gang
S verse,
Candrakirti glosses fat tat prapya with tat tad apeksya: de dang de brten zhes bya ba
ni de dang de la bltos zhes bya ba’i tha tshig go ||. He explicates the words “tat tat” as
referring to the respective causes of the members of the twelve-linked chain of
dependent-arising, i.e., the causes responsible for the rebirth of the individual, and to
the respective causes of the factors involved in the arising of the external cosmos: de
dang de zhes bya ba spyir bsnyag pa thams cad bsdu ba’i phyir tshig 'dis nang gi ma
rig pa la sogs pa dang phyi’i rlung gi dkyil ’khor la sogs pa ma lus pa dag ’du byed la
sogs pa dang chu’i dkyil "khor la sogs pa skye ba la rgyu’i dngos por gnas par gyur
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§12. And that too established as [his] (= Bhaviveka’s) own opinion
[regarding the meaning of pratityasamutpada, as it was set forth by
him with]

What then [is the correct interpretation of pratityasamutpadal?
The meaning of “conditionality” (idampratyayata)® as expressed
in the statement “When this is present, that comes to be, from the

te. Scherrer-Schaub translates (cf. YSV,, 189, see also n. 292), “Par I’expression ‘ceci
et cela’, du fait qu’elle a valeur distributive (spyir bsnyag pa) et qu’elle englobe
toutes choses (thams cad bsdu ba), toutes les catégories sans exception, nescience et
[autres catégories] internes, disque du vent (rlung gi dkyil ’khor) et [autre catégories]
externes, sont établies en tant que causes de la production des samskara, du disque de
I’eau et [ainsi de suite].”

The entire karika is cited at MABh_,228.12-15. De La Vallée Poussin, citing the Skt
for the karika from the Subhasitasamgraha, considers the reading for the third quarter
as doubtful; 19cd: svabhave na yad utpannam utpannam nama tat katham (see
MABh, 1911: 278, n. 2). Lindtner, “in accordance with Tib. and a quotation occur-
ring in Advayavajrasamgraha (ed. Sastr), p. 25,” emends the otherwise metrical
third quarter to read svabhavena yan notpannam (see 1982b: 108 and 109, n. 19). His
emendation, however, renders the quarter unmetrical, such that it agrees neither with
the pathya anustubh of the other three quarters nor with any vipulas.

See YSV,, 188, n. 290 for further references to the karika and comparable verses.

8 idampratyayata, literally, “being something whose condition is this,” “the fact of
having this as condition.” Cf. SN 11.25.31-33: uppada va Tathagatanam anuppada va
Tathagatanam | thita va sa dhatu dhammatthitata dhammaniyamata idappaccayata ||
“Whether there is an arising of Tathagatas or no arising of Tathagatas, that 'element
still persists, the stableness of the Dhamma, the fixed course of the Dhamma, specific
conditionality” (translation Bodhi 2000: 551, see also his n. 51); 'Bodhi’s “element”
should rather be translated as “law” or “[true] nature [of things]” — see Schmithausen
1969: 146f. Cf. also SN 1.298-299 where conditionality and dependent-arising are
presented side-by-side as synonyms. Cf. the Buddhist opponent’s equating of the two
as characteristics of ultimate truth at PsP; 159.6; Candrakirti, defining the teaching of
dependent-arising as referring to conditionality at YSV 4 22.3, declares this teaching
to be the cause for the seeing of the two truths (see also YSV, 109, n. 21). The
Madhyamaka reinterpretation of dependent-arising from a principle expressing the
way in which real effects arise from real causes to the signifier of the conditioned-
ness of all things, a fact that entails and proves their lack of real existence, becomes a
powerful means for refuting views and arguments that maintain a svabhava of things
(cf. MABh 228.5-11). It is nevertheless the conditionality of worldly things that
allows for the assertion of them and—seen from the (ultimately erroneous) point of
view of the world—allows for their “establishment” on the level of the surface truth;
cf. PsP, 189.1-3, PsP; 234.6 and YSV,_, 84.3-5. Further references at PsP, 9, n. 8§ and
May 1959: 122, n. 319.
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2986

arising of this, that arises,”™ is the meaning of pratitya-

samutpada,”’

is not appropriate because a specific meaning for each of the words
pratitya and samutpdda has not been stated and because an analysis
(vyutpada) of it [i.e., of the compound pratityasamutpdada]l was
intended.

§13. Even if [Bhaviveka,] having accepted the word
pratityasamutpada as a word that is employed in a conventional sense
(riudhisabda), like “sesame in the forest,” etc., (aranyetilakadi) [the

8 Sanskrit: asmin satidam bhavaty asyotpadad idam utpadyate; Pali: imasmim sati
idam hoti imass’ uppada idam uppajjati (e.g., MN 1.262-263, 11.32, I11.63; SN 11.28.7,
I1.65.5-6; further references at Pasadika 1989: 60; PsP_ 9, n. 7; La Vallée Poussin
1913a: 50, n. 1). De La Vallée Poussin (1913a: 49) asserts that the statement is “[1]a
plus archaique des formules de causation.” On preformulaic expressions of the idea,
see Nakamura 1980. The formula as found in the Canonical texts is usually followed
by or occurs in close proximity to its negated form: imasmim asati idam na hoti
imassa nirodha idam nirujjhati. Nakamura points out that although the formula is
usually set forth in connection with the twelve-linked dependent-arising, it is also
referred to independently, as at MN I1.32 in a conversation about past and future
lives. In the AKBh, Vasubandhu presents a number of views that explain the
apparent repetition of meaning in the sentences asmin satidam bhavati and
asyotpadad idam utpadyate, views worked out, at least in part, to defend the Buddhist
citing the formula in debate from the opponent’s charge of paunaruktya (repetition),
a point of defeat (nigrahasthana); see AKBh, 138.28-139.24; AKBh, III.81-83;
Stalker 1987: 193-198; La Vallée Poussin 1913a 50-51. See also the formula as cited
from the Paramartha$tnyatastitra at MABh,,226.16-18.

Cf. also the Buddhist opponent’s presentation of the formula at PsP; 159.7-10. For
Nagarjuna and Candrakirti, the formula belongs exclusively to the level of the
surface truth (samvrtisatya), inapplicable to the ultimate (paramartha) level because
nothing exists there; cf. MMK 1.10: bhavanam nihsvabhavanam na satta vidyate
yatah | satidam asmin bhavatity etan naivopapadyate |. Although not relevant to the
formula as used in the PsP, see also the unusual interpretation of the formula set forth
by Prajfiakaragupta in Franco 2007.

87 Candrakirti is citing from Bhaviveka’s PP. PP Tib: 'o na gang yin zhe na | ’di yod
na (PsP: ’di yod pas) ’di "byung la ’di skyes pa’i phyir 'di skye ba ste zhes bya ba
rkyen 'di dang Idan pa nyid kyi don ni | rten cing ’brel par *byung ba’i don to (P: |)
zhes zer ro || (PP D 46b4; P 55a1-2). Cf. AKBh,, 138.17-18: esa tu vakyarthah | asmin
saty asya bhavah, asyotpadad idam utpadyata iti yo ’rthah so ’rthah pratityasa-
mutpada iti |.
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meaning of which does not correspond to its individual parts],*® states
[the meaning] in this way [i.e., as above, “when this is present, that
comes to be, from the arising of this, that arises,” etc.], that too is not
suitable, because the Acarya [Nagarjuna] accepts that the [compound]
word pratityasamutpdda precisely corresponds to the meaning of its
members, [as evident in the YS verse-half:]

That which has arisen attaining this and that [cause] has not
arisen by own nature.*
§14. But with [pratityasamutpada] being explained [as]

When this is present, that comes to be, as when there’s short,
there’s long,”

8 Cf. the entry for ridha/ridhi in Renou 1957: 259: “riidhi ‘sens traditionnel
(conventionnel)’ d’un mot, opp. a yoga ... [u]ln mot de r° est caractérisé par le fait que
la dérivation n’y est pas sujette a regle (vyutpatter aniyamah).” “Sesame in the
forest” (aranyetilaka) is given as an example in Kas to Pa 2.1.44°s “samjiiayam,”
according to which a word ending in the seventh case marker is compounded with a
word ending in a case marker and becomes a tatpurusa compound [i.e., the seventh
case marker is not elided] when this compound is an appellative. Wild sesame does
not yield oil and is thus used as a designation for anything that does not answer to
one’s expectations; the meaning of aranyetilaka therefore is not derived directly from
the meaning of its component parts. *LT comments: avyutpanna evayam aranye-
tilakasabdah (ms: °kasabdah) (cf. Yonezawa 2004: 121, 130 [fol. 1b4]). Other such
compounds mentioned in Kas are vanekimsuka (a blossoming Butea frondosa tree in
a forest), vanebilvaka (a wood-apple tree in a forest), and kiipepisacaka (a demon in a
well), all used as designations for things found unexpectedly.

% Candrakairti again cites YS 19ab. See n. 84.

% Cp. RA 1.48: asmin satidam bhavati dirghe hrasvam yatha sati | asyotpadad
udetidam dipotpadad yatha prabha ||. RA 1.48 is cited at MABh,, 227.1-4 as: 'di yod
pas na 'di ’byung dper || ring po yod na thung ngu bzhin || ’di skyes pas na ’di skye
dper || mar me ’byung bas "od bzhin no || (RA Tib as MABh Tib but with the variant
ring po yod pas thung ngu bzhin). The citation here in the PsP presents the order
hrasve dirgham (PsP Tib translates accordingly) instead of dirghe hrasvam as in the
RA and the corresponding Tib of the MABh. Hahn (1982: 20, n. 48b) records that
both RA Tib and RA Chinese support the text of RA 1.48b. If Candrakirti is actually
citing from the RA, it is possible, given that the metre is not affected by the reading
found in PsP, that he simply reversed the order of long and short, possibly influenced
by the fact that RA 1.49 commences with hrasve in the initial position: hrasve ’sati
punar dirgham. He may alternatively have had a RA manuscript, or been familiar
with an RA tradition, that presented 1.48 as he cites it.
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isn’t it the case that exactly that [which we maintain] ends up being
accepted, [namely,] depending on [something] short, [i.e.,] attaining
[something] short, relying on [something] short, [something else]
comes to be [that which is] long?’! And thus [Bhaviveka] accepts
exactly what he criticizes — this is not reasonable. Enough of this
digression.

§15. Therefore, [the positions] that things arise without a cause
(ahetu), from a single cause (ekahetu), or from a non-corresponding
cause (visamahetu),” and [the positions] that they are created from

Cp. MABh,, 150.9-10: dper na ring po yod na thung ngur 'gyur la thung ngu yod na
ring por 'gyur zhing | pha rol yod na tshu rol du ’gyur la tshu rol yod na pha rol tu
"gyur ba ltar btags par 'gyur gyi de dag la grub pa rang bzhin pa med do |; SSVWl
250.35-36: pha rol dang tshu rol bzhin nam ring po dang thung ngu bzhin rgyu dang
’bras bu dang phan tshun ltos pa dang bcas pa’i phyir ngo bo nyid kyis grub pa med
do ||; also PsP, 458.14-15 (paravaravat ... hrasvadirghavat); 459.5 and 459.9; 101.14
(paravaravat); YSV., 71.18-19 (ring po dang | thung du (read: ngu) bzhin du "am |
mar me’i "od bzhin); RA 1.95 (ring dang thung).

91

The Naiyayikas Vatsyayana and Uddyotakara present and critique the
Madhyamaka short-long example for dependent existence in their commentaries on
NS IV.1.39 (na svabhavasiddhir apeksikatvat) and IV.1.40. Vatsyayana presents the
piirvapaksa thus: apeksakrtam apeksikam | hrasvapeksakrtam dirgham dirghapeksa-
krtam ca hrasvam na svenatmandvasthitam kificit | kasmat? apeksasamarthyat |
tasman na svabhavasiddhir bhavanam || (NBh 238.5-7). Vatsyayana asks if a long
thing is “made” in reliance on a short one, and the short one is without reliance [in
this special relationship], in reliance on what other thing then will the short one be
grasped as short? Thus when one of two things that are mutually reliant does not
exist, since the other cannot exist without it, neither can exist. Thus, the establish-
ment of reliance as presented by the Madhyamika is not appropriate: yadi hrasvape-
ksakrtam dirgham, hrasvam anapeksikam | kim idanim apeksya hrasvam iti grhyate?
atha dirghapeksakrtam hrasvam, dirgham anapeksikam, kim idanim apeksya dirgham
iti grhyate? evam itaretarasrayayor ekabhave ’nyatarabhavad ubhayabhava ity ape-
ksavyavasthanupapanna | (NBh 238.10-13; cp. NV 453.10-12). Among other reason-
ings, Uddyotakara argues that reliance between things is possible only when an own-
being of things is established: svabhavasiddhau casatyam apeksa na prapnoti | (NV
454.1).

%2 The same triad is found in Candrakirti’s commentary on CS VIIL8 (CST,, 128.3-
5): yatra samsarapravrttikramo ’vidyasamskaradina kramenahetvekahetuvisamahetu-
vinasartham svasamanyalaksanasatyatvakalpanaya desyate | jiatavyam vidusa
pravrttis tatra varnyata iti |. Although one finds ahetu and visamahetu discussed
together in certain Pali texts, the string ahetvekahetuvisamahetu does not seem to
occur in the Pali texts; Candrakirti may have known it from the works of other
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self, other, or both [self and other], end up refuted through the
Exalted One illuminating in this way the arising of things in reliance
on causes and conditions. And because they are refuted, the surface
(samvrta) own nature of surface things, just as it is, becomes
revealed.”” Now because just that surface [level] dependent-arising
(pratityasamutpdda) has not arisen by own nature it is, with respect to
the gnosis of the Nobles, qualified by the eight qualifiers beginning
with “without cessation”—in the sense that cessation (nirodha), up to
and including going (nirgama),”* are not found in it.”> And the way in
which cessation and so forth do not exist for dependent-arising will
be explained by the entire treatise. Even though infinite qualifiers are
possible for dependent-arising, there is the employment of just these

schools. *LT exemplifies single cause (ekahetu) with isvara and non-corresponding
cause (visamahetu) with nityanityahetutvam (cf. Yonezawa 2004: 121, 130 ([fol.
1b4]). Cp. Miulapannasa-tika: “Natthi hetu natthi paccayo sattanam samkilesaya” ti
adinayappavatta  ahetukaditthi.  “Issarapurisapajapatipakati-anukaladhthi — loko
pavattati nivattati ca”’ ti pavatta visamahetuditthi (Chattha Sangayana CD s.v. visa-
mahetuditthi; the same explanation appears in Khandhavagga-tika). See also AS
where the exposition of pratityasamutpdda is said to be for the sake of abandoning
attachment to arman and the wrong ideas that dharmas originate from non-causes and
non-corresponding causes: ahetuvisamahetukatmabhinivesatyajanartham (cf. Gokha-
le 1947: 26); Kritzer (1999: 23 and n. 34) draws attention to the fact that the ASBh

on the AS statement exemplifies visamahetu with isvara.

%3 The 12-limbed formula of dependent-arising elucidating the causes of rebirth and
of suffering (and thereby indicating the factors that must be eradicated for their
elimination) and external dependent-arising considered as explaining the unfolding of
the cosmos, both described in the Canon, and dependent-arising extended to all
factors of existence (which in the Abhidharma schools becomes accepted as a general
principle underlying all causal interaction [cf., e.g., Cox 1993]), are all accepted by
the Madhyamikas—on the surface level. However, nothing real arises by way of
dependent-arising, for that which arises in dependence is bereft of own-being. The
surface things (samvrtah padarthah) are fictions, recognized as such by the Nobles
who consider dependently arisen things to be similar to the objects created by a
magician. SSV on SS karika 1 distinguishes samvrta and paramarthika; see Erb
1997: 212.23ff. and 37ff.

°* In order that the qualifier given accords with the final one of the translated Tibetan
verse, PsP Tib must refer to don gcig instead of "gro ba.

%5 Paraphrased in Seyfort Ruegg 1977: 4. PsP Tib’s explanation of the individual
words of the introductory verses is inserted here.
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eight because they are predominantly the limbs (i.e., major topics) of
debate (vivadarga).”®

§16. And since manifoldness (praparica), characterized as name
(abhidhana) and what is named (abhidheya), etc.,”’” stops in all

% Buddhapalita responds in detail to the questioner in BP who asks why all eight
qualifiers are refuted and who suggests that the refutation of just the first four is
sufficient, namely, of nirodha, utpada, uccheda and sasvata: ’dir smras pa | ci’i phyir
"gag pa la sogs pa brgyad po de dag ’gog par byed | 'gag pa med pa skye med pa |
chad pa med pa rtag med pa | zhes bya ba de tsam zhig byas pas mi chog gam (see
BP.;4.23-5.2). He answers that proponents of an own-being of things generally teach
that things are existent by way of these eight, and that whoever reflects on reality or
starts a debate does so in reliance on ideas of cessation and so forth. As support for
his assertion, Buddhapalita cites persons who declare that “All things, [in that they]
are subject to arising and ceasing, are momentary and occur in continuous sequence
(*prabandhena pravartante)” (re zhig kha cig na re dngos po thams cad ni skye ba
dang ’gag pa’i chos can skad cig ma ste rgyun gyis rgyun du 'byung ngo || zhes zer ro)
and then lists various opponents who argue for the eternity, identity, difference and
movement of specific substances and/or qualities posited by their respective systems
(Saito identifies the former group as Vaibhasikas; all identifications in the following
rely on Saito 1984; see BP, 5). The eternalist views presented are those of the
Sankhyas, who maintain that primordial matter (prakrti) and spirit (purusa) are
eternal, of the VaiSesikas, who hold that the ten substances such as earth (prthivi),
etc., are eternal, and of the Jainas, whom Buddhapalita describes as maintaining that
the six substances, viz., principle of movement (dharma), principle of rest
(adharma), space (akasa), time (kala), matter (pudgala) and soul (jiva) are eternal.
These schools are additionally said to dispute in regard to whether the soul and body,
fire and fuel, cause and effect, quality and qualificand, and part and whole are
identical or different. As examples of schools that propound movement, the Sankhyas
are presented as maintaining that the [three] constituents of primordial matter (guna)
possess activity and that the subtle body (/iriga) transmigrates (kha cig na re yon tan
bya ba dang ldan pa rmams dang rtags ’khor ro zhes zer ro [BP, 5.19]), the
Vaisesikas(?) as claiming that atoms and mind (manas) move (BP,,5.20 attests gzhan
dag na re rdul dang yid gnyis ni mi "gro’o zhes zer ro; the negation appears to be an
error), and again the Jainas as maintaining that both soul and matter have/possess
movement ('gro ba dang ldan) and that the soul ascends upon attaining perfection
(on this last point—an example for nirgama—see Frauwallner 1984: 207f.)

7 PsP Tib: brjod bya dang rjod byed dang | mtshan nyid dang mtshon bya la sogs pa
(*abhidheyabhidhanalaksanalaksyadi) for abhidhanabhidheyadilaksana. Supportive
of the Sanskrit is the fact that Candrakirti defines prapaiica elsewhere as having the
characteristic (laksana) of speech (see the following note). One would further expect
the order mtshon bya dang mtshan nyid (similar to the order brjod bya dang rjod
byed) were PsP Tib to reflect the original reading. mtshon bya thus appears to be a
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respects for the Nobles when they see dependent-arising as it really
is, that very dependent-arising is called “the calming of
manifoldness” (prapaiicopasama)®*—in the sense that there is the

later determined addition, which additionally required the movement of adi to the
end of the compound. Tib’s adi, though relocated, supports ms P’s reading over that
of ms Q, which lacks it.

% On prapaiica (and the adjectives nisprapaiica and aprapaiica), see especially
Schmithausen 1969: 137-142 [= n. 101] where the various aspects of prapaiica in its
dual form of subjective mental acts and the objective products, or correlates thereof,
viz., the world of manifold appearances, as documented specifically, but not only, in
the Yogacara school, are discussed. As Schmithausen (ibid., 140f.) explains,
prapaiica as mental activity denotes a subjective act which is characterized by the
fact that the subject does not remain calmly in the direct vision of reality but rather
elevates above it or expands over it by reflecting and naming; depending on the
context, some passages set the content-oriented aspect of proliferation or transference
of manifold or false qualifications in the foreground, others the formal aspect of
mental activity or restlessness (on praparica see also May 1959: 175-6, n. 562; Lugli
2011). In the sentence here in the PsP, Candrakirti describes prapaiica as both name
(abhidhana) and the objects named (abhidheya) (on speech also as a mental act, cf.
Schmithausen 1969: 139.2.a). In his commentary on MMK XVIIL.9, Candrakirti
takes as his focus the subjective side of prapaiica by defining it as speech, explaining
that it diversifies the objects perceived: praparico hi vak, prapaiicayaty arthan iti
krtva (PsP; 373.9-10; cf. Schmithausen 1969: 137f. A.1.a.). Schmithausen (ibid., note
a) writes that speech as a mental act is often equated with prapaiica but that speech is
also often considered the means of expression of the mental prapaiica. In his
commentary on MMK XVIIL.5 Candrakirti describes prapaiica as having the
characteristic of jiianajiieyavacyavacakakartrkarmakaranakriyaghatapatamukuta-
ratharipavedanastripurusalabhalabhasukhaduhkhayaso’yasonindaprasamsadi, thus
all possible conceptualizing diversification connected with speech, which provides
the basis for and gives rise to inappropriate conceptuality (ayoniso vikalpa). As stated
in MMK XVIILS, all prapaiica stops in emptiness, i.e., with the realization that
nothing exists; see Candrakirti’s continued commentary in which the ceasing of
prapaiica and vikalpa, etc., in the absence of an object to be perceived is likened to
the non-descent of the “net” of praparica for lustful persons in the absence of a
beautiful young woman.

Both the author of the ABh and Bhaviveka similarly define praparica as naming
(*abhilapa) in their commentaries on MMK XVIIL9: mngon par brjod pa’i mtshan
nyid kyi spros pa (ABh, 438.13-14; PP P 237b3). Commenting on MMK XVIILS5,
the author of the ABh states that prapaiica is characterized by attachment to the truth
of linguistic and conceptual practice (tha snyad kyi bden pa la mngon par zhen pa’i
mtshan nyid kyi spros pa [ABh, 431.16-17]; Schmithausen [1969: 138] reconstructs
*vyavaharasatyabhinivesalaksanah prapaiicah); that is, one becomes attached to the
content of the prapaiica in the mistaken assumption that it is reality. Bhaviveka
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calming of instances of manifoldness in it. And because [it] is entirely
without the misfortunes of birth, old age, death’” and so forth owing
to the ceasing of [any] dealing with [the dichotomies] cognition
(jiiana) and cognizables (jieya) in view [of the fact] that mind and
mental factors (cittacaitta) do not arise in it, it is “[ultimate] welfare”
(Siva)."™ Dependent-arising, qualified as stated, is indicated as the
[grammatical direct] object (karman) [for the verses] because it is
what is primarily aimed at (ipsitatamatvat) by [the Exalted One’s]
activity of teaching.'"!

glosses praparica of prapaiicopasama of the homage verse as brjod pa’i bdag nyid
(PP P 56a2-3; D 47a7-48al: brjod pa’i bdag nyid [la] mngon par zhen pa zhi ba’i
phyir; la is attested in all citations of the sentence in PPT). Avalokitavrata explains
brjod pa as brjod par bya ba’i dngos po rnams mngon sum du byas te tshig gi sgrar
brjod pa “designation/expression in the sound of words once one has directly
perceived the things to be named” (PPT D 44a3-4; P 50b8). It might be noted that
Prajfiakaramati’s BCAP citation of the Aryasatyadvayavatarasiitra includes a
description of paramarthasatya as abhidheyabhidhanajiieyajiianavigata (BCAP
366.14).

% PsP Tib adds the often associated further member “illness”: skye ba dang rga ba
dang na ba dang ’chi ba la sogs pa.

100 The word siva of the homage verses has been interpreted and translated in various
ways by modern scholars, in some cases by way of the nouns “bliss,” “happiness,”
“beatitude,” and the adjective “blissful.” Such translations are problematic because
they suggest, in the face of explicit Madhyamaka statements that it is the stopping of
consciousness (vijiiana) and thus the discontinuance of all conceptualizing and of all
(invariably temporary) positive and negative affects associated with and based on
conceptuality that makes way for the experience of nirvana, that the attainment of
nirvana may be equated with or entails the experience of a positive affect. Other
translators, primarily those translating from the Tibetan, where siva is rendered as zhi
ba, have elected to represent the word with adjectives such as “peaceful,” “tranquil,”
or “still.” siva of the homage verses has also been inappropriately translated as
“auspicious.”

It is important to give due accord to Candrakirti’s own clarification of the word siva.
With his explanation that pratityasamutpada is siva because it is free of the
misfortunes of birth, old age, death, etc. (jatijaramaranadiniravasesopadravarahita),
he stresses siva’s historically prominent aspect of safety and freedom from harm.
Note that he uses the word upadrava to characterize that which is not siva (cf. PW
s.v. upadrava: widerwirtiger Zufall, Unfall ... Unheil). I therefore translate siva as
“[ultimate] welfare.”

191 The reference here is to the definition of the grammatical object at Pa 1.4.49:
kartur ipsitatamam karma “the object is that which the agent most wishes to reach
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§17. [Homage verses I-1la-d,:]
[He] who fully awakened taught dependent-arising [which is]

Without cessation, without arising, without annihilation, not
eternal,

Without one thing, without separate things, without coming,
without going,'”

[through its action],” on which the Ka$ comments: kartuh kriyaya yad aptum
istatamam tat karakam karmasamjiiam bhavati. Candrakirti wishes to say that the
words of the homage verses have been purposely arranged to allow for pratitya-
samutpada to be declined in the accusative case because pratityasamutpada is indeed
that which the agent (kartr), i.e., the Buddha, with his action (kriya) of teaching, is
most intent upon.

This “pirouette” on the Paninian sitra appears to have been borrowed from Bhavi-
veka’s PP. Bhaviveka includes this citation of Pa 1.4.49 when he defends all eight
qualifiers of dependent-arising being negated in ultimate reality: mdzad pa pos bstan
pa nyid kyis bzhed pa mchog yin pa’i phyir (PP D 47a7; P 56a2; see also PPT D
43b6-44a2; P 50b2-6). The siatra is referred to again at PsP; 180.14, 324.10, and
465.2. For a non-traditional interpretation of Pa 1.4.49, see Oetke 2001b: 62ff.

12 Although the dependent-arising expounded in the homage verses as coterminous

with nirvana pertains to the ultimate nature of dependently arisen things, i.e., to the
fact that dependently arisen things have in reality never arisen, the last six qualifiers
also appear in traditional expositions of dependent-arising. In the PP, Bhaviveka is in
fact confronted by a Buddhist opponent who argues that all eight qualifiers of
dependent-arising are accepted by sravakas and thus the composition of the MMK is
unnecessary. According to this opponent, dependent-arising is without arising in the
sense that a result different from, i.e., incongruous with, its conditions does not arise
(PP D 48a5; P 57b5: skye ba med pa ni de las gzhan skye ba med pa’i phyir; for the
previous and an alternative explanation, see PPT D 54b5-55a3; P 63a1-7); that which
arises would not be “without arising” in this sense in the case of arising from isvara
(dper na dbang phyug las dngos po rnams mi skye’o zhes gsungs pa las na | dbang
phyug ma yin pa las dngos po rnams skye bar shes [PPT D 55a3-4; P 63a7]). This
same opponent considers dependent-arising to be without cessation because it is
without the ceasing imagined by the non-Buddhists (¢7rthikas) such as that considered
as occurring when one says “without self” (for these and the other qualifiers, see PP
D 48a5-7; P 57a5-57b1; Kajiyama 1963: 46f.; Ames 1993: 219f.; La Vallée Poussin
1933: 11f.). Bhaviveka replies that his own view of dependent-arising greatly differs,
for the Madhyamaka teaches that arising has the nature of non-arising. Reference to
things not having arisen or ceased in this sense, i.e., as intended in the PsP homage
verses, is found throughout Prajfiaparamita literature; cf. e.g., Asta 6.17; 135.11-15.

Traditional dependent-arising posited as involving the arising of real things from real
causes is praised by Conservative Buddhism as avoiding the extremes of eternalism
and nihilism. Cf. the Salistambasiitra’s statement regarding the arising of a sprout
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from a seed: pratityasamutpadah ... katham na Sasvatata iti? yasmad anyo 'rikuro
‘nyad bijam, na ca yad eva bijam sa evankurah | atha va punah bijam nirudhyate,
ankuras cotpadyate | ato na sasvatatah | katham nocchedatah? na ca pirvaniruddhad
bijad ankuro nispadyate, napy aniruddhad bijat, api ca, bijam ca nirudhyate, tasminn
eva samaye ’‘nkura utpadyate, tuladandonnamavanamavat | ato nocchedatah (cf.
Schoening 1995: 285, 706; on internal (adhyatmika) dependent-arising being without
eternity and annihilation see the Salistambasiitra passage quoted in PsP at PsP, 569.1-
9; cp. Schoening 1995: 324, 731f.). Cf. also Candrakirti’s citation of the Lalitavistara
at PsP,, §41. The Abhidharmika’s defence of traditional dependent-arising as free of
the faults of eternity and annihilation at PsP; 422.5-14 is rejected by Candrakirti; for
Madhyamikas, the positing of the arising of real things entails both extremes (cf.
also, e.g., MMK XV.10-11 and corresponding PsP; MABh 4 229.8-12; YSV on YS
43 and 44).

On interpretations of anekartha and ananartha found in Western scholarship, see
Tachikawa 1981. Tachikawa points to MMK XVIIL.11 (anekartham ananartham
anucchedam asasvatam | etat tal lokanathanam buddhanam sasanamrtam |)) and
XVIILY (aparapratyayam Santam prapaiicair aprapaiicitam | nirvikalpam ana-
nartham etat tattvasya laksanam |)) as substantiation for anekartha and ananartha of
the homage verses being intended by Nagarjuna as bahuvrihi compounds, and pro-
vides an explanation for the Tibetan and Chinese translations of anekartha and ana-
nartha as karmadharaya compounds. Tachikawa, taking into consideration Candra-
kirti’s commentary on MMK XVIIL9 and 11 according to which ekartha may be
taken to mean ekarthatva (“being one object”) and nanartha anyarthatva (“being
different objects”), concludes that Candrakirti’s identification of one factor (ekartha)
with the relation between two factors (ekarthatva) is also intended by Nagarjuna in
the homage verse. Certainly, the refutation of two things standing in a relation of
dependence as being one thing or different/separate things is an important argument
of Nagarjuna’s that he utilizes on a number of occasions in the MMK (whether
Nagarjuna would agree in each case with Candrakirti’s interpretation of the relevant
karikas is another question); see, e.g., MMK 11.18-20, where the unacceptable conse-
quences of gamana and ganta posited as (numerically) one or other are set forth (cf.
Oetke’s comments in Oetke 2001a: 78-79), and Nagarjuna’s conclusion couched in a
rhetorical question at MMK 11.21: ekibhavena va siddhir nanabhavena va yayoh | na
vidyate tayoh siddhih katham nu khalu vidyate ||; MMK V1.4 and 5 where the simul-
taneous arising of desire and the desirer, be the two one thing or two different things,
is shown to be impossible (cf. Oetke 2001a: 92-94); and MMK XXI.10 where sam-
bhava and vibhava are asserted to be not logically possible as (numerically) one or
different. Canonical forerunners of such one/other arguments may be found at, e.g.,
SN I1.61.75-76. Note also Prajiiakaramati’s apparent reliance at BCAP 421.5-7 on
concepts presented in the homage verses: ... ekanekasvabhavaviviktam anutpannani-
ruddham anucchedam asasvatam sarvaprapaiicavinirmuktam akasapratisamam
dharmakayakhyam paramarthatattvam ucyate.

The seeing of twelve-linked dependent-arising is stated in the Canon to free the
disciple of questions such as where he has come from and where he will go after
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The calming of manifoldness, [ultimate] welfare,
To him I pay homage.

And the Master [Nagarjuna], seeing that just the Tathagata alone,
owing to [his] understanding of dependent-arising as it has been
described, expounds the correct meaning, and having deemed the
discourse (pravada) of all others to resemble the prattle (pralapa) of
children, completely filled with faith, further qualifies the Exalted
One [as]:

[Homage verse 2d,:]

the best of expounders (vadatam varam).'”

death (aham nu kho satto kuto agato so kuhimgami bhavissatr ti; cf. SN 11.26-27; MN
1.8 [ayam for aham]). Cp. the Salistambasiitra on twelve-linked dependent-arising as
explaining rebirth quoted in PsP: pratyutpannam va punar na pratisarati ... ayam
sattvah kuta agatah | sa itas cyutah kutra gamisyatiti (cited PsP; 593.11-594.1; cf.
Schoening 1995: 328, 735; cp. SN 11.27) and tatra na kascid dharmo ’smal lokat
paralokam samkramate (cited PsP; 568.4; cf. Schoening 1995: 321, 729). The
Udanavarga’s famous verse of its twenty-sixth chapter (nirvanavarga), viz., abhi-
janamy aham sthanam yatra bhiitam na vidyate | nakasam na ca vijianam na siryas
candrama na ca || (26.24), is followed by the verse naivagatir na ca gatir nopapattis
cyutir na ca | apratistham analambam duhkhantah sa nirucyate || (26.25); see
Bernhard 1965: 329. Reference to dharmas neither coming nor going occurs in
Prajfiaparamita literature, but here the reason given is not, as it is in Conservative
Buddhism, that the dependent-arising of real factors explains the lack of an enduring
being or factors that would come or go, rather that things do not come or go because
they have not arisen, that is, do not exist; see, e.g., Asta 235.14-15: sarvadharma
nagacchanti na gacchanty ajanand ajata atyantdajatita iti prajiiaparamitd anu-
gantavya. The beginning of Asta chapter 31 teaches that the Tathagatas neither come
nor go (e.g., tadyathapi nama kulaputra mayakaranirmitasya hastikayasya va
asvakayasya va rathakayasya va pattikayasya va nasty agamanam va gamanam vd,
evam eva kulaputra nasti tathagatanam agamanam va gamanam va [Asta 253.26-
28]). In BCAP it is argued that real dharmas would be unchanging; there do not exist
dharmas with a real, that is, enduring, own-being that come from somewhere and
then, “ceasing,” go to a “dharma reservoir”: napi sa utpadyamanah satsvaripena
kutascid agacchati nirudhyamano va kvacit samnicayam gacchati (354.13-15). Note
too Candrakirti’s reference to anagamanirgamapratityasamutpdada in his introduction
to the second chapter of MMK/PsP at PsP; 92.3-5. See additionally the explanations
of the eight qualifiers in ABh (ABh,, 242.91f.; ABh,, 2ff.)

13 Bhaviveka delineates “expounders” (smra rnams) as Sravakas, pratyekabuddhas
and bodhisattvas, for they, inasmuch as they teach dependent-arising correctly, teach
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§18. And here the negation of cessation is first in order to show that a
determination of priority and posteriority is not established for arising
and cessation.'™ For he (= Nagarjuna) will say:

If birth were earlier, old age and death later,
Birth would be without old age and death, and one who has not
died would be born.'®

the path that facilitates attainment of the higher realms and liberation (cf. PP D 47b2;
P 56a4-5); he additionally includes comments on the words sambuddha, desayamasa
and vara (see Kajiyama 1963: 44; Ames 1993: 217f.). At Buddhacarita 6.42, Prince
Siddhartha, explaining his leave-taking to the grief-stricken Chandaka, is also called
vadatam varah. This formulaic phrase is of course not limited to Buddhist literature;
Brockington has noted that the third most frequent phrase involving the words varah
or sresthah in the Mahabharata is vadatam varah (63 occurrences; 12 occurrences of
vadatam Sresthah), and that after ramo dharmabrtam varah it is the second most
frequent one in the Ramayana (9 occurrences; cf. Brockington 1998: 114 and 369f.)

104 Compare the statement here in the PsP with BP,9.11-12: de gnyis la snga phyi’i
rnam par bzhag pa med pa de nyid rab tu bstan pa’i phyir. Justification for the order
of anirodha and anutpada in the first homage verse is also found in the commentaries
by Buddhapalita and Bhaviveka. Buddhapalita devotes a long section to refuting the
opponent’s objection that anutpada should appear before anirodha in the verse,
citing, as Candrakirti also does presumably in reliance on his commentary, MMK
XI.3; see BP, 6.2-9.13, BP, 6-9. Bhaviveka responds to the PP opponent who
likewise argues that anutpada should appear first with one of the arguments used
already by Buddhapalita: since samsara has no beginning, cessation also precedes
arising (for his full response see PP D 48al-2; P 56b6-8 and Kajiyama 1963: 45f.,
Ames 1993: 218-219). See also the various reasons given for the order of the two
words by the author of the ABh (ABh, 240.8-242.9.; ABh, 2f.). *LT glosses si-
ddhyabhavam ‘“non-existence of establishment” with kadacid utpadanantaram
nirodho nirodhantaram (read: nirodhanantaram?) va vinasah; vinasa must be an
error (cf. Yonezawa 2004: 121, 131 [fol. 1b5]).

195 Candrakirti cites MMK X1.3: pirvam jatir yadi bhavej jaramaranam uttaram |

nirjaramarand jatir bhavej jayeta camrtah |. In his commentary on MMK XI.3,
Candrakirti argues, as Buddhapalita does in his comments on the order of anirodha
and anutpada in the homage verses, first, that in samsara the death of a being
precedes its birth; second, that trees (which the opponent argues are not preceded by
[their own] cessation) arise when there is the perishing of their respective seeds; and
third, that seed and tree are not different from each other, just as cause and effect are
not established as being different from each other (cp. BP,,6.17-9.3). *LT: amrta eva
sann utpadyeta piarvam marandadyabhavat (cf. Yonezawa 2004: 121, 131 [fol. 1b5]).
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Therefore, there is not this restriction (niyama) that arising should be
earlier, cessation later.'®

§19. Now, the Master [Nagarjuna], wanting to explain dependent-
arising qualified by “without cessation,” etc., [and] considering that
with the refutation of arising, the refutation of cessation and so forth
would be easy, right away undertakes the refutation of arising.
Having ascertained that the arising postulated by the opponents would
of course'” (hi) be postulated as from self (svatah), from other
(paratah), from both (ubhayatah), or would be postulated as without
a cause (ahetutah)'®—but is [in fact] in no way logically possible, he
says:

[MMK 1.1:]

Not arisen from self, nor from other, nor from both or without a
cause
Do any things ever exist anywhere.'”

16 De La Vallée Poussin notes that PsP Tib has translated the equivalent of janma
piarvam bhavati, jaramaranam pascat for pirvam utpdadena bhavitavyam pascan
nirodhena (PsP, 12, n. 4; Tib: skye ba ni snga bar gyur la | rga shi ni phyis so). It is
possible, given that both utpada and jati are translated as skye ba, that rga shi
represents an associative error. Slightly unusual is gyur for bhavitavyam, otherwise
translated here in PsP Tib accompanied by dgos (PsP Tib consistently translates
sentences containing the conjunction yar using relative—co-relative clauses).

197 This is the only translation possible for hi when it is construed with the iti
sentence. One wonders if it should instead be connected with the framing niscityaha
(“For (hi), having ascertained that ... he says: ...”); for comments on hi construed in
a similar way, see Schmithausen 2014, n. 1763. PsP Tib with skye ba yang does not
reflect utpddo hi but rather utpado ’pi, the api presumably understood as indicating a
subject change.

108 Compare the similar statement preceding MMK 1.1 in PP: slob dpon gyis (P: gyi)
.. skye ba med pa bstan nas ’gag pa med pa la sogs pa khyad par bstan sla bar
dgongs pa na skye ba med pa dang por bstan par bzhed nas | gzhan gyis yongs su
brtag pa’i skye ba rnam par rtog pa mngon sum du mdzad de (D: da) | ’di ltar skye
bar smra ba dag las kha cig ni dngos po rmams bdag las skye’o zhes zer | gzhan dag ni
gzhan las so zhes zer | kha cig ni gnyis las so zhes zer | gzhan dag ni rgyu med pa las
so zhes zer ... (D 48b1-3; P 57b3-6).

1 MMK 1.1: na svato ndpi parato na dvabhyam napy ahetutah | utpanna jatu
vidyante bhavah kvacana kecana ||. Vetter considers the karika to be a sort of citation
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§20. In this context, “ever” (jaru) means “at any time” (kaddcit). The
word “anywhere” (kvacana), referring to the location (adhara), is a
synonym for the word “any place” (kvacit). The word “any” (kecana),
referring to that which is located, is a synonym for “some” (kecir).
And therefore the [syntactical] connection is thus: “Definitely not

from the Nalakalapisutta (SN II.112-115)—a sutfa in which the (ten) limbs of
dependent-arising are negated as having arisen from self, other, both self and other or
without a cause—that has been extended to all things (cf. also La Vallée Poussin
1933: 11). Vetter (1982: 99) states, “Wer aber erwartet, dass Nagarjuna nun auch wie
Sariputta sagt: “‘und doch ist y durch x bedingt,” wird enttduscht. Nicht nur dass eine
solche Bemerkung fehlt, es wird auch deutlich das Gegenteil gesagt und alles
Bedingtsein und Bedingungsein geleugnet, wie z.B. im Schlussvers des ersten
Kapitels.” De La Vallée Poussin points to the four alternatives of DN III.137 applied
to the self and the world (cf. La Vallée Poussin 1910: 279, n. 1). Translations of the
karika into European languages are numerous and of unequal quality. Equally
plausible are those by Oetke (2001a: 36), who, in criticizing the Weber-Brosamer
and Back translation of the karika, suggests the two possibilities, “Weder aus sich
selbst noch aus anderem noch aus beidem (d.h. sowohl aus sich als auch aus
anderem) und auch nicht ohne Ursache entstandene irgendwelche Dinge finden sich
jemals (jatu) irgendwo” and “Nirgendwo finden sich jemals (jatu) irgendwelche
Dinge, seien sie aus sich selbst oder aus anderem oder aus beidem (d.h. sowohl aus
sich als auch aus anderem) oder ohne [irgend]eine Ursache entstanden” and that by
Vetter (1982: 99), who translates, “Es gibt niemals [und] nirgendwo irgendwelche
Dinge, die aus sich selbst entstanden sind oder aus anderem oder aus beiden oder
ohne Ursache,” as well as that by Seyfort Ruegg (2002: 17): “Never anywhere do any
entities (bhava = dnos po) exist (vidyante = yod pa) originated from self [i.e.
themselves], nor from an other, nor from the two, nor from no cause.” Less precise,
for example, is that by Streng (1967: 183), who translates, “Never are any existing
things found to originate from ...”, thereby omitting an equivalent for kvacana and
adding the non-mirrored qualifier “existing” which suggests that “existing things”
originate in some fifth way. Siderits and Katsura (2013: 18) translate kvacana as “in
any way.” Garfield (1995: 105) appears to translate nam yang (jatu) as “whatever”:
“... Does anything whatever, anywhere arise” (the same translation for nam yang
appears in Samten and Garfield 2006: 61). Garfield’s (1995: 105-107) view of the
intention of the karika as expressed in his own commentary is, in the light of
Madhyamaka thought, problematic. I translate as I do in order to accommodate
Candrakirti’s comments.

Candrakarti cites the karika in his commentary on MA V1.7 (MABh,, 81.7-8; MABh,,
1910: 279); cf. also Lamotte 1966: 326 and 1970: 1638; PsP, 12, n. 6. Cp. MMK
XXI.13: na svato jayate bhavah parato naiva jayate | na svatah paratas caiva jayate
jayate kutah ||.
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(naiva)'" arisen from self do any things ever exist anywhere.”""" The

[remaining] triad of propositions (pratijiia) [“from other,” “from
both” and “without a cause’] is to be connected in that same manner.

§21. [Objection:] But when the restrictive determination “definitely
not arisen from self” (naiva svata utpannah) is made, doesn’t the
undesired [implication] “arisen from other” (parata utpannah)
obtain? [Response: No,] it does not obtain since a non-presuppos-
itional negation (prasajyapratisedha) is intended [not a presuppos-

10 PsP Tib lacks an equivalent for eva here, but the restrictive particle is mirrored in
the following nanu ca sentence (gal te bdag las skye ba ma yin pa nyid do zhes bya ba

)

"' The same words of MMK 1.1 are glossed in MABh on MA VL7, where kvacana
(gang na yang) and kecana (gang dag) have been explained somewhat more
extensively: the scope of kvacana is extended to place, time and tenet systems, while
kecana is said to refer to internal and external things: nam yang zhes bya ba ni gzhar
yang zhes bya ba’i don to || gang na yang zhes bya ba’i sgra ’gar yang gi sgra’i rnam
grangs rten gyi tshig gis ni yul dang dus dang grub pa’i mtha’ bshad do || gang dag gi
sgra rten (MABhyy: brten) pa’i tshig ni phyi dang nang gi dngos po brjod pa’o || des
na phyi (MABhyy: phyi dang) nang gi dngos po rnams ni yul dang dus dang grub pa’i
mtha’ ’gar yang bdag las skye ba srid pa ma yin no zhes 'di ltar sbyar bar bya’o ||
(MABh,, 81.9-15). Candrakirti, in his commentary on MMK XXV.5cd (nasamskrto
vidyate hi bhavah kvacana kascana ||), glosses: kvacanety adhikarane dese kale
siddhante va | kascanety adheya adhyatmiko bahyo vety arthah (PsP; 526.6-7: ...
kascanety adheye adhyatmiko bahyatmiko vety arthah; ms P, like ms D [see de Jong
1978: 245] attests bahyo, not bahyatmiko as found in de La Vallée Poussin’s edition
and in PsP Tib [ms P: ... adheye | adhyatmiko ...]). Bhaviveka had already in his PP
explained kvacana as referring to tenet systems; he specifies kecana as defiled and
pure things: gang dag ces bya ba ni kun nas nyon mongs pa dang | rnam par byang
ba’i dngos po dag go | gang na yang zhes bya ba (P: bas) ni rang gi mdzad pa’i mtha’
dang | so so’i rgyud grub pa dag na yang ngo | nam yang zhes bya ba ni lan ’ga’ yang
ngo || (D 53a7-53b1; P 64a8-64bl; cf. Kajiyama 1963: 62; Ames 1993: 234). The
author of the ABh does not mention tenet systems in his gloss of kvacana, but like
Candrakirti in the MABh and PsP chapter 25, specifies it as referring to time and
place; kecana is glossed as “any things” (dngos po 'ga’ yang), and bhava (dngos po)
as dharmas; he notes that one should connect the word bhdava with “common to all
the non-Buddhists” (dngos po zhes bya ba ni | chos rmams te dngos po zhes bya ba’i
sgra ni ’di mu stegs can thams cad dang thun mong ngo zhes bya bar sbyar; he
glosses all the words and phrases of the karika; see ABh,,251.10-22; ABh,. 9).
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itional negation (paryudasa)],''> because arising from other is going
to be refuted as well.'”® And the reasoning by which arising from self

112 PsP Tib presents two separate reasons conjoined with dang: ... brjod par ’dod pa’i
phyir dang | gzhan las skye ba yang ’gog par "gyur ba’i phyir ro |.

13 On prasajyapratisedha and paryudasa, see, e.g., Kajiyama 1973 (for references,
see p. 162, n. 1) and Kajiyama 1998: 38, n. 62; Seyfort Ruegg 1981: 37-38, 65 and n.
94, Seyfort Ruegg 2000: 255f., and Seyfort Ruegg 2002: 19-24 (n. 6). Candrakirti
denies that the negation applied to svata utpanna (bhava vidyante) implies that there
exist things that have arisen in some other way, i.e., from other; the negation does not
suggest another proposition, in the way, for example, that the presuppositional
negation “Fat Devadatta does not eat during the day” implies his eating by night.
Bhaviveka appears to have been the first to have introduced reference to the two
types of negation into the Madhyamaka discussion, specifically with regard to the
statement na svata utpanna (bhava vidyante) (see D 48b6-49a2, D lacks gzhan las
skye’o zhes bya bar nges par ’gyur ba dang | de bzhin du bdag kho na las skye ba med
de o na ci zhe na; P 58a3-58bl; Kajiyama 1963: 48 and 1973: 168-9; Ames 1993:
221). As Kajiyama (1973: 170-172) has pointed out, while later Buddhist scholars (in
league with the Grammarians, etc.) assert that a negation construed with a nominal
expresses a presuppositional negation, and one construed with a verb a non-
presuppositional negation, Bhaviveka asserts that the statement na svata utpanna
bhava vidyante can be made explicit as a non-presuppositional negation through
restriction by way of the particle eva. To achieve the meaning he considers is
intended, namely, “It is not the case that things arisen from self exist,” he construes
the restrictive particle eva (and the negation na) with the verb/predicate: 'dir dngos
po rnams bdag las skye ba med pa kho na’o zhes nges par bzung bar bya’o || (D 49al;
P 58a7); Kajiyama (1973: 169) reconstructs *bhavah svata utpannd naiva vidyante.
eva placed elsewhere in the sentence, as, e.g., in naiva svata utpanna bhava vidyante,
would cause the sentence to yield the meaning “Things arisen from self do not exist,”
and to thereby imply that things arisen from others exist. Further, when eva restricts
only svata, the sentence svata eva utpanna bhava na vidyante, “Things arisen from
self alone do not exist,” would imply that things arisen from self and other exist (cf.
Kajiyama 1973: 168f.). Although he does not mention types of negation by name, in
the MABh Candrakirti states (one assumes also with the intent to defend Nagarjuna’s
placement of the negative particle) that the negation ought to be construed with svata
utpannah and not with the verb vidyante because it will be evident that total non-
existence is meant: 'dir ma yin zhes bya ba 'di yod pa nyid kyi sgrub byed rang las
skye ba dang sbrel gyi yod pa dang ni ma yin te | de dgag pa don gyis grub pa’i phyir
ro | (MABh,,; 81.15-17): “Here [in the first karika] this negation (ma yin; *naii, *na)
is to be construed with ‘arisen from self’ (svata utpannah), (i.e., self as) the
establisher of existence (yod pa nyid kyi sgrub byed) [— would there be any real
existence —] but not with [the verb] ‘exist’ (vidyante), because the negation of that
[existence] is established as a matter of course (*arthat).” De La Valleé Poussin
(MABh,, 1910: 279) translates more freely, in accord with the sense given in the PsP:
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is impossible'"*

aS,“S

should be determined by way of [statements] such

For there is not any advantage in the coming into existence of
something from itself,

and the origination once again of what has [already] originated is
simply not reasonable.''®

“Quant a la négation (na vidyante), il est faux que, [ne] portant [que] sur la naissance
de soi, elle ait une valeur affirmative [c’est-a-dire comporte le corollaire: “Les étres
naissent d’autrui”], car elle est acquise dans un sens purement négatif.”

14 [ T°s author determines that the correlative pronoun s in the construction yaya
copapattya svata utpado na sambhavati sa relates to upapatti. He then adds: parato
["lpy utpdade avaseyety (ms: avasety) abhisambandhah. He appears to think that what
is meant by Candrakirti is either that the reasoning proving that arising from self is
impossible extends to prove that arising from other is impossible, or, and much more
loosely, that a reasoning which proves that arising from other is impossible also
needs to be determined. Cp. Yonezawa 2004: 121 [fol. 1b5]: parato py utpade ava ety
...; ibid., 131: parato ’py utpade tavat sa ity abhisambandhah.

5 Ms Q refers to the Madhyamakavatara as the source text, as do all of the paper
manuscripts and PsP Tib. The MA reference in ms Q, however, appears only in its
lower margin, (madhyakavataradidvarena [sic]), marked to be inserted within the
main text between the aksaras na of ityadina and va of avaseya. Ms P, the only
manuscript not affected by readings from the y line (see Stemma), lacks the MA
reference; its absence from P is difficult to explain on paleographical grounds and
points to its not having been in ms f3. Its presence in Q and the paper manuscripts
must be the result of contamination from the y line (note Q’s further interpolated
references to the MA at the end of both PsP,, §61 and §104). That ms Q’s reference
is in its margin suggests that its source is ms 6. Candrakirti would have presumed his
readers’ familiarity with his MA; the reference was probably originally added as
marginalia intended for readers/students unfamiliar with the citation. The conclusion
that the reference found in Q and the paper manuscripts is an accretion is supported
by the fact that *LT’s author deems it necessary to explain ityadina with madhyama-
kavataragranthena (cf. Yonezawa 2004: 121, 131 [fol. 1b5]). PsP Tib’s la sogs pas
dbu ma la ’jug pa la sogs pa’i sgo nas nges par bya’o merely indicates that the
reference had already been incorporated into the text of at least one of the
manuscripts used by the translators. For further remarks regarding this and other
accretions in ms Q, see infra Manuscript Relationships. A preliminary evaluation of
this reference appeared in MacDonald 2008: 25ff.

16 MA V1.8cd: tasmad dhi tasya bhavane na guno ’sti kascij jatasya janma punar eva
ca naiva yuktam |. MA V1.8d is cited again at PsP; 79.11 (see PsPy, §129). MA VI.8¢c
Tibreads de ni de las *byung na yon tan ’ga’ yang yod ma yin ||, while PsP Tib reads
de las de ni ’byung na yon tan ’ga’ yang yod ma yin |. The MABh, as would be
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§22. The Master Buddhapalita, for his part (tu), states,

Things do not arise from self because their arising would be
pointless (tadutpadavaiyarthyat) and because there would be the
fault of over-extension (atiprasangadosat).'” For there is no

expected, reflects the structure of MA VI1.8c: de ni zhes bya ba ni .... (MABh,, 82.8).
Candrakirti exemplifies in the MABh the meaning of tasmdad dhi tasya bhavane with
myu gu’i rang gi bdag nyid de nyid las myu gu’i bdag nyid de nyid ’byung ba. The
*LT glosses tasmat with svabhavat tasya (ms: asya) svabhavasya (ms: svabhavamya)
na (ms: ra) guna iti vidyamanatvat (cp. Yonezawa 2004: 121, 131 [fol. 1b5]) “from
this, [i.e.,] from own-being; of this [i.e.,] of own-being; ‘there is no advantage’
because [the own-being already] exists.”

17 The second fault stated by Buddhapalita is presented in BP as skye ba thug pa med
par “gyur ba’i phyir (BP,, 10.13-14; de La Vallée Poussin reconstructs as janmana-
vasthanat [PsP; 14, n. 1]) “because there would be a succession without end of
arising.” PsP Skt, in contrast, reads atiprasangadosat. The PsP Tib translators
inserted the BP Tib quotation—which they have taken from either BP Tib or PP Tib
(the citation is identical in both)—after making minor alterations to it, one of them
being the change from skye ba thug pa med par ’gyur ba’i phyir to shin tu thal bar
‘gyur ba’i phyir, a change that permits PsP Tib to better reflect PsP Skt’s
atiprasangadosat (dosa has not been translated). Note that Candrakirti makes
reference to anavastha in his defence of this statement of Buddhapalita’s against
Bhaviveka’s critique. He also makes reference to anistha, which could alternatively
suggest that the reading in BP was *janmanisthayah, or perhaps more probable,
*janmanisthapatteh. Whatever the original reading was, it appears that Candrakirti,
as in the other cases noted for the first chapter, is responsible for the change in
wording. Of course, it not impossible that Jianagarbha and Klu’i rgyal mtshan, the
translators of BP and PP, also read atiprasarngadosat and decided to spell out the
fault; Buddhapalita’s explanation atha sann api jayeta na kaddcin na jayeta, how-
ever, would seem to nicely explain *janmanavasthanat/janmanisthapatteh. One
might want to consider the possibility that BP attested *anisthaprasangadosat and
that the BP manuscript(s) Candrakirti had access to contained the corrupt reading
atiprasangadosat, but it is difficult to imagine why the BP translators would have
rendered *anisthaprasangadosat as skye ba thug pa med par ’gyur ba’i phyir. Com-
pare the instance later on in the first chapter of PsP (PsP,; §95 end) where PsP Skt’s
“fault of a succession without end” (anisthadosa) is translated with thug pa med pa’i
skyon (de La Vallée Poussin has wrongly emended to anavasthadosa [PsP, 61.8-9]).
See also PsP; 210.16 where PsP Tib translates anisthadosaprasangat as thug pa med
par thal ba’i phyir (de La Vallée Poussin reads anistadosaprasangat; mss P and D
read anisthadosaprasangat) and CST,, 228.16 (CST Tib 229.25-26) where
anisthaprasangat is translated as thug pa med par thal ba’i phyir (see 228, n. 13
where the text’s reading anistaprasangat is corrected to anisthaprasangat).

The “over-extension” referred to by the technical term atiprasarnga consists, as
explained in the text, in the fact that the existing thing will never stop arising. The
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purpose in the re-arising of things [already] existing by [their]
own nature; but if [a thing], though [already] existing, would
arise [again], it would never not arise.'®

§23. In regard to this [statement of Buddhapalita’s], some'” [i.e.,
Bhaviveka] criticize:

That [mode of argumentation] is not suitable, because a reason
(hetu) and an example (drstanta) have not been stated'”® and'*

translation of atiprasanga as “absurd” is defended in Franco 1984: 137, n. 33.
Seyfort Ruegg (2002: 25) overlooks that api in the sentence explaining the ati-
prasanga is intended in a concessive sense and thus translates it as “also”: “But (ii) if
(atha = ci ste) the existent also were [once] to be [re]born, never would it not be
[re]born.”

Cp. the PsP citation to SS karika 6 (SSVed 240; refutation of a cause): yang na de’i
rgyus dgos pa yod do zhe na | de Ita na yang de ni yod pa ma yin te | skyes pa slar
yang mi skye bas thug pa med pa’i skyon dang | skye ba don med pa’i phyir ro.; SSVed
234 (refutation of svabhava): skye ba don med pa dang | thug pa med pa’i skyon ...;
CgT D 58b4-5; 175a2-3. See also PsP, 14, n. 3; Yotsuya 1999: 75.

18 Candrakirti is citing from BP, which reads in translation: de la re zhig dngos po
rnams bdag gi bdag nyid las skye ba med de | de dag gi skye ba don med pa nyid du
"gyur ba’i phyir dang | skye ba thug pa med par *gyur ba’i phyir ro || ’di ltar dngos po
bdag gi bdag nyid du yod pa rnams la yang skye ba dgos pa med do || gal te yod kyang
vang skye na nam yang mi skye bar mi ’gyur bas de yang mi ’dod de | de’i phyir re
zhig dngos po rnams bdag las skye ba med do || (BP_, 10.11-17).

PP: ’di las gzhan ni dngos po rnams bdag gi bdag nyid las skye ba med de | de dag gi
skye ba don med pa nyid du ’gyur ba’i phyir dang | skye ba thug pa med par ’gyur
ba’i phyir ro | (D without |) zhes rnam par bshad pa byed do || (D 49a5-7; P 59a7-8).
Avalokitavrata states that 'di las gzhan (“the [MMK commentator] different from
this [MMK commentator Bhaviveka]”) is one of the group of MMK commentators.
He lists as MMK commentators Nagarjuna, Buddhapalita, Candrakirti, Deva§arman,
Gunas$ri, Gunamati, Sthiramati and Bhaviveka; he identifies the author of the citation
as Buddhapalita (cf. PPT D 73a4-6; P 85a7-85b1).

19 LVP: “eke = Bhavaviveka-adayah” (PsP, 14, n. 4). *LT’s author identifies eke as
Bhaviveka: atraika iti Bhavivekah (cf. Yonezawa 2004: 121, 131 [fol. 1b5-6]).

120 Yotsuya (1999: 76, n. 10) states, “In pointing out that entities do not originate
from self, Buddhapalita presents the grounds: pointlessness (don med pa, vaiyarthya)
and infinite regress (thug pa med pa, anavastha) ... . These are, however, not con-
sidered to be logical reasons, since they are not properties of the subject, i.e. entities.
In other words, ‘paksadharmata’, which is one of the characteristics of a correct
logical reason ... is not established” (more precisely, the grounds of the consequence
are “pointlessness of arising” and “a succession without end of arising”). Cf. PS
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because the faults pronounced by the [Sankhya] opponents have
not been refuted.”” And because it is a statement of [unwanted]
consequence (prasangavakya),'” [it follows,] in view of [the fact

I1.17, where Dignaga states that the reason in a consequence is not a property of the
subject. The PS III.17 reconstruction published in Katsura 2009: 158 (prasango
‘paksadharmatvat pirvatropagame sati | hetupratijiiayos tesam dosoktya diisanam
gatam || [the words in Roman have been reconstructed from the Tibetan]) has been
revised by the team working on PST III to: prasango 'paksadharmatvad anyo hetu-
pratijiiayoh | dosoktya disanam jiiatam pirvatropagame sati |. 1 am grateful to Prof.
Katsura for providing me with the revised reconstruction. De La Vallée Poussin (cf.
PsP; 23, n. 2) cites the Nyayavarttikatatparyatika: prasango hi na sadhanam, hetor
abhavat.

121 None of the PsP manuscripts attest a ca at this point, but PsP Tib, PP (moreso PP
Peking than Derge), and PPT appear to confirm that one was included in the original
Skt of PP and PsP. For details, see Appendix VII.

122 Seyfort Ruegg (2002: 26) interprets the first reason as the ground for the second,
but does not provide an explanation for his interpretation. He translates, “That
[argument of Buddhapalita’s] is unfounded. This is so (i) because, on the one hand,
no inferential reason (gtan tshigs) and no instance (dpe) having been provided, no
rebuttal has been provided (aparihdara = ma bsal ba) [by Buddhapalita] of the faults
(dosa = fies pa) alleged by the opponent [viz. the Samkhya].”

123 William Ames (1993: 244, n. 102) states that the appearance of glags yod pa’i
tshig (*savakasavacana) in the PP instead of thal bar ’gyur ba’i tshig (prasanga-
vakya) “does not necessarily mean that the translators had a different Sanskrit text.
They may have translated prasanga-vakya in this way because of the context and
because of Avalokitavrata’s subcommentary. Avalokitavrata glosses glags yod pa’i
tshig as rgol ba gzhan gyi klan ka’i glags yod pa’i tshig, ‘a statement affording an
opportunity for censure by an opponent (Ava P 86a-8, D 74a-2).”” I am inclined,
against this, to think that the PP translators did read savakasavacana in their
manuscript(s) and thus translated literally, and that it was Candrakirti who re-worded
savakasavacana here and on other occasions as prasangavakya. His usage of savaka-
Savacana in the later question kuto nu khalv ... acaryabuddhapalitasya savakasa-
vacanabhidhayitvam (see PsP,, §35; PsP; 24.1-2) is otherwise unexpected and
unusual, especially because it is precisely with this sentence that he directly refers to
the third fault mentioned by Bhaviveka. Note that when Candrakirti finishes his
argumentation against specific faults and then refers back to them, he tends to
formulate his rejection of the fault as a question, e.g., tat kim ucyate tad ayuktam
hetudrstantanabhidhanad iti; kutah siddhasadhanapaksadosasanka kuto va hetor vi-
ruddharthatasanketi; kuto nu khalu ... acaryabuddhapalitasya savakasavacanabhi-
dhayitvam; the aberrant translation de’i phyir kho bo cag la grub pa’i mtha’ dang ’gal
ba ga la yod for tatas ca siddhantavirodhasambhavah in the reasoning concluded by
kuto nu khalu ... can possibly be explained as the result of the PsP translators having
noticed this tendency and having decided to present this conclusion as well as a
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that] through the reversal of the meaning [of the statement] under
discussion the opposite of the probandum (sadhya) and of its
properties (taddharma) [i.e., the probans] are expressed, that
there would be contradiction with [your own] accepted tenets
(krtantavirodha), [because the resulting inference states that]
“Things have arisen from other, because arising is purposeful
and because arising stops [upon completion of the process of
arising].”'**

question. I think it more likely that with kuto nu khalu ... acaryabuddhapalitasya
savakasavacanabhidhayitvam Candrakirti intentionally foregoes his earlier re-
wording and employs exactly Bhaviveka’s terminology for the sake of having used it
at least once and for the stylistic punch it delivers.

124 Candrakirti is citing from Bhaviveka’s PP which reads in its Tibetan translation:
de ni rigs pa ma yin te | gtan tshigs dang dpe ma brjod pa’i phyir dang | gzhan gyis
smras pa’i nyes pa ma bsal ba’i phyir ro || (D: phyir dang |) glags yod pa’i tshig" yin
pa’i phyir te |* skabs kyi don las bzlog pas bsgrub (P: sgrub) par bya ba dang | de’i
chos bzlog pa’i don mngon pas dngos po rnams gzhan las skye bar 'gyur ba dang |
skye ba ’bras bu dang bcas pa nyid du "gyur ba dang | skye ba thug pa yod par ’gyur
ba’i phyir mdzad pa’i mtha™ dang ’gal bar ’gyur ro || (D 4926-49b1; P 58b8-59a2).
PsP Tib: 'thal bar gyur ba’i tshig for glags yod pa’i tshig; *without te |; *grub pa’i
mtha’ for mdzad pa’i mtha’ (translated in Ames 1993: 222f., Kajiyama 1963: 50,
Yotsuya 1999: 76). On de La Vallée Poussin’s remark that janmanirodhat does not
correspond to PsP’s (and PP’s) skye ba thug pa ... (PsP,_ 14, n. 4), see Hopkins 1983:
817, n. 363.

The third point of criticism has received attention from both modern and Tibetan
scholars; see, e.g., Hopkins 1983: 491; Seyfort Ruegg 1991: 290-292, Seyfort Ruegg
2000: 252-257 (= the 1991 section with minor changes) and Tillemans 1992. The
reversal (viparyaya) that Bhaviveka refers to results in the probandum of the
prasanga “[things] do not arise from self”” changing to the inference’s “[things] have
arisen from other” and the first probans “because their arising would be pointless”
changing to “because their arising is purposeful” and the second probans “because
there would be a succession without end of arising” (or, as Candrakirti presents it:
“because there would be the fault of over-extension”) changing to “because arising
stops.” The logical mechanism behind the process of reversal has been under dispute.
According to Seyfort Ruegg (1991: n. 35; 2000: 255, n. 35), a contraposition of terms
in the Dharmakirtian sense of prasarngaviparyaya is not intended and was “to be
raised in connexion with Bhavya’s and Candrakirti’s passage dealing with prakr-
tarthaviparyaya and prasangaviparitartha only in later discussions of the logical
question it poses ...”; he (2000: 253; see also 1991: 291) writes, “As for Bhavya’s
objection to Buddhapalita’s prasanga-statement, it apparently involves the idea not
of contraposition but of implicative reversal, namely that a negation of production
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from self would imply the affirmation of production from an other.” See Tillemans
1992 for a presentation of dGe lugs pa interpretations of the prasarngaviparyaya.

It seems, however, that a form of technical prasangaviparyaya is intended. Probably
the most promising attempt to date to shed light on Bhaviveka’s understanding of
both the prasanga and its viparyaya is that by Toshikazu Watanabe (cf. Watanabe
2013), who examines Dignaga’s explanation, criticism and (re)interpretation of
Sankhya vita and avita reasoning, and considers its influence on Bhaviveka in the
context of Bhaviveka’s criticism of Buddhapalita’s prasarniga against the possibility
of arising from other, as presented in the PsP (see PsP,; §63; Watanabe’s explanation
is applicable also in the present case of the criticism of Buddhapalita’s prasanga
against arising from self). When employed by the Sankhyas, vita and avita are
always used in conjunction with each other, with the vita argument directly proving
an object / state of affairs and the agvita argument, always formulated as a prasanga
that is introduced after the main vita reasoning, included as support for the
conclusion drawn by the vita. As Watanabe explains, Dignaga argues in PS III.16
that avita reasoning is actually not different from its corresponding vita reasoning
(which he endows with a reason that meets the three requirements of a proper logical
reason), because both have the same pervasion (vydpti); that is, their pervasions are
logically equivalent. avita, according to Dignaga, can thus be reformulated into vita
to form a proper logical proof (sadhana). Watanabe (ibid., 1232f.) adverts to the fact
that the structure of Dharmakirti’s prasarnga and prasarngaviparyaya corresponds to
that of the avita and vita accepted by Dignaga, noting that Jinendrabuddhi “explains
the reformulation of avita reasoning into vita reasoning in the PS(V) by using the
term ‘prasangaviparyaya.”” Working under the assumption that Bhaviveka is relying
on Dignaga’s interpretation of avita reasoning when he criticizes Buddhapalita’s
prasanga statements, Watanabe demonstrates that Bhaviveka’s reversal of the
prasanga closely resembles Dignaga’s transformation of @vita reasoning into vita. In
reliance on Watanabe’s conclusions for the case of Bhaviveka’s reversal of the pra-
sanga against arising from other, we can propose that in the present case, following
the structure of Dignaga’s avita (cf. <Avita-D 1> and <Avita-D 2> in ibid., 1230f.),
that the prasanga—Ileaving aside for now Buddhapalita’s second reason and
focussing only on utpadavaiyarthya—can be seen as having the structure “bhavah
(svata utpadyate — utpadavaiyarthya). Thus svata utpadyate — utpadavaiyarthya
represents the contraposition, i.e., the negative concomitance (vyatirekavyapti), of the
positive concomitance (anvayavyapti) of the inference “Things have arisen from
other because arising is purposeful,” this latter vyapti being janmasaphalya — parata
utpadyate.

On prasanga and prasangaviparyaya in the Dharmakirtian tradition, see, e.g., Iwata
1993; Kajiyama 1998: 114ff.; see also discussions regarding Tsong kha pa’s
interpretation of the reversal in Seyfort Ruegg 1991: 292ff., Seyfort Ruegg 2000:
2571f., Hopkins 1983: 490-492; Tillemans 1992: 318ff.

PsP Tib mirrors PP Tib in separating out and listing the reversed sadhya and
sadhanas that, according to Bhaviveka, are implied in Buddhapalita’s original
statement instead of, as PsP Skt does, merely presenting the unitary positive
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§24. We'® regard this entire critique as totally inappropriate. Why?
That which is alleged first in it, namely, “because a reason and an
example have not been stated,” is inapplicable. For what reason?
Because [with Buddhapalita’s statement] the [Sankhya] opponent
maintaining arising from self is questioned as to the purpose of the

counterpart to Buddhapalita’s statement interpreted as a paryuddsa: parasmad
utpanna bhava janmasaphalyaj janmanirodhdc ceti (PsP Tib:) ... dngos po rnams
gzhan las skye bar ’gyur ba dang | skye ba ’bras bu dang bcas pa nyid du ’gyur ba
dang | skye ba thug pa yod par ’gyur ba’i phyir. In two other passages in which
Bhaviveka criticizes Buddhapalita’s prasangas in a similar way, namely, his
criticisms of Buddhapalita’s prasarnga refuting arising from other and that refuting
arising from no cause, PsP Tib and PP Tib likewise only provide a serial layout of
the reversed limbs of the prasarngas without construing them as a unified statement:
for the former prasarnga, the reversal is presented in PsP Skt (PsP,, §63) as svata
ubhayato ’hetuto votpadyante bhavah kutascit kasyacid utpatteh, but appears in PsP
Tib as: des na de la thal bar "gyur ba’i ngag yin pa’i phyir bsgrub par bya ba dang
sgrub par byed pa bzlog par byas na | dngos po mams bdag gam gnyis sam rgyu med
pa las skye bar gyur ba dang | "ga’ zhig las ga’ zhig skye bar *gyur ba’i phyir ... (cf.
PP D 50a6; P 60a6-8); for the latter prasarnga, PsP Skt (PsP,, §67) presents the
reversal as hetuta utpadyante bhavah kadacit kutascid utpatteh arambhasaphalyac ca,
but PsP Tib reads: gal te bsgrub par bya ba dang sgrub par byed pa bzlog pa gsal ba
ngag gi don du mngon par 'dod na | de’i tshe 'di skad du | dngos po rnams rgyu las
skye bar "gyur ba dang | lan ’ga’ kha cig las kha cig skye bar *gyur ba dang | rtsom pa
"bras bu dang bcas pa nyid du gyur ba’i phyir ro || (cp. PP D 53a5-6; P 64a5-7; cp.
also Bhaviveka’s reversals in his critique of another prasarnga statement of Buddha-
palita’s in his commentary on MMK 1.9cd [PP D 60b5; P 72b7-8]). The same mode
of presentation is found in the corresponding sections of the PPT (like the PP, trans-
lated by Jiianagarbha and Klu’i rgyal mtshan). Such passages show quite clearly that
the PsP translators had at their disposal a translation of the PP to which they referred
and from which they appropriated passages cited in PsP Skt. The translation bdag gi
bdag nyid for svatmana in the PsP citation from Buddhapalita’s commen-
tary—instead of PsP Tib’s more usual rang gi bdag nyid—suggests that they also had
a translation of BP at hand. That they must have had access to a substantial number
of translated works becomes apparent from the fact that the majority of the other
quotations in PsP Tib have been copied in from their respective source-text Tibetan
translations. On Pa tshab and his method for dealing with citations, see MacDonald
2015.

125 *LT: vayam iti Candrakirtih. *LT’s author states immediately before this
clarification that Bhaviveka is a proponent of independent proofs: bhavivekah kila
svatantrasd|dhalnavadr (cf. Yonezawa 2004: 121, 131 [fol. 1b6]).
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re-arising of something [already] existing:'** [When you say] “from
self”” (svatah), you assert something [already] existing to be the cause
(hetutvena) and [consider that] it is exactly that which arises; but we
do not see [any] purpose in the arising again of something [already]
existing, and we see'”’ [in this claim of the arising of things already
existing] an infinite succession (anavastha).'”® And you do not assent
to the arising again of what has arisen, or to a succession without end
(anistha). Therefore, your assertion [that things arise from self] is
simply illogical (nirupapattika), and is contradicted by what [you
your]self [otherwise] maintain (svabhyupagamaviruddha).

§25. [Is it reasonable to assume,] when [he has been] censured to such
an extent (iyati codite),' that the [sensible] opponent does not accept

126 PsP Tib lacks an equivalent for vidyamanasya punarutpade prayojanam. It may
have been dropped by the translators because pha rol po bdag las skye bar ’dod pa la
"dri bar byed pa yin (= parah svata utpattim abhyupagacchan prcchyate) has for the
sake of the Tibetan syntax been placed not before the argumentation beginning with
svata iti vidyamanam hetutvena bravisi, but after the final conclusion tasman niru-
papattika eva tava vadah svabhyupagamaviruddhas ca. They may have considered
that this placement of pha rol po bdag las skye bar ’dod pa la ’dri bar byed pa yin
made vidyamanasya punarutpade prayojanam irrelevant, or misleading, since a lack
of purpose relates only to the first part of the argumentation in the Sanskrit, and
represents only one of the consequences of arising from self, the second having been
stated in the Tibetan before pha rol po bdag las skye bar ’dod pa la ’dri bar byed pa
vin appears. The restructuring of the passage is not completely satisfactory, though,
because it presents the opponent as being directly asked the argumentation (... zhes
pha rol po ... ’dri bar byed pa yin), whereas in the Sanskrit the opponent is
“questioned” in regard to the purpose of re-arising, that is, is challenged with its con-
sequences.

127 Hopkins (1983: 474) translates “and we also see ...”, taking into consideration PsP
Tib’s added yang (... dgos pa ma mthong zhing thug pa med par yang mthong ...).

128 Cp. Candrakirti on CS XL.10: yadi hi tasyastitvam syat tada sato vidyamanasya
punar api janma syat [|] na ca satah punar api janma nydayyam nihprayojanatvat [|]
anisthaprasangad a samsaram ekasyaivarthasya punar utpadendaparisamaptodayasya
satas tatpadarthantarapravriter hetuphalabhavavyaghatah syat [|] (CSTed 228.14-18;
see also CST,, 228, n. 13).

129 Yotsuya’s conjecture iyati (1999: 57) is now confirmed by iyati of mss P and Q.
Although the subject of the locative absolute iyati codite is actually iyat, for the sake
of the English I translate as above. De La Vallée Poussin (PsP; 15, n. 8) based his
conjecture tanmatrena on PsP Tib’s 'di dag tsam zhig gis. PsP Tib’s ’di dag appears
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(i.e., that he rejects) [our criticism], so that the employment of a
reason and example might [then in fact] be useful (saphalya)?™*° [No,

to be the translators’ specification of exactly what “to such an extent” (iyat) refers
back to, namely, either the two consequences utpadavaiyarthyat and *janmani-
sthapatteh stated by Buddhapalita, or the nirupapattika(tva) and svabhyupagama-
viruddha(tva) implied by the consequences. The fact that svabhyupagamavirodha is
referred to in the following sentence may indicate that the translators meant the latter
pair.

130 T understand kim’s scope to be the entire sentence, and the question as a rhetorical
one. Yotsuya (1999: 56) has also understood the sentence this way, but his translation
is not unambiguous. He translates, “When [the opponent (= the Samkhya)] is
censured to such an extent, why [should] the opponent not accept [our censure], so
that the resorting (upadana) to a logical reason and a logical example would be
purposeful (saphalyam)?” Hopkins (1983: 474), too, understands the sentence as a
rhetorical question implying that the opponent will accept the censure, but PsP Tib’s
structure has caused some confusion. He translates, “When [Buddhapalita] debates
through just these [consequences] which have the effects [derived] from stating a
reason and example, would the opponent not accept it?” The Tibetan reads: gang las
gtan tshigs dang dpe bkod pa ’bras bu dang bcas par ’gyur ba ’di dag tsam zhig gis
brtsad pa na ci pha rol po khas len par mi byed dam |. Earlier interpretations of the
sentence by Stcherbatsky, Seyfort Ruegg and Oetke and my critiques of them appear
in MacDonald 2003: 156-159. Yotsuya (1999: 56, n. 27) provides other previous
translations of the sentence, none of which interpret yatah as having a consecutive
function.

The sentence implies that the opponent will indeed accept the Madhyamika’s
pointing out that his theory of arising from self is in contradiction with his own
tenets, and will as a result abandon his stance and therefore not require further
elucidation via inference. The consecutive clause of the sentence indicates what
might be considered to be of value, i.e., a full-fledged inference equipped with a
reason and an example, should the opponent not accept the criticism. Note that the
following sentence rejects this possibility by stating that there is in fact no point in
trying to convince such foolish opponents by way of inferences. Thus, with the first
alternative, it is communicated that any reasonable Sankhya opponent will promptly
renounce the position of arising from self when confronted with the consequences of
this position, without needing to be served up a formal inference, and with the
second, it is declared that the Sankhya opponent who refuses to abandon the position
of arising from self even when faced with its unacceptable consequences is such a
dullard that he will also not be swayed by full-fledged inferences. In neither case is
an independent inference of any benefit. These two sentences constitute Candrakirti’s
first argument in defense of Buddhapalita’s reliance on statements of [unwanted]
consequence (prasangavakya) and against Bhaviveka’s claim that these are
unacceptable and need to be replaced by, or at least supplemented with, independent
inferences.
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he accepts it, of course!] But if the opponent does not withdraw even
with the censure (codana) that there is contradiction with what [he
him]self maintains, then given [his] extreme shamelessness
(atinirlajjata) he would certainly not withdraw even with [our
resorting to] a reason and example. And we do not debate with a
madman (unmattaka). Thus, the Master [Bhaviveka],”' introducing
an inference even when it is inopportune (asthana), reveals nothing
but his liking—at all costs (sarvatha)'*>—for inference. But because
he does not maintain any other position (paksa), it is not right for the
Madhyamika himself to formulate an autonomous inference
(svatantram anumanam)."*

§26. And accordingly, Aryadeva has said [in the Catuhsataka],

Criticism (upalambha) cannot, even with time, be levelled
against one who does not hold the position that [some thing is]
existent (sat), non-existent (asat), or [both] existent and non-
existent (sadasat)."**

B T’s author identifies the “Master” as Bhaviveka: acarya iti bhavivekah (cf.
Yonezawa 2004: 121, 132 [fol. 1b6]).

132 Even though de La Vallée Poussin’s manuscripts read sarvatha, he emended to
tasmat under the influence of PsP Tib’s de’i phyir. PsP Tib appears to have translated
the iti preceding sarvatha as de’i phyir; sarvathd may have been unreadable,
overlooked or purposely not translated. Yotsuya (1999: 57 and n. 34) also emends to
sarvatha on the basis of his manuscript material and Tanji 1988.

133 1 understand paksantara (“another / [any] other position”) to refer to positions
other than that of self-arising, such as arising from other, which might be advocated
by the Madhyamika himself and as such would need to be proved in reliance on an
inference composed of a proposition, reason and example; for a detailed explanation,
see Yotsuya 1999: 58-61.

13 Candrakirti is citing CS XVI.25: sad asat sadasac ceti yasya pakso na vidyate |
upalambhas cirenapi tasya vaktum na Sakyate | (Lang 1986: 150-151). The same
verse is cited by Candrakirti at MABh,, 297.9-12 where the second quarter, as in CS
Tib, appears as gang la phyogs ni yod min pa (PsP Tib: phyogs ni gang la’ang yod
min pa); translated by, among others, Tauscher (1981: 60): “Wer keinerlei
Behauptung vertritt, sei es Sein, Nichtsein, oder Sein und Nichtsein zugleich, den zu
widerlegen ist auch in nochsolanger Zeit nicht moglich” and Seyfort Ruegg (2000:
122): “It is not even remotely possible to level a charge against somebody who has
no proposition/position [positing some entity] as existent, non-existent and both
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And it has been stated in the Vigrahavyavartani,

Were there some thesis (pratijiia) for me, this fault (dosa) would
as a result'*® become mine;

But for me there is no thesis; therefore [this] fault is indeed not
mine."*

existent and non-existent” (cf. also ibid., n. 21; 2002: 28; Hopkins 1983: 585; Lang
1986: 151; Yotsuya 1999: 58).

135 Qetke (1989: 22, n. 5) addresses the problem of the meaning of tatah, i.e., as to
whether it should be taken as a co-relative to yadi or if it carries more semantic
weight in the sense of “on account of this” (“‘aufgrund dessen’, d.h. aufgrund des im
vadi-Satz ausgedriickten Sachverhaltes ...””); he takes both possibilities into account
in his translation “dann bestiinde fiir mich (aufgrund dessen) dieser Fehler.” I follow
Yotsuya (1999: 59) and Seyfort Ruegg (2000: 115; 2002: 29) in interpreting the word
as intending a reason; Westerhoff (2010: 63) understands tatah as a simple co-
relative.

13 Candrakirti is citing VV 29: yadi kacana pratijiia syan me tata esa me bhaved
dosah | ndsti ca mama pratijiida tasman naivasti me dosah || (cf. Bhattacharya et al.
1986: 61; Lindtner 1982b: 80). The reason for the inclusion of the previous verse
from the CS and this and the following verse from the VV has been explained
already by Yotsuya (1999: 60) as Candrakirti’s desire to show that the Madhyamika
“does not embrace any proposition (pratijiia, dam bca’) or position (paksa, phyogs)
of his own which would posit that something is ultimately existent or non-existent or
which would be based upon something being ultimately apprehended by direct
perception, etc. In the context of the negation of origination from self which we are
examining now, this means that the Madhyamika engages only in denying the theory
of origination from self. In other words, the Madhyamika does not entertain any
other position, such as origination from another which would have to be demon-
strated by an inferential statement fully equipped with a proposition, a logical reason
and a logical example.”

VV 29 represents the VV author’s reply to an opponent who has argued that the
Madhyamika cannot dismiss his refutation (pratisedha) of the Madhyamaka
statement (vacana, pratijiia) “sanyah sarvabhavah” (“all things are empty”) as an
impotent one by declaring that the opponent’s refutation as a sentence / speech act is
included in all (empty) things because only the Madhyamika asserts that all things
are empty, not the opponent. The Madhyamika, he continues, is the one setting forth
this assertion that has “attained the characteristic of a thesis” (pratijiialaksanaprapta)
and that is therefore subject to fault (see VV 4). According to the opponent, there is
an incompatibility between the Madhyamaka statement as a sentence / speech act and
its content, the emptiness of all things: if it exists as a sentence / speech act it
contradicts its content. In his reply to the opponent, the VV author focusses on the
opponent’s description of the Madhyamika’s assertion as one that has “attained the
characteristic of a thesis,” that is, one that is a real (sasvabhava) thing, and denies the
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If I perceived something by way of things like direct perception
(pratyaksa) [and the other means of valid cognition], I might
affirm (pravartayeyam) or negate (nivartayeyam) [it];

[But] because that [object of perception] does not exist, I am
without reproach.'?’

existence of such a thing, i.e., of the sentence / speech act, for, when all things are as
the content of the statement claims them to be, that is, “when all things are empty,
completely pacified, isolated by nature, how [could there be] a thesis? How [could
there be] the attainment of the characteristic of a thesis? How [could there be] a fault
brought about through the attainment of the characteristic of a thesis?” (see VV 4
61.18-20). The focus in VV 29 and its commentary is then on the ontological status
of the thesis siunyah sarvabhavah itself and not, as Candrakirti would have it here in
the PsP, on the rejection of all theses based on existent (or non-existent) entities. The
step to reinterpreting the denial of a really existing thesis on the ground that nothing
exists to the denial of the possibility of all theses on the ground that nothing exists on
which to base them is, however, a small and inviting one, and one I would hesitate to
deny Candrakirti awareness of.

For a more detailed discussion of VV 29 and a critique of the interpretations that take
it as evidence for the Madhyamika’s utter lack of a philosophical position, see Oetke
1988 and 1989. Oetke (1996: 70), concurring with Wood’s interpretation of certain
VV passages, criticizes his translation of VV 29’s nasti ca mama pratijiia as “but 1
have no proposition” (see Wood 1994: 106, 111, 313), preferring “but there is no
assertion of mine,” since ‘“Nagarjuna does not want to say that his statement does not
have any propositional content or that he does not intend to state anything with a
propositional content but that his act of assertion as well as the words apparently
occurring as constituents of the sentence uttered are non-existent on the final level of
analysis ... .” I use the translation “thesis” because it is a more faithful rendering of
pratijiia and because Candrakirti intends it as such. On the thesis in Madhyamaka,
see Ruegg 1977: 49-50; 1981: 78; 1983 and 1986; see also his response to and
critique of Oetke in Seyfort Ruegg 2000: 213-219 (= note 164).

Cp. also MA VI.173: sun ’byin pas sun dbyung bya ma phrad sun ni ’byin byed dam ||
‘on te phrad nas yin zhes smras zin nyes pa 'dir gang la || nges par phyogs yod de la
"gyur gyi bdag la phyogs ’di ni | yod pa min pas thal bar "gyur ba ’di ni srid ma yin ||;
YS 50: rtsod med che ba’i bdag nyid can || de dag la ni phyogs med do || gang rmams
la ni phyogs med pa | de la gzhan phyogs ga la yod | (YSV,, 89) and YSV to 50cd:
gang gi tshe de Iltar dngos po med pas bdag dang gzhan gyi phyogs med pa de’i tshe
de ltar mthong ba rnams kyi nyon mongs pa rnams nges par 'gag par ’gyur ro ||
(YSV,90.1-3; YSV,, 294 and n. 640).

137 Candrakirti cites Vigrahavyavartani 30: yadi kificid upalabheyam pravartayeyam
nivartayeyam va | pratyaksadibhir arthais tadabhavan me ’'nupalambhah | (cf.
Bhattacharya et al. 1986: 62; Lindtner 1982b: 80). The VV commentary makes it
clear that pada c has to be construed with pada a, not with b as the syntax might
suggest. Translations of the verse vary as to the interpretation of the referent of the
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pronoun fat of tadabhavat. Seyfort Ruegg does not specify the referent (“[but]
because of their absence” [2000: 115; 2002: 29, 55]), but Westerhoff (2010: 68),
translating “But because that does not exist,” clarifies his understanding of rat with
the statement “‘That’ here refers to the presupposition of substantially existent
epistemic instruments.” Yotsuya (1999: 59) in one instance of translation understands
the referent of fat to be the pramanas: “[but] since there is no such [direct perception,
etc., on my part],” but in another (ibid., 103) takes the referent to be both the object
perceived and the pramanas: “[but] since there is no such [thing or direct perception,
etc., on my part].” Bhattacharya, on the other hand, understands the referent of tar to
be solely kiicit; he translates: “[But] since that thing does not exist” (see
Bhattacharya et al. 1986: 114); similarly Tillemans (1992: 316, n. 5): “But as such a
thing is inexistent” and Wood (1994: 112): “But there is no such thing.” These latter
three translations are more to the point given the opponent’s supposition, expressed
in VV 5 and 6, that the Madhyamika would only be able to negate the things of the
world if he had first apprehended them by way of a means of valid cognition. The
VV author here in his response points out that there are simply no things to be
apprehended. In this way he elegantly refutes the idea that he first apprehends the
things he denies existence to and neatly pulls the rug out from under the opponent’s
arguments, namely (see the commentary on VV 5), that the Madhyamika cannot
apprehend things because direct perception (pratyaksa) is empty, because the
individual perceiving the objects of perception is empty, and because any other
means or objects of valid cognition presumed to be necessary for the Madhyamika’s
denial of them are empty (see the commentary on VV 6). I further think it is
precipitous, given the context, to interpret the negation as intended of the pramanas
since the long section refuting the pramanas actually only commences with VV 31;
VV 30 is, in one sense, a verse introducing the pramanas as “things” (artha)—the
term under which they will be discussed in the following section—and serves as a
lead-in to VV 31 where the opponent’s argument that (perceptible) things are
established by the pramanas allows the discussion refuting the establishment of the
pramanas to get underway. Note too that VV 30’s commentary focusses attention on
the verse’s kificit with its gloss of it as “thing” (artham): yato' ’rtham evaham kamcin
nopalabhe tasman na pravartayami na nivartayami | tatraivam sati ... (cf. VV 4 15).
IThe first two words of the sentence at VV,; 62.13 (= Johnston and Kunst’s edition)
are given as yathartham, but this has been silently emended by Bhattacharya to yaro
‘rtham (VV,, 15; Bhattacharya’s translation is however based on yatha, which he
understands as having the sense of a causal particle: “[but] since I do not even
apprehend an object of any kind” [VV,, 114]). yatha, originally conjectured by
Sankrtyayana and then adopted by Johnston and Kunst, does not appear in the VV
manuscript (cf. VV 62, n. 7 and Yonezawa 2008: 270, n. 6) and was possibly
influenced by VV Tib’s ji ltar. This ji ltar, however, is construed with a following
vang; the VV Tib translators may have read kathamcit instead of kamcit/kimcit (VV
Tib: ngas don ji ltar yang ma dmigs pas [D 129al; P 147al; Yonezawa 2008: 271]).
The VV manuscript has neuter kiiicit (VV ms: kificin) in place of VV,_, commentary’s
kamcit.
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§27. And when in this way the Madhyamika does not state an
independent inference (svatantranumana), how [could there possibly
be] an independent thesis (svatantra pratijiia) [like Bhaviveka’s,
viz.,] “The inner bases (@yatanani) have not arisen from self,”"** in
regard to which the Sankhyas could object,

What is the meaning here of the thesis? Do [you deny that a thing
that already] has the nature of an effect (karyarmaka) [arises]

*LT’s author limits his comments to: pratyaksadipratitair arthaih karanabhiitaih
kificit (ms: kificita) pravartayeyam (ms: pravartte) nivartayeyam (ms: nirvartteyam)
va (cf. Yonezawa 2004: 121, 132 [fol. 1b6-7]). He may have had difficulty with the
construction of the verse, i.e., with its placement of part of the protasis after the
apodosis, and therefore considered it necessary to note the intended meaning.

138 “The inner bases have not arisen from self” is the proposition of the independent
inference constructed by Bhaviveka to prove non-arising from self. Immediately
following his citation of MMK 1.1, Bhaviveka comments that the karika sets forth
[only] the general thesis ('di ni dam bcas pa’i spyi bkod pa yin), adding that a mere
thesis (pratijiamatra; dam bcas pa tsam) does not establish the meaning of the
intended statement and thus he utilizes a property of the subject (paksadharma;
phyogs kyi chos), namely, “existing” [as the probans]. This reason can be drawn out
of “from self” of the karika because “from self” is stated in regard to own-being,
which [already] exists. An example, he states, can be found by virtue of the property
to be proved (sadhya; bsgrub par bya ba) and the property that proves
(sadhanadharma; sgrub pa’i chos), because it is an example of a property possessor
that possesses the property to be proved and the property that proves, [both of] which
are generally acknowledged: dam bcas pa tsam gyis bsams (P: bsam) pa’i tshig gi don
mi "grub pa | ’dir phyogs kyi chos ni yod pa nyid yin par gzung ste | 'di ltar bdag las
zhes bya ba ni bdag nyid yod pa la snyad gdags pa’i phyir ro | dpe ni bsgrub (P:
sgrub) par bya ba dang | sgrub pa’i chos kyi dbang gis te bsgrub (P: sgrub) par bya
ba dang | sgrub pa’i chos grags pa dang ldan pa’i chos can gyi dpe yin pa’i phyir (PP
D 48b5-6; P 58al1-2; cf. Kajiyama 1963: 48; Ames 1993: 221).

The inference in PP is set forth as: don dam par nang gi skye mched rnams bdag las
skye ba med par nges te | yod pa’i phyir dper na shes pa yod pa nyid bzhin no | (D
49a2-3; P 58b1-2. Ames (1993: 222) translates: [Thesis:] In ultimate reality, it is
certain that the inner @yatanas do not originate from themselves, [Reason:] because
they exist [already], [Example:] like consciousness (caitanya).” Candrakirti cites the
inference at PsP,, §39 (PsP_ 25.9-26.1) with the words na paramarthata
adhyatmikany ayatanani svata utpannani vidyamanatvac caitanyavat. The PsP Tib
translators cite directly from PP; they do not modify the text to make it accord with
PsP Skt, which does not attest an equivalent for nges.
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from self'* (i.e., reproduces itself) or [do you deny that a thing
that still] has the nature of a cause (karanatmaka) [arises from
self] (i.e., reproduces itself)?'*” And what [follows] from this? If
[you deny that a thing that] has the nature of an effect
[reproduces itself], there is the proving [by you the
Madhyamika] of what is [already] established (siddhasadhana)
[for us Sankhyas]. If [you deny that a thing that] has the nature of
a cause [reproduces itself], [then your reason] is contradictory
(viruddharthata),"' because all that arises (utpattimat) arises
only as something existing with the nature of a cause.'*

13 Note that PP Tib and PsP Tib attest a zhes bya ba after bdag las for which no
equivalent i#i is found in PsP Skt (ci bdag las zhes bya ba ’bras bu’i bdag nyid las
sam | ‘on te rgyu’i bdag nyid las yin grang). It is difficult to know if zhes bya ba is
reflecting an ifi that actually stood in PP Skt or if it represents an addition or the PP
Tib translators’ interpretation. A translation for the final iti, on the other hand, is not
attested.

140 T have already discussed ms P’s readings karyatmakah and karanatmakah vs.
PsP, ’s karyatmakat and karanatmakat in an earlier article (cf. MacDonald 2003: 162-
167); ms Q’s readings karyatmanah and karanatmanah are discussed and rejected in
MacDonald 2008: 30-33. PsP Tib’s bras bu’i bdag nyid las (for PsP Skt’s ka-
ryatmakah) and rgyu’i bdag nyid las (for PsP Skt’s karanatmakah) cannot be taken as
support for ms Q’s ablative readings because it has been copied in from PP Tib and
does not reflect PsP Skt. Candrakirti has purposely revised what were probably
ablatives in PP Skt to nominatives in order to place emphasis on things as causes as
the subject of arising (as opposed to things as effects as the subject of arising).
Readers unfamiliar with the earlier articles are referred to Appendix VIII for my
arguments for the superiority of ms P’s readings.

4! Here in the PsP citation the Sankhyas state that if the Madhyamika intends to
argue that something already existing with the nature of an effect does not reproduce
itself, then the inference refuting arising from self would prove what is already
established for the Sankhya (siddhasadhana), because the Sankhya rejects that things
already existing as effects reproduce themselves, e.g., that a pot that has already
manifested reproduces itself. In the second case, given that it is a fundamental
Sankhya presupposition that things exist with the nature of a cause and then arise,
i.e., manifest, if the Madhyamika intends to argue that things existing with the nature
of a cause do not reproduce themselves, the thesis ends up being contradicted,
because only things that exist in a non-manifest state, that is, exist with the nature of
a cause, arise.

142 The objection appears in PP Tib as follows: ’dir grangs can dag las kha cig phyir
zlog par byed de | dam bcas pa ’di’i don' gang yin | ci bdag las zhes bya ba ’bras bu’i
bdag nyid las sam | "on te rgyu’i bdag nyid las des cir *gyur® | gal te ’bras bu’i bdag
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How could there be for us (the Madhyamikas) the reason (hetu)
“because [they] are [already] existing” (vidyamanatvat), which [the
Sankhyas claim] would have the [fault of] proving what is [already]
established (siddhasadhana) or [the fault of] being contradictory
(viruddharthata),"” so that we would have to endeavour to refute this

nyid las® na ni grub pa la sgrub bo* (D: grub pa bsgrub bo) | "on te’ rgyu’i bdag nyid
las® na ni don ’gal ba nyid de’ | skye ba can® thams cad ni rgyu’i bdag nyid du yod pa
kho na las® skye ba’i phyir ro zhe na (D 49a3-5; P 58b3-5; cf. Kajiyama 1963: 49;
Ames 1993: 222); PsP Tib: 'dam bca’ ba’i don ’di for dam bcas pa ’di’i don; *yin
grang | de las cir "gyur | for des cir "gyur |; *adds following yin; ‘grub pa la sgrub pa
yin la for grub pa la sgrub bo; *omits ’on te; ®adds following yin; "’gal ba’i don nyid
du "gyur te for don ’gal ba nyid de; 3skye ba dang ldan pa for skye ba can; *without
las. This section as found in the PsP is reproduced, translated and commented on in
Yotsuya 1999: 61-64. Bhaviveka deals with the objection in the PP by declaring it
inapplicable, since he negates mere (tsam) arising from self (see PP D 49a5; P 58b5-
6).

On the Sankhya theory of the manifestation of all entities from the “Ur-matter”
prakrti, see, e.g., Frauwallner 1984: 275ff., 303-307; Chakravarti 1975: 215-221;
Larson and Bhattacharya 1987: 100-101, 246-249. That the Sankhyas hold that an
effect is not substantially different from its cause is declared, e.g., at YD 109.13-14:
na hi nah karanad arthantarabhiitam karyam utpadyata ity abhyupagamah. An effect
is merely the differentiated manifestation of the subtle undifferentiated cause: idanim
sattvam rajas tamah purusa iti padarthacatustayam pratijiidyate | tatrapi purusa-
kartrtvam pratyakhydyate | tasmin pratyakhyate gunanam evavasthantarapeksah
karyakaranabhavah | sitksmanam miirtilabhah karyam | nivrttavisesanam avibha-
gatmanavasthanam karanam ity ayam siddhantah | (YD 62.8-12). See YD 109-125
for its defense and explication of the five reasons set forth in Sankhyakarika 9 for the
pre-existence of the effect in the cause.

143 viruddharthata refers to the fact that the reason proves a thing or a state of affairs
opposite to what the probandum aims to establish. For example, the reason “because
it is created” for the probandum “sound is permanent” does not prove that sound is
permanent, and instead proves that it is impermanent. The contradictory reason
(viruddho hetuh) is thus classified as a fallacious reason (hetvabhasa). Cf. NM 4
(Tucci 1930: 23f.) and NM 9 (= PS 1I1.27: dharmadharmisvaripasya tadvisesasya
caiva sah | viparitopakaritvad viruddho ’sati badhane | (cf. Katsura 2009: 159); Tib:
chos dang chos can rang ngo bo | yang na de yi khyad par rnams || phyin ci log tu
sgrub pa’i phyir | gnod med pa la "gal ba yin “It is, when there is no sublation [of the
proposition], a contradictory [reason] because it serves for (= proves) the opposite of
the essential characteristic (svaripa) of the subject (dharmin) or of its attribute
(dharma) [or of both the dharmin and dharma] or of their particular characteristics
(visesa)”; cf. Tucci 1930: 35; Katsura 1979a: 78f.; also Tucci 1929: 481). I do not
translate artha of viruddharthata (“being [something] having a contradictory
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proving of what is [already] established and [this] being
contradictory?'* Therefore, simply because the faults adduced by the
[Sankhya] opponent are not entailed, the Master Buddhapalita does
not need to describe their refutation (tatparihara).

§28. Even if it were [argued]: [It] may [indeed] be,'* since
Madhyamikas do not state independent inferences (svatantranumana)
owing to the fact that propositions (paksa),'*® reasons (hetu) and
examples (drstanta) are not established [for them], that there is
neither proof (sadhana) of the content (artha) of the thesis (pratijiia)
negating arising from self nor refutation (nirakarana) of the
opponent’s thesis by way of an inference established for both [parties

meaning/content”) for the sake of simplicity. Steinkellner’s (1988: 1429) translation
“object” for artha of viparitarthalhetu] (“(reasons) that have a contradictory object”)
presumably refers to the sadhya proved by this reason, i.e., this sadhya is opposite to
the sadhya sought to be proved.

144 Seyfort Ruegg (2002: 30) translates the last part of the sentence, which has a con-
secutive sense, as a separate sentence, and thereby brings in a meaning unintended by
Candrakirti. He translates the sentence as “How, for us [Madhyamikas], could there
be the inferential reason ... for which there might exist [the fault of either]
siddhasdadhana or viruddharthata? We will [indeed] seek to avoid any [argument]
incurring [the faults in debate of either] establishment of the [already] established or
a sense that is contradictory.”

45 ma bhiat, here in relationship with ru, has a concessive sense; see, e.g., the same
construction at PsP, 273.12-13: nanu ca bhavanam svabhavo nastity abhyupaga-
cchato ma bhid bhavadarsanabhavac chasvatadarsanam ucchedadarsanam tu
niyatam prasajyate. The translators of PsP Tib have also understood ma bhiit in con-
nection with fu as intended in a concessive sense (ma gyur mod); note that Hopkins
(1983: 140) brings in the concessive sense by translating: “[Bhavaviveka] might
think, ‘[I might allow that] ... autonomous inferences are not to be expressed ... .
Still, ... .”” Seyfort Ruegg (2002: 30) translates ma bhit prohibitively and his
translation for fu is, probably merely due to an oversight, marked as a translation for
ma bhit: “Because Madhyamikas do not formulate an autonomous inference ... there
should exist neither the establishment of a thesis-sense ... nor the rejection of the
opponent’s thesis ... . Yet (ma bhiit : mod) ... .” *LT’s author also interprets ma bhiit
in a prohibitive sense (on his reading and interpretation of the passage, see n. 151).

146 1t is possible that paksa includes reference to both the subject of the inference and
the proposition.
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of the debate] (ubhayasiddha);'*” nevertheless, there must be criticism
(codanaya)'*® of the opponent’s thesis for being in contradiction with

147 That the reason and subject must be established for both parties in a debate has
been declared by Dignaga in PS III.11 (Skt in Katsura 2009: 157; cf. also PVBh
647.9): dvayoh siddhena dharmena vyavaharad viparyaye | dvayor ekasya sandehe
(PVBh: casiddhau for sandehe) dharmyasiddhau ca nesyate |: “Because one works
[in a debate] with a property [of the subject] that is established for the two [parties in
the debate], when [this property = the reason] is [assumed to be] the opposite for both
or [even] one [of the parties], when [it is in] doubt [for both or for one] and when the
property possessor (= subject) is not established [for both or for one], [it is] not
accepted.” At PsP,; §59 (PsP_ 35.5-6) Candrakirti will cite Dignaga’s regulation
regarding the reason (hetu) as found in the NM and inform Dignaga and his followers
of the allowance that must be made for the Madhyamaka situation. See also
Dignaga’s commentary ad NM karika 2 where he states that the reason must be
accepted by both disputants (cf. Tucci 1930: 13; Katsura 1977: 122, where the equi-
valence to the words paksadharmo vadiprativadiniscito grhyate in Vibhiiticandra’s
commentary ad PV 3.17 is noted). See Yotsuya 1999: 63, n. 61 for the three types of
inference distinguished by Candrakirti.

148 My arguments for the reading codanaya attested by ms P, as against ms Q’s and
*LT’s codanayam, have been presented in an earlier article (see MacDonald 2000:
172, n. 23). In brief, the reading codandyam cannot be accepted because it disturbs
the obviously intended symmetry between the components of the two parts of the
sentence, namely, between proof and refutation by way of a reasoning whose subject,
etc., is established for both parties (ubhayasiddhena) being conceded as inappropriate
(ma bhit), on the one hand, and, on the other, criticism of contradiction with a
reasoning accepted by the opponent alone by way of a paksa, etc., from the
opponent’s point of view alone (svata eva), being demanded (bhavitavyam) in their
place. The ms Q and *LT reading codanayam becomes definitively disqualified when
the line of argumentation is taken into consideration, for codandyam brings with it
the implication that the Madhyamika addressed by Candrakirti’s Bhaviveka does
indeed, of his own accord, criticize the opponent’s pratijiia by way of a svata
evanumana and needs merely to be reminded that this anumana must have a faultless
paksa, etc., an implication in no way supported by the text preceding the sentence;
the svata evanumana that will be drawn out of Buddhapalita’s prasanga in the
section following the sentence under discussion represents merely Candrakirti’s
concession to the demand for a svata evanumana. See further comments below in
Appendix IX. For my criticism of Oetke’s 2003 translation of the passage, see
MacDonald 2003: 168ff. (Oetke’s construal of the sentence in Oetke 2006: 63 is also
problematic). Seyfort Ruegg (2002: 30f.) takes PsP Tib into consideration for his
translation of codanaya: “in view of <the need for> an explicit ruling (codana : brjod
par ni bya dgos pas)”’ and construes bhavitavyam with paksadibhih. Yonezawa’s
(2004: 132, n. 2) suggestion to accept codanayam and construe bhavitavyam with
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an inference just from [his] own (= the opponent’s) [point of view]
(svata evanumana)'® by way of a proposition and so forth that are
free of the faults (apaksala)'™ of the proposition (paksa), reason
(hetu) and example (drstanta), [each of which is established] only
from [his] (= the opponent’s) own [point of view]."””' And therefore,
because those [namely, a proposition together with a reason and
example] have not been stated and because their faults [as

°pratijiiarthasadhanam and parapratijiianirakaranam of the concessive clause would
result in a serious misrepresentation of Candrakirti’s intent.

149 As stated below in Appendix IX, Tillemans has drawn attention to Stcherbatsky’s
wrong understanding of svata eva and corrected it. Nevertheless, both Oetke (2003:
116; 2006: 55ff.) and Matsumoto (2011: 277ff.) argue for svata eva as referring to
the Madhyamika. See my comments on the passage in MacDonald 2003: 168ff.
Hopkins (1983: 480) translates PsP Tib’s rang gi of rang gi rjes su dpag pas as
“one’s own” and does not translate rang nyid la of rang nyid la phyogs la sogs pa, but
he quite clearly understands that an inference acknowledged by the opponent (i.e., an
other-acknowledged inference) is being called for; he translates rang gi rjes su dpag
pas as “through one’s own [other-approved] inference.”

150 On the emendation apaksala, see MacDonald 2000: 174, n. 24. The *LT precludes
de La Vallée Poussin’s conjecture dosa in that it employs dosa as the word with
which apaksala is glossed; it presents, however, the corruption apaksatma for
apaksala (tm undoubtedly a simple misreading of /) in the explanatory phrase
kimbhiitaih paksadinam apaksala dosas tena rahitaih | (cf. Yonezawa 2004: 121, 133
[fol. 1b7]).

151 An inference admitted only by the opponent (svata evanumana) does not require
or imply any ontological commitment on the part of the Madhyamika. This sort of
inference consists of a subject, a reason and an example taken from the opponent’s
own stockpile of approved and propounded entities, concepts and tenets, and is
constructed in such a way that the opponent must accept its thesis; but its thesis will
be in contradiction with another thesis of the opponent’s, in the present case with the
Sankhya thesis of arising from self. The contradiction made evident by the other-
acknowledged inference will force the Sankhya to relinquish the thesis of arising
from self. On Candrakirti’s use of this type of inference, see Yoshimizu forthcoming.
*LT’s author misunderstands the passage, taking the scope of ma bhiit to be limited
to the preceding svata utpattipratisedhapratijiiarthasadhanam and the phrases that
follow ma bhiit as indicating the recommended, admonished mode of procedure for
the Madhyamika side of the debate: parapratijiianirakaranan tu madhyamikasya
yujyate | ubhayasiddhanumanena | anumanena virodhacodandyam tasyanumanasya
paksadibhir bhavyam | (cf. Yonezawa 2004: 121, 133 [fol. 1b7]).



PRASANNAPADA CHAPTER ONE 71

pronounced earlier by the Sankhya opponent] have not been refuted,
that very fault [remains]."*

[We would] reply: No, this is not the case. [For] what reason?
Because [it is] of course (ki) [that disputant] who proposes a [certain]
matter (artha) who should, with the desire to bring about certainty
(niScaya) in others analogous to [his] own certainty,"” teach the other
[party] exactly the reasoning (upapatti) by means of which [he] has
come to understand this matter. Therefore this, first, is the regular
procedure (nyaya): Only the opponent (parena) has to employ a proof

152 Yotsuya (1999: 64) interprets tadanabhidhandt as a tatpurusa-compound, under-
standing its fat to refer to criticism by way of a paksa, etc. (“Therefore, because that
[censure by means of such a proposition, etc.,] is not presented”’). He interprets
taddosapariharat as a tatpurusa-compound with a karmadharaya-compound as the
first member: “because these faults [which are raised by the opponent].” I interpret
taddosapariharat as a tatpurusa-compound with another tatpurusa-compound as its
first member and thus take tar of both compounds to refer to the elements wanted by
the criticism, namely, the paksa, the hetu and the drstanta; with this, the original
criticism (cf. PsP, §23) is better reflected in the first compound, and the tat of the
second does not require a new referent. *LT’s author also appears to wish to indicate
that both anaphoric pronouns refer to paksa, hetu and drstanta: tadanabhidhanat
paksadyanabhidhanat | taddosah paksadidosah (cf. Yonezawa 2004: 121, 133 [fol.
1b7-2al]).

133 Candrakirti quotes NM 13ab = PS IV.6ab: svaniscayavad anyesam niscayotpada-
necchaya |. (PS 1V.6cd: paksadharmatvasambandhasadhyokter anyavarjanam |; Skt
for the verse and sources attesting it in Muni Jambuvijayaji 1966: 134; cf. also Tucci
1930: 44 and n. 79; Katsura 1979a: 73f.). Tillemans (1992: 317) has also recognized
that this pada is embedded in Candrakirti’s text. The construction of the rest of the
sentence in PsP Tib differs slightly from the Skt: ... don ’di’i "thad pa gang gi sgo nas
khong du chud pa’i ’thad pa de nyid gzhan la bsnyad par bya dgos so | (PsP Skt:
yayopapattyasav artho ’dhigatah saivopapattih parasmay upadestavya). Candrakirti
cites this famous half-verse of Dignaga’s as part of his refutational strategy and not
because he consistently, at least for debates dealing with the ultimate level, took as
his standard Dignagean logic. The view put forth in the part of the verse he cites,
namely, that one should strive to engender in the opponent the same certainty already
attained for oneself, is in fact not specific to Dignagean logic but is applicable to the
context of debate no matter what one’s own position on logic and argumentation is.
Candrakirti does seem to have accepted Dignaga’s regulations for debate within the
context of debates dealing with aspects of superficial reality. He may secondarily cite
Dignaga as an authority here in order to catch the attention of Bhaviveka’s followers
and have them take his response seriously.
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of the matter proposed [on the basis of that] which [he him]self
maintains.”* But the [opponent] (sa)"’ here (ayam) [in the present

nasmabhih | (cf. Yonezawa 2004: 121f., 133 [fol. 2al]). PsP Tib is translated in the
usual relative-co-relative style employed for Sanskrit constructions with yar used as a
conjunction: de’i phyir rang gis khas blangs pa’i dam bcas pa’i don gyi sgrub par
byed pa ni pha rol po kho nas nye bar dgod par bya ba gang yin pa de ni re zhig lugs
yin no |.

135 The relevant text for the passage as it appears in de La Vallée Poussin’s edition

gamat svatmanam evayam kevalam visamvadayan na Saknoti paresam niscayam
adhatum iti (PsP; 19.3-6). All of the Skt manuscripts attest the negative particle na in
place of sa (na cayam) at the beginning of the second sentence (ms Q’s aksara is
poorly formed but appears to be a na); the PsP Tib of the four editions and the
Golden manuscript unanimously support na with ma yin. De La Vallée Poussin
suggests the conjecture hetuh (na cayam param prati [hetuh] | hetudrstantasam-
bhavat) on the basis of PsP Tib which reads ’di ni gzhan la gtan tshigs kyang ma yin
no |. The sentence as such, whether de La Vallée Poussin’s conjecture is accepted or
not, is problematic, as attested by the various modern translations of the passage (see
MacDonald 2000: 174-177). The Sanskrit manuscripts, however, do not attest a
danda after na cayam param prati, and thereby inform that na cayam param prati
was understood by the tradition as the first few words of a much longer sentence. The
sentence read with the manuscripts’ na cannot be made to yield a contextually
meaningful and satisfying sense and I have therefore emended na to sa (cf. ibid.,
177f.). The corruption of sa to na is immediately explainable given that in various
north Indian scripts sa can easily be mistaken for na if its upper left stroke has
incurred damage or if the aksara is faded. That this must have been an early
corruption is demonstrated by PsP Tib. I assume that Pa tshab and his Indian colla-
borators, finding na cayam param prati hetudrstantasambhavat, etc., in their
manuscripts and struggling with the problems it presents, attempted to solve the
problem by decapitating the sentence and by adding gtan tshigs to the severed part to
set it off as an independent sentence. It is also possible that they were confronted
with a dittography in one of their manuscripts, i.e., hetuhetudrstantasambhavat and
were on its account inspired to construe the extra word with their independent sen-
tence.

The *LT attests the sentence in question as commencing with tac cayam instead of na
cayam, a variant which, like na of the PsP manuscripts, has to be rejected (see
MacDonald 2000: 178, n. 32 for reasons for the rejection and paleographical remarks
on the variant). It would seem, however, that *L.T’s author was in fact relying on a
manuscript of the PsP that read sa cayam and that the *LT’s copied sa cayam
degenerated independently to fac cayam due to scribal error and interference (the
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debate], (i.e., the Sankhya), on account of—in the view of [his]
opponent (= the Madhyamika)'**—the impossibility of [valid] reasons
and examples, employs (upddatte) a proof”’ of the matter he has
proposed only (kevalam) in such a way that [its sound] core (sara) is

nothing but his (sva) mere thesis (pratijiamatra)!"® Thus, since he

other scribal errors in the extant *LT show that it is a copied manuscript). The *LT
sadhanam hetudrstantadibhir upadeyam nasmabhih | (cf. Yonezawa 2004: 121f., 133
[fol. 2al1]). The next sentence, which introduces the “citation” tac cayam, reads: atha
so pi paro (Yonezawa 1999 and 2004: pare; *LT manuscript and Matsumoto 2005:
paro) vind hetvadibhih param pratipadayisyatity aha | tac cayam ityadi |. The state-
ment so pi paro vina hetvadibhih param pratipadayisyati clearly represents the *LT
author’s paraphrase of PsP’s sa (according to the *LT manuscript’s citation: tac)

*LT’s paro is undoubtedly intended as a gloss of the sa of the same paraphrase. The
*LT author’s citation and gloss of sa confirms that he read sa in the PsP manuscript
available to him and that the PsP,, sa can be definitely be accepted as the original
reading. This “hidden jewel” of the *LT paraphrase (but not of the *LT manuscript’s
actual “citation” of the text, i.e., tac cayam, the sa of which has degenerated to rac!)
bespeaks the testimonial importance of such commentaries.

156 Cf. MW s.v. prati: mam prati “according to me, in my opinion, ... to me.”

57 Ms P and the paper manuscripts attest °mdatram in place of °sadhanam; ms Q’s
reading has been lost due to breakage. I follow de La Vallée Poussin in emending the
text (cf. PsP_ 19.4 and n. 6). PsP Tib attests rang gi dam bca’ ba’i don gyi sgrub par
byed pa (= svapratijiiarthasadhanam). The change of °sadhanam to °matram may
have occurred when the scribe’s eye, attracted by svapratijia in the previous com-
pound, skipped back to this compound as he was about to write sadhanam (the
aksaras ma and sa are easily confused in the older north Indian scripts).

138 Candrakirti commences the sentence beginning with sa c@yam by declaring that
the Sankhya tries to prove his position with reasons and examples that are, from the
point of view of the Madhyamika, just bogus supports for the thesis he aims to prove.
Since the reasons and examples in his proof are faulty, the Sankhya ends up proving
his proposition by way of an argument that has nothing but (eva) his mere (matra)
claim, i.e., nothing but his own thesis (svapratijiia), as its “[sound] core” (sara), as
the sound element in it that cannot be invalidated, as the argument’s solid, sturdy
heartwood. Obviously Candrakirti is using the word sara ironically. Without a reason
and example to support it, the thesis is not at all sturdy; it is actually extremely
shaky, indeed on the verge of a total collapse. The accumulation of the elements
matra, eva and kevalam in the Sanskrit sentence indicates strong emphasis: matra
sets the limit, eva underscores this limit as definite (“nothing but”), and kevalam may
be adding a nuance of the deficiency and pitifulness of such an argument.
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maintains a proposition (paksa) lacking justification (nirupapatti), he,
fooling (visamvadayan) only himself [with respect to the soundness
of his inference],"”” is not able to instill certainty (niscaya) in [his]
opponents. Just this is the [Madhyamika’s] very clear criticism of
him, namely, [he] is incapable of proving the matter he has
proposed;'® under these circumstances (atra), what is the point of

The sentence is also interesting because it is an example of one of Candrakirti’s
trademark methods for neutralizing an opponent’s critique. The more usual version
of this method involves Candrakirti criticizing the opponent for having exactly the
fault he has accused Candrakirti of; he turns the critique back on the critiquer, some-
times with an even more devastating element added to it. Here the situation is
indirect: he turns Bhaviveka’s critique of Buddhapalita’s prasanga statement, i.e.,
that it lacks a reason and example, on the opponent Sankhya; he thus indirectly turns
it on Bhaviveka by turning it on the Sankhya. Candrakirti here charges the opponent,
as Bhaviveka does Buddhapalita and other opponents in the PP, with arguing for his
position with a “mere thesis” (pratijiiamatra). He also takes Bhaviveka’s criticism of
Buddhapalita one step further: the Sankhya, unlike Buddhapalita who, according to
Bhaviveka, has not utilized a reason and example and must merely add them, utilizes
reasons and examples that fall apart under the Madhyamika’s critical eye; logically
sound reasons and examples, given the Sankhya’s indefensible position of arising
from self, are impossible for the Sankhya.

PsP Tib reads khas ’ches pa’i rjes su ’brangs pa ’ba’ zhig (“solely following the
thesis”) for svapratijiiamatrasaratayaiva kevalam. De La Vallée Poussin, influenced
by PsP Tib’s khas 'ches pa’i rjes su ’brangs pa, emends to pratijiianusaratayaiva. Ms
P and all of the paper manuscripts attest svapratijiiamatrasaratayaiva kevalam; Ms Q
has been corrupted to svapratijiananga(?)ye(?)praptayaiva. pratijiianusaratayaiva, it
actually responsible for PsP Tib’s reading, may simply have been the result of an
eyeskip from ©°jiia°’s a stroke to the a stroke concluding °ma°, which was followed
by a misreading of the aksara tra as the aksara nu.

159 Hopkins (1983: 481) has correctly interpreted PsP Tib’s bdag nyid kho na la slu
bar byed pa(s) as “deceives just himself,” but has wrongly taken the agent of the act
of deception to be the argument itself, which of course the masculine ayam as PsP
Skt’s agent of the action prohibits (idam would be required for a reference to
sadhanam). Seyfort Ruegg (2002: 32) does not explain why he interprets svarmanam
evayam kevalam visamvadayan to mean “and being in conflict in respect to [the term]
svatman ‘[from] itself.””

10 One might even be justified in reading the full passage as an interpretation of
Buddhapalita’s intention: His statement of unwanted consequence was merely
intended to show, or at least allude to, the inability of the Sankhya’s argument to
prove (sadhanasamarthya) his own thesis.
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bringing out the sublation [of his thesis] by means of an inference
(anumanabadha)'® 7'

§29. Even if [Bhaviveka insists:] The fault of contradiction with an
inference from [the Sankhya’s] own [point of view] (svato
‘numanavirodhadosa) must definitely be brought out [by way of the
Madhyamika’s employment of such an inference, i.e., one
acknowledged only by the Sankhya].'®®

161 A proposition (paksa) that is susceptible to sublation by an inference (anumana-

badha) is the fifth of the five paksabhasas enumerated in NM; cf. Tucci 1930: 7f.;
Katsura 1977: 113; Preisendanz 1994: 319-323 (= n. 88). That sublation can be also
accomplished by an other-acknowledged inference, and that the inference’s reason is
responsible for the sublation is confirmed and explained at PsPy, §57 (PsP, 34.13ff.).

12 My interpretation of the paragraph differs from that presented in Oetke 2003; a
detailed critique can be found in MacDonald 2003: 168ff. Oetke’s response to my
critique appears in Oetke 2006. I remain unconvinced by his arguments and thus do
not respond to them here. Oetke considers sa of sa cayam to refer not to the Sankhya,
but to “a Madhyamika.” Matsumoto (2011: 289ff.) considers sa of sa cayam to refer
to Bhaviveka. I am also unconvinced by his arguments, and hope to respond to them
in a separate article.

Pa tshab appears to be summing up this passage in his (or his student’s?) Tshig gsal
ba’i dka’ ba bshad pa / bla ma tshong dpon pan di ta’i gdam ngag (bKa’ gdams gsung
’bum, vol. 11, 149.i.7-8) when he states that the Sankhya has to state a reasoning to
the Madhyamika: de’i don ni grangs can gyis rang la[s] skye ba bsgrub pa’i phyir |
dbu ma pa la rang las skye ba’i grub pa’i 'thad brjod pa bya ba yin pa la | de ma
brjod pa nyid kyis rang gi khas blangs pa la rang nyid kyis gnod pa sgrub byed ma
brjod pa nyid kyis bkag pa yin no | “The meaning of this [passage in the Prasanna-
pada] is: Since the Sankhya [wishes to] establish arising from self, a reasoning for
the establishment of arising from self is to be stated to the Madhyamika. By the very
non-stating of that, his own [= the Sankhya’s] assertions are invalidated by himself;
by the very non-stating of a proof, [the Sankhya’s assertions] are negated.” My
thanks to Kevin Vose for bringing the comment to my attention and for providing me
with the text passage.

163 Seyfort Ruegg’s (2002: 33, n. 23) understanding of the objection is not immediate-

ly clear to me. He translates, “But still (athdpi = ci ste yang) the fault (dosa; not in
Tib.) of contradiction within the [Samkhya opponent’s] inference on his own account
(svatas: rang gi rjes su dpag pa) has necessarily to be pointed out (udbhavaniya =
brjod par bya ba) [by Buddhapalita],” adding in a note that “the translation ‘within
his inference [consisting in postulating origination] “from self”” would seem to be
less pertinent.” The contradiction to be brought out is of course not within the
inference presented by the Madhyamika, but in regard to another thesis the Sankhya
holds, i.e., the thesis of arising from self.
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[We reply:] That [fault of the Sankhya’s thesis being contradicted by
an inference] has also definitely been brought out by the Master
Buddhapalita,'* [and this] by virtue of [his] statement “Things do not
arise from self because their arising would be pointless” (na svata
utpadyante bhavas tadutpadavaiyarthyat). For in this [statement],
with [the use of] this [word] “their” (faf) there is reference to
something [already] existing by [its] own nature. To explain,'® this is

164 PSP Tib adds ji ltar zhe na, which is followed by gang gi phyir des ni ’di skad du
bshad pa yin te. De La Vallée Poussin (PsP; 20.1) conjectures katham iti cet for ji
Itar zhe na and adds this, within brackets, to his edition; he does not include a
Sanskrit equivalent for gang gi phyir des ni ’di skad du bshad pa yin te. The question
and answer phrases do not appear in ms P or in the other paper manuscripts (ifi
vacanat is translated with zhes bshad pa’i phyir) but Sanskrit equivalents for both are
attested in ms Q, which reads katham krtva yasmad evam tenoktam. However, these
phrases appear only in Q’s lower margin and are marked as needing to be inserted
(the point of insertion is marked with an “x” before na svata). It is unlikely that the
text is original, primarily because yasmad evam tenoktam combined with na svata
utpadyante bhavas tadutpdadavaiyarthyad iti vacanat is awkward, and creates a
certain redundancy in the text (I expect it is for this reason that de La Vallée Poussin
refrained from reconstructing an equivalent for yasmad evam tenoktam). It is more
likely that Q’s katham krtva yasmad evam tenoktam represents an accretion. In order
for this question and answer to appear in the Tibetan translation, it must have been
added to a manuscript in the vy line prior to the translation (see Stemma; I posit the
source as ms 0). Its location in Q’s margin would indicate that it was not appro-
priated by ms 1 when 1’s scribe took over some of §’s readings—since if it had been,
one would expect it to appear in Q’s main text—and was instead, in a second wave of
contamination, passed directly to Q by ms 0. The question and answer were probably
originally written as a marginal note, added in the course of teaching or reading to
clarify Candrakirti’s concisely formed sentence. This marginal note would have been
brought into the main text of a later manuscript and must have appeared in one or
both of manuscripts used for the Tibetan translation. In being appropriated from the
text of ms O for insertion into Q, the question and answer once again appear as
marginal; enclosed between “x”s and followed by the line number to which they
belong, they give the misleading impression that they are merely words that were
dropped by Q’s scribe but later caught by him or his proofreader.

165 PsP Tib adds a preceding ci’i phyir zhe na, an equivalent of which is not attested
in ms P or in the paper manuscripts; de La Vallée Poussin (PsP; 20.3) adds to his
text, in brackets, the conjecture kasmad iti cet. A Sanskrit equivalent does appear in
ms Q, namely, kim karanam. However, as in the case described in the preceding note,
the words kim karanam, followed by the aksara ta, have been written in the lower
margin and are marked for insertion; the “x” after paramarsah marking the point of
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the explanatory statement (vivaranavakya) [subsequently given by
Buddhapalita] for that concise statement (grahanakavakya): “For
there is no purpose in the re-arising of things [already] existing by
[their] own nature.”'® And with this [explanatory] statement [of
Buddhapalita’s], there is the appropriation of an example based on
similarity of properties (sadharmyadrstanta) that is acknowledged by
the opponent [alone] (paraprasiddha), [i.e., an example] with the
property to be proved (sadhyadharma) and the proving property
(sadhanadharma). There [in the concise statement under con-
sideration], through [the implied use of] this [phrase pointed out as
meant by tar and appearing in the plural in the explanatory statement
just adduced, i.e.,] “of something [already] existing by [its] own
nature” (svatmana vidyamanasya), there is reference to the reason
(hetu); [and] through [the use of] this [phrase, namely,] “because

insertion appears to have been written over an erased aksara whose remaining vague
outline could be considered that of a sta. It is difficult to explain the loss of kim
karanam from P and the paper manuscripts on paleographical grounds, and the
question kim karanam seems unnecessary, given that the next sentence begins with
tatha hi. As in the previous instance, it can be concluded that we are dealing with an
accretion, probably originally a marginal teaching/reading aid, which entered the vy
line (see Stemma) and was passed on to the Tibetan translation, and later to Q via ms
0.

166 The explanatory statement is found at BP,; 10.14-15: ’di ltar dngos po bdag gi
bdag nyid du yod pa rnams la yang skye ba dgos pa med. PsP Skt here, in contrast to
the Skt for the same statement at PsP,, §22 (PsP, 14.2), does not attest the words
padarthanam and asti.

Stcherbatsky (1927: 99, n. 2) corrects de La Vallée Poussin’s conjecture [sam]grahe-
nloktalvakya® to grahanakavakya®, explaining, “What a grahanakavakyam is appears
clearly from Tatparyatika, p. 145.16 and an overwhelming multitude of similar
phrasing in all Nyaya literature. The argument is first stated laconically (grahanaka)
and then developed (vivarana).” More precisely, a grahanakavakya is a short,
concise statement in nominal style and the vivaranavakya (vivvr: “uncovering,
spreading out, unfolding”) is the prose explanation of the statement in verbal style,
with pronouns explained and compounds analyzed. Here in the PsP, tadutpada-
vaiyarthyat is dissolved as a compound; the ablative is represented with i,
vaiyarthya is explained with na prayojanam, utpada is placed in the locative case and
its meaning clarified with punar, and tat is explained with svatmana vidyamananam.
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arising would be pointless” (utpadavaiyarthyat), there is reference to
the property to be proved (sadhya).'”’
In this context, just as [in the stock five-membered inference, viz.,]
[thesis (pratijiia):] Sound is impermanent
[reason (hetu):] because it is produced'®®

[example (drstanta):] whatever is produced is observed to be
impermanent, like a pot

[application (#panaya):] and similarly, sound is produced

[conclusion (nigamana):] therefore, because [it] is produced,
[sound] is impermanent,

“produced” (krtakatva) is here the reason (hetu) that is made evident
[as a property of the subject “sound”] by means of the application
(upanaya),'”

167 Candrakirti demonstrates that when Buddhapalita states his explicit prasanga
statement, it should be understood that a complete and logically correct inference is
implicitly expressed; the elements of this inference claimed by Bhaviveka not to have
been stated, i.e., the reason and example, are, according to Candrakirti, contained
within the prasanga’s reason tadutpadavaiyarthyat. Cp. Bhaviveka’s description of
the extraction of a reason and example for MMK 1.1 (see n. 138). Note that whereas
the example referred to by Candrakirti is paraprasiddha, generally established for the
opponent, i.e., acknowledged by the opponent alone, the one Bhaviveka elicits for the
inferential formulation of MMK 1.1 is prasiddha, i.e., generally established for both
parties in the debate, common knowledge for both parties in the debate, i.e.,
generally acknowledged by both parties in the debate (see PPT’s detailed explanation
of the example for Bhaviveka’s inference at D 62b7-63b4; P 72b4-73a5).

168 PsP Tib reads byas pa mi rtag pa’i phyir ro, for which de La Vallée Poussin (PsP;
20, n. 6) reconstructs krtakanityatvat, but he does not include this in the text of his
edition. Ms Q presents krtakatvanityatvat, a reading that has to be rejected because
krtakatvat is considered as the reason in the rest of the inference (ms Q attests
krtakam, krtakah, krtakatvat and krtakatvam in what follows in PsPy, §29 [PsP; 20.7-
8]). Ms P has a lacuna at this point but the main paper manuscripts all give the reason
as krtakatvat. Ms Q’s reading has entered from the vy line (see Stemma), probably
received over ms 1 from ms 9.

19 PsP Tib construes the sentence krtakatvam atropanayabhivyakto hetuh as ’dir nye
bar sbyar bas gsal bar byas pa’i byas pa gtan tshigs yin pa: “Here ‘produced,” which
is made evident by the application, is the reason” (cf. de La Vallée Poussin’s
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—so in the present case too (ihapi), [i.e., in the inference implicit in
Buddhapalita’s slightly expanded concise statement]: “Things do not
arise from self because the re-arising of things [already] existing by
[their] own nature is pointless,” [the reason is shown by the applica-
tion].'”°

Here, [the inference implied by Buddhapalita’s statement is:] [A
thing] such as a pot that is [already] existing by own nature, which is
situated in front [of one], is observed not to require re-arising. And
similarly (tatha ca),"" if you think that [things such as] a pot, etc., are

observation at PsP; 20, n. 7: “D’aprés Tib. °vyaktam’). PsP Skt, with atra separating
the subject and predicate, is correct, for it is not krtakatva as such that is made
evident by the application, but krtakatva as the reason (hetu), i.e., the reason is
brought out by the application, and in this case the reason brought out is krtakatva.
The application (upanaya) confirms the connection of the reason with the specific
subject of the inference, i.e., it confirms the reason’s being a property of the subject,
and thus, with the conclusion (nigamana), its proving of the thesis. See, e.g.,
Junankar 1978: 258f. Candrakirti wishes to emphasize that the reason he extracts
from Buddhapalita’s prasanga statement, like other reasons of correct five-
membered inferences, is specifically confirmed as a property of the subject with the
application step. Cp. NM karika 4d = PS 1I1.15d: hetus tiapanayan matah (cf. Tucci
1930: 21; Katsura 1978: 119; Katsura 2009: 158).

170 Before presenting the inference he claims is already present in Buddhapalita’s
concise statement, i.e., in his prasanga statement, Candrakirti makes explicit the
elements “arising” (utpada), and “their” (tat) with the help of the explanatory
statement: “arising” is expanded to ‘“re-arising” (punarutpada), and ‘“their” is
expanded to “of things [already] existing by [their] own nature” (svatmana vidya-
mananam); from the latter he derives the reason “because [they already] exist”
(vidyamanatvat) and the example for the inference. Hopkins (1983: 484) translates
this statement as part of the inference (similarly Seyfort Ruegg 2002: 34), although in
his discussion of the parts of the inference (cf. Hopkins: 481-483) he does not appear
to understand it as such.

17 Stcherbatsky (1927: 100, n. 2) states that na tu would be preferable to tatha ca,
“but ‘fatha ca’ is also possible, since a vaidharmyadrstanta is also sometimes
introduced in this way.” However, things such as a non-manifest pot and so forth do
not qualify as a vaidharmyadrstanta but are rather the subject for Buddhapalita’s
alleged inference. Stcherbatsky (ibid., 100) has misunderstood the structure of the
Sanskrit sentence and therefore breaks it into two contrasting sentences (in the note
in which he comments on tatha ca, he also asserts that a danda has to be inserted
after °avasthayam): “The jar in its (potential) condition in a clump of clay is an
example (by contrast), (since it needs to be really produced). But if you mean the jar
which already exists by itself, such a jar is not produced (once more).” In doing so he
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also [already] existing by own nature at the stage of a lump of clay,
etc.,'” in this case as well those [pots, etc., inasmuch as they already]
exist by own nature, do not arise.'”

harms the expression of both the upanaya and the nigamana of the proof that
Candrakirti is showing to be implicit in Buddhapalita’s prasarnga statement.

172 adi (“etc.”) of mrtpindadi refers to all other pre-arising states of things, i.e., to the
various individual causes in which the Sankhya asserts the pre-existence of the effect.

173 After demonstrating how he derives the elements of the other-acknowledged

inference from Buddhapalita’s statement and after repeating Buddhapalita’s partially
expanded concise statement, Candrakirti sets forth the proof, i.e., the other-
acknowledged inference. “[A thing] such as a pot that is [already] existing by own
nature, which is situated in front” (svarmana vidyamanam puro ’vasthitam ghatadi-
kam) is the example based on similarity of properties (sadharmyadrstanta), which is
acknowledged solely by the opponent; this example “[a thing] such as a pot that is
[already] existing by own nature, which is situated in front” possesses the property to
be proved, i.e., the probandum (sadhya) “not requiring re-arising” (punarutpadana-
peksa), a re-phrasing of utpadavaiyarthya, the probandum extracted from the reason
in Buddhapalita’s prasarnga statement, and possesses the proving property, i.e., the
probans (hetu), “[already] existing by own nature” (svarmana vidyamanam), likewise
extracted from the reason in Buddhapalita’s prasanga statement. The five-limbed
proof, expressed formally, therefore would be (the reference to the subject as “things
disposed to arise” [utpitsupadartha] is taken from Candrakirti’s comments on the
subject at PsP,, §31 [PsP, 22.1-2]):

[thesis:] [Things disposed to arise (utpitsupadartha) such as] a pot, etc., at the stage
of a lump of clay, etc., do not require re-arising,

[reason:] because they [already] exist by own nature (vidyamanatvat);

[example:] that which [already] exists by [its] own nature is observed not to require
re-arising (punarutpadanapeksa), like [a thing] such as a pot situated in front, which
is [already] existing;

[application:] and similarly, [things disposed to arise such as] a pot, etc., at the stage
of a lump of clay, etc., [already] exist by own nature;

[conclusion:] therefore, because they [already] exist by own nature, [things disposed
to arise, such as] a pot, etc., at the stage of a lump of clay, etc., do not require re-
arising.

Candrakirti expresses the upanaya and the nigamana in the form of a prose sentence
in which the reason, here specifically applied to a pot, etc., at the stage of a lump of
clay, etc., is explicitly shown to be accepted by the Sankhya (mrtpindadyavasthayam
api yadi svatmana vidyamanam ... iti manyase); this reason is intentionally repeated
in the concluding part of the sentence to underscore its being, from the point of view
of the opponent, a property of the logical subject. See also della Santina’s (1986:
144f.) résumé of the passage.

The thesis of the other-acknowledged inference conflicts with another thesis the
Sankhya propounds, namely, that things arise from self. The Sankhya will have to
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Thus, the bringing out for the Sankhya of the [fact that his thesis is in]
contradiction with an inference (anumanavirodha) that is [accepted]
just from [his] own [point of view] has definitely been effected by
“[already] existing by own nature,” the reason (hetu) shown by the
application, which does not deviate (avyabhicarin) from [the pro-
bandum, i.e.,] the negation of re-arising. Why, then, has [Bhaviveka]
voiced [this critique:] “That [mode of argumentation of Buddha-
palita’s] is not suitable, because a reason and an example have not
been stated”?

§30. And not only is there not [the defect of] not stating a reason and
an example, there is also not [the other defect Bhaviveka accuses
Buddhapalita of, namely, that] the faults pronounced by the opponent
have not been refuted. Why [not]? For the Sankhyas certainly do not
claim that there is the re-manifestation (punarabhivyakti) of a pot that
has a manifest form, [i.e., one] situated in front; and [thus] this very
[pot in front] is employed here [in the inference] as the example
because [it] has an established form (siddhariipa) [and as such it is
accepted by the Sankhyas as something that does not require further
arising]." And because something that has a non-manifest form, that
has assumed a potential form (Saktiriipa), is to be proved as qualified
by the negation of arising, how can there be [any] suspicion of the
fault that the proposition is proving that which is [already] established
(siddhasadhana) [for the opponent], or how can it be suspected that

accept this inference that proves that things do not arise from self because he
certainly does not hold that things such as the clay water pots he sees before his eyes
come into being once more; in order to avoid self-contradiction he will be forced to
relinquish his thesis of self-arising. For a breakdown of the structure of the larger
section, see MacDonald 2003: 173f.

174 PsP Tib lacks an equivalent for upadana: ... de nyid 'dir dpe nyid du grub pa’i ngo
bo yin pa’i phyir la, ... because here just that [manifest pot] is something whose
form is established as the example.” When the sentence is construed in this way, the
forms siddharipa and anabhivyaktariipa do not form a contrasting pair, as they do in
Sanskrit; in PsP Tib the first would be used in an epistemological sense, the second
in an ontological sense. I am unable to explain how upadanam came to be dropped.
Hopkins (1983: 485), overlooking the first nyid and interpreting ngo bo as “entity”
(bhava), translates, “... and [thus] here it is an entity established as an example [of
something which already exists in its own entity and is not produced again].”
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the reason is contradictory (viruddharthata)?'” Therefore, even when
[we accede to Bhaviveka’s demand and] there is criticism (codana)
that there is sublation [of the Sankhya thesis] by way of an inference
(anumanabadha) from [the Sankhya’s] own point of view,'” since the

175 In the PP, Bhaviveka, upon employing his inference proving the non-arising of the
inner bases from self, is accused by the Sankhya, first, of proving what is already
established for the Sankhya if he assumes “from self” to mean “from something
having the nature of an effect,” and second, of having a contradictory reason, that is,
of proving the opposite of what he intends to prove, if he assumes “from self” to
mean “from something having the nature of a cause” (cf. PP D 49a4; P 58b4-5).
Bhaviveka responds to the critique by saying that he simply negates arising as such,
i.e., arising without any specification (bdag las skye ba tsam dgag pa’i phyir [PP D
49a5; P 58b5; for PPT references, see Ames 1993: 243, n. 97]), and that even if
arising from self is considered to mean arising from something having the nature of a
cause, his inference remains without fault, for he rejects arising from a cause that is
the same as or different from its effect (rgyu’i bdag nyid las na yang bdag dang
gzhan du gyur pa las kyang skye ba sel ba’i phyir [PP D 49a5; P 58b5-6]). Bhavi-
veka, in faulting Buddhapalita’s employment of a prasarnga statement, re-directs this
very same Sankhya critique toward his fellow Madhyamika, saying that Buddhapalita
has not articulated his own response to this expected Sankhya rebuke. Candrakairti,
defending Buddhapalita, has earlier (see PsP,, §25 and §27 [PsP, 16.2, 16.11]),
declared that the (true) Madhyamika does not state an independent inference (sva-
tantranumana); thus for the Madhyamika who is not encumbered by an independent
proposition like Bhaviveka’s paramarthato nadhyatmikany ayatanani svata utpanna-
ni or a reason like his vidyamanatvat, there exists no basis for the Sankhya’s charges
of siddhasadhana and viruddharthata. In his extended defense of Buddhapalita in
which he claims that an inference is couched in the prasanga statement, Candrakirti
has now set forth an inference replete with all its members that indeed, even though it
is an inference whose members are accepted as established only by the Sankhya,
could be open to a similar Sankhya attack. Candrakirti thus presents his defense
against the Sankhya critique: First, there is not the proving of what is already
established for the Sankhya, namely, that manifest things do not arise again, because
manifest effects only qualify as the example, and not the subject; the subject
comprises the things the Sankhya maintains only exist in a potential form, and which
he claims require arising. Second, there is not the proving of the opposite of that
which the Madhyamika intends to prove, that is, there is not the proving that things
that are claimed to exist as their causes do require re-arising, because the reason, as a
property of the locus (paksa) and of the example, proves the proposition, i.e., that
things in a non-manifest but existing form do not require re-arising.

176 Seyfort Ruegg (2002: 35) translates svato 'numdnabadhdcodandyam api as “also
in [Buddhapalita’s restrictive] specification relating to the invalidation of the infer-
ence on [the Samkhya’s] own account.” It is of course the Sankhya’s original thesis
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faults as described do not exist [for this inference drawn out of
Buddhapalita’s consequence (prasarnga)l, there is definitely not [the
defect that] the faults pronounced by the opponent have not been
refuted; it should thus be known that this critique (diisana)'”’ [as
stated by Bhaviveka] is absolutely incoherent.'”®

§31. And because with the word “etc.” (adi) in [the subject] “a pot,
etc.” (ghatadika) the inclusion of all things that are disposed to arise
(utpitsupadartha) is intended, there is also definitely not inconclu-
siveness (anaikantikatd) [of the reason] by way of [cases of] cloth,
etc.'”

of arising from self that is sublated by the other-acknowledged inference inherent in
Buddhapalita’s statement (see n. 173).

177 PsP Tib, with sun ’byin pa ’di_dag for etad diisanam, appears to understand
diisana as relating back either to the first two faults stated by Bhaviveka or to the
two-fold Sankhya critique. The Sanskrit would appear to refer only to the second
fault stated by Bhaviveka.

178 Candrakirti’s dismissal of this objection of Bhaviveka’s as “incoherent” (asamba-
ddha) may in part be meant as a jab in kind at Bhaviveka’s criticism of Buddha-
palita’s reason in his prasarnga refuting arising from other as “incoherent” (cf. PP D
50a7; P 60bl).

17 Since the subject includes without exception all things that are inclined to arise, a
counter-example such as a hypothetical case of cloth that exists in potential form and
yet requires re-arising cannot be found, and thus cannot be used by the opponent to
show that the reason does not exclusively prove that things do not require re-arising.
Hopkins (1983: 486), relying on ’Jam dbyangs bzhad pa’s interpretation of the
section, also understands ghatadika of this passage to refer to the subject (see also
ibid., n. 398). Della Santina (1986: 146f.), on the other hand, presenting bSod nams
Sen ge’s interpretation of the passage, takes ghatadika to refer to the example: “This
objection, however, is without foundation because when the example was presented,
it was said, ‘a jar and the like.” The phrase, ‘and the like’, indicates the inclusion of
all entities without exception which may be thought to originate.” Candrakirti has not
without reason included the desiderative utpitsu(padartha) in the phrase niravase-
sotpitsupadarthasangrahasya vivaksitatvat. He purposely employs it to indicate that
he is referring to the subject, the things that the Sankhya maintains exist in a potential
state and which are spoken about as such because they are inclined to, ready to, keen
to, arise, i.e., they are things that will arise and in their manifest forms constitute the
things of the world. Candrakirti wants to preempt the Sankhya objection that
according to them another group of things, i.e., things other than pots, do require re-
arising. With all things declared as embraced by the subject, it is precluded that cloth,
etc., in non-manifest form can constitute counter-examples where the reason is
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§32. Alternatively, this is another way of formulating (prayogamarga)
[an other-acknowledged inference]:"® “For the [Sankhya] who claims
arising from self (svata utpattivadin), things different from
Purusa—just on account of that (tata eva) [claim of self-arising}—do
not arise from self, because [they already] exist by own nature, like
Purusa.” This is to be adduced as the example [in this case].'™!

present, and that cloth, etc., can have the property opposite to the one to be proved (=
anaikantikata of the reason). *LT’s author mistakenly takes ghatadika to be referring
to the example: ghato drstantikrto (cf. Yonezawa 2004: 122 [fol. 2al]). Yonezawa’s
(ibid., 134) emendation of PsP,’s patadibhir to ghatadibhir on the basis of *LT’s
reading ghatadir is not acceptable.

In the PP, an opponent states that the reason vidyamanatvat adduced by Bhaviveka
for MMK 1.1 has not been shown to be absent from dissimilar cases, and thus is
inadmissible as a reason; Bhaviveka replies that because there is not a dissimilar
case, i.e., some thing that already exists and then arises from self, there is no fault in
either this or any other such inference (cf. PP D 49a3; P 58b2-3; see also Lindtner
1986: 63). Candrakirti does not include such an objection but he may, through his use
of the comprehensive subject ghatadika, also be intending to show, in a slightly more
sophisticated way, that no dissimilar cases exist—and in this way avoid a charge like
that made by the PP opponent.

180 PsP Tib has a different emphasis: yang na sbyor ba 'di ni tshul gzhan yin te
“Alternatively, this application/inference is a different sort” (Skt: atha vayam anyah
prayogamargah).

181 This second other-acknowledged inference is in the Dignagean style of thesis,
reason and example. De La Vallée Poussin expresses hesitancy to retain tata eva
(PsP 22, n. 4), especially because these two words are lacking in PsP Tib. They are,
however, attested in ms P and ms Q (ms Q’s tata erroneously reads fatra) as well as
in the paper manuscripts, and sense can definitely be derived from them, viz., things
cannot be held to arise precisely because of the doctrinal point that they arise from
themselves (according to the Buddhist critique of the theory: from already existent
selves). See the translation of the same passage in Tillemans 1992: 317. Seyfort
Ruegg (2002: 37) translates following PsP Tib. *LT’s author glosses purusa with
atma and paraphrases tata eva with svaripad eva; he specifies anya of the
introductory phrase as follows: anya iti | pirvaprayogat buddhapalitasyaivapara ity
arthah (cf. Yonezawa 2004: 122, 134 [fol. 2a2]).

The example in this second inference is similar to that given by Bhaviveka in his
inference for MMK 1.1. Bhaviveka, however, employs caitanya, the own nature of
purusa (instead of purusa) as the example because, according to Avalokitavrata, this
example is acknowledged by both the Sankhya and the Madhyamika, for the
Madhyamika acknowledges the surface-level existence of consciousness (skabs ’'dir
ni dper na chos can shes pa yod pa nyid ces bya ba de rgol ba’i phyogs la ni shes pa
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§33. And even if the proponent of manifestation (abhivyaktivadin)
[i.e., the Sankhya] does not [consider our] negation of arising (utpa-
dapratisedha) to sublate [his thesis of arising from self], still, [due to
the fact that we] employ'®® the word “arising” in the sense of
manifestation—given that precisely manifestation is expressed with
the word “arising” inasmuch as there is similarity in properties [in the
case of the arising of a thing and that of the manifestation of a thing]
with respect to [the thing’s] prior non-perception and later
perception—this negation [of ours] does not fail to sublate.'®

yod pa nyid ces bya ba yod pa nyid du grags la | phyir rgol ba’i phyogs la ni kun
rdzob tu rnam par shes pa nyid ces bya bar yod pa nyid du grags pa de la bsgrub bar
bya ba chos bdag las skye ba med pa zhes bya ba rgol ba dang phyir rgol ba gnyi ga
[P: gnyis ka] la grags pa ... [PPT D 68a4-5; P 79a4-5]).

182 %[ T°s author glosses nipatya with niyojya (cf. Yonezawa 2004: 122, 134 [fol.
2a2]).

183 T follow Seyfort Ruegg (2002: 37) in translating nabadhakah (lit.: “is not a non-
sublater”) as “does not fail to sublate.” According to Candrakirti, the Sankhya may
object that the word “arising,” which implies the coming into being of something
new and different from its cause, cannot be equated with the manifestation he
propounds, namely, the manifestation of effects that represent merely a modification
of the subtle causal matter prakrti, and may therefore reject that the Madhyamaka
negation of arising has any bearing on his theory. Although Candrakirti argues that
arising and manifestation have similar properties, it has to be admitted that the
Madhyamikas ignore the complexities of the theory of manifestation for the sake of
refuting it. A more forceful objection from the Sankhya side is presented in the PP
immediately following Bhaviveka’s critique of Buddhapalita’s prasanga statement:
the Sankhya rejects the Buddhist refutation of his view on the ground that the
portrayal of the Sankhya doctrine of manifestation from potentiality as a doctrine
positing “things arising from themselves” grossly misrepresents the doctrine (gzhan
dag na re dngos po rmams bdag las skye ba med pa zhes bya ba de rigs pa ma yin te |
phyogs snga ma rang dgar sbyar ba la sel ba’i phyir | [P: phyir ro || ri bong gi rwa
las ’jig rten gsum skye ba sel ba bzhin no zhes zer ro || [PP D 49b1, P 59a2-3; see also
PPT D 75b4-7, P 88b2-6; Kajiyama 1963: 50; Ames 1993: 223]). Bhaviveka
responds by saying that potentiality (sakt#i) and the manifest (vyakta) do not have
different natures, and thus arising from potentiality is equivalent to “arising from
self” (PP D 49b1-2; P 59a3-4). He adds that even if the position (phyogs) [of “arising
from self’] has been made up, there is no fault because it has been included for the
sake of showing that arising is not logically justifiable (PP D 49b2; P 59a4-5; D reads
phyogs rnams). Ames (1993: 244, n. 107) explains, “Even if no one holds that entities
originate from themselves, it is legitimate to refute that position in order to negate
every conceivable way in which things might originate” (Ames refers to PPT P 90al-
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§34. If [it is asked]: But how is this meaning as you have expressed it
obtained without [Buddhapalita] at all articulating such reflections
(vicara)?, then [we] reply: These [sentences of Buddhapalita’s] are of
course statements of meaning (arthavakyani) [which,] possessing
great import,'® have the [entire] meaning as stated [by myself,
Candrakirti] included [within them]. And these [same statements,]
being explained, yield the essential meaning (arthatmanam) just as [l
have] asserted [it]. Therefore, nothing is postulated here that was not
[already] assumed [by Buddhapalita].

§35. And connection with a meaning that is the reverse of the
consequence (prasangaviparita) [results] only for the [Sankhya]
opponent, not for us, because there is no thesis [from our] own [side]
(svapratijiia); and on account of this, contradiction with [our own]

6, D 76b7-77a3). See also Bhaviveka’s reply to the Sankhya who concedes that
things do not arise but argues that they nevertheless manifest (... de ma skyes pa ni
bden mod kyi | on kyang gsal bar byed do || [PP D 52b7; P 63b6]); see D 52b7-53a5;
P 63b6-64a4; Kajiyama 1963: 61f.; Ames 1993: 233f.

18 De La Vallée Poussin (PsP; 23, n. 1) reconstructs Tib’s don gyi ngag 'di dag ni
don chen po can yin pas as ... tani maharthatvad yathoditam ..., but I do not think that
an ablative or other causal construction has to be assumed for the Sanskrit exemplars
used for the translation, for it is not uncommon for nominal attributes to bear or to be
understood as bearing causal meaning and to be translated with that meaning made
explicit.

The arthavakyas are Buddhapalita’s statements, viz., his prasanga statement and its
expanded version in verbal style, that he uses to argue for MMK 1.1’s declaration that
things do not arise from self. These weighty statements of Buddhapalita’s are deemed
by Candrakirti to be pregnant with meaning: the full inference exists in a condensed
manner within them, and is easily delivered upon proper identification of its reason,
etc. *LT’s author states that the person asking the question how Candrakirti obtains
the inferences when they have not been explicitly stated does so because he is con-
fused (samkirnatvad [ms: samkirttatvad] ity aha); cf. Yonezawa 2004: 122, 135 [fol.
2a2]. Seyfort Ruegg (2002: 37f.) assumes that the preceding discussion regarding
arising vs. manifestation is still relevant (“How has such an investigation (vicara =
rnam par dpyod pa) been achieved (labhyate = riied) without the aforementioned
sense [of manifestation rather than that of origination] being expressed ... [by the
Madhyamika]?”’) but this was concluded in the preceding paragraph.

Kevin Vose informs me that Pa tshab, in his Tshig gsal ba’i dka’ ba bshad pa / bla ma
tshong dpon pan di ta’i gdam ngag (bKa’ gdams gsung *bum, vol. 11, 150.i.8), notes
that the reading “in a certain Kashmiri manuscript” is ’phags pa’i ngag, that is,
aryavakyani, but prefers and subsequently explains the reading arthavakyani.
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tenets (siddhantavirodha) is not possible.'™ But we do indeed

welcome the fact that many faults befall the opponent through
incurring the reverse of the consequence. How [could] the Master
Buddhapalita, who follows the doctrine of the Master Nagarjuna in a
non-mistaken way,'® possibly assert a statement that affords an op-
portunity (savakasavacana) [for criticism]'® so that his opponent
obtains an opportunity [to point out faults]? And when the proponent
of [the doctrine that] things [are] without own-being (nihsvabhava-
bhavavadin) adduces a consequence'™ for the proponent of [the doc-
trine that] things have own-being (sasvabhavabhavavadin), how
[could] a meaning that is the reverse of [this] consequence entail [for
the one merely pointing out the consequence]? For words do not
deprive the speaker of [his] independence the way those armed with

185 Candrakirti argues that the Sankhya will be forced to relinquish his position of

arising from self and will, as a consequence, in order to defend the arising of real
things, end up with the position of arising from other (Candrakirti has earlier stated
the reverse of the consequence as parasmdad utpanna bhava janmasaphalyat janma-
nirodhadc ca; see also n. 124). See also della Santina 1986: 150; Hopkins’ sources
have understood the reverse of the consequence somewhat differently; on this latter
dGe lugs pa interpretation see also Tillemans 1992, especially 323.

PsP Tib presents the last part of the sentence as a rhetorical question: “Therefore,
how does there exist for us contradiction with [our] tenets?”’: de’i phyir kho bo cag la
grub pa’i mtha’ dang ’gal ba ga la yod; the paragraph in PsP Tib thus appears to
reflect three questions, instead of two, all introduced with kutah. One of the
translators’ Sanskrit manuscripts of the PsP may have attested a third rhetorical
question, or the translators may have been confronted with a scribal error such as
tatas ca siddhantavirodhasambhavah and added kho ba cag la and ga la to correct it.
Alternatively, they may have met with the reading attested in our manuscripts but
chose to follow Candrakirti’s earlier interrogative style in order to draw attention to
the fact that another of Bhaviveka’s accusations is being addressed (cp. PsPy §29,
end [PsP, 21.7]: tat kim ucyate tad ayuktam hetudrstantanabhidhanad iti; PsP,; §30
[PsP, 21.11f.]: kutah siddhasadhanapaksadosasarnka kuto va hetor viruddhartha-
tasanketi). See also the translations of the sentence in Seyfort Ruegg 2002: 38f.,
Yotsuya 1999: 44, n. 56 and Tillemans 1992: 319.

186 [ understand aviparita as intended adverbially. PsP Tib takes it as modifying mata
(“the unmistaken doctrine”): slob dpon klu sgrub kyi lugs phyin ci ma log pa’i rjes su
’brang ba slob dpon sangs rgyas bskyangs.

187 Note that Candrakirti employs the PP’s *savakdsavacana at this point. See n. 123.

188 prasarga apadyamane lit. “when a consequence is being caused to be incurred.”
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sticks and rope (dandapasika)’® do. On the contrary, when they
possess [semantic] capacity (sakti) they conform to the intention of
the speaker. And therefore, because the adducing of the [undesired]
consequence has as [its] result the mere negation (pratisedhamatra)
of the opponent’s thesis, [the Madhyamika] does not incur the reverse
of the consequence."’

§36. And in the same way, [in the MadhyamakaS$astra] the Master
[Nagarjuna] as a general rule (bhityasa) refuted the proposition of the
opponent (parapaksa) exclusively by way of [the opponent’s] in-
curring of consequences [with statements such as]:

There is not any space (akasa) prior to the characteristic
(laksana) of space.

It would follow that it would be without characteristic (alaksana)
if it existed prior to [its] characteristic.""

18 The dictionaries give a variety of meanings for dandapasika/dandapasaka: PW:
“der die Schlinge der Strafe fiihrt, Richter, Polizeimeister”; Apte: “1) a head police
officer 2) a hangman, an executioner”; MW: “a policeman”; de La Vallée Poussin
(PsP,, 24, n. 3) translates: “Veilleur de nuit.” Cf. Wackernagel and Debrunner 1954:
523, for the suffix ka in the special meaning “armed with” (and for the analogous
compound dandadjinika, also derived from a dvandva). This would fit with the Tibet-
an translation dbyug pa dang zhags pa can. See also Tibetan interpretations of
dandapasikas in Hopkins 1983: 493 and della Santina 1986: 151.

190 Cf. the translations in Seyfort Ruegg 1981: 78f. and 2002: 39f. and also Seyfort
Ruegg 2000: 252-257.

1 Candrakriti cites MMK V.1: nakasam vidyate kimcit piirvam akasalaksanat |

alaksanam prasajyeta syat piirvam yadi laksanat |. Translated in, e.g., Schayer 1931:
2; cf. Seyfort Ruegg 2002: 42; Stcherbatsky 1927: 104; Ames 1999: 75-77. The
Sarvastivadins distinguish two types of akasa, the first, unconditioned (asamskrta)
and immaterial space which has the own nature of not hindering, that is, the empty
space within which material objects can exist and move (AKBh,, 3.23: anavarana-
svabhavam akasam yatra ripasya gatih; the Vatsiputriyas and Sammatiyas, schools
with which Nagarjuna may have had early connections, deny akasa the status of an
asamskrtadharma); the second, the conditioned (samskrta) and material dhatu akasa
as the free space between material objects that is dark or light and is exemplified by
the empty space of a door, of a window, or of the mouth or the nostrils (AK 1.28ab:
chidram akasadhatvakhyam alokatamasi kila; AKBh, 18.11-17: tat kim akasam
evakasadhatur veditavyah ... nety aha | kim tarhi | dvaravatayanamukhandsikadisu
[AK 1.28a:] chidram akasadhatvakhyam ... [AK 1.28b:] alokatamasr kila | ... tasmat
kilakasadhatur alokatamahsvabhavo ratrimdivasvabhavo veditavyah |) and that as
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If matter (riipa) is separate from the cause of matter, it follows
that matter is without a cause (hetu),
But there does not exist any thing anywhere without a cause.'”

Similarly,

nirvana, to start, is not a thing (bhava); [if it were a thing] it
would follow that it would be characterized by old age and death,
For there is no thing without old age and death."”

§37. If, because they are statements of meaning (arthavakya), the
Master [Nagarjuna]’s statements are considered [by Bhaviveka]—

such belongs to the ripaskandha as a type of visible matter. According to the
Sarvastivadins, both types of space exist; for arguments for akasa as an existent
thing, see Dhammajoti 2009: 491-496. According to the Sautrantikas, akdasa as a
dhatu (and as an asamskrtadharma [AKBh, 92.5-6]) is not a real thing (vastu,
dravya) but is simply the absence of material resistance (AKVy 57.13-14: svamatam
tu sapratighadravyabhavamatram akasam iti abhiprayo laksyate). It is clear that the
akasa which Nagarjuna takes up in the fifth chapter of the MMK as representative of
the dhatus was claimed to be a real thing, and one expects that he was refuting akasa
as conceived materialistically in the Sarvastivadin or another related school.
Buddhapalita, Bhaviveka and Candrakirti must have been aware of the materialistic
determination of akasa, yet nevertheless present as its characteristic the AKBh-
attested laksana for asamskrtakasa, namely, anavarana. However, Samghabhadra
does state that both the asamskrtakdsa and the dhatu akdasa are non-obstructive; their
difference in this respect lies in the fact that the dhatu akasa is capable of being
obstructed whereas asamskrtakasa is not obstructed by other things (see Dhammajoti
2009: 496). The *Abhidharmamahavibhasa$astra states that the dhatu akasa is
sapratigha (ibid., 491). On akasa see also Schayer 1931: 3, n. 3; Conze 1967: 163-
166.

192 Candrakriti cites MMK 1V.2: ripakarananirmukte riipe ripam prasajyate | ahetu-
kam na casty arthah kascid ahetukah kvacit | On the reading ahetukam, see the
corresponding note in PsPy. Translated in, e.g., May 1959: 89: “Si la matiere est
dégagée de la cause de matiere, il suit par conséquence nécessaire qu’elle est dé-
pourvue de cause. Or, aucune chose n’existe nulle part sans cause”; Ames 1999: 54f;
Seyfort Ruegg 2002: 42.

193 Candrakriti cites MMK XXV .4: bhavas tavan na nirvanam jaramaranalaksanam |

prasajyetdsti bhavo hi na jaramaranam vina ||. Translated in, e.g., Seyfort Ruegg:
2002: 42; Stcherbatsky 1927: 104; Wood 1994: 301; Bugault 1992: 91. The three
cited karikas are discussed in Hopkins 1983: 494-497; della Santina 1986: 151-153.



90 TRANSLATION

given that they are of great import'**—as the cause of numerous

inferences, why aren’t also the statements of the Master Buddhapalita
considered to be just the same?

19 The sentence up to parikalpyeta, i.e., the protasis of the conditional sentence, is
based on Bhaviveka’s PP commentary on MMK XVIII.1: the opponent objects that
since Nagarjuna did not set forth the individual members of an inference his proof
has the fault of incompleteness (gal te bstan bcos mdzad pas | dam bcas pa la sogs
pa’i yan lag ma brjod pa’i phyir sgrub pa ma tshang ba’i skyon yod do zhe na), to
which Bhaviveka replies: don gyi tshig yin pa’i phyir skyon med de | ’di ltar slob dpon
gyi tshig dag ni don gyi tshig dag yin te | yi ge mdor bsdus pa dang | don rgya che ba
dag yin pas don gyi dbang gis sbyor ba’i tshig du ma dag gi gzhi yin par bzhed pa’i
phyir ro | (see D 180al-2; P 223b7-224a2). Translated in Ames 1986: 63, “Because
[Nagarjuna’s verse] is a succinct statement (don gyi tshig, artha-vakya), there is no
fault. For the statements of the dcarya are succinct statements (artha-vakya), because
by virtue of [their] meaning (artha), they are held to be the basis of many syllogisms
(prayoga-vakya), since [their] words [literally, “syllables”] are brief but [their]
meaning is great” (the passage is referred to in Lindtner 1986: 79, n. 26; see also the
translation in Eckel 1980: 197-8 and 242, n. 13). Bhaviveka goes on to say that not
stating all the parts of an inference is a fault, but he adds that even this may not be a
fault if the parts are already known to the listeners: sbyor ba’i tshig la ni de skyon du
yang ’gyur || yang na de la yang mi ’gyur te | rab tu byed pa "am | lung las la la la yan
lag ’ga’ zhig grags pa yin na’o ||.

De La Vallée Poussin emends his manuscripts’ parikalpet to parikalpyate and
assumes Candrakirti to be indicated as the logical subject of this verb: “Par 1’auteur
de la présente Vrtti” (PsP; 25, n. 2); he understands the entire sentence to be uttered
by Bhaviveka. Stcherbatsky (1927: 105) correctly understands the sentence up to de
La Vallée Poussin’s parikalpyate to be Bhaviveka’s: “(Bhavaviveka). But these are
aphorisms. The sentences of our Master contain profound intentions. They can be
variously tackled and give rise to a variety of syllogistic formulation” (the word
“tackled” is noted as the translation for “parikalpyante.”). Hopkins (1983: 497 and n.
413) follows the dGe lugs pa interpretation, here specifically that of sGom sde Nam
mka’ rgyal mtshan, which takes the entire sentence as one formulated by Candrakirti
in a general sense and posed of a hypothetical Bhaviveka.

Bhaviveka sees in and extracts from Nagarjuna’s karikas numerous inferences; the
section immediately following MMK 1.1 in the PP has been referred to earlier (see n.
138). MMK V.1 just quoted by Candrakirti as an example of a Nagarjunian
consequence is developed by Bhaviveka into various inferences. Bhaviveka explains
that from V.lab one may extract the thesis that space as a real substance does not
exist, that “without arising” is a property of the subject space—and thus the reason—
that is acknowledged by both sides of the debate, and that a rabbit’s horn is the
example established on the basis of the probandum and probans; he presents the
inference, “Ultimately, space does not exist as a real substance, because it is without
arising, like a rabbit’s horn” (rdzas su gyur pa’o zhes dam bca’ ba nye bar bzhag pa
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§38. But if [Bhaviveka considers that] the [following] is a rule (nyaya)
for commentators, [namely,] that there has to be a detailed stating of
inferential statements (prayogavakya),'”’

[we reply that] this too is not [correct], because even when the Master
Nagarjuna composed the commentary on the Vigrahavyavartani he
did not make inferential statements.

§39. Moreover, this logician’s (tarkika) [i.e., Bhaviveka’s]"*

asserting—despite [his] acceptance of the Madhyamaka view
(madhyamakadarsana)”—of independent inferential statements

yin no || de skye ba med par phyogs gnyi ga la grags pa ni chos yin no || dpe ni de’i
dbang gis te | ri bong gi rwa la sogs pa dag yin no || "dir rjes su dpag pa ni | don dam
par nam mkha’ rdzas su yod pa ma yin te | skye ba med pa’i phyir dper na ri bong gi
rwa bzhin no || [PP,y 476.1-6; see PP, 212; Ames 1999: 751.]). His attention shifting
to MMK V.1d (= Tib V.lc: gal te mtshan las snga gyur na), Bhaviveka states that
this pdda indicates another property of the subject space, namely, “being at a
different time” (dus tha dad pa nyid; the reason for the new inference is “because of
existing at an earlier time than that [characteristic]”) on the basis of which the
example “something other than space” (de las gzhan pa) is attained; and he presents
still another inference, whose reason “because [the characteristic] is different [from
space]” he considers to be additionally indicated by MMK V.1d (cf. PP, 477.6-11;
18-23; PP, 214f.; Ames 1999: 77f.).

195 Cp. PPT (on PP’s statement sbhyor ba’i tshig la ni de skyon du yang ’gyur [=

commentary on MMK XVIII.1]): sbyor ba tshig la ni de skyon du 'gyur ro zhes bya
ba ni ’grel pa byed pa sbyor ba’i tshig rtsom pa dag la ni sgrub pa ma tshang ba de
skyon du yang *gyur ba bden no zhes khas blangs pa’i tshig yin no || (P 63b6-7).

PsP Tib as usual presents a relative/co-relative construction where PsP Skt has a
construction with the conjunction yat, with however loss of the sense of obligation
conveyed by the Skt optative participle kartavyam when it is replaced with the
nominalized form rjod par byed pa: ’on te sbyor ba’i ngag rgyas par rjod par byed pa
gang yin pa ’di ni 'grel pa mkhan po rnams kyi lugs yin no zhe na. The optative
participle suggests that nyaya (“usual manner,” “general procedure”) should be trans-
lated in its extended meaning of “rule”; PsP Tib has translated, perhaps precisely
because it does not take the optative sense into account, nyaya with lugs. PsP Tib
further translates vrttikara with the less standard and non-literal ’grel pa mkhan po.
We are left with the overall impression that the translators took minor liberties with
the sentence.

196 #LT’s author identifies the tarkika as Bhaviveka (cf. Yonezawa 2004: 122, 135
[fol. 2a4]).

197 PsP Tib has dbu ma pa’i Ita ba (madhyamikadarsana).
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(svatantraprayogavakya) out of a desire to communicate [therewith]
no more than his extreme skill (atikausala) in the science of
reasoning (tarkasastra) is observed to be, to a more extreme degree
(atitaram), the basis for an assemblage of many faults.'”® Why? To
begin, here in that which was stated [by him as follows],

The [formal] inference, for its part, turns out to be this:
“Ultimately (paramarthatah), the internal bases (adhyatmikany
ayatanani) have not arisen from self, because [they] are [already]
existing, like consciousness (caitanya)”"”

198 Translated in Yotsuya 1999: 78; Hopkins 1983: 500; Seyfort Ruegg 2002: 43. The
latter interprets the sentence as if it would be conditional: “Moreover, if he [viz.

Bhavya] ... has formulated an autonomous (svatantra) formal probative argument
(prayogavakya) out of a desire to reveal ... just his own high expertise in the science
of eristics ..., this is considered ... .” Stcherbatsky (1927: 105, n. 5) translates

upalaksyate in the meaning “indirect indication,” but Candrakirti is pointing out that
the faults are clearly observed.

199 PP: “dir sbyor ba’i tshig tu ’gyur ba ni don dam par nang gi skye mched rnams
bdag las skye ba med par nges te | yod pa’i phyir dper na shes pa yod pa nyid bzhin
no || (D 49a2-3; P 58b1-2; cf. Kajiyama 1963: 49; Ames 1993: 221f.; Yotsuya 1999:
79; Seyfort Ruegg 2002: 44). PsP Skt lacks equivalents for 'dir (*atra) and nges
(*niscitam) and includes etat, which is not attested in PsP Tib or PP Tib (the
translators of PsP Tib cite directly from PP Tib). Candrakirti may have been writing
from memory, or intentionally more freely, and thus the deviation.

Consciousness (caitanya) is the nature of purusa. It exists in purusa even before the
causal process involving prakrti occurs but is evident only in dependence on prakrti,
in the way that the burning of fire or the cutting of an axe is evident only if there is
something to be burned or cut (YD 184.28-30: prag api karyakaranasambandhat
puruse caitanyam avasthitam <...> tadyatha agner dahanam parasos chedanam
<ca>? asati dahye chedye ca na vyajyate); see also, e.g., Chakravarti 1975: 231f.;
315ft.; Frauwallner 1984: 275; Larson and Bhattacharya 1987: 73-83. Pure
consciousness representative of purusa is, like prakrti, not an evolute of something
else (cf. YD 66.18-20: ihdcetana gund ity etat pratipadayisyamah | yac ca
yendrabhyate tanmayam tad bhavati | yadi gunaih purusanam arambhah syat tesam
apy acetanatvam syat | cetands tu te | tasman na gunair arabhyanta iti siddham etat).
Consciousness has been adduced as the example for Bhaviveka’s independent
inference because, given that the Madhyamikas accept consciousness, viz., vijiana,
on the surface level of reality, this example, which is accepted by the Sankhya and
the Madhyamika in a general way, i.e., irrespective of the way in which the school of
each debater specifically interprets consciousness, fulfills the requirement of being
acknowledged by both parties; see Avalokitavrata’s comments on this example at n.
181.
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—for what purpose is the qualification (visesana) ‘“ultimately”
(paramarthatah) employed?*®

§40. If [Bhaviveka says it is employed] because the arising
accepted®' from the point of view of the worldly surface [level] is not
being negated and because if [this arising thus accepted] were denied,
there would result [the logical fault of] sublation [of the thesis] by

20 From this point on (up to PsP,, §48 [= PsP, 28.3]), Candrakirti considers and
rejects possible responses to the question of the purpose of the qualification relative
to its domain of application. Yotsuya’s (1999: 80) elucidation of the structure of the
text is worthy of reiteration; he presents the three hypothetical applications of the
qualification thus: “On this point there are three conceivable alternatives: 1. The
qualification “ultimately” is attached to the whole of the proposition, implying that
entities such as the inner sense-fields do not originate from self. 2. The qualification
‘ultimately’ is attached to the whole of the proposition except the word ‘svatah’,
implying that entities such as the inner sense-fields do not originate. 3. The
qualification ‘ultimately’ is attached only to the probandum, i.e. non-origination” (I
omit Yotsuya’s section and sub-section numerals). Candrakirti considers the first
alternative for the qualification, that is, paramarthatah applied to the entire
proposition, which covers the section PsP,; §40-end of §44 (PsP, 26.3-27.6), from
both the point of view of philosophers (PsP,, §40—end of §42 [PsP, 26.3-27.2]) and
the point of view of ordinary persons (PsP, §42—-end of §44 [PsP, 27.2-6]); the
philosophers addressed are Buddhists (PsP,, §40—end of §41 [PsP; 26.3-12]) and
Sankhyas (PsP,, §41-end of §42 [PsP, 26.12-27.2]). Yotsuya (ibid., 81) states, “a)
Bhavaviveka cannot conventionally tolerate an origination from self as maintained
by philosophically minded people. b) Bhavaviveka cannot conventionally tolerate an
origination from self as maintained conventionally by non-philosophically minded
people ... a-i) Bhavaviveka himself, as a Buddhist, especially as a follower of
Nagarjuna, will not be able conventionally to maintain an origination from self. a-ii)
Bhavaviveka cannot conventionally tolerate origination from self as maintained by
his Samkhya opponent.” The second alternative for the domain of the qualification,
indeed the alternative actually intended by Bhaviveka which implies that ultimately,
arising (instead of arising from self) is negated, is discussed (and rejected on the
grounds of subject failure) in the section PsP,; §45—end of §46 (PsP, 27.7-10); the
third alternative, which according to Candrakirti would have to be reformulated as
samvrtanam caksuradinam paramarthato ndasty utpattih but would even in this form
not escape the fault of subject failure, is discussed in PsP,, §47 (PsP; 27.10-28.3).

201 Yotsuya (1999: 81) retains, against de Jong’s ms R and his ms T2 (= mss D and J)
and on the basis of his mss T1 and T3 (= mss H and I), de La Vallée Poussin’s
emendation lokasamvrtyabhyupagatasyotpadasya®; mss P and B (Q has a lacuna at
this point) now confirm de Jong’s emendation lokasamvrtyabhyupetasyotpadasya®.
See PsP,, §40.
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what is accepted [by the Madhyamika] (abhyupetabadha),”* [we
reply that] this is not correct, because [a Madhyamika] does not even
from the [point of view] of the surface [level of reality] accept arising
from self.*”

202 Stcherbatsky (1927: 106, n. 2) understands abhyupeta in de La Vallée Poussin’s
cabhyupetabadhaprasangat as an adjective to badha and must supply in brackets the
object he judges repudiated: “And if denied, the admitted repudiation (badha) (of the
phenomenal by the absolute) would not be entailed (read prasangatr)” (Stcherbatsky’s
textual emendation appears to be based on an erroneous interpretation of a of
°badhaprasangat as implying an alpha privative). Yotsuya (1999: 81) interprets the
compound to mean, “it would follow that what is [generally] accepted (abhyupeta)
[by the Madhyamikas] would be denied.” Hopkins (1983: 502) attempts to take the
instrumental in PsP Tib’s khas blangs pas gnod par thal bar ’gyur ba’i phyir into
consideration in his translation, “it would follow that one would be damaged by
[one’s own] assertion [of conventionally existent production],” but Candrakirti
intends the technical meaning of abhyupetabadha, specifically, that the thesis of the
inference would be sublated by what the Madhyamika’s own system accepts: the
unqualified proposition that the inner bases have not arisen from self is contradicted,
is sublated—has, so to speak, the rug pulled out from under it—by the fact that the
Madhyamika does accept the arising of things on the surface level; without the
qualification, (hypothetical) Bhaviveka argues, the opponent would attack the
proposition as being spurious (paksabhasa). Lindtner (1986: 80, n. 29) points out that
Bhaviveka recognizes, like Dignaga in NM and PS, five types of sublation (badha)
with regard to the subject (paksa): the paksa is liable to contradiction/sublation
(virodha, badha) with/by one’s own statement (svavacana), authoritative testimony
(agama), what is generally acknowledged (prasiddha), direct perception (pratyaksa),
and inference (anumana) (cf. Tucci 1930: 7; Katsura 1977: 113). Lindtner further
notes that Bhaviveka distinguishes between what is generally acknowledged in the
world and what is generally acknowledged in one’s own sastras (see PP to MMK
I1.17cd, where Bhaviveka responds to the opponent who argues that Bhaviveka’s
position regarding the non-existence of a goer or of going is unacceptable because it
is contradicted by what is acknowledged: 'dir gtan tshig gyi don gang yin | ci ’jig rten
la grags pa sel bar byed pa’i phyir ram | "on te bstan bcos la grags pa sel bar byed
pa’i phyir ... gal te rang gi bstan bcos la grags pa (ba) sel bar byed pa’i phyir de
grags pa’i gnod par "gyur ro (P: |)) zhe na ni | (P: without |) khas blangs pa la gnod
par “gyur ro (P: |)) zhes brjod par bya ba’i rigs (D 70al-3; P 84b4-7); translated in
Ames 1995: 321f. It would appear that Candrakirti here in the PsP intends sublation
by what is generally accepted in one’s own sastras. On the historical development of
paksabhasa, see Preisendanz 1994: 319, n. 88, especially 319-323.

203

As succinctly explained by Yotsuya (1999: 84), Candrakirti rejects Bhaviveka’s
qualification “ultimately” as superfluous because the Madhyamika does not accept
arising from self even on the surface level; such a distinguishing of one level of
reality from the other via the qualification would be necessary only if non-ultimate
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§41. As has been stated in the [Salistamba-]sitra,

And this very sprout that is arising, which has a seed for [its]
cause, is not produced from itself, not produced from another,
not produced from both [itself and another], nor has it arisen
without a cause; it has not been brought about by the Lord
(iSvara), time (kala), atoms (anu), primordial matter (prakrti), or
the nature [of things] (svabhava).*™

arising from self was indeed accepted by the Madhyamika. Thus its employment by
Bhaviveka, if intended as applying to the whole of the proposition, carries with it the
implication that he does accept arising from self on the surface level. The subsequent
sitra and Sastra quotations are brought forward to demonstrate the general, non-
qualified rejection of arising from self for arising in dependence (cf. Hopkins 1983:
501-503; della Santina 1986: 157f.). Candrakirti does not yet speak to the fact that
Bhaviveka actually employs the qualification to avoid negating the dependent-arising
of surface-level things that is accepted by Madhyamikas (cf. §45-§47).

204 Candrakirti’s Salistambasiitra citation differs from the Skt for the Salistambasiitra
passage found in the BCAP and the Madhyamakasalistamba: sa cayam arnkuro na
svayamkrto na parakrto nobhayakrto nesvaranirmito na kalaparinamito na prakrti-
sambhiito na caikakarandadhino napy ahetusamutpannah (references and variants in
Schoening 1995: 705). The Dunhuang manuscript reading (as well as the readings in
other Tibetan editions) is close to the Skt attested in the BCAP and the Madhyamaka-
$alistamba: myu gu de yang bdag gis ma byas | gzhan gyis ma byas | gnyis kas ma
byas | dbang phyug gis ma byas | dus gyis ma bsgyur | rang bzhin las ma byung | rgyu
myed pa las kyang ma skyes te; text and variants in Schoening 1995: 403f. PsP Tib
differs in a number of respects from Candrakirti’s citation and shows similarities
with the text as found in the Dunhuang manuscript, etc. The citation of a parallel
passage from the Salistambasiitra at PsP, 567.2-4 generally (for variants see
Schoening 725f.; see also La Vallée Poussin 1913a: 75) corresponds with other
Sanskrit fragments for the passage and with the non-PsP Salistambasiitra Skt for the
earlier citation: sa ca namaripankuro na svayamkrto na parakrto nobhayakrto nesva-
rakrto na kalaparinamito na prakrtisambhiito na caikakaranadhino napy ahetu-
samutpannah.

Bhaviveka, in his discussion regarding the non-arising of things without a cause,
offers the alternative meaning of “bad cause” (rgyu ngan pa) for ahetu of MMK 1.1°s
ahetutah and lists as examples of bad causes the nature of things (svabhava), the
Lord (#$vara), spirit (or “Cosmic Man”) (purusa), primordial matter (prakrti), time
(kala), the god Narayana, etc. (rgyu ngan pa gang zhe na | ngo ba nyid dang | dbang
phyug dang | skyes bu dang | gtso bo dang | dus dang | sred med kyi bu la sogs pa [D
50b7-51al; P 61a4-5]; the bad causes alluded to by la sogs pa are listed at PPT D
114a5; P 132a8; see Ames 1993: 247, n. 146). Bhaviveka explicitly addresses and
refutes svabhava, tsvara and purusa as causes for the arising of things, and prakrti as
the cause of the principles (tattva), and states that the general refutation of prakrti,
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In the same manner [in the Lalitavistara],

In the way that there is a sprout when a seed exists, but the
sprout is not the seed: it is neither other than that [seed] nor is it
just that [seed]—so is the actual nature (dharmata) [of all
elements of existence]: [there is] neither annihilation (anuc-
cheda) nor permanence (asasvata).*”

kala and Narayana as causes should be considered as like that of isvara (cf. D 52b6;
P 63b4). The Vaisesika doctrine of the arising of things from atoms (anu) is refuted
when Bhaviveka argues for non-arising from a cause that is other. The group sva-
bhava, isvara, prakrti, purusa, kala and Narayana appears in Candrakirti’s
commentary on the YS verse of homage, where he states that there is no chance at all
for the proponents of these as causes to proceed to the city of nirvana (cf. YSV4
21.21-22.2; YSV,, 108 and n. 18 for references). Cp. the grouping found at PsP;
159.7: iha bhagavata tathagatena prakrtisvarasvabhavakalanunarayanajaimini-
kanadakapiladitirthakarakartrvadanirasena sarvabhavanam tattvam adarsitam. Ref-
erences for these causes in May 1959: 122, n. 320; on svabhava, cf. also Silburn
1989: 132ff. and Bhattacharya 2012; on time, Silburn 1989: 137ff. See additionally
the description of the svabhava doctrine at Buddhacarita 9.58-62.

205 Lalitavistara 176.11-12 (ed. Lefmann). Lefmann’s version of the verse runs:
bijasya sato yatharnkuro na ca yo bija sa caiva arkuro | na ca tato na caiva tat (= tat
with virama) evam anuccheda asasvata dharmata |. The citations of the verse in the
PsP (PsP, 108.8-9, 377.1-2, 428.2-5, 551.1-4; see May 1959: 74 and note 106; cited
also at MABh,, 115.12-13) attest the word anyu (MABh: gzhan) in the third quarter.
The Tibetan translation of the Lalitavistara (in both D and P) attests the verse-half as
it is attested in PsP Tib, i.e., with an equivalent for anyu. One has to admit that tatah
without anyu is, if not misleading, at least laconic. One also expects the fourth
quarter to commence with evam, i.e., for the caesura to occur after the third quarter
and not, as Lefmann’s reading would have it, within the third quarter. The evidence
thus would indicate that Lefmann’s third quarter is faulty and that Candrakirti’s anyu
needs to be incorporated into it. The quarter read as na ca anyu tato na caiva tat
conforms to the requirements of the verse’s Vaitaliya metre (with anyu in this
position, the fourth syllabic instant is also correct; Lefmann’s na ca tato breaks the
Vaitaliya rule that the fourth syllabic instant not be conjoined with the fifth). This
leaves the fourth quarter, however, with extra and disturbing syllabic instants. De La
Vallée Poussin (cf. PsP; 26, n. 4) seeks to partially solve the metrical problem of the
fourth quarter of Candrakirti’s version of the verse by suggesting the reading
asasvadharmata, although he admits that this solution “ne va pas sans difficulté.” He
further emends anuccheda to anucheda, but even with this additional change metrical
problems remain (see “Additions et Corrections” PsP; 597; read “Page 26, ligne 9”
for “Page 26, note 9”). It is possible that evam was originally Buddhist Hybrid
Sanskrit ev’ or em (cf. BHSD s.v. em), and given that metrical requirements in
Buddhist Hybrid Sanskrit verse were occasionally fulfilled through oral pronun-



PRASANNAPADA CHAPTER ONE 97

Also here [in the Madhyamakasastra, Nagarjuna] will say,

That which comes to be in dependence on something else, first,
is of course not just that [on which it depends].

Nor is it other than that [on which it depends]. [Thus,] it (= that
which is depended on) is not annihilated, nor [is it] permanent.”®

ciation, that e of ev’ or em was pronounced as a light vowel. This would leave
asasvata as the only irregularity: one short syllabic instant is expected where it has
two, i.e., °svata. De La Vallée Poussin’s solution asasvadharmatd, which assumes a
dropping of ta, would then provide for a metrical pada, but whether this was the
original reading remains uncertain.

My translation is closer to de La Vallée Poussin’s translation, viz., “De méme qu’il y
a pousse quand il y a graine; mais la pousse n’est pas ce qu’est la graine; elle n’est ni
autre ni la méme chose: de la sorte, la nature des choses n’est ni permanente ni
anéantie” (MABh,, 1910: 310) than to that of either May or de Jong, who translate
the verse with emphasis on the seed as the subject being considered. May (1959: 74)
translates: “Il y a une pousse s’il existe un germe. Ce germe n’est pas identique a la
pousse. Il n’est ni différent d’elle, ni non plus identique a elle. De méme, la nature
des dharma est ni anéantissement ni éternité”; de Jong (1949: 33) translates “Il y a
une pousse s’il existe une semence. Cette semence n’est pas identique a la pousse.
Elle n’est ni différente de la pousse et ni non plus identique a elle. Donc la nature des
chose est non-anéantie et non-éternelle.” PsP Tib for the verse takes the sprout as the
primary object of consideration (sa bon gang yin myu gu de nyid min), as does
Candrakirti in his MA commentary when he employs this quarter as the response to
the claim that it is not correct if the sprout is different from the seed (sa bon gyi rgyu
can myu gu yang ’byung ba na sa bon las gzhan nyid du mi rung ngo zhe na | gsungs
pa | sa bon gang yin myu gu de nyid min | (MABh,, 115.17-19). It is, of course, the
sprout that deserves the focus, for it is contingent on it that the permanence or
annihilation of the seed might be posited. I have avoided using the words “different”
or “identical” in my translation to make clear that the difference/otherness and
identity/oneness being negated here is a numeric one, and not a qualitative one.

206 MMK XVIIL10: pratitya yad yad bhavati na hi tavat tad eva tat | na canyad api tat
tasman nocchinnam napi sasvatam ||. The verse is again cited by Candrakirti at PsP,
230.1 and PsP; 423.7, and is quoted by him at MABh, 116.18-117.2 (references to
translations and comparable verses in May 1959: 174, n. 555). The variant reading
nocchedo which de La Vallée Poussin finds in his manuscripts for the citation at PsP;
222.6-7 and mentions at PsP; 26, n. 5 and PsP, 375, n. 6 is not attested in ms P (he
corrects his PsP; 26, n. 5 reference to the verse as 18.7 on p. 597, and on p. 605, he
corrects his PsP; 375, n. 6 reference regarding the citation of the verse to PsP,
222.6).

PsP Tib P, N and G for second verse-half attest de las gzhan pa’ang ma yin phyir || de
phyir chad min rtag ma yin || (Skt: na canyad api tat tasman nocchinnam napi
sasvatam ). PsP Tib D and C replace phyir of the third quarter with re. ABh,,, BP,,
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§42. If [it is argued that] the qualification [“ultimately” has been
added not in consideration of our own views, but] with reference to
the [Sankhya] opponent’s doctrine (paramata), that [justification] is
incorrect, because [the Madhyamika] does not accept their (= the
Sankhya’s) establishment (vyavastha) even from the point of view of
the surface [level of reality]. For [only] insofar as the non-Buddhists
(tirthika), who are wholly deprived of the correct view of the two
truths, are refuted in both ways [i.e., on the ultimate and on the
surface levels], can it (= the refutation) be considered to be truly of
advantage (guna).””” Thus, even [if it is employed] with reference to
the opponent’s doctrine, the stating of the qualification is not tenable.

and PP D and P read de las gzhan pa’ang ma yin phyir. MMK; (P) reads: de las
gzhan pa’ang ma vyin pa (D: phyir) || de phyir chad min rtag ma yin |. See also Ye
2011a: 306.

Erb presumes the verse to be attested in the SSV but to be veiled by the poor Tibetan
translation: brten nas byung ba gang dang gang | re zhig de nyid des mi bskyed ||
gzhan las kyang min de yi phyir || rtag min chad pa yang ma yin || (SSVed 252.34-37);
his German translation follows MMK XVIII.10’s Sanskrit (§SVH. 93); see his note
912. Seyfort Ruegg (2002: 46) translates the PsP’s citation as “That which comes
into existence in dependence [on a conditioning factor] is, then, not that [factor
itself], nor is it other either. Hence it is neither destroyed not eternal” (read the final
“not” as “nor”), but note that Candrakirti does not understand rasmat in the sense of
“hence” but rather as “from that”; cf. PsP, 376.7 and 376.10-11 and the translation in
Yotsuya 1999: 82. Garfield’s (1995: 252) translation of nocchinnam (chad min) and
his assumption that that which depends is the subject in the final quarter (“Therefore
it is neither nonexistent in time nor permanent’) obfuscates the verse’s meaning.

207 Bhaviveka might argue that the qualification is added to avoid forcing the
opponent into over-negation, that is, in order that the surface level of reality be
preserved for the Sankhya. However the Sankhya, not including within his doctrinal
edifice a theory of two levels of truth, will not be able to appreciate the distinction
being made. Moreover, his view of surface level reality, were he to have one, would
admit arising from self, and this the Madhyamika cannot consent to, even with regard
to the surface level of things. Although not explicitly referred to by Candrakirti, the
qualified inference could imply—were the Sankhya to understand the two truth
theory—that the Madhyamika accepts arising from self on the surface level and is
therefore indirectly utilizing the inference to establish arising from self on this level.
Yotsuya (1999: 85-86) writes: “Candrakirti thus concludes that it is better to refute
the non-Buddhist such as the Samkhya without drawing a line between the ultimate
and conventional, but by offering arguments that are effective on both levels.” Cf.
Stcherbatsky 1927: 107, n. 3; della Santina 1986: 158; Seyfort Ruegg 2002: 46;
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§43. Nor it is the case that the world (loka) (= non-philosophers)
assumes arising from self, so that the qualification would be purpose-
ful (saphalya) at least with reference to it; for the world, not having
launched an investigation (vicara) [into whether things arise] from
self [or] other, etc., presumes [merely] this much: an effect arises
from a cause.”®

§44. The Master [Nagarjuna] has also determined [it] thus [i.e., that
arising from self is negated without qualification]. It is therefore
ascertained that the qualification is useless (vaiphalya) in every
regard.””

Hopkins 1983: 503. Bhaviveka does in fact set forth an inference refuting arising
from self on the surface level in MHK II1.139: tatra tavat svato janma samvrtyapi na
yujyate | satmakatvad yatha dadhnah svato janma na vidyate | (cf. Watanabe 1998:
139; Lindtner 2001: 23; Heitmann 2009: 67).

208 Candrakirti argues that the qualification “ultimately” is useless even if it is
claimed to be employed in consideration of the world’s, i.e., ordinary people’s,
understanding of the way things arise, since ordinary people simply assume that an
effect arises from a cause without pursuing the matter further. Given that speculation
as to whether things arise from themselves or not is the domain of philosophers and
is foreign to the general populace, the inference as a whole is inapplicable to worldly
ideas of arising.

Cp. MA VI1.12, which occurs in the context of the rejection of arising from self via
the rejection of the identity of cause and effect: loko ’pi caikyam anayor iti
nabhyupaiti naste 'pi pasyati yatah phalam esa hetau | tasman na tattvata idam na tu
lokatas ca yuktam svato bhavati bhava iti prakalpam | (Li 2012: 4; Skt cited at
MABh,, 1910: 283, n. 7 [prakalpyam for prakalpam]; cf. MABh 4 86.1-2, 9-10). See
further MA VI1.31 where Candrakirti denies that the world can be an authority (tshad
ma) at the time of discussion of final reality and thus a sublater, for sublation by what
is acknowledged in the world (’jig rten kyis gnod) is valid only in cases where
worldly things have been negated (MABh,, 113; MABh,, 1910: 308).

299 T concur with Yotsuya that the dcarya referred to in this sentence is Nagarjuna, not
Bhaviveka as de La Vallée Poussin (PsP; 27, n. 2) suggests, and that what Nagarjuna
has determined (vyavasthapayamdasa) is that the negation of arising from self is a
general, unqualified negation (see Yotsuya: 1999: 87, n. 56). The commentary on
MA VI.12cd (see previous note) contains the following references to Nagarjuna’s
non-employment of a qualification and to Bhaviveka’s inference: de nyid kyi phyir
slob dpon gyis khyad par du ma mdzad par | bdag las ma yin zhes spyir skye ba bkag
pa yin no || gang zhig dngos po rnams ni don dam par bdag las skye ba ma yin te | yod
pa’i phyir sems pa (MABhyy: without pa) can bzhin no || zhes khyad par du byed pa
de’i don dam par zhes bya ba’i khyad par don med do zhes bya bar (MABhyy:
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§45. Moreover, if this qualification is employed by [Bhaviveka
because] he wants to rule out (niracikirsu) a negation®'’ of arising
(utpattipratisedha) on the surface [level], then there would be the

without bya bar) bsam par bya’o | (MABh,, 86.11-15; MABh, 1910: 284). The
passage is cited and translated by Yotsuya (1999: 87, n. 56) as follows: “Therefore,
the master (= Nagarjuna) has negated origination generally, without attaching any
qualification, in the following way: ‘[Entities] do not originate from self.” With
respect to him (= Bhavaviveka) who qualifies [the inference as follows:] ‘Ultimately
entities do not originate from self, because they are [already] existing, like the spirit,’
it should be emphasized that the qualification ‘ultimately’ has no purpose.” Other
translators (some are mentioned by Yotsuya in his note; see in addition Hopkins
1983: 502-503 and della Santina 1986: 158, both in reliance on Tibetan exegesis, and
also Seyfort Ruegg 2002: 47) have assumed that the PsP sentence refers to Nagar-
juna’s establishment of cause and effect as in accord with that of the world, but if
taken in this way, the sentence would be, if not a non sequitur, at least superfluous to
the discussion. The presentation of the view of ordinary people is a last-ditch attempt
on the part of hypothetical Bhaviveka to rescue and justify the addition of the
qualification, and whether Nagarjuna accepts this view or not adds no support to the
argument against the meaningfulness of the qualification and in fact abruptly places
the discussion in a new arena. It should be noted that unlike in de La Vallée
Poussin’s edition, where a half danda appears after pratipannah and another half
danda is placed after vyavasthapayamasa (PsP_ 27.5), mss P and Q and mss B, D,
and K attest a single danda (double dandas appear rarely in the older manuscripts)
after pratipannah, while A, C, E, G-J, L, M, and N all attest a double danda, thus
indicating that the manuscript tradition understood a full stop after pratipannah and
that a new thought begins with evam (Q also places a danda after vyava-
sthapayamaseti; ms P is damaged). The double shad after rtogs pa yin no in PsP Tib
corroborates the manuscript evidence.

210 PsP Tib lacks an equivalent for pratisedha; that is, whereas the Skt sentence
begins api ca yadi samvrtyotpattipratisedhaniracikirsuna ..., Tib begins gzhan yang
gal te kun rdzob tu skye ba dgag par ’dod nas ... . Hopkins’ brief introduction to his
translation from the Tibetan may represent the way certain dGe lugs pa scholars have
dealt with the faulty text. He appears to understand Bhaviveka to be arguing for
employment of the qualification because he wants to refute the arising of truly
existent inner bases such as the visual faculty both ultimately and on the surface
level. Hopkins (1983: 503) states: “Bhavaviveka might, however, say that ‘ultimate’
should be affixed to the subject because the production of an eye sense, which the
Samkhyas accept as ultimate, is refuted even conventionally: An ultimate eye sense
is not produced from self because of existing, as in the case, for example, of an
existent consciousness.” According to Yotsuya’s (1999: 80, 87) analysis, with this
paragraph the second of the three alternatives for the scope of the qualification
“ultimately” is taken up, namely, the qualification is attached to the whole of the
proposition with the exception of the word “svatah.”
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fault of the proposition (paksadosa), [namely, that the proposition is]
unestablished with respect to [its] locus (asiddhadhara) from [his]
own [point of view] (svatah),”' or the fault of the reason (hetudosa),
[namely, that the reason is] unestablished as regards [its] basis
(asrayasiddha) [from his own point of view],*'? because the bases

21T Candrakirti rejects Bhaviveka’s justification for employment of the qualification
on the ground that Bhaviveka, in order to address in argumentative form the Sankhya
belief in the arising of ultimately existent inner bases, has declared that the
(ultimately) existent inner bases are the subject of the inference even though he does
not maintain that they really exist: the proposition (paksa) will be one whose basis
(adhara) (= subject [dharmin]) is not established (asiddha) for Bhaviveka. Given that
the subject must be established for both opponents for the proposition to be valid, the
proposition incurs the fault that its basis is not established for both of the debaters.
On this point, see also Yotsuya 1999: 88.

Dignaga defines the proposition (paksa) in PS IIL.2 as follows: svaripenaiva nir-
desyah svayam isto ‘nirakrtah | pratyaksarthanumanaptaprasiddhena svadharmini |);
Tillemans (1994: 298, see also n. 10) translates: “[A valid thesis] is one which is
intended (ista) by [the proponent] himself (svayam) as something to be stated
(nirdesya) in its [proper] form alone (svaripenaiva) [i.e. as a sadhya]; [and] with
regard to [the proponent’s] own subject (svadharmin), it is not opposed (anirakrta)
by perceptible objects (pratyaksartha), by inference (anumana), by authorities (apta)
or by what is commonly recognized (prasiddha).” Tillemans (1998: 112; see also
2000: 194f.) states, “By saying that the thesis or ‘what is being proven’ (sadhya)
should not be opposed (anirakrta) ‘with regard to [the proponent’s] own [intended]
subject (svadharmini),” Dignaga supposedly recognized that not only the property to
be proved (sadhyadharma) should be unopposed by any means of valid cognition
(pramana), but also that the proponent’s subject must be existent, for if the subject
were not existent it could not have the property, and hence the thesis would be
invalidated.”

212 In referring to dsraydsiddha, Candrakirti indicates the alternative fault, a fault of
the reason, that Bhaviveka’s inference incurs: inasmuch as its basis, i.e., the subject
“the internal bases—the visual faculty, etc.,” is not established for Bhaviveka, the
reason ‘“because they are [already] existing” will be invalid, for lacking an
established subject it cannot meet the first requirement of a valid reason, namely,
being existent in what is to be inferred (PS II.5cd: anumeye sadbhavah). Not being an
attribute of the subject (paksadharma), it is an unestablished reason (asiddhahetu);
see Tillemans 2000: 195, n. 160; Yotsuya 1999: 88. In the NM, Dignaga names
asrayasiddha as one of four sub-types of the unestablished reason; it is exemplified
by way of a non-Buddhist’s inference in which arman is presented as the subject for
the non-Buddhist and his opponent, a Buddhist who considers atman a fiction (cf.
Tucci 1930: 14 and n. 26; Katsura 1977: 125); the example is presented again in PSV
(P 128a1-2 (K): chos can ma grub pa ni dper na bdag khyab pa yin | bde ba la sogs pa
thams cad na yod pa’i phyir ro zhes bya ba Ita bu’o |). According to Preisendanz
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(a@yatana)—the faculty of vision, etc.—are not ultimately accepted
from [Bhaviveka's] own [side].

§46. If [Bhaviveka replies that] there is no fault because the visual
faculty, etc., exist on the surface [level], [we pose the question:] This
[word] “ultimately,” then, [serves as] a qualification for what?*"

§47. If [Bhaviveka argues that] because the arising of the surface
[level] visual faculty, etc. (samvrtanam caksuradinam) is negated
from the ultimate point of view (paramarthatah), “ultimately” is used

1994: 176f., Uddyotakara, influenced by Dignaga’s logic and appropriating the
rubric asiddha for the unproved (sadhyasama) reason, names the dasrayasiddha
reason as the second of three asiddha reasons.

Of interest in the context of Candrakirti’s reference to these faults of the proposition
and reason is a short section in the NM which, according to Katsura (1992: 230f.),
seems to represent an earlier standpoint of Dignaga’s as regards the permissibility of
subjects accepted as existent by the opponent but refused as such by oneself: in this
section the use of the subject pradhana in a Buddhist inference that aims to prove
that pradhana does not exist because it is not perceived (anupalabdheh) is allowed,
even though the subject is a real thing for the opponent Sankhya and a mere
conceptual construction (kalpita) from the Buddhist point of view. Imperceptibility is
considered an attribute of the subject by both debaters, thereby securing paksa-
dharmatva. In the PS, however, conceptual subjects are only allowed as the subjects
of consequences (prasariga), in large part because the Buddhist does not need to
accept the paksadharmatva of the reason (cf. PSV on PS II1.16 and 17; my thanks to
Toshikazu Watanabe for providing me with a copy of his unpublished paper “How
can the existence of the Sankhya’s pradhana be negated (diisana)? Dignaga’s view of
refutation,” read at the 2011 Congress of the International Association of Buddhist
Studies). See also Tucci 1930: 16f.; Katsura 1978: 110f.; Tillemans 1998: 115-117
and 2000: 197f.; Seyfort Ruegg 2002: 48, n. 51. Dignaga thus revised his earlier
views and rejected the legitimacy of inferences positing unreal or conceptual sub-
jects. On Dharmakirti’s appropriation of the NM argument and later interpretations
of his position, see Tillemans 1998; Tillemans and Lopez 1998; see also Funayama
1991; on the Nyaya-Buddhist controvery, see, e.g., Matilal 1970.

213 In order to refute the charge of having a non-established subject from his own
side, Bhaviveka could retort that his subject exists from the point of view of the
surface reality. Yotsuya (1999: 90) explains: “This [adopting of a conventional
subject], however, would imply that the debate in which he engages is held on the
conventional level. And if he intends to pursue the discussion on the conventional
level, it is meaningless to adopt the qualification ‘ultimately’, which has the function
of determining that the discussion is held on the ultimate level.” See also Hopkins
1983: 504.
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as a qualification for the negation of arising,”'* [we respond:] Then
[this being] the case, it has to be stated exactly thus, viz., “Ultimately,
there is not the arising of the surface [level] visual faculty, etc.”; but
[your inference] is not stated in this way. Even if it were formulated
[in this way], owing to the fact that the opponent maintains that the
visual faculty, etc., indeed exist substantially (dravyasat) and does not
accept that [these bases merely] exist by designation (prajiiaptisat),
there would be, from the opponent’s side (paratah), the fault of the
proposition (paksadosa) [namely, that the proposition is] unestab-
lished with respect to its locus (asiddhadhara).*”> Thus, this
[justification for the qualification] is not reasonable.

214 Bhaviveka attempts to rescue his qualification “ultimately” by reducing its scope
to only non-arising (the third of the three alternatives for the qualification
distinguished by Yotsuya [1999: 80]). That is, hypothetical Bhaviveka, who first
reduced the qualification’s scope from the entire proposition to the proposition minus
svatah, now argues that the qualification also does not apply to the subject
adhyamikany ayatanani; it rather applies exclusively to non-arising. His intended
subject is thus the surface level adhyamikany ayatanani, and his inference proves that
there is no ultimate arising for these things that do exist, albeit only by designation,
on the surface level. As Yotsuya (1999: 90) has stated, “This solution allows him to
accept the subject conventionally on the one hand and to negate its origination
ultimately. He thus seems able to escape both the fault of the proposition (paksadosa)
and the fault of the logical reason (hetudosa).” See the following note.

215 In order to avoid the faults of asiddhadhara and asrayasiddha, Candrakirti’s
Bhaviveka claims that the surface-level, i.e., merely designated, faculty of vision,
etc., are defined by him as the subject. In his view he is shielded from critique by this
surface-level subject: he could not be charged with setting forth a subject unestab-
lished from his own side, and his intent could be realized since via the negation of the
ultimate arising of the surface-level subject the real arising of the faculty of vision,
etc., as maintained by the Sankhya would be proven untenable. Candrakirti initially
appears to provisionally accept Bhaviveka’s defense, but chastises him for not
formulating his inference more precisely so that it conforms with his intended
meaning. He then deals a death blow to the provisionally accepted proposal by de-
claring that the Sankhya under no circumstance accepts the inner bases as existing
merely by conventional designation, for he maintains their real existence, and thus
could not consent to Bhaviveka’s surface-level subject; the proposition would suffer
from having a locus which is not established for the Sankhya. The fact the subject is
unestablished from the Sankhya side would further imply the fault of the reason,
asrayasiddha. See also Yotsuya 1999: 91.
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§48. [Bhaviveka] might [argue]: [It is] just as [with the proposition]
“Sound is impermanent,” [where] only the general (samanya)
[nature], not the particular (visesa) [nature], of the property possessor
(dharmin) and the property (dharma) is taken [as the subject and
predicate]; for if the particular [nature] were taken [into account],
there could not be conventional practice (vyavahara) involving
inference (anumana) and the object of inference (anumeya).*'® To

216 As will be made clear by the examples provided by hypothetical Bhaviveka, two
parties whose specific views regarding their subject differ radically are able to debate
on the basis of a common subject when they accept as shared the general nature of
the subject unencumbered by particular doctrinal specifications. That the unqualified
form of the subject, etc., is legitimately used even in a proof demonstrating the
ultimate nature of things appears to have been the position actually held by the
historical Bhaviveka. According to this view, the subject of his inference, e.g., the
internal bases such as the faculty of vision, etc., could stand as a general subject, free
of the doctrinal specifications of surface-level or ultimate existence that would attract
the charges of asiddhddhara or asrayasiddha. The subject from Bhaviveka’s side
would still be the surface-level internal bases, and for the Sankhya the ultimately
existing internal bases, but for the purpose of debate it would not be specified in
either way.

Bhaviveka refers to general subjects, reasons and examples in other contexts in the
PP. He explicitly defends the reason in some of his inferences in the first chapter of
PP as being a general one (see, e.g., the discussion at PP D 49b7-50al; P 59b5-6).
Note too his explicit reference to a generally established example at PP D 52b3-4; P
63bl: shes pa spyir grub pa kho na las dpe nyid blangs pas dpe med pa yang ma yin
no || (see Ames 1993: 232).

A defense of the logical subject defined as the internal bases is seen later in the first
chapter of the PP when Bhaviveka is attacked by opponents (identified by
Avalokitavrata as Naiyayikas) who accuse his inference proving that the inner bases
do not arise from other (don dam par nang gi skye mched rmams de dag gi rkyen
gzhan dag las skye ba med de | gzhan yin pa’i phyir | dper na bum pa bzhin [D 49b4;
P 59a7-8]) of having an empty subject term and thus a reason unestablished as
regards its basis: gzhan dag na re | don dam par phyi dang nang gi skye mched rnams
khas ma blangs pa’i phyir chos can ma grub pas gzhi ma grub pa’i phyir khyod kyi
don ma grub pa nyid kyi skyon du ’gyur ro zhes zer (PP D 50a4-5; P 60a3-4). He
retorts that he conventionally accepts the basis, i.e., a pot or the visual faculty, etc., as
well as the reason, i.e., being different [from the causal conditions], and therefore the
opponent’s critique is inappropriate: tha snyad du de’i gzhi bum pa dang mig la sogs
pa skye mched rnams dang | gzhan nyid khas blangs pa’i phyir ji skad smras pa’i
skyon mi ’thad pas de ni rigs pa ma yin no || (PP D 50a5; P 60a4-5; translated in
Kajiyama 1963: 53; Ames 1993: 225).
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Yotsuya (1999: 93, n. 72) notes that Ejima points to a passage in the PP on MMK
XVIII.1 where Bhaviveka employs arman as the subject of inferences and defends his
use of it as a subject used in a general sense. The situation differs from that being
discussed in the PsP in that Bhaviveka argues for the legitimacy of the subject from
his side in this instance on the ground that Buddhists apply the term “atman’ to cons-
ciousness. His argumentation is nevertheless worth citing: one of the inferences
discussed is don dam par bdag ni za pa po ma yin te | the tshom can gyi shes pa la
sogs pa’i rgyu yin pa’i phyir | dper na sdong dum dang (P: |) bum pa bzhin
(“Ultimately, the self is not the experiencer, because it is a cause of doubtful know-
ledge, etc., like a tree stump and a pot”); the passage continues: ci ste yang la la 'di
snyam du dbu ma pas bdag (P: bdag gi) tshig gi don nyid du khas ma blangs pa’i
phyir de’i khyad par bstan pa mi rigs te | dper na mo gsham gyi bu’i sngo bsangs
dang | dkar sham nyid la sogs pa (P: dag ston pa for la sogs pa) bzhin no snyam du
sems na | de ni bzang po ma vyin te | yang (P: yang na) ’byung ba’i srid pa len pa’i
phyir bdag ces bya ste | rnam par shes pa’i yul la bdag tu tha snyad gdags pa’i phyir
rnam par shes pa la bdag tu brjod de | de ltar yang bcom ldan das kyis | sems dul ba
ni dge ba ste || dul ba’i sems kyis bde ba ’thob ||' ces gsungs nas (P: nas yang) mdo sde
gzhan las | bdag gi mgon ni bdag nyid yin || gzhan ni mgon du su zhig ’gyur || mkhas
pa bdag nyid legs dul bas || mtho ris dag kyang ’thob par ’gyur ||* zhes gsungs pas |
de’i phyir tha snad du bdag spyir khas blangs pa’i khyad par ma grags pa sel ba’i
phyir skyon med do | (PP D 180b2-5; P 224b4-8); “Even if some would think this:
Because the self is not accepted as a thing (*padartha) by Madhyamikas, it is not
correct to point out its particular [features], even as [it is not correct to point out] the
blackness or blondness [of the hair] of the son of a barren woman, [we respond:] This
is not correct. It is called ‘self’ because it appropriates the rebirth existence; because
the sphere of consciousness is designated as ‘self,” consciousness is stated to be
‘self.” In this way, too, the Bhagavan, having said, ‘Taming the mind is good, a
tamed mind is one that brings happiness,’ [then] stated in another sitra, ‘The master
of the self is just the self, who else could be the master? The wise person who has
tamed the self well even/also attains heaven.” Therefore, because the unacknow-
ledged particular [features] of the conventional self which is [nevertheless] accepted
in a general way are omitted/excluded, the fault does not exist.”

! Udanavarga 31.lcd: cittasya damanam sadhu cittam dantam sukhavaham ||.
Dhammapada 35cd. Cited BCAP 98.7, 484.3.

2Udanavarga 23.17: atma tv ihatmano nathah ko nu nathah paro bhavet | atmana hi
sudantena svargam labhati panditah |. Dhammapada 160. Cited at PsP, 354.5-6 (see
also BCAP 483.16-17): atma hi atmano nathah ko nu nathah paro bhavet | atmana hi
sudantena svargam prapnoti panditah ||. Cited by Candrakirti at MABh,, 245.4,
257.2,257.7, SSVed 218.3-6 (where ko nu nathah has been translated into Tib as if ko
‘nundthah stood in the Skt); for further references see Erb 1997: 136, n. 344. Cf.
AKBh,; 27.6-12 (corrected following AKBhg; 42.19-43.1): atmany asati katham
adhyatmikam bahyam va | ahamkarasamnisrayatvac cittam atmety upacaryate | atma-
na hi sudantena svargam prapnoti panditah | ity uktam | cittasya canyatra damanam
uktam bhagavata | cittasya damanam sadhu cittam dantam sukhavaham | iti | ata
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explain: If sound dependent on the four primary elements (catur-
mahabhautika) is taken [by the Buddhist as the subject in the above
proposition],”’” that [sound] is not established for the opponent
[Mimamsaka].”'® But if [sound as] the quality of space (akasaguna) is
taken [as the subject by the Mimamsaka],*” it is not established for
the Buddhist himself. Similarly also for the VaiSesika proposing the
impermanence of sound: If sound is taken as a product (karya), it is

armabhiitasya cittasyasrayabhavena pratyasannabhavac caksuradinam adhyatmika-
tvam riipadinam visayabhavad bahyatvam |.

Seyfort Ruegg’s comment (2002: 51, n. 52) on hypothetical Bhaviveka’s assertion
that only the general nature of the property, i.e., subject, and of the property
possessor, i.e., predicate, is taken into account, viz., “The anumananumeyavyavahara
would not be possible were it the particular rather than the general intended here
because, according to the Pramanavada, anumdna has to do with the samanya-
laksana” should be ignored, because Candrakirti is not intending any reference to
Dignaga’s svasamanyalaksana distinction and its related theories but is rather
pointing out that Bhaviveka holds that logical subjects and predicates that are
common to both parties, i.e., free from doctrinal specifications that would otherwise
render debate impossible, should be relied upon.

217 See AK 11.22 and corresponding AKBh, AKVy 123.20-28; Frauwallner 1958: 97-
98.

218 Seyfort Ruegg (2002: 51) identifies the opponent in the initial example, i.e., the
opponent for whom sound dependent on the four primary elements is not established
and who holds that sound is a quality of space, as the Naiyayika and Vaisesika;
Stcherbatsky (1927: 109) refers to the opponent as a VaiSesika. A debate, however,
between the Buddhist and these philosophers would be unnecessary since the
VaiSesikas and Naiyayikas maintain that sound, even though posited by them as a
quality of ether, is impermanent. Hopkins (1983: 506f.), following Tsong kha pa,
also assumes this opponent to be a Vaisesika, and understands the second debate
example to be presenting the discordant particular views of a VaiSesika and a Jaina
(see also the remarks in Yotsuya 1999: 93, n. 73); the Jainas, however, do not assert
permanent sound which merely manifests.

219 See Frauwallner 1956: 59; 1984 II: 36. Although the Grammarian’s theories of
padasphota and varnasphota served as the model for the Mimamsa doctrine of the
eternality of sound, the Mimamsakas did not use the Grammarians’ theory of varna-
sphota being manifested through sounds consisting of sound atoms, and instead
appropriated the VaiSesika system’s theory of sound as a quality of ether, rejecting,
however, that sound is produced by the contact of breath and the vocal organs and is
thus impermanent; see Frauwallner 1960: 241-242 (1982: 281-282) and 1961: 114-
118 (1982: 312-316).
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not established from the side of the [Mimamsaka] opponent.”* But if
[the subject sound is considered as] something to be manifested
(abhivyangya), it is not established from the side of [the VaiSesika
him]self.”' It is like this, according to the situation.”” Also [in the
case of the property (sadhyadharma)] cessation (vinasa = anitya): If
[cessation is considered to be] something that has a cause (sahetuka),
it is not established for the Buddhist himself. But if [cessation is taken
to be] causeless (nirhetuka), it is not established from the side of the
[Mimamsaka] opponent.”” Therefore, just as here [in the cases

220 According to the VaiSesika, sound is a quality of ether; non-repeatable sound
particulars arise in dependence on various acoustical events (dhvani) and then perish
(see, e.g., VaiSesikasiitra 11.25-32; Frauwallner 1956: 51f.; 1984: II, 30f.; Halbfass
1992: 127). According to the Mimamsaka, sound is eternal (see MS 1.1.6-23); on the
reasons for and origins of this doctrine, see Frauwallner 1961 (1982: 311-322); on
certain advantages this theory had over the VaiSesika doctrine, see Frauwallner 1956:
59-61; 1984: 11, 36-38. Cf. also Houben 1995: 46-47.

221 According to the Mimamsaka, sound, eternal and abiding in a potential form in
akasa, is merely brought to manifestation (abhivyariga). Through the effort of
speaking, internal air is propelled out of the mouth and into contact with the
surrounding external air in which it, spreading out via contact and disjunction
(samyogavibhagau), reaches the ear of the hearer. Here it comes into contact with the
auditory faculty, the akasa in the cochlea, and imparting to it a potency (sSakti),
produces modifications (samskara) in this akasa that allow it to perceive the distinct,
though in actuality eternal, now temporarily manifested words intended by the
speaker (see Bhatt 1989: 180; Jha 1964: 117-118; Frauwallner 1956: 59f.; 1984: 1I,
36f.). The VaiSesika posits sound as a quality of akasa, but considers sound to be
impermanent, produced in akasa through breath touching the vocal organs during the
effort of speaking. Sound moves toward the auditory faculty, the particular akasa in
the ear of the hearer, by reproducing itself as it comes into conjunction with
succeeding parts of external air, and is heard when it reaches the auditory faculty. On
akasa as the auditory faculty, see, e.g, Frauwallner 1956: 51f., 58f.; 1984: 11, 31, 35f.;
on its determination as such by a process of exclusion, cf. Junankar 1978: 63 and
Preisendanz 1994: 680, n. 239.

222 T understand, contrary to PsP Tib and previous translators, evam yathasambhavam
as a separate sentence.

223 According to the Buddhist debater, cessation occurs spontaneously, without cause.
Cf. AKBh,, 193.5-10: samskrtasyavasyam vyayat (AK 11.2d) | akasmiko hi bhavanam
vindasah | kim karanam | karyasya hi karanam bhavati | vinasas cabhavah | yas
cabhavas tasya kim kartavyam | so ’sav akasmiko vinaso yadi bhavasyotpannama-
trasya na sydat pascad api na syad bhavasya tulyatvat | athanyathibhiitah | na yuktam
tasyaivanyathatvam | na hi sa eva tasmad vilaksano yujyate |. Translated in von



108 TRANSLATION

presented, one takes] merely the general [nature] of the property
possessor (dharmin) and the property (dharma), in this present case
too the mere property possessor [i.e., the internal bases such as the
visual faculty, etc.], whose particular [nature, i.e., the inner bases
determined as existing from the point of view of the surface level or
the ultimate] is waived [for the sake of debate], will be taken [as the
subject].”*

Rospatt 1995: 180-181, n. 397: “[The momentariness of everything is established]
because the conditioned entity necessarily perishes. For the destruction of things is
spontaneous. For which reason? For [only] an effect has a cause, but destruction is
non-existence, and what should be effected with respect to non-existence? If this
spontaneous destruction of the thing did not occur as soon as it had originated, it
would also not occur later because the thing would [then] be [just] the same [as it was
earlier] (i.e. it would also then have the nature to persist and not to perish). [Nor
could it perish later] after having become different [in the meantime]. [For] it is not
possible that one and the same thing becomes different, because one and the same
[thing] cannot differ in character from itself.” Cf. also the Yogacara proofs for mo-
mentariness based on the non-existence of causes of cessation in ibid., 1995: 178f.
and 180 n. 396. The Mimamsakas, on the other hand, posit cessation as effected by
causes and reject this Buddhist idea. Cf. SV V1.24-30 (sabdanityatadhikarana) (24ab:
ahuh svabhavasiddham hi te vinasam ahetukam |) and Bhatt 1989: 366ff. Within the
Buddhist fold but not taken into consideration by Candrakirti in the above are the
Sarvastivadins and Vatsiputriya-Sammatiyas, who in assuming the doctrine of the
four samskrtalaksanas maintain that an internal factor, namely, the fourth
samskrtalaksana anityata is responsible for the cessation of an entity (see, e.g., Cox
1995: 146-151, 349-353); whereas the Sarvastivadins deny that an entity is dependent
on causes external to itself for its cessation, the Vatsiputriya-Sammatiyas claim that
external causes actualize the latent efficiency of the laksana anityata (cf. von Rospatt
1995: 53f.). Candrakirti himself critiques the view of uncaused perishing; see PsP_
173.8-174.4; YSV,, 58.13-25; YSV,, 194-196 and n. 324.

224 Bhaviveka, in applying this general debate procedure to his inference, considers
the subject, the inner bases, to be free from being determined as either surface-level
or ultimate, and believes that this relieves the proposition and reason of being liable
to the faults of, respectively, asiddhadhara and asrayasiddha (see n. 211 and n. 212).
His inference in this regard (presuming that Candrakirti still assumes the
qualification in Bhaviveka’s reasoning to be connected with non-arising; cf. his
reformulation samvrtanam caksuradinam paramarthato nasty utpatti [see PsPy, §47;
PsP; 27.10-28.1]), may be stated as: “The inner bases, unspecified as conventional or
ultimate, ultimately do not arise from self.”

The author of the TJ also considers the qualification as attached to the predicate of
the proposition (in this case the reasoning being discussed is MHK II1.26: tatra
bhittasvabhavam hi norvyadi paramarthatah | krtakatvad yatha jianam hetu-
mattvadito "pi va |; TJ: ’dir sa la sogs pa dag ces bya ba ni chos can yin la | don dam
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[We reply:] But this is not the same, because this very [one, namely,
Bhaviveka] himself has accepted that precisely when’” the negation
of arising (utpadapratisedha) is intended here as the property to be
proved (sadhyadharma), there is the loss (pracyuti) of the property
possessor (dharmin), the locus of that [property] (tadadhara), whose
[ascribed] existence (atrmabhava) has been procured through sheer

par (D: par na) "byung ba’i ngo bo nyid ma yin zhes bya ba ni de’i chos yin no || chos
can dang chos bsdus pa ni phyogs yin te | [ed. lida 1980: 84f.; Heitmann 2004: 124;
that the qualification is attached to the predicate has been noted also by Seyfort
Ruegg 1981: 65]). Yotsuya (1999: 97, n. 86) notes that the final sentence of the
defence of the qualification further on in the commentary on MHK II1.26 (’dir de
dam bcas pa’i khyad par nyid bzung bas nyes pa med do) appears to indicate that don
dam par qualifies the whole proposition; one might presume that the TJ’s author,
having specified earlier that the qualification is applied to the predicate of the thesis,
is here using the word pratijiia in a more general sense. He defends the usage of the
qualification “ultimately” (and indirectly the unspecified subject; see Candrakirti’s
critique beginning with the next sentence) by arguing that the qualification should be
understood as intending the paramartha associated with conceptuality: don dam pa ni
rnam gnyis te | de la gcig ni mngon par ’du byed pa med par ’jug pa ’jig rten las ’das
pa zag pa med pa spros pa med pa’o || gnyis pa ni mngon par ’du byed pa dang bcas
par ’jug pa bsod nams dang ye shes kyi tshogs kyi rjes su mthun pa dag pa ’jig rten
pa’i ye shes zhes bya ba spros pa dang bcas pa ste | "dir de dam bcas pa’i khyad par
nyid bzung bas nyes pa med do | (TJ D 60b4-5; P 64a7-64bl; quoted in Yotsuya
1999: 97, n. 86; Tibetan text and translation in Iida 1980: 86, 87; Heitmann 2004:
130ff.). Yotsuya (ibid., n. 86) states, “As the passages ... cited from the TJ show,
something which is found through cognition conformable with the ultimate, and
which can be a subject that is unspecified either as ‘conventional’ or as ‘ultimate,’ is
what Bhavaviveka is assumed to maintain in this context in the PMV,” and translates:
“There are two kinds of paramarthas: one is [cognition] which arises without [con-
ceptualizing] effort, and which is beyond the world, undefiled and without
diversification; the other is [cognition] which arises possessing conceptualization and
conforms with the assemblage of wisdom and virtue; it is called ‘pure worldly
gnosis’ and possesses diversification. In this connection, since it (= the second kind
of paramartha) is held to be the qualification of the proposition, a fault is not
incurred [by me (= Bhavaviveka)].” The argumentation for the general subject as
presented here in the PsP is also translated in Cabezon 1992: 279 but the rendering is
problematic.

225 For the sake of the English, I have not translated the corresponding tadaiva. P, N
and G Tib correctly attest de’i tshe kho nar for tadaiva; D and C Tib, however, attest
de’i tshe de kho nar, a reading accepted and elaborated on by Tsong kha pa. See
Yotsuya 1999: 99, n. 93, and 128, n. 43; Hopkins 1983: 825, n. 424; 1989: 19f.;
Seyfort Ruegg 2002: 53, n. 57.



110 TRANSLATION

error.”® For error (viparydsa) and non-error (aviparyasa) are [utterly]

226 Cp. MABh,, 102.18-103.1 where, in the context of describing the samvrti aspect of
things, bdag gi yod pa (*atmabhava) is said to be found through the force of false
vision: gzhan (= samvrti) ni so so’i skye bo (MABhyy: bo’i) ma rig pa’i rab rib kyi
ming (MABhyy: ling) tog gis blo’i mig ma lus par khebs pa rnams kyi mthong ba
rdzun (MABhyy: brdzun) pa’i stobs las bdag gi yod pa rnyed pa yin te |.

The section from PsP,; §48 (response) to end of the first sentence of §50 (PsP, 29.7
to 30.16) rejects the possibility of a common subject for the proponent and the op-
ponent and, to borrow Yotsuya’s terminology, presents the “Crucial Point” in
Candrakirti’s critique of svatantra reasoning. Its structure and argumentation are laid
out in detail in Yotsuya 1999: 97-107. I agree with Yotsuya that the proponent here is
Bhaviveka as a Madhyamika, and not Bhaviveka as a Svatantrika-Madhyamika; he
states (ibid., 98, n. 87): “It seems to me, however, that Candrakirti points out that it is
inappropriate not for the Svatantrika-Madhyamika but for a true Madhyamika to
employ svatantra-reasoning.” Candrakirti argues in this first sentence of the section
(= Yotsuya’s ‘Passage A I,” p. 99) that Bhaviveka’s general subject, i.e., the inner
bases unspecified as surface-level or ultimate—according to Candrakirti, however, a
subject necessarily surface for Bhaviveka—is ruined for Bhaviveka when non-arising
is accepted as the sadhyadharma. The next sentence provides the reason for this.
Yotsuya (ibid., 100) explains: “In Candrakirti’s interpretations of ultimate truth
(paramartha) we cannot find an entity of intermediate ontological status between the
conventional and the ultimate such as Bhavaviveka accepts ... . For Candrakirti, the
conventional and the ultimate are utterly distinct. This implies that the conventional
entity cannot be possibly established on the ultimate level, and further that, on the
ultimate level, the subject (which for him is a conventional entity) is not established
in a form unspecified as conventional or ultimate” (see his translation of the present
paragraph at ibid., 99-101).

Stcherbatsky (1927: 110f.) wrongly interprets the entire passage as focussed on what
he considers the dual reality posited by the Madhyamaka school, viz., the universe as
whole as ultimate Reality and the separate, related parts that make up the whole as
phenomenal reality; see, however, his literal translation (ibid., 111, n. 4) which
retains more of the sense of the passage. Cabezon’s (1992: 281) translation of the
section from the Tibetan where it is cited in the sTong thun chen mo would have
benefited from a comparison with the Sanskrit or a perusal of Hopkins’ translation
from the Tibetan (Hopkins has checked at least part of the Sanskrit; see Hopkins
1983: 825, n. 424). Hopkins (ibid., 510), however, misled by PsP Tib’s placement of
gang gis na de’i tshe na kun rdzob tu ’gyur ba (yena tadanim samvrtih), translates the
final sentence, “Like the falling hairs and so forth of one without cataracts, when a
non-erroneous [consciousness of meditative equipoise on emptiness] does not
superimpose the unreal [i.e., objects established by way of their own character], how
could it observe the merest portion of a conventionality that does not exist [by way of
its own character]?” Thurman’s (1991: 335, n. 138) literal translation from the
Sanskrit has a number of problems; the first sentence, e.g., is translated as “[That is
not so;] because, when as here the negation of production is accepted as probandum,
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distinct (bhinna).**” Thus, when through error what is inexistent (asat)
is taken to be existent, like the hairs and so forth [seen] by a person
with [the visual disorder called] timira,”*® how [could there be] the

[Bhavaviveka] himself postulates that it would be a grievous error for its basis, the
subject [of the syllogism], to have an intrinsic nature established merely by erroneous
[cognition].” Tillemans’ (1990: 47, n. 107) translation of the section from the San-
skrit is much more accurate; armabhdva refers, however, to the [ascribed] existence
(of the dharmin), and not, as Tillemans has it, to “the self’s possessions [such as the
eye, etc.].” See also the translation by Seyfort Ruegg (2002: 53f.).

I have not managed to locate the passage Candrakirti refers to in which Bhaviveka
addresses the loss of the dharmin. Yotsuya (1999: 100, n. 95) cites 'Jam dbyangs
bzhad pa’s referral to a statement by Bhaviveka in the MHK in his dBu ma la ’jug
pa’i mtha’ dpyod lung rigs gter mdzod zab don kun gsal skal bzang ’jug ngogs. See
also Hopkins 1989: 24.

The *LT glosses viparyasa with bhranti. The *LT’s author appears to mistakenly
understand the dharmin to be the subject Candrakirti has posited for Buddhapalita’s
inference, i.e., a pot, etc.: viparydaso bhrantis tanmatrenasaditatmabhavasya gha-
tade[r] dharmina utpattir nastity ukte tasya pracyutir abhavo ’'rngikrta (cf. Yonezawa
2004: 122, 136 [fol. 2a4]). He may, however, have understood pot, etc., as a hypo-
thetical general subject, in the sense proposed by Bhaviveka, that would be accepted
by the Madhyamika and his opponent.

227 viparyasa and aviparydsa refer to the subjective, active side of error and have thus
been translated as “mistaken [cognition] / non-mistaken [cognition]” by Yotsuya
(1999: 100). Hopkins (1983: 508f.) translates phyin ci log tsam gyis of the previous
sentence as “by a mere erroneous [consciousness],” but translates phyin ci log dang
phyin ci ma log pa dag of the relevant sentence as “The erroneous and the non-
erroneous,” which he explains as the erroneous objects and non-erroneous objects
found by their respective mistaken and non-mistaken consciousnesses; see his
discussion of Tsong kha pa’s two interpretations of the sentence in Hopkins 1989.
Stcherbatsky (1927: 110f.) similarly relates (a)viparyasa to the objective side of
error, i.e., to “illusion” and “reality.” Hopkins (1983: 512f.), possibly misled by Tib’s
use of phyin ci (ma) log (pa) for (a)viparyasa and of phyin ci log for viparita, goes on
to translate (a)viparyasa and viparita in the first sentence of the commentary
following the VV quotation in an objective sense. Candrakirti is, however, being
consistent in his usage of (a)viparydsa as a subjective state throughout this section
(he employs the word only in a subjective sense in the PsP); he resorts to viparita to
refer to the objective side of error.

228 Persons with the timira condition are usually said to imagine that they see hairs
floating in the air or lying on their food or in eating utensils; the hairs are sometimes
described as a “net” of hair: cf. CST XIII where the individual with the fimira
condition is said to see only a mesh of hairs and not each hair individually (Tib in
CSTTed 64-65; see also CSTH. 275, n. 370). The condition may also cause the
taimirikas to imagine that they see small flies or mosquitoes (cf. PsP; 373.2: yatha hi
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perception of even a trace (lesa) of a real thing (sadbhiitapadartha)?
And when something unreal (abhiita) is not superimposed because
there is no error, just as hairs and so forth [are not superimposed] by
a person without [the visual disorder] timira, how [could there] then
[be] the perception of even a trace of an unreal thing, whereby the
surface (samvrti) could exist at that time?

Just on account of this the Master [Nagarjuna] has said:

If I perceived something by way of things like direct perception
(pratyaksa) [and the other means of valid cognition], I might
affirm (pravartayeyam) or negate (nivartayeyam) [it];

[But] because that [object of perception] does not exist, I am
without reproach.””

And because in this way error and non-error are [utterly] distinct,
then, since what is mistaken (viparita) cannot exist in the state of non-
error of the wise, how [could there be] a surface-level visual faculty
(samvrtam caksuh) which might be the subject (dharmin)? Thus,
neither the fault of the proposition [namely, that the proposition is]
unestablished with respect to [its] locus (asiddhadhara), nor the fault
of the reason [namely, that the reason is] unestablished as regards

taimirika vitatham kesamasSakamaksikadiriipam pasyantah ...). The common
translation “ophthalmia,” i.e., conjunctivitis, the inflammation of the mucous
membrane (conjunctiva) lining the inner eyelids and the forepart of the eyeball, has
been corrected by May (1959: 226, n. 779), who cites the Indologist and
ophthamologist Filliozat: “Timira ne peut se traduire valablement par ‘ophtalmie’. Ce
dernier terme désigne des conjonctivites qui ne donnent pas les symptdmes de timira.
Timira = ‘obscurité’ ou plus généralement ‘trouble visuel’ dii a des opacités et
altérations de réfringence a l’intérieur des milieux transparents de 1’ceil.” The
opacities, as he indicates, occur in the vitreous humour, the clear gel-like substance
filling the eye. See also, e.g., May 1959: 187, n. 610; La Vallée Poussin 1933: 30-31;
MABh,, 109.6-110.11, 216.16-18. In the context of Madhyamaka discussions the
reference is usually to what is commonly known as “floaters.” See also Kobayashi
2013 where the reference in certain Indian medical texts appears to be to cataracts.

222 VV 30. Quoted earlier at PsP,, §26 (PsP, 16.9-10).
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[its] basis (asrayasiddha), is eliminated.* So this is definitely not a
refutation [of the logical faults].”'

§49. Nor is there similarity of the example (nidarsana) [that is, of the
exemplifying inference proving the impermanence of sound adduced
by Bhaviveka to demonstrate that a general nature of property
possessor and property is accepted by both parties]. For in that
[example], the general [nature] of sound (Sabdasamanya), and the
general [nature] of impermanence (anityatvasamanya), without [any]
particular [nature] being intended, are agreed upon (samvidyate) by
the two [debaters].** But it is not the case that, like this, [both] the
proponent of emptiness (Sinyatd[vadin]) and the proponent of non-
emptiness (asinyatavadin) accept a visual faculty in general, either
from a surface [point of view] (samvrtya) or ultimately. Thus, the
example is not similar.”*’

§50. And precisely this method (vidhi) [that was employed] for
bringing out (udbhavana) the fault of the proposition (paksadosa)
[namely, that the proposition is] unestablished with respect to [its]
locus (asiddhadhara),”* should be employed for bringing out the fact
that this reason, “because [they] are [already] existing” (sattvar),” is

2% Hopkins (1983: 513) translates: “Therefore, due to the irreversibility of having a
fallacious position [thesis] in which the base [subject] is not established
(asiddhadhara, gzhi ma grub pa) ... .”

2! This concludes, according to Yotsuya (1999: 98), the first aspect (“Point 17) of the
Crucial Point, viz., that the “subject which is unspecified either only as
‘conventional’ or only as ‘ultimate’ is not established for the proponent.” Candrakirti
now proceeds to “Point 2,” viz., that “the subject is not established in common for
both the proponent and the opponent either conventionally or ultimately.”

232 Seyfort Ruegg (2002: 56) is of the opinion that the two debaters referred to would
be a Vaisesika and a Buddhist (“... are available to both [parties to the debate, viz.,
the VaiSesika and a Buddhist]”), but see my comments on §48.

3 #LT: ato na drstantena sahdsya sadrSata (ms: ’Sadrsat@) | yato viparyasavi-
paryasav anyonyavyavacchedasthitau (see Yonezawa 2004: 122, 136 [fol. 2a4-5]).

234 See PsPy, §45 to end of §47 (PsP, 27.7-28.3).

23 The logical reason for Bhaviveka’s inference is first presented in PsP as
vidyamanatvat (cited PsPy §39 [PsP, 26.1]), and then as sartvat (first sentence of
PsP,, §50 [PsP, 30.15]; see also §54 [PsP, 33.4]), the former presented together with
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unestablished (hetor asiddharthatd). And this is so because this
logician (tarkika) himself [i.e., Bhaviveka] has also accepted this
matter (artha) as stated. How? [He states that Buddhist opponents
from the Conservative school have objected:]

[The causal conditions,] the cause (hetu) and so forth, which
produce the inner bases do indeed exist, because the Tathagata
has instructed thus. For that which has been taught by the
Tathagata [as being] a [certain] way [truly] is thus; for example,
[the Tathagata taught that] nirvana is peaceful (santa) [and it
truly is thus].?®

[In regard to] this proof (sadhana) put forth by the opponent, this
[logician Bhaviveka] has expressed the [following] criticism:

What meaning of the reason do you intend here then? [Do you
mean] “because the Tathagata has instructed thus from the
surface [point of view]” (samvrtya) or [“because the Tathagata
has instructed thus] from the ultimate [standpoint]” (para-
marthatah)? If [you claim he has done so] from the surface
[point of view], the reason is unestablished from [your] own

the rest of the inference, the latter on its own (i.e., the present instance) and later as
part of the reworked inference. Cp. PsPy, §32 (PsP, 22.4) where the svata evanumana
Candrakirti presents in response to Bhaviveka’s criticism contains the reason
vidyamanatvat (see also the penultimate sentence of the first paragraph of PsP,, §29
[PsP; 20.5-6] where the reason indicated will have to be construed as such).

*LT’s author specifies that sattvar refers to Bhaviveka’s reason: sat[t]vad iti
samkhyam prati bhavivekenoktam (cf. Yonezawa 2004: 122, 136 [fol. 2a5]).

2% The passage appears in Bhaviveka’s commentary on MMK 1.7. PP: nang gi skye
mched rnams skyed par byed pa rgyu la sogs pa ni yod pa kho na yin te | de Itar de
bzhin gshegs pas gsungs pa’i phyir | (D: phyir dang; PsP: phyir ro |) gang de bzhin
shegs pas ji skad gsungs pa de ni de bzhin te | dper na mya ngan las ’das pa ni zhi
ba’o zhes bya ba bzhin no | (D 58b3-4; P 70a7-70b1; translated in Kajiyama 1964:
115; Ames 1994: 109). The fellow Buddhists voicing the objection (rang gi sde pa
dag yang phyir zlogs par byed de) are identified by Avalokitavrata as Vaibhasikas
and Sautrantikas (PPT: rang gi sde pa dag ces bya ba ni mdo sde pa dang bye brag tu
smra ba dag [D 191b5-6; P 223a2]).

Cf. AKBh, 80.22-23; 108.25: tadyatha sarvasamskara anityah sarvadharma
anatmanah santam nirvanam iti. More references in Seyfort Ruegg 2002: 58, n. 64.
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[point of view].”” If [you claim he has done so] from the ultimate
[standpoint, let us remind you that the MadhyamakaS$astra
states:]

237 According to Dignaga, not only the subject (dharmin), but also the reason (hetu) in
an inference must be acknowledged by each of the parties in the debate; see PS
III.11, as cited and translated in n. 147; PS IIl.12bc: prasiddhas tu dvayor api |
sadhanam (Katsura 2009: 158; see also Steinkellner 1988: 1429 and n. 8); NM:
paksadharmo vadiprativadiniscito grhyate (Katsura 1977: 122). A reason that is not
acknowledged by one of the parties is classified amongst the four types of unestab-
lished and therefore pseudo reasons (asiddhahetvabhdsa) as an anyatarasiddha-
hetvabhasa (cf. Tucci 1930: 14 and n. 24; Katsura 1977: 124). Cp. the example of the
reason “because it is made / a product” used by the Buddhists to prove the imper-
manence of sound which would not be accepted by a Mimamsa opponent propound-
ing the eternality of sound as set forth by Dignaga in PSV ad PS IIl.11 gcig la yang
bzlog pa ni mngon par gsal bar smra ba la byas pa nyid Ita bu’o (PSVg P 27b8;
PSVy;, 481). See also n. 272. If, as regards the inference set forth in the PP and cited
here in the PsP, the Buddhist arguing for the existence of the causal conditions
should respond to Bhaviveka’s question by stating that the meaning of the reason is
“because the Tathagata has instructed thus from the surface [point of view],” the
reason is not established for himself because he asserts that the Tathagata taught thus
from an ultimate point of view. Avalokitavrata also explains that when the reason is
asserted from the surface point of view, it will not be established for the fellow
Buddhist: ’di ltar khyed kyi sgrub pa ni de bzhin shegs pas don dam par rkyen bzhi po
dag yod par gsungs pa’i phyir | don dam par de dag las dngos po rnams skye bar *dod
pa yin la | 'dir gtan tshigs kyi don ni de bzhin gshegs pas kun rdzob tu de skad gsungs
pa’i phyir zhes zer na | de ni kho bo’i (D: bo) ’dod pa yin pas khyed rang la ma grub
pa’i don nyid yin no || (D 192b1-2; P 224b6-7).

Seyfort Ruegg (2002: 59) understands the passage differently than I do, possibly
because he has overlooked that ratha tathagatena nirdesat of the first sentence of
Bhaviveka’s response merely repeats the reason just set forth by the Conservative
Buddhist. He translates: “In what sense do you understand the sense of the inferential
reason: on the surface-level, since the Tathagata has taught this thus, or in ultimate
reality?” His translation of the next sentence reveals that he does not take the reason
(hetu) referred to there to be tatha tathagatena nirdesat, i.e., that of the Conservative
Buddhist, but rather to be sattvat, the reason in Bhaviveka’s own inference: “If you
think it to be on the surface-level, then the sense of the [above-mentioned] inferential
reason [ ‘sartvat, because of existing’] is unestablished for oneself (svatas).” A similar
interpretation appears in Seyfort Ruegg 1981: 77f., where there additionally seems to
be some confusion regarding the referent of the word svatah. svatah of samvrtya cet
svato hetor asiddharthata here in Bhaviveka’s response to the Conservative Buddhist
arguing for causal conditions refers to this opponent himself, since he only accepts
the real, i.e., ultimate, existence of these conditions.
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When neither an existent, nor an inexistent, nor a [both]
existent and inexistent factor (dharma) comes forth
(nirvartate),”*

then because its (= the alleged cause’s) being the condition
(pratyaya) of an existent, inexistent or both [existent and
inexistent] effect (karya) has [thus] been refuted,

How is the cause [condition] (hetu) that which brings forth
(nirvartaka)? It being thus, [a cause condition] is not
[logically] feasible.”

[This] statement [by Nagarjuna] means that that [alleged] cause
is definitely not [something which] brings forth [and hence in
reality not a cause]. And therefore, because that to be brought
forth and that which brings forth (nirvartyanirvartaka) are not
ultimately established, the reason (hetu) [“because the Tathagata
has instructed thus” turns out to be either] unestablished
(asiddharthata) or is contradictory [in that it proves the opposite
of the probandum it aims to prove] (viruddharthata)***.**'

*LT’s author wrongly interprets svatah (“from [your] own [point of view]”) of
samvrtya cet svato hetor asiddharthata to refer to a Sankhya opponent: svata iti
samkhyasya (cf. Yonezawa 2004: 123, 137 [fol. 2a5]). He seems to have confused the
Conservative Buddhist’s reason with Bhaviveka’s own reason vidyamanatvat/sattvat;
if this is the case, he is at least correct in understanding that when the samvrtya
alternative is applied to vidyamanatvat/sattvat, it is the opponent, i.e., the Sankhya
who only accepts existence from the ultimate standpoint, for whom this reason would
be unestablished.

28 MMK 1.7ab: na san nasan na sadasan dharmo nirvartate yada |.

29 MMK 1.7cd: katham nirvartako hetur evam sati na yujyate || (PsP,, Ye 2011a: ...
evam sati hi yujyate ). For the discussion regarding the emendation to 1.7d, see n.
592. My translation of the karika reflects Candrakirti’s interpretation of it as found in
his commentary on MMK 1.7.

240 If the Buddhist opponent answers that the reason means “because the Tathagata
has instructed thus from the ultimate standpoint,” the reason will be unestablished
because Nagarjuna, communicating—according to the Madhyamika—the Tatha-
gata’s true intent, has shown in MMK 1.7 that a cause condition does not ultimately
exist. The opponent has accepted that the reason is intended from an ultimate point of
view but the Madhyamika only accepts that the Tathagata taught causal conditions
from a surface-level point of view. Just how the reason understood by the opponent
as meaning “because the Tathataga has instructed thus from the ultimate standpoint”
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could, alternatively, be viewed as a contradictory reason, i.e., as one proving the
opposite of the sadhya, is less evident: if the reason “because the Tathataga has
instructed thus from the ultimate standpoint” is taken to mean that the Tathagata
taught that causal conditions truly exist, then there is no contradiction, for the
opponent wishes to prove the ultimate existence of causal conditions. It seems that
Bhaviveka, in order to be able to present a contradiction between the reason and
probandum, intended that the opponent’s reason, in being claimed to be from the
ultimate point of view, would mean “because the Tathagata has instructed thus from
the ultimate standpoint, i.e., he taught that causal conditions do not truly exist, for he
taught from the ultimate point of view which denies the existence of all things.” This
interpretation would deliver a contradiction inasmuch as the hefu communicating that
the teaching of causal conditions was given from the ultimate standpoint of no real
existence would contradict the sadhya claiming the real existence of causal
conditions. This alternative interpretation demands, however, an unexpected change
in the meaning of paramarthatah construed with the reason from ‘“because the
Tathagata taught them as existing in an ultimate sense” (as assumed for the
unestablished reason) to “because the Tathagata talked about them from the ultimate
standpoint of no real existence.” The understanding of the contradiction gleaned by
Hopkins (1983: 518) from his dGe lugs pa sources and/or informants is different; he
translates: “Or it is just contradictory [if the referent is to ultimate existence due to
being very contradictory with a predicate of the probandum which should be a
conventionality].” This interpretation assumes the reason “because the Tathagata
taught them as existing in an ultimate sense” but factors in the Madhyamaka
viewpoint, according to which the causal conditions of the sadhya are strictly surface
level. The reason would thus be unestablished from the Madhyamika’s point of view
and contradictory from the Madhyamika’s point of view.

Avalokitavrata states that should the Buddhist opponent assert that the reason meant
is “because the Tathagata instructed thus from the ultimate standpoint,” the reason
would be unestablished because, as demonstrated by Nagarjuna in his karika, a cause
that brings forth is not possible. In explaining the contradiction, he states that even if
the opponent maintains that the Tathagata taught the meaning of the reason to be that
the conditions exist from the standpoint of the surface level, the resultant
establishment of own nature as existing on the surface level would imply that he
agrees with the Madhyamika view that it does not exist ultimately, and this surface-
level establishment would thus conflict with his actual position that own nature exists
ultimately. It is not clear to me if this represents the alternative interpretation of
“ultimately” suggested above (i.e., “because the Tathagata has instructed thus from
the ultimate standpoint” taken to mean “because the Tathagata talked about them
from the ultimate standpoint of no real existence”) or if Avalokitavrata considers the
contradictory reason as applicable solely in the context of the reason asserted from
the surface point of view, i.e., understood as “because the Tathagata has instructed
thus from the surface point of view.” The outcome is of course in each case the same,
i.e., the opponent’s reason proves something other than the probandum it aims to
prove. PPT: ‘on te don dam par na ni zhes bya ba ni ’on te rang la ma grub pa’i don
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And because in this way this very [one] himself (= Bhaviveka), by
virtue of this procedure (nydaya), has accepted the non-establishment
(asiddhi) of the reason, as a result, since indeed in all inferences with
reasons adduced as properties of real things (vastudharmopanyasta-

nyid mi ’dod pas | gtan tshigs kyi don de de bzhin gshegs pas don dam par de skad
gsungs pa’i phyir ro zhes zer na ni’o || de Itar na | gang tshe chos ni yod pa dang || (P:
|) med dang yod med mi bsgrub (P: sgrub) pa || zhes bya ba brjod do || (P: de |) ... gtan
tshigs kyi don de Iltar de bzhin gshegs pas gsungs pa’i phyir zhes bya ba de ma grub
pa nyid do || (P: nyid for nyid do ||) gtan tshigs kyi don ’gal ba nyid do zhes bya ba ni
ci ste de bzhin gshegs pas kun rdzob tu rkyen rnams yod par gsungs pa de nus pa’i
ngo bo nyid kyi (D: kyis) med na mi "byung ba’i tshul gyis gtan tshigs su ’dod na ’'di
la yang khyed kun rdzob tu ngo bo nyid yod par sgrub (P: bsgrub) pa ni don dam par
ngo bo nyid med par sgrub pa yin pas | de ltar na khyod don dam par ngo bo nyid yod
par ’dod pa dang ’gal ba’i don nyid yin no || (D 192b2-7; P 224b7-225a7). Ames
(1994: 129, n. 104) appears to understand Avalokitavrata’s explanation of the contra-
dictory reason to be referring to the reason as asserted from the surface-level point of
view (samvrtya): “If it is asserted of superficial reality, it is contradictory to try to
prove a thesis about ultimate reality using a reason which holds only in superficial
reality.”

241 Bhaviveka’s response in the PP to the Buddhist opponent follows upon the
opponent’s presentation of the application and conclusion (omitted in the following)
for his inference. PP: 'dir khyod kyi gtan tshigs kyi don du ’dod pa gang yin | de bzhin
gshegs pas kun rdzob tu de skad gsungs pa’i phyir ram | "on te don dam par gsungs
pa’i phyir | gal te kun rdzob tu na ni (P without na ni) rang la (P without la) gtan
tshigs kyi (P without gtan tshigs kyi) don ma grub pa nyid do || "on te don dam par na
ni | (D: |)) gang tshe chos ni yod pa dang || med dang yod med mi bsgrub' pa || de’i tshe
"bras bu yod pa dang med pa dang | gnyi ga’i bdag nyid kyi rkyen bsal (D: bstsal) ba’i
phyir | ji ltar sgrub byed rgyu zhes bya || de Ita yin na mi rigs so || de ni sgrub par byed
pa’i rgyu ma yin pa kho na’o (P: na’o ||) zhes bya ba’i tshig® gi don to || de’i phyir don
dam par bsgrub (P: grub) par bya ba dang | sgrub bar byed ba nyid ma grub pa’i
phyir gtan tshigs kyi don ma grub pa nyid® dang | don ’gal ba nyid* do || (D 58b6-
59al; P 70b3-6). PsP: ""grub (ABh, BP and MMK; also attest "grub); *zhes bya ba ni
ngag for zhes bya ba’i tshig; 3gtan tshigs ma grub pa’i don nyid for gtan tshigs kyi
don ma grub pa nyid; *don ’gal ba’i don nyid for don ’gal ba nyid. Translated in
Kajiyama 1964: 116; Ames 1994: 109-110; both Kajiyama and Ames translate khyod
kyi of the first sentence as a possessive genitive qualifying gran tshigs “eures
Grundes; your reason,” but khyod kyi is the literal translation for bhavatam used in
the meaning of “on your part.”
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hetuka) the reason and so forth are not established right from [his]
own [point of view], truly all proofs (sadhana) are ruined.**

§51. For example, here [in Bhaviveka’s inferences against arising
from other which he has stated as follows],

It is not the case, ultimately, that the inner bases arise from their
conditions (tatpratyaya), which are other [than the inner bases],
because [they] are other [than their conditions] (paratvar), just as
a pot [does not arise from the conditions for the inner bases
which are other than the pot].**

It is not the case, ultimately, that the others (pare), the alleged
(vivaksita) [conditions] that bring forth inner bases such as the
visual faculty, are admitted/recognized (pratiyante) as condi-
tions, because [they] are other [than the inner bases] (paratvar),
like threads, etc. [which, other than the inner bases, are not
conditions for the inner bases],***

22 adi of hetvadinam refers to the other parts of an inference, such as the example.
*LT’s author wrongly interprets svata eva as referring to the Sankhya opponent he
imagines is the focus of the entire preceding passage: svata eveti samkhyasya (cf.
Yonezawa 2004: 123, 137 [fol. 2a5]).

243 Cf. Avalokitavrata’s comments at PPT D 82b1-3, 83a5-83b2; P 96b2-5, 97a8-
97b6. Ames (1993: 223f.) translates para (gzhan) as “different,” which is certainly
not wrong, but does leave some ambiguity as to whether qualitative or numerical
difference is intended. Since this argument and the numerous other Madhyamaka
reasonings using paratva as ground for the impossibility of effects from causes focus
on numerical difference, I prefer to use “other” as a translation equivalent. Seyfort
Ruegg’s (2002: 60) “from other conditions of theirs” does not quite catch the
meaning of parebhyas tatpratyayebhyah.

24 The two inferences are presented in Bhaviveka’s PP commentary on MMK 1.1:
don dam par nang gi skye mched rnams de dag gi rkyen gzhan dag las skye ba med de
| gzhan vyin pa’i phyir (D: phyir |) dper na bum pa bzhin no || yang na don dam par
gzhan brjod par 'dod pa mig la sogs pa nang (P: nad) gi skye mched ’grub par byed
pa dag rkyen ma yin par nges te | gzhan yin pa’i phyir dper na rgyu spun la sogs pa
bzhin no | (D 49b4-5; P 59a7-59b1; translated in Kajiyama 1963: 51; Ames 1993:
223f.). PsP Tib’s presentation of yang na don dam par gzhan gyis brjod par ’dod pa
for yang na don dam par gzhan brjod par ’dod pa inspired Stcherbatsky (1927: 114
and n. 2) to emend pare to paraih; he translates, “Thesis: The causes which in the
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“[they] are other” and so forth®* (paratvadika) are not established

right from [his] (= Bhaviveka’s) own [point of view] (svara
evasiddha).**°

§52. And just as [in the case of the opponent’s proof, i.e.,]

opinion of our opponents, produce mental phenomena are not understood to be
causes in the absolute sense” (see also PsP, 31, n. 8, where de La Vallée Poussin
reconstructs atha va paramarthatah parair vivaksitas caksuradyadhyatmikayatana-
sadhakah pratyaya asattvena niscitah from PsP Tib, adding “La lecture paraih est
intéressante”). De Jong (1978: 31), however, referring to observations made by
Ejima, insists that the reading pare be maintained (Hopkins [1983: 519 and n. 441]
notes de Jong but nevertheless translates following PsP Tib: “The producers of the
internal sources such as eyes, which others want to say [exist] ultimately, are not
ascertained as conditions [producing the internal sources] because of being other, as,
for example, is the case with threads and so forth”). PPT confirms the reading pare:
’bras bu mig la sogs pa nang gi skye mched rams kyi rkyen mer mer po dang nur nur
po la sogs pa de dag ni gzhan yang yin | brjod par ’dod pa yang vin | mig la sogs pa
nang gi skye mched 'grub par byed pa dag kyang yin no zhes bya ba khyad par gyis
(P: gyi) bsdu bar bya’o (D 84b1-2; P 98b8-99a2); gzhan is commented on in the
following sentence: de la gzhan zhes bya ba ni rkyen mer mer po dang nur nur po la
sogs pa de dag ’bras bu mig la sogs pa nang gi skye mched gzhan du gyur pa de dag
la ltos (P: bltos) na gzhan nyid yin pa’i phyir gzhan zhes bya’o (D 84b2-3; P 99a2-3).
vivaksitah is glossed: brjod par ’dod pa zhes bya ba ni rkyen mer mer po dang nur
nur po la sogs pa de dag rkyen du smra ba gzhan dag gis rkyen nyid du brjod par
‘dod pa’i phyir brjod par 'dod pa zhes bya’o | (D 84b3; P 99a3). Seyfort Ruegg
(2002: 60) construes the qualification paramarthena with vivaksitah: “[Conditions],
intended as other in ultimate reality ... .”

The logical reason in this argument of Bhaviveka’s had already been criticized by
Sthiramati as being contradictory; see Kajiyama 1968: 198f.; Ames 244, n. 114; PPT
D 88a2-89b4; P 103al-105al.

245 «and so forth” refers to the other members of the inference.

246 Bhaviveka, on the other hand, maintains in the PP that his reason is indeed
established inasmuch as he accepts it on the surface level. In response to an opponent
who has faulted his subject, the ayatanas, for not being established because Bha-
viveka does not accept the ayatanas in ultimate reality, and thus his reason for being
asrayasiddha, he has responded that he admits both his subject and his reason “[they]
are other” (paratva, gzhan nyid) conventionally: tha snyad du de’i gzhi bum pa dang
mig la sogs pa skye mched rnams dang | gzhan nyid khas blangs pa’i phyir ji skad
smras pa’i skyon mi ’thad pas de ni rigs pa ma yin (PP D 50a5; P 60a4-5; translated
in Kajiyama 1963: 53; Ames 1993: 225). See n. 216.
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The inner things (bhava) have indeed arisen, because activities
are performed by one [i.e., someone] qualified by the objects of
those [inner things] (tadvisayavisistavyavaharakaranat)*"’

247 This inference of the opponent is presented in the PP as part of Bhaviveka’s
introduction to MMK 1I.1, and immediately follows his criticism of Buddhapalita’s
introduction to the same chapter.

PP: nang gi dngos po rnams' skyes pa kho na yin te | de dag gi yul dang ldan pa’i tha
snyad byed pa’i phyir® ro || ’di la gang mi skye ba ni de dag gi yul dang ldan pa’i tha
snyad mi byed de | dper na mo gsham gyi bu ’gro bar mi byed pa bzhin no | lhas byin
dang khyab ’jug bshes gnyen ni de ltar ’gro bar mi (D without mi) byed pa ma yin pas
| de’i phyir (P: phyir na/ni) nang gi dngos po rnams skye ba kho na yin no || (D 63a4-
5; P 75b4-5; translated in Ames 1995: 300f.). PsP Tib: 'nang gi skye mched rnams
(*adhyatmikany ayatanani) for nang gi dngos po rnams (adhydtmika bhavah); *de dag
gi yul dang ldan pa’i tha snyad khyad par can byed ba’i phyir (= PsP Skt) for PP’s de
dag gi yul dang ldan pa’i tha snyad byed pa’i phyir. PsP Tib’s subject nang gi skye
mched rnams may represent an intentional “correction” of PP Tib carried out by the
PsP Tib translators (or apprentices assigned the task of copying in citations) owing to
their familiarity with the subject adhyatmikany ayatanani; alternatively, ayatanani
may have stood in place of bhavah in one of their manuscripts. As regards the more
elaborate reason in PsP Skt and PsP Tib: it would seem that Candrakirti revised
Bhaviveka’s *tadvisayivyavaharakaranat to read tadvisayavisistavyavaharakarandt;
see below, where Avalokitavrata glosses *fadvisayi® with *tadvisayavisista®: yul de
dag dang ldan pa zhes bya ba ni de dag gis khyad par can du byas pa te. It is possible
that the individual who copied the inference from PP Tib into PsP Tib attempted to
incorporate PsP Skt’s °visista® but misunderstood it as qualifying vyavahara, and
thus changed the PP compound to de dag gi yul dang ldan pa’i tha snyad khyad par
can byed ba’i phyir. dang ldan pa may simply indicate that tadvisaya is to be under-
stood as a bahuvrihi. PP Chinese (T 30.1566:59c12f.) translates “because one can
speak of the [special] feature(s) of the object sphere of that” (*tfadvisaya-
visesa/visistavyavaharat). At the next instance a few lines later, PP Chinese translates
“when there is no arising of this, one cannot speak of the [special] features of the
object sphere of that.”

I do not see support for Stcherbatsky’s (1927: 114 and n. 5) assumption that the
concept of arthakriya is relevant to the understanding of the inference; nor does there
appear to be support for Hopkins’ conjecture (cf. 1983: 519 and n. 442) that a
reference to Dignaga’s PS is intended with the reason. Hopkins translates the reason
as “because of making the special designations of those which possess their objects
[that is to say, because of being the reasons why their respective consciousnesses are
called ‘eye-consciousnesses’ and so forth].”” According to Avalokitavrata, tha snyad
(vyavahara) refers to physical activities such as the going, coming, sitting and eating
of a collectivity of bodily parts which facilitate these activities; this collectivity is
exemplified by “Devadatta.” He dissolves and glosses the members of the compound
making up the reason as follows: de dag gi yul (*tadvisaya) zhes bya ba ni mig la
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[in regard to which] this [logician Bhaviveka,]**® wanting to bring out

the fact that this reason stated by the opponent is not established, has
asserted:

But if it is [sought to be] proved that arising (ufpada) and going
(gati), etc., ultimately exist for the [meditatively] concentrated
(samahita) yogi who with the eye of insight (prajiiacaksu)
beholds the real nature of things (bhavayathatmya), then the
reason, i.e., “activities are performed by one qualified by the
objects of those [inner things]” is unestablished, since right with
the refutation of arising going is also negated,**

sogs pa nang gi skye mched de dag gi yul (D: yul yin) te | gzugs la sogs pa gzung ba
dang dmigs pa dag go | (D: |)) yul de dag dang ldan pa (*tadvisayi®) zhes bya ba ni de
dag gis khyad par can du byas pa te | de dag dang ’brel zhing (P: cing) ldan pa lus
dang mgo dang lkog ma dang mchu dang lag pa dang rkang pa la sogs pa’i tshogs
"gro ba’i byed pa dang ldan pa o || de’i tha snyad byed pa’i phyir zhes bya ba ni lus
la sogs pa’i tshogs de’i tha snyad | dper na lhas (D: lha) byin gro’o "ong ngo ’dug go
za’o zhes bya la sogs pa lta bu byed pa’i phyir | nang gi dngos po rnams skyes pa kho
na yin no zhes bya bar sbyar ro | (PPT D 219b4-6; P 256a4-7; also summarized in
Ames 1995: 337, n. 12).

28 *T’s author identifies the referent of the pronoun anena as Bhaviveka, and
considers the opponent to be the Sankhya (cf. Yonezawa 2004: 123, 137 [fol. 2a6]).

29 PP: “on te don dam par rnal *byor pa mnyam par bzhag pa shes rab kyi mig gis
dngos po rnams kyi yang dag pa ji lta ba bzhin nyid mthong ba’i skye ba dang | (D:
without |) "gro ba dang | 'ong ba dag' yod par sgrub na ni* de dag gi yul dang ldan
pa’i tha snyad byed pa’i phyir* ro (P: |) zhes bya ba’i gtan tshigs kyi don ma grub pa
nyid de’ | “gro ba yang skye ba dgag pa kho na bzhin du dgag pas 'gro ba bkag pa’i
phyir ro® | (D 63a6-64b1; P 75b7-8; translated in Ames 1995: 301). PsP Tib: 'skye ba
dang ’gro ba la sogs pa dag for skye ba dang | *gro ba dang | 'ong ba dag; *bsgrub;
Sadds following de’i tshe; “tha snyad khyad par can byed pa’i phyir for tha snyad
byed pa’i phyir; >ma grub pa’i don nyid de for don ma grub pa nyid de; ® gro ba yang
skye ba bkag pa kho nas bkag pa’i phyir ro for 'gro ba yang skye ba dgag pa kho na
bzhin du dgag pas ’gro ba bkag pa’i phyir ro.

Also of interest is the immediately following sentence in which Bhaviveka
addresses—and rejects—the opponent’s suggestion that this specific reason be
accepted as unspecified in terms of being surface-level or ultimate, i.e., be considered
to be of a general nature so that it might be established for both sides of the debate.
He rejects the proposal on the ground that since 1) there could not be a positive
concomitance and 2) any positive concomitance could occur only with dissimilar
examples, the reason would turn out to be contradictory: spyi’i rnam pa gnyis ka’i
phyogs la grags pa gtan tshig su rtog (D: rtogs) na yang rjes su ’gro ba med pa’i
phyir dang | mi mthun pa’i phyogs "ba’ zhig la (D: la de) rjes su "gro ba’i phyir gtan
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similarly, in regard to the proof that [he him]self (i.e., Bhaviveka) has
formulated (svakrtasadhana),”® too, [viz.],

That which has not been traversed (agata) is indeed not
traversed, because [it] is a path, like a path that has been
traversed,”!

tshigs kyi don ’gal ba nyid (PP D 63bl; P 75b1-76al). Avalokitavrata explains: spyi’i
rnam pas gnyis ka’i phyogs la grags pa gtan tshig su rtog na yang zhes bya bas ni 'di
skad bstan te | gal te skye bar smra ba dag ’di skad ces khyed dbu ma pa la yang kun
rdzob tu skye ba dang ’ong ba dag yod par grub la | kho bo cag la yang don dam par
skye ba dang ’gro ba dang ’ong ba dag yod par grub pas de’i phyir spyi’i rnam pas
gnyi ga’i phyogs la grags pa’i gtan tshig yod pas | kho ba cag gi gtan tshigs de dag gi
(P: gis) yul dang ldan pa’i tha snyad byed pa’i phyir ro zhes bya ba de gtan tshigs yin
par rtog go zhes zer na | de yang mi rung bar ston to || gal te de Itar rtog na ci’i phyir
mi rung zhe na | de’i phyir rjes su 'gro ba med pa’i phyir zhes bya ba smras te | gal te
de ltar rtog na de la yang khyod la don dam par skye ba dang ’gro ba dang ’ong ba
dag yod par sgrub (P: bsgrub) pa’i gtan tshigs dang sgrub pa’i rjes su ’'gro ba’i dpe
med pa’i phyir | khyed kyi gtan tshig kyi don ’gal ba nyid kyis skyon chags pa yin pas
mi rung ngo | gal te de Itar (D: lta) na gtan tshigs kyi don de dpe ma tshang ba nyid
yin no zhes brjod par bya ba yin gyi | ’gal ba nyid ces brjod par mi bya’o (P: |) zhe na
| de’i phyir mi mthun pa’i phyogs *ba’ shig la | de rjes su ’gro ba’i phyir gtan tshigs
kyi don ’gal ba nyid do zhes bya ba smras so || 'di skad bstan te | kun rdzob kyi gtan
tshigs kyi sbyor ba gang yin pa de ni don dam pa’i mi mthun pa’i phyogs kun rdzob
"ba’ zhig la rjes su 'gro ba’i phyir | des na kun rdzob kho nar skye ba la sogs pa dag
yod par sgrub (P: bsgrub) pa yin pas de’i phyir khyed don dam par "gro ba la sogs pa
yod par ’dod pa nyams pas gtan tshigs kyi don ’gal ba nyid yin no || (PPT D 221a2-7;
P 257b6-258a5).

20 #[T’s author identifies the person referred to as Bhaviveka: svakrteti
bhavivekakrtam (cf. Yonezawa 2004: 123, 137 [fol. 2a6]).

21 The inference appears in the PP commentary on MMK II.1b which reads agatam
naiva gamyate |.

PP: ma song ba la ’ang ’gro ba med de (D: without de) | lam yin pa’i phyir song ba’i
lam bzhin no zhes bya bar dgongs so || (D 63a3; P 76a3-4; translated in Ames 1995:
302). Bhaviveka asserts that Nagarjuna initially stated gatam na gamyate tavat
(MMK II.1a) because this provides an example that is accepted by others. Bhaviveka
briefly comments on II.1a: de la ’gro ba’i bya ba ’das zin pa’i phyir ro | don de ni
gzhan dag la yang (P: without yang) grags pas bsgrub par mi bya’o |, and adds: de
smos pa ni gzhan ’dod pa’i dpe nyid du bzhed pa’i phyir ro || (D 63b2; P 76a2-3). “A
path that has been traversed” is accordingly employed as the example for Bhavi-
veka’s inference which takes MMK II.1b as its thesis, and the property of “that
which has been traversed” (gatam) of MMK Il.1a, namely, “being a path,” is used as
its reason.
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the [logical fault of] non-establishment of the reason “[it] is a path”
(adhvatva) from [his] (= Bhaviveka’s) own [point of view] is
applicable.

§53. The [logical fault of] non-establishment of the reason and so
forth just from [one’s] (= Bhaviveka’s) own [point of view] is
applicable in regard to the [following] statements:

It is not the case, ultimately, that an engaged (sabhaga) visual
[faculty] sees visible form (ripa), because [it] is a visual faculty,
just as an unengaged (tatsabhaga) [visual faculty does not see
visible form].>?

De La Vallée Poussin (PsP, 32.7) conjectures that paramarthato should be added to
the text of the PsP citation of this inference, but it does not appear in the PP or PPT,
and there is no reason for its inclusion since it is accepted on the surface level that
what has not been traversed is untraversed. PsP Tib’s translators presumably
encountered the (interpolated) word in one of their manuscripts. Stcherbatsky (1927:
115 and n. 3), although his literal translation in his footnote appears to catch the
meaning of the proposition, misunderstands the argument as a critique of time as a
real entity.

22 The inference is presented by Bhaviveka in the PP as part of his commentary on
MMK III.2cd.

PP: don dam par brten pa mtshungs pa’i mig ni gzugs la lta bar mi byed de | mig gi
dbang po vyin pa’i phyir dper na de dang mtshungs pa bzhin no | (D 76b7-77al; P
92b3; translated in Ames 1986: 96; 2001: 11). On sabhdaga and tatsabhaga, see
AKBh ad 1.39 and AKBh,, 1.75-78. AKBh ad 1.39d defines a sabhdga entity as that
which performs its own function: yah svakarmakrt sa sabhaga iti; the text continues:
tatra yena caksusda ripany apasyat pasyati draksyati va tad ucyate sabhagam caksuh |
evam yavan manah svena visayakaritrena vaktavyam (AKBhy, 28.2-4; AKBhg; 43.23-
25). The visual faculty that is tatsabhaga is reported as considered by the Kashmiris
to be of four types, viz., the visual faculty that, not having seen visibles, has perished,
perishes or will perish, and the visual faculty that is destined not to arise (tatsabha-
gam caksuh kasmiranam caturvidham | yad adrstva ripani niruddham nirudhyate
nirotsyate va yac canutpattidharmi [AKBhy 28.4-5; AKBhg 43.26-27]); the
“Westerners” add a fifth type based on their dichotomizing of the type “destined not
to arise” depending on whether the faculty is connected with consciousness or not.
Unlike the other sense faculties, the manas that has, is, or will arise invariably has an
object, that is, it cannot arise and perish without having grasped its alambana, and
thus the tatsabhdago manas can only be a manas destined not to arise. Cox (1988: 73,
n. 17) remarks: “A distinction between homogeneous (sabhdga) and partially homo-
genous (tatsabhaga) sense organs and object-fields was developed in order to
distinguish those that have functioned, are functioning, or will function in a moment



PRASANNAPADA CHAPTER ONE 125

Similarly,

It is not the case that the visual [faculty] perceives visible form
(ripa), because [visible form] is derived from the elements
(bhautikatvat), like the [visual faculty’s] own form (svaripa) [is
derived from the elements and is not seen by it].>*

of perception (i.e., homogeneous), from those that do not so function, but are never-
theless of the same nature as those that do (i.e., partially homogeneous).” The words
sabhdga and tatsabhdga are explained as follows: sabhaga iti ko ’rthah |
sabhdgah | sparsasamanakaryatvad va | ye punar asabhdgds te tesam sabhaganam
jatisamanyena sabhagatvat tatsabhagah || (AKBh,, 28.22-24; AKBhg; 44.24-45.3)
“What is the meaning of sabhdaga? bhaga means the mutual serving of sense faculty,
object and cognition; or, [it means] partaking in an activity. [Thus, the bahuvrihi] sa-
bhaga means: they have that [bhdga]. Or, because they have the common result of
contact. But those which do not have that bhaga (asabhaga), because they are similar
(sabhaga) to those having that bhaga (sabhaga) by way of the commonality which
consists in their class (jatisamanya) (i.e., they belong to the same dhatu), are similar
to them (tatsabhaga)”; see also the further comments at AKVy 77.2-12. PP presents
the translation equivalents brten pa mtshungs pa and de dang mtshungs pa, while PsP
Tib attests brten pa dang bcas pa and de dang mtshungs pa. 1 do not think that de
mthun mthun of YSV’s sentence dmigs pa ni chos thams cad de mthun (v.1. om.)
mthun du sbyar ro (YSV, 66.1-2) should be interpreted as intending de mthun
(tatsabhaga) and mthun (sabhaga) (cf. YSV, 225, n. 410). de is probably intended as
a semi-final particle and (mthun) mthun du sbyar may translate yathayogam (cf. Negi
1998: 2115); thus “alambana are all dharmas, respectively corresponding [as regards
the individual inner ayatanas].” For Yogacara definitions of sabhaga and tatsabhaga,
see Schmithausen 2014 § 63.4.

*LT’s author explains sabhdga and tatsabhaga thus: sabhdagam savyaparam
savijiianakam ity arthah | tatsabhagam avyaparam (cf. Yonezawa 2004: 123, 137
[fol. 2a6]).

233 The inference is presented by Bhaviveka as MHK IIl.41ab: na caksuh preksate
riipam bhautikatvat svariipavat |. Skt in Lindtner 2001: 11, Heitmann 2009: 57; Skt
and Tib in Ejima 1980: 278f.; Iida 1980: 107; English translation in lida 1980: 107. I
understand the dharmin for the inference to be visible form (riipa), and the dharma to
be “not seen by the faculty of vision.” I assume that Iida (1980: 107) intends the same
with his (not, however, unambiguously formulated) translation “The eye does not
behold form, since it has the nature of production from the elements, just as its
[eye’s] own form.” Note that the TJ’s author explicitly designates visible form as the
dharmin. The further reason sukhadyutpattihetutvat and the example rasadivat both
clearly point to visible form being the dharmin (note that visible form is the dharmin
in the preceding verse MHK I11.40).
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The author of the TJ clearly appears to understand svariipa of the example to be
referring to the fleshy eyeball (mamsapinda) which is, according to the AKBh,
actually the support (adhisthana) of the visual faculty (caksurindriya). He describes
the own-form of the eye as blue like the petal of a lotus, covered with beautiful black
eyelashes, etc., a rather unusual interpretation of svariipa which, by implication,
could suggest that caksus of the proposition ought also be interpreted as referring to
the eyeball, here metaphorically considered as that which sees. However, such an
interpretation seems forced, given that the first pada of the immediately preceding
karika, MHK 1I1.40ab, presents a similar proposition and expressly mentions, as the
means of seeing, the visual faculty (na caksurindriyagrahyam ripam hi paramartha-
tah). Although the word caksus is also employed in Buddhist texts to refer to the
fleshy eyeball, in contexts where sense perception is dealt with it is used almost
exclusively to designate the visual faculty (cp. the explicit clarification in AKVy [re:
AKBh ad AK 1.35c] in response to an opponent who argues by way of a sitra
statement which glosses caksus with mamsapinda that the caksurindriya is hard and
thus made of primary matter; AKVy 66.31-33: tena caksurindriyenavinirbhagavarti-
no 'dhisthanasya etad vacanam | bhavati hi caksuradhisthane ’pi caksurupacarah |
ata eva mamsapinda iti grahanam | anyatha caksusity evavaksyat yadindriyam
evesyate). This slightly disturbing interpretation in the TJ becomes suspect when
compared with Bhaviveka’s commentary on MMK IIL.2 (IIL.2: svam atmanam
darsanam hi tat tam eva na pasyati | na pasyati yad armanam katham draksyati tat
paran). Bhaviveka understands darsana of the karika to be designating the faculty of
vision, glossing it with mig gi dbang po (*caksurindriya), used alternatively
throughout the chapter with mig (*caksus); he further glosses rang gi bdag nyid
(*svatman) of MMK II1.2ab with rang gi ngo bo nyid (*svarapa) (cf. D 76a3; P 91b3)
but never explicates the own-form of the eye in a way that might lead one to assume
that the eyeball is being referred to. Especially revealing is the opponent’s statement
in which the own-form referred to in MMK II.2 and in Bhaviveka’s various
inferences in support of the karika’s assertion is explicitly indicated to be the own-
form of the non-visible faculty: “It is correct that the visual faculty does not see itself,
because it is invisible (bstan du med pa; *anidarsana), but visible form is visible
(bstan du yod pa; nidarsana); therefore, [the faculty of vision] sees it” (mig rang gi
bdag nyid la lta [P: blta] bar mi byed pa ni bstan du med pa yin pa’i phyir rung mod
kyi | gzugs ni bstan du yod pa yin pas de’i phyir de la Ita [P: blta) bar byed do zhe zer
ro || [D 76b3-4; P 92a5-6]) and Bhaviveka’s reply in which he agrees that the visual
faculty does not see itself because it is invisible (on his reply, see Ames 1986: 95;
2001: 10). Nowhere in the rather extensive discussion does he refer to caksurindriya
not seeing its support, the mamsapinda. The apparent disharmony between TJ and
MHK, the obvious discrepancy between TJ and PP, and the general agreement
between PP and MHK on the referent of svatman/svariipa, is possibly one more piece
of internal evidence in support of the hypothesis that at least part of the TJ was
authored by a Buddhist scholar other than Bhaviveka. Helmut Krasser suggests that
the “author” was a student of Bhaviveka’s, and that the “student-level” explanations
of the elements of inferences, the discrepancies between the PP and TJ, and the
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Earth (mahi) does not have the own-being of something solid
(kharasvabhava), because it is an element (bhiitatvat), like wind
(anila).®*

references in the TJ to the “dcarya” can be explained on this basis. See Krasser 2011
and 2012a: 569ff.

Hopkins (1983: 520 and n. 445) translates the example following PsP Tib’s dper na
gzugs bzhin: “as, for example, is the case with form.” He notes, however, referring to
de Jong’s correction of the Sanskrit text from ripavat to svaripavat, that “the
Tibetan would be better translated as rang gzugs bzhin.” He nevertheless understands
rang gzugs bzhin as “‘like its form,” meaning the form that the eye sees.”

234 The inference appears as MHK III.27ab. Skt in Lindtner 2001: 10, Heitmann
2009: 55; Skt and Tib in Ejima 1980: 274f.; cf. also lida 1980: 90. Although not
relevant to the immediate PsP discussion, it might again be noted that the commen-
tator’s remarks regarding MHK II1.27 seem to misrepresent the karika, or at least fail
to clarify its intent. The karika consists of two reasonings: 1) 3.27ab: kharasvabhava
na maht bhitatvat tadyathanilah, 2) 3.27cd: dharanam na bhuvah karyam krtakatvad
yathambhasah. The commentator states, “Because it has been taught in the world and
in the treatises of the Abhidharma, etc., that the characteristic of earth is solidi-
ty/hardness and that earth upholds, in order to refute these, a two-fold proof has been
brought forth: 1) because there does not exist something called “earth” separate from
water and fire and air, that is, [because] it is not possible in any way whatsoever to
teach the characteristic of earth separately from those [other elements] which take the
form of a composite and 2) [because] the specific function is also like that. There-
fore, it is not something that has an own-form.” (’jig rten dang chos mngon la sogs
pa’i bstan bcos las sa’i mtshan nyid ni sra ba nyid yin pa la sa ni brtan par byed par
bstan pas de dag dgag pa’i phyir tshad ma rmam pa gnyis nye bar bkod de || gang gi
phyir chu dang me dang rlung las logs shig na sa zhes bya ba ’ga’ yang yod pa ma
yin te | dus pa’i ngo ba nyid dag las sa’i mtshan nyid logs shig tu bkar te bstan par ni
ji ltar yang mi nus la | las kyi bye brag kyang de bzhin pas de’i phyir ngo bo nyid yod
pa ma yin no || [cf. lida 1980: 90]). In both reasonings in the karika, Bhaviveka, as in
karika 3.41ab, uses a generic property of the subject as the logical reason in order to
override and disallow a specific property of the subject, a rather nasty but logically
impeccable mode of procedure. The author of the TJ announces a two-fold proof but
actually presents a single proof and applies it to both of the karika reasonings. His
argument, i.e., that earth cannot be talked about as something separate from the other
three elements, can be linked with the reason in the second argument inasmuch as
earth atoms, or more precisely, earth molecules, are only such when solidity (i.e.,
earth) occurs together with the seven other “qualities” (see AK I1.22 and
commentary; Frauwallner 1958: 96f.), and must come together with other earth
molecules in order to perform the function of upholding, but this seems more an
independent reasoning than a clarification of the specific karika argument. His
relating of his reasoning to the first karika argument seems inappropriate, for the
reason krtakatvat occurs only in the second. His complete silence as regards the
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§54. And this reason, “because [they] are [already] existing” (sattvat),
[of the inference put forth by Bhaviveka to prove non-arising from
self] is inconclusive (anaikantika) from the [point of view of the
Sankhya] opponent,™ [who will point to the fault with the following
question:] “Would the internal bases, because [they] are [already]
existing, like consciousness (caitanyavat), not arise from self (svatah)
or would they arise from self, like a pot and so forth?”**

§55. If [Bhaviveka retorts that] there is not inconclusiveness because
a pot and so forth are also similar to the probandum (sadhyasama)®’

reason bhiitatvat in the first argument is quite odd. Both the want of explanatory
precision and what appears to be the overlaying of a corollary argument may once
again speak for independent authorship of these comments in the TJ.

23 De La Vallée Poussin (PsP; 33, n. 4) reconstructs gtan tshigs ’di yang pha rol po’i
Itar na | ... | zhes ma nges pa vin no as hetur ayam api paksavadinah pakse | kim ... | iti
na niscitah. 1 doubt that the mss on which the PsP Tib is based read any differently
than the Skt as it has been transmitted. Tibetan 'di, unlike Sanskrit ayam, naturally
follows its noun, yang translates ca, and the translators have merely clarified the
meaning of paratah by adding ltar na to pha rol po; ma nges pa is the usual PsP
translation for anaikantika.

2% The reason is inconclusive because it occurs in both similar cases (sapaksa) and
dissimilar cases (vipaksa). Bhaviveka intends the reason sattvar in the sense of
“existing already and therefore not requiring arising,” a property found in the
example caitanya which exists eternally and is thus without a time of arising. While
the Sankhya opponent holds, on the one hand, that caitanya does not arise because it
exists (in this case the reason would prove non-arising from self, the sadhya), he also
maintains that a pot and so forth, which already exist in unmanifest form, do arise;
and with this meaning of existing, i.e., existing but requiring manifestation, the
reason proves arising from self, the opposite of the sadhya.

257 When the Sankhya adduces pot, etc., as instances of things which, according to
him, arise from self and thus, in belonging to the class of dissimilar cases (vipaksa),
reveal the inconclusiveness of the reason, Bhaviveka defends his reason by claiming
that this example “pot, etc.,” is in the same situation as that which is to be proved:
pot, etc., like the inner bases, do not arise from self and therefore, contrary to what
the Sankhya claims, belong to the class of corresponding cases (sapaksa). Stcher-
batsky (1927: 117), interpreting sadhyasama in the passage as equivalent to petitio
principii, translates: “It may be objected (that the adduced example, the identity of
matter in physical objects) like jars etc., is a petitio principii and therefore the
argument is not uncertain, (but wrong)”’; on the inappropriateness of the translation
petitio principii for sadhyasama, see Bhattacharya 1974 (Bhattacharya quotes and
discusses the present PsP passage on pp. 226-228. I cannot, however, make any sense
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[i.e., their situation is the same as the inner bases given that they do
not arise from self], [we reply that] this is not so, because [you] did
not formulate [your inference] that way.”*

§56. [Objection:] Yet is it not the case, given that the faulting
(diisana) as it has been expressed in regard to the opponent’s (=
Bhaviveka’s) inferences entails equally for [one’s] own inferences
(svanumana), that exactly the [same] fault (dosa)—such as [the
logical fault that the proposition is] unestablished with respect to its
locus (asiddhadhara) and [the logical fault that] the reason is
unestablished (asiddhahetu)—obtains [for you too]? And therefore,
since “And one [party] should not be criticized (codya) for that which
is a fault of both,”™’ all this faulting (ditsana) turns out to be
inappropriate.

of his statement, “The principle of sadhyasama can be succesfully employed only by
a prasangika, not by a svatantrika” [1974: 227]); Matilal 1974 (= 1985: 45-58; minor
editorial changes in 1985); Bhattacharya et al. 1986: 112, n. 3. Seyfort Ruegg has
commented on sadhyasama in a number of articles and books; see, e.g., 1981: 22, n.
49; 1983: 210, n. 14; and, more recently, his remarks on sadhyasama in 2000: 124, n.
25 (note also the references in 2002: 64, n. 77). Other general illustrations of the fault
sadhyasama may be found in Buddhapalita’s commentary on MMK IV.8 and in
Avalokitavrata’s tika to PP’s commentary on the same. Buddhapalita declares the
case of threads adduced by the opponent to prove that cloth is not empty to be
sadhyasama because exactly the same reasons that prove that cloth is empty prove
that threads are empty (cf. BP,, 64.7-14; BP, 64). sadhyasama is employed as a
technical term for a logical fault of the hetu within the Nyaya school; it is defined at
NS 1.2.8: sadhyavisistas ca sadhyatvat sadhyasamah. On sadhyasama as a
hetvabhasa see, e.g., Matilal 1974; Preisendanz 1994: 176f. Tillemans (1990: 278, n.
379), in reliance on Tibetan exegesis, considers CS XIIL5cd and Candrakirti’s
commentary on it to be focussed on the fallacy of sadhyasama as set forth in NS
1.2.8.

28 The svata evanumana that Candrakirti draws out of Buddhapalita’s prasarga
statement has pot, etc., as its subject, i.e., all the things claimed by the Sankhya to
manifest from self; the inference therefore cannot be suspected of having an
inconclusive reason because there is no dissimilar case the Sankhya might bring forth
as having the property of existing and nevertheless arising from self. See §31. *LT’s
author explains tathanabhidhanat with ghatadity anabhidhanat | adhyatmikanity
abhidhandac ca ||; cf. Yonezawa 2004: 123, 138 [fol. 2a7].

2% De La Vallée Poussin drops the manuscripts’ ca of cobhayor and thus presents
Candrakirti as paraphrasing, and not citing, the nyaya “yas cobhayor doso na
tenaikas codyo bhavati.” For references, see PsP, 34, n. 1. Candrakirti cites the nyaya
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Reply: This fault (dosa) occurs for those voicing an independent
inference (svatantram anumanam). We do not employ an independent
inference, because our inferences (anumana) result in the negation of
the opponent’s thesis.”® To explain: The opponent (para) considers
that the visual faculty sees.”®' He is rebuffed by way of an inference

again at PsP; 172.11. Cp. SV on Sunyavada verse 252: tasmad yatrobhayor dosah
parihdro ’pi va samah | naikah paryanuyoktavyas tadrgarthavicarane |.

260 Both Yotsuya and Seyfort Ruegg integrate Tib’s tsam, which is not found in Skt
but could possibly be assumed as implied by it, into their translations. Yotsuya
(1999: 65): “... since the effect of our reasoning is merely to negate the assertion of
[our] opponent.” Seyfort Ruegg (2002: 64) appears to suggest that the Skt should be
emended on the basis of Tib: “But we [Prasangika Madhyamikas] formulate (prayuj-
= sbyor ba) no autonomous inference, for our inferences issue solely in negation of
an opponent’s thesis (parapratijiianisedha<matra>phalatvad asmadanumananam:
gzan gyi dam bca’ "gog pa tsam gyi ’bras bu can)” (cf. also 2000: 136). None of the
manuscripts attest mdatra, and consideration of it at this point in the argumentation
may be premature. Note that Candrakirti makes known that his opponent-acknow-
ledged inferences bring out only the negation of the opponent’s thesis in the next
paragraph (etavanmatram asmadanumanair udbhavyate). It seems that the sentence
leading up to the exemplified paraprasiddhanumana (i.e., na vayam svatantram anu-
manam prayuiijmahe parapratijiianisedhaphalatvad asmadanumananam) intends
merely to state that a paraprasiddhanumana aims at and is capable of refuting the
opponent’s thesis. The fact that it does not do more than this (and does not require
Candrakirti’s acknowledgment of the paksa, hetu, etc.) is asserted only with etavan-
matram asmadanumanair udbhavyate.

Yotsuya’s commentary (1999: 65-66) as regards the logical faults Candrakirti is re-
jecting as incurred by his own inferences should be expanded to include asiddhahetu.
prasangapddana and svata evanumana | paraprasiddhanumana are misleadingly
equated/conflated in Seyfort Ruegg 1981: 79 and 1991: 289 (in both cases there is
reference to the present passage) but differentiated in Seyfort Ruegg 2000 (cf., e.g.,
282f., 286; though see also 251, where employment of paraprasiddhanumana is
called “the technique known to the Madhyamika as prasangapadana ... — or pra-
sangapatti ... — and defined in the PPMV (pp. 24 and 34) as simply resulting in the
negation of another’s thesis ...” ). prasangas and paraprasiddhanumanas are of
course for Candrakirti quite different, the main difference being, as mentioned
earlier, that paksadharmata does not apply to the reasons in prasarngas (see also
Yotsuya 1999: 76, n. 10 and 88, n. 58).

26! De La Vallée Poussin emends the reading parah caksuh pasyatiti pratipannah as
found in his three mss to param caksuh pasyatiti pratipannah, an emendation he
admits is not supported by Tib’s gzhan mig Ita’o zhes bya bar rtog pa (cf. PsP, 34, n.
5). Note that Tib does translate the four instances of Skt’s paradarsana (referring to
the visual faculty seeing what is other) in the following sentences of the same
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acknowledged exclusively by him[self] (tatprasiddhenaivanu-
manena): [Madhyamika:] You maintain®® that the visual faculty has
the property (dharma) of not seeing itself (svarmdadarsana), and it is
accepted that [the property of not seeing oneself] is invariably

paragraph each time as gzhan la Ita ba. Mss P and B attest paras caksuh pasyatiti (the
other paper mss, except for ms G which presents para, attest parah for paras). 1
reject de La Vallée Poussin’s emendation and ms Q’s reading param, which appears
at first sight to support the emendation, because I understand parah as the
grammatical subject for the active transitive past participle pratipannah, a subject
referred back to by the anaphoric sa commencing the following sentence and by rat
in the compound tatprasiddhenaivanumanena of the same sentence. If Ms Q’s
reading is accepted, pratipannah is left subjectless (one might expect in place of
pratipannah neuter pratipannam, referring to the nominalized ifi statement), and it
becomes difficult to determine the referent of the following masculine nominative sa.
The reading paras found in mss P and B (and parah in all but Q) is further supported
by the fact that the distinction of the object of the visual faculty into self (svatman)
and other (para) becomes topical only during the demonstration of the refutation of
the opponent’s position, i.e., in the sentences which follow. The argument
commences with the opponent maintaining without specification that the eye sees;
the Madhyamika then refutes this view by introducing and using the distinction to his
advantage. Cf. PsP on MMK III.1 where the object of darsana/caksu is given in a
general sense as ripa: iha hi pasyatiti darsanam caksuh | tasya ca riipam
visayatvenopadisyate (PsP; 113.7-8); in MMK III.2 and in PsP on the same karika it
is the Madhyamika, not the opponent, who bifurcates the object, and this for the sake
of refuting the opponent’s view.

Vaidya (1960b: 11.7-8) does not comment on de La Vallée Poussin’s emendation,
but silently emends the text to read parah caksuh pasyatiti pratipannah |. Hopkins
(1983: 836, n. 450), noting Vaidya’s emendation, reports that the “Four Interwoven
Commentaries on (Tsong kha pa’s) Great Exposition of the Stages of the Path” also
assumes parah and indicates that it refers to opponents. Seyfort Ruegg (2000: 248;
2002: 65) presumably relies on PsP;: “... ‘The eye sees an other’ ... .”

22 De Jong (1978: 32) reads icchadbhi in ms D and, considering this reading as
confirmed by Tib (mig la rang gi bdag nyid mi lta ba’i chos kyang ’dod la | gzhan la
Ita' ba’i chos med na ni mi "byung ba nyid du yang khas blangs pa yin te), emends to
icchadbhih; ' 1 emend to mi Ita (see next note). However, the final aksara of ms D’s
“icchadbhi,” ink-blurred as it is, could equally be read as si; mss P and Q and the
other paper mss attest icchasi. It should also be noted that the previous sentence
presents the opponent in the singular (para, sa). Tib’s la ('dod la) more likely
represents the addition of the translators than the indication of a case marker (note
that the translators appear to have intended the repeated particle kyang ... yang in the
sense of “on the one hand ... on the other”; Skt attests only a single ca). De Jong’s
emendation fails to take the ca in cangikrtam into account; if the Skt is emended as
he suggests, ca no longer makes sense grammatically or semantically in the sentence.
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connected (avinabhavitva) with the property of not seeing [what is]
other [than oneself] (pardadarsana).**® Therefore, [Exemplification:]

263 The fact that the compound paradarsanadharmavinabhavitvam as found in all the
Sanskrit manuscripts is reflected without distortion in all five versions of the Tibetan
translation as gzhan la lta ba’i chos med na mi ’byung ba nyid may indicate that
paradarsana® is the result of an error that had occurred in the Sanskrit manuscript
tradition already prior to the Tibetan translation, although one expects that Pa tshab
and Mahasumati, the latter praised as a great logician in the PsP colophon, would
have noticed the problem. The particle fasmat introducing the inference indicates that
the inference is built upon the two preceding states of affairs, both of which are
accepted by the opponent. The property (dharma) unconditionally accepted by the
opponent, namely, the visual faculty’s not seeing itself (to be used as the reason in
the inference) having been stated, the property generally accepted as invariably
occurring with the former property, namely, not seeing other things (to be used as the
probandum), is stated, and it is on account of the fact that the opponent accepts both
of these properties and their relationship (thus the word rasmat) that the inference can
be formulated. The negation na in the inference’s sadhya, i.e., paradarsanam api
nasti, also expects the reading pardadarsanadharmavinabhavitvam. Previous trans-
lators have attempted to work with the corrupt reading paradarsana®, most consider-
ing the opponent to be maintaining that there is an invariable connection between
“not seeing itself” and “seeing other.” The opponent does not, however, maintain
such an invariable connection when it comes to his belief that the visual faculty sees,
and is only made aware of the connection between not seeing oneself and not seeing
others by way of the inference acknowledged by himself (svaprasiddhanumana); the
faultiness of his belief that the visual faculty sees is thus brought to light via the
inference that contradicts it. Stcherbatsky (1927: 118) understands, as indicated, the
opponent to be erroneously maintaining an invariable connection between the
attributes “not seeing itself” and “seeing other,” but with this interpretation feels
forced to translate and supplement tasmat with “Now, (we will assail it by a counter-
argument)” (Rizzi [1988: 40] follows Stcherbatsky closely; Sprung’s [1979: 41f.]
translation, made in reliance on PsP;, is problematic). Seyfort Ruegg’s (2002: 65)
interpretation is similar to Stcherbatsky’s, and deals with the faulty text by adding
material in square brackets: “In this way, having supposed (pratipanna: rtog pa) [the
proposition] ‘The eye sees an other’ [i.e. visible matter (riipa) such as the blue, even
though it does not see itself] <[the Substantialist opponent] is confuted (nirakriyate)
by just the inference acknowledged by him[self] (tatprasiddhendivinumanena
nirakriyate)>; and they who maintain [also (kyan)] the quality of [the eye’s] not
seeing itself ... [on the other hand still] accept (arngikr- ...) a regular concomitance
with the quality [of the eye’s] seeing an other (paradarsanavinabhavitva ...) [e.g., the
blue]. Therefore, [in reply, Nagarjuna has advanced the following formal probative
inference in MK iii.2:] ...” (similarly translated in 2000: 248f.). Aware that
Nagarjuna does not in MMK III.2 explicitly assert the inference set forth above,
Seyfort Ruegg (2002: 65, n. 81) explains that Candrakirti “unpacks” MMK II1.2°s
inference in his commentary on the karika (cf. PsP; 114.1-2). It should be noted that
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Wherever there is not the seeing of oneself there is also not the seeing
of [what is] other [than oneself], as in the case of a pot, [which does
not see itself or what is other than itself]. [Application:] And [it] is [a
fact that] the visual faculty does not see itself; [Conclusion:]
Therefore, it also certainly does not see [what is] other [than itself].***
And thus the seeing of [what is] other [than itself,] such as blue, etc.,
since it is contradicted by not seeing itself,” is controverted by way
of an inference acknowledged exclusively by [him]self (= the
opponent) (svaprasiddhenaivanumanena).

although the reason Candrakirti posits for MMK III.2’s inference, namely, because of
not seeing itself, is the same as the one he sets forth here, the example adduced there
is the auditory faculty, etc. (srotradi). The fact that Candrakirti changes the verb
form from second person present icchasi to passive past participle arngikrta might
also provide some, albeit much weaker, support for the emendation. The opponent is
directly addressed regarding the property he without hesitation affirms (icchasi),
while the statement of the invariable connection is construed with the impersonal
past participle (arngikrta); the impersonal form relates primarily to the opponent, but
(if not merely added for stylistic reasons) may also be intended to include all
reasonable persons, among whom the opponent will include himself, who accept the
general connection of the attribute of not seeing oneself with the attribute of not
seeing others. Seyfort Ruegg’s (2002: 65, n. 80) assertion that the words he translates
in pointed brackets are not found in the Tibetan is incorrect; the PsP Tib translators
simply relocated tatprasiddhenaivanumanena nirakriyate (minus eva) to the end of
the section (de’i phyir ... sngon po la sogs pa gzhan la lta ba rang la grags pa’i rjes
su dpag pa dang ’gal ba yin no || zhes de la grub pa’i ries su dpag pas sel bar byed pa
yin no |). Hopkins (1983: 524) appears to have overseen that med na mi ’byung ba
nyid is the translation for the technical term avinabhavitvam and translates literally,
adding “then that an eye sees” in square brackets to bring some sense to the passage:
“You assert that an eye [has] the attribute of not seeing its own entity and also assert
that if it does not have the attribute of [inherently] seeing other [forms such as blue,
then that an eye sees] just does not occur.”

264 Cf. MMK 111.2: svam atmanam darsanam hi tat tam eva na pasyati | na pasyati yad
atmanam katham draksyati tat paran ||, and Candrakirti’s commentary on the karika,
as well as CS XII1.16: svabhavah sarvabhavanam pirvam armani drsyate | grahanam
caksusah kena caksusaiva na jayate ||, and Candrakirti’s commentary (Skt and Tib at
CST,, 280f., CSTy,, 92f.; see also CST,, 190).

265 Recall Candrakirti’s earlier statement in regard to the reason in the inference he
draws out of Buddhapalita’s prasarnga statement, where it is made clear that it is the
reason that brings out the contradiction (§29, end).
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This much [and no more] is brought out by our inferences; how
[could there be] ingress of the fault as stated onto our side (asmat-
paksa) so that there would be the same fault [for us]?

§57. [Question:] But is there sublation by inference (anumana-
badha)*® even by way of an inference acknowledged [only] by one of
the two [parties in the debate] (anyataraprasiddhanumana)?

[Reply:] There is. That [sublation], however, [is effected] by way of a
reason (hetu) acknowledged only by [one]self (svaprasiddha) (= only
by the opponent), not by way of [a reason] acknowledged by the other
[party] (paraprasiddha) (= the Madhyamika), since [we] look at
[sublation] just from the point of view of the world (lokata eva).*®’
For [in legal disputes] in the world, on some occasions victory (jaya)
or defeat (pardjaya) comes about by virtue of the statement of a
witness (saksin) regarded as an authority (pramanikrta) by [both] the
plaintiff (arthin) and defendant (pratyarthin),*® on [other] occasions

266 As Candrakirti’s following reply shows, the focus remains on the reason (hetu),
the element that brings out the contradiction and thus performs the sublation.
According to the NM, the opponent’s inference that is invalidated through
presentation of another inference whose members he also accepts is determined to
have a pseudo proposition (paksabhasa). In addition to the proposition sublated by
inference (actually the fourth type of paksabhdsa listed in the NM), the NM lists that
sublated by its own statement (svavacana), by authoritative testimony (agama), by
what is generally established (prasiddha), and by direct perception (pratyaksa). See
Tucci 1930: 7 and Katsura 1977: 13. The sublated pseudo proposition develops in the
Nyaya tradition into the sublated pseudo reason (badhitahetvabhdsa) or pseudo
reason whose object is sublated (badhitavisayahetvabhasa). The historical develop-
ment of the paksabhdsa and badhitahetvabhdsa is detailed in Preisendanz 1994: 319-
329 (=n. 88).

267 Stcherbatsky (1927: 119 and n. 1) emends eva of lokata eva drstatvat to evam and
translates, “This is what happens in everyday life.” All the mss attest eva and Tib’s
nyid (’jig rten nyid du mthong ba’i phyir) supports the reading eva. Given that eva
construed with lokatah is an adverbial phrase often employed by Candrakirti and
makes perfect sense here, there is no reason to change the text. Seyfort Ruegg (2002:
66) translates “For it is this that one finds with [the usage of] ordinary folk in the
world.” Hopkins (1983: 525), disregarding nyid and possibly influenced by
Stcherbatsky’s emendation, translates, “since such is seen in the world.”

268 The qualifications and obligations of witnesses and the examination of witnesses
according to the Dharmasastra literature are presented in Kane 1973: 330-354. Kane
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[it comes about] uniquely by virtue of one’s own [= the defendant’s]
statement, but there is neither victory nor defeat by way of the
statement of the other (para) [party, i.e., the plaintiff].**® And just as
[it is] in the world, so [is it] also in reasoning/logic (nyaya), since
worldly procedure (vyavahara) is made a principle (prastuta) in the
treatises on reasoning/logic (nyayasastra).””

(ibid., 292) notes, “Vadin and prativadin generally mean the plaintiff and the defen-
dant, though vadin sometimes means ‘a litigant’ (either the plaintiff or defendant).
‘Arthin’ (one who seeks the assistance of the court) and abhiyoktr (attacker) are
synonyms of vadin, and pratyarthin and abhiyukta (attacked) are synonyms of
prativadin.” On the four types of reply (uttara, pratipaksa) allowed a legal defendant,
see Lariviere 1989: I, 31 and II, 230; Kane 1973: III, 300-302. Cf. the reference to
pardjaya in verse 5 of the first chapter of the Naradasmrti. A jayapatra (document of
victory) was awarded to the winner of the litigation; cf. verse 43 of the chapter titled
“The Plaint” (bhasa) in the Naradasmrti (Lariviere states that this chapter appears in
only one of the manuscripts). Lariviere 1989: 1, 41: sabhair eva jitah pascad rajiia
Sasyah svasastratah | jayine capi deyam syad yathavaj jayapatrakam |. Lariviere
(ibid., II, 237) translates, “The one whom the judges find guilty must be punished by
the king in accordance with the texts; he must give the appropriate document of
victory to the winner.” See also the entry for jayapatra in Sharan 1978: 301.

269 Candrakirti focusses here on general courtroom procedure according to which,
regardless of the accusation the plaintiff makes of the defendant, it is either the state-
ment of a witness that will decide the case, or the defendant’s admission of the
veracity of the accusation or his (truthful) denial of it that will decide it. The plain-
tiff’s bare allegation of an offence can never decide the outcome of the case.
Candrakirti intends parallels between the Madhyamika and the plaintiff and between
the Madhyamika’s opponent and the defendant. The Madhyamika may be the party
setting forth the inference but, like the plaintiff in the courtroom, his own acknow-
ledgement of the statement he utters has no bearing on the outcome of the encounter;
what matters is the opponent’s acknowledgement of the limbs of the inference, for,
here in the context of sublation by inference, it is his acknowledgement of them, like
the defendant’s admission of the misdemeanor he is charged with, that will bring
about the defeat of the opponent. Cf. verse 32 of the chapter titled “The Plaint”
(bhdsa) in the Naradasmrti: paldyate ya dahiito mauni saksiparajitah | svayam
abhyupapannas ca avasannas caturvidhah || (Lariviere 1989: 1, 37; the commentary
states that these four types of defeated party apply to the party under trial); Lariviere
(ibid., II, 235) translates, “There are four types of defeated parties: one who absconds
when he has been summoned, one who remains silent, one who is defeated by
witnesses, and one who confesses.”

270 Yotsuya’s (1999: 37) translation from the Tibetan reads, “For it is transactional
usage (’jig rten pa’i tha snyad) that is the topic under discussion in a treatise (bstan
bcos) on [the science of] reasoning (rigs pa).” Worldly practice is, however, the
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§58. And exactly on account of this certain [scholars] have stated,
“There is not sublation by inference due to acknowledgement from
the side of the other (= the proponent) because it is precisely the
acknowledgement of the other [party] (= the opponent) that is sought
to be refuted.””

§59. But he (= Dignaga) who considers that “Only that [reason],
however, which expresses what is ascertained for both [parties in the
debate amounts to] proof / a proving element (sadhana) or refutation /
a refuting element (ditsana), not [one] expressing doubt or what is
established for [merely] one of the two [parties],”®* also ought to

procedure followed, the method assumed in the nyayasastras, and not their topic (see
the meaning “voranschicken, an die Spitze stellen” for the entry prav stu in PW).
Note that Candrakirti, in his critique of Dignaga’s view which follows, refers to the
method as nyaya, i.e., a mode of procedure: tenapi ... yathokta eva nyayo 'bhyupeyah.
Stcherbatsky (1927: 119) also understands prastuta as pointing out the topic:
“because scientific logic is exclusively concerned (with an examination of the princi-
ples which underly [sic] purposive action in common life).” Hopkins (1983: 525)
understands worldly practice as the orientation, and not the topic, of the texts on
logic: “because only the conventions of the world are appropriate in treatises of
logic.” Seyfort Ruegg (2002: 67) translates: “for in the science of logic ... worldly
practice ... is relevant (prastuta = skabs su bab pa).”

271 T have not been able to identify the source of the citation or the individual(s) who
propound its point of view. Candrakirti quotes it as support for his view that the
Madhyamikas do not need to abide by Dignaga’s rule that both parties in a debate
must accept the elements of an inference; the two references to “other” (para)
respectively refer to the two individuals involved in a debate. Stcherbatsky (1927:
119) appears to understand both paratah and para® as referring to the same person
and thus the statement as a whole as stemming from a party in opposition to the view
espoused by Candrakirti; he translates, “For this very reason some logicians have
maintained that an argument cannot be exploded on the basis of the principle
admitted by the opponent, because it is just these principles, by him admitted, that it
is intended to reject.” Seyfort Ruegg (2002: 67) also seems to understand both paras
as referring to the same individual: “... there is no invalidation of an inference
[solely] by the force of what the opponent acknowledges, for [in debate just as in a
court of law] there exists a desire to reject what an opponent maintains.” Hopkins
(1983: 526) translates the sentence as “There is no harm by inference that is through
the force of being renowned to the other [party] because [we] wish to refute mere
renown to others.”

272 Candrakirti is citing from Dignaga’s NM. See the NM commentary on karika 2

(Tucci 1930: 15; Katsura 1977: 125f., section 2.4). The text of the PVSV in which
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accept, in accordance with worldly establishment, the procedure
(nyaya) exactly as it has been stated®” [above by me].*”*

this statement of Dignaga’s is cited attests (similar to PsP) nanyataraprasiddha®
instead of nanyataraprasiddha®: ya eva tibhayaniscitavact sa sadhanam, disanam
va, nanyataraprasiddhasamdigdhavact (see PVSV 153). Katsura (1977: 126) emends
to nanyatarapra®, apparently on the basis of a negation in the Chinese. PsP Tib
accords with PsP Skt: gang gnyi ga la nges par brjod pa de ni sgrub pa ’am sun ’byin
pa yin gvi | gang yang rung ba la grub pa "am the tshom za ba smra ba ni ma yin no.
Cf. also PS III.12 (Katsura 2009: 160): nanister disanam sarvam prasiddhas tu
dvayor api | sadhanam diisanam vasti sadhanapeksanat punah | (words in Roman re-
constructed from the Tibetan) “Not all [hetus] are refuting elements [of the propos-
ition] on account of the non-acceptance of [their being an attribute of the locus
(paksadharmata)] because [such a reason] requires further proving. But a [reason]
that is accepted by both [parties in a debate] is a proving [element] or a refuting [ele-
ment].” Regarding the reason (un)established for one of the two parties, see Tucci
1930: 14 and n. 24; Katsura 1977: 124; PSV ad PS 1Il.11: gcig la yang bzlog pa ni
mngon par gsal bar smra ba la byas pa nyid lta bu’o (PSV¢ P 127b8; PSV, 481);
Nyayaprave$a 141: krtakatvad iti Sabdabhivyaktivadinam praty anyatarasiddhah; on
the doubtful reason see Tucci 1930: 14 and n. 25; Katsura 1977: 124; PSVy ad PS
II.11: gnyi ga la ’am gcig la the tshom za ba ni dper na me bsgrub par bya ba la du
ba nyid la the tshom za ba lta bu’o (PSVy P 127b8-128al; PSV, 481). Cf. also
Steinkellner 1988.

23 PsP Skt’s tendpi laukikim vyavastham anurudhyamanena yathokta eva nyayo
"bhyupeyah is represented in PsP Tib by des kyang ’jig rten kyi tha snyad kyi rnam
par gzhag pa la brten nas rjes su dpag pa la ji skad smras pa’i tshul ’di nyid khas
blang bar bya’o. At least one of the two Sanskrit manuscripts relied upon by the
translators must have carried a reading similar to or the same as the one found in our
ms Q, namely, the corrupted asrityanumanena (asritya is a correction in Q) for anu-
rudhyamanena, the latter confirmed by ms P and variants of which are found in all of
the paper mss. De La Vallée Poussin (PsP; 35.7), unaware of Q’s reading, unneces-
sarily adds a conjectured anumane after anurudhyamanena on the basis of Tib’s rjes
su dpag pa la. Note that Tib’s sentence also contains tha snyad (vyavahara) and ’di,
neither of which are accounted for by the Skt available to this study.

Yotsuya (1999: 37, n. 41) translates the sentence in reliance on both Sanskrit and
Tibetan but, following the Sanskrit, does not translate PsP Tib’s rjes su dpag pa la:
“Even this [person] should base himself on the rules of everyday usage (’jig rten gyi
tha snyad) and accept this very method mentioned above.”

27 Yotsuya’s (1999: 37, n. 41) PsP Tib-based translation of this sentence (“Someone
thinks that [an argument] expressing what is definitely [established] for both parties
is proof (sgrub pa) or refutation (sun ’'byin) ...”) and Seyfort Ruegg’s section title
(“Dignaga on the need for agreement between both parties concerning the terms of
an inference-for-other ...””) and the note to his translation indicate that both authors
understood the main topic of the sentence to be the complete inference. As the NM
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§60. For, similarly, sublation by authoritative testimony
(agamabddha) is not exclusively [effected] by authoritative testimony
that is acknowledged by both [parties] (ubhayaprasiddha). Rather, [it
is generally accepted that sublation can be effected] also by
[authoritative testimony] acknowledged [only] by [one]self (svapra-
siddha) [i.e., only by the party whose view is being critiqued].””” As
regards inference for oneself (svarthanumana), on the other hand, in
all cases just [one’s] own acknowledgement (svaprasiddhi) is
weightier, not the acknowledgement of both [parties].””® Precisely on
account of this [fact that in each of the above situations it is this own
acknowledgement that is the essential factor, not the acknow-
ledgement of both parties], the stating of [technical] definitions
pertaining to logic (tarkalaksana) is useless, because the Awakened

makes clear, the subject of Dignaga’s statement is the reason, not the whole infer-
ence. We see also that Candrakirti commences the following paragraph with talk of
sublation, which is carried out by the reason (there compared with agama citations).

255 1 translate agama as “authoritative testimony” because not all of the “texts”
encompassed by the term may have been recorded in writing, i.e., as scripture, and
because of the way Candrakirti describes agama (see below §121). The authori-
tative/scriptural citations that are accepted only by the debater one aims to defeat,
and not necessarily by oneself, may be used to undermine the opponent’s proposi-
tion. For instance, a Naiyayika debating with a Buddhist may cite statements
attributed to the Buddha to point out a contradiction between them and a certain tenet
maintained by the Buddhist. agamabadha is, of course, a technical term meaning
“sublation by authoritative testimony (/ scripture)” and is not intended here, as Sey-
fort Ruegg (2002: 69) interprets it, as a (non-technical) objective genitive compound
in the meaning of “sublation of scripture” (“Thus a scriptural testimony is invalidated
not only by scriptural testimony ...”).

%6 In Dignaga’s system, inference for another is understood as a public announce-
ment focussed on the confirmation of a triply characterized reason, and requires the
acceptance of the reason by both parties, whereas inference for oneself involves a
subjective, private mental act that confirms the truth of a proposition on the basis of a
triply characterized reason, and is not dependent on any opponent’s acceptance of the
reason. PS Il.1ab: anumanam dvidha svartham tririipal lingato rthadrk | (Skt cited in
Muni Jambuvijayaji 1966: 122). On differences between svarthanumana and pa-
rarthanumana according to Dignaga and Dharmakairti, see, e.g., Tillemans 1984 and
1991.
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Ones (buddha) aid trainees (vineyajana) unacquainted with them®”’
(i.e., the technical definitions) by way of reasoning (upapatti) that
conforms to what [they them]selves acknowledge (yathasvapra-
siddha).””™ Enough of this digression; let us [return to] explicating just
the main topic.

§61. Nor do things arise from [something] other (paratah), simply
because [something] other does not exist. And [he (= Nagarjuna)]
will explain this here [in the Madhyamakasastra:]

An own-being of things of course does not exist in the conditions
and such.””

And thus just because other does not exist, [things] do not arise from
other, either.

277 PsP Tib: de kho na mi shes pa’i for tadanabhijiia®; de La Vallée Poussin (PsP; 36,
n. 3) reconstructs atattvajiia®. Hopkins (1983: 526 and n. 457) notes that the Sanskrit
“is merely tadanabhijiia ‘“who do not know that [or those, which could refer to ‘the
definitions’]” whereas the Tibetan reads de kho na mi shes pa’i ‘who do not know
suchness’”’; he refers to Tsong kha pa’s presentation of the phrase as “chos kyi de kho
na nyid ma shes pa’i ‘who do not know the suchness of phenomena’” and (thus?)
translates PsP Tib as “who do not know suchness.” It is possible that he is correct in
assuming that the PsP translators understood tat in the meaning of tattva (n. 457), but
since tattva has not been topical, it may be more likely that either 1) the translators
read fat, which they interpreted in the sense of “that,” and added the emphatic parti-
cle kho na (= nyid) so that the anaphoric reference to tarkalaksana would be clearer
or 2) their manuscript(s) appeared to, or did, read tatva, the result of the aksara da
(tadanabhijiia®) having been read—on account of, possibly, its lower loop having
been written larger than usual, or a mark on the palm leaf having caused the right
opening to appear as closed—as fva. This second possibility may be the less probable
one given that Pa tshab usually translates rattva as de kho na nyid.

13

28 Seyfort Ruegg (2002: 70) translates the latter part of the sentence as
assistance (anugraha = phan btags pa) comes from the Buddhas (sarns rgyas rnams)
by reason of a justified ground in accordance with what is acknowledged by onself”;
the translation of upapatti as “a justified ground” is in the present context not accept-
able. Candrakairti, here and in other of his works, often uses the word upapatti in the
sense of “reasoning.”

2% Candrakirti cites MMK 1.3ab: na hi svabhavo bhavanam pratyayadisu vidyate |.

Candrakirti provides two explanations for the karika; see below.
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Further, the negation of arising from other should be ascertained
through statements such as [the following from the Madhyama-
kavatara],?*°

If**! depending on [something] other (anya) [than itself], another
(para) were to come to be, then from fire thick darkness could
arise,

And there would be the birth of everything, and [that] indeed
from everything, because being other (paratva) [than the effect]
is the same (tulya) for every non-producer (ajanaka) as well.***

280 Only ms Q identifies the source of the verse as the MA. Given that ms P and the
paper manuscripts lack the reference, and that the dropping of madhyamakavatarad
is difficult to explain paleographically, it can be concluded that this second instance
of MA identification also represents an early interpolation. Candrakirti presumed his
audience’s familiarity with his other main work; a later scholar or student of the PsP
must have deemed the identification of the source to be necessary. Unlike the previ-
ous case of an interpolated reference to the MA in Q (see end of PsP,; §21) where the
name of the work was written in Q’s margin as text to be inserted, in the present case
madhyamakavatarad is included within Q’s main text. The fact that it is included
within Q’s main text probably indicates that it was passed on to Q from ms n (see
Stemma), which had received the reading from ms & of y’s line. PsP Tib’s reading
dbu ma la ’jug pa las confirms that madhyamakavatarad also appeared in one of the
Skt manuscripts used for the translation, but as the analysis of the manuscripts’
variants has demonstrated, this reading probably also goes back to 8. One assumes
that it was originally a marginal reading aid that a scribe wrongly interpreted as ma-
terial needing to be inserted.

De La Vallée Poussin introduces the conjecture madhyamakavatarat (in square
brackets) on the basis of Tib’s dbu ma la ’jug pa las (see PsP; 36 and n. 5). He refers
back to PsP, 13 for an earlier reference to the MA that is attested in his three manu-
scripts, but as explained earlier, this specification of the source text for PsP; 13.9
(§21) does not appear in ms P and was not in the manuscript used by *LT’s author;
see n. 115.

21 *T°s author notes that yadi nama is to be understood as meaning “if,” but adds
yadi nameti yadyarthe | namabhyupagame va “or, alternatively, nama [has been
added] in the sense of signalizing acceptance” (cf. Yonezawa 2004: 123, 138 [fol.
2a7]).

282 MA VL.14: anyat pratitya yadi nama paro ’bhavisyaj jayeta tarhi bahulah Sikhino
‘ndhakarah | sarvasya janma ca bhavet khalu sarvatas ca tulyam paratvam akhile
Yjanake ’pi yasmat || (Li 2012: 4). Tib at MABh,, 89.6-7, 15, 19-20: gzhan la brten
nas gal te gzhan zhig *byung bar "gyur na ni || o na me Ice las kyang mun pa ’thug'
po ’byung ’gyur zhing | thams cad las kyang thams cad skye bar ’gyur te* gang gi
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phyir || skyed par byed pa ma yin ma lus la yang® gzhan nyid mtshungs || 'PsP Tib:
mthug; *PsP Tib (P): te |; *PsP Tib: ’ang.

Quoted in MABh to MA VI.98ab (MABh,, 204.8-11); cf. MABh,, 1910: 286f. (286,
n. 6: read 'ndhakarah for ’dhakarah). Candrakirti, in MABh on VI.14ab, cites as
further confirmation for the impossibility of arising from other MMK XX.19cd: rgyu
dang ’bras bu gzhan nyid du || nam yang ’thad par mi ’gyur ro | (XX.19cd Skt: hetoh
phalasya canyatvam na hi jatipapadyate |) and MMK XX.20cd: rgyu dang ’bras bu
gzhan nyid na || rgyu dang rgyu min mtshung pas 'gyur || (XX.20cd Skt: prthaktve
phalahetvoh syat tulyo hetur ahetuna |).

De La Vallée Poussin (MABh,, 1910: 286, n. 6) cites the Sanskrit for MA VI.14 but
in his translation (287) of 14c he translates freely, ignoring the pair of cas and the
word khalu: “Toutes choses naitraient de toutes choses.” My translation reflects my
understanding of 14c as intending to convey two aspects of a consequence of arising
from other. Tilakakalasa and Pa tshab’s translation of MA VI.14c as thams cad las
kyang thams cad skye bar ’gyur te ... may represent a (not entirely successful) attempt
to bring the intent of the Sanskrit into Tibetan verse. Nag tsho’s translation of the
MA (which was revised by Pa tshab) presents 14c merely as kun las thams cad skye
bar 'gyur te ... (P 229a5). The Tibetan of MABh on 14¢ has been translated so that it
concurs with the Tibetan translation of the pada: rgyur gyur pa dang rgyu ma yin par
gyur pa thams cad las kyang dngos po ’bras bur gyur pa dang ’bras bur ma gyur pa
thams cad skye bar "gyur ro |. Candrakirti would appear to elaborate on the two as-
pects he refers to in 14c, however, in the MABh on 14d: yang ji ltar sa (MABhyy: sa)
lw’i sa bon gzhan du gyur pa las sa (MABhyy: sa@) lu’i myu gu skye ba de bzhin du |
me dang sol ba dang nas kyi sa bon la sogs pa dag las kyang ’gyur ro || yang ji ltar sa
(MABhyy: sa) lu’i myu gu (MABhy: gu’i) gzhan du gyur pa sa MABhyy: sa) lu’i sa
bon las ’byung ba de bzhin du bum pa dang snam bu la sogs pa rnams kyang ’gyur ba
zhig na | (MABh,, 90.4-8); the two yangs respectively commencing each sentence
possibly translate two cas (or two apis) which are meant to correspond to the two cas
of l4c.

Huntington (1989: 158f.) translates the verse: “If one entity arises in dependence on
another, then pitch darkness can arise from a flame. In fact, [if this were the case,
then] anything could arise from anything, because it is not simply [the cause] which
is different from [its effect] — all non-causes as well are different [from that effect].”
Given the structure of 14c and the commentary, it seems that Candrakirti intends
sarva to be understood in a comprehensive sense as “all, everything,” and the opta-
tive bhavet in a more definite and dynamic sense of “would be / would come to be”
than Huntington’s “anything could arise” (for sarvasya janma ca bhavet) allows;
Candrakirti uses this consequence to demonstrate that arising from other entails total
chaos, not that a pot could arise from a rice seed, but that it and everything else defin-
itely would arise, because the condition of being other is fulfilled. Cp. MA VI.99
where he rejects arising without a cause and clearly states that in a world in which
things arise without a cause, everything would perpetually (rtag tu) arise from
everything: gal te rgyu med kho nar skye bar Ita zhig *gyur na ni | de tshe mtha’ dag
rtag tu tham cad las kyang skye ’byung zhing |. While one could alternatively trans-
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§62. The Master Buddhapalita, for his part, asserts:

Things do not arise from other, because of the consequence that
everything would originate from everything.”*’

§63. The Master Bhaviveka voices criticism in regard to this
[statement of Buddhapalita’s]:

late the consequence in VI.14b as “from fire thick darkness would arise” (cf. LVP,,
1910: 286: “sans doubte une épaisse obscurité nait de la flame”) in place of my “from
fire thick darkness could arise,” my choice of translations for the optatives is based
on my interpretation of the verse as intending, for poetic and dramatic purposes, a
progression from the first consequence to the second: an unwelcome possibility is
presented and then in a second step a stronger, more definite and more devastating
consequence of the opponent’s view is set forth.

Candrakirti devotes a substantial section of the sixth chapter of the MABh to the
refutation of arising from other, chiefly because arising from other is accepted by the
schools of Conservative Buddhism (note that his refution of arising from other
commences with the enumeration and definitions of the four conditions (pratyaya)
maintained by the Sarvastivada and Sautrantika schools [see MABh,, 87.15-89.2])
and by the Yogacara school. Candrakirti’s argumentation against arising from other
in the MABH is too extensive to be included and elucidated here, but mention should
be made of the fact that he couches within it, in the framework of explicating why the
viewpoint of the world (loka) cannot be taken as an authority for proving that things
arise from other (cf. MABh,, 101.3ff.), his own presentation of the two truths and a
discussion regarding them. This is followed (cf. MABh,, 122.7ff.) by his defense of
karmic causality within the Madhyamaka system which eschews the reality of all
things and his rejection of, primarily, the alayavijiiana of the Vijiianavada school, a
rejection that leads to the refutation of the possibility of the arising of the world from
truly existing vijiiana/citta and the rejection of other doctrines of the school. Only
after an excursion into an elucidation of nitartha and neyartha sitras does Candra-
kirti commence the refutation of arising from both self and other (MABh,, 202.6ff.).

28 Candrakirti is quoting from Buddhapalita’s MMK commentary. BP,, 10.18-19:
gzhan las kyang skye ba med de | ci’i phyir zhe na | thams cad las thams cad skye bar
thal bar ’gyur ba’i phyir ro. The statement is embedded in PP Tib: 'di la gzhan ni
dngos po rnams gzhan las kyang skye ba med pa ste | ci’i phyir zhe na | thams cad las
thams cad skye bar thal bar ’gyur ba’i phyir ro || (D: omits ||) zhes rnam par bshad pa
byed do || (D 50a5-6; P 60a5-6). Avalokitavrata identifies gzhan of ’di la gzhan ni as
Buddhapalita (D 102al; P 119b7). PsP Tib reads: dngos po rnams gzhan las skye ba
med de | thams cad las kyang thams cad skye bar "gyur ba’i phyir ro || zhes rnam par
‘chad do ||. sarvasambhavaprasangat is again translated merely as thams cad skye bar
"gyur ba’i phyir in PsP Tib when Buddhapalita’s consequence is repeated in Bhavive-
ka’s critique.
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Then, as regards this, because it is a statement of a conse-
quence,” when the reversal (viparyaya) of the probandum (sa-
dhya) and the probans (sadhana) is made, contradiction [of the
consequence] with [your] original position (prakpaksa) [becomes
evident, since the reversal states that] “Things arise from self,
from both [self and other] or without a cause (ahetutah), because
a certain thing (kasyacit) arises from a certain thing (kutascit).”
Otherwise™ [that is, if the reversal is not accepted], since this
[probans] “because of the consequence that everything would

originate from everything” does not fall under® [either] proof

284 PsP Tib translates prasarnigavakya as thal bar ’gyur ba’i ngag, PP Tib attests glags
yod pa’i tshig. On Candrakirti’s replacement of savakasa with prasanga, see n. 123.
In the present case too, I assume that savakasavacana stood in PP Skt and that the
PsP translators, upon appropriating the criticism from PP Tib, replaced glags yod
pa’i tshig with thal bar *gyur ba’i ngag in order to conform with Candrakirti’s pref-
erence for and thus use of prasanga in his reiteration of phrases in PP containing the
compound savakasa.

28 De La Vallée Poussin (PsP; 37, n. 2) considers PsP Tib’s gzhan du na yang to be
reflecting anyathapi, but gzhan du na yang is also used elsewhere in the PsP to trans-
late anyatha. The PsP Tib translators have in the present case, however, adopted
gzhan du na yang from PP Tib (see the following notes).

286 PsP Tib: de la sgrub pa dang sun ’byin ba nyid med pa’i phyir for asya
sadhanadiisananantahpatitvat. De La Vallée Poussin (PsP; 37, n. 3) reconstructs the
Skt for PsP Tib as “... atra sadhana-diasanata-abhavat.” 1 doubt that the PsP Tib
translators were confronted with such a reading in their Sanskrit manuscripts; it
seems more probable that PsP Tib reads as it does because the translators inserted the
(slightly modified) version of Bhaviveka’s critique as found in PP Tib into their PsP
translation; PP Tib attests the phrase as de la sgrub pa dang sun dbyung ba nyid med
pa’i phyir (see also the following note). The fact that disanantahpatitvac ca in
Candrakirti’s response is similarly translated as sun ’byin pa nyid kyang yin pa’i
phyir may only indicate that the translators preferred to employ a verb (yin) that
would better accord with the verb (med) of the PP Tib critique (note that at PsP,
490.2 antahpatitvat is translated more literally as nang du ’dus pa’i phyir). Whether
de La Vallée Poussin’s reconstructed sadhanadiisanatabhavat could represent the
original reading for PP Skt is difficult to know. PPT also attests de la sgrub pa dang
sun dbyung ba nyid med pa’i phyir throughout, but one must keep in mind that it was
translated by the same team of scholars that translated the PP; nevertheless, the
paraphrase in explanations such as ... mngon sum la sogs pa dang ’gal ba phyogs kyi
skyon rmams las "ga’ yang ma brjod pas | de la gzhan sun dbyung ba nyid kyang med
pa yin pa’i phyir nyes pa yod do || (PPT D 103b3; P 111a7-8) leads one to wonder if
Candrakirti’s words might represent a paraphrase or interpretation of Bhaviveka’s
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(sadhana) or refutation (diisana), this [statement of Buddha-
palita’s would be] incoherent in meaning (asarngatartha).”®

original reason. *LT’s author cites sadhanadiisananantahpatitvat and explains it with
na sadhanam napi disanam ity arthah (cf. Yonezawa 2004: 123, 138 [fol. 2b1]).
Stcherbatsky (1927: 120 and n. 8) has not understood the compound and thus sug-
gests emending the text to “sadhana-diisanantah..., i.e., ity asya sadhanasya disa-
na...” in order to arrive at the meaning “because the argument contains its own des-
truction.”

Bhaviveka exemplifies the incoherence he sees in Buddhapalita’s argument with a
senseless verse (translated in Kajiyama 1963: 54; Ames 1993: 226). Avalokitavrata,
prior to citing the verse, explains the incoherence as arising from the dissonance
between the two parts of Buddhapalita’s assertion: in stating the two parts of his con-
sequence, Buddhapalita ends up first asserting that arising does not exist, and then
that everything arises from everything: de Itar dngos po rnams gzhan las skye ba med
do zhes smras la | de’i "og tu thams cad las thams cad skye bar thal bar *gyur ba’i
phyir ro zhes smras pas | de ltar gyur na rang gis sngar skye ba med par smras pa
dang | de’i "og tu thams cad las thams cad skye bar smras pa gnyis (P: nyid) don ’brel
pa med pa nyid yin pas rnam par bshad pa de ni mi rung ngo || (D 103b4-5; P 111a8-
111b2).

287 Candrakirti is citing from Bhaviveka’s PP, the translation of which reads: des na
de la glags yod pa’i tshig" yin pa’i phyir bsgrub par bya ba dang | sgrub pa* bzlog pa’
byas na* dngos po mams bdag gam gnyis sam’ rgyu med pa las skye bar ’gyur ba
dang | ’ga’ zhig las ’ga’ zhig skye bar *gyur ba’i phyir phyogs snga® ma dang ’gal bar
"gyur ro || gzhan du na yang thams cad las” thams cad skye bar thal bar® *gyur ba’i
phyir ro (P: ||) zhes bya ba’ de la sgrub pa dang sun dbyung ba" nyid (D: gnyis) med
pa’i phyir | de ni don "brel pa med pa yin te (D 50a6-7; P 60a6-60bl). 'PsP Tib: thal
bar ’gyur ba’i ngag for glags yod pa’i tshig; *PsP Tib: sgrub par byed pa for sgrub
pa; *PsP Tib, PPT: par; “PPT: nas; *PPT: gnyi ga "am for gnyis sam; °PsP Tib: gong;
"PPT P: omits thams cad las; ®PsP Tib omits thal bar; °PsP Tib: de bas na for zhes
bya ba; '°PsP Tib: sun ’byin pa for sun dbyung ba. Translated in Kajiyama 1963: 53
and Ames 1993: 225f. The original position contradicted by the reversal is that things
do not arise, not the “theses” that result from the reversal, as Seyfort Ruegg’s (2002:
72) translation misleadingly suggests. Seyfort Ruegg translates asangatartha as “irre-
levant,” but it does seem that Bhaviveka intends the meaning “incoherent,” since he
subsequently, stating that Buddhapalita’s consequence is like it, cites a completely
incoherent verse (see PP D 50a7-50b1; P 60b1-2).

On the reversal of the prasanga, see Watanabe 2013 and n. 124. Avalokitavrata
describes the reversal of the sadhya, viz., “things do not arise from other, either”
(bsgrub par bya ba dngos po rnams gzhan las kyang skye ba med de zhes bya ba) as
resulting in “things arise from self, both, or without cause” (dngos po rnams bdag
gam gnyi ga ‘am rgyu med pa las skye bar ’gyur ba dang), and the reversal of the
sadhana, viz., “there would be the consequence that everything would arise from
everything” as resulting in “a certain thing arises from a certain thing” (sgrub pa
thams cad las thams cad skye bar thal bar ’gyur ro (P: |) zhes bya ba bzlog par byas
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[Reply:] This [critique, like your earlier one] too, is incoherent in
meaning,”™ since it has already been explained [that reversal does not

na 'ga’ zhig las ’ga’ zhig skye bar 'gyur); cf. PPT D 103al-2; P 120b1-2. He con-
siders the original position (phyogs snga ma; *prakpaksa) that would be contradicted
through the reversal to be that asserted by Nagarjuna in MMK 1.1: ’di Itar slob dpon
gvis phyogs snga ma las | dngos po gang dag gang na yang | skyes pa nam yang yod
ma yin || zhes gsungs ... de dang ’gal bar gyur (PPT D 103a3-5; P 110b7-111a2; on
the misplaced text in P, see Ames 1993: 245, n. 119; correct his point of insertion for
P 121a from line 7 to line 4). “Otherwise” (gzhan tu na yang), that is, if Buddhapalita
refuses to reverse the sadhya and sadhana, leaving them to stand as stated, Avalo-
kitavrata continues, he can be faulted, because his [consequence’s reason], namely,
that there would be the consequence that everything would arise from everything, is
not a property of the subject; the consequence is, on the one hand, not a proof of his
own position. And since his statement has not expressed any faults of the opponent’s
proposition, i.e., contradiction with direct perception and so forth, it is not a refuta-
tion of the opponent’s position: thams cad las thams cad skye bar smras pa de phyogs
kyi chos ma yin pa’i phyir | de la rang gi sgrub pa (P: ma?) nyid kyang med pa yin la |
gnas brtan buddhapalita’i rmnam par bshad pa de mngon sum la sogs pa dang 'gal ba
phyogs kyi skyon rnams las *ga’ yang ma brjod pas | de la gzhan sun dbyung ba nyid
kyang med pa yin pa’i phyir nyes pa yod do | (PPT D 103b2-3; P 111a6-8).

The two inferences set forth by Bhaviveka to prove non-arising from other have
already been cited by Candrakirti and rejected as faulty because their reasons are not
accepted by both Bhaviveka and his opponent; see §51.

288 PsP Tib: ’di yang don ’brel pa med pa ma yin te. Stcherbatsky (1927: 121 and n. 1)
suggests emending the Sanskrit text so that it accords with PsP Tib (“... read asam-
gartham nasti.” “It is not nonsense!”’). De La Vallée Poussin notes Tib’s reading and
the reading etadam apy asamgatartha(m) of his three mss; he emends to etad apy
asamgatartham, considering as support for his choice Candrakirti’s response tad etad
ayuktam parvoditapariharat (PsPy §68; PsP; 39.4) to Bhaviveka’s seyam vyakhya na
yukta praguktadosat (PsPy, §67 end; PsP, 39.2-3). Mss P and Q attest the correct
reading etad apy asangatartham (D supports it with etad apy asamgatartha). With
this statement, Candrakirti intentionally parrots the final words of Bhaviveka’s cri-
tique (asangatartham etad). PsP Tib’s interpretation is awkward inasmuch as api will
imply that Buddhapalita’s first consequence has also been referred to as incoherent,
but there Bhaviveka did not declare that the argument was asarigatartha, rather that it
was ayukta. Cf. also PsPy, §23 (PsP, 14.4), where Bhaviveka opens his criticism of
Buddhapalita’s first consequence with the words fad ayuktam, and PsPy §24 (PsP_
15.3-4) where Candrakirti, as here, rejects Bhaviveka’s critique using his opponent’s
own words (... tad ayuktam). The extra negation in PsP Tib may have been the result
of intentional change in one of the manuscripts relied on by the translators which had
been made by a previous scholar or student who understood erat to refer to
Buddhapalita’s statement (as Bhaviveka intends his etar) and not, as Candrakirti
intends it, to refer Bhaviveka’s critique of Buddhapalita’s statement.
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apply to such consequences] and because [the consequence] falls
under refutation (dizsana) in that [it] refutes the matter proposed by
the opponent.® Thus, there is nothing to this [criticism]; effort is
therefore not put forth again [to respond to your complaints].

§64. Nor do things arise from both [self and other], because the faults
stated for both positions (ubhayapaksa) would entail,® and because

28 PsP Tib, which may be corrupt, appears to understand three reasons: gong kho nar
bstan zin pa’i phyir dang | gzhan gyis dam beas pa’i don sun ’byin par byed pa yin pa
dang | sun ’byin pa nyid kyang yin pa’i phyir. The Sanskrit expects yin pas instead of
yin pa dang.

%0 Buddhapalita states only this single consequence for the position of arising from
both self and other. BP,, 10.19-21: bdag dang gzhan gnyis las kyang skye ba med de |
gnyi ga’i skyon du thal bar ’gyur ba’i phyir ro |. Bhaviveka does not criticize this
prasanga statement of Buddhapalita’s, presumably because the consequence only
refers back to the faults already adduced for arising from self and arising from other.
Bhaviveka declares that Nagarjuna was inspired to include and reject the position of
arising from both self and other on account of 1) the Sankhya claim that an effect
arises from causes both distinct and not distinct from it, such as, respectively, earth,
etc., and a seed: grangs can dag ni byed rgyu rnam par phye ba dang | rnam par ma
phye ba (D: bas) sa la sogs pa dang | sa bon gyi mtshan nyid dag las ’bras bu myu gu
zhes bya ba skye’o zhes smra (PP D 50b 1-2; P 60b2-3) and 2) the Jaina claim that
things arise from self and other, for instance, that a gold ring arises from both gold
and fire, etc.: gcer bur rgyu ba pa’i phyogs dgag phyir yang ... 'di ltar de dag ni gser
gyi sor gdub ni gser dang | me la sogs pa las bdag dang gzhan las skye bar smra ba’i
phyir ro || (D 50b3-4; P 60b6-7; Ames proposes nirgranthacarin as the possible
Sanskrit for gcer bur rgyu ba pa [1993: 246, n. 142]). Bhaviveka argues that the
proof for non-arising from both is included in the proofs for non-arising from self
and for non-arising from other, and that there does not exist an inference showing
that things arise from both self and other; see PP D 50b3; P 60b5-6; Kajiyama 1963:
54; Ames 1993: 226. See also MHK 111.192.

Reasons disproving arising from both self and other are set forth by Candrakirti in
MA V1.98: gnyis las skye ba ’ang rigs pa’i ngo bo ma yin gang gi phyir || bshad zin
nyes pa de dag thog tu ’bab pa yin phyir ro | ’di ni ’jig rten las min de nyid du yang
’dod min te || gang phyir re re las ni skye ba *grub (MABh,, grub) pa yod ma yin |
(MABh,, 202.8-9; correct the verse number at MABh,, 1911: 256 and 258 from 95 to
98). Candrakarti also attributes the position of arising from both self and other to the
Jainas, who claim that a pot, for example, in that the pot and the lump of clay from
which it is made are not other, arises from self; yet since the activity of the potter,
etc., that produce it are different from the pot, it also arises from other (see MABh,,
202.10-18; MABh,, 1911: 256. The Jainas are referred to by Candrakirti as tshig gal
gnyis su smra ba rams; along with de La Vallée Poussin, I do not understand the
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there is no capacity for production by either one on its own.”' For he
(= Nagarjuna) will state [further on in the Madhyamakas$astra],

There might be suffering (duhkha) created by both [self and
other] if [suffering] could be created by each one singly (ekaika-
krta).*?

meaning of tshig gal here). Similarly, Candrakirti states, they argue that since Maitra
is born in the present life with the same soul (jiva) as in the previous, he arises from
self; but since his birth is determined by his mother, father, merit, demerit and
influxes, he arises from other. Thus, assert the Jainas, because they neither claim
arising exclusively from self nor arising exclusively from other, they are unaffected
by the earlier criticism with respect to arising from self or arising from other (see
MABh,_,203.2-12; MABh,, 1911: 256f.).

21 PsP Tib translates the second reason given by Candrakirti with skyed par byed pa’i
nus pa med pa’i phyir; 1 too understand utpada in a causal sense here, i.e., in the
sense of production as opposed to its more usual meaning of arising. Cf. MA VI.98d:
gang phyir re re las ni skye ba (intransitive) 'grub (MABh, grub) pa yod ma yin
(MABh,, 205.2) and MABh,, to 6.98d: dper na til gcig gis "bru mar ’byin nus pas ||
mang po rnams kyis kyang ’gyur la || nus pa ma mthong ba’i bye ma rnams kyis ni ma
yin pa ltar re res bskyed par ’gyur na ni || de Ita bu’i rang bzhin can mang po mams
kyis kyang "gyur ba zhig go | (MABh,,205.3-6).

22 Candrakirti is citing MMK XII.9ab: syad ubhabhyam krtam duhkham syad
ekaikakrtam vyadi | (Ye 2011a follows the ABh, BP, PP tradition which does not
include MMK XII.6 [see Ye 2007b: 166] and thus numbers the verse as XII.8).
Suffering, the topic of the twelfth chapter and as made clear by Nagarjuna in MMK
XI11.2, refers to the five skandhas. In karikas X11.2-6 the skandhas and the pudgala
are individually considered and rejected, each from the point of view of “self” and
“other,” as that by which suffering, i.e., the skandhas, is created. The alternatives of
suffering being created by self, by other, by both and without a cause are presented
and addressed already in the Canon (suffering in the Canonical contexts refers to “the
mass of suffering”); see, e.g. SN 11.19.27-20.16: Kim nu kho bho Gotama sayam-
katam dukkhanti | Ma hevam Kassapati Bhagava avoca || Kim pana bho Gotama
paramkatam dukkhanti | Ma hevam Kassapati Bhagava avoca || Kim nu kho bho
Gotama sayamkataii ca paramkataii ca dukkhanti | Ma hevam Kassapati Bhagava
avoca || Kim pana bho Gotama asayam-karam aparam-karam adhicca samuppannam
dukkhanti. Ma hevam Kassapati Bhagava avoca || ... so karoti so patisamvediyatiti kho
Kassapa adito sato sayamkatam dukkhanti iti vadam sassatam etam pareti || Afifio
karoti ariiiio patisamvediyatiti kho Kassapa vedanabhitunnassa sato paramkatam
dukkhanti iti vadam ucchedam etam pareti || Ete te Kassapa ubho ante anupagamma
majjhena Tathagato dhammam deseti | avijjapaccaya sankhara || sankharapaccaya
vifiianam || pe || Evam etassa kevalassa dukkhakkhandhassa samudayo hoti || (cf. SN,
545-547). Note that the fourth alternative is presented as adhicca samuppannam, thus
fortuitous arising. See DN 1.28-29, where the Buddha explains that one group of
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§65. Nor do [things] arise without a cause (ahetutah), because the
faults that will be stated by way of [other assertions on the part of
Nagarjuna] would be entailed, such as,

When the cause (hetu) does not exist, neither the effect (karya)
nor the [co-operative] cause (kdarana) exists,*”

and because of the entailment of faults such as [the following from
the Madhyamakavatara]:

holders of the view of fortuitous arising consists of persons who were previously
gods in a realm without consciousness and are thus unable to remember more than
the (re-)arising of consciousness. That is, through meditative concentration (samadhi)
in the present life, these persons, previously asafiiiadevas, gain memory of the past,
but only to the point of the re-arising of consciousness after the asaiifia existence,
and they thus think that they came into existence only then and did not exist
previously. Such a person thus thinks: “Adhicca-samuppanno atta ca loko ca. Tam
kissa hetu? Aham hi pubbe nahosim, so’mhi etarahi ahutva sattattaya parinato ti”
(DN 1.29.1-3). The other group, the Buddha states, has come to the view of fortuitous
arising through reasoning. Cf. also SN 11.22-23, 33-35, 38-39, 41-42, 112-114 for the
rejection of suffering, pleasure and pain, and the links of dependent-arising created
by self, other, both or fortuitously.

The pudgala spoken of by Nagarjuna appears to be the controversial “person” main-
tained by the Vatsiputriyas and Sammitiyas (see, e.g., Bareau 1955: 115f., 123;
AKBh IX; Schayer 1931: 16, n. 13). Vetter (1992: 496), who assumes that Nagarjuna
spent his early years in a “pudgalavada milieu,” writes, “Accepting a person on a
preliminary level of truth as having the same reality as the constituents (skandha) of
a person seems to be the most individual characteristic we know of Nagarjuna.” In
certain other chapters of the MMK, it can been seen that Nagarjuna accepts the
reality of the subject or agent on the surface level.

23 Candrakirti cites MMK VIIL4ab: hetav asati karyam ca karanam ca na vidyate |.
MMK VIIL3: karoti yady asadbhiito sadbhiitam karma karakah | ahetukam bhavet
karma karta cahetuko bhavet ||. 1 have translated the half-verse following Candra-
kirti’s interpretation of it; it is questionable whether his interpretation of karana as
co-operative cause, which appears to rely on Buddhapalita’s interpretation of karana
as *pratyaya, reflects Nagarjuna’s intent. Cf. May 1959: 146, n. 422 for comments on
the half-verse. Garfield (1995: 179) translates karana as “cause,” but his comments
on VIIL.4 betray a lack of understanding of VIII.4ab and the verse as a whole. See
Bhattacharya 1981 for comments on Candrakirti’s interpretation of the chapter.

In his introduction to VIII.4ab, Candrakirti makes it known that he considers the
proposition of an unreal agent and object, which entails the lack of a cause for both
the agent and the object, to be equivalent to asserting a position propounding no
cause: sati ca ahetukavadabhyupagame karyam ca karanam ca sarvam apoditam syat.
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And the world would certainly not be perceived if it were devoid
of a cause, just like the colour and scent of a sky-lotus [is not
perceived].?*

294 Candrakirti cites MA VIL.100ab: grhyeta naiva ca jagad yadi hetusinyam syad
yadvad eva gaganotpalavarnagandhau |. MABh,, 207.7-8: gal te ’gro ba rgyu yis
stong par 'gyur na nam mkha’ yi || ut pa la yi dri mdog ji bzhin bzung du med nyid
nal. Cf. MABh, 1911: 260. PsP Tib: gal te rgyu yis stong na ’gro ba ’di dag gzung
bya min || ji ltar nam mkha’i utpala yi dri dang kha dog bzhin ||.

Candrakirti argues in the MA and MABh from karika 99 to karika 103 with the
proponent of intrinsic nature (*svabhavavadin; ngo ba nyid smra pa), first against the
arising of the things of the world without any causes, then against the denial of the
retribution of acts as regards the paraloka (see MABh,, 205.8-212.14; MABh,, 1911:
259-266). The svabhavavadin opens the debate by declaring: gal te skye ba rgyu las
yin na ni de ’bras bu’i bdag tu gyur pa dang | gzhan du gyur pa dang | gnyi gar gyur
pa zhig tu ’gyur bas nyes pa de dag tu ’gyur ba zhig na | bdag gis ni rgyu khas ma
blangs pas bshad zin pa’i nyes pa’i go skabs med do || de’i phyir dngos po rnams kyi
skye ba ni ngo ba nyid las "byung ba kho na yin te | (MABh,,205.8-13). The doctrine
of intrinsic nature appears to have been common to the Materialists and the Ajivikas.
Silburn (1989: 133) writes, “C’est du jeu de niyati, svabhava et des circonstances
environnantes que dépend la diversité des étres et leurs conditions heureuses et
malheureuses. Autrement dit, le sort de chacun n’est nullement déterminé par ses
actes vertueux et coupables et la transmigration n’obéit en aucune maniere aux lois
du karman. C’est pour cette raison que les Bouddhistes désignent les doctrines de la
nature propre (svabhava) par les termes de ahetuvada, ‘production sans cause’ ou
adhiccasamuppdda ‘apparition accidentelle.” Pour les Svabhavavadin les choses sur-
gissent a ’existence sans qu’intervienne une cause finale interne ou externe tels les
actes antérieurement accomplis de chacun ou la volonté divin. Les choses évoluent
de facon méchanique, de par leur nature propre: si les épines auxquelles je me suis
heurté sont ainsi acérées et si elles se trouvent sur mon passage c’est que leur nature
est de piquer; ce n’est nullement par décret divin, ni en raison de fautes que j’aurais
pu commettre.” Regarding svabhavavada, see Silburn 1989: 133-135; MABh,, 1911:
258, n. 1; May 1959: 122, n. 320; Bhattacharya 2012.

Bhaviveka rejects arising without a cause by arguing that there is no inference
demonstrating uncaused arising, and that such a thesis would be in conflict with both
inference and what is generally accepted (see PP D 50b5-6; P 61al-2; Kajiyama
1963: 54f.; Ames 1993: 227; see also MHK 111.194-195). Bhaviveka then, moving on
to interpret no cause (*ahetu) as bad cause (¥kuhetu; see n. 298), presents arguments
from the side of the svabhavavadin; Avalokitavrata identifies the proponents of the
doctrine of svabhava as Lokayatas, the followers of Maharsi ’Jig rten mig (see Ames
1993: 247, n. 147). Avalokitavrata further identifies the proponent of no cause called
’Jug stobs can by Bhaviveka as also a disciple of Maharsi Jig rten mig (ibid., 1993:
247, n. 156).
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§66. The Master Buddhapalita, for his part, says,
Things do not arise without a cause, because of the consequence
that everything would originate from everything, all the time.*”
§67. The Master Bhaviveka criticizes in regard to this too:

Also with respect to this [argument], on account of [its] being the
statement of a consequence, if the expression of the reversed
probandum and probans is accepted as the meaning of the

295 Candrakirti cites here Buddhapalita’s consequence for the position of arising
without a cause, quoting only the first of its two reasons. BP,, 10.21-23: rgyu med pa
las kyang skye ba med de | rtag tu thams cad las thams cad skye bar thal bar ’gyur
ba’i phyir dang | rtsom pa thams cad don med pa nyid kyi skyon du ’gyur ba’i phyir
ro. Buddhapalita repeats the reasons (rtag tu ...) in his commentary on MMK 1V.2
(BP_, 60.10-12). His consequence with the first reason is cited in PP just before
Bhaviveka’s critique of it (D 53a5; P 64a5): 'di la gzhan ni dngos po rnams rgyu med
pa las kyang skye ba med de | rtag tu thams cad las thams cad skye bar thal ba la sogs
par ’gyur ba’i phyir; Avalokitavrata identifies the author of the statement as
Buddhapalita (D 153bl; P 176b7). As noted by Ames (1993: 250, n. 197), even
though Bhaviveka indicates the second reason only with la sogs pa, he does refer to it
specifically in his critique, albeit in its reversed form. The translators of PsP Tib have
relied on BP Tib or PP Tib for the citation (PsP Tib attests the kyang not found in
Skt). Cp. MA V1.99ab: gal te rgyu med kho nar skye bar lta zhig "gyur na ni | de tshe
mtha’ dag rtag tu thams cad las kyang skye 'byung (MABhyy: "gyur) zhing | (MABh,,
206.3-4; MABh, 1911: 259). According to Candrakirti’s commentary on MA
VI1.99ab, which constitutes his initial response to the svabhavavadin, things such as
the fruits of mango trees and breadfruit trees (Tib: la ku rtsva [MABhyy: tsal; Skt:
*lakuca, *lakaca; Artocarpus lacucha) would always (*sada) be produced because
they would no longer be dependent on a ripening process determinative of their
appearance at a specific time. The eyes of the peacock’s tail-feathers would appear
on a crow, and a peacock would have parrot feathers all the time, even while still in
the womb, i.e., in its egg (mngal gyi gnas) (MABh 206.12-19; Huntington’s [1989:
250, n. 125] translation of the section has some problems). Buddhapalita’s second
reason, which is not cited here in the PsP but referred to via Bhaviveka’s cited cri-
tique, is exemplified in MA VI.99cd: “And this world would not gather seeds and
such by the hundreds with a view to the coming forth of a result” ("bras 'byung ched
du ’jig rten 'di yis sa bon la sogs ni | brgya phrag dag gi sgo nas sdud par byed par
yang mi 'gyur). Huntington (1989: 169) mistranslates the half-verse: “and hundreds
of thousands of seeds sown by common people for the purpose of raising crops
would result in no harvest whatsoever.” Cp. also Padmakara 2002: 82, where brgya
phrag dag gi sgo nas is related to worldly people’s act of gathering of seeds and
translated “in all their myriad ways.”
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statement (vakyartha), then this ends up being asserted: “Things
arise from a cause (hetutah), 1) because a certain thing (kasyacit)
arises from a certain thing (kutascir) at a certain time (kaddcit),
and 2) because of the usefulness of undertakings (arambha-
saphalya).” Therefore, that explanation [of Buddhapalita’s] is not
appropriate because of the fault stated earlier.

§68. Thus others [= Candrakirti and his party consider] this [criticism
of Bhaviveka’s] to be inappropriate because [its] refutation was stated
previously.”’

§69. And what has also been asserted [by Bhaviveka, namely, that
ahetutah can additionally be understood in the meaning of “bad
cause”] for the sake of taking into account [opponents’ positions
which assume the cause of things to be] the Lord (isvara), etc., is also

2% Candrakirti is citing from Bhaviveka’s PP: de la yang glags yod pa’i tshig' yin
pa’i phyir gal te | bsgrub par bya ba dang | sgrub pa® bzlog (P: zlog) pa’i tshig gi don®
mngon par "dod na des* di skad bstan par ’gyur te | dngos po rnams rgyu las skye bar
"gyur ba dang | lan "ga’ kha cig las kha cig skye bar ’gyur ba dang | rtsom pa "bras bu
dang bcas pa nyid du ’gyur ba’i phyir’ de® ni mi rigs te | sngar smras pa’i skyon du
"gyur ba’i phyir ro || (D 53a5-7; P 64a5-7).

IPsP Tib: thal bar ’gyur ba’i ngag for glags yod pa’i tshig; *sgrub par byed pa for
grub pa; *bzlog pa gsal ba ngag gi don du (following PsP Skt) for bzlog pa’i tshig gi
don; *de’i tshe; “phyir ro | zhes bstan par gyur na (PP Tib places bstan par ’gyur te
before the reversed probandum and probans); ®hshad pa de.

Bhaviveka concludes the critique as he did his critique against Buddhapalita’s
consequence for arising from other, i.e., by referring back to his earlier criticism: ji
ste gzhan du na yang don ’brel pa med pa vyin te | snga ma bzhin no. Translated in
Kajiyama 1963: 62 and Ames 1993: 234. The translators of PsP Tib, citing from PP
Tib, as usual, replace glags yod pa’i tshig with thal bar ’gyur ba’i ngag and sgrub pa
with sgrub par byed pa and make other minor adjustments. They adhere to PP Tib’s
format in listing the reversed s@dhya and sadhana and connecting them with dangs.
PPT Tib also follows the PP Tib format.

Bhaviveka refers to the fault he explained in regard to Buddhapalita’s consequence
refuting arising from other, namely, that the reversal of the sadhya and sadhana
contradicts the earlier position that things do not arise; if the reversal is not accepted,
the statement does not fall under either proof or refutation. See PPT D 154b7-155a7;
P 178b1-179a2.

27 Candrakirti refers again to his refutation of Bhaviveka’s critique of Buddha-
palita’s consequence for arising from self.
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not reasonable, because the Lord and so forth—depending on [the
specific cause] maintained—are included in the positions of self,
other, and both [self and other].**®

§70. Therefore, this has been proven, [namely,] that there is no
arising. And since arising is impossible, dependent-arising qualified
by non-arising, etc., is established.

§71. In regard to this, [the Conservative Buddhist] states: If you
determine that dependent-arising is in this way qualified by non-
arising, etc., [i.e., in the sense that nothing arises,| then [as regards]
that which has been stated by the Exalted One, [to wit,] —

With ignorance as condition (avidyapratyaya), the impulses

(samskara)® [come to be]; from the cessation (nirodha) of

ignorance, the impulses cease;*”

2% Bhaviveka considers ahetu to have the alternative meaning of “bad cause”
(*kuhetu). In support of ahetu interpreted as kuhetu, he cites the example abharya,
which, he states, besides meaning “not a wife,” can also mean “bad wife”: yang na
rgyu med ces (P: omits ces) bya ba ni rgyu ngan pa ste | chung ma med pa zhes bya ba
la sogs pa bzhin no || (PP D 50b7; P 61a4); cf. AKBh ad AK II1.29ab: yatha tarhi
kubhdarya abharyety ucyate kuputras caputrah (AKBh,, 141.8-9). Bhaviveka includes
under “bad cause” intrinsic nature (¥svabhava; ngo bo nyid), the Lord (*isvara;
dbang phyug), spirit / Cosmic Man (*purusa; skyes bu), primordial matter (*pradha-
na; gtso bo), time (*kala; dus), Narayana, and so forth (adi); see Ames 1993: 247, n.
146 for Avalokitavrata’s identification of the members alluded to with “and so
forth.” Bhaviveka refutes these “bad causes” individually and at length; see PP D
51al1-52b6; P 61a6-63b5; Kajiyama 1963: 55-60; Ames 1993: 227-233; for his
refutation of isvara, see PP D 51a7-52b5; P61b7-62a7, MHK 111.215-223. *LT:
ahetor isvaradeh (Yonezawa 2004: 123, 139 [fol. 2b1]).

Candrakirti has asserted in his MABh that since those holding the positions of arising
from / caused by isvara, etc., would consider isvara to be the same as, other than, or
both the same as and other than the things that arise, they do not escape the faults
associated with arising from self, other or both, and therefore there can be no fifth
alternative for / conception of a productive cause: gang dag dbang phyug la sogs pa
dag las dngos po rnams skye bar mngon par ’dod pa de dag gi ltar na yang dbang
phyug la sogs pa de dag bdag tu gyur pa’am | gzhan du gyur pa’am | gnyi gar gyur pa
zhig tu 'gyur bas dbang phyug la sogs pa rgyur smra ba dag kyang bshad zin pa’i
skyon las mi ’da’ ste | de’i phyir skyed par byed pa’i rgyu’i rnam par rtog pa gzhan
Inga pa yod pa ma yin no || (MABh,,214.20-215.5).
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similarly,

2 As Schmithausen (2000d: 65-66) has observed, samskdra appears to have
originally been closely connected in meaning with the wish and wishful imagining,
and with the desire, indeed the firm resolve, for a specific sort of rebirth, and in this
latter sense was seen to serve as the preliminary or preparatory act for the securing of
consciousness (vijiiana) in the womb of one’s future mother (see also Vetter 2000:
45f.). Certain descriptions of chains of dependent-arising in the Canon that were not
expanded to include all 12 members reveal that the link samskara in such chains had
a meaning quite close to thirst (trsnda, tanha); thus as a functionally equivalent term,
samskara was used in place of trsna as the second member of the twelve-linked chain
of dependent arising (see Vetter 2000: 66; also Vetter 1988: 51). cetana, intent (more
appropriately translated, according to Vetter [2000: 30], as ‘“decision”) was on
occasion used as a definition for samskara; samskara understood as intention brought
the concept into the domain of karma, with the result that karma in fact became the
general later interpretation of samskara of the 12 links; see, e.g., AK II1.21b: samska-
rah piarvakarmanah and its commentary: pirvajanmany eva ya punyadikarmavastha
seva (read saiva) samskaralh]. Candrakirti, following this interpretation as set forth
by Nagarjuna in MMK XXVIL.1 (punarbhavaya samskaran avidyanivrtas tridha |
abhisamskurute yams tair gatim gacchati karmabhih), comments: avidyaya nivrtah
chaditah pudgalah punarbhavaya punarbhavartham punarbhavotpattyartham abhi-
samskaroti utpadayati [yan) kuSaladicetanavisesams te [punarbhavabhisamskarat]
samskarah | te ca trividhah kusala akusala anejyas ca | yadi va kayika vacika manasas
ceti (PsP; 542.12-543.2). Cf. also YSV,, 204, n. 347. I follow Vetter in translating
samskarah as “impulses”; see his enlightening discussion on samskara and on abhi-
sam(s)/Wkr and its derivatives in Vetter 2000: 27-63. On abhisam(s)¥ kr and its
derivatives see also the important comments in Schmithausen 1987b: 156.

390 The citation presented is the first of five dgama citations considered by the Con-
servative Buddhist to refute specific characterizations of dependent-arising as set
forth in the MMK marngala slokas. This first citation is intended as authoritative evi-
dence against the characterization of dependent-arising as “without cessation” (ani-
rodha). Only the first two links of 12-membered dependent-arising as they respect-
ively appear in presentations of the formula describing coming into being (samu-
daya) and cessation (nirodha) are mentioned in the citation, the focus being on the
fact that the Buddha stated that ignorance ceases. Cf. SN I1.1.10-11: Avijjapaccaya
rodha sankaranirodho ..., passim. Bodhi (2000: 725, n. 1) notes that the SN-attha
explains that avijjapaccaya sankhara should be understood in the meaning tasma avi-
Jjapaccaya sankhara sambhavanti.

See also SSV,, 245.1-8 (SSV,, 83, and n. 825) where the Madhyamika is accused of
distorting the original teaching of pratityasamutpada.
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Impermanent, alas, are the constituent elements (samskara)™
which are subject to arising (utpada) and perishing (vyaya),

For having arisen, they cease; their calming is happiness
(sukha);**

likewise,>®

%1 On the word sankhara used to indicate external objects, see Vetter 2000: 53-63.
For instances in addition to the verse cited above where sarikhara appears to refer to
the five skandhas, see ibid., 61f. As the context from which Candrakirti has taken the
verse is unknown, I have translated samskarah here as referring to the five skandhas
(see Vetter 2000: 62).

302 Udanavarga 1.3: anitya bata samskara utpadavyayadharminah | utpadya hi
nirudhyante tesam vyupasamah sukham [|; see Bernhard 1965: 96. Candrakirti places
this Canonical citation in the mouth of the opponent representing the Buddhists of the
Conservative schools primarily because it affirms arising (utpdda) and thus
contradicts and sublates the MMK margala Slokas’ declaration that dependent-
arising is “without arising” (anutpada). The previous Canonical statement was cited
for the sake of contradicting anirodha of the margala slokas, and the present state-
ment secondarily addresses cessation with the words vyaya and the verb nirudhyante.
Cp. DN 11.157.8-9: anicca vata samkhara uppadavayadhammino, uppajjitva niru-
Jjhanti, tesam vipasamo sukho’ ti; DN 11.199.6-7; SN 1.158; SN 1.200 attests the
variant reading anicca sabbe sankhara; AKBh 80.15; other parallels in Bernhard
1965: 96; Pasadika 1989: 40; Vetter 2000: 61, n. 127; see also Bodhi 2000: 348, n. 20
and Seyfort Ruegg 2002: 77, n. 107. The same verse is cited by Candrakirti in the
YSV (once only the first quarter, later the entire verse); see YSV, 27 and 60,
references at YSV,, 123, n. 66.

303 psP, presents after the previous anityd bata statement (intended by the Conserva-
tive Buddhist as evidence contradicting the MMK marigala slokas’ characterization
of dependent-arising as “without arising” [anutpdda]) and before the following eko
dharmah citation (intended as evidence contradicting the MMK margala sloka’s
characterization of dependent-arising as “without one thing” [anekartha]) a further
citation from agama. This citation in PsP, reads: utpadad va tathagatanam anutpa-
dad va tathagatanam sthitaivaisa dharmanam dharmata; it can be translated
“[Regardless of] whether the Tathagatas arise or the Tathagatas do not arise, this
[real] nature (dharmata) of things (dharma) definitely abides (sthita).” It was in-
cluded in PsP; because all three of the manuscripts used by de La Vallée Poussin (my
L, M and N) attest the citation. The other paper manuscripts used for the present
study as well as ms Q also attest the citation (ms Q’s citation has sthitiraisa for sthi-
taivaisa and an additional dharmmadhatus as its last word), and PsP Tib presents the
translation de bzhin gshegs pa rnams byung yang rung | de bzhin gshegs pa rnams ma
byung yang rung | chos rnams kyi chos nyid ’di ni gnas pa kho na ste. The well-
known citation was assumed by previous scholars to have been included by
Candrakirti for the sake of providing representative agama evidence from the Con-
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servative Buddhist side that contradicts the MMK marngala slokas’ assertion that
dependent-arising is not eternal (asasvata). I do not include the citation in my edition
because I am convinced that it is an accretion. Both manuscript and contextual evi-
dence speak against its being intrinsic to the work. On the side of the manuscript
evidence, ms P does not appear to have attested the citation. There is damage in P
that starts with the final m of sukham of the anitya bata citation (the diplomatic
reading for P is (sukh)a+) and continues on, such that P lacks approximately the next
10-11 aksaras. When the text becomes readable again, the words yaduta catvara
(“namely, the four”) appear (only the a of aharah is visible); these are the final three
words of the citation that is cited for the sake of contradicting dependent-arising
characterized as “without one thing.” There is thus only enough space in the dam-
aged area for the words ratha eko dharmah sattvasthitaye, i.e., for the introductory
tatha and the words which precede yaduta catvara aharah. Ms Q, as stated, does
attest the citation, but it does not occur in Q’s main text: the entire citation has
instead been written in Q’s lower margin. This citation in Q is followed (also in the
lower margin) by a second citation, which appears to read kamabhavah param
sukham (“The non-existence / absence of desire is the highest happiness”). This latter
citation is surely intended as authoritative proof from the Conservative side against
the MMK marngala slokas’ assertion that dependent-arising is without annihilation
(anuccheda). The appearance of the two citations in Q’s margin caused me to wonder
if perhaps mss P’s and Q’s exemplars had attested the two citations and both P’s and
Q’s scribes had by chance committed exactly the same eyeskip, i.e., both had jumped
from the final sukham of the anitya bata citation to the final sukham of the
kamabhavah citation—a rather unlikely scenario but certainly not impossible. If this
had happened, Q’s marginal material would indicate that Q’s scribe (or his proof-
reader) noticed the mistake and added the two missing citations in the margin. The
paper manuscripts, on the other hand, contain the dharmata citation within their main
text but lack the kamabhavah citation, and it seems unusual that they too would have
dropped an entire citation at this point; even an eyeskip from the tatha introducing
the kamabhavah citation to fatha introducing the eko dharmah citation has to be ex-
cluded because the paper manuscripts all lack the expected ratha before the eko
dharmah citation. The fact that a postulation of three independent eyeskips, each of
entire citations, seemed suspicious suggested that other avenues needed to be
explored. There are of course a number of possible alternatives for transmission of
text from ms {3 to mss € and T and on to P, Q, and ms t (and possibilities for its omis-
sion), but I will not detail them here because none are convincing and because they
all pale in the light of further evidence and analysis. From the point of view of
context, a main point to be noted is that even though Candrakirti has the Conserva-
tive Buddhist present scriptural passages that refute the individual qualifiers of
dependent-arising in the marngala sloka, the primary goal of the opponent is to
establish that individual things exist, and that they come into and pass out of being;
his aim is definitely not to convince the Madhyamikas that anything exists eternally
or that the annihilation of things is to be accepted. The Conservative Buddhists would
in fact heartily agree that dependent-arising is non-eternal (asasvata) and without
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annihilation (anuccheda). Attention can be drawn to Bhaviveka’s presentation in his
PP of a group of Conservative Buddhists who argue that they accept all eight nega-
tions stated in the MMK’s margala sloka (of course according to their own
interpretation of the negations) and who expressly state that they accept that depend-
ent-arising is without annihilation and permanence because the result arises in de-
pendence on a cause and because when the result arises, the cause ceases (cf. PP D
48a5-6; P 75a6-7; Ames 1993: 220). It is highly improbable that Candrakirti had the
intention, especially in the present context, to introduce as his interlocutor a group of
Conservative Buddhists who would be so bold as to argue that dependent-arising,
i.e., dependently arisen things, are characterized by eternality and annihilation. While
it is certainly true that the dharmata citation was employed in Canonical and Conser-
vative circles, its point, when used in regard to dependent-arising by members of
these circles, was that things arise in dependence on conditions; it is only the fact that
they arise in this way—i.e., that it is their real nature (dharmata) to arise in depend-
ence on conditions whether or not a Buddha turns up to realize and then teach this
truth—that endures. (For the Conservative schools that considered dependent-arising
to be asamskrta; see Bareau 1955: 285).

Finally, were the two citations in question to have been original, one expects that
Candrakirti would have arranged them so that they too would follow the order of the
related words in the first marngala sloka: unlike all of the other manuscripts’
Canonical statements for the present passage, Q’s pair addressing asasvata and
anuccheda are in the wrong order (the first marngala sloka reads anirodham anutpa-
dam anucchedam asasvatam).

We have little choice but to conclude that Ms Q’s, the paper manuscripts’ and PsP
Tib’s citation is an accretion. It is easy to imagine that later scribes or readers of the
PsP might have been puzzled by the fact that the content of the scriptural statements
of the present PsP passage lines up with only six, and not all eight, of the famous
negations in the first mangala sloka. At some point, one or more individuals must
have decided to “repair” the text by introducing citations that would address asasvata
and anuccheda. The addition of the first and second citations probably occurred at
two separate times since the second citation was obviously not in the manuscript re-
lied upon the copyist of ms i (the closest common ancestor of the paper manuscripts)
or in the manuscripts relied upon by the translators of PsP Tib. The paper manu-
scripts’ and PsP Tib’s lack of an introductory tatha before the eko dharmah citation
is also explained by the interpolation: the tatha before the dharmata citation origin-
ally introduced the eko dharmah citation, but when the dharmata citation was in-
serted after this tatha, a following fatha was not, and this left the dharmata citation
and the two following citations (which can be seen as a pair) to be introduced by a
single tatha.

The main text of ms Q, which does not attest either of the two citations, has to be
accepted as correct, and its two marginal citations have to be seen as later extraneous
additions. Ms P’s text strongly supports this conclusion; the fact that it is missing 10-
11 aksaras at the critical point is hardly a hindrance, since the lack of (required)
space speaks for itself. I hypothesize that Q received both of the citations from ms 0,
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There is one factor (eko dharmah) for the support of beings,
namely, the four nutriments (a@hara);**

Two dharmas (dve dharmau) protect the world: shame (hri) and
embarrassment (apatrapya);*®

since they would have been in its main text had they been received from ms 6 over
ms 1. The occurrence in the paper manuscripts of the first citation is due to ms t
having also received it from ms O (see infra Manuscript Relationships, where I
explain that ms ( has also received readings from ms 9§, though far fewer than ms Q).
PsP Tib’s translation of the citation is explained by the fact that one of the manu-
scripts relied on by the PsP Tib translators carried the readings of a manuscript re-
lated to ms d. The translators must have concluded, as they did in a number of other
cases when they encountered one of ms 8’s interpolated readings, that the citation
was inherent to Candrakirti’s text and thus deserved to be included in their trans-
lation.

For textual references for the utpdadad va tathagatanam anutpadad va tathagatanam
sthitaivaisa dharmanam dharmata citation, see Appendix X.

304 The citation as presented by Candrakirti reads: eko dharmah sattvasthitaye yaduta
catvara aharah. It is considered by the opponent to be Canonical evidence contra-
dicting the MMK marngala slokas’ assertion that dependent-arising is “without one
thing” (anekartham). Cp. MN 1.261.5-12: Cattaro 'me bhikkhave ahara bhitanam va
sattanam thitiya sambhavesinam va anuggahaya, katame cattaro: kabalimkaro aharo
olariko va sukhumo va, phasso dutiyo, manosaiicetand tatiya, viiifianam catuttham.
Ime ca bhikkhave cattaro ahara kimnidana kimsamudaya kimjatika kimpabhava: ime
cattaro ahara tanhanidana tanhasamudaya tanhajatika tanhapabhava. Tanha cayam
bhikkhave kimnidand ... : tanha vedananidand ... . Nanamoli and Bodhi (cf. MN,, 353)
translate: “Bhikkhus, there are these four kinds of nutriment for the maintenance of
beings that already have come to be and for the support of those seeking a new exist-
ence. What four? They are: physical food as nutriment, gross or subtle; contact as the
second; mental volition as the third; and consciousness as the fourth. Now, bhikkhus,
these four kinds of nutriment ... have craving as their source, craving as their origin;
they are born and produced from craving. And this craving has what as its source ...?
Craving has feeling as its source ...” (and so on down to ignorance). See also SN
II.11-13, 98-104; MN,, 1185, n. 120 and SN,, 731, n. 18 and 19. Cp. AKBh,, 153.8-9:
catvara ime ahara bhitanam sattvanam sthitaye yapandyai sambhavaisinam
canugrahayeti (see Pasadika 1989: 66). See the discussion focussed on the four
nutriments at AKBh ad AK III.38d-41 (AKBh,, 152.8-154.26). Further references at
PsP, 40, n. 3.

395 The quotation cited, namely, dvau dharmau lokam palayato hris capatrapyam ca,
in the view of the opponent, contradicts the margala verses’ declaration that
dependent-arising is “without separate things” (ananartham), i.e., without diverse
things. Cf. AN 1.51.19-21: dve 'me bhikkhave sukka dhamma lokam palenti. Katame
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and,

Coming (agamana) here from the other world, and going
(gamana) to the other world from this world**

—how is that dependent-arising qualified by cessation and so forth
which the Exalted One®"” taught in this [above] way not contradicted?

[It is] of course (hi) precisely because cessation and so forth are
perceived for dependent-arising [by your party and others] that the
Master [Nagarjuna], for the sake of teaching the distinction (vibhaga)
between [sitras] with provisional meaning and sitras with definitive
meaning (neyanitarthasitranta),® composed this Madhyamakasastra.

dve? Hiri ca ottappaii ca. Cf. also AN 1.83, 95; Iti 36; AK I1.32; further references at
PsP, 40, n. 4.

3% The statement brought forth by the opponent, namely, paralokad ihdgamanam
ithalokdc ca paralokagamanam, is considered to confute the margala slokas’ declara-
tion that dependent-arising is without coming or going (anagamam anirgamam). Cf.
YSV,,26.9-10: ’jig rten pha rol nas 'dir "ongs pa dang | ’jig rten 'di nas ’jig rten pha
rol tu ’gro bar bstan pa ... . An equivalent passage does not occur in the Pali Canon;
the citation may belong to the Canon of another school or be drawn from a muktaka-
sitra; Candrakirti could alternatively be paraphrasing or summarizing a scriptural
statement; cp. Udanavarga 3.12: ... samsare tv agatim gatim (parallels in Pali Tripi-
taka Concordance under agati).

307 The group of citations is introduced in the Sanskrit by yat tarhi bhagavatoktam but
in the Tibetan only by equivalents for farhi and bhagavata. The Sanskrit’s yat ... sa
construction is anacoluthic, in this case with a transition from a neuter to masculine
subject (on yat tarhi and yada tarhi in elliptical usage, see Schmithausen 1987a: 570,
n. 1492). The PsP Tib translators may have revised the sentence because they were
disturbed by the change of subject. They present a relative—co-relative construction
that refers to pratityasamutpada ("o na bcom ldan ’das kyis [citations] zhes de ltar
rten cing ’brel par ’byung ba 'gag pa la sogs pas khyad par du byas pa bstan pa gang
vin pa de ji ltar ’gal bar mi 'gyur zhe na); the pronoun gang, the relative for the
demonstrative de (= sa), lacks a Skt equivalent. The translators’ re-structuring
resulted in bhagavata of the question after the citations not being translated, because
bhagavata before the citations serves as the instrumental agent for the (nominalized)
verb bstan.

398 According to the Madhyamikas, all siitras but those which teach emptiness, non-
arising, etc., fall into the category of sitras with provisional meaning, that is, sitras
whose assertions require further interpretation and explanation. The sitras with
provisional meaning are of value inasmuch as they serve the more propaedeutic
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In this regard, these [i.e.], the arising and so forth asserted for
dependent-arising [in the above Canonical statements, have] not
[been asserted] with reference to a [purported] own-being of the
object (visaya) of uncontaminated gnosis (anasravajiiana)’®®” of those
[persons] whose fimira of ignorance has vanished. Rather, [they are

purpose of gradually introducing to the path those whose minds are not yet ready to
comprehend the teaching of emptiness (see also the following Aksayamatisttra
quotation). Cf. YSV where Candrakirti compares the situation to that in the world
where certain things, even though they may be true, are not taught if they are not
necessary, and certain other things, although false, if considered necessary, are taught
(jig rten na bden yang mi dgos na ni kha cig mi bstan to || brdzun yang dgos pa yod
na ni la la bstan dgos te); because there exists a need for a means of entry to the
ultimate (don dam pa la ’jug pa’i thabs; *paramarthavataropaya), the skandhas and
dhatus are taught in the beginning, but true reality (de kho na; tattva), emptiness, etc.,
are not because it would be pointless (see YSV,, 70.1-15; YSV,, 235f.). In the CST
Candrakirti quotes Paiicatantra 1.389 in support of the idea that only persons fit to be
vessels of the teaching of selflessness are to be instructed in it: “For fools, teaching
[leads] to anger, not calm. For snakes, the drinking of milk only increases their
venom” (upadeso hi miirkhanam prakopaya na Santaye | payahpanam bhujanganam
kevalam visavardhanam; see CSTed 265.5-8 and 410). See also PsP; 276.1-3 where
Candrakirti asserts that doctrines such as the vijianavada, like the pudgalavada of
the Sammitiyas, were taught by the Exalted One out of great compassion because
they are a means of attaining the ultimate view (paramarthadarsanopayabhiitatvat;
the section is translated in Schayer 1931: 77). Interesting is the extended discussion
with the Yogacara school at MABh,, 181.11-202.4, in which Candrakirti demotes the
sitras considered by it to be definitive to the status of sutras with provisional
meaning. Cf. MA V1.97: evam jiiatva prakriyam agamasya vyakhyatartham yac ca
neyartham uktam | siitram buddhva niyatam yan na tattvam nitartham ca jiayatam
Sinyatartham || (Li 2012: 14); de ltar lung gi lo rgyus shes byas te | mdo gang de nyid
ma yin bshad don can || drang don gsungs pa’ang rtogs nas drang bya zhing | stong
nyid don can nges don shes par gyis | (MABh, 199.13-16; MABh, 1911: 253)
Huntington’s (1989: 168) translation of the first pada as “One must therefore proceed
according to these guidelines when interpreting doctrinal passages ...” is very free.
Cf. also the commentary: mdo sde gang dag skye ba med pa la sogs pas khyad par du
byas pa’i rten cing ’brel par ’byung ba dngos su gsal bar byed pa ma yin pa de dag ni
ji ltar rang bzhin med pa la ’jug pa’i rgyur gyur ba de ltar bshad par bya ste |
(MABh,, 199.17-20; MABh,, 1911: 253f.). On neyartha and nitartha, see, e.g., May
1959: 298, n. 1089 (ref.); YSV, 235, n. 449; Erb 1997: 200, n. 965; PsP, 597
(addition to 41, n. 1); see also Seyfort Ruegg 1985.

309 Stcherbatsky’s (1927: 125, n. 1) suggestion for the emendation of the text from

anasrava to asrava is based on de La Vallée Poussin’s corrupt text and is thus inad-
missible.
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stated] with reference to the object of cognition of those [beings]
whose mind’s eye is impaired by the timira of ignorance.

§72. In reliance on [his] vision of reality (tattva),’" the Exalted One
has, on the other hand, said:

For this, O monks, is the ultimate truth, namely, nirvana, which
does not have a deceiving nature (amosadharma); all conditioned
things (samskara),”’' however, are false (mrsa), of a deceiving
nature.’'”

310 Candrakirti provides a grammatical gloss of tattva in his commentary on YS 30
(YS 30: sarvam astiti vaktavyam ddau tattvagavesinah || pascad avagatarthasya
nihsangasya viviktata): de’i dngos po ni de nyid do | brjod par ’dod pa’i don spyi’i
dngos po dang ’brel pa can de’i zhes bya ba ’di dang sbyar ro || dngos po ni rang gi
ngo bo ste | gang gi rang gi ngo bo gang yin pa de ni de’i dngos po ste | de kho na’o ||
rang gi ngo bo’o || ngo bo nyid do || de bzhin nyid do || gzhan ma yin pa nyid do | zhes
bya ba’i tha tshig go | (YSV.,71.3-5). The newly found folio of the YS (transcribed
in Ye 2013) starts shortly after this. Scherrer-Schaub reconstructs: tasya bhavas
tattvam || vivaksitarthah samanya-bhava-sambandht ‘tasya’ ity anena sambadhyate ||
bhavo hi svaripam | yad yasya svaripam tad dhi tasya bhavah | tattvam (see YSV,,
237 and n. 457). Cf. PsP, 373.6-7: evam aparapratyayam bhavanam yat svaripam tat
tattvam. See also La Vallée Poussin 1933: 38-47.

311 On sarikhara used in the sense of “conditioned things/factors,” see Vetter 2000:
62f. Candrakirti’s commentary on MMK XIII.1 indicates that he understands sam-
skarah of the karika and of the citation as equivalent to sarvadharmah/sarvabhavah.

312 Cp. MIN 111.245.16-21: Tam hi bhikkhu musa yam mosadhammam tam saccam yam
amosadhammam nibbanam ... . Etam hi bhikkhu paramam ariyasaccam yad idam
amosadhammam nibbanam. Bodhi (MN,, 1093) translates: “For that is false, bhikkhu,
which has a deceptive nature, and that is true which has an undeceptive nature —
Nibbana”. The Canonical statement cited here in the PsP is quoted again in Candra-
kirti’s commentary on MMK XII1.1: etad dhi khalu' bhiksavah paramam satyam yad
idam® amosadharman?® nirvanam sarvasamskaras ca mrsa mosadharmanah (PsP,
237.11-12); 'the PsP chapter one citation lacks khalu; *the PsP chapter one citation
presents yaduta for yad idam; emended from amosadharma following mss P, B and
D. MMK XIII.1 is explained by Candrakirti as being a reformulation of the Canon-
ical statement (MMK XIIL.1: tan mrsa mosadharmam' yad bhagavan ity abhasata |
sarve ca mosadharmanah samskaras tena te mrsa ||; 'on the emendation mosa-
dharmam, see n. 325. MMK XIII.1 will be cited in §73). On mosadharma(ka), see n.
314. Versions of the Canonical statement quoted by Candrakirti appear six times in
the YSV; cf. YSV,27.16-18 where the single full YSV citation reads dge slong dag
di Ita ste | mi bslu ba’i chos can mya ngan las ’das pa 'di ni bden pa’i mchog gcig
pu'o | ’du byed thams cad ni brdzun pa bslu ba’i chos can no (PsP Tib for the
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Similarly,

There is no truth (tathatd) or inerrancy (avitathata) here;’" this
has a deceptive nature (mosadharmaka)’* and is as well subject

statement in both chapter 1 and 13 differs). Scherrer-Schaub translates, “Mendiants,
ceci est la meilleure, I’'unique vérité: a savoir, ce qui a pour nature de ne pas tromper:
I’extinction. Mais tous les samskara sont faux et de nature trompeuse” (YSV,, 122).
See YSV,, 122, n. 65 for further references. Candrakirti quotes the statement in full in
MABh (see MABh,, 119.17-19) and alludes to the same citation or cites a similar one
in CST: ata eva tan mrsamosadharmakam yad etat samskrtam ity uvaca $asta (CSTed
164.8-9). De La Vallée Poussin (PsP; 41, n. 2) refers to the statement as cited in
BCAP ad BCA IX.2 (see BCAP 363.1-2 and note 1). Cp. Sn 147-148 (vv. 757-758).

313 The present context’s reference to there not being fathata here, i.e., in regard to
dependently arisen things, intends to advert to the fact that things are not truly as they
appear to be; their actual nature is otherwise. The fathata and avitathata of
dependent-arising are mentioned in the Pali Canon (and thus assumed by the
Conservative Buddhist); cf. SN 11.25.24-26.6: Jatipaccaya bhikkhave jaramaranam ...
avijjapaccaya bhikkhave sankhara uppada va tathagatanam anuppada va tathagata-
nam || thita va sa dhatu ... idappaccayata .... Avijjapaccaya bhikkhave sankhara || Iti
kho bhikkhave ya tatra tathata avitathata anaiiiathata idappaccayata || ayam vuccati
bhikkhave paticcasamuppado |; Schmithausen (1969: 105, n. 46) translates: “Die hier
[vorliegende] Wahrheit, Nichtunwahrheit, Nichtandersheit (d.h. die sich immer
bewahrheitende, niemals unzutreffende, unabidnderliche Regel), [sc.] die Tatsache,
dass [etwas gerade] dies zu seiner Ursache hat: das nennt man das ‘Entstehen in
Abhingigkeit.”” De La Vallée Poussin (La Vallée Poussin 1929: 743) comments: “Le
sense est probablement celui indiqué par Buddhaghosa, Visuddhi, p. 518: ‘le
Pratityasamupada est nommé fathata parce qu’il y a production de tel et tel Dharma
en raison de telles et telles causes déterminées; avitathata, parce que la production ne
manque jamais quand les causes sont présentes; anariiathata, parce qu’un Dharma ne
nait des causes d’un autre Dharma.”” Cf. Bodhi 2000: 742, n. 54.

In other instances, Candrakirti employs the word tathata to describe the ultimate
nature of things; the rathata of things refers to the fact of their being without own
nature. Asked in his commentary on MMK XV.2 whether a real, independent own
nature of things exists, Candrakirti replies that it neither exists nor does not exist by
own nature, but that for the sake of soothing the fear of hearers, it is said that one—it
having been superimposed from the point of view of surface truth—exists. PsP;
264.11-265.2: ya sa dharmanam dharmatd nama saiva tatsvariipam | atha keyam dha-
rmanam dharmata | dharmanam svabhavah | ko *yam svabhavah | prakrtih | ka ceyam
prakrtih | yeyam Sinyata | naihsvabhavyam | kim idam naihsvabhavyam | tathata |
keyam tathata | tathabhavo ‘'vikaritvam sadaiva sthayita | sarvadanutpada eva hy
agnyadimam paranirapeksatvad akrtrimatvat svabhava ity ucyate. See the excursuses
on tathata in La Vallée Poussin 1929: 743ff. and YSV, 213-215 (= n. 378). On
tathata described in a positive sense, see Schmithausen 1976: 260 and references. On
dharmata (as a synonym for dharmadhatu), see Schmithausen 1969: 145f.



162 TRANSLATION

to ruin (pralopa);*" this is also false (mrsa); an illusion (maya) is

this, a deceiver of fools (balalapini).*'°

Likewise,

Bodily material (ritpa) is like a clump of foam, feeling (vedana)
similar to a bubble,

According to de La Vallée Poussin, the citation should also appear in Candrakirti’s
commentary on MMK XIII.1. He inserts nasty atra tathata va avitathata va (PsP,
237.12-238.1) in square brackets before the citation mosadharmakam apy etat | pra-
lopadharmakam apy etat, but notes that his insertion does not appear in his manu-
scripts or in PsP Tib (PsP; 238, n. 1). Vaidya (1960b: 104 and n. 1) misinterprets de
La Vallée Poussin’s n. 1 as referring only to the va after tathata, and incorporates the
inserted material into his text (without brackets), noting that de La Vallée Poussin
has “tathata va for tathata against Mss. and T.” Neither ms P nor the paper manu-
scripts attest de La Vallée Poussin’s inserted material (I do not have access to Q’s
reading). Galloway (2001: 325 and n. 16) removes the inserted material.

314 Candrakirti tends to understand mosadharma(ka) as if it would be derived from
¥'mus and thus in the sense of “having a deceptive nature” (cf. PsP, 238.4 where he
equates mosadharmaka with visamvadaka). It would, however, seem that its meaning
“liable to decay” “destined to vanish” (possibly intended by the original statement)
would also, given its placement, fit even here in the PsP, especially because the de-
ceptive nature of things is brought out by the words after pralopadharmaka, namely,
mrsa, maya and balalapini.

Pali mosa (of mosadhamma) is formed from Pali musa (musa = Skt mrsa, from ¥ mrs
“to neglect” [von Hiniiber 2001: § 122 notes that mrsa cannot be derived from
Y'mus]; cf. PTSD s.v. mosa; BHSD s.v. mosa). One expects a semantic difference
between mosa/mosa and musa/mrsa since the derivation of the former from the latter
would otherwise be tautological. Oberlies (1995: 133) notes mosadharma in the
sense “liable to decay or loss” (with reference to Johnson’s Saundarananda, where
mosadharma is translated as “subject to loss”); see also MN-attha IV: 56 ad MN II
261: mosadhamma ti nassanasabhava and Oberlies 2001: § 12 (16). One notes that
mrsa can mean “in vain” “to no purpose” as well as “falsely.”

35 mosadharmakam apy etat | pralopadharmakamam apy etat is cited again at PsP,
238.1. De La Vallée Poussin adverts to SN 1V.205.4-6: Etam dukkhan ti iatvana |
mosadhammam palokinam | Phussaphussavayam (read, following SNy, Phussa
phussa vayam) passam | evam tatha virajjatiti (PsP; 598 to 41, n. 5; on the verse, see
also SN, 1432, n. 228).

316 Cf. BHSD s.v. ullapana (2): “deceitful, deceptive”; on balalapini and its various
spellings, see Deleanu 2006: I, 321, n. 53. Cf. SN 1I1.143.6-7: Etadisayam santano |
mayayam balalapini || vadhako eso akkhato || saro ettha na vijjati ||. SN-attha glosses:
ayam balamahdajanam lapapanika-maya nama. Bodhi (2000: 953) translates bala-
lapint as “beguiler of fools.”
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Ideation (safijiia) is like a mirage, the impulses (samskara)
similar to a plantain trunk,

[Primary] awareness (vijiiana) is like a magical illusion; [so] has
[it] been explained by the Kinsman of the Sun (adityabandhu).*"’

Observing factors (dharma) thus, the monk with energy aroused,
Whether by day or in the night, aware (samprajana) [and]
mindful (pratismrta),

Would reach the peaceful place (padam santam), the calming of
the constituent elements®® (samskaropasama), [ultimate] welfare
(siva),

And [the understanding] that all dharmas are without self
(niratman).>"

317 Cp. SN 111.142.29-31: phenapindipamam riipam | vedana bubbulupama | marici-
kiipama saiifia | sankhara kadalipama | mayiapamaii ca viiiianam | dipitadicca-
bandhuna ||.

Cited again at PsP; 549.2-4; also found at MABh_,22.3-5 and in CST (D 61b7-62al):
gzugs ni dbu ba rdos pa ’dra || tshor ba chu yi chu bur bzhin | du shes smig rgyu Ita
bu ste || du byed rnams ni chu shing bzhin | rmam par Ses pa sgyu ma ltar | nyi ma’i
gnyen gyis bka’ stsal to (cp. PsP Tib). Cp. MABh,, 165.9-12: rnam shes sgyu ma
dang mtshungs par || nyi ma’i gnyen gyis gsungs pa yin || de yi dmigs pa’ang de bzhin
te | nges par sgyur ma’i dngos dang ’dra |.

Cited also in the PSP (see Lindtner 1979: 117.26-28), which has been ascribed by
Lindtner (ibid., 91-92) to the author of the PsP but is more probably a composition
by Candrakirtipada (eighth c.); the prajiia section, however, in which the verses are
cited, may have been authored by Candrakirti the author of the PsP. Of the four
verses from the SN cited in the PSP, this specific verse, the initial one of seven in the
SN, appears as the third. This verse is also found in the TJ: gzugs ni dbu ba rdos pa
"dra || tshor ba chu bur dag dang mtshungs | ’du shes smig rgyu ’dra ba ste || *du byed
rnams ni chu shing bzhin || rnam shes sgyu ma lta bu zhes || de nyid gzigs pas bka’
stsal to (P 77b2-3) and the Madhyamakaratnapradipa: gzugs ni dbu ba rdos pa ’dra ||
tshor ba chu yi chu bur ’dra || "du shes smig rgyu ’dra ba ste | ’du byed rnams ni chu
shing bzhin || rnam par shes pa sgyu ma ltar || nyi ma’i gnyen gyis gsungs pa yin (P
335b1-2). See also May 1959: 257, n. 924; Lamotte 1966: 358, n. 1 and 370, n. 2;
PsP; 41, n. 9. The Sanskrit is also cited in the Paramartha-gatha; see Wayman 1961:
170 (v. 17-18); my thanks to Yoshiaki Niisaku for this reference.
Adityabandhu/Adiccabandhu is frequently used as an epithet of the Buddha. Accord-
ing to Malalasekera (1974: 245 [see his other references]), the Vimanavatthu Com-
mentary states that like the Buddha, Adicca, the sun, belonged to the Gotamagotta.

318 Given that dharmas, not the skandhas as in the Pali version of the verse, are the
monk’s object of observation in this Sanskrit verse, it is possible that Candrakirti
understands samskarah here in the sense of “the conditioned.”
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319 Cp. SN 111.143.8-9: evam khande avekkheyya || bhikkhu araddhaviriyo | divavaya
divarattim (read: diva va yadi va rattim) || sampajano patissato ||. The three padas
pratividhyet padam Santam samskaropasamam Sivam | niratmatvam ca dharmanam ||
do not appear in Pali. I have tentatively appended as the present verse’s final pada
the emendation niratmatvam ca dharmanam (P and Q read iti | [Q: |]] niratmatvac ca
dharmanam while the paper manuscripts read iti niratmakatvac ca dharmanam). P
and Q’s niratmatvac ca dharmanam forms a pathya pada, but as a separate citation
intended to support Candrakirti’s viewpoint it is quite strange: the ablative has been
torn out of context, and the ca does not connect to anything. Also unusual is the lack
of a tatha introducing it: Candrakirti usually introduces citations from new sources
with the word tatha, and there is not a tatha in any of the manuscripts before
niratma(ka)tvac ca dharmanam. PsP Tib, as de La Vallée Poussin has noted, presents
the verse in prose: de bzhin du | dge slong brtson ’grus brtsams pa dran pa dang shes
bzhin dang ldan pa nyin dang mtshan du chos la so sor rtog par byed pa na || *du byed
thams cad ni nye bar zhi ba’i go 'phang zhi ba | chos rams bdag med pa nyid rtogs
par "gyur ro |. It appears to be based on the reading niratmatvam ca dharmanam (=
my emendation for the Skt) and includes this within the scope of the verb
pratividhyet, i.e., as part of the verse (cf. BHSD s.v. pratividhyati “penetrates...
reaches, attains (a place) ... usually fig., penetrates intellectually, understands”).
Lambert Schmithausen informs me that the Chinese version of the sitra (T vol 2:
69a22) contains a reference to nairatmya in its translation of the verse corresponding
to the second verse in the Pali version (rittakam tucchakam ...); it adds to the verse
the Chinese characters for “There is no self (*atman) or anything belonging to a self
(*atmiya).” This addition of course by no means proves that Candrakirti’s source-
verse for the present PsP citation contained the line I append to it, or even that
Candrakirti had access to a version of the second Pali verse like the one on which the
Chinese is based, but it does suggest that the conjecture may have some basis.
Certainly from the point of view of context the appended pada transforms the verse
into much stronger scriptural support for the Madhyamika viewpoint: with it, not
only is the goal of the reflecting monk, i.e., the “peaceful place,” which is
characterized as the “calming of the constituent elements,” a main subject, but the
content of the monk’s realization, the intellectual understanding that serves as the
means for his attainment of the “peaceful place,” namely, the insight into the
selflessness of dharmas, is brought to the stage and spotlighted. The dharmas of the
final pada, which are realized to be without self, are no other than the dharmas of the
first pada. It is possible that PsP Tib was copied in from another Tibetan translation
of the verse, i.e., was not translated directly from PsP Skt, but this fact does not seem
to detract from the arguments that support the inclusion of the final pada as part of
the verse, and may even provide them with further support.

The PSP, interestingly, presents the verse with two different padas attached to it: de
Itar phung po la rtog pas || nyin mo dang ni mtshan rnams su || brtson ’grus brtsams
pa’i dge slong gis || shes bzhin so sor dran pa yis || ’du byed nyer zhi zhi ba yi | zhi
ba’i go 'phang rab tu ’thob | bde ba bla med dang ldan pa’i | mya ngan ’das pa ’gro
bar ’gyur || (see Lindtner 1979: 117.29-32). The first four padas, given as verse six in
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§73. [It was] for both [types of] trainees (vineyajana), [that is, on the
one hand, the trainee] who, inasmuch as [he] is unacquainted (ana-
bhijiia) with the intent of the teachings, would in this way be
uncertain (sandeha) [and ask himself:] “Which here then is the
teaching with the meaning of true reality (tattva) [and] which [one]
can it be that is intentional (@bhiprayika)?”,”* and also [on the other
hand, the trainee] who, being of weak intellect, understands a
teaching with provisional meaning as having definitive meaning, that
the Master [Nagarjuna], for the sake of clearing away [their
respective] doubt (samsaya) and wrong understanding (mithydjiiana)

the Pali group, are presented in the PSP as the fourth verse. The verse is quoted by
Candrakirti at CST P 62al-2 (again with chos rmams instead of phung po, but without
the final emended pada of the present text or the final two of the PSP): de Itar chos
rnams rtog pa yi || dge slong brtson ’grus brtsams Idan zhing || nyin nam gal te mtshan
mo’ang rung | shes bzhin so sor dran ldan pa || *du byed nyer zhi zhi ba yi || go "phang
zhi ba rtogs par ’gyur ||. The Sanskrit is cited again at PsP; 549.5-7 (PsP Skt and Tib
again with dharman/chos in place of Pali khande; cf. also May 1959: 257, n. 925). De
La Vallée Poussin states that “le pada evam dharman viksamano est trés incorrect”
but the quarter is in fact in ra-vipula. I doubt that the Sanskrit on which PsP Tib is
based differed as drastically as de La Vallée Poussin’s reconstruction of the Sanskrit
would have it (see PsP, 41, n. 10), and think rather that viksamano was translated as
so sor rtog par byed pa na (possibly to stress the meaning “respectively” of the prefix
vi), and pratividhyet as rtogs par ’gyur, a translation equivalent that occurs not
infrequently for prativ vidh. The positioning of zhi ba suggests that sivam was indeed
in the Sanskrit (de La Vallée Poussin assumes it to be a translation for santam and
that sivam was lacking). The thams cad for which an equivalent Skt sarva is missing
could be evidence that the entire PsP Tib verse was copied from another Tibetan
translation of the verse (which had mistranslated the fifth and sixth pddas or was
based on Sanskrit that attested a slightly different fifth and sixth pada) or, alterna-
tively, could indicate that santam in at least one of the PsP Tib exemplars had
suffered damage or had been misread by an earlier scribe: sa and sa can be misread
for each other in Sarada and other north Indian scripts of the eleventh and twelfth
centuries, the aksara nta may have appeared as vva, and the final anusvara may have
been interpreted as superscript r, all of which together may have led to a discounting
of the a in sa/sa. The change of the final pada to an independent citation could have
been caused by a number of factors, such as the reading or interpretation of °tvaii ca
as °tvaii ca and/or familiarity with the verse, only without the final seventh pada.
Once separated from the verse, an ifi was added to close the verse but, as stated, a
tatha to introduce the new “citation” was not.

320 For references, cf. Seyfort Ruegg 2002: 80, n. 116.
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by way of reasoning (yukti) and authoritative testimony (a@gama),”

undertook this [treatise].’”> Among these, reasoning is indicated by
statements such as, “Not from self” (na svatah).”” Authoritative
testimony is indicated by way of statements such as,

The Exalted One has declared that that which has a deceiving
nature (mosadharma) is false (mrsa),”

and all conditioned things (samskara) have a deceiving nature;
therefore, they are false.’”

321 On the term yukti, see Scherrer-Schaub 1981, and 1991: xi-xiii. For a discussion
of agama from the point of view of the epistemological school and as commented on
in the CS, see Tillemans 1990: I, 23-35.

322 Scherrer-Schaub (1991: xii-xiii) integrates a paraphrase of this sentence into her
discussion of yukti in the Avant-Propos to her edition and translation of the YSV: “Le
recours au raisonnement et a 1’Ecriture (yuktyagamabhyam) a pour but d’écarter le
doute et la connaissance fausse de ceux qui en proie a I’incertitude ne reconnaissent
pas 'intention de I’enseignement du Bouddha et se demandent si tel enseignement se
réfere au sens vrai (fattvartha) ou bien s’il a été dit avec une intention; et pour ces
étres niais qui comprennent comme de sens déterminé un enseignement qui est a
interpréter.” One might merely note that “connaissance fausse” is a characteristic
only of the second sort of trainee. A large part of the paragraph is freely translated in
Thurman 1991: 258.

323 Candrakirti is referring to MMK 1.1.

324 PsP Tib for MMK XIII.1ab, both here in chapter one and in chapter thirteen,
presents bcom ldan ’das kyis chos gang zhig || slu ba de ni brdzun zhes gsungs |, with
slu ba (mosa) not compounded with chos (dharma), but rather used predicatively. It
is compounded with chos in the third pada: 'du byed thams cad slu ba’i chos. The
karika has been copied in from Jianagarbha and Klu’i rgyal mtshan’s translation but
Pa tshab has slightly revised padas a and b; ABh, BP, and PP read chos gang slu ba
de brdzun zhes | bcom ldan das kyis de skad gsungs || (for variants, see Ye 2011a:
210).

325 Candrakirti is citing MMK XIIL1: tan mrsa mosadharmam yad bhagavan ity
abhasata | sarve ca mosadharmanah samskardas tena te mrsa ||. The karika is trans-
lated, e.g., in Schayer 1931: 26, Saito 1984: 179, Oetke 1992: 206, Ames 1996: 126,
Garfield 1995: 35, 207, Galloway 2001: 338, Seyfort Ruegg 2002: 80. Nagarjuna and
his commentators understand (falsely sanskritized) mosa to be a derivative of v mus
“to rob, steal”’; see MMK XIII.2. At PsP, 238.4 Candrakirti equates mosadharmaka
with visamvadaka. Retorting to his opponent in his introduction to MMK XIIIL.2, he
states: satyam mosadharmakah sarvasamskarah ye ’dyapi bhavantam musnanti “It is
true that all the conditioned factors have a deceiving nature, [to the extent] that they
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The Great Sage (mahamuni) has said that an initial point (koti) is
not known,

For samsara® is without lower or upper [limit] (anavaragra); it
has neither a beginning (adi) nor an end (pascima).*”’

fool you even today!” See the references and discussion of mosadharma in Schayer
1931: 26, n. 20; see also Saito 1984: 277f., n. 6; Oetke 1992: 206ff.

Even though Candrakirti unambiguously indicates with his employment of
mosadharmaka when he paraphrases and elaborates on the karika that he understands
mosadharmam of XIII.1 to be a bahuvrithi compound, Galloway (2001: 334, n. 8 and
9) rejects that it is a bahuvrihi and translates (338) the compound as a karmadharaya
(with a plural final member): “What are deceptive (mosa) dharmas are false (mrsa),
the Lord has said; All the samskaras are deceptive dharmas, therefore they are false.”
Galloway also translates (a)mosadharma of Candrakirti’s citation of the Canonical
statement reflected in MMK XIII.1 as a karmadharaya. Garfield (1995: 35, 207),
without explanation, does not translate dharma/chos and adds an unattested “all” to
the final pada. He (ibid., 207, n. 69) points out Kalupahana’s wrong understanding of
samskara as “dispositions,” but chooses the infelicitous yet widely used translation
“compounded phenomena” for samskara in its broader sense. samskara in this sense
refers rather to all phenomena that are formed/fashioned/activated (samskrta) by
causes. According to Abhidharma scholasticism, the individual atom-like “free-
floating” qualities—which are also samskaras—of which molecules are composed
are caused (samskrta) but are partless, i.e., they are not “compounded.” “Conditioned
things/factors” is thus a more accurate translation for samskara in such contexts.

On the metrically required emendation mosadharmam for PsP,’s mosadharma (in
both MMK XIII.1a and XIII.2a), see MacDonald 2007: 34f. The version of the sitra
Nagarjuna relied upon may additionally have attested this reading (the nominative
plural mosadharmanah of XIll.1c, on the other hand, accords with Pa 5.4.124: the
word dharma, when preceded by a single word in a bahuvrihi compound, becomes
dharman). Candrakirti provides the sitra citation in his commentary on MMK
XIIL.1: satra uktam tan mrsa mosadharmam' yad idam samskrtam | etad dhi khalu
bhiksavah paramam satyam yad idam amosadharmam?® nirvanam | sarvasamskaras ca
mrsa mosadharmanah iti (cp. PsP; 237.11-12); 'emended following mss P, B and D;
2emended following mss P, B and D.

326 samsara literally means “the rushing through, the wandering through [a series of

places or states].” It refers to the crossing over of a being into ever new existences
and thus to the chain of existences experienced (cf. L. Schmithausen, Historisches
Worterbuch der Philosophie. Ed. J. Ritter u. K. Griinder. Band 8, R-Sc., Basel 1992,
s.v. samsara). The opponent in Candrakirti’s PsP introduction to MMK XVI.1
explains the word samsara as follows: iha samsaranam samsrtih gater gatyantaraga-
manam samsara ity ucyate (PsP_ 280.3-4). The Conservative Buddhist in YSV
asserts that samsara exists having the nature of an entity because it has the own
nature of the five constituent elements; just these, propelled from destiny to destiny
by action and defilements, are called samsara: ’khor ba ni nye bar len pa’i phung po
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Inga’i rang gi ngo ba yin pas dngos po’i ngo bo ste | nye bar len pa’i phung po Inga
po de dag nyid las dang nyon mongs pas 'phangs nas | ’gro ba rnams su ’gro ba nas
"gro ba gzhan du ’gro ba’i phyir | ’khor ba zhes bya bas na de yang yod do | (YSV.,
33.6-10; YSV,, 135f.). Although often translated as “cyclic existence” or “round of
existence” these translations are, strictly speaking, actually more appropriate for
samsaracakra, ‘“the wheel of samsara,” the reference being to the (sometimes pictor-
ially represented) group of five or six destinies continuously and repeatedly
wandered through by beings in an order determined by the respective karma of the
individual being. “Cyclic existence,” “round of existence,” etc., however, tend to be
used to translate samsara because the idea of wandering around within a closed
system is often implicitly or secondarily intended. See n. 336.

327 Candrakirti is citing MMK XI.1: pirva prajiiayate kotir nety uvaca mahamunih |
samsaro ‘navaragro hi nasyadir napi pascimam ||. Translated, e.g., in May 1959: 170.
The unemended Tibetan for the first two quarters of the karika here in the first
chapter differs: sngon mtha’ sngon nam zhes zhus tshe || thub pa chen pos min zhes
gsungs ||. May (170, n. 540) notes the same discrepancy between PsP Skt and PsP Tib
(he used P and N; D and C also read sngon) for the karika in the eleventh chapter and
reconstructs (literally, not with a view to creating a metrically correct sloka) “‘piirva-
kotih pirvam asti?’ iti prste mahamunir nety uvdaca” and translates, “a la question: ‘y
a-t-il une extrémité antérieure, un ‘avant’?’ le grand Anachoréte répond: ‘non’.”
Given that the differences between PsP Skt and PsP Tib are difficult to explain in
terms of misreadings of the Sanskrit, I think it is more reasonable to assume that the
Tibetan translators (here the reference is to Jiianagarbha and Klu’i rgyal mtshan,
since the citation has been copied into PsP Tib) found the same Sanskrit text in their
manuscript and only expanded on it, that is, they added nam zhus tshe in order to
clarify their understanding of pirva prajiiayate kotih as a question; the sngon which
May considers to be translating an original piirvam is probably merely the result of
an auditory or carving error for mngon, a common equivalent for prajiayate. A
glance at MMK XI.1 as preserved in MMK; D, and in ABh and BP confirms this: all
attest the correct reading sngon mtha’ mngon nam zhes zhus tshe (see MMK; D 7a7;
ABh_,358.13; BP,,159.18; MMK P attests, as PsP Tib does, the faulty sngon).

Candrakirti presents in his commentary on MMK XI.1 the sitra quotation he
considers Nagarjuna to be referring to: uktam ca bhagavata anavaragro hi bhiksavo
Jjatijaramaranasamsara iti (PsP; 218.2-3; 219.5-6; references for jatijaramarana-
samsarah in BHSD under anavaragra). Cp. SN 11.178.8-10, 186.13-15; 1I1.149.25-
27, 151.3-5, etc. (see also PsP, 218, n. 3): Anamataggayam bhikkhave samsaro
jananam sandhavatam samsaratam |. Bodhi (2000: 651, etc.) translates, “Bhikkhus,
this samsara is without discoverable beginning. A first point is not discerned of
beings roaming and wandering on hindered by ignorance and fettered by craving” (at
795, n. 254, he notes that the SN-attha explains that samsara is the uninterrupted
succession of the aggregates, etc.). For anamatagga see PTSD, CPD. For muni, see
YSV, 106, n. 11; May 1959: 170, n. 539; Candrakirti elaborates on the word muni in
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And in the Advice to Katyayana, both “[it] exists” (asti) and “[it]
does not exist” (nasti) have been negated by the Exalted One

who understands®® existence (bhava) and non-existence (abha-
va).

§74. And it is stated in the Noble Aksayamatisiitra,

Which siitras have a provisional meaning (neyartha), which a
definitive meaning (nitartha)? Those siitras that have been taught
for entry (avatara) onto the path are called [sitras] with provi-
sional meaning. Those siitras that have been taught for entry into

CgT with asaiksyakayavanmanomaunayogan munir buddho bhagavan (CSTed
164.13).

Garfield (1995: 197) translates the karika rather freely from the Tibetan as “When
asked about the beginning, [t]he Great Sage said that nothing is known of it. Cyclic
existence is without end and beginning. So there is no beginning or end.” The first
quarter actually translates, as May has already shown, “When asked, ‘Is a prior point
known?’ ... .” Garfield’s overinterpretation of the simple min (“[one] is not”) with
“nothing is known of it” is misleading, for it implies that the Buddha does indeed
affirm the existence of a beginning, but that not even he has access to details about it
(Garfield’s “So” is also unsupported; the third quarter commences with de la [=
asyal). PsP Tib’s equivalent for si might be represented by the semi-final particle of
the preceding pada; for comments on hi represented by semi-final particles, see
Schmithausen 2014 § 349.

328 1 translate vibhavina as “who understands” (PsP Tib: mkhyen) but “who dis-
closes/teaches [the truth regarding] ...” is also possible (ABh and BP: ston pa).
Kumarajiva’s translation (T 30.1564: 20bl) suggests “who causes to disappear”
(“The Buddha destroys existence and non-existence”).

329 Candrakirti is citing MMK XV.7: katyayanavavdde castiti nastiti cobhayam |
pratisiddham bhagavata bhavabhavavibhavina |. Translated, e.g., in Schayer 1931:
69. See SN II.17: Dvayanissito khvayam Kaccayana loko yebhuyyena atthitaii ceva
natthitaii ca || ... Sabbam atthiti kho Kaccayana ayam eko anto || Sabbam natthiti ayam
dutiyo anto || Ete te Kaccayana ubho ante anupagamma majjhena Tathagato
dhammam deseti || Avijjapaccaya sankhara || sankharapaccaya viiianam | pe |.
Candrakirti commences his commentary on the karika as follows (punctuation
revised): uktam hi bhagavata aryakatyayanavavadasiitre yadbhityasa katyayana ayam
loko ’stitam va abhinivisto nastitam ca | tena na parimucyate jatijaravyadhimarana-
Sokaparidevaduhkhadaurmanasyopayasebhyo, na parimucyate paicagatikat sam-
saracarakagarabandhanat, na parimucyate pitrmaranasamtapaduhkhat, na pari-
mucyate pitrmaranasamtapaduhkhad iti vistarah. The karika is also cited at MABh, 4
22.13-14 (minus PsP Tib’s semantically empty but potentially misleading ’ang in the
final quarter; gnyi ga’ang is equivalent to ubhav api “both of them”).
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the result (phala) are called [sitras] with definitive meaning.**

30 Ms Q, unlike ms P and the paper manuscripts, includes after yavad ye siitrantah a
sentence detailing the topics of neyarthasiitras: atmasatvajivaposapudgalamanujama-
navakarakavedaka (read vedaka) nanarutabhdasa asvamikah svamikavan' nirddistas
ta ucyamte neyarthah yavad ye sitrantah. 'read sasvamikavan? PsP Tib: bdag po
dang bcas pa(r). PsP Tib also includes the entire sentence: mdo sde gang dag bdag
dang | sems can dang | srog dang gso ba dang | skyes bu dang | gang zag dang | shed
las skyes dang | shed bu dang | byed pa po dang | tshor ba po dang | sgra rnam pa sna
tshogs su bshad pa dang | bdag po med pa la bdag po dang bcas par bstan pa de dag
ni drang ba’i don zhes bya’o ||. De La Vallée Poussin assumes that Candrakirti (or a
scribe?) abridged the text (“Le copiste abrege” [PsP, 43, n. 3]); he reconstructs the
Sanskrit from the Tibetan (cf. ibid.) but does not include the reconstruction in his
main text. Like the majority of the citations in our chapter, PsP Tib has, however,
been copied in from its source text, in the present case the Tibetan translation of the
Aksayamatisiitra (cf. Braarvig 1993: 117f.; [tr. 451]), and thus does not necessarily
indicate that the sentence was originally in PsP Skt. It is even possible that the extra
sentence was copied into PsP Tib by mistake; see MacDonald 2015, where it is
hypothesized that apprentice translators or assistants may have been responsible for
searching out source texts and copying in citations, and that missing or extra text in
the copied-in citations could be due to their oversights. On the other hand, the fact
that ms Q presents the same sentence appears to indicate that this sentence also stood
in one of manuscripts relied upon by Pa tshab and the panditas helping him, and was
thus included when the larger citation was copied from the Tibetan translation of the
Aksayamatisiitra. The complete lack of the sentence, however, in ms P and in the
paper manuscripts raises suspicions, especially because one expects that if Q had
received the sentence from ms 3 over ms C, P would have it too, via either ms C or
ms €, or via both ms € and ms ¢. It could be argued that the lack of the sentence in P
and the paper manuscripts can be explained as due to a simple eyeskip on the part of
ms ¢’s scribe from ye sitrantah (atma®) to ye siatrantah (Sunyata®), and due to the fact
that P’s scribe was relying solely on ms &, i.e., was not checking the readings in ms T
at this point in his copying. These and other arguments for inclusion of the sentence
in question in the main PsP text, however, weaken considerably when Q’s wording is
taken into account. Q’s sentence describing the topics of provisional sitras com-
mences with yavad ye sitrantah, and its next sentence detailing the topics of defini-
tive sitras begins with yavad ye sitrantah. The yavat before ye sitrantah sunyata®
has obviously been included by Candrakirti for the purpose of indicating that he has
abridged the citation and left out the sentence commenting on the topics of provi-
sional sitras (i.e., yavat is used in its BHS sense indicating omission of part of a
citation). His emphasis at this stage in the discussion is on the fact that only sitras
which teach that things do not arise, etc., are definitive, and he has purposely
excluded the sentence detailing the subjects of provisional sitras because it is not
pertinent to the point he is making. Q’s sentence must therefore represent an inter-
polation. It is possible that the individual who decided to add the “missing” sentence
to the manuscript he was using or copying simply forgot to delete the word yavat
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The siatras [i.e., those in which] the doors to release
(vimoksamukha)®' have been taught—[such as] emptiness
(Sunyatd), the absence of marks/phenomena (animitta), the lack
of something to long for (apranihita), the lack of making effort
toward [anything involving prapaiical (anabhisamskara), the
unborn (ajata), non-arising (anutpdda), non-existence (abhava),
[the fact that one] lacks a self (nirarman), lacks a being
(nihsattva), lacks a soul (nirjiva), lacks a person (nihpudgala),

before ye sitrantah and the added sentence. The fact that yavad ye sitrantah also
introduces the sentence dealing with definitive sifras in ms Q may indicate that the
sentence was brought into the main text without much thought; it may have originally
been written in the margin (without yavar) and was later added by a scribe who did
not delete the main text’s yavat and who again copied yavad ye sitrantah as the
introductory words for the sentence dealing with definitive sitras.

331 Normally only the three forms of concentration mentioned first in the list, i.e.,
Sanyatda, animitta, and apranihita are referred to as the “doors to release” (vimoksa-
mukha); see Lamotte 1970: 1213-1232; May 1959: 148, n. 436; Conze 1967: 59-69;
further references in Tillemans 1990: 241, n. 193. Candrakirti describes the charac-
teristics of the three vimoksamukhas in MA VI1.208cd-209 and his commentary:
Sanyata as a vimoksamukha has the characteristic of isolation (*vivikta) because,
since things/existence are/is not perceived, one is not soiled by the stain of
conceptuality (MABh,, 319.1-3: dngos po ma dmigs pas rnam par rtog pa’i dri mas
nye bar ma sbags pa’i phyir na | rnam par thar pa’i sgo stong pa nyid ni mam par
dben pa’i mtshan nyid can no |). animitta as a vimoksamukha has the characteristic of
calm (*¥santa) inasmuch as a mark/phenomenon is not perceived (MABh, 319.7-8:
rnam par thar pa’i sgo mtshan ma med pa ni mtshan ma ma dmigs pa’i sgo nas zhi
ba’i mtshan nyid can no |). apranihita as a vimoksamukha has the characteristic of
absence of suffering and of confusion/disorientation (*duhkha, *moha) because when
one accurately examines conditioned things which have the nature of suffering and
sees by way of insight conditioned things’ [true] own-being, one does not wish [for
them] (see Tauscher 1981, 148, n. 249, where he explains, following Jayananda, that
from the point of view of the surface-level truth, things are not desired because they
are seen as suffering; MABh,, 319.9-13: rnam par thar pa’i sgo smon pa med pa ’di
ni sdug bsngal dang gti mug med pa’i mtshan nyid can te | ’du byed sdug bsngal gyi
bdag nyid can rnams la yang dag par rjes su lta zhing shes rab kyis 'du byed kyi rang
bzhin la Ita ba na smon par mi byed pa’i phyir na |). The section is translated in
Tauscher 1981: 81f. See also PsP, 246.6-8. In the CST, Candrakirti proclaims
Sunyata as the unrivalled door to release: yady api Sunyatanimittapranihitakhyani
trini  vimoksamukhani tathapi nairatmyadarsanam eva pradhanam [/] vidita-
nairatmyasya hi bhavesu pariksinasangasya na kvacit kacit prarthana kuto va
nimittopalambha ity advitiyam eva Sivadvaram etan nairatmyam (CSTed 270.2-6; cf.
CSTlr 127). On apranihita, see Schmithausen 1987b: 153f.; Deleanu 2000: 93, n. 23.
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lacks a ruler (asvamika)—|all those] are called definitive.*** This,
O Bhadanta Son of Saradvati, is called reliance on definitive
siitras, not reliance on siitras with provisional meaning.**?

And similarly, in the Noble Samadhirajasitra,

He knows the distinguishing feature of definitive siitras to be
emptiness as taught by the Well-gone One (sugata).

But where the person (pudgala), being (sattva) [and] soul /
[enduring] individual (pirusa) [are taught], all these dharmas (=
siitras) he knows to be of provisional meaning. ***

332 The sentence listing the topics of definitive sitras is problematic, for it is difficult
to know how to construe °mukha with nirdistah. PsP Tib (= Aksayamatisutra Tib)
appears to understand nirdistah in an active sense, even though nirdistah of the pre-
vious two sentences has been understood in the expected passive sense. De La Vallée
Poussin (PsP, 43, n. 4), citing the end of the sentence in PsP Tib (gang zag med pa
dang | bdag po med pa dang | rnam par thar pa’i sgo’i bar du bstan pa de dag ni nges
pa’i don zhes bya ste | ’di dag ni nges pa’i don gyi mdo sde la rton gyi | drang ba’i
don gyi mdo sde la mi rton pa zhes bya’o), remarks “La syntaxe de cette phrase parait
troublée”; he reconstructs the extra sentence in PsP Tib dealing with provisional
sitras in the form yesu satrantesu ... te neyarthah. 1 translate nirdistah in its passive
sense and in reliance on BHSG § 7.14 add the bracketed words at the beginning of
the sentence. Understanding the sentence like this requires assuming that °mukha is
an error for °mukhani, or that it is to be understood as a neuter plural. Braarvig
(1993: 451) does not comment on either the Sanskrit or the Tibetan syntax, and for
the sentence dealing with the topics of definitive sitras translates nirdistah in an
active sense: “... the scriptures teaching emptiness ... and the gates of liberation are
called explicit.” The problem with assuming that °vimoksamukha is the final item in
the list is that sanyata, animitta, and apranihita are the “gates of liberation.” Seyfort
Ruegg (2002: 81) does not comment on the syntax of the sentence, but obviously
aware of the difficulty, translates, “When in Sttrantras there are taught Emptiness ...,
these are termed of definitive meaning.”

333 The PsP manuscripts have preserved the Sanskrit for these sentences of the Aksa-
yamatisiitra. Braarvig (1993: 167) includes the PsP; 43 citation in his list of frag-
ments, but in his translation (ibid., 451) presents both it and de La Vallée Poussin’s
reconstruction from the Tibetan of the sentence dealing with provisional sitras (the
latter should not be marked in bold as a Sanskrit fragment [ms Q, however, now
provides us with the Sanskrit]). On the four reliances as described in the Aksayamati-
stitra, see ibid., 443-453; see also de La Vallée Poussin’s comments on the pratisara-
nas at PsP; 598 for 43, n. 5.

334 Cf. SR chapter 7, verse 5 (SR p. 36.1-4). Cited again by Candrakirti at PsP; 276.5-
8. Cited in MABh in the context of a discussion on distinguishing nitartha- and
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§75. Therefore, the Master [Nagarjuna] undertook the explication of
dependent-arising in order to demonstrate that the teaching of arising,
etc., has a false meaning (mrsartha).**

§76. [Objection:] But if, in consideration of the fact that arising, etc.,
do not exist, the Master [Nagarjuna] undertook this [explanation] for
the sake of demonstrating that all factors (dharma) are false (mrsa),
[then] it being thus [i.e., that things are false], since that which is false
does not exist, isn’t it the case that unwholesome (akusala) actions do
not exist, [and] due to their non-existence the bad destinies (durgati)
do not exist, [and] wholesome (kusala) actions [as well] do not exist,
[and] due to their non-existence the good destinies (sugati) do not
exist, and on account of the impossibility of good and bad destinies*

neyartha-siitras (see MABh,200.7-10 and MABh, 1911: 254). I follow de La Vallée
Poussin in understanding dharmas to be referring to sitras: “il connait que tous ces
dharmas (= sttras) sont de sens provisoire.” Somewhat disturbing is the fact that
upadista would seem to complete the predicate of the yasmin sentence in the second
line but is included in an attributive element in the first line (emptiness, as the Sugata
taught it). One wonders if yatho® might be the secondary Sanskritization (metri
causa) of Middle Indian yattho® = yatro®, and if the line might originally have been
understood as “He knows that the special kind of sitras which are of definitive
meaning are those where emptiness has been taught by the Sugata” or “He knows the
distinguishing feature of sitras which are of definitive meaning to be [the fact] that
in them emptiness has been taught by the Sugata.”

35 mrsartha modifies utpadadidesana and thus has to be understood as meaning that
the teaching has, from the ultimate perspective, a false object/content. When
mrsartha appears again a few lines later (mrsarthata bhavanam), however, it seems
to mean no more than mrsa.

36 On the terms kusala and akusala, see Schmithausen 2013. Candrakirti concurs
with the AK in considering samsara to consist of five gatis (AK IIl.4ab: narakadi-
svanamokta gatayah pariica tesu [tesu refers to the three realms]); they are listed at
AKBh,, 114.7: narakas tiryaiicah preta deva manusya (cp. PsP, 218.1-2: paiicagatike
samsare; YSV 4 32.23: “gro ba Ingar ’khor ba). Six gatis are mentioned at MABh,4
175.17 but here Candrakirti is quoting another text (see MABh, 1910: 356).
Bhaviveka refers to six gatis in MHK 1.19: krtapunyatayodyanayatram iva ca
sadgatim | pasyantas trasam ayanti na te samsaracarakat | (Lindtner 2001: 3;
Heitmann [2009: 47] reads api instead of iva [Tib: ltar]). On the gatis, see YSV,, 134,
n. 89; Lamotte 1976: 1953-1959 and 1988: 630.
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samsara does not exist? Therefore all undertakings would be
absolutely (eva) futile (vaiyarthya)!*’

Reply: Taking reference to surface truth, we teach the falseness
(mrsarthat@) of things as an antidote to worldly attachment to [things]
as true (idamsatyabhinivesa).”® But the Nobles, by whom the task has

337 The Conservative Buddhist opponent objects that should samsdra, consisting of
good and bad destinies which are arrived at by way of wholesome and unwholesome
acts, not exist, there would be no point in cultivating wholesome mental, verbal, and
physical behaviours and avoiding unwholesome ones. Not explicitly stated in the
opponent’s objection but certainly implied is the accusation that the Madhyamika is a
nihilist. In its classical Indian sense the nihilist label (nastika) characterizes a person
who denies the causal efficiency of karma and thus rebirth as the result of wholesome
and unwholesome actions. Candrakirti responds variously in his works to the charge
that the Madhyamika is a nihilist, on occasion arguing that a nihilist deserving of the
name denies something he has earlier affirmed, and this the Madhyamika does not
do. Here in PsP chapter one, he first clarifies to his opponent that the things the world
perceives out of ignorance and clings to because of the belief in their reality have
actually never existed, but are spoken of by the Madhyamika and taught as being
false solely for the sake of breaking the world’s attachment to them. He then confines
his response to the ultimate level, speaking from the point of view of the Nobles who
see reality, those beings who have “completed the task™ (krtakaryah; according to
Candrakirti in his commentary on YS, the task the Nobles have completed is not to
perceive any thing and not to perceive arising and perishing; this is known as nirvana
in seen things [see YSV,, 47.1-14; YSV,, 171]). Inasmuch as the Nobles perceive
nothing at all, there is not an object of which it might be predicated that it “is false”
or “is not false” and that as a result might be deemed inexistent or existent. For the
Nobles, whose realization of the lack of existence of things has freed them from the
bonds of karma and released them from samsara, actions and the various destinies
they lead to have become irrelevant.

38 The compound idamsatyabhinivesa (Pali: idamsaccabhinivesa) appears in the
Canon as one of the four “bodily knots” (kayagrantha; Pali: kayagantha); see DN
II1.230; SN V.59; DS 201 (§ 1135) (further references in Erb 1997: 152, n. 500,
YSV,, 249, n. 483). The other three “knots” are covetousness (abhidhya; Pali: abhi-
Jjha), malevolence (vyapada; Pali: byapada), and clinging to observances and vows
(Stlavrataparamarsa; Pali: silabbataparamasa). DS 202 (§ 1139) elucidates the kaya-
gantha idamsaccabhinivesa as follows: tattha katamo idamsaccabhiniveso kaya-
gantho? Sassato loko idam eva saccam mogham aiifian ti va; asassato loko, idam eva
saccam mogham aiifian ti va; antava loko, idam eva saccam mogham aiifian ti va;
anantava loko, idam eva saccam mogham aitiian ti va ... (referred to are the extreme
views [drsti: the world is permanent, not permanent, the world has an end, does not
have an end, etc.] in regard to which the Buddha tended to maintain silence; see, e.g.,
Oetke 1994, Vetter 1988 [chapter eleven], May 1959: 277, n. 1015). idamsaccabhi-
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been completed (krtakarya), certainly do not perceive something that
might be false or not false. Moreover, do acts (karman) exist or does
samsara exist for the one who has discerned the falseness of all
factors (dharma)?**° [Definitely not!] Nor is it the case that this one
perceives the existence (astitva) or non-existence (nastitva) of any
factor.

As stated by the Exalted One in the Noble Ratnakutasiitra,

For the mind (citta), KaSyapa, being searched for, is not found.
That which is not found is not perceived. That which is not

nivesa, according to the DS, is expressed in the stubborn holding to such views with
the belief and attitude “only this (idam) is true (sacca), [everything] other [than this
view I hold] is false (mogha) (cf. also MN 1.484f., 498f.). The same words are found
in SSVed 226.5-7 (... mngon par zhen pas ’di dag kho na bden par yod la gzhan ni
rmongs pa’o zhes 'di dag la bden par mngon par zhen pa mchog tu ’dzin pa lus kyi
mdud pa skyed pas ’khor bar ’khor); the view held as true by the opponents in this
SSV context, however, is not found among those appearing in Canonical literature
and is rather, according to the Madhyamikas who target it, the soteriologically disas-
trous view held by common persons that things, here specifically the eye, truly exist.
Erb (1997: 56f.) translates: “Durch das Festhalten an dieser [Vorstellung] erzeugen
sie die Bindung an den Korper [in Gestalt] des Sich-Anklammerns (mchog tu ’dzin
pa; *paramarsa), d.h., des hartnidckigen Festhaltens an dieser [Vorstellung] als wabhr,
in dem Gedanken: ‘Nur diese [Vorstellung] ist wahr, [alles] andere ist falsch’, und
kreisen dadurch im Kreislauf der Existenzen.” As Erb notes (ibid. 152, n. 500), here,
as in other cases, an older concept has been appropriated and filled with a new con-
tent: in the Canonical literature, the permanence of the world is doubted, but never its
reality, and it is just this belief in its reality that Candrakirti applies as the content of
idamsatyabhinivesa (for a detailed description of another case of the re-filling of old
Canonical “skins” with new content, see Schmithausen 1976). idamsatyabhinivesa as
a kayagrantha is similarly mentioned in the commentary on YS karika 32 in which,
following Candrakirti, Nagarjuna states that in the beginning the Exalted One taught
the existence of the results of actions and the existence of the various destinies and
afterwards taught their non-arising and that one ought to attain thorough knowledge
of their [true] nature; see YSV, 73.16-17: ’di bden no snyam du mngon par zhen pa
mchog tu ’dzin pa lus kyi mdud pa 'di’i gnyen por |; see YSV,, 251 and n. 483 and
Erb’s comments on *paramarsa (*idamsatyabhinivesaparamarsakayagrantha) as it
appears in SSV and YSV.

339 1 understand the hi in the sentence to indicate the rhetorical character of the
question, and thus the sentence as equivalent to the negative construction na hi yena
... tasya karmani santi ...; 1 therefore add the rhetorical question’s implied negation
in square brackets.
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perceived is neither past, nor future, nor present. That which is
neither past, nor future, nor present does not have own-being
(svabhava). There is no arising (utpada) of that which does not
have own-being. There is no perishing (nirodha) of that which
does not have arising. **

But he who, on account of being steeped in [subjective] error
(viparyasa), does not understand that things (dharma) are false, [who]
is attached to an own-being of dependently [arisen] things (pratitya-

30 On the name of the siitra, see KP,, Preface, pp. V-VI; I refer to the sitra as KP
here in the annotation. The KP citation presented by Candrakirti is shorter than the
corresponding section of Staél-Holstein’s Skt edition. Candrakirti was either relying
on an earlier version of the KP or abbreviated the section. KP_; § 102 (punctuation
reflects the ms’ punctuation style; see Vorobyova-Desyatovskaya [henceforth VD]
2002: 36): cittam hi kasyapa parigavesamanam na labhyate yan na labhyate tan
nopalablftyate1 tan ndtl'tam2 nandagatam na pratyutpannam * yan ndtl'tam3 nandagatam
na pratyutpannam® tatradhvasamatikrantam (read, following Weller 1965: 122, n. 1:
tat tryadhva®) yatryadhvasamatikrantam (read, following Weller 1965: 122, n. 1: yat
tryadhva®) * tan naivasti neva nasti * yan naivasti na nasti * tad ajatam yad ajatam ¢
tasya ndsti svabhavah yasya nasti svabhdavah tasya ndsty utpada® * yasya ndsty
utpadah tasya nasti nirodhah yasya nasti nirodhah tasya nasti vigamah avigamas®
tasya rma’ gatir ndagatir na cyutir nopapattih yatra na gatir nagatir na cyutir
nopapattih tatra na kecit samskarah yatra na kecit samskarah tad asamskrtam » ... .
'Yan nopalabhyate follows in PsP Skt and PsP Tib, and is also found in KP,, Tib.
KP,, Skt’s tan natitam would seem to expect it; it may have dropped from KP Skt as
the result of an eyeskip or, alternatively, after not having been attested in earlier
versions of the sitra, it may have been added to Candrakirti’s version and the version
KP_, Tib is based on because it was felt that a relative clause was needed. Weller’s
translation of the Han version of the sitra reveals that the Skt manuscript used for
the Chinese translation lacked as much as yan nopalabhyate tan nopalabhyate tan
natitam nanagatam na pratyutpannam yan ndatitam nanagatam na pratyutpannam tat
tradhvasamatikrantam yat tryadhvasamatikrantam (cf. Weller 1987a: 1215 and n. 2).
Weller (1965: 121f.) translates, without comment, the Tibetan equivalent of yan
nopalabhyate in his Sanskrit- and Tibetan-based translation; *PsP Skt: naivatitam;
3PsP Skt: naivatitam; “PsP Skt and PsP Tib skip from here to tasya ndsti svabhavah;
Sread utpadah; the loss of visarga is probably merely due to scribal negligence and
not because the non-inclusion of visarga is allowed in BHS (BHSG 8.22); Ssee
Weller 1965: 122, n. 6; "read: na.

PsP Tib corresponds exactly with the KP4 Tib translation, but has been abbreviated
to conform to PsP Skt. The passage is translated in Weller 1965: 121f., Pasadika
1979 (7): 30 and Chang 1983: 400. Further references at PsP; 45, n. 1. See also the
passage as commented on in Steinkellner 1992: 401f.
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bhava),”' in being attached to things (dharma) as one whose attach-
ment [takes the form] “this is true” (idamsatyabhinivesin), both per-
forms acts and wanders in samsara, [and]*** because he is entrenched
in error he is not fit to attain nirvana.

§77. [Question:] But do things (padartha) even with a false own-
being become the cause of defilement (sarnklesa) and purification
(vyavadana)?

[Answer: Yes,] they do, like an illusory young woman (mayayuvati)
[conjured up by a magician becomes a cause of defilement] for those
who are not aware of her [true] nature (svabhava) and [like a person]
created by the Tathagata (tathagatanirmita) [becomes a cause of puri-
fication] for those who have gathered wholesome roots (kusala-
mitla).>®

For it is stated in the Drdhadhyas$ayapariprcchastitra,

For example, O son of good family, a certain [man], his mind
overcome by desire upon having seen a woman created by a
magician (mayakara) during the presentation of the magician’s

341 PsP Tib presents dngos po rmams rang bzhin yod par rtogs nas mngon par zhen pa
for pratityabhavanam svabhavam abhinivisate; that is, the translators understood
pratitya as a verb and svabhavam as its object. Although the compound pratityabhava
is, to the best of my knowledge, not found elsewhere in the PsP, the formulation
pratitya svabhavam, especially in the present context, would be unusual. PsP Tib’s
rtogs (for pratitya) does not inspire confidence in the translators’ interpretation
because rfogs usually denotes a positively assessed understanding or insight and not
an error.

3421 do not accept ms Q’s fu, because a contrast is not intended between the final part
of the sentence, i.e., between viparyasavasthitatvan na bhavyo nirvanam adhigantum,
and the preceding part; the only contrast intended is between the preceding KP
citation and this sentence.

33 The word kusala here probably refers to punya (karmic “merit”), or to spiritual
maturity, and possibly less to moral virtues, though these might be secondarily
presupposed. On the word kusala, see Schmithausen 2013. The PsP Tib translators,
lacking the “square bracket” option, have chosen to expand the sentence for the sake
of clarity: de’i rang bzhin mngon par mi shes pa rnams kyi kun nas nyon mongs pa’i
rgyu vin la | de bzhin gshegs pa’i sprul pa ni dge ba’i rtsa ba bsags pa rnams kyi
rnam _par byang ba’i rgyur ’gyur ba bzhin no |.
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show, after leaving his seat on account of the anxiety and
shyness [he feels from being in such a state] in public, would exit
[the show]. Having left, he would reflect on that very woman as
repulsive (asubha), [he] would reflect [on her] as impermanent
(anitya),** as suffering/unpleasant (duhkha), as empty (Sinya),
[and] as without self (anatman).**

344 PsP Tib attests six, not five, modes of reflection, adding mi gtsang ba (impure) as
the second mode, before anityatah and in place of manasikuryat. *asucitah is also not
found in the citation of the same sitra passage in Candrakirti’s commentary on
MMK XXIII.14. The PsP Tib translators may be citing from a proto-Canonical
version of the sitra, or they may have revised the pertinent section (in a version of
the sitra similar to the one found in the Canon) by adding mi gtsang ba in order to
remove the syntactical oddness of mi sdug pa yid la byed as against bdag med par yid
la byed. See the following note.

35 The quotation is assigned by the PsP manuscripts to the Drdhadhyadaya-
pariprcchasiitra. De La Vallée Poussin reconstructs the title Lhag pa’i bsam pa bstan
pa’i mdo, attested in the Tibetan editions of the PsP and in the Golden Manuscript, as
AdhyaSayanirdeSasiitra, and perhaps because of this, adds a reference to the
Adhya$ayasamcodanasiitra (cf. PsP; 46, n. 1). I have not been able to locate a similar
citation in the Lhag pa’i bsam pa bskul ba (Derge no. 69) and thus assume that bstan
pa of the PsP Tib title is a carving error for brtan pa (= drdha). A version of the cita-
tion is in fact found in the Tibetan Canon in the sitra entitled ("Phags pa) lhag pa’i
bsam pa brtan pa’i le’u (Derge no. 224). The possibly reconstructed Sanskrit title is
given as Aryasthiradhyasayaparivarta (sic) at the beginning of the translated sitra. A
very similar section is cited within a larger citation in Candrakirti’s commentary on
MMK XXIII.14 (the quotation appears at PsP; 463.10-13). There the sitra from
which the citation is taken is also called the Drdhadhyasayapariprccha (de La Vallée
Poussin corrects the title given at PsP; 462.15 at PsP; 605), a title given by the PsP
translators as ’Phag pa lhag pa’i bsam pa brtan pas zhus pa. This citation in the
commentary on MMK XXIII.14 (cf. PsP; 463.10-13) is nearly identical with the
Canonical version. The Canonical version of the quotation reads: rigs kyi bu ’di lta
ste dper na | mi' la la zhig gis sgyu ma mkhan gyi rol mo byung ba’i tshe | sgyu ma
mkhan gyis sprul pa’i bud med mthong na® ’dod chags kyi sems bskyed de | de® *dod
chags kyis sems dkris nas "khor gyis ’jigs shing* bag tsha ste stan las langs nas song
ste | de song nas bud med de nyid la mi sdug pa yid la byed cing® | mi rtag pa dang |
sdug bsngal ba dang | stong pa dang | bdag med par yid la byed na | (D Taipei edition
fol. 330.3-5; D 165b). 'PsP Tib chapter 1, in accord with chapter 1 Skt: omits mi; PsP
Tib chapter 23, in accord with chapter 23 Skt, includes mi. *PsP Tib chapter 1 and 23:
nas. *PsP Tib chapter 1, in accord with chapter 1 Skt: omits 'dod chags kyi sems
bskyed de | de; PsP Tib chapter 23, in accord with chapter 23 Skt: includes ’dod
chags kyi sems bskyed de | de. “PsP Tib chapter 23: nas; PsP Tib chapter 1: shing.
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And so on [in the sitra].

And in the Vinaya, a mechanical woman (yantrayuvati) made by a
builder of [such] devices (yantrakdara), which was empty of a real
(sadbhiita) woman, appears to be a real young woman, and became
the object of the lust and desire of the painter (citrakara).**

In the same way, things (bhava) even with a false own-being become
the cause of the defilement®’ of the [spiritually] immature.**®

SPsP Tib chapter 1, against chapter 1 Skt: mi gtsang ba dang for yid la byed na; PsP
Tib chapter 23, in accord with chapter 23 Skt: yid la byed na.

346 The Vinaya reference is probably not a direct citation but rather Candrakirti’s
summary of a story in the Vinaya. The story can be found in the Milasarvastivada
Vinaya; for references, see Panglung 1981: 51. In the tale as recorded in the Gilgit
manuscript (Skt in Dutt 1947: 166f.), a painter (citrakaracarya) from Madhyade$a
who had traveled to a Greek area (yavanavisaya) went to the place of a builder of
mechanical devices (yantracarya) and was there served by a mechanical woman
(vantraputrika). He wanted to enjoy himself with her but when she didn’t respond he
grabbed her hand and pulled her, which caused her to fall into a heap of parts. When
he realized she was just a mechanical woman he felt extremely embarrassed. To get
back at the mechanic, he drew a picture on the wall of himself having committed
suicide out of shame by hanging — and then hid in order to watch the mechanic’s
reaction. The mechanic was shocked when he saw the hanged “man.” He reported the
suicide to the king, who then came to the mechanic’s place. The king, however,
perceived that the hanged man was only a drawing on the wall, and as a result, the
mechanic was very embarrassed. The story also occurs at CST D 131b1ff.

37 PsP, Skt: samklesavyavadananibandhana “the cause of the defilement and
purification”; PsP Tib without an equivalent for vyavadana. 1 reject the Sanskrit
manuscripts’ vyavadana and consider PsP Tib to preserve the uncorrupted original
reading. The two examples just given, viz., the magically created woman and the
mechanical woman, are examples of unreal things that cause defilement; only the KP
quotation that Candrakirti subsequently inserts provides an example for unreal things
that cause purification. The sentence following the KP quotation reads evam
mrsasvabhavabhyam tathagatanirmitabhyam bhiksubhyam paiicanam bhiksusatanam
vyavadananibandhanam krtam, and thus refers exclusively to the KP quotation and
its presentation of unreal things that cause (only) purification. The word vyavadana
of the sentence ratha mrsasvabhava api bhava balanam sanklesavyavadana-
nibandhanam bhavanti here after the Vinaya reference, however, does not relate back
to material in either the Drdhadhyasayapariprcchasiitra quotation or the Vinaya
reference just presented, for both depict situations in which unreal things cause only
defilement. Given that Candrakirti, in his initial response to the opponent’s question,
has announced the two, namely, a magical young woman and a being created by the
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§78. Likewise, in the Noble Ratnakitasttra,**

Tathagata, as examples of unreal things that respectively cause defilement and puri-
fication, the appearance of vyavadana in the Sanskrit sentence after the Vinaya refer-
ence seems premature. It appears to be an insertion, probably added because a scribe
was struck by the similarity of the sentence tatha mrsasvabhava api bhava balanam
sanklesanibandhanam bhavanti to the opening question kim punar mrsasvabhava api
padarthah sanklesavyavadananibandhanam bhavanti and concluded that the sentence
was the final answer to that question and that vyavadana had dropped out. De La
Vallée Poussin, on the other hand, is of the opinion that when the magically created
woman of the first example is reflected upon as impermanent, suffering/unpleasant,
etc., she is additionally a cause of the purification of the man who took her to be real
and experienced desire for her (he states, “°vyavadana® manque dans Tib., se rap-
porte en effet a I’example précédent” [PsP, 46, n. 5]); he therefore retains vyavadana.
The magical woman might—although even this is a stretch—be considered as such if
the man, his mind finally calmed, learned from his experience with her and, applying
what he had gleaned from his experience with her to real women, similarly reflected
upon them as impermanent and empty, but I hardly think that the poor fellow’s
desperate attempt to calm his mental and physiological reactions to her makes her a
cause of his purification. He simply forces himself to focus on lust-neutralizing
thoughts in regard to her; she does not, as the magical monks in the following long
KP quotation do, effect anyone’s release from defilement.

38 Although bala is often translated in similar contexts as “fools” (Seyfort Ruegg
[2002: 84] translates it in the present context as “the foolish”), the word is more often
used by Candrakirti in the PsP, MABh, YSV, CST and SSV to refer to the
counterpart to the aryas (Nobles). See, e.g., PsP, 371.8-9: tatra balajanapeksaya
sarvam etat tathyam | aryajiianapeksaya tu sarvam etan mrsa. The balas are those
who, inasmuch as their “mind’s eye” is impaired by the “timira of ignorance,” are
attached to things that actually lack own-being (nihsvabhava) because they are
convinced that these things have own-being, i.e., are real. They include those who
speak of a characteristic (laksana) of things, such as heat as the characteristic of fire
(see PsP; 261.3-6). The word bala sometimes appears conjoined with or glossed by
the compound prthagjana, also used as a synonym for anarya. prthagjana is used to
refer to ordinary persons, sometimes indeed to uninstructed ones, in general (see,
e.g., the Canonical citation at PsP; 137.5-8 and de La Vallée Poussin’s n. 3) but in
the more specific soteriological context the word designates persons who have not
yet attained the path of seeing (darsanamarga), and thus includes Buddhist
practitioners as advanced as the prayogamarga (cf. YSV,,. 115, n. 39; 137, n. 97).

39 The corresponding KP passage is found at KP,; § 141.3-149.5; VD 2002: 49-53.
The first sentence of this PsP chapter 1 citation bears some similarity with the San-
skrit as found at KP,, § 138.3-5 (pamca ...) and KP,, § 139.2-4. The citation appears
in a more extensive form at PsP; 336.3-339.2 (see Kragh 2003: 93ff.); this version
commences with text found at KP,; § 139.2 and its initial section (not cited here in
the first chapter) corresponds quite closely with the Sanskrit for KP,, § 139-141.
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Note that Kragh (2003: 93, n. 3) points out that the PsP chapter 17 citation appears to
be an interpolation: it is not included in PsP chapter 17 Tib, and in PsP chapter 17
Skt it is misplaced.

In comparing KP,, Skt with PsP Skt, I have noted only the most important variants,
and have focussed primarily on the presence or absence of entire words and/or
phrases. A perusal of these variants as attested for the KP citation as found in PsP
chapter 1 vis-a-vis KP,, Skt reveals that Candrakirti relied on a more condensed and
somewhat different version of the text of the KP than that contained in the
manuscript used by Sta€l-Holstein for his edition of the KP, a manuscript written in
Brahm script and possibly copied in Khotan around the seventh-eighth centuries (see
VD 2002: vii; Staél-Holstein judged that the manuscript dates from around the ninth
to tenth centuries; see KP,, Preface, p. VII); the manuscript is kept in St. Petersburg
and has been assigned the call number SI P/2. As can be noticed immediately upon
comparing the Sanskrit and Tibetan for the paragraphs in Stagl-Holstein’s edition,
KP,, Tib frequently differs substantially from KP,, Skt. PsP Skt, interestingly, on a
number of occasions agrees, against KP_, Skt, with KP_, Tib, thus suggesting that
Candrakarti is citing from a version of the KP closer to the one from which the KP_,
Tib translation was made than to that found in ms SI P/2. Seemingly indicative of the
fact that the manuscript relied on for KP_, Skt contains accretions is the reference to
500 nuns (pamcanam ca bhiksunisatanam) at the end of KP,, § 149 Skt, a reference
not appearing in KP,, Tib or in PsP Skt or PsP Tib. The PsP Tib translators have, as
is their practice, inserted the pre-made KP Tib translation of the citation; thus PsP
Tib largely reproduces KP,, Tib (the variants between PsP Tib and KP4 Tib in the
passages cited are minimal and usually insignificant). PsP Tib—perhaps because the
translators inserted the sections of the long citation en bloc without meticulously
collating it against the PsP Skt citation—includes a number of passages and sections
found in KP,_, Tib but not in PsP Skt.

Lamotte (1936: 288, n. 1) does not translate the KP citation in his PsP chapter 17
translation, referring there to the translation of the section in Stcherbatsky’s
rendering of PsP chapter 1 (cf. Stcherbatsky 1927: 129-131). The sections in the
more extensive PsP chapter 17 citation which do not appear in Stcherbatsky’s chapter
1 translation are translated in an Appendix in May 1959 (299f.). The entire chapter
17 citation has more recently been translated in an Appendix in Kragh 2003: 266ff. A
partial translation of the citation as found in the first chapter of the PsP appears in
Lamotte 1987: 174, n. 66. The KP section is translated in Weller 1965: 145-152 and
in Pasadika 1979 (9). Of comparative interest are Weller’s translations from the Han
version of the KP (see Weller 1987a: 1229-1234) and from the Sung version of the
KP (see Weller 1987b: 1440-1447); see also Chang 1983: 407.
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Those five hundred monks,” not understanding®' the Exalted

One’s teaching of the Doctrine (dharmadesana), not fathoming
[it], not being convinced [by it], rose from [their] seats and went
forth.**> Then the Exalted One created two [magical] monks on
the path on which these monks were going. Those five hundred
monks came near where those two monks were.” Having come
near, they said to the two [magical monks], “Where are the

350 PsP Tib (cp. PsP,, §78, PsP; 47.1) and the second citation of the passage at PsP,
336.3 additionally contain the epithet dhyanalabhini | bsam gtan thob pa (‘“‘attainers
of the concentrations”), which is also found in KP., Skt and KP.; Tib (see KP,, §
139.2; VD 2002: 48); dhyanalabhi is also found earlier in KP, Skt and KP,, Tib in a
similarly constructed sentence (see KP,_, § 138.4; VD 2002: 48). Ms P for PsP, 336.2
also presents dhyanalabhini but does not attest it for our first chapter citation. The
first sentence for chapter 17’s citation reads paiica ca bhiksusatani dhyanalabhiny
utthayasanebhyah prakrantani imam gambhiram dharmadesanam anavabudhya-
manany anavataranty anavagahamanany anadhimucyamanani | (cp. KP,, § 138.3-5;
KP,, § 139.2-4). Candrakirti’s manuscript may not have contained the compound, or
he may be abbreviating.

51 The KP manuscript (see KP,; § 139.3 Skt; VD 2002: 48) for the sentence after
which this first sentence in the PsP appears to be modelled reads avataramto, which
is corrected by Weller (1965: 145, n. 7) to navataramto on the basis of KP Tib mi
‘jug; he corrects to nava® and not anava® presumably because the KP manuscript
presents the immediately following negated participle in the form nava® (masculine
plural forms appear in KP Skt because the monks are men; the grammatically correct
neuter plural forms in PsP Skt seem to have resulted from standardization). PsP,
337.1:  dharmadesanam ana[va]budhyamanany anavataranty anavagahamany
anadhimucyamanani. KP Tib and PsP Tib place a shad after mi ’jug ste (KP Skt:
navataramto). The Sanskrit on which KP Tib is based may have read navataranti,
with avataranti being interpreted by the translators of KP Tib not as a neuter
nominative plural participle but as a third person plural finite verb. Alternatively, the
Sanskrit may have read navataranto (as KP Skt probably did), but the vertical stroke
making up part of the o of °nto/°mto aksara was read as a danda and the superscript
part of the o interpreted as an i.

2 The KP citation that commences at PsP;, 336.3 now includes, after its version
(similar to KP_, § 139.2-4 Skt) of this first sentence, passages not found here in the
KP citation of PsP chapter 1 but found in KP,, Skt; see PsP; 337.3-338.5 and cp.
KP,, § 139.4 - § 141.3; see also Weller 1965: 145; May 1959: 299f.

353 PsP Tib: dge slong Inga brgya po de dag dge slong de gnyis lam gang nas dong
ba’i lam der dong. Weller (1965: 146 and n. 13) translates the KP,, Tib sentence:
“Dann kamen die fiinfhundert Monche dorthin, wo die zwei hervorgezauberten
Monche auf dem Wege gingen,” noting “Das Verb steht im Tibetischen.”
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Venerable Ones about to go?” The [magical monk] creations
said, “We are about to go to places in the forest. There we shall
abide in states of comfort consisting in the happiness of
meditation (dhyanasukhasparsavihara). For we do not
understand, do not fathom, are not convinced of the Doctrine the
Exalted One teaches; we are afraid, are terrified [of it], we fall
into [a state of] dread.””* Then those five hundred monks said
this: “We too, O Venerable Ones, do not understand the Exalted
One’s teaching of the Doctrine, do not fathom [it], are not
convinced [by it], are afraid, are terrified [of it], fall into dread.
Therefore we shall, at places in the forest, abide in states of
comfort consisting in the happiness of meditation.” The
[magically] created [monks] said, “Then, Venerable Ones, we
shall confer together,” we shall not dispute; for the duty of the

354 Weller (1965: 146, n. 18) notes that although KP., Skt presents sukham phasam
viharisyamah (‘“we shall dwell happily, comfortably”) at this point and sukham
viharisyamah where the magical monks repeat their intent (KP4 § 141.11 Skt), KP4
Tib attests bsam gtan gyi bde ba la reg par gnas pa rnams kyis gnas par bya, i.e., the
translation for dhyanasukhasparsaviharair viharisyamah for both instances. PsP Skt
and PsP Tib attest respectively dhyanasukhasparsaviharair viharisyamah and its
Tibetan equivalent for the first instance (PsP Skt does not include an equivalent
sentence for the one containing sukham viharisyamah, but PsP Tib does, and reads as
KP,, Tib). PsP Skt further attests dhyanasukhasparsaviharair viharisyamah where
KP,, § 142.3-4 Skt presents dhyanasukhaviharair viharisyamah (PsP Tib, based on
KP Tib, presents bsam gtan gyi bde ba la reg par gnas pa rnams kyis gnas par bya).
Seyfort Ruegg (2002: 85) interprets sukha in the PsP Skt compound adjectivally (“we
shall abide in the abode of blissful contact in meditation”) but does not explain with
what the “blissful contact” might be. The Tibetan and BHSD (s.v. sparsaviharata)
speak against the adjectival interpretation. On vihara, viharati, see Maithrimurthi
1999: 17-19, especially nn. 14 and 15; Wezler 1990: 134ff. Cf. PsP, 47, n. 4.

355 PsP Tib adds: kho ba cag dgon pa’i gnas rnams su bsam gtan gyi bde ba la reg par
gnas pa rnams kyis gnas par bya’o. This sentence appears as the final sentence of
KP,, § 141 Tib. KP4 Skt reads: tav avam aranyayatanesu sukham viharisyamah.

356 Weller considers KP,; Skt’s typically BHS future form samgayisyama (PsP Skt
presents the classical form sarngasyamah) as properly reflected in KP4 Tib’s yag dag
par bgro bar bya (PsP Tib in all four Canonical editions and the Golden Manuscript
is presented as yag dag par ’gro bar bya, probably the result of an auditory error),
which he translates in a note “wir wollen auf rechte Weise erortern, betrachten” (cf.
Weller 1965: 147, n. 2); cf. Jaschke s.v. bgro ba: “to argue, discuss, deliberate,
consider.” Weller translates samgayisyama in his main text as “Wir wollen uns
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ascetic (Sramanadharma) consists principally in [being] without
strife (avivadaparama)®’ > For the sake of abandoning what
have the Venerable Ones engaged in practice?” They said, “We
have engaged in practice for the abandoning of desire (raga),
hatred (dvesa) and disorientation (moha).”*” The created

zusammen beraten.” He notes that Edgerton differs in his interpretation of the verb:
BHSD entry for samgayati: “lit.: ‘sings in union’ = is concordant, avoids quarreling,
opp. of vivadati” (Edgerton’s single reference is to this KP passage). Pasadika (1979
[9]: 26) translates “let us be united.” See, in support of Weller’s main text translation,
PW s.v. samy ga: “gemeinschaftlich besingen” which, applied to the KP situation
makes sense as “talk/discuss together.”

37 KP,, § 142.5: avivada paramo hi Sramanadharmah for avivadaparamo hi Sra-
manadharmah, but correctly presented in VD 2002: 50. Weller (1965: 147) trans-
lates, “Ist doch die Streitlosigkeit das hochste Gesetz fiir die Religiosen.” KP4 Tib
reads rtsod pa med pa lhur len pa ni dge sbyong gi chos, and PsP Tib presents the
synonymous rtsod pa med pa lhur byed pa ni ... (both lhur len (pa) and lhur byed (pa)
are often seen representing parama as the final member of a compound). If Jischke’s
rendering of [hur len pa as “to apply oneself” is correct, it may be that the translators
interpreted the Sanskrit slightly differently, i.e., as “[to be] one who applies oneself
to [being] without strife is the duty of ascetics.” In line with this, Weller (1965: 147,
n. 3) translates KP,, Tib’s rtsod pa med pa lhur len pa ni dge sbyong gi chos as “Sich
der Streitlosigkeit zu befleissigen ist das Gesetz der Religiosen.” De La Vallée
Poussin comments on avivada at PsP; 47, n. 5. Noteworthy are Vetter’s (2001: 72f.
and n. 44) comments on the meaning of “one dwelling without strife” in this KP
passage (*aranaviharin; his focus is Lokaksema’s Chinese translation). Cp. the refer-
ence to samanadhamma at AN 1I1.371.

358 PsP Tib includes the continuing text found in KP,, § 142 Tib (KP,, Skt contains
similar, more extensive text) but not found in PsP Skt. It also reproduces the text,
with minor variants, as it is found in KP,, § 143 Tib (KP,, Skt differs from KP_, Tib).

39 The two sentences kasydyusmantah prahandya pratipanndh | tany avocan
ragadvesamohanam prahandya vayam pratipannah do not appear in KP,, Skt, KP,
Tib, or PsP Tib. There also does not appear to be enough space in the corresponding
damaged part of the PsP chapter 17 citation in ms P for the two sentences. This
damaged part in ms P’s chapter 17, however, provides exactly enough space for the
KP_, Skt (not found in our PsP chapter 1 Skt) which follows the compound sramana-
dharmah: yad iha-m-ayusmanta ity ucyate parinirvanam iti | katamah sa dharmo yah
pari(nirva)syati (KP4 § 142.5-7; see VD 2002: 50; ms P’s chapter 17 text in fact
begins again with nirvasyati). PsP Tib (chapter 1), not attesting the two sentences
found in our PsP Skt, accords with KP4 Tib in including the rest of KP_, § 142 Tib.
PsP Tib carries on with KP_, § 143 Tib, which lacks an equivalent for KP,, § 143.1-4
Skt. PsP Skt ends for KP,, § 142 with sramanadharmah (KP4 § 142.5) and picks up
again at KP,, § 143.6. KP,, § 143.4-5 Skt: (kim) puna saksikrydaya parinirvasyatiti | te
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[monks] said, “But do desire, hatred and disorientation [actually]
exist for the Venerable Ones so that you might destroy them?”
They replied, “Neither internally, nor externally, nor [some-
where] in between the two are they perceived;*® nor do they,
unless one imagines them (aparikalpita), arise.” The [two]
created [monks] said, “Therefore, O Venerable Ones, do not
construct, do not conceptualize. And when you, O Venerable
Ones, do not construct, do not conceptualize, you will not feel
desirous, you will not become free from desire.”®" And it is said
that he who is not desirous, is not desireless, is at peace (santa).
Morality (sila), O Venerable Ones, does not wander [in samsara]
(na samsarati), does not enter full nirvana (na parinirvati);
concentration (samddhi), insight (prajiid), liberation (vimukti),
and the knowledge and the vision of liberation (vimuktijiiana-
darsana),*® O Venerable Ones, do not wander in samsara, do not

ahuh | ragaksayaya dvesaksaydya mohaksayaya ayusmanta parinirvanam (see VD
2002: 50). KP,; Tib and PsP Tib present gang zad pas yongs su mya ngan las ’da’ | de
dag gis smras pa | ’dod chags zad zhe sdang zad gti mug zad pas yongs su mya ngan
las ’da’o.

360 A parallel expression occurs in the Pratyutpannabuddhasammukhavasthita-
samadhisiitra (see Harrison 1990: 42), and in the VimalakirtinirdeSastitra (napattir
adhyatmam na bahirdha nobhayam antarenopalabhyate; see Lamotte 1987: 174).
KP,, Tib (and PsP Tib following it) translates nobhayam antarena as gnyi ga med pa
la yang (PsP Tib par for pa la), that is, as “also not in the absence of the two.”
Harrison (1990: 42, n. 24) considers a desire for intelligibility as the reason for this
translation choice, stating: “Certainly ‘neither inside nor outside’ is more readily
understood than ‘between inside and outside.”” PsP Tib for the following
Vajramandadharani quotation likewise translates sa ca paridaho nadhyatmam na
bahirdha nobhayam antarena sthitah as de yang nang na ’ang mi gnas phyi rol na
‘ang mi gnas gnyi ga med par yang mi gnas.

361 Lamotte (1987: 174, n. 66) translates na ramksyatha na viramksyatha as “vous
n’éprouverez ni amour ni haine” but I think that the author of the KP probably
wishes to convey the idea that when conceptualizing has ceased, there is no desire,
and when there is no desire, there can be no relinquishing of it. The non-existence of
desire implies that there is nothing there, i.e., no desirous feeling or emotion, that
could be given up. Cf. Seyfort Ruegg 2002: 86; Pasadika 1979 (9): 27.

362 As de La Vallée Poussin notes, morality, concentration, insight, liberation, and the

knowledge and vision of liberation are the five lokottaraskandhas. For references,
see Lamotte 1987: 139, n. 30; PsP; 48, n. 1; 292, n. 4. Candrakirti refers to this
grouping of skandhas in his commentary on MMK XXII.1 where he states that if the
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enter full nirvana. And nirvana, O Venerable Ones, is indicated
by these dharmas, but these dharmas are empty (sinya), isolated
by nature (prakrtivivikta). Give up, O Venerable Ones, this
notion (saiijiid), namely, ‘full nirvana.” Neither form a notion in
regard to a notion nor see through a notion by way of a notion;
because for the one who sees through a notion by way of a notion
this becomes nothing but bondage to notions.**® O Venerable
Ones, accomplish the absorption of the cessation of [all] notions
and feelings (saiijiiavedayitanirodhasamapatti).’** We assert that
there is nothing left to be done by the monk who has
accomplished the absorption of the cessation of [all] notions and
feelings.”

Then the minds (citta) of those five hundred monks, not clinging
(anupadaya), became liberated from the influxes/impurities
(asrava). Those [monks] of liberated mind went near to where
the Exalted One was, [and] come near, [and] having paid homage
with their heads to his feet, sat to one side. Then the Venerable
Subhtiti said this to those monks: “Where did the Venerable
Ones go? Or from where did you come?” They replied, “Not for
going somewhere, not for coming from somewhere, O Reverend
Subhiti, did the Exalted One teach the Doctrine.” [Subhiiti] said,
“Who, then, is the teacher of the Venerable Ones?” They said,
“The one who has not arisen, [who] will not enter full nirvana.”
[Subhiti] said, “How (i.e., expecting what) have you listened to
the Doctrine?”” They said, “Not for bondage, not for liberation.”
[Subhiti] said, “By whom have you been trained?” They said,
“[By the one] who has no body, no mind.” [Subhiiti] said, “How

Tathagata really existed, he would exist having either the own-being of the five
skandhas [bodily] matter, feeling, ideation, impulses, and consciousness, the own-
being of the five listed here, or one different from these. He goes on to say that only
the first set of skandhas is considered in the chapter, since the second is not
comprehensive, included as it is in the first set (avyapakatvad esam piirvakair
antarbhavitatvat; see PsP; 432.14-433.3)

363 pariv jiia “to know thoroughly,” thus by extension “to see through,” often implies
that that which is seen through is also cleared away, eliminated.

364+ On safjiiavedayitanirodhasamapatti, see Schmithausen 1981: 214ff.; Griffiths
1991 (Index s.v. Attainment of Cessation).
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have you practised?”” They said, “Not for abandoning ignorance,
not for generating knowledge (vidya).”*® [Subhiti] said, “Whose
auditors (sravaka) are you?” They said, “[We are the auditors of
the one] who has not attained [anything], who has not awakened
to [anything].”**® [Subhiti] said, “Who are your fellow disciples
(sabrahmacarin)?” They said, “[Those] who do not range in the
triple world (tridhatu).” [Subhiiti] said, “After how long a time
will the Venerable Ones enter into full nirvana?” They said,
“When the [magical monks] created by the Tathagata will enter
into full nirvana.” [Subhuti] said, “Have you done what is to be
done?” They said, “Owing to seeing through the notions of ‘I’
and ‘mine’ (ahankaramamakara).” [Subhiti] said, “Are your
defilements (klesa) exhausted?” They said, “Owing to the
complete exhaustion of all phenomena (dharma).” [Subhiiti] said,
“Has Mara been overpowered by you?” They said, “Owing to the
non-perception of Mara [represented by] the [five] constituent
elements (skandha).”*®’ [Subhiiti] said, “Has the teacher been
honoured by you?” They said, “Not with the body, not with
speech, not with the mind.” [Subhiiti] said, “Has the ground
(bhiimi) of those worthy of gifts (daksiniya) been purified by

365 The PsP Skt text here agrees with KP,, Tib, against KP,, Skt; see Weller’s (1965:
149, n. 13) comments on KP, Skt for this passage. PsP Tib includes the final
sentences of KP_, § 146.

366 KP,, Skt reads: yasya na prapto nafbhiJsambuddhah (see VD 2002: 52). Cf. CPD
(s.v. abhi -2.) on the prefix abhi lending a transitive sense to intransitives: “as
preverb to verbs and their derivatives expresses: movement towards or against or
over; intensivity; or gives a transitive meaning to intransitive verbs.” Weller (1965:
149) translates, “[Dessen,] von dem keiner [als Schiiler] erlangt wird und der nicht
die vollige Erleuchtung gewann.” PsP Tib and KP,, Tib: gang gis thob pa med cing
mngon par rdzogs par sangs rgyas pa med pa’i’o.

367 The four Maras found in later literature are skandhamara, klesamara, mrtyumara,
and devaputramara (noted at PsP; 49, n. 4); on the Maras, see Dayal 1978: 306-317;
Lamotte 1966: 339-346; Lamotte 1987: 204, n. 121; AKBh, I1.124, n. 5 (ref.).
Candrakirti refers to the four Maras at PsP; 442.3 and 451.7; cp. YS karika 36ab and
Candrakirti’s commentary where he describes the Mara referred to in the karika as
'phags pa’i shes rab kyi dbang po’i srog gi bar chad byed pa (YSV., 76.8-15; see
also YSV,, 264f., nn. 511-513).
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you??*® They said, “From not taking, from not receiving.”
[Subhiiti] said, “Have you crossed over samsara?” They said,
“On account of non-annihilation (anuccheda), on account of non-
eternity (asasvata).® [Subhiiti] said, “Have you attained the
ground of those worthy of gifts?” They said, “From the release
of all grasping (graha).” [Subhiti] said, “Where do the Vener-
able Ones intend to go?” They said, “Where the [monks] created
by the Tathagata intend to go.” Right then as the Venerable
Subhiiti was questioning [them] and as those monks were
responding, the minds of eight hundred monks in that assembly,
not clinging, were liberated from the influxes/impurities, and of
thirty-two thousand beings the Dharma-eye (dharmacaksu) in
regard to the teachings was purified (visuddha), [to the point of
being] dustless (virajas), delivered of [all] dross (vigatamala).*™

368 KP Skt presents sthitd yusmakam daksineyabhiimau : (the two final dots represent
punctuation; see VD 2002: 52. KP_, mistakenly presents bhiimauh), as compared to
PsP’s visodhita yusmabhir daksiniyabhiimih. Weller (1965: 151, n. 9) reconstructs
Suddha yusmabhir daksineyabhimih from KP,, Tib’s khyed khyis sbyin pa’i gnas kyi
sa sbyangs sam (PsP Tib: khyod kyis yon gnas kyi sa sbyangs sam), noting that the
Djin and Sung Chinese translations also support the reading suddha, not sthita.

369 T do not know why Seyfort Ruegg (2002: 88) translates anucchedato ’Sasvatatah
as “Neither from non-destruction nor from non-eternity”. “Neither” is not supported
by PsP Skt or PsP Tib.

30 On the Dharma-eye, see ASBh 78.6: yad uktam virajo vigatamalam dharmesu
dharmacaksur utpadyata iti tad darsanamargam adhikrtyoktam, tatprathamatah
satyesv aryaprajiiacaksuhsvabhavatvat | tatra dharmaksantibhir virajah, tabhih klesa-
rajahprahanat | dharmajianair vigatamalam, tesam prahanatadavaranamalasra-

na ca margasya visuddhatam adhikrtya virajo vigatamalam veditavyam |; 'Tatia (n. 2)
notes that the Tibetan and Chinese appear to have the better reading *tadavarana-
malaprahanasrayotpadat. One might instead suggest prahinatadavarana® (Tib [P
704b]: de dag ni de’i sgrib pa’i dri ma spangs pa’i gnas su skyes pa’i phyir ro). The
Canonical Pali texts tend to present the construction virajam vitamalam dhamma-
cakkhum udapadi. Both PTSD and BHSD refer to the definition dhammesu va
cakkhum dhammamayam va cakkhum for dhammacakkhu of DN-attha 1.237. Walshe
(1987: 547, n. 140) notes that the opening of the Dharma-eye is “a term for ‘entering
the stream’ and thus being set irrevocably on the path.” He continues, “As RD [=
Rhys Davids] points out, it is superior to the divine eye (dibba-cakkhu ...) which is a
superior kind of clairvoyance, and below the wisdom-eye (pariiia-cakkhu), which is
the wisdom of the Arahant.” Bodhi (2000: 1404, n. 40), in reference to the formulaic
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In this way, a cause of purification was effected for the five hundred
monks by way of the [two] monks created by the Tathagata, [both of
whom] had a false own-being.

§79. And it is stated in the Noble Vajramandadharani,’”’

“Just as, O Maiijudri, in dependence on a stick (kanda), in
dependence on a churning stick (mathani),””* and®” in depend-
ence on a man’s manual exertion (hastavyayama), smoke
appears, [and] fire comes forth—but that burning heat (santapa)
of the fire is not located in the stick, not located in the churning
stick, not located in the man’s manual exertion—exactly so, O

virajam vitamalam dhammacakkhum udapadi appearing at SN IV .47, states, “The
arising of the vision of the Dhamma (dhammacakkhu) means the attainment of one of
the three lower stages of awakening, usually stream-entry.” On the five kinds of eyes
(especially the heavenly eye), see Lamotte 1987: 168f., nn. 57 and 58.

371 De La Vallée Poussin (PsP; 50, n. 3) states that a fragment of this same citation of
the Vajramandadharani (VMD) is cited at PsP; 462.4-5. The sitra, which is not
preserved in Sanskrit, is found in P vol. 32 (no. 807; 300b3-312a4) and D vol. 56 (no.
139; 278a1-289b4) under the name "Phags pa rdo rje’i snying po’i gzungs (shes bya
ba theg pa chen po’i mdo); its Sanskrit name is given as Aryavajramandanama-
dharani(mahayanasiitra). PsP Tib frequently differs from the Canonical translation.
This, together with the fact that readings in PsP Tib also diverge from PsP Skt, point
to the Tibetan having been quoted from a proto-Canonical translation of the VMD. I
note only the major variants between PsP Skt and PsP Tib. The VMD Tib text up to
the “etymological” explanation of moha is found at P fol. 304b8-305a3. The text for
the section discussing the hells is found at P fol. 306b6-308a4.

372 T suspect that mathani refers to the churning stick and not to the act of rotating the
first-mentioned stick (kanda), for otherwise the “manual exertion” (hastavyayamant)
would be redundant. Cp. R.L. Turner, A Comparative Dictionary of Indo-Aryan
Languages, London: Oxford U. Press, 1966, p. 561 s.v. mathana, where mahant is
translated as “churning stick.” kanda would appear, then, to be the counterpart to the
churning stick. I do not know exactly how it was used together with the churning
stick. PsP Tib translates mathani with gtsub stan (“a basis for the [fire]churning
stick”). TCD explains gtsub shing gtsub stan with me ’byin pa’i shing yas mas gnyis.
The translators may have had a slightly different set of tools in mind than the author
of the sitra. Seyfort Ruegg (2002: 89), in translating mathani as “a rubbing surface,”
appears to be following the Tibetan.

373 The ca appears only in ms Q, and I accept it for my edition. P’s (and the paper
mss’) reading without ca is, however, also possible if one assumes that the sticks are
already lying there and the physical activity of the hand is the catalyst.
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Maiijusri, does the burn (paridaha) of desire (rdaga), the burn of
hatred (dvesa), the burn of disorientation (moha) arise for a
person (purusapudgala)™ who is disoriented by [subjective]
error in regard to what is unreal. And that burn is not inside, not
outside, not [somewhere] in between the two. But, Maifijusri,
why is ‘disorientation’ (moha) called ‘disorientation’? Because
disorientation is completely deprived (atyantamukta) of [the true
nature of] all phenomena (dharma), O Maiijusrt; therefore it is
called ‘disorientation.”*”” Similarly, all phenomena have [a
source like] the source of the hells (narakamukha), O Manjusri,
this is a formulaic phrase (dharanipada).”®® [Mafijusri] said,

374 *T’s author comments on purusapudgala as follows: purusa ity atmapi syad atah
pudgala ity aha; “‘purusa’ could also mean the Self/soul (aGtman); therefore he says
[i.e., adds,] ‘pudgala’ (cf. Yonezawa 2004: 123, 140 [fol. 2b2]). The compound is
composed of quasi-synonyms, and has the sense “a human person.” Cp. PTSD s.v.
purisapuggalo: “a man, a human character.”

375 The siitra presumes an etymological connection between the substantive moha (in
classical Sanskrit derived from v muh) and the past passive participle mukta (in clas-
sical Sanskrit derived from v muc). Specifically, moha is interpreted as derived from
¥'muc, possibly because the word explanation originated within a middle-Indic lin-
guistic environment or because the author of the sifra had a middle-Indic develop-
ment in mind. One might hypothesize that the substantive *mo“a—from *moca or
*moka (derived from v muc)—was written as moha, with h serving as a glide, as in
certain other Prakrit words; on the £ glide, cf. von Hiniiber 2001: 211. *LT’s author
glosses sarvadharmaih mukto with sarvadharmmaih sanyatvadibhir mukto bahiskrtah
(ms: bahihkrtah) “[disorientation is] deprived of [that is,] separate from all dharmas,
that is, [separate from] emptiness and so forth” (cf. Yonezawa 2004: 123, 141 [fol.
2b2]). Candrakirti explains moha (from v muh) elsewhere as readily understood in
both a bhavasadhana and a karanasadhana sense: mohanam mohah sammohah
padarthasvaripaparijiianam muhyate vanena cittam iti mohah (PsP, 457.5; cf. May
1959: 186). The general meaning of moha is nicely exemplified in the compound
digmoha “confusion with respect to the directions.” Included is the idea of a confu-
sion that is disturbing to the person experiencing it. The compound does not neces-
sarily imply, but may take into account the idea that one has mixed up the directions,
i.e., that in taking north to be south one has become misoriented. The primary idea is
one of disorientation. PsP Tib presents ’jam dpal gti mug ni chos thams cad rab tu
grol ba ste for atyantamukto hi mafijusrih sarvadharmair mohas.

376 Some texts suggest that a dhdranipada is a formulaic phrase containing the
essence of the/a Buddhist teaching in condensed form. Cf. BhoBhu 272.12ff.; see
also Hartmann 1985. I understand the “source/origin” (mukha) of phenomena intend-
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“How, O Exalted One, is this a formulaic phrase?” [The Exalted
One] said, “The hells, O Maiijusri, fabricated by [subjective]
error in regard to what is unreal by [spiritually] immature
ordinary persons, have come about through [these persons’] own
conceptuality (vikalpa).” [Manjusri] said, “Where, O Exalted
One, are the hells gathered together?” The Exalted One said,
“The hells are gathered together in space, O Maiijusri. Then what
do you think, O Maiijusri, have the hells come about by virtue of
[these persons’] own conceptuality or have they come about by
[their] own nature?” [Maifijusri] said, “Only by virtue of [their]
own conceptuality, O Exalted One, do all [spiritually] immature
ordinary persons know the hells and the animal [realm] and the

concur with *LT’s author in taking narakamukhah as an upama bahuvrihi compound.
*LT’s author, however, offers an interpretation of the sentence that slightly differs
from my undertanding of its meaning. He begins his comments on the formulaic
phrase (dharant) by glossing mukha of narakamukhah of the citation with asrayah,
(even though the *LT manuscript could be interpreted as reading mukhyata here and
Yonezawa [2004: 123, 141] accepts this reading, the continuing explication makes
clear that mukham is being glossed; one should perhaps read mukham asrayah). He
explains that in the present context that which is the source, i.e., the basis, is [empty]
space (tac catrakasam). After dissolving narakamukhah of the siitra citation as, as
stated, an upama bahuvrihi (narakamukham iva mukham yesam sarvadharm{m}a-
nam), *LT’s author concludes his explanation by stating that the siitra’s sentence thus
means that just as the hells have [empty] space as their basis, so do all phenomena
(vatha naraka akasasrayas tatha sarvadharma apity arthah). He adds that a dharani-
pada is called such because it contains the teaching of all the Buddhas (alternatively,
“the entire teaching of the Buddhas”): sarvabuddhadharm{m}adharanad dharani-
padam (cf. Yonezawa 2004: 123, 141 [fol. 2b2]).

Seyfort Ruegg (2002: 89) understands the sentence tatha narakamukha maiijusrih
sarvadharma idam dharanipadam differently, and translates, taking the Tibetan into
consideration: “Thus, Maiijusri, all dharmas being entries for (the denizens of) hells
(narakamukha = sems can dmyal ba’i sgo), this is a Formulaic Phrase (dharanipada =
gzuns gi tshig).” It is true that sems can dmyal ba can have the meaning “hell-being,”
but given the context and the fact that naraka occurs a number of times in the citation
and is consistently translated throughout as sems can dmyal ba, it is better understood
as referring to the hells. It is also difficult to know what the sitra author might have
intended if he really meant that dharmas are “entries for the denizens of hells.”
Stcherbatsky’s (1927: 131) free translation “The axiom of this Dharani is that all
elements are like the hells” indicates that he understood the sentence as expressing an
equivalence of the hells and all other phenomena.
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world of Yama.”” And they, on account of [their] super-
imposition of the unreal, feel painful feeling, and experience
[imagined] pain in all three bad destinies (apaya).”

“And just as, O Exalted One, I see the hells [as unreal], so [do |
see] hellish pain (duhkha) [as unreal].’”® For example, O Exalted
One, a certain man, asleep, in a dream, experiences’” himself as
gone to hell. There, he would experience himself as cast into a
boiling, glowing iron pot of many fathoms.** Inside it, he would
feel harsh, sharp, acute, agonizing pain; in it, he would ex-
perience mental anguish, he would be afraid, would be terrified,
would fall into [a state of] dread. Then, upon awakening,*®' he

377 %, T’s author glosses yamaloka with pretah (hungry ghosts) (cf. Yonezawa 2004:
124, 141 [fol. 2b3]).

378 Even though PsP Tib and VMD Tib support ms Q’s reading ndham, ms P’s (and
B, J and L’s) caham is preferable on stylistic grounds: Were the negation itself to be
emphasized, na would stand at the beginning of the sentence (right after yatha [= Q]),
but should the stress be on narakan and narakam duhkham, one would expect it to be
placed before pasyami. The fact that it does not stand before pasyami in Q leads one
to suspect that Q’s na is either a scribal mistake or the result of deliberate change. As
stated earlier, PsP Tib has been copied in from VMD Tib.

379 samvjiia covers a broad field of concepts, some of which can be challenging to

find English equivalents for. The two aspects prominent in the present section are
conscious experience (samy jiid in its sense of apperception) and imagining, and the
emphasis on one or the other varies throughout. I translate saiijanite as “experi-
ences” above because the aware experience of being in hell stands in the foreground
at this point, and it is clear that this experience occurs in a dream; one could alterna-
tively consider “imaginarily experiences.”

380 PsP Skt reads anekapaurusayam lohakumbhyam (“into a ... iron pot of many
fathoms”) but PsP Tib reads Icags kyi bum pa skyes bu du ma dang ldan pa (“[into] a
... iron pot with many people in it”). VMD Tib has been corrected to read Icags kyi
bum pa ... ’dom du ma mchis pa’i nang na, which corresponds with PsP Skt. See the
following note. Seyfort Ruegg (2002: 90), taking the Tibetan into consideration,
translates, “There he might conceive of himself as precipitated into a boiling and
fiery iron cauldron large enough for many men.”

381 The VMD citation, which was copied into PsP Tib, presents de de nas sad par
gyur zhing rlom pa dang bcas pas for sa tatra prativibuddhah samanah, with samana
thus interpreted in the sense of “prideful/arrogant.” samanah is, however, here not
intended in its classical meaning. It rather represents a Middle Indian medial present
participle from v'as (“being”) that survived in Buddhist Hybrid Sanskrit; in the
present context it can be translated as “upon” (thus “he, upon awakening”) (cf.
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would cry out, would lament, would wail, ‘Oh, the pain! Oh, the
pain!” His friends, acquaintances and relatives would then
inquire, ‘What is this pain of yours from?’ He would speak to
those friends, acquaintances and relatives thus, ‘I have
experienced the pain of the hells!” He would [then] scold, would
rebuke them [saying], ‘Really!*® I experience the pain of the
hells, and you [go on to] ask me, ‘What is this pain of yours
from?!” Then those friends, acquaintances and relatives would
speak to that man in the [following] way, ‘Ah, [good] fellow,
don’t be afraid, don’t be afraid, for you were sleeping; you did
not depart from this house for somewhere [else].” Once again his
memory would surface [and he would realize:] ‘I was asleep!
This which I assumed [to be happening] is false (vitatha), unreal
(abhiita).” [And] once again he recovers [his] contentedness
(saumanasya).”

“Just as, O Exalted One, that man, through the superimposition
of the unreal (asar), asleep, in a dream, would experience himself
as gone to hell, in exactly the same way, O Exalted One, do all
[spiritually] immature ordinary persons, ensnared by unreal
desire, construct the appearance (nimitta)’®® of a woman. Having

BHSD s.v. samana). The erroneous rlom pa dang bcas pa in the translation of the
VMD relied upon by the PsP Tib translators does not appear in the version of the
sitra found in the Canon or in the sTog, Gondhla and Phug brag collections. This and
other errors and inconsistencies have led me to hypothesize that the PsP translators
relied on an early and unrevised version of the VMD. For more details, see
MacDonald 2015.

382 T understand nama in its sense of indicating anger or censure (cf. Apte s.v. nama,
meaning 7.)

38 The word nimitta in the context of the citation refers to the entity woman in her
entirety, and not, as it does in many other contexts, to a quality or a characteristic
feature of an entity, such as the breasts of a woman (e.g., as in passages in which
monks are advised not to grasp, i.e., give attention to, the female nimitta [= breasts]
because if the nimitta are not grasped, there will be no formation of samjiia in regard
to them and thus no resulting unwholesome mental, verbal or physical action on the
part of the monk). PsP Tib supports this interpretation of nimitta as the entire entity
with bud med la mtshan mar rtog par bgyid. As Schmithausen has noted, the
expression nimitta means first of all “characteristic” (“Merkmal”; he calls attention
to the series of quasi-synonyms yair akarair yair lingair yair nimittaih recorded in
the Astadasasahasrika Prajfiaparamita, ed. E. Conze, Rome 1962: 149.3), but, similar
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constructed the appearance of a woman, they experience
themselves playing amorously with those [women]. The [spirit-
ually] immature ordinary person comes to think thus, ‘I am a
man, this is a woman, this woman is mine.” His mind, inasmuch
as that mind is possessed by yearning and desire (chandaraga),”™
goes in search of enjoyment (bhoga). For that reason he pro-
vokes arguments, quarrels and disputes. Because his [mental]
faculty is corrupted, enmity (vaira) arises in him. He, on account
himself as feeling agonizing pain in the hells for many thousands
of aeons (kalpa).”**

to the way in which dharmas are held to be independent characteristics or states,
without there being a substance bearing them, the nimittas too are often considered to
be independent, and not merely the attributes of their bases, the attribute-bearers (see
his further comments in Schmithausen 1969: 120, n. 67). Erb (1990: 146) comments,
“nimitta wird aber nicht nur fiir rein nominelle Erscheinungen wie Zahlen, Zeitstufen
oder fiir Eigenschaften wie subha, stri, purusa usw. verwendet, sondern bezeichnet
auch durchaus konkretere Gegenstinde: RA Vers 91-92; MMK XXV.24ab:
sarvopalambhopasamah; Paraphrase dazu in Pras. S. 538.5: iha hi sarvesam
prapaiicanam nimittanam ya upasamo ...”. See, similarly, YSV on YS 6cd (srid pa
yongs su shes pa ni | mya ngan ’das shes brjod pa yin |)), where it is stated in regard
to the thorough knowledge of existence, i.e., the knowledge that [occurs] in the mode
of thorough non-knowledge of existence’s being without arising, that “de nyid
mtshan ma thams cad rab tu zhi ba’i ngo bo yin pas” (“just that has the nature of the
calming of all appearances”; cp. Scherrer-Schaub’s translation “C’est elle qui
constitue la forme (ngo ba) de ’apaisement de toutes les déterminations (mtshan ma
= nimitta) [qui caractérisent les objects de la connaissance empirique].” See YSV 4
37.23-25; YSV,, 147. *LT’s author interprets strinimitta to mean the fact of being
endowed with the characteristics of a woman, such as the mouth/face: strinimittam
mukhadivaisistyam (cf. Yonezawa 2004: 124, 141 [fol. 2b3]).

3% De La Vallée Poussin takes note of a scholastic definition of chanda and raga
recorded in the AKVy: apraptesu visayesu prarthana chandah praptesu ragah (PsP,
52, n. 3). I believe that the sitra cited above intends the two as quasi-synonyms.

38 As earlier in the same VMD citation, samana is translated as rlom pa dang bcas
pa. See n. 381.

386 Seyfort Ruegg (2002: 91) appears to assume that the desirous man just described
is the same man who dreamed he went to hell: “And, with this conceptual
misapprehension (samjiiaviparyasa), he conceives of himself as, being dead, feeling a
sensation of pain in hells for many thousands of aeons. For example, Lord, his
friends, relations and kinsmen address this man as follows: “Do not fear, good fellow
do not fear! You were asleep, you have gone nowhere outside this house.” The two



PRASANNAPADA CHAPTER ONE 195

“Just as, O Exalted One, the friends, acquaintances and relatives
of that man [who dreamed he went to hell] speak thus, ‘Ah,
[good] fellow, do not be afraid, do not be afraid, for you were
sleeping; you did not depart from this house for somewhere
[else],” in just the same way, O Exalted One, do the Buddhas, the
Exalted Ones, teach the Doctrine to beings who are mistaken due
to an error of the mind (cittaviparyasaviparyasta) thus: ‘There is
no woman (str7) here, there is no man (purusa), no being (sattva),
no living being (jiva), no individual (purusa), no person
(pudgala).®®” All these phenomena (dharma) are untrue (vitatha),
all these phenomena are inexistent (asat). All these phenomena
are fabricated (vithapita); like a magical illusion are all these
phenomena, like a dream are all these phenomena, like magically
created [things] are all these phenomena, like the moon
[reflected] in water are all these phenomena,’” and so on in detail.
They, having heard this the Tathagata’s teaching of the Doctrine,
see all phenomena as [things] for which desire (rdga) has faded,
they see all phenomena as [things] in regard to which hatred
(dosa) has faded, they see all phenomena as [things] with regard
to which disorientation (moha) has faded, as without own-being,
without obstruction (anavarana). They die with the mind situated

men are not identical: the first only dreamed he went to hell, but the second actually
did end up in hell. Because the latter believes in the reality of things, he does feel
agonizing pain in hell; it is stated that he “imagines” himself as feeling the agonizing
pain only because all things, from heaven and heavenly pleasure to hell and hellish
pain are imagined by spiritually immature beings. The introduction to the paragraph
makes clear that the experience of ordinary persons is being compared to a dream.

37 Given that in the present passage the references to purusa and stri suggest that a
negation of conventional concepts is primary, I translate the second occurrence of
purusa in the sentence as “individual” and not as “soul,” and also pudgala as
“person,” not as “[enduring, holistic] person.” I also assume that jiva is merely
intended as equivalent to satfva and therefore in the present context means “living
being,” as opposed to “life principle” and thus “soul.” However, the Sravakas
listening to or reading the sitra’s statements would probably also make an
association with the traditional negation of metaphysical entities like “soul” and
“[enduring, holistic] person.”
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in space.” After death they enter the sphere of nirvana without
remainder. [It is] in this way, [i.e., arisen from conceptuality and
thus like a dream, etc.,] that I, O Exalted One, see the hells.”

§80. And it is stated in the Noble Upalipariprccha,*®

The peril of hell I have shown — many thousands of beings have
become upset.*”

But there exists in this world no being®' who, having died, goes
to a horrific bad destiny.

38+ T glosses akasasthitena with analambanena (cf. Yonezawa 2004: 124, 141 [fol.
2b3]).

3% Candrakirti cites Upalipariprccha 67-70. The same verses are cited again at PsP,
191.2-9 and PsP; 234.10 (de La Vallée Poussin does not reproduce the Sanskrit for
the final citation and instead refers back to the previous two). Python (1973: XI)
writes, “Les abondantes citations de 1’Upali® prouvent son autorité aussi bien pour le
Vinaya mahayaniste—dont il parait étre le texte de base—que pour la doctrine méta-
physique du Madhyamika: il est cité par Candrakirti presque autant que le Samadhi-
rajasiitra.” Sanskrit (based on PsP;) and Tibetan in Python 1973: 59f., translation
128f. PsP Tib’s citation has been copied in from the premade Upalipariprccha Tib
translation. The PsP’s citations of the verses are translated in Stcherbatsky 1927:
133; May 1959: 156f.; Schayer 1931: 22f., Seyfort Ruegg 2002: 92f. The sitra forms
part of the larger Ratnakiita collection. The Sanskrit for the text exists only in
fragments and citations which, according to Python (1973: 1), cover approximately a
third of the work. The PsP provides the only known Sanskrit for verses 67-70; thus
again the importance of the readings attested in our manuscripts.

%0 1 translate darsita as “shown” (and not as “taught,” as the Tibetan and other
translators have) because it is possible that the author of the sitra wanted to convey
the idea that a terrifying vision of hell had been created by the Buddha (cf. also
Seyfort Ruegg 2002: 92). Stcherbatsky (1927: 133) takes darsita as a non-causative
form and translates, “I have seen the many terrors of the hell, by which thousands of
creatures are tormented”; similarly Schayer (1931: 22): “Ich habe manche
Hollenschrecken geschaut, von denen Tausende von Wesen gequilt werden.” The
first line of PsP Tib and Upalipariprccha Tib reads sems dmyal ’jigs pa nga yis bstan
byas te. May (1959: 156): “J’ai enseigné la terreur de 1’enfer: bien des milliers
d’étres en sont bouleversés.” Python (1973: 128): “Bien qu’a mon enseignement sur
les terreurs des enfers [d]es milliers et des milliers d’étres sont accablés.” Lang
(2001: 239): “I have explained the fear of hell. A hundred beings have trembled, not
[just] one.” Seyfort Ruegg (2002: 92): “Hellish (nairayika = sems dmyal) fear was
shown by me, and thousands of sentient beings fell into shock.” I understand bhaya,
which means “fear” but also what one is afraid of, i.e., “danger,” as intended here in
the latter sense (“danger, risk, hazard”; cf. Apte s.v. bhayam #3).
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Nor do the torturers®? [in hell], by whom swords, lances and
daggers are used, exist.*”

Yet by the power of [mental] construction one sees there, in a
bad existence, those daggers plunge down on the body.**

%1 PsP Tib, Upalipariprccha Tib: gang dag shi ’phos ngan song drag ’gro ba’i || *gro
ba de dag nam yang yod ma yin || for na ca vidyati kasciha (to be understood as
kasc’iha) satvo yo cyutu gacchati ghoram apayam |. The translators of Upalipari-
prccha Tib may have read karhi ta sattva instead of kasciha satvo, or possibly karhi
sa satvo (their dag indicating a collective understanding of the singular).

392 Python (cf. 1973: 128, n. 6) emends karaku karana to karanakaraka on the basis
of the Upalipariprccha Tib (gnod pa byed pa) and Chinese, noting that the final a of
karana has been dropped metri causa. (On karana “torture,” “torment,” cf. BHSD
S.v. karana, and Gustav Roth, Bhiksuni-Vinaya. Manual of Discipline for Buddhist
Nuns, Tibetan Sanskrit Works Series XII. Patna: K.P. Jayaswal Research Institute,
1970, p. 130 § 154). The reading karakakarana as found in ms Q and in all three
instances of the citation in ms P, as well as in D, J and L (ms B reads karaka-
karanam), may have entered the PsP ms tradition due to a scribe’s unintentional
transposition of karaka and karana or because someone understood karana in the
sense of “cause” and not as karana (“torture”) and felt karaka should stand in first
position (but should we assume that the person responsible for the change also
located and “corrected” the other two instances later in the PsP?). May (1959: 156)
translates following PsP;: “Il n’y a ni agent ni cause qui produise épées, javelots,
couteaux.” Stcherbatsky (1927: 133) attempts to deal with the problematic text by
translating, “There are there no swords, no arrows and no spears, by which torture is
inflicted” (Schayer [1931: 23] translates similarly). Lang (2001: 239), also reading
karakakarana, translates: “There are no instruments [of torture] and no agents who
brandish knives, spears, and swords.” Seyfort Ruegg (2002: 92): “There are no
slaughterers [?] by whom swords, javelins and knives are brandished.” See the
following note.

393 The pada reads yehi krta asitomarasastrah. 1 tend to doubt that the author intended
to lay stress on the idea that the torturers made their weapons and thus assume that
asi, etc., plus ¥ kr should be understood along the lines of astrani vkr (MW s.v. Vkr)
“to practice the use of weapons.” See also, e.g., bhesajjam karoti (ctf. CPD s.v. karo-
ti), which may, in addition to “to prepare medicine,” mean “to treat with medicine.”
The Tibetan presents gang dag ral gri mda’ chen mtshon ’byin pa’i ||; *byin pa can
also mean “to pull out (a sword).”

394 PsP Tib, Upalipariprccha Tib: rtog pa’i dbang gis ngan song de dag na || lus la
’bab mthong de na mtshon cha med ||. Stcherbatsky (1927: 133) and Schayer (1931:
23) translate following the Tibetan: “... there are no real weapons”; “... diese Waffen
existieren nicht.” PsP, presents ... patanti apayita Sastrah, which Python corrects to
apayi ta (= apaye te). Python (1973: 128, n. 8) considers Upalipariprccha Tib to be
translating apayitah “ceux qui sont entrés dan les enfers” and that de La Vallée
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Adorned®” with multi-coloured, delightful flowers,”® lovely
golden palaces shine [in the heavenly realms],

[Yet] for these, too, there is not some agent here; and these too
have been set up by the power of [mental] construction.

By the force of [mental] construction the world is conceptual-
ized; through grasping at ideation a [spiritually] immature
[person] is conceptualized;*’

Poussin was influenced by the Tibetan; de La Vallée Poussin (PsP; 53, n. 6), how-
ever, retranslates PsP Tib for the verse (very literally) as ye asi-tomara-Sastra-
ksepana-apaghata-karakah, [te] na santi; kalpavasena durgatisu tasu kaye patanti
[Sastrani] paSyati; tatra Sastrani na santi. 1 doubt that the difference between the
Tibetan and Sanskrit was so extreme; perhaps the Tibetan is a result of apayi ta
Sastrah having been read as apayi na Sastrah.

%5 All the manuscripts attest samjiiita, I presume a wrong reading for sajjita, given
that jj of sajjita could be easily confused with—at least in old Nepalese and forms of
old Bengali script—graphically similar jii. sajjita must be based on v sajj (cf. MW
s.v. sajjita: fastened or attached to; equipped, prepared; ornamented), whereas Tib’s
kha bye seems to be based on a form like phullita. PsP Tib, Upalipariprccha Tib: sna
tshogs yid dga’ me tog kha bye zhing | gser gyi khang mchog ’bar ba yid *ong ba ||.
Stcherbatsky (1927: 133): (And in the heavens) delightful golden palaces decorated
with beautiful variegated flowers appear before us.” Schayer (1931: 23): “[Und im
Himmel] erscheinen schone, goldene Paldste, geschmiickt mit lieblichen, bunten
Blumen.” May (1959: 156): “[Dans les paradis,] de beaux chateaux dorés étincellent,
ou s’épanouissent d’exquises fleurs multicolores.” Python (1973: 129): “Des fleurs
de toutes couleurs, plaisantes, épanouies, (Avec) des palais d’or attrayants qui
resplendissent: Pour ces choses ... .” Seyfort Ruegg (2002: 92): “Lovely golden
pavilions shine, with bright and charming flowers blooming.”

%6 In accord with de La Vallée Poussin, Python and Upalipariprccha Tib, I have
emended the manuscripts’ sresthah to puspah (the confusion/change is paleo-
graphically explainable), although sresthah is not metrically impossible if it is read as
S.esthah (cp. g,aho, i.e., gaho) The compound is difficult to explain, especially
because even with puspah one expects °puspasajjitah, not °sajjitapuspah; was the
order reversed for the sake of the metre?

%7 One is tempted to translate vikalpitu bala as “the [spiritually] immature [person]
conceptualizes,” but this would demand understanding vikalpitu (= vikalpita) in an
active sense, and thus differently than in pada a, where it has its usual passive sense
(Seyfort Ruegg [2002: 92f.] translates both vikalpitus actively). PsP Tib (=
Upalipariprccha Tib), however, has rtog pa’i dbang gis ’jig rten rnam brtags te || 'du
shes ’dzin pas byis pa rnam par phye |. The Chinese (T 12.325: 42a5) translates
“Clinging to saiijiia makes immature persons wander around [in samsara?].” May
(1959: 156f.): “par la force de I’imagination, le vulgaire hypostasie; par croyance en




PRASANNAPADA CHAPTER ONE 199

But that grasping is non-grasping, unreal;**® for conceptuality is
similar to a magical illusion and a mirage.

Thus in this way it is established that things with an unreal own-
being, which are fabricated by [one’s] own [subjective] error, become
causes of defilement for the [spiritually] immature in samsara.

And the way in which things with a false own-being are causes of
defilement and purification should be determined in detail from the
Madhyamakavatara.*”

(son) aperception, le simple différencie.” Cp. Lang (2001: 239): “A fool is
conceptualized through grasping at ideas.”

398 All other translators of the verse have understood the intent of so ca gaho agaho
asabhiito to be that grasping and non-grasping are unreal, e.g., Python (1973: 129):
“Mais appréhension et non-appréhension sont sans existence propre”; Seyfort Ruegg
(2002: 93): “unarisen (asadbhiito = ’byun min te) is this grasping (graha) and non-
grasping (agraha).” The Upalipariprccha Tib translator understood the statement in
the same way: ’dzin dang ’dzin med de yang ’byung min te |. It would seem, however,
that the sitra author only intends to convey the message that the realms of existence
and all grasping at them is unreal; whether non-grasping as well is unreal is in the
present context irrelevant.

%9 Candrakirti may have in mind, among other passages, the section in the MABh
which commences with an opponent asserting that when attachment (*abhinivesa) to
real existence is being cut off, the fearful person is inevitably attached to the truth of
worldly practice (vyavahara), because he thinks that the cause of defilement and
purification necessarily arises with some substantial own-being (ci ste yang de ltar
dngos po la mngon par zhen pa’i bdog pa thams cad kun nas gcod pa na bred sha
thon pa tha snyad kyi bden pa la mngon par zhen pa 'di gang zhig kun nas nyon
mongs pa dang rnam par byang ba’i rgyur gyur pa rdzas kyi bdag nyid 'ga’ zhig skye
bar ’gyur bar bya dgos so zhes smra na | (MABh,, 122.7-11). De La Vallée Poussin,
who has not understood that bred sha thon pa refers to a person, translates: “Mais,
dira-t-on, cette adhésion (abhinivesa) a la vérité pratique, qui expulse crainte et désir
quand on abandonne tous ses biens,—et qui est adhésion aus choses,—qui, en
général, est cause de souillure (samklesa) et de purification (vyavadana), il est
nécessaire qu’elle naisse avec quelque réalit¢” (MABh, 1910: 315). Candrakirti
responds (MA VI1.36) that arising from self or other on the level of worldly practice
is not tenable for the same reasons it is not tenable with regard to the ultimate. After
explaining that all things arise from causal complexes and are thus, like mirages, etc.,
which arise from causal complexes, empty of own-being, he focusses the discussion
on karmic causality, with the aim of demonstrating that even without acceptance of
the reality of karmic acts and their fruits—and especially without unnecessary
constructs like the alayavijiiana of the Yogacara school, aviprandsa (rejected
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§81. At this point [the opponent] says, “If things do not arise from
self, from other, from both or without a cause, then why did the
Exalted One say, ‘With ignorance as condition (avidyapratyaya), the
impulses (samskara) [come to be]’ 27"

Reply: This is the surface [level] (samvrti), not true reality (tattva).
§82. [Question:] Is it, [in the case] of the surface level,*! not neces-
sary to point out how it is established [i.e., in terms of svatah, etc.]?

[Answer:] The surface [level’s] establishment (siddhi) through mere
conditionality (idampratyayatamatra) is accepted [by us]; not,
however, [an establishment] through acceptance of the four-fold
position (paksacatustaya), because [that] would entail [our admitting]
a doctrine [which posits that things are] endowed with own-being
(sasvabhavavada), and because that [acceptance of any of the four
positions] is inappropriate. For when mere conditionality is accepted,
owing to the mutual reliance (anyonyapeksa) of cause (hetu) and
effect (phala), there is no establishment implying own-being (svabha-
viki siddhih).*”* Thus, a doctrine [whereby things are posited as]
endowed with own-being is not [maintained by us].

ultimately but accepted on the surface level by Nagarjuna; cf. MMK XVII.13-20),
and prapti of the Sarvastivadins—karmic retribution is possible. In the course of the
discussion, Candrakirti cites the Bhavasamkrantisiitra’s example of a great king who
dreams of being with a beautiful woman and who later, awake, remembering her,
becomes obsessed with her and tortured by his loss. In the same way, the sitra con-
tinues, do ordinary persons, having seen [unreal] objects, become attached to them,
develop desire for them, and confer energy (*abhisam(s)Y kr) to actions arising from
desire, hatred and disorientation by way of their body, voice and mind (cf. MABh,,
127.17-128.13).

400 Cf. §71 and n. 300.

41 Or: “Is it, [in the case] of [dependent-arising on] the surface level, not necessary

99

402 Candrakirti clarifies that on the surface level things “exist” only through their

being conditioned by something else, exemplifying this by way of the mutual
reliance (anyonyapeksa) of cause and effect. Mutual reliance is in fact the second of
the three meanings ascribed by Candrakirti to the word samvrti (PsP, 492.11):
parasparasambhavanam va samvrtir anyonyasamasrayenety arthah “Or, samvrti is
reciprocal coming into being; [this] means [coming into being] by way of mutual
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Just on account of that [Nagarjuna] has stated,

Logicians (tarkika) maintain that suffering (duhkha) is created by
self (svayankrtam), created by other, created by both, [created]

relation/contingence.” On the possible logic behind statements in Nagarjuna’s MMK
which demand the reciprocal existence of, e.g., cause and effect, and yet reject the
real existence of such mutually reliant entities, see Oetke 1990. According to Oetke
(ibid., 103), who proposes a “condition-merger-hypothesis”, real existence is shown
by Nagarjuna to be impossible when atemporal logical conditions, such as those of
cause and effect—where the concept of cause logically requires the concept of effect,
and vice-versa (thus mutual dependence)—are assimilated to, applied to, temporal
“real” conditions, since the “real”—in the case of cause and effect also “causal”—
conditions can be demonstrated to not admit of the temporally prior existence of any
one of the (pair, triad, etc., of) conditions under consideration. MMK VIIL.12 is
included in the verses cited after the present paragraph because its presentation of the
pair action (karma) and agent (karaka) confirms Candrakirti’s claim that mere
mutual reliance is the only mode of establishment that can be acknowledged on the
surface level. As Candrakirti points out in his introduction to this same eighth-
chapter karika, the surface level attains, when one acquiesces to worldly subjective
error, its “establishment” exclusively through the acceptance of the mere condi-
tionality of surface level things, which are similar to water in a mirage (PsP; 189.1-3:
... laukikam viparyasam abhyupetya samvrtanam padarthanam maricikajalakalpanam
idampratyayatamatrabhyupagamenaiva). For Candrakirti’s explanation of the
meaning of samvrti and also of samvrtisatya, see additionally MA VI.28 and its
commentary. In the context of responding to an opponent who argues that the
Madhyamika, in rejecting arising from self or other, actually asserts only one level of
truth, and not two, Candrakirti replies that although this lack of reality of things on
the surface level does indeed imply that there is in fact only one level of truth, the
surface truth, unanalyzed and in conformity with the world, is accepted because it is
the means for entering into ultimate truth (cf. MABh,, 119.14-120.4: ci ste de ltar mi
’dod na ni bden pa gnyis ci ste brjod de | bden pa gcig kho nar "gyur ro || ... ’di la
bshad par bya ste | ’di bden mod kyi don dam par na bden pa gnyis yod pa ma yin te |
dge slong dag bden pa dam pa ’di ni gcig ste | ... de’i phyir kun rdzob kyi bden pa
gang yin pa de ni don dam pa’i bden pa la ’jug par bya ba’i thabs yin pa’i phyir |
bdag dang gzhan dag las skye ba ma dpyad par ’jig rten pa’i lugs kyis khas len par
byed pa yin no |)). Shortly thereafter Candrakirti states that one should merely accept
that which the world thinks, namely, “When this is present, this comes to be”
(MABh,, 120.15-17: ’jig rten pas yongs su mthong ba ’di yod na ’di "byung ngo zhes
bya ba ’di tsam zhig gzhan la rag las pa’i ’jug pa’i sgo nas khas blang bar bya ste |;
de La Vallée Poussin tentatively reconstructs gzhan la rag las pa’i ’jug pa’i sgo nas
as paradhinavrttidvarena and translates “subordonnant ainsi sa maniere de faire au
prochain” [MABh, 1910: 314]). On idampratyayata, see n. 85. For comments on the
argumentation in MMK VIII, see Bhattacharya 1981.
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without cause. You, however, have [merely] stated that it
originates in dependence (pratityaja).*”

Also here [in the Madhyamakasastra he] will say,

403 Candrakirti cites Lokatitastava 21: svayarnkrtam parakrtam dvabhyam krtam ahe-
tukam | tarkikair isyate duhkham tvaya titktam pratityajam |. Sanskrit, Tibetan and
translation in Lindtner 1982b: 134f. Nagarjuna devotes MMK XII to a refutation of
suffering created by self, other, both, and without a cause (suffering is explicated by
Candrakirti as being the five appropriated skandhas). Candrakirti again cites
Lokatitastava 21 in his commentary on the final karika of MMK XII, again in the
context of a response to a questioner who has asked what kind of establishment
suffering and external things might have if they are not possible in any of the four
ways. He answers: ... tasmat svabhavato na santi duhkhadinity avasiyate | atha
viparyasamatralabdhatmasattakaya duhkhadisamvrteh pratityasamutpadavyavastha
mrgyate tada karmakarakapariksaprakaranavihitavidhina yathoditapaksacatustaya-
tiraskarenedampratyayatamatrarthapratityasamutpadasiddhya siddhir abhyupeya |.
“... Therefore, it is ascertained that suffering, etc., do not exist by own-being. But if
a determination of the dependent-arising of surface [level things] such as suffering—
the existence of which is arrived at through mere [subjective] error—be sought, then
one ought to maintain an establishment according to the manner prescribed in the
chapter on the examination of act and agent, [i.e.,] without the stated four-fold posi-
tion, that is, by way of the establishment of dependent-arising in the meaning of mere
conditionality” (PsP; 234.3-6; the Lokatitastava verse is cited immediately after this
statement).

Discussions that consider the way in which suffering arises occur already in the
Canon. Cp. SN I1.19-21, where the Buddha explains to Kassapa, who has asked if
suffering is self-made, made by other, made by both, or fortuitously comes into
being, that if one thinks the person who acts is the same as the person who experi-
ences the result of actions [in the next life], one maintains self-created suffering and
thereby holds an eternalistic view. If one thinks the actor and experiencer are differ-
ent persons, one holds the view of annihilation. The Tathagata, he states, without
veering toward either extreme, teaches the Dhamma by way of the middle: “With
ignorance as condition, the impulses [come to be]; with the impulses as condition,
consciousness comes to be ... such is the origin of this whole mass of suffering” (...
Ete te Kassapa ubho ante anupagamma majjhena Tathagato dhammam deseti ||
Avijjapaccaya sankhara ...). See also the following sutta’s (SN I1.22f.) similar ex-
planation in regard to pain and pleasure (sukhadukkha) and SN I1.112f. for the
dismissal of aging and death—down to consciousness and name and form—as arisen
from self, other, both or fortuitously. It is stated at SN I1.33ff. that “some ascetics and
brahmins, proponents of kamma” (samanabrahmana kammavada) are holders of one
or another of the four views in regard to suffering. These Canonical discussions of
course presume the real existence of the respective links of dependent-arising.
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In dependence on action (karma), an agent (karaka) [exists], and
dependent on that agent
Action comes to be. We do not see another cause of establish-
ment (siddhikarana).*

Just this much has been stated by the Exalted One, too: “As concerns
this, this is the conventional explanation of things (dharmasarketa),

404 Candrakirti cites MMK VIIL.12: pratitya karakah karma tam pratitya ca karakam |
karma pravartate nanyat pasyamah siddhikaranam ||. Candrakirti cites the same
karika in his MABh in the comparable context of responding to an opponent who has
asked how the surface-level arising of consciousness, etc., and a sprout, etc., from
respectively ignorance and the impulses, and a seed, is determinable if arising from
self, other, both and without a cause is negated from the point of view of both the
surface and ultimate levels (cf. MABh, 226.1-4; MABh, 1911: 276). There
Candrakirti states that one bases oneself on just the principle “’di la brten nas ’di
byung ba zhig” (Yidam pratityedam bhavati) (MABh,, 226.14-15); for when one
explains dependent-arising which consists in mere conditionality, not only are the
concepts of arising without a cause, etc., impossible, but also other concepts such as
eternity and annihilation, permanence and impermanence, etc., are completely
impossible (de ltar rkyen nyid ’di pa tsam gyi rten cing ’brel par "byung ba bshad pa
na | rgyu med par skye ba la sogs pa’i rtog pa 'di dag mi srid pa ’ba’ zhig tu ma zad
kyi | rtag pa dang chad pa dang rtag pa dang mi rtag pa dang dngos po dang dngos
po med pa gnyis la sogs pa rtog pa gzhan dag kyang mi srid pa nyid do | [MABh_,
227.14-18; MABh,, 1911: 277f.]).

Candrakirti’s commentary on the following karika (MMK XII.9) makes clear that the
mutual reliance deemed by him to allow for a so-called establishment of the surface
level is to be related to mutually reliant pairs; it in no way implies dependence on a
“causal nexus” or even the interdependence of all things, an idea that is bereft of any
textual support but still propagated by a number of scholars—and applied to the
ultimate level(!): PsP, 190.5-8: karmakarakopadeyopadatrvyatirikta ye ’nye bhava
Jjanyajanakagantrgamanadrastavyadarsanalaksyalaksanotpadyotpadakah
tathavayavavayavigunagunipramanaprameyadayo niravasesa bhavas tesam kartr-
karmavicarena svabhavato ’stitvam pratisidhya parasparapeksikim eva siddhim
prajiio nirmumuksur jatijaramaranadibandhanebhyo moksaya vibhavayet || “The
intelligent person who wants release [from samsara], having refuted—by way of the
analysis of act and agent—the existence by own-being of other things, i.e., [things]
other than act and agent, appropriated and appropriator, [things, that is, such as] the
originated and the originator, goer and [act of] going, what is seen and sight, what is
characterized and characteristic, that produced and producer [and] similarly, part and
whole, quality and qualificand, means of valid cognition and what is cognized, and so
forth, [in short,] all things, should regard, for the sake of release from the bonds of
birth, old age and death, their establishment to be solely one of mutual reliance.”
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namely, ‘When this is present, that comes to be, from the arising of
this, that arises,” namely, ‘with ignorance as condition, the impulses
[come to be], with the impulses as condition, consciousness [comes to
be]’.”405

§83. At this point, certain [Naiyayika opponents] critique:**®

495 The same citation occurs at MABh,, 226.16-18: ji skad du bcom ldan 'das kyis de
la chos kyi brda ni ’di yin te | °di lta ste | ’di yod na ’di "byung | ’di skyes pas ’di skye
ste | gang ’di ma rig pa’i rkyen gyis du byed rnams zhes bya ba la sogs pa gsungs
so|. De La Vallée Poussin identifies the MABh citation as an extract from the
Paramarthastunyatasiitra, noting that a version of the extract occurs in the BCAP and
that the beginning of the version of the citation as found in the BCAP is cited in the
Sutralamkara and that the s#tra is identified there by name (cf. MABh,, 1911: 277, n.
2). Mahayanasutralankara (ed. Sylvain Lévi, Paris 1907: 158.20-22): paramartha-
Sanyatayam asti karmasti vipakah karakas tu nopalabhyate ya imams ca skandhan
niksipati anyams ca skandhan pratisamdadhati | anyatra dharmasamketad iti desitam
|. BCAP 474.15-18: uktam caitad bhagavata | iti hi bhiksavo ’sti karma | asti phalam |
karakas tu nopalabhyate ya iman skandhan vijahati | anyams ca skandhan upadatte |
anyatra dharmasamketat | atrayam dharmasamketo yad asmin sati idam bhavaty
asyotpadad idam utpadyata iti |.

406 Candrakirti does not name the opponents. *LT’s author neither identifies the op-
ponents nor comments on any of the words or phrases in the citation. Most scholars
who have translated or studied this section of the PsP assign the critique to Dignaga
and/or representatives of the Buddhist logical-epistemological school; some others
consider the opponent to be Bhaviveka.

The ascription to Dignaga of the view, expressed at three different points in the
objection, that all things exist, is unacceptable. Dignaga would have been fully aware
that the Madhyamaka negation of things is made from the point of view of the
ultimate, and he would not have engaged with his fellow Mahayanists in a debate
focussed on the final nature of things in which he would utter pronouncements
incongruous with his own Yogacara stance. Dignaga shares with the Madhyamikas
the view that worldly things exist only on the surface level and are actually unreal,
differing from them primarily in maintaining that ultimately nothing but self-
cognizing consciousness exists. In encounters where the topic of conversation was
the ultimate status of things, the declaration sarvabhavah santi would have been as
sharply denounced by him as it was by the Madhyamikas.

Although a passage with the exact wording of the objection could not be located, I
have been able to find similar, but less elaborated, versions of the objection’s
arguments at two places in Uddyotakara’s NV (NV on NS IV.1.40 and NV on NS
IV.2.27) and in one passage in Paksilasvamin Vatsyayana’s NBh (NBh on NS
1V.2.30). Uddyotakara, for example, in his commentary on NS IV.2.27, critiques the
opponent’s assertion that all things are not possible by stating: sarvabhavanupapattir
iti ca bruvanah pramanam paryanuyojyah | yadi pramanam braviti, vyahatam bhava-
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Does this ascertainment (niscaya), namely, “things have not
arisen” (anutpanna bhava iti)* stem from a means of valid
cognition (pramanaja) or does it not stem from a means of valid
cognition (apramanaja)?*® Among those [two alternatives], if it
is maintained that it stems from a means of valid cognition, then
this needs to be disclosed [by you]: How many means of valid
cognition are there? What characteristics (laksana) do they have?
What are their objects (visaya)? Have they arisen from self?
[Have they arisen] from other, from both, or [have they arisen]

ti| atha na bravity artho ’sya na sidhyati pramanabhavat | athapramaniki siddhih
sarvabhavanam upapattir ity asya kasman na siddhih | (cf. NV 487.17-488.1). For the
NV on NS IV.1.40, the NBh passage and further details, see below Appendix XI. See
also MacDonald 2011.

It is interesting but not surprising that Candrakirti takes time to deflect the Naiyayika
critique given the school’s long history of attacking the Madhyamikas; the fact that
Uddyotakara’s lifetime may have intersected with his own might also have played a
role (Steinkellner [1961: 153] has suggested 550-610 for Uddyotakara’s lifetime).
Given that Candrakirti does on occasion slightly alter the wording of passages he is
citing from the sastras of others, it is possible that he relied on the arguments in
Vatsyayana’s and/or Uddyotakara’s commentaries and revamped them to suit his
own agenda. On the other hand, it is possible that Candrakirti had at his disposal
another Nyaya text that contained this more extensive, fleshed-out version of the
well-known and frequently utilized critique. If this is the case, the PsP has preserved
for us a lengthy citation from a lost Nyaya treatise.

The transition in the PsP from the discussion with the Naiyayika to the longer one
with Dignaga is in fact quite clear, or at least would have been for the philosophers
making up Candrakirti’s audience. His explanation of the purpose of the MMK, a
response to the final critique in the above objection, neatly winds up the discussion,
and his new opponent’s reference to the “treatise” (sastra) in which worldly dealing
with means of cognition and that which is cognized is topical unambiguously
announces that the confrontation with the Yogacara proponent Dignaga and his
influential work, the PS, has begun.

“7 The Naiyayika opponent may be referring with anutpanna bhavah iti to the
declaration of a specific Madhyamika, or may consider it to represent the Madhya-
maka view in general. It is is possible that the reference is specifically to MMK I.1°s
na ... utpanna ... vidyate bhavah.

48 Tib takes only pramana as the scope for the negation and thus translates
apramanaja as tshad ma ma yin pa las skyes pa. The next occurrence of apramanaja
has also been translated this way.
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without a cause?*” But if [you maintain that this ascertainment]
does not stem from a means of valid cognition, [we will respond
that] that [ascertainment derived in such a way] is not tenable,
because the apprehension of an object of valid cognition (pra-
meyadhigama) relies on a means of valid cognition (prama-
nadhina); for a thing / state of affairs that has not [yet] been
apprehended cannot be apprehended without [one or another of]
the means of valid cognition. Thus, when there is no apprehen-
sion of a thing / state of affairs on account of the non-existence
of means of valid cognition, how [can] that [sort of ascertain-
ment be] for you a reasonable ascertainment? Therefore, this
[claim that] things have not arisen is not tenable. Or, [alterna-
tively,] on the basis of exactly that [same non-reliance on a
means of valid cognition] owing to which the ascertainment that
things have not arisen may occur for you, [there may occur]
also/equally for me [the ascertainment] that all things exist.*"’

499 It goes without saying that the Madhyamika will reject this first alternative which
demands acceptance of the arising of means of valid cognition from one of the four
alternatives. Cf. VV 51: naiva svatah prasiddhir na parasparatah parapramanair va |
na bhavati na ca prameyair na capy akasmat pramananam || (VV, 72).

410 Cf. n. 406 and Appendix XI for the argument as set forth by Uddyotakara. Cf. the
comparable argumentative style in VV 18: yadi cahetoh siddhih svabhavavinivarta-
nasya te bhavati || svabhavyasyastitvam mamapi nirhetukam siddham |. The commen-
tary reads (VV, 53): atha manyase nirhetuki siddhir nihsvabhavatvasya bhavanam iti
yatha tava svabhavavinivartanam nirhetukam siddham tatha mamapi svabhava-
sadbhavo nirhetukah siddhah |.

Garfield’s (2008: 512, n. 8) translation (from the Tibetan) of the latter half of the
objection, starting with the present one, is problematic. The construction gang las ...
’di nyid las (in the sentence yang na khyed kyi dngos po rnams skye ba med do zhes
bya ba’i nges pa 'di gang las gyur pa ’di nyid las nga’i dngos po thams cad yod pa
yin no zhes bya ba yang yin la |), which translates yatah ... tata eva, certainly does
not mean “to the extent that.” The following sentence’s nga’i ... yang—for
mamapi—(the sentence reads: yang ji ltar khyod kyi dngos po thams cad skye ba med
do zhes bya ba’i nges pa ’dir 'gyur ba de kho na ltar nga’i dngos po thams cad skye
bar yang ’gyur ro |)) has been incorrectly construed by Garfield (ibid.) with dngos po
thams cad, which has resulted in the unusual translation “In the same way that you
are certain of your statement ‘all phenomena are unarisen’ I can be certain that all of
my phenomena are arisen.” The final sentence des na dngos po thams cad bkag pa
med par yod pa yin no, translating iti santy apratisiddhah sarvabhavah, has also been
wrongly translated as “Therefore, the existence of no entities has been refuted!”
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And just as there is this ascertainment for you that all things have
not arisen, so indeed can there also be for me the arising of all
things. But if this ascertainment that all things have not arisen
does not exist for you,""' then, because it is impossible to con-
vince another of something that has not been ascertained by
oneself,** undertaking the [Madhyamaka-]treatise would be
absolutely pointless. Thus, all things, unrefuted, do exist.

Reply: If something called ascertainment existed for us,*” it would

either stem from valid cognition or not stem from valid cognition.
But [it] does not exist. Why [not]? According to our system (iha), if
non-ascertainment (aniscaya) were possible, there might be its
counterpart (pratipaksa), [i.e.,] the ascertainment which relies on that
[non-ascertainment].*"* Yet when, first of all, [that] very non-

41 Tt should be noted that with this third alternative the opponent is not assuming that
the Madhyamika now retreats and retracts his assertion, i.e., denies that he has
ascertained the true status of things, as Dan Arnold’s translation of the first part of
the sentence leads one to presume: “Or [perhaps you will say] you have no certainty
[to the effect that] ‘all existents are unproduced.’ In that case, ...” (cf. Arnold 2005b:
420; 2005a: 146). Garfield (2008: 512, n. 8) follows the same interpretation: “If,
however, you,[sic] have no certainty about the idea that all phenomena are unarisen
....7. Seyfort Ruegg’s (2002: 96) translation is worded more ambiguously: “But if,
for you, there is no ascertainment that all entities are unoriginated, ...”. In fact, the
opponent is allowing the Madhyamika to maintain his view of the non-existence of
the physical, linguistic and conceptual components of the world (note the placement
of asti) but, putting an elegant twist on things, points out the devastating consequence
that the Madhyamika’s insistence on consistency entails.

412 Tib interprets niscitasya as a subjective genitive indicating the person: de’i tshe
rang nyid kyis kyang ma nges pas gzhan khong du chud par byed pa mi srid pa’i phyir
... (“then, because it is not possible for someone who himself does not have any cer-
tainty to convince another ...”).

413 psP,,; §83 reply (PsP, 56.4): yadi kascin niscayo namasmakam syat. Cp. VV 29ab:
vadi kdacana pratijiia syan me. For comments on the latter, see n. 136.

414 Tenets held receive their legitimacy, in the opinion of the Naiyayika, from means
of valid cognition. The attempt to verify a thing / state of affairs has as its starting
point uncertainty about and non-ascertainment of this thing / state of affairs; non-
ascertainment is replaced by ascertainment when direct perception or another prama-
na is able to provide confirmation. Candrakirti is thought to have been cornered into
having to admit a means of valid cognition that has arisen from self or other, etc., i.e.,
an existent means of valid cognition, which will contradict the statement that nothing
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whatsoever arises, or into having to abandon his position. He skillfully and easily
extracts himself from the Naiyayika trap by pointing out that from the ultimate point
of view, from which the assertion that things have not arisen is made, not even the
starting point of an investigation, i.e., non-ascertainment, exists. And when not even
this can exist, then an ensuing ascertainment definitely cannot exist. For Candrakirti,
aniscaya is a worldly concept which has its counterpart in the concept niscaya (for
Madhyamikas, concepts are also considered to be constituents of the world);
ultimately neither exist. The conceptual pair niscaya/aniscaya is comparable to the
conceptual pair subha/asubha (for the MMK argument refuting the conceptual pair
Subha/asubha, see the following note).

Previous interpretations of niscaya and aniscaya and of the first sentences of the
passage include the following. According to Stcherbatsky (1927: 137, n. 1),
“aniscaya evidently means a problematic judgment.” Sprung (1979: 50) translates
niscaya as “assertion” and aniscaya as “negative assertion”: “In your thinking, where
there is a negative assertion (aniscaya) there would have to be a counter assertion
which, with reference to the first, would be positive.” Siderits (1981: 123), who
speaks of “conviction” and “non-conviction,” attempts to understand aniscaya by
taking reference to the VV: “We are reminded here of Nagarjuna’s statement (VV
30) that he neither affirms nor denies any thesis. We may then take ‘aniScaya’ to
refer to any statement which is metaphysical in nature, i.e., is intended as a charac-
terization of the ultimate nature of reality, and which contradicts the claim that all
existents are empty. In this case Candrakirti is claiming that there is no aniScaya
which the Madhyamika is called upon to refute.” Although I would not disagree that
the claim under attack here in the PsP, namely, anutpanna bhavah, reminds one of
the claim sanyah sarvabhavah under attack in the VV, and would agree that
Candrakirti’s procedure here in the PsP resembles, to a certain degree, that of Na-
garjuna’s in VV 29, I see no grounds for assuming that aniscaya is intended to relate
to statements contradicting the Madhyamaka claim. Huntington (2003: 78) renders
niscaya and aniscaya of our passage as ‘“certainty” and “uncertainty,” but, denying
Candrakirti his denial of the world and seeing the Madhyamaka project as merely
encouraging and aiming to fully enable a life lived without clinging, superimposes
meaning onto the pair unintended by Candrakirti. He writes, “According to Candra-
kirti, it is absolutely essential that this compulsive desire, or need, for certainty—and
its contrary, the fear of uncertainty—be seen for what they are, insurmountable
obstacles to any real appreciation of Nagarjuna’s philosophy, for they only serve to
reinforce the tendency to crave and cling.” Arnold (2005a: 146ff.), considering the
opponent to be Dignaga, is of the opinion that Candrakirti is stating that he has no
“doubt” or “certainty” because he (Candrakirti) rejects that his claim of non-arising
requires the a posteriori justification, via pramanas, the Epistemologist deems
necessary for establishment of the claim. According to Arnold, seeking this sort of
justification is incoherent because the pramanas that Dignaga holds provide certainty
“are themselves possible only given the truth of Candrakirti’s claim (that is, that
everything is empty-qua-interdependent)—a fact that must therefore be knowable
prior to the exercise of any such epistemic factors. This is the point of Candrakirti’s
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ascertainment does not exist for us, then how could there be its
opposite, [i.e.,] ascertainment, since it (= ascertainment) would not be
reliant on something related to [it], like the shortness and longness of
a donkey’s horn [do not rely on each other].*”” And when in this way

rejoining that there is no possibility of doubt with respect to his claim.” To
understand Arnold’s interpretation one needs to be aware of the fact that he does not
consider Candrakirti to be denying the existence of things but rather to maintain the
view that things, including concepts and statements, do indeed really exist, but do so
only in (inter)dependence. It is difficult to defend Arnold’s position, and my own
view of the general Madhyamaka stance stands in contradistinction to it. Garfield’s
(2008: 512, n. 8) non-foundationalist interpretation of Madhyamaka that, like
Arnold’s, allows him to preserve the existence of the world may explain his
translating pratipaksa as “antidote”; he translates the passage beginning with ihani-
Scayasambhave sati as: “Since, according to us, where there is uncertainty, in
dependence on that, certainty is achieved as its antidote in the case where there is no
uncertainty, how can certainty arise as its opposite, since it depends on its opposite?
This is just like a donkey’s horn being long or short!”

415 The logic behind the idea that ascertainment cannot exist if its counterpart, non-
ascertainment, does not exist, because its existence requires the existence of another
related to it, is set forth in somewhat more detail in a parallel case in Candrakirti’s
commentary on MMK XXIII.10 (XXIII.10: anapeksya Subham nasty asubham pra-
jiiapayemahi | yat pratitya subham tasmac chubham naivopapadyate ||: “Repulsive, in
dependence on which we might designate attractive, does not exist independent of
attractive. Therefore, attractive is simply not logically possible”). Candrakirti com-
ments (the underlined compounds find partial correspondences in the passage under
discussion in the first chapter): iha yadi subham nama kimcit syan niyatam tad
asubham apeksya bhaved paravaravad bijarnkuravad hrasvadirghavad va subhasya
sambandhyantarapadarthasapeksatvat | tac capy apeksaniyam asubham subhena vina
nasti | anapeksya Subham asubham nasti | Subhanirapeksam asubham nastity
abhiprayah | yad asubham pratitya yad asubham apeksya Subham prajiapayemahi
vyavasthapayemahi | ... yata$ caivam subhasya prajiiaptau sambandhyantaram
apeksantyam asubhakhyam padarthantaram nasti tasmdac chubham naivopapadyate
hrasvasambhavad iva dirgham parasambhavad ivavaram ity abhiprayah (PsP,
458.13-459.5; corrected following mss P, D, B and de Jong 1978: 239. De Jong
corrects padarthantaram to padartham, but does not mention that his manuscript
reads padarthantaram padartham, and seems to have overlooked that a nominative
form is required. P is severely damaged at this point, but attests the remains of the
aksaras in question. Tib reads gang gi phyir de Itar na sdug par gdags pa la | mi sdug
pa zhes bya bar bltos par bya ba dngos po ’brel pa can gzhan yod pa ma yin pa |. In
the parallel construction at PsP; 459.14, B and D attest padarthantaram nasti [the
text in P is missing; Tib as above]). Candrakirti argues that repulsive does not exist
on its own, independent of attractive, i.e., as an independently established entity in
regard to which attractive could then be named/designated in dependence, i.e., be
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ascertainment does not exist, then for the sake of the establishment of
what will we postulate means of valid cognition? Or how might there
be their number (sarnkhyd), characteristic (laksana) [and] object
(visaya) [or their] arising from self, from other, from both, or without
a cause? None of this need be asserted by us.

§84. [Opponent:] If ascertainment thus does not exist for you, still,
why is this assertion (vakya) ‘“not from self, nor from other, nor from
both or without a cause, do things come to be,”*'® which has the form

dependently established, for repulsive, in its turn, requires that attractive be
established independently so that it can be established in dependence on it (see also
MMK XXIII.11). The same vicious circle will hold for the conceptual pair ascertain-
ment and non-ascertainment. Ascertainment can be designated/established only in
dependence on an independently existing counterpart, and since this does not exist,
ascertainment is not logically possible. In the example, shortness and length are
meant to parallel non-ascertainment and ascertainment. If non-ascertainment, like the
(impossible) shortness of something non-existent, does not exist, then ascertainment
cannot exist, in the same way that length, deprived of its counterpart, shortness,
cannot exist (and vice-versa). See also the comments and references in Seyfort
Ruegg 2002: 97, n. 159. Oetke has argued convincingly against allegations that
certain arguments in the MMK that appear to take the step from “If p, then q” to “If
not p, then not q” violate the “law of contraposition”; see Oetke 1992.

Candrakirti’s reply provides an appropriate answer to the critique, and is in strict
conformity with the Madhyamaka stance; any characterization of the move as
evasive is to misunderstand Candrakirti. He will, however, with his reply to the next
question say that the assertion (vakya) that nothing arises is ascertained by the world.
Still, the constructs of the surface level cannot be applied to the ultimate level; from
the point of view of the ultimate, prameyas and pramanas and the issue of the latter
are impossible.

It might be noted that Candrakirti argues in other of his works that cognition
(vijiiana)—in the form of which or in conjunction with which worldly means of valid
cognition function—stops when the ultimate is realized, for cognition (and thus any
ascertainment connected with or derived from it) is impossible when one is in the
state where nothing appears. He does, however, reveal in his commentary on MMK
XXV.16 that gnosis (jiiana), which he qualifies as non-existing and non-arisen, but
also as transcending all manifoldness (sarvaprapaiicatitariipa), has emptiness as its
object-support; see MacDonald 2009.

416 The opponent includes MMK I.1ab (na svato napi parato na dvabhyam napy
ahetuto) in his version of the Madhyamikas’ vakya. PsP Tib does not translate bha-
vanti; a shed followed by iti closes its citation of MMK I.1ab.
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of something that has been ascertained (niscitariipa), found among
417
you?

Reply: This assertion is ascertained by world (loka) by way of
reasoning (upapatti) acknowledged exclusively by [the world it]self;
[it is] not [ascertained] by the Nobles (arya).

§85. [Opponent:] Does there really not exist [any] reasoning for the
Nobles?*'®

[Reply:] Who says this: “[Reasoning] exists” or “[Reasoning] does
not exist”? For the ultimate (paramdrtha) is noble silence (aryas

47 Now that it has become clear to the opponent that the Madhyamikas deny even
ascertainment, he asks why one nevertheless finds them setting forth the thesis that
nothing exists. katham can have the meaning of either “how” or “why,” and in the
present sentence it is intended in the latter sense. The unexpected switch in the
sentence from bhavatah to bhavatam, if not due to early interference or scribal error,
appears to indicate that in the initial instance the opponent addresses his comment
directly to Candrakirti, his immediate partner in conversation, but in the second
refers to the use of the statement by Madhyamikas in general. The interpretations of
the sentence by previous translators are less satisfactory. Huntington (2003: 78): ...
then why does your statement ... appear to be certain?”’; Garfield (2008: 512, n. 8):
... how can you be certain that you understand the purport of the statement ... ?”;
Arnold (2005b: 421): “... then how is your own statement ... understood?”; Seyfort
Ruegg (2002: 98): “ ... how does your honour apprehend ... the [following sentence]
...7”. Interestingly, Stcherbatsky (1927: 137) understood the question correctly; he
paraphrases: “But we hear from you a proposition which looks like a definite
assertion ... . How is that (to be explained)?”’.

418 T understand the inclusion of khalu in the sentence as intending insistence on the
part of the opponent, to the effect of “Would you make yourself clear, please!”
Seyfort Ruegg (2002: 99, n. 166) suggests that the sentence is probably not an
opponent’s objection and rather a question posed by a student of Candrakirti’s, or
alternatively a question that “Candrakirti as a philosopher might ask himself.” I see
no reason not to understand the question as part of the continued discussion with the
Naiyayika. Arnold (2005b: 421), who incorporates the sentence into Candrakirti’s
previous response and thus has Candrakirti rhetorically ask himself the question,
would seem to share Seyfort Ruegg’s opinion. Stcherbatsky’s (1927: 137)
interpretation is similar to mine, and is in fact perhaps more to the point as regards
khalu: “Do you really mean to say that these Saints (believe in) no argument?”



212 TRANSLATION

tusnibhavah);*"” thus how is there [any] possibility of [disquieting
subjective] proliferation (praparfica) in that [silence], so that there
might be reasoning or [its counterpart,] non-reasoning (anu-
papatti)?**°

419 pPsP Tib: ’phags pa rnams kyi don dam pa ni cang mi gsung ba yin te for
paramartho hy aryas tisnibhavas. De Jong (1978: 33) writes, “Tibetan ’phags pa
rnams kyi (aGryanam) is an interpretation and not a translation.” As he notes, the
expression ariyo tunhibhavo is common in Pali texts. Cf. the Kolitasutta of the SN,
where Mahamoggallana explains noble silence in connection with the second concen-
tration which lacks thought and reflection: Idha mayham avuso rahogatassa
patisallinassa evam cetaso parivitakko udapadi || Ariyo tunhibhavo ariyo tunhibhavo
ti vuccati | Katamo nu kho ariyo tunhibhavo ti | Tassa mayham avuso etad ahosi ||
Idha Dbhikkhu vitakkavicaranam vipasama ajjhattam sampasadanam cetaso
ekodibhavam avitakkam avicaram samadhijam pitisukham dutiyam jhanam
upasampajja viharati | Ayam vuccati ariyo tuphibhavoti (SN 11.273). Bodhi (SN,
713) translates, “Here, friends, while I was alone in seclusion, a reflection arose in
my mind thus: ‘It is said, “noble silence, noble silence.” What now is noble silence?’
Then, friends, it occurred to me: ‘Here, with the subsiding of thought and
examination, a bhikkhu enters and dwells in the second jhana, which has internal
confidence and unification of mind, is without thought and examination, and has
rapture and happiness born of concentration. This is called noble silence.’”” In the
MN, in a different context, monks are advised by the Buddha to do either of two
things when they assemble: they should hold discussion on the Dharma or maintain
noble silence: Sannipatitanam vo bhikkhave dvayam karaniyam: dhammi va katha
ariyo va tunhibhavo (MN 1.161.33-34; cf. MN,, 254). Bodhi (MN,, 1215, n. 298)
notes that the MN-attha “points out that the second jhana and one’s basic meditation
subject are both called ‘noble silence.”” De Jong (1978: 33) refers to the Pali
Tipitakam Concordance (Vol. II, p. 244b) for further references for ariyo tunhibhavo;
see also BHSD s.v. tiusni. Here in the PsP, as Candrakirti makes known in the next
clause, “noble silence” refers to the state in which subjective prapaiica, i.e., mental
speech (abhidhana; manojalpa) has ceased, along with, of course, the verbal
expression of this. praparica in the present instance seems clearly, in being contrasted
to the calm of silence, to contain nuances of disquiet, restlessness, and disturbance.
On the silence of the awakened ones, see, e.g., Nagao 1955; Gomez 1976; Oetke
1994; Seyfort Ruegg 2000: 154f.; 1977: 12, 19; 1981: 34f.; La Vallée Poussin 1933:
40.

420 Candrakirti has stated that logical reasoning (upapatti) is employed only by the
world, and that it brings about, solely for the world, the ascertainment (niscaya) that
things do not arise. In the present paragraph he explains to the opponent that the
spiritually attained have achieved a state that transcends all linguistic and conceptual
activity and is as a result free from all mental agitation and unrest. As he explains in
other passages, it is a state without objective support, and in the absence of any
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§86. [Opponent:] [Well, the question is] obvious:**' How indeed, if
the Nobles do not formulate [any] reasoning, will they now bring the
world to understand the ultimate?

[Reply:] The Nobles certainly do not formulate [any] reasoning [of
their own] by way of worldly linguistic practice (lokasamvyava-
hara);** but adopting, for the sake of the comprehension of others,

objective support the application of predicates like “exists” or “does not exist” is
impossible.

Many of the previous translators of the paragraph have understood the sentence
kenaitad uktam asti va nasti veti to mean that it is not possible to know if the Nobles
take recourse to reasoning/arguments or not; cf. Stcherbatsky 1927: 137; Huntington
2003: 78: “Who can say whether they do or they don’t?”; Garfield 2008: 512, n. §;
Arnold 2005b: 421 (the exception is Seyfort Ruegg [cf. 2002: 99]). Lamotte (1987:
317, n. 43), commenting on Vimalakirti’s silence, translates following Stcherbatsky:
“Qui donc pourrait dire si les saints ont ou n’ont pas d’argument? En effet 1’absolu,
c’est le silence des saints. Comment donc une discussion avec eux sur ce sujet serait-
elle possible [et comment pourrions-nous savoir] s’ils ont ou n’ont pas d’argument en
cette matiere?” The point of the rhetorical question kenaitad uktam asti va nasti veti,
as is made clear by the sentence following it, is that mental activity does not occur at
all when ordinary consciousness has come to rest, i.e., has ceased; it certainly does
not intend to convey the idea that the Nobles might be mentally active and might
spend time formulating arguments but that we as ordinary beings do not have access
to this information. On the various interpretations of the Buddha’s silence, see Oetke
1994.

PsP Tib reads de’i phyir gang la ’thad pa dang ’thad pa ma yin pa mi mnga’ bar
"gyur ba de dag la spros pa mnga’ bar ga la "gyur ||: “Therefore, how could those
who do not have reasoning or non-reasoning have praparica?” instead of the ex-
pected de’i phyir gang las ’thad pa dang ’thad pa ma yin par ’gyur ba de la spros pa
yod pa ga la ’gyur for tatah kutas tatra prapaiicasambhavo yata upapattir anupa-
pattir va syat. The sentence as it appears in the Tibetan does not make much sense.
De La Vallée Poussin (PsP, 57, n. 2) has noted the discrepancy and reconstructs the
Sanskrit as rasmad yatropapattyanupapattyasambhavas tatra prapaiicasambhavah
kutah. Possibly the translators read tatah kutas tatra prapaiicasambhavo yatra
upapattir anupapattir va syat, i.e., read yatra for yata(h) and added a negation in
order to try to make some sense of the sentence.

“21 T understand hi as expressing the obviousness of the problem posed by the
opponent. My translation may give too much emphasis to the Ai but I have not been
able to come up with a better solution.

422 In general, vyavahara refers to physical, verbal and/or mental activity/practice.
Here, samvyavahara, qualified by loka, refers to the linguistic activity engaged in and
focussed on by the persons of the world (conceptual activity is not excluded, but it
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does not stand in the foreground in the present context). lokavyavahara is in fact the
third meaning Candrakirti gives for samvrti in his commentary on MMK XXIV.8:
atha va samvrtih samketo lokavyavahara ity arthah | sa cabhidhanabhidheya-
Jjianajiieyadilaksanah | (PsP; 492.11-12) “Or, samvrti is convention, the meaning is:
worldly practice. And it has the characteristic of name and what is named, cognition
and what is cognized, etc.” Seyfort Ruegg (1981: 74) paraphrases this definition as
“worldly transactional usage (lokavyavahdra) defined in terms of the relation of a
designation to its designatum and of a cognition to the object of cognition.” One
might understand the definition as referring to worldly linguistic practice as it relates
to the dependent pairs referred to in Candrakirti’s second etymologically based
definition of samvrti (parasparasambhavanam va samvrtir anyonyasamasrayenety
arthah | [PsP, 492.11]).

The compound *lokavyavahara (jig rten snyad) of SS karika 1 is elucidated in the
SSV. According to the SSV, the compound’s first word “world” (*loka) refers to the
person (*pudgala, gang zag) who/which is designated in reliance on the [five]
constituents (*skandha, phung po). Persons are differentiated into two groups,
namely, those whose sense organs are not impaired by the fimira visual condition,
etc., and those whose sense organs are impaired (cp. MA VI1.24 and commentary).
Only the former group is called the “world,” for the latter is not an authority from the
point of view of the world. “Linguistic practice” (*vyavahara) is said to be that which
brings about in the continuum of another the understanding of things—things whose
manifoldness is [merely] imagined—that one wants the other to understand (... gzhan
gvis khong du chud par ’dod pa’i dngos po kun nas rtog pa’i dngos po sna tshogs pa
gzhan gyi rgyud la rtogs pa ’jug par byed pa la tha snyad ces brjod do | SSVed
213.14-16). The commentary also alludes to the conceptual aspect of vyavahara (thus
vyavahara understood as including thought and mental “speech”), stating that in the
way worldly persons bring about [via speech] the mutual understanding of the things
they want understood, or understand [directly] the things they want to know, so, i.e.,
correspondingly, do they establish in regard to those things the relationship of the
thing to be named with [its] name (¥*abhidheyabhidhana), and the relationship of the
thing to be cognized with [the] cognition [that knows it] (¥jiieyajiiana), so that at a
another time conventional linguistic practice is not disturbed. Thus “linguistic
practice” is stated in regard to the [respective] object that has the characteristic of,
i.e., consists in, name and what is named and cognition and what is cognized, whose
coming into existence is produced by mere error (ji ltar ’jig rten pa rtogs par ’dod
pa’i don phan tshun du rtogs par byed pa’am | shes par ’dod pa’i don khong du chud
pa de bzhin du don de la brjod bya rjod byed kyi ’brel pa dang | shes bya shes byed du
rmam par ’jog par byed cing | dus gzhan du yang tha snyad kyi gdams pa mi ’chad
pa’i don du | de la 'di ltar rjod byed dang brjod bya dang | shes pa dang shes bya’i
mtshan nyid can gyi don phyin ci log tsam gyis nye bar bskyed pa’i dag nyid kyi dngos
po la tha snyad ces brjod ...; SSV,, 213.17-22; cf. SSV,. 37f. and notes).
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reasoning which is acknowledged only from the side of the world,
they—through it alone—cause the world to understand.*” For [it is]
just as [in the following example]: Desirous persons who are involved
in error (viparyasanugata)™ do not perceive the impurity (asucita) of
the body even though [this impurity] exists [right in front of them],
and having superimposed an unreal aspect of attractiveness (su-
bhakara) [onto the body, they] are defiled.*” For the sake of their
[reaching] a state of dispassion (vairagya), [a magical being] created
by the Tathagata, or a god, would describe the faults of the body
which had previously been hidden by the notion (safijiia) of attract-
iveness, with [the statement], “There are hairs on this body,” etc.**
And on account of the disappearance of that notion of attractiveness
they would reach a state of dispassion. [It is] like that here too:
Ordinary persons (prthagjana), having superimposed—inasmuch as
the eye of their minds is impaired by the timira of ignorance—an

43 Cf. Candrakirti on MMK XXII.11 (XXII.1labc: Sianyam ity apy avaktavyam
asiinyam iti va bhavet | ubhayam nobhayam ceti): sarvam etan na vaktavyam
asmabhih | kim tu anuktam yathavadavasthitam svabhavam pratipatta pratipattum na
samartha iti | ato vayam api aropato vyavaharasatya eva sthitva vyavahdarartham
vineyajananurodhena Sinyam ity api bramah asanyam ity api Sunyasinyam ity api
naiva Sianyam nasunyam ity api brimah (PsP; 444.3-6; corrected following ms P and
de Jong 1978: 236; ms P reads ... kin tiuktam yathavad ...).

424 PsP Tib takes anugata to be intended in an active sense: phyin ci log gi rjes su
song ba’i dod chags can rnams kyis “Desirous persons who follow perverted views
(viparyasa) ...”, which seems equally acceptable.

45 Cf. PsP to MMK XXIIL7: tad esam klesanam ripadikam sadvidham vastv
alambanam bhavati | tatra Subhakaradhyaropena yatha ripadibhyo raga upajayate ...
(PsP, 457.6-7).

426 Cp. MN 1.57.13-20: Puna ca param bhikkhave bhikkhu imam eva kayam uddham
padatala adho kesamatthaka tacapariyantam piiran nanappakdarassa asucino
paccavekkhati: Atthi imasmim kaye kesa loma nakha danta taco mamsam nahdaru attht
atthimiiija vakkam hadayam yakanam kilomakam pihakam papphasam antam
antagunam udariyam karisam, pittam semham pubbo lohitam sedo medo assu vasa
khelo sirighanika lasika muttan ti. Nanamoli and Bodhi (1995: 147) translate: “Again,
bhikkhus, a bhikkhu reviews this same body up from the soles of the feet and down
from the top of the hair, bounded by skin, as full of many kinds of impurity thus: ‘In
this body there are head-hairs, body-hairs, nails, teeth, skin, flesh, sinews, bones,
bone-marrow, kidneys, heart, liver, diaphragm, spleen, lungs, large intestines, small
intestines, contents of the stomach, feces, bile, phlegm, pus, blood, sweat, fat, tears,
grease, spittle, snot, oil of the joints, and urine.’”
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erroneous own-being of things, which has the nature of not being
perceived in any way whatsoever by the Nobles, and [also having
superimposed, once own-being has been imagined,] some quality
(visesa) onto cases (kvacit) [of imagined own-being], become ex-
tremely defiled.*”” Now, the Nobles cause them to fully understand by
way of reasoning acknowledged only by those [ordinary persons,
such as]:**® “Just as it is accepted [by you] that there is no [re-]arising
from clay, etc., of a pot that [already] exists, so should it be
ascertained that there is no arising of a pot [claimed to] exist prior to
arising, because it [already] exists. And just as it is accepted [by you]
that there is not the arising of a sprout from a flame or a glowing coal
and so forth, [i.e., from things] that are other [than the sprout], so
should it be determined that there is not [the arising of a sprout] from

427 As regards the meaning of “a certain quality onto cases [of imagined own-being],”
see also below §88 where Candrakirti declares that the first chapter of the MMK was
composed as an antidote to the superimposition of an own-form (svaripa =
svabhava) of things and that the rest of the chapters were composed to refute any
qualities (visesa) that might further be superimposed in various cases of this
imagined own-being. Clarifying that he intends all possible qualities which might be
applied to dependent-arising, he exemplifies them with three qualities refuted in the
second chapter of the MMK, to wit, “goer, what is gone [over] and going.” Arnold
(2005b: 422) translates pariklisyanti (and the previous pariklisyante) as “suffer,” but
the word is intended in its BHS meaning (cf. BHSD s.v. klisyati “becomes soiled”);
that is, people are defiled, or as Seyfort Ruegg (2002: 100) translates, “sullied,” by
the wrong views. That they will suffer at some point as a consequence of their
superimposition of svabhava is an expected result, but this future suffering is not
relevant in the present context.

428 The sentence in PsP Tib begins with de dag da Itar 'phags pa rnams kyis, which is
immediately followed by the two arguments (bum pa yod pa ... nges par gyis shig ...
me dang sol ba ... nges par gyis shig |). The translation for tatprasiddhayaivopapattya
paribodhayanti does not appear either at the beginning of this sentence or, as might
be expected, after the two exemplifications of arguments, but rather has been added
to the end of Candrakirti’s reply to the objection concerning experience (anubhava:
see the text’s next paragraph). This section closes: ... bsgrub par bya ba dang
mtshungs pa nyid yin pa’i phyir des phyir bzlog par rigs pa ma yin no zhes de dag la
grags pa nyid kyis khong du chud par mdzad pa yin no || (upapattya has not been
translated). The translators (or a scribe in the tradition of one of their Sanskrit
manuscripts) may have considered the reasoning in the anubhava section to belong
generally to the exemplification of reasonings used to convince the world, and thus
decided that the phrase’s proper place was at the close of the anubhava section, and
not after the argument against the arising of a sprout from a seed.
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a seed and so forth, even though [these are] alleged (vivaksita) [to be
conditions].”**’

§87. Even if there would be [the objection]: [But] this is our
experience!*

429 Both of these arguments, that is, the argument against arising from self and the
argument against arising from other, were presented earlier in the chapter; see above
§29 and §51.

430 Compare the defense found in NBh on NS IV.2.33. The Buddhist opponent has
argued in NS IV.2.31 that the imagining of means of valid cognition and what is
cognized is like the (erroneous) imagining of objects in a dream (NS IV.2.31:
svapnavisayabhimanavad ayam pramanaprameyabhimanah; cf. NBh 273). Com-
menting on NS IV.2.33, which rejects the Buddhist proposition because there is no
reason that supports it (IV.2.33: hetvabhavad asiddhih), Vatsyayana has the Buddhist
present the reason “because of non-perception when one is awake” (NBh 274.1:
pratibodhe "nupalambhad iti cet). He responds to this by stating that this reason is in
fact capable of proving the opposite of what the Buddhist wants to prove, i.e., that the
things perceived when one is awake do exist because they are perceived: pratibodha-
visayopalambhdad apratisedhah | yadi pratibodhe ’nupalambhat svapne visaya na
santi tarhi ya ime pratibuddhena visaya upalabhyante te upalambhat santiti | viparya-
ve hi hetusamarthyam | upalambhat sadbhave saty anupalambhad abhavah siddhyati |
ubhayatha tv abhave nanupalambhasya samarthyam asti yatha pradipasyabhavad
ripasyddarsanam iti tatra bhavenabhavah samarthyata iti | (NBh 274.1-5). “There is
not refutation [of our view that things exist] because there is the perception of objects
when one is awake. If the objects in a dream do not exist on account of the non-
perception [of them] when one is awake, then these objects that are perceived by one
who is awake do exist, [precisely] because of [their] perception; for the reason is
capable [of proving] the opposite [of your thesis]. [Only] when real existence on the
basis of perception is [accepted] can non-existence on the basis of non-perception be
established. But when [as you maintain] there is the non-existence [of objects] in
both cases [i.e., in dreams and when one is awake], non-perception is not suitable. It
is like not seeing colour in the absence of lamplight: in this case, the non-existence
[of colour] is determined by way of [its] existence [when there is light].” This argu-
ment is certainly more elaborate than the PsP sentence, but it too grounds itself in the
view that direct perception, or, as the PsP opponents put it, “experience,” is trust-
worthy, and it provides reasoned justification for this position in the light of the
Buddhist’s argument: the things that we both agree are unreal can be determined to
be such only in dependence on the truly existing correlates given to us by direct
perception. *LT’s author explains that that which is experienced is the arising of a
sprout from a seed, etc. (anubhava iti | bijadibhya evankulralsyotpattir ity esah
(Yonezawa 2004: 124, 141 [fol. 2b3]).
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[we will reply that] this too is unreasonable, since this experience
(anubhava) is false (mrsa),”' because it is experience (anubhavatvat),
like the experience of a double moon and so forth by those with [the
visual disorder] timira [is false]. And therefore, since experience as
well is similar to the probandum (sadhyasama), an objection by way
of it is not appropriate.**

§88. Therefore, to begin with, the initial chapter [of the Madhya-
maka$astra] commences thus [i.e., by declaring that] “Things have
not arisen,™* [that is,] with an antidote to the superimposition of
erroneous own nature. Now [after that],*** in order to refute whatever
qualities have been superimposed in cases [of imagined own nature],
the rest of the chapters are undertaken, for the sake of demonstrating
that no quality either, such as goer, what is gone [over], or going
(gantrgantavyagamana),” exists for dependent-arising.*°

4! The Tibetan does not present a literal translation for yasmad anubhava esa mrsa
and instead attests ’di ltar nyams su myong ba ni brdzun pa’i don can yin te. The
Sanskrit and Tibetan sadhyas set forth different claims, the former focussed on
experience itself, the latter on its object. The manuscript on which this sentence is
based may have been damaged at this point; esa appears to have been read as artha.

432 Candrakirti sets forth an inference acknowledged only by the opponent. On the
logical fault sadhyasama, see n. 257.

43 Seyfort Ruegg (2002: 101) follows the Tibetan in translating the following
pratipaksena as ‘“‘as a counteragent” (PsP Tib: gnyen por).

3. 66

43 The Tibetan’s de nas for idanim expresses the implication of the Sanskrit’s “now.”
The translators, not using a convention like square brackets, on occasion chose to
present the sense of a word instead of its literal translation. *LT’s author glosses
idanim with prathamaprakarananantaram (cf. Yonezawa 2004: 124, 142 [fol. 2b3]).

435 gantr, gantavyam and gamanam are refuted in MMK II. On the argumentation in
this chapter, see especially Oetke 2001a: 59-88 (for his critique of Garfield’s trans-
lation of the chapter, see 184-191) and Oetke 2004. Dan Arnold (2005b: 424 and n.
41), in contradistinction to Seyfort Ruegg (2002: 102), interprets de La Vallée
Poussin’s half-danda at the end of PsP 58.11 as a full stop and thus reads the part of
the sentence beginning with gantrgantavyagamanadikah as a new sentence, with the
result that he must supply (misleading) material in brackets: “Now, the remainder of
the treatise is undertaken for the sake of refuting some qualifications that are imputed
in particular cases. Dependent origination does not have any single qualification, not
even such as being the agent, the locus, or the action of motion — [this treatise is
undertaken] for the sake of showing [that]”; the focus, however, in the second part of
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the sentence is still on what is refuted in the rest of the chapters, and not in the entire
treatise, i.e., including chapter one.

4% The paragraph is intended as Candrakirti’s conclusion to his extended
conversation with the Naiyayikas, but it can also be seen as a response to the con-
cluding sentence of the original critique he cited to commence the discussion. The
Naiyayikas ended this critique by asserting that things are indeed established as
arisen (santy apratisiddhah sarvabhavah) and that the composition of the treatise,
namely, the MMK, is pointless (Sastrarambhavaiyarthyam eva). Candrakirti, having
earlier refuted their arguments, now reiterates the Madhyamaka position, i.e., that
things are unarisen (anutpanna bhavah) and connects it with the first chapter of the
MMK, explaining that this chapter serves to counter the erroneous superimposition
of own-being; he then declares the subject matter and purpose of the rest of the
chapters of the MMK. The MMK thus defended as having an extremely important
purpose, he commences his offensive against Dignaga by pronouncing that the effort
put into his treatise was pointless.

The transition from the discussion with the Naiyayikas to the attack on Dignaga thus
appears, from the perspective just described, to be quite smooth. Stcherbatsky (1927:
140, n. 4), on the other hand, surmises that the first chapter originally ended with the
present paragraph, adding that the discussion which follows “looks like a later
addition.” Stcherbatsky’s (ibid., 139) free translation accordingly indicates that he
understood idanim as signalling the commencement of the rest of the chapters: “The
remaining parts of the treatise are now (concerned with details).” Of course, as the
chapter is now structured, Candrakirti has only commented on the first of the
fourteen karikas of the first chapter of the MMK, but Stcherbatsky’s observation may
have some merit. One has to agree that the employment of idanim here is unusual,
and that the sentence including it or one similar to it would not be out of place
introducing the second chapter of the MMK. I do not think that we need to go as far
as Stcherbatsky and assume that the altercation with Dignaga is a later addition, i.e.,
material inserted by a later scholar (if this is what he meant), but it is possible that
Candrakirti, in the course of composing the first chapter, or the larger PsP, revised
the first chapter’s material, re-locating sentences and paragraphs, adding new
sentences and even entire sections. As a result of the revisions, some of the originally
seamless transitions between passages may have been disturbed, as in the present
case, where the remaining idanim seems misplaced (compare also, e.g., PsP,, §70
[PsP, 39.8], where the concluding statement links up better with the marngala slokas
than with MMK 1.1). We must also keep in mind that information related to the
process of the creation and composition of the Indian works is extremely sparse.
Helmut Krasser hypothesizes that some texts that have been held to represent direct
compositions by Indian masters are actually student class notes; see Krasser 2011
and Krasser 2012a: 569ff.

Sprung (1979: xiii-xv), following up on Stcherbatsky’s idea that the first chapter
ended with the present paragraph, opines that “[t]he lengthy and unfocussed first
chapter of the Sanskrit is so unmistakably composed of discrete sections that we must
suspect careless editing some time before the extant manuscripts came into being.”
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§89. If [the following objection] were [brought forth by Dignagal:
Exactly this worldly practice regarding means of valid cognition and
the object cognized (pramanaprameyavyavahara) has been described
by us with [our] treatise (sastra),”’

[we would reply:] Then the advantage (phala) of its description
should be stated.

§90. [Opponent:] It [i.e., worldly practice regarding means of valid
cognition and the object cognized] has been ruined by poor logicians
(kutarkika) through [their] assertion of an erroneous characteristic

He therefore considers the “sections” of the PsP up to the present paragraph “to have
been, at one time, an introductory chapter in their own right” and separates the
refutation of the views of the opponent (“either Dignaga or Bhavaviveka”) which
follow as Chapter II of his translation, setting off “the normal commentary on
Nagarjuna’s karikas concerned with causal conditions” as Chapter III. It is certainly
an exaggeration to call the chapter “unfocussed,” and to blame the chapter’s length
and the perceived lack of focus on “careless editing” is too cavalier. Rather than
breaking the chapter into three parts, it may be more prudent to merely be aware that
revision appears to have taken place. Felix Erb (1997: 7) comments on the “gross[e]
Freiheit des Kommentarstils Candrakirtis” in his introduction to his translation of the
Ssv, stating that in his commentary on the first two karikas of the SSV, Candrakirti
takes advantage of Nagarjuna’s choice of (the Buddha’s) statements concerning the
self, non-self, etc., which Nagarjuna uses to illustrate the nitartha/neyartha theory, in
order to refute the Hindu systems’ arman theory, and in particular, to refute the Hina-
yana and Yogacara schools’, as well as Bhaviveka’s, views of sinyata. The result is
that the commentary on the first two karikas takes up a quarter of the entire SSV
(Candrakirti’s commentary on the first chapter of the MMK makes up approximately
one sixth of the PsP).

437 The treatise referred to is the Pramanasamuccaya. Candrakirti cites from it in the
following discussion on direct perception. *LT’s author identifies “us” as Dignaga,
etc.: asmabhilr] dignagadibhih. He also notes that this assertion by Dignaga, etc., is
made in regard to the position that worldly usage in regard to means of valid
cognition and the object cognized, while not applicable on the ultimate level, is
accepted on the worldly level: laukika eva pramanaprameyavyavaharo yukto na
paramarthika ity asmin paksa (ms: pakse) aha | (cf. Yonezawa 2004: 124, 142 [fol.
2b4]). See also Siderits 1981: 130f. On Dignaga’s affiliation with the Yogacara
school and the development of his ideas and argumentation in regard to the ultimate
non-existence of external things, see Frauwallner 1959; cf. also Dreyfus and Lindtner
1989; Tosaki 1987. Cf. Steinkellner 1990 on Dharmakirti’s ultimate view, as well as,
e.g., Dunne 2004: 53ff.
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(laksana).”® We have stated its (= pramana and prameya’s) correct
characteristic.*”’

438 The “poor logicians” spoken of by the opponent are considered by most scholars
to be the Naiyayikas (cf., e.g., Stcherbatsky 1927: 140; Sprung 1979: 53, n. 2;
Siderits 1981: 127; Arnold 2005a: 151). According to Tillemans (1990: 39, n. 89),
the kutarkikas are other philosophers “such as the Naiyayikas”; he refers exclusively
to the Naiyayikas in his next sentence (“In other words, the only justification for the
Epistemologist’s program would be if the Naiyayika account of worldly truth was
inadequate, but, argues Candrakirti, such is not the case” [the sentence quoted is on
p- 40]). The majority of scholars who claim that the Naiyayikas are the adversaries
criticized base their judgement on the fact that Candrakirti later on in this PsP
chapter (PsPy §119-§122 [PsP, 75.2-8]) defends a four-pramana system (versus
Dignaga’s two-pramana system), asseverating that direct perception (pratyaksa),
inference (anumana), authoritative testimony (dgama) and comparison (upamana)
are to be accepted on the surface level. While it is true that these four correspond to
the pramanas of the Nyaya school, I expect that Candrakirti’s Dignaga is making a
general statement here and doubt that it should be connected with Candrakirti’s four-
pramana presentation; in addition to the epistemological theories of the Naiyayikas,
Dignaga refutes those of the Vaisesikas, Sankhyas and Mimamsakas (and that of the
Vadavidhi) in his PS. It can further be noted that the *Upayahrdaya documents that
*pratyaksa, *anumana, *agama/Sabda/aptasruti and *upamana were posited within
the Buddhist fold for a strand of the pre-(and parallel?)Vasubandhu—pre-Dignaga
tradition: atha katividham pramanam | caturvidham pramanam | pratyaksam
anumanam upamanam agamas ceti (reconstructed from Chinese by Tucci; cf. Tucci
1981: 13. See also Kajiyama 1991: 109 and Nagasaki 1991: 221). I therefore hesitate
to assert that Candrakirti intends to defend specifically (or exclusively) the Nyaya
pramanas. For the descriptions/definitions of the four pramanas provided by
Candrakirti, see PsPy §119-§122 (PsP, 75.2-8); for disparities between these
definitions and the Naiyayika definitions, see n. 541. The same four pramanas are
listed and refuted in the VV (Lindtner [1982b: 70, n. 110] is of the opinion that the
opponent in the VV is a Buddhist, and gives as one of his reasons the fact that the
third pramana is designated agama in the VV, not sabda as it is more commonly, but
not exclusively, designated in Nyaya works). Dignaga asserts in the NM that sabda,
upamana and so forth are not separate means of valid cognition, because they are
included in pratyaksa and anumana; cf. Tucci 1930: 50; Katsura 1982: 82. On the
pramanas accepted by other schools, see Hattori 1968: 78, n. 1.12.

4% It would seem that in the present context the term laksana refers primarily to the
essential characteristic of pramanaprameyavyavahara, but secondarily to the words
that formulate and express this characteristic. laksana as the verbally formulated
specification of the existential characteristic may thus secondarily intend a definition.
It can probably be assumed that the correct characterization of pramanaprameya-
vyavahara depends above all on the correct characterization, and thus also the
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[Reply:] This too is not reasonable. For if, caused by [the fact that
these] poor logicians have adduced an erroneous characteristic, the
world would be mistaken in regard to the object characterized
(laksya)," [then] for its (= the world’s) sake [your] endeavour (pra-
yvatna) would be advantageous—but this is not the case (i.e., that
worldly practice has been detrimentally affected by the assertions of
these logicians).*' Thus, this endeavour [of yours to provide a so-
called corrected account of the matter] is simply pointless.***

correctly formulated definitions, of pramana and prameya, of which the characteriza-
tion and definition of pramana would be primary.

440 L T°s author exemplifies laksya of the compound laksyavaiparityam, i.e., what
might be misunderstood if the world were mistaken in regard to the object charac-
terized: laksye dhiimad vahnipratitau (cf. Yonezawa 2004: 124, 142 [fol. 2b4]).

“1 1 follow Ms B’s and PsP Tib’s text and thus read yadi hi kutarkikair viparita-
laksanapranayanakrtam laksyavaiparityam lokasya syat instead of PsP.’s ... vipa-
ritalaksanapranayanam krtam ... syat; that is, I read the sentence up to lokasya syat
as a single conditional phrase. PsP Tib reads: gal te ’jig rten la rtog ge ngan pas
mtshan nyid phyin ci log brjod pas byas pa’i mtshon bya phyin ci log yod par ’gyur na
ni ... . Were the text with the anusvara to be correct, one would expect, given the
syat after lokasya, a syat after krtam. Ms P’s and ms Q’s anusvara may have been
passed on to them by ms C, unless it was already in ms § and ms B’s lack of it merely
represents a scribal omission. Vaidya (1960b: 20) emends de La Vallée Poussin’s
text in his own edition by appropriating (without reference!) de La Vallée Poussin’s
reconstruction (PsP; 59, n. 2) of PsP Tib’s brjod pas byas pa as °pranayanat krtam.
Candrakirti responds to Dignaga’s justification for composing his treatise by saying
that if the “poor” logicians have misled the world by giving a wrong characterization,
thereby causing it to deal with the objects of the world in a confused and self-
detrimental way, then Dignaga’s setting forth of a corrected presentation could be of
value inasmuch as the world could then rely on it. However, he continues, the world
has not been misled by the conclusions of these logicians. Implicit in the response is
the idea that logicians’ statements on means of cognition, etc., be they correct or
incorrect, have little relevance for the everyday world; the world relies on its own
consensually established understanding of prameya and pramana.

42 Tillemans (1990: 39, n. 89), referring to PsP, 58.14-59.3 (PsP,; §89-§90), argues
that Candrakirti aims to “characterize the Epistemologist’s program as a mere de-
scription of worldly truth,” a program the Epistemologist considers justified because
philosophers like the Naiyayikas have bungled their own descriptions. Tillemans
remarks, “In fact, this is a somewhat too facile and inaccurate characterization of
what the Epistemologist is up to and blurs the fact of his reductionism: he is not
trying to do a better inventory of the worlds’ (sic) notions, he is explaining and criti-
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§91. Moreover, the fault [as regards your view] has been assigned in
the Vigrahavyavartani through statements such as “If apprehension of
the object cognized (prameyadhigama) is dependent on means of
valid cognition (pramanadhina), by what are those means of valid
cognition determined?”** Since [you] have not refuted that [fault,
you] do not clarity, for its part, the correct characteristic.

cizing them by reducing unrealities to more ontologically fundamental elements.”
Candrakirti is, however, very aware of the Epistemologist’s reductionist program,
but is commencing his argumentation with an allusion to his own stance that Bud-
dhist philosophers, when dealing with the samvrti level, should undertake no more
than a description of worldly things and concepts. While it is true that at this point he
has Dignaga professing to do only this, with this first step Candrakirti shows that any
presentation that aims to correct the world—which is finding and working with its
objects unproblematically—will have no impact on it (see previous note). He will in
the following harshly critique Dignaga for bringing his reductionism into play on the
everyday level, since analysis has no place on this level and in fact can have only
detrimental effects.

43 Candrakirti now argues that even though Dignaga claims to have provided the
correct characteristic, he has failed to do so, since he has not answered the critical
question of how the pramanas are ascertained.

The citation that Candrakirti states derives from the VV is not found in these words
in the VV as it has been transmitted to us; it is also not in verse. It appears that
Candrakirti is making reference to and re-phrasing VV 31 to reflect the discourse of
the Epistemologist. VV 31 reads: yadi ca pramanatas te tesam tesam prasiddhir
arthanam | tesam punah prasiddhim brithi katham te pramananam || (de La Vallée
Poussin paraphrases the verse at PsP; 59, n. 3). The author of the VV poses the
question for the sake of refuting the view that means of valid cognition exist
ultimately. It is, however, acceptable for Madhyamikas to speak of surface level
prameyas and pramanas, but they must be understood as existing in mutual depend-
ence; it is not correct to speak of only one of the pair as being established by the
other. Candrakairti is using the paraphrased VV karika to reject Dignaga’s position on
pramana and prameya on the surface level. Hattori (1968: 76, n. 1.10), referring to
Dignaga’s Yogacara affiliation, asserts that Dignaga’s “theory does not conflict with
Nagarjuna’s argument against the substantiality of pramana and prameya.” He adds
that “a later extreme transcendentalist, Candrakirti, makes an attack on Dignaga’s
proposition ‘pramanadhinah prameyadhigamah,” asserting that there is nothing to be
apprehended in the ultimate sense; see Prasannap. p. 58.14ff., but this criticism does
not fundamentally affect Dignaga’s standpoint.” On the contrary, Candrakirti’s focus
in this discussion is not the nature of the pramanas and prameyas on the ultimate
level, but rather Dignaga’s fault-ridden presentation of them on the worldly level.
Candrakirti will next take as his target just one of the prameyas, the particular
characteristic (the general characteristic, conceptualized on the basis on the particular
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§92. Furthermore, if in conformity with the pair of characteristics,
namely, the particular and the general (svasamanyalaksana), a pair of
means of valid cognition is asserted, does the object characterized
(laksya), of which these two characteristics [constitute its charac-
teristics], exist or not?*** If it exists, then, since an object of cognition
(prameya) other than those [two characteristics] exists, why [is there
only] a pair of means of valid cognition? But if an object
characterized does not exist, then the characteristic too, [being]

characteristic, can be left aside), because its refutation serves to invalidate Dignaga’s
view of direct perception, one of his primary interests in the following long debate.

44 Dignaga’s two means of valid cognition, namely, direct perception (pratyaksa)
and inference (anumana), respectively have as object the particular characteristic
(svalaksana) and the general characteristic (samanyalaksana). Cf. PS 1.1: pratyaksam
anumanam ca pramane laksanadvayam | prameyam (Sanskrit in Hattori 1968: 76, n.
1.11 and Appendix, and Steinkellner 2005: 1; Tib in Hattori 1968: 176f.; translation
p- 24). The svavrtti to PS 1.1 reads: na hi svasamanyalaksanabhyam anyat prameyam
asti | svalaksanavisayam ca pratyaksam samanyalaksanavisayam anumanam iti prati-
padayisyamah | (Hattori 1968: 79, n. 1.14 and Steinkellner 2005: 1). According to
Dignaga, the svalaksana is the particular, inexpressible (avyapadesya; cf. the svavrtti
to PS 1.2cd) perceptible, which is apprehended without conceptual overlay (kalpana
is described in PS 1.3d as namajatyadiyojand, i.e., that “which has an association with
name, genus and so forth,” see Hattori 1968: 82, n. 1.25 and 83, n. 1.27.) or, as Tille-
mans (1990: 39, n. 89) puts it, “what one really sees in direct perception — all the rest
is mental fabrication coming from conceptualizing.” The samanyalaksana is
conceptually constructed through generalizing from many individuals; the svalaksana
is real, the samanyalaksana not. Dharmakirti thus asserts “but what is [really]
cognized is the particular characteristic alone” (PV II1.53cd: meyam tv ekam sva-
laksanam). Hattori (1968: 80), making reference to PV IIl.54cd (tasya svapara-
rilpabhyam gater meyadvayam matam), writes: “That there are two sorts of prameya
implies that sva-laksana is apprehended in two ways, as it is (sva-ripena) and as
something other than itself (para-ripena), but not that there is real samanya apart
from sva-laksana. Thus, the distinction between sva-laksana and samanya-laksana is
the result of a changed perspective.” On svalaksana and samanyalaksana, and
Dharmakirti’s characterization of them, see, e.g., Hattori 1968: 79, n. 1.14; Tillemans
1990: 273, n. 366; Dunne 2004: 79ff. Dignaga denies that a third pramana is required
for cognizing things such colour, etc., as impermanent or for cases of recognition (cf.
PS 1.2cd-3b; Hattori 1968: 24f.).
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without a basis (asraya), does not exist; thus, how [can you maintain]
a pair of means of valid cognition?*** For he [= Nagarjuna] will say:

And when there is not the proceeding of a characteristic, an
object characterized is not logically possible;

And when an object characterized is not logically possible, a
characteristic as well is impossible.**°

45 Candrakirti commences his attack on Dignaga’s view that there are two means of
valid cognition (pramana) by pointing out that when these two means of valid cogni-
tion, namely, direct perception and inference (= pramana #1 and #2) respectively and
restrictively take as object the two characteristics, i.e., the particular and the general
(= prameya #1 and #2), Dignaga is obliged to consider what is characterized (laksya)
by them. Implicit in Candrakirti’s argument is the assumption that a laksana cannot
exist without a laksya: if Dignaga agrees that a laksya, i.e., a basis for the laksanas,
exists, then a third pramana, i.e., one that perceives the laksya (= prameya #3), will
be have to be admitted (*LT’s author notes that laksyam should be understood as
prameyam;, cf. Yonezawa 2004: 124, 142 [fol. 2b4]); but if Dignaga rejects the exis-
tence of a laksya where the laksanas come to appear or, so to speak, take their foot-
hold, then the laksanas will be without a basis. laksanas without a basis, i.e., not
characterizing anything, cannot exist, and thus cannot serve as objects of cognition.
The two means of valid cognition are therefore impossible. MMK V .4 is subsequent-
ly cited by Candrakirti to support this second argument.

Arnold (2005b: 427, n. 51) criticizes Seyfort Ruegg’s translation of laksya in the
present paragraph as “characterized definiendum.” 1 agree that definitions and the
objects they define are not immediately relevant, but, as I indicated earlier, the ideas
“characteristic” and “definition” are closely connected and often interwoven, a defi-
nition being nothing more than the verbal formulation of a characteristic. Arnold
(ibid.) also criticizes Seyfort Ruegg’s translation of svalaksana as “particular char-
acteristic” inasmuch as he considers that it suggests, against Dignaga’s understanding
and intent, that such characteristics characterize something else; he translates the
word as “unique particular.” I acknowledge that the word bears this meaning in
Dignaga’s epistemology but retain the translation “particular characteristic”” because
Candrakirti’s argumentation focusses on its being exactly this. That Candrakirti here
and in the following discussion takes the implications of Dignaga’s svalaksana as
“characteristic” as focal point does not, however, mean that he is merely bickering
about word choices and ignoring or overlooking Dignaga’s conception of svalaksana.
As will be seen in the following, Candrakirti deals with the meaning and implication
of the word as “characteristic” in order to show just how inappropriate it is for a
Mahayanist to posit unique particulars on the surface level.

46 MMK V .4: laksanasampravrttau ca na laksyam upapadyate | laksyasyanupapattau
ca laksanasyapy asambhavah |. Nagarjuna has argued in MMK V.2ab that no thing
without a characteristic exists anywhere (alaksano na kascic ca bhavah samvidyate
kvacit); there is nothing existing in an indefinite, murky state which only subsequent-
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§93. If there were [the following objection from the side of the
Epistemologist:] It is not a characteristic (laksana) because [some-
thing, i.e., a laksya] is characterized by it (laksyate anena). Rather,
taking the [affix] lyut (= ana) [of the word laksana] in [its function of
denoting] the object (karman) [on the basis of the grammatical rule:]
“Secondary affixes and lyur affixes [are allowed to occur] variously”
(krtyalyuto bahulam),**’ [we maintain that it is] a characteristic (la-

ly attains delineation and distinctiveness through the application of a characteristic.
When things without any characteristic do not exist, there is nowhere for a
characteristic to apply itself, to “set foot” (MMK V.2cd: asaty alaksane bhave
kramatam kuha laksanam). A characteristic is also not admissible when a thing is
already endowed with its characteristic (salaksana), for such a thing does not need to
be characterized again, and no third thing, i.e., something other than an alaksana or
salaksana thing, exists (MMK V.3). Thus, when a characteristic has, so to speak,
nowhere to go, no fundament in which to appear or constitute itself, a thing
characterized (laksya) is impossible, for a laksya is defined by a laksana; the
characteristic must be able to apply itself to something in order to make this a
characterized thing. And when a thing characterized is impossible, so too a
characteristic, for a characteristic is only such in relation to the thing it characterizes
(MMK V.4); note that Candrakirti in his commentary on MMK V.4cd, as in his
argumentation here against a non-existing laksya, grounds the argumentation in the
pada with the statement that the characteristic would be without a basis (nirasraya).
Garfield’s translation of these verses is unreliable. Garfield (1995: 14, 150) translates
MMK V.2 as “A thing without a characteristic [h]as never existed. If nothing lacks a
characteristic, [w]here do characteristics come to be?” (the translation in Samten and
Garfield 2006 retains the mistakes) and comments (150): “So we can conclude that
everything has characteristics.” Unfortunately, his interpretation of the entire chapter
is flawed, failing to reflect Nagarjuna’s intent.

47 Candrakirti allows Dignaga to defend his theory of the two characteristics by way
of a grammatical argument. According to hypothetical Dignaga, the word
“characteristic” (laksana) as used in his system does not denote an instrument
(karana), but rather an object (karman) and as such it is unaffected by Candrakirti’s
contention—applicable only to ‘“characteristic” as an instrument—that a
characteristic, as a “characterizer,” i.e., that by which something is characterized,
requires a thing characterized (laksya). Dignaga’s defense finds legitimation in the
grammatical rule that allows the affix “ana”™—termed Iyut in the Paninian
system—more than one function. As Candrakirti’s interpretation of the word laksana
reflects, this affix may have the function of denoting the instrument (he will state that
the word is commonly accepted as derived in an instrumental sense); this function,
along with an alternative function of denoting the location, is expressed in Pa
3.3.117: karanadhikaranayos ca “|The affix lyut denotes] the instrument or locus.”
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ksana) because that [characteristic itself] is characterized (laksyate
tat).

[Reply:] Even so, because the instrument (karana) by which that
[characteristic] is characterized [has to be] something different
(arthantara) from the object (karman) since something cannot be
characterized by itself, precisely that fault [remains, i.e., that the
characteristic cannot exist because it cannot stand alone, in this case,
without something characterizing it].***

The Kas slightly expands: karane ’dhikarane ca karake dhator lyut pratyayo bhavati
“The affix lyut occurs after a root in [the function of denoting] a karaka as an instru-
ment or locus”; among the examples provided by the Kas are idhmapravrascana, an
axe, that is, an instrument (karana) for cutting wood, and godohant, a milk-pail, that
is, a receptacle (adhikarana) into which milk is milked. Pa 3.3.115 (lyut ca) further
authorizes usage of the affix /yut to form verbal nouns (Ka$ provides, among others,
the examples hasana “laughing” and jalpana “chattering”). The rule that Dignaga
avails himself of to substantiate his interpretation of laksana as object (karman) is Pa
3.3.113: krtyalyuto bahulam (my translation is based on Cardona’s [1988: 233]; cf.
also Bothlingk [2001: 126]: “Die krtja genannten Suffixe und das Suffix ana ... haben
hiufig andere Bedeutungen als diejenigen, die ihnen zugetheilt wurden”). The Kas
comments: krtyasamjiiakah pratyaya lyut ca bahulam arthesu bhavanti ... karanadhi-
karanayoh bhave ca lyut | anyatrapi bhavati “The affixes termed krtya and lyut occur
in various senses. ... [yut [is applied] in [denoting] an instrument [or] locus and [to
form] a verbal noun [but] it occurs [denoting] other [grammatical forms] as well.”
Cardona (1988: 233) illustrates Pa 3.3.113 as it pertains to lyut with the verb v bhuj:
“Again, bhojana, with lyut after bhuj, can signify not only eating but also an object
that is eaten, food.” Thus on this interpretation, Dignaga’s laksya-like laksana will
not require a laksya.

See also the reference to Pa 3.3.113 in the MABh (MABh,, 261.9: krit dang Iut ni
phal cher) which occurs in the course of Candrakirti’s refutation of the Buddhist
opponent’s view that arman, the appropriator (upadatr), which is claimed to be no-
thing more than the composite of the skandhas, i.e., what is appropriated (upadana),
does not exist (cf. MABh,, 260.12-261.14; MABh,, 1911: 306).

48 Jaksana understood as having a Iyut affix in its function of denoting the object
would have to be characterized by something, and that which characterizes is a laksa-
na, the latter in its function of instrument. The single object-laksana cannot addition-
ally be an instrument, cannot self-characterize, and when it is not characterized it is
incapable of existing as an object-laksana. That things cannot act on themselves is an
argument used by Candrakirti in various contexts, and one he will apply in the up-
coming refutation of self-cognition. Cf., e.g., the argument in his commentary on
MMK I1.2 against the visual faculty seeing itself: tatra tad eva darsanam svatmanam
na pasyati svatmani kriyavirodhat | (PsP; 114.1).
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§94. If it were [argued:] This is not a fault, because cognition (jiiana)
is an instrument and because it is included as a particular characteris-
tic (svalaksana).**

Reply: According to general agreement (iha), the individual (armiya)
own form (svariipa) of things not common to other [things] (anyasa-
dharana) is the particular characteristic (svalaksana), for example,
earth’s solidity (kathinya), feeling’s (vedana) experience (anubhava),
consciousness’ (vijiiana) awareness of the respective object (visayam
prati vijiaptih)**—considering that (iti krtva) [the entity] which pos-

9 Dignaga responds to Candrakirti’s demand by asserting that there is also a sva-
laksana-cum-laksana which is capable of performing the function of an instrument
(karana), and as an instrumental particular characteristic it characterizes the particu-
lar characteristic considered by him to have the function of karman. Thus the particu-
lar-characteristic-cum-object indeed has a characteristic characterizing it, and,
inasmuch as this characteristic is the separate entity known as cognition, the
instrument (karana) is indeed something other than the object (karman). As Siderits
(1981: 133f.) remarks, with the stress laid on cognition being itself a particular
characteristic, “the opponent is seeking to meet the objection that laksana and laksya
must be thought of as distinct ... without admitting to his ontology anything other
than the unique svalaksana.”

It would seem that Dignaga’s response also takes into consideration another nuance
of the verb v laks, namely, ¥ laks in the sense of “to perceive,” intending with it sup-
port for his view: the svalaksana as object perceived (karman) is perceived by the
instrument (karana) perception (jiiana).

4 The examples Candrakirti provides are found in the AK and AKBh. AKBh, 8.19
(= AKBhg; 12.15) leads into AK L.12d’s listing of the own nature of the four elements
with: svabhavas tu yathakramah. AK 1.12d: kharasnehosnateranah (AKBh, 8.21
[=AKBhg; 12.17]: kharah prthividharuh). AKBh ad AK 1.12ab: ete catvarah
svalaksanopadayaripadharanad dhatavas catvari mahabhitany ucyante (AKBh,
8.13 [= AKBth 12.6-7]) “These four dhatus, [so named] because [they] bear their
own [particular] characteristic and [bear] secondary matter, are called the four great
elements”; AKVy 32.33-33.2: svalaksanopadayariapadharanad dhatava iti kathi-
nyadisvalaksanam caksuradyupadayaripam ca dadhatiti (read: dadhatiti) dhatavah
(cf. MW s.v. ¥ dha: bear, hold, support). Further references to kathinya as the parti-
cular characteristic of earth are given by de La Vallée Poussin at PsP, 60, n. 5. Cf.
also AK 1.14c: vedana ’'nubhavah; AK 1.14d: samjia nimittodgrahanatmika; AK
L.16a: vijiianam prativijiiaptih (AKBh ad 1.16a: visayam visayam prati vijiiaptir
upalabdhir vijianaskandha ity ucyate [AKBh,y 11.7 = AKBhg; 17.7]; AKVy ad 1.16a
[38.23f.]: vijianaskandhah prativijiaptir ity arthah skandhadhikarat. pratir
vipsarthah. visayam visayam pratity arthah. upalabdhir vastumatragrahanam. Cf.
also AKBh,, 108.11-12, where the first two of the three types of mental attention
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sesses that [characteristic] (tadvan) is naturally (hi) characterized by
that [characteristic]. But [he who] (= Dignaga), having rejected the
derivation (vyutpatti) [of the word laksana] which conforms with
what is generally acknowledged (prasiddhi), maintains®' [that laksa-

[manaskara] are given as svalaksanamanaskarah and samanyalaksanamanaskarah
[AKBh, I1.325]). Candrakirti lists the respective laksanas of the five skandhas at
PsP, 343.9: rapananubhavanimittodgrahanabhisamskaranavisayaprativijiiaptilaksa-
nah paiicaskandhah. Erb (1997: 166, n. 656) notes, “Schliesslich unterscheidet Ca
zwei Arten von Merkmalen der Daseinsfaktoren: Die spezifischen Wesensmerkmale
(svalaksana), wie die Festigkeit usw. als spezifisches Wesensmerkmal der Elemente
Erde usw. (s. Pras 126,1), und die allgemeinen Merkmale der dharma, womit meist
die allgemeinen Wesensmerkmale des Verursachten (samanya-samskrta-laksana
[read: samanya®]) Entstehen, Bestehen und Vergehen (vgl. 7. pariksa in der Pras)
gemeint sind.” Candrakirti further refers to an interpretation of samanyalaksana in
his commentary on MMK XV.1ab in which anityatva and so forth are referred to as
samanyalaksanas: evam ... bala ... laksanam dacaksate agner ausnyam svalaksanam
tato ‘nyatranupalambhad asadharanatvena svam eva laksanam iti krtva | balajana-
prasiddhyaiva ca bhagavata tad evaisam samvrtam svaripam abhidharme vyava-
sthapitam | sadharanam tv anityatvadikam samanyalaksanam iti coktam (PsP; 261.3-
7; presumably meant are anitya, duhkha, and andatman, or anitya, Sinya and
anatman). See also de Jong 1949: 4, n. 14.

41 De La Vallée Poussin (PsP; 60.6-7), relying on his three manuscripts and PsP Tib,
edited the passage to read: ... vijiianasya visayaprativijiiaptih (half-danda) tena hi tal
laksyata iti krtva prasiddhanugatam ca vyutpattim avadhitya karmasadhanam
abhyupagacchati | vijiianasya ca ... . Stcherbatsky (1927: 143, n. 4) considers the iti
krtva phrase as belonging to the Madhyamika’s statement, and thus asserts that a full
danda needs to be placed after iti krtva. Stcherbatsky’s assigning of the iti krtva
phrase to the Madhyamaka side is of course correct (cf. also Seyfort Ruegg 2002:
106), for the Madhyamika justifies his stance regarding (sva)laksanas as instruments
via this statement. Vaidya (1960b: 20.30) adopts de La Vallée Poussin’s text for his
edition, but he sets, in place of de La Vallée Poussin’s half-danda, a full danda after
PsP, ’s visayaprativijiiaptih (I accept the manuscript reading visayam prati vijiiaptih)
thereby assigning the iti krtva phrase to the sentence describing the opponent’s view
on the word laksana; Siderits’ translation (cf. 1981: 134), which is based on Vaidya’s
edition, has been influenced by the latter’s punctuation. Dan Arnold (2005b: 430, n.
64) notes that there are problems with de La Vallée Poussin’s text, even mentioning
that emending abhyupagacchati to abhyupagacchata would make the passage clearer,
but he (reluctantly) accepts tena in the meaning of “therefore” and takes the ca
following prasiddhanugatam, which is intended as an adversative, as a continuative,
so that he construes, like Vaidya and Siderits, the ifi krtva phrase with the description
of the Epistemologist’s slant on things; he translates (ibid., 429) “... Therefore,
taking [svalaksana] in the sense of ‘what is characterized,” and [thus] disregarding
the etymology that follows the familiar sense, [our interlocutor] takes it as denoting
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na is used in the sense of] denoting the object (karmasadhana),”* and
[further] regards consciousness (vijiiana) as the instrument (karana),
ends up asserting this, [namely, that] the particular characteristic
(svalaksana) itself is the object (karman) and [that] another particular
characteristic is the instrument (karana). As concerns this, if the
particular characteristic consciousness is the instrument, there has to
be a separate object (karman) for it (i.e., for consciousness), [and
since you have not asserted one,] just that fault [i.e., that the
characteristic cannot exist because it will stand alone, without that
which it characterizes, remains].*?

an object. And by positing [at the same time] ... .” The sense of the iti krtva phrase
was of course obfuscated by de La Vallée Poussin’s PsP Tib-based (des de mtshon
par byed pas) emendation of his manuscripts’ reading tena hi tadvana laksyate to
tena hi tal laksyate. None of the manuscripts attest a danda after visayam prati
vijiiaptih (or after iti krtva, for that matter) and both mss P and D (Q is not available
for this section) attest the instrumental present active participle abhyupagacchata in
place of de La Vallée Poussin’s abhyupagacchati. The uncorrupted textual tradition
thus understood the instrumental participles abhyupagacchata and pratipadyamanena
as signaling the logical subject for the second sentence. De La Vallée Poussin’s
abhyupagacchati, it might be noted, is bereft of a subject.

42 The compound karmasadhana is a technical term of the grammatical tradition
which, when used in reference to a word as a whole, indicates that the word referred
to is derived in its passive, or object-denoting, sense, as opposed to being derived in
its active sense (bhavasadhana). Renou (1957: 125) translates karmasadhana as “qui
a 1’objet-transitif (i.e. une notion passive) pour mode de réalisation,” bhavasadhana
as “qui a pour mode de réalisation la production (d’un phénomene nouveau).” Cf.,
e.g., Patafijali’s Bhasya to Pa 1.1.58, where the two senses of the word vidhi are
glossed as vidhiyate, “that which is taught/enjoined,” i.e., vidhi in its object-denoting
sense, and vidhana, “the teaching/enjoining (of something),” i.e., vidhi in its active
sense (ayam ca vidhisabdo sty eva karmasadhano vidhiyate vidhir iti | asti bhava-
sadhano vidhanam vidhir iti; translated and discussed in Filliozat 1978: 127f.). The
term karmasadhana can also be used in regard to an affix, in which case it signals
that the addition of the affix effects or establishes an object-denoting sense for the
word derived; see, e.g., Patafijali’s Bhasya to Pa 2.1.51, where the affix ghaii, added
to the root hr preceded by sam and an is said to effect the object-denoting sense, that
is, the derived word samahara means samahriyate, “what is grouped together,” and
does not serve to create an action noun meaning samaharana “grouping together”
(translated and discussed in Joshi and Roodbergen 1971: 6-9).

43 Candrakirti lets it be known that the Madhyamika accepts the Abhidharmic
position according to which svalaksana is properly understood only in its instrumen-
tal sense, as characterizing its laksya, that to which it is said to belong. Solidity, for
example, the essential and distinctive feature of earth, thus possessed, so to speak, by
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§95. If it were [argued:] There is, indeed, an object for it [i.e., for
consciousness], namely, the solidity (kathinya) and so forth pertaining
[respectively] to earth, etc., which are accessible to consciousness;
and that (= solidity, etc.) is not [something] separate from the particu-
lar characteristic (= earth, etc.).**

earth, characterizes earth. Dignaga, on the other hand, has claimed that he under-
stands svalaksana in its object sense, but that cognition (jiiana), also a svalaksana,
can be considered as and can perform the function of an instrument. Candrakirti
retorts that the consequence of this view is that consciousness (vijiiana; note the
switch from the noun jiiagna, commonly employed in the treatises of the Epistemolo-
gists, to its synonym vijiiana for the sake of bringing out the comparison with the
Abhidharma example), in now being claimed as an instrumental-svalaksana, will
need yet another svalaksana for its object. More precisely: according to the Abhi-
dharmikas, the essential, basic feature of consciousness (vijiiana) is its awareness of
individual objects, and due to this, visayam prati vijiiapti is considered the
(sva)laksana of the laksya vijiiana. visayam prati vijiiapti as instrumental-laksana (=
karana) thus characterizes vijiiana, its laksya (= karman). Dignaga, who is respond-
ing to Candrakirti’s demand for an instrument which would characterize his object-
denoting svalaksana, states that (vi)jiiana can serve as this karana. However, argues
Candrakirti, if (vi)jiana is now a karana instead of a laksya/karman, i.e., if it
assumes the function allotted by the Abhidharmikas to visayam prati vijiiapti, then
(vi)jiiana will have to have—like the Abhidharmikas’ visayam prati vijiiapti does—a
laksya, that is, it will have to be assigned a laksya, and this laksya cannot again be
(vi)jiiana. If it doesn’t have a laksya, then it stands alone, and a laksana without a
laksya is not acceptable.

Dan Arnold (2005a: 154f.; 2005b: 432, n. 66) is of the view that the fault (dosa)
Candrakirti sees in Dignaga’s position is one of infinite regress. Candrakirti will
point out in his next reply that Dignaga’s positing of a svalaksana which functions as
both a karana and karman will involve infinite regress, but in the present response he
is merely reiterating the problem he indicated at the beginning of the discussion
about (sva)laksanas, namely, that they cannot stand alone.

434 Dignaga responds to the demand for a separate object-svalaksana by asserting that
the solidity of earth and so forth are consciousness’ object, and attempts to avoid
further criticism by pointing out that this solidity is not related to earth as the Abhi-
dharmikas (and Candrakirti, at least as regards the samvrti level) understand it to be,
i.e., as an instrumental-svalaksana, but merely represents the nature of earth and is
thus nothing other than earth.

The Buddhists of the Conservative schools were the heirs and developers of an anti-
substantialist or anti-foundationalist line of thought—the beginnings of which, quite
possibly inspired by the historical Buddha himself, can be found in early
Buddhism—that emphasized the fleeting, evanescent nature of things. Attention was
thus intentionally diverted away from the idea of a firm and enduring core of
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[Reply:] Then, it being so, because the particular characteristic con-
sciousness is not an object (karman), [consciousness] would not be an
object of cognition (prameya), since only the particular characteristic
that has the form of the object (karmariipa) is an object of cognition.
And therefore, this [tenet of yours] that the object of cognition
(prameya) is of two types, [viz.] the particular characteristic (sva-
laksana) and the general characteristic (samanyalaksana), has to be
[re]formulated after it has been qualified (visesya) [with the
following]: “A certain particular characteristic, which is intended
thus [i.e., ‘it] is characterized’ (laksyate), is an object of cognition
(prameya), [and] a certain [other particular characteristic], which is
intended [in the sense of] ‘it characterizes’ (laksyate ’'nena), is not an
object of cognition (aprameya).”*” But if that [latter sort of particular

persons, such as an atman, and from concepts of a bearer of the qualities of things,
and as a result, qualities came to be viewed as the sole existing entities. Within the
category of matter (rijpa), odour, for example, held in non-Buddhist schools to be the
quality (guna) of the substance (dravya) earth, was, so to speak, “liberated” from
earth and set off as an independent entity, and earth was identified with its nature of
solidity; earth as solidity as well as odour were afforded the status of fundamental
elements of the inner and outer world (see the discussion of the Buddhist theory of
atoms in Frauwallner 1958: 96-100). However, the conventional distinguishing of
characteristic and object characterized was still applied by the scholastics in regard
to, e.g., the individual element-quality earth, even as they rejected the notion of
substance as posited by the non-Buddhists. As pointed out in the previous paragraph
by Candrakirti, who is following, as he states, general consensus, the individual own-
form of an object that is not common to other things is considered this object’s
particular characteristic.

Stcherbatsky (1927: 144) interprets Dignaga’s response, as he did his previous
response, to be from the point of view of the theory of the object’s aspect appearing
in consciousness and thus interprets svalaksana of svalaksanavyatirikta to be
referring to consciousness. The akara-theory is, however, not relevant here, and
Candrakirti has demanded a separate object for consciousness; were svalaksanavya-
tirikta intended as Stcherbatsky interprets it, one would expect a retort or remark
from Candrakirti at some point in the following discussion. Candrakirti does not
comment on the Epistemologist’s equating of earth and solidity in his response
because he has been steering the argumention to the issue of self-cognition, but he
will return to this.

435 Dignaga’s positing of consciousness as an instrument and of another, separate
laksana as its object leads to an unwanted consequence: there would have to exist
two mutually exclusive types of svalaksanas, one an object of cognition, and one not
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characteristic] is also [considered as having] the sense of an object
(karmasadhana), then there will have to be a further instrument for
it—but when another cognition is postulated as the instrument, the
fault of a succession without end (anisthdadosa) is incurred.*®

§96. But if you think: There is self-awareness (svasamvitti).*’

Therefore, given that [consciousness] is an object (karman) by virtue

an object of cognition, with the svalaksana cognition (vijiiana) falling into the latter
category.

Both Seyfort Ruegg and Arnold construe visesya with the foregoing (Seyfort Ruegg
2002: 107: “Therefore, it having been specified that the prameya is twofold ...”;
Arnold 2005b: 432: “And thus, since you have specified (ity etad visesya) that two
kinds of things ...”), but it seems more reasonable that the content of the qualifica-
tion indicated with the word visesya is presented in the following part of the
sentence. PsP Tib basically understands the sentence as I do, although its khyad par
'di tsam zhig brjod par bya dgos suggests that the translators read something like
*etavad visesanam vaktavyam instead of etad visesya vaktavyam; PsP Tib for the sen-
tence reads: de’i phyir gzhal bya ni rnam pa gnyis te rang gi mtshan nyid dang spyi’i
mtshan nyid do zhes bya bar | rang gi mtshan nyid cung zad cig ni gzhal bya yin te |
mtshon par bya bas na zhes de ltar bsnyad pa gang yin pa’o || cung zad cig ni gzhal
bya ma yin te 'dis mtshon par byed pas na zhes brjod pa gang yin pa’o zhes khyad par
di tsam zhig brjod par bya dgos so ||.

436 This second consciousness, imagined by the opponent as the instrument for, i.e.,
characterizing, the first consciousness characterizing the svalaksana earth, will also
have to be accepted as both an instrument and an object and will thus require a third
consciousness as its instrument, and this third instrument- and object-consciousness
will require its own instrument, and so on into infinity.

%7 Dignaga and his followers, like the Sautrantikas and Yogacaras, posit that
cognitions cognize themselves in order to explain how awareness of cognition oc-
curs; the theory of self-awareness sidesteps the problem of infinite succession entail-
ed by any theory positing awareness of cognition via yet another cognition. See PS
L.12ab: jianantarenanubhave ’nistha tatrapi hi smrtih (cf. Steinkellner 2005: 5;
Steinkellner et al. 2005: 84f.); Hattori (1968: 30) translates: “If a cognition were
cognized by a separate cognition, there would be an infinite regression, because there
is a recollection of this [separate cognition] too.” See also the Yogacara explanation
presented by Candrakirti of svasamvitti as necessary for the avoidance of the fault of
anavastha at MABh, 167.18-168.11 (MABh,, 1910: 350f.). Self-awareness applies to
every cognition, regardless of whether the cognition is devoid of or involves concep-
tuality. The theory of self-awareness is further used to explain the phenomenon of
memory: a person’s, e.g., visual cognition of an object also involves the awareness of
the cognition of the object, and on the basis of this awareness of the cognition of the
object one can later remember the experience of the cognition and express it with the
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of [its] being grasped by self-awareness, [consciousness] is indeed
included among objects of cognition (prameya),”®

[we would] reply: Due to the fact that self-awareness has [already]
been refuted in extenso in the Madhyamakavatara,*” [your contention

words, “I saw [this or that] object” (see Candrakirti’s presentation of the Yogacara
arguments on the necessity of svasamvitti for memory at MABh,, 167.11-18 and the
proving of svasamvitti from the fact of memory at 168.11-18. MABh,, 167.11-17
[MABh,, 1910: 350]: gang zhig mi ’dod pa des kyang gdon mi za bar rang rig pa khas
blang bar bya dgos te | gzhan du na mthong ngo zhes dus phyis "byung ba’i dran pas
yul dran pa nyid dang | ngas mthong ngo snyam du yul gyi nyams su myong ba dran
par mi "gyur ro || ci’i phyir zhe na | dran pa ni nyams su myong ba’i yul can yin na
shes pa yang nyams su ma myong bas dran pa pa [MABhy,: without pa] yod par mi
"gyur ro |)). According to Dignaga, each cognition has a dual form, namely, a subject-
ive form (svabhasa = grahakakara) and an objective form (visayabhasa = grahyaka-
ra); the self-awareness is considered the result (phala) of the act of the cognition (PS
L.9a: svasamvittih phalam vatra. PSV: dvayabhasam hi jiianam utpadyate svabhasam
visayabhasam ca | tasyobhayabhdsasya vijianasya yat svasamvedanam tat phalam).
On svasamvitti, see Hattori 1968: 100ff., notes 1.60-1.80; Moriyama 2010; Kellner
2010; Keira 2004: 39-43 (= n. 75); Arnold 2010; on svasamvitti as it pertains to
manasapratyaksa, cf. Nagatomi 1979; on later Tibetan discussions of svasamvitti, see
Williams 1998.

48 The translators of PsP Tib have not accommodated the locative absolute phrase
and merely set forth and join the two consequences interpreted to result from the
grasping of consciousness by self-awareness (the phyir phrase) with the connective
dang: ci ste rang rig pa yod de des na rang rig pas de ’dzin pa’i phyir las nyid yin
dang | gzhal bya’i khongs su ’du ba yod pa yin no snyam du sems na. Consciousness’s
being a karman and being prameya, however, are not consequences of equal weight
in the Sanskrit sentence; the stress of this defense ought to be, as it is in the Sanskrit,
on the fact that consciousness as the opponent defines it can also be a prameya.

43 The refutation of svasamvitti is found at MA V1.72-76 and in the corresponding
MABh, where its refutation serves to disprove the existence of the dependent nature
of the world (in the trisvabhava scheme, paratantrasvabhava), the causally connected
stream of consciousness devoid of grahya and grahaka posited by the Yogacara
opponent. Candrakirti commences his attack on dependent nature (paratantra) by
asking by what sort of consciousness the opponent knows it (MA V1.72): grahyam
vind grahakataviyuktam dvayena Sinyam paratantraripam | yady asti kend@sya paraisi
sattam agrhyamanam ca sad ity ayuktam || (Li 2012: 11; MA Tib: gal te bzung med
’dzin pa nyid bral zhing | gnyis kyis stong pa’i gzhan dbang dngos yod na | 'di yi yod
par gang gis shes par ’gyur | ma bzung bar yang' yod ces byar mi rung | '"MABh,:
without yang; MABh_4 166.6: de khyod kyis shes pa gang gis dmigs). According to
Candrakirti, dependent nature definitely cannot perceive itself, for it is contradictory
that something acts upon itself (¥svarmani kriyavirodhat): the blade of a knife does
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that] the particular characteristic (e.g., solidity-cum-earth) is charac-
terized by another particular characteristic (i.e., consciousness), that
[latter] further by self-awareness (svasamvitti), is not tenable. More-
over, not even that cognition (jiiana), which [according to you] is not
established as [an entity] separate from its particular characteristic,

not cut itself, the tip of a finger does not touch itself, and even a well-trained and
flexible acrobat is not able to mount his own shoulders. Subsequent to the Yogacara
response in which it is claimed that svasamvitti is the cognizer and an inherent aspect
of cognition—svasamvitti purportedly being the illumination of consciousness by
itself, comparable to a lamp which illuminates both a pot and itself simultaneously,
without entering into a state of duality—and that svasamvitti is the aspect of cogni-
tion that accounts for memory, Candrakirti replies (MA VI.73 and respective MABh)
that memory is not caused by self-cognition, and thus cannot be used as a reason to
prove self-cognition, in the same way that one cannot infer the existence of a magical
water-producing jewel from the mere seeing of water, for even without a magical
jewel, an accumulation of water occurs as a result of rain, etc. Even if, Candrakirti
continues (MA VI1.74 and corresponding MABh), it is accepted that cognition knows
both the object and itself, it cannot be accepted that there is a cognition which
remembers them, for this remembering cognition is something other than the original
cognition that experienced the object. Just as a cognition of aversion does not
remember an earlier experience of the self-cognition of a cognition of love or the
object of this cognition of love, similarly, since a cognition arisen at a later time in
one’s own continuum does not experience the earlier cognition and its object because
it is something other than that earlier cognition, like one arisen in a continuum of one
who has not known them, it would not remember them. Even if the Yogacara
opponent argues that memory as described by his school is indeed possible because it
occurs within one continuum and in a relationship of cause and effect, Candrakirti’s
comprehensive reason “because of being other” (paratvar) will override this qualifi-
cation too, for the later cognition which is claimed to remember is not a component
of the unique continuum of cognitions that actually experience the object, and thus
does not stand in a relationship of cause and effect; it is, in fact, other than the cogni-
tions that experience the object, like a cognition in a completely different continuum.
He closes his refutation of svasamvitti (MA V1.76 and corresponding MABh) with
the argument that the agent (kartr), object (karman), and action (kriya), like a hewer,
a tree and the act of hewing, cannot exist as a single thing, and they would exist like
this in the case of dependent nature (paratantra) being known through self-cognition:
as both object to be known and knower, it would be simultaneously the karman and
the kartr, and the agent’s act of knowing (kriya) would not be distinct from the agent,
i.e., the knower.

For translations of MA V1.72-76, see, e.g., MABh,, 1910: 349ff.; Fenner 1983: 257ff.
(the translation and explanation are not always reliable); Huntington 1989: 166 and
respective notes. On explanations of memory in the Abhidharma schools, see, e.g.,
Cox 1988: 59-61, 67 and the essays by Cox and Jaini in Gyatso 1992.
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[namely, awareness of the respective object (visayam prati vijiia-
ptih)], exists in any way, given that [this characteristic] is impossible
when an object characterized (laksya) does not exist, since it is not
possible that a characteristic occurs without a basis (a@sraya); thus
how [could] there [be] self-awareness!*®

460 After referring to his argumentation against self-awareness in the MA, Candrakirti
clinches his refutation of it by demonstrating the impossibility of the existence of a
cognition that might be said to self-cognize. Relying on Dignaga’s earlier
characterization of solidity as not being something other than earth, Candrakirti, by
way of the modifier svalaksanavyatirekenasiddha, calls attention to the fact that
jiiana will similarly not be something different from its characteristic (svalaksana),
viz., awareness of the respective object (visayam prati vijiiaptih). Dignaga maintains
that the object (karman) in the case of self-cognition is jiiana, but since jiana is
nothing but its characteristic, i.e., awareness, in this case self-awareness, there will
not be an object for this self-awareness; that is, jiana-cum-svasamvitti cannot addi-
tionally be posited as a laksya. And when a separate jiiana as karman does not exist,
it is absolutely impossible for self-awareness to exist.

The translators of PsP Tib have understood the sentence slightly differently, and ap-
pear to have taken asambhavat as the reason for cognition not existing (thus: ...
jianam ... asambhaval ... sarvatha nasti), and laksyabhave as a conditional phrase to
be construed with nirasrayalaksanapravrttyasambhavat, understanding this as an
explanatory gloss to the tersely expressed reason asambhavat of the main clause. PsP
Tib: shes pa de yang mi srid pa’i phyir rang gi mtshan nyid las tha dad par ma grub
la | mtshan gzhi med na rten med pa’i mtshan nyid ’jug pa med pa’i phyir rnam pa
thams cad du yod pa ma yin pas rang rig pa ga la yod |.

*LT’s author glosses jianam svalaksanavyatirekenasiddham with svalaksanam
svasamvedyaripatvam | tadvyatirekenasiddham jiianam laksyabhiitam | (cf. Yoneza-
wa 2004: 124, 143 [fol. 2b5]). He explains that with svalaksana reference is made to
cognition’s autoluminosity, and that cognition is viewed as the laksya for svasamvitti.
Stcherbatsky (1927: 144, n. 4) appears to correctly understand that Candrakirti is
arguing that consciousness is impossible because it does not exist independently of
the (object-related) particular characteristic (his free translation however brings in
ideas not expressed by Candrakirti). Sprung (1979: 55), whose understanding of the
passage otherwise remains obscure to me, interprets the word cognition (jiiana) as
referring to self-awareness (svasamvitti). Siderits (1981: 137) understands jiiana of
the sentence to refer to cognition, not self-awareness, but complicates matters by
interpreting the argument in the light of the concept of the akara of the object
appearing in cognition. Dan Arnold (2005b: 434) understands cognition (jiiana) to
refer to self-awareness. He translates: “Moreover, this latter cognition doesn’t exist
at all, since—given that there’s no subject to be characterized (laksya), owing to the
impossibility of [its] establishment by a separate svalaksana—there is no possibility
of the operation of a characteristic without a locus” (he does not translate kutah
svasamvittih). Arnold (ibid., n. 76) criticizes Seyfort Ruegg for reading the sentence
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And as it is stated in the Noble Ratnactidapariprccha:*!

Not perceiving (i.e., not finding) the mind (citta),*** he inquires
into the mindstream (cittadhara), thinking, “Whence does it (=
the mind) arise?” He reflects thus: “When there is an objective
support (alambana), the mind arises. Then is the objective sup-
port one thing (anya) [and] the mind another (anya), or is exactly
that which is the objective support the mind? If, first, the
objective support is one thing (anya), the mind another, then one
will have two minds [when the mind, occasioned by the objective
support, arises]. But if the objective support is the mind, then
how does the mind perceive the mind? But it is not the case that
the mind perceives the mind. For example, the blade of a sword
is not able to cut that very [same] sword-blade; the tip of a finger

as having two reasons. See Seyfort Ruegg (2002: 109, n. 194) for Chos dbang grags
pa’i dpal’s interpretation of the argument. It should be added that all of the previous
translators have been disadvantaged by PsP,’s corrupt svalaksanavyatirekendasiddher
(for svalaksanavyatirekendasiddham).

461 The Ratnactdapariprccha (RCP) is the forty-second tract of the Ratnakiita cycle
(cf. PsP_ 62, n. 3). Part of this same citation attested in the PsP, with introductory
sentences not included here, is found at BCAP 392.10-393.5, also in the context of
the refutation of svasamvedana, and at SiS 235.1-8 (translated in Bendall and Rouse
1990: 221). The translators of PsP Tib, as usual, rely on a Tibetan translation of the
sitra. The translation they have used is, with the exception of a few negligible
variants, none of which affect the sense, identical with the Canonical version of the
RCP.

462 Stcherbatsky (1927: 145, n. 6), against PsP Tib and RCP Tib, but in line with the
manuscripts, states that he prefers to read, with Burnouf (1844: 561) cittam samanu-
pasyan, arguing: “asamanupasyan could only mean ‘not having yet fully realized
what consciousness is (i.e. not having yet attained vipasyana), he investigates ...>.”
He translates (ibid., 145), “Considering consciousness he (the Bodhisattva) investi-
gates the stream of thought, and asks where it comes from.” Sprung (1979: 55)
translates in reliance on Stcherbatsky’s reading. The introductory sentences to the
citation attested in BCAP and SiS read however: sa cittam parigavesamano nadhya-
tmam cittam samanupasyati | na bahirdha cittam samanupasyati | na skandhesu cittam
samanupasyati | na dhatusu cittam samanupasyati | nayatanesu cittam samanupasyati.
It is only logical that the next sentence must read sa cittam asamanupasyams citta-
dharam paryesate ... . Dan Arnold (2005b: 435, n. 78) corrects Siderits’ assumption
that rasyotpattir, instead of the pronoun sa, is the sentence’s subject, but translates
tasyaivam bhavati commencing the next sentence as “Its [arising] is thus.” fasya in
this case refers back to the pronoun sa, thus to the person, not the mind.
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is not able to touch that very [same] fingertip. In exactly the
same way, the mind is not able to see that very [same] mind.” If
he correctly applies [himself] in this way, he knows and sees—in
a way that corresponds to truth (tathata)—that stream of mind
(cittadhara), creeper of mind (cittalatd), the real nature
(dharmata) of mind, the non-fixedness (anavasthitata) of mind,
the not coming forth (apracarata) of mind, the imperceptibility
(adrsyata) of mind, mind’s not having a particular characteristic
(asvalaksanata), the non-abiding (anavasthanata) of mind, [its]
being without annihilation, without eternity, [its] not being
immutable (kiitasthata), [the mindstream’s] not [being] without a
cause (ahetuki),*” [its] not [being] opposed to conditions, [its]
not [being] from it[self] (tatah) or from another (anyatah), not
[being] the same (saiva) or other (anya)—and he does not resist
[this insight]. And he knows, he sees, that state of isolation (vive-
kata) of mind.** This, O son of good family, is the concentration
of awareness (smrtyupasthana) consisting in, in regard to the

463 The transition from abstract forms (anavasthanatanucchedasasvatata, kitasthata)
to adjectives (nahetuki, na pratyayaviruddha, etc.) and their unclear reference is
somewhat problematic, but the author of the RCP apparently intends the adjectives as
attributes of cittadhara and cittalata. The understanding of the *LT’s author supports
this: nahetukti (or ka? ms ka) cittasya dhareti sesah (cf. Yonezawa 2004: 124, 143
[fol. 2b5]). The transition from cittadhdaram and cittalatam to the abstract forms citta-
dharmatam, cittanavasthitatam, cittapracaratam, cittadrsyatam, cittasvalaksanatam
and cittavivekatam is also curious but would seem to indicate a transition from the
superficial level of reality to the ultimate level.

44 Dan Arnold (2005b: 435) for reasons unexplained translates citttavivekata as
“analysis of thought,” even though Seyfort Ruegg (2002: 111) has translated the
compound correctly as “Isolatedness [i.e. Emptiness] of thought” (cf. BHSD s.v. vi-
veka); the words viveka and vivikta (additionally viviktata), having the senses of
“isolation” and “isolated,” are used practically as synonyms of emptiness but usually
retain some of the sense of being separated from something, e.g., in cases where
things are explained as being “separate/isolated” from real existence, or from other
dharmas (because they do not exist), from qualities (i.e., because neither the qualities
nor that to which they might apply exist) or from own-being. In the YSV,
Candrakirti, comparing things, i.e., bhavas, to ascetics who live isolated from
society, states that things are “isolated” in the hermitages of non-arising; Scherrer-
Schaub reconstructs *anutpadasya aranyesu viviktah (cf. YSV,, 218, n. 388). See
Scherrer-Schaub’s comments on vivikta and viviktata in YSV,.218, n. 387 and n. 388,
and 244, n. 468.
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mind [as object of concentration], the observation of the mind
(citte cittanupasyand).*®

Therefore, in this way, there is not self-awareness. Since it does not
exist, what is characterized by what?

§97. Furthermore, that characteristic (laksana) would exist either as
[something] distinct (bhedena) from the object characterized (laksya)
or as [something] not distinct (abhedena) [from it].**® Of those [two

465 On the smrtyupasthanas, see especially Schmithausen 1976; on their application

within Mahayana, pp. 259ff.; on tathata representing the content of the initial insight
of the spiritual experience of Mahayanist liberation and its integration into the
structure of the four concentrations of awareness, cf. p. 260: “Es ist einleuchtend,
dass dieses hochste Sein—die tathata, die das wahre Wesen des (als solches unwirk-
lichen) leidvollen Daseins und seiner Entstehungsursachen ist und zugleich die
Befreiung davon, das Nirvana, metaphysisch antizipiert, und die somit im Mahayana
anstelle der (gewissermassen in ihr verschmolzenen) vier ‘Edlen Wahrheiten’ des
dlteren Buddhismus den Inhalt der das spirituelle Ereignis der Erlosung initiierenden
Einsicht bildet—auch im Rahmen der vier ‘Konzentrationen der Aufmerksamkeit’
zur Geltung kommen musste.” Schmithausen refers to and translates the relevant sec-
tions of the Ratnactidapariprccha concerned with the concentrations of awareness as
applied to feeling (261) and to the body (261f.).

466 Candrakirti takes up a fresh line of argumentation against Dignaga’s svalaksana
by considering it from the point of view of the svalaksana’s numerical (as opposed to
qualitative) difference from or identity with a laksya. The svalaksana is thus bom-
barded from a new direction in order to reach Candrakirti’s objective of demolishing
this cornerstone of Dignaga’s epistemology. Although the argumentation deals with
the topic of the relationship of laksana and laksya in a general manner, Candrakirti
may also have the specifics of the preceding discussion in mind. The PsP’s Dignaga,
as has been demonstrated, maintains a (sva)laksana that is to be understood as having
an object sense (karmasadhana), which translates to it being a laksana that is free
from the need for a laksya; compare the example of solidity-cum-earth. Candrakirti
points out that the positing of a laksana that is independent of and thus exists as
something separate from a corresponding laksya is not tenable, because a laksana of
this sort would be like any other thing that also exists separately from the relevant
corresponding laksya and that does not qualify as a laksana. Candrakirti may also be
intending to critique the idea of jiiana in the role of instrumental (sva)laksana, since
solidity-cum-earth is indeed able to exist separately from jiiana and vice versa. jiiana
therefore cannot be considered the laksana of earth because as something that can
exist separately, it is not earth’s laksana any more than some other thing that exists
separately from earth and is not a laksana (such as another laksya); and independent-
ly existing solidity-cum-earth cannot be a laksya by very reason of its independence,
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alternatives], if, first, [the characteristic exists] as [something]
distinct, then because it is distinct from the object characterized, like
[something that is] not a characteristic (alaksanavat),*”’ [that] charac-
teristic [would] also not [be] the characteristic of that [object charac-
terized]. And because it is distinct from the characteristic, the object
characterized, like something that is not an object characterized (ala-
ksyavat), [would] also not [be] an object characterized. In the same
way, owing to the fact that [under this alternative] the characteristic is
distinct from the object characterized, the object characterized would
be independent (nirapeksa) of the characteristic, and therefore
[would] not [be] a [real] object characterized, because of being inde-
pendent of the characteristic, like a sky-flower [which is independent
of a characteristic and not a real object characterized]. But if the ob-
ject characterized and the characteristic are not distinct [from one
another, i.e., are one and the same thing], then because [the object
characterized] is not separate (avyatirikta) from the characteristic,
like the own self (svatman) of the characteristic [is not separate from
the characteristic and is not a laksya],*® the object characterized

like all other things that do not qualify as laksyas. As support from the side of
authoritative testimony (d@gama) for the argument against a separate laksana and
laksya, Candrakirti will cite Lokatitastava 11, in which, according to Nagarjuna, the
Buddha himself asserts that a laksana cannot be (numerically) distinct from its
laksya. Should Dignaga want to rescue his svalaksana by claiming that it is not
distinct from, but is rather identical with the laksya, he is shown that this too is
impossible. For Candrakirti, laksana and laksya can only exist (on the surface level)
in a relationship of mutual dependence, a relationship that excludes both distinctness
and identity.

7 The examples in the inferences in the above paragraph have not been understood
as logical examples in Arnold 2005b. The present example alaksanavat has been
translated (ibid., 436) as “as though it were a non-characteristic” (“In this regard, if,
on the one hand, it’s by virtue of difference, then because of being different from the
subject characterized, the characteristic wouldn’t be a characteristic, either, as
though it were a non-characteristic”).

468 Arnold (2005b: 437, n. 84) notes Seyfort Ruegg’s misleading translation of laksa-
nasvatmavat (Seyfort Ruegg 2002: 112: “... the laksya’s condition of being a laksya
would be lost, in the same way as the nature of the laksana”) but translates instead:
“... the subject’s being a subject (laksyata) is forfeited, as though [the subject] were
itself the characteristic.” The logical example laksyasvatmaval of the next sentence
has correspondingly been translated (Arnold 2005b: 437): “as though it were itself
the subject.”
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[will] forfeit its status as an object characterized. And since [the
characteristic] is not separate from the object characterized, like the
own self of the object characterized [is not separate from the object
characterized and is not a laksanal, the characteristic as well [will]
not have the nature (svabhava) of a characteristic.

And as it is stated [in the Lokatitastava],*®’

If the characteristic [were something] other (anya) than the
object characterized, that object characterized would be without
a characteristic (alaksana).

When there is no otherness (ananyatva), the two are non-exist-
ent. [This] You have clearly stated.

And aside from identity (tattva) and otherness (anyatva), another op-
tion (gati) for the establishment of object characterized and character-
istic does not exist.

And similarly, [in the Madhyamakasastra] he (= Nagarjuna) will

say, "

469 Candrakirti cites Lokatitastava 11: laksyat laksanam anyac cet syat tal laksyam
alaksanam | tayor abhavo 'nanyatve vispastam kathitam tvaya ||. Tibetan in La Vallée
Poussin 1913b: 8; Sanskrit and Tibetan in Lindtner 1982b: 132. Translated in La
Vallée Poussin 1913b: 12; Lindtner 1982b: 133. On the Catuhstava and its editions
and translations, see Lindtner 1982b: 121-124. Candrakirti’s purpose in citing the
verse, given that the discussion in the present context focusses on the samvrti level, is
of course not to prove that laksana and laksya are impossible, but rather to provide
scriptural support in order to convince Dignaga that neither laksana nor laksya, espe-
cially in the present case a svalaksana, can exist on its own, i.e., both are necessary,
and that they can only exist in a relationship of mutual dependence. Cp. Lokatitastava
7 and 8, where it is made clear that two other pairs, i.e., designation (samyjiia) and its
object (artha), and agent (karta) and action (karman), cannot exist either as things
that are numerically different or as the same thing, but from the point of view of the
surface level, such pairs are asserted as existing in mutual dependence. Lokatitastava
7: samjiidrthayor ananyatve mukham dahyeta vahnind | anyatve ’dhigamabhavas tva-
yoktam bhiitavadina ||, Lokatttastava 8: karta svatantrah karmapi tvayoktam vyava-
haratah | parasparapeksikr tu siddhis te *bhimatanayoh ||.

470 Candrakirti cites MMK 11.21: ekibhavena va siddhir nanabhavena va yayoh | na
vidyate tayoh siddhih katham nu khalu vidyate ||. Oetke (2001a: 79) translates, “Wie
soll man denn wohl die Existenz von Dingen etablieren konnen, die sich beide weder
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How indeed is there the establishment of two [things]
Of which there is no establishment either by way of identity
(ekibhava) or difference (nanabhava)?

§98. But if [Dignaga argues:] There could be establishment (siddhi)
by way of inexpressibility (avacyata).*”!

[We reply:] This is not the case, for so-called “inexpressibility”
comes into play when clear knowledge of the distinction of one
[thing] from another (parasparavibhaga) is lacking. And [in cases]
where there is no clear knowledge of the distinction [between two
things], when discrimination (pariccheda) from the point of view of
[their] difference [in the form] “this is the characteristic, this is the
object characterized” is impossible, both of them are simply non-
existent. Therefore, there is no establishment even by way of
inexpressibility.

§99. Moreover, if cognition (jiana) is the instrument (karana), what
is the agent (kartr) in the discrimination of the object (visaya)? And
without an agent there is no possibility of an instrument and so
forth*’~—as in [the case of] the act (kriya) of cutting [where the

als identisch noch als verschieden etablieren lassen?” Cp. PsP Tib: gang dag dngos
po gcig pa dang || dngos po gzhan pa nyid du ni | "grub par ’gyur ba yod min na | de
gnyis grub pa ji ltar yod ||.

471 Candrakirti now proceeds to consider the case for the establishment of laksana
and laksya as entities that cannot be defined in terms of identity or difference, a line
of defense utilized by certain Conservative Buddhists for the pudgala as regards its
relationship to the skandhas. According to them, pudgala cannot be analyzed in
terms of identity with or difference from the skandhas, because the relationship is
inexpressible (de La Vallée Poussin [PsP, 64, n. 3] cites BCAP 297.9: ... skandhe-
bhyas tattvanyatvabhyam avacyam pudgalanamanam atmanam icchanti). See also
Candrakirti’s argumentation against atman as inexpressible as identical with or other
than the skandhas, together with argumentation against arman as inexpressible as
permanent or impermanent (nityanityatvenavdacya) and inexpressible as existent or
non-existent (astitvanastitvenavacya) at PsP; 288.9-17.

472 “and so forth” of “instrument and so forth” (karanddinam) refers to the other four
karakas basic to the Paninian theory of karakas, to wit, 1) the object/patient
(karman), 2) the point of departure (apadana), 3) that which the agent intends as goal
through the object of the action (sampradana), 4) the locus (adhikarana). As Ganeri
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instrument, e.g., an axe, requires an agent who performs the act of
cutting]. But if it is postulated that the mind (citta) is the agent in this
case,'” that too is not correct, because the mind operates in the
perception (darsana) of the mere thing (arthamdtra), the mental
factors (caitasa) with respect to the distinguishing features (visesa) of
the object (artha), since it is accepted that:

Of those [two], consciousness (vijiiana) is perception (drsti) of
the object (artha), while the mental factors (caitasa) [are
directed] toward its distinguishing features (tadvisesa).*™

(1999: 52) states, “The term karaka, derived from the verb kr (‘to do, make’),
literally means that which makes the event.” Things are karakas when, being viewed
in relation to an action, they play specific roles in regard to the accomplishment of
that action (cf. Nath 1987: 145: “what makes a thing a karaka is the power (sakti) of
bringing an action towards completion”). For example, in the sentence devadatto
rathena vanam prasadad gacchati, four types of karakas are involved in the
accomplishment of the action of going. The agent (kartr) is defined as “[that karaka
which is] independent [relative to others involved in an action]” (svatantrah karta),
the independence of which is explained by Bartrhari as due to, among other reasons,
the fact that it “suppresses the agency of other karakas, whose participation is
subordinated to [it]” and due to the fact that “a sentence may denote no other karaka
but denote an agent alone” (Cardona 1974: 239). See also Butzenberger 2000.

473 According to the AK, the words mind (citta), mental [faculty] (manas) and
consciousness (vijiana) are synonymous: AK Il.34ab: cittam mano ’tha vijiianam
ekartham. For Candrakirti in this section of the PsP, caitta, caitasa and the oppon-
ent’s jiiana represent a second group of synonyms. *LT’s author notes that the
mental factors are by implication stated to be the instrument: cittasya kartrtvam ity
ukte arthdc caittanam karanatvam uktam (cf. Yonezawa 2004: 124, 144 [fol. 2b5];
Yonezawa reads cittanam but the *LT manuscript clearly reads caittanam).

474 Candrakirti cites MAV 1.8cd. MAV 1.8 as cited in MAVT (30.2, 45.8): abhiita-
parikalpas tu cittacaittas tridhatukah | tatrarthadrstir vijiianam tadvisese tu caitasah ||
(MAVBh: abhiitaparikalpas ca ...). MAVBh to 1.8cd: tatrarthamatre drstir vijiianam
| arthavisese drstis caitasa vedanadayah || (MAVBh 20.19-20). If MAVBh is
followed, MAV 1.8 should be translated as “Of those [two], consciousness (vijiiana)
is perception (drsti) with respect to the object (artha), while the mental factors
(caitta) [are perception] with respect to its distinguishing features (tadvisesa).”
MAVT on tatrarthamatre drstir vijiianam: matrasabdo visesanirasanendagrhitavisesa
vastusvariipamatropalabdhir ity arthah | (MAVT 31.16-17); underlined words
reconstructed by Yamaguchi. Stanley (1988: 38, n. 199) reconstructs visesapanaya-
nayagrhitavisesa. Arnold (2005b: 438, n. 91) notes that Seyfort Ruegg (2002: 113)
erroneously ascribes the MAV to Sthiramati.
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For when one principal activity (pradhanakriya) is to be accomplish-
ed, there is the instrumentality, etc., of the instrument and so forth on
account of [their] becoming ancillary [to the principal action] by
virtue of effectuating the subsidiary actions (gunakriya), each
individually (yathasvam).*” But in the present case (iha), there is not

Cp. AKVy 38.23-25 (ad AK 1.16a: vijiianam prativijiiaptih; AKBh: visayam visayam
prati vijiiaptir upalabdhir vijiianaskanda ity ucyate): vijianaskandha prativijiiaptir ity
arthah ... . upalabdhir vastumatragrahanam. vedanadayas tu caitasa viSesagrahana-
rupah (Wogihara adds visesa after caitasa but notes that visesa only occurs in the
Tibetan and is not attested in the AKVy mss; Sastri does not add visesa). MAVT on
arthavisese drstis caitasa vedandadayah: ... evam caisam asrayalambanakaladravya-
samatabhih samprayuktatvam na tv akarasamataydapi vijianavisesaprasangat |
(MAVT 31.15-17). Mind and its mental factors are taught in the AK as being similar
in five ways: AK I1.34cd: cittacaitasah sasrayalambanandakarah samprayuktas ca
paiicadha (the concept of akara in this karika is apparently different from that just
referred to in the MAVT); AKBh,, 62.9: paiicabhih samataprakarair asrayalamba-
nakarakaladravyasamatabhih (see AKBh,, II1.177f.; on the caittas, AKBh,, II.150, n.
2; Tillemans 1990: 285, n. 427). More references at PsP, 65, n. 3.

On the role of the MAYV in Bhaviveka’s works, see Saito 1998.

475 In general, the term “principal action” (pradhanakriya) denotes the activity
indicated by a verbal root, such as the verbal root ¥ pac. In the case of v pac, the
accomplishing of the cooking involves various individual subsidiary actions
(gunakriya), such as the internal conscious effort of the agent (kartr), the placing of a
pot on a stove or hearth, the placing of water and grains in the pot, blowing, heating,
etc. Panintyas thus consider that all activities are composites, and hold, given that the
subsidiary actions occur sequentially, that the unity of the principal action is a mental
construct (see Cardona 1974: 237).

In the case of a sentence that expresses Devadatta’s act of cooking rice in a pot with
firewood (devadattas tandulan edhaih sthalyam pacati), Devadatta is the principal
agent (pradhanakartr) of the principal activity of cooking; in the process, he makes
the decisions as the activity proceeds, places the rice in the pot and the pot over the
firewood, ignites the firewood, etc. The firewood is the instrument of the activity of
cooking, the pot its locus, and the rice grains the object. Although Devadatta the
principal agent lights the firewood, sentences such as edhah pacanti “the firewood
cooks” are also acceptable because firewood can be seen as participating as instru-
ment in the principal activity of cooking (on sentences like edhah pacanti, where the
instrument of the principal activity is assigned its own agency, constituted by its
burning until the food is cooked, see Cardona 1974: 263; on the subsidiary agents
[gunakartr] of the individual subsidiary actions being considered as suppressed by
the principal agent, see 264). On the karakas, see also Deshpande 1990.
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one [single] principal activity for cognition (jiana) and consciousness
(vijiiana) [which you allege function respectively as instrument and
agent]. Rather, the principal activity of consciousness (vijiiana) is
discernment of the mere object (arthamdtra), whereas [that] of cogni-
tion (jiiana) [is] the discernment of the distinguishing features of the
object;*° thus there is neither the instrumentality of cognition nor the

In the present passage, Candrakirti calls attention to the fact that the instrument is
responsible for a subsidiary action; for example, in the case of cooking, the firewood
burns, thereby contributing to the principal activity of cooking.

De La Vallée Poussin (PsP; 65, n. 4) considers PsP Tib’s byed pa la sogs pa rnams ni
bdag nyid ji lta bu’i bya ba phal pa sgrub pa’i sgo nas | gtso bor gyur pa’i bya ba cig
bsgrub par bya ba la yan lag gi ngo bor gyur pa las byed pa la sogs pa nyid du ’gyur
na to reflect karanadmam yathdasvam guna ... dvarena ekasya ... sadhyaya (sic)
angibhavopagamat karanaditvam. The translators have merely re-ordered the sen-
tence.

476 In the previous argumentation in this larger section, Dignaga attempted to rescue
his position that (sva)laksana should be understood in the sense of an object (karman)
by positing jiiana as an instrument. Candrakirti attacked this idea by considering
Jjiiana from the point of view of its being equivalent to vijiiana, specifically vijiiana
understood as equivalent to its laksana visayam prati vijiiaptih. The present argument
may also implicitly intend reference to Dignaga’s earlier assertion that jiiana as
instrument has as its object the solidity and so forth (kathinyadi) of earth, because
this ability of Dignaga’s jiiana to discriminate earth’s aspects, i.e., its distinguishing
features such as solidity—as opposed to cognizing the mere object earth—means that
Jjiiana must be a mental factor (caitta). Cf. above n. 474, citing AKVy on AKBh ad
AK 1.16a: vedanadayas tu caitasa visesagrahanaripah, and MAVBh on MAV 1.8cd
arthavisese drstis caitasa vedanadayah. See also AK 11.24, where Vasubandhu
presents the mahabhiimika caittas as: vedana cetana samjiia cchandah sparso matih
smrtih | manaskaro *dhimoksas ca samadhih sarvacetasi |; Vasubandhu presents the
same group of caittas (the first five classified as sarvatraga, the last five as prati-
niyatavisaya) in his Paficaskandhaka as: sparso manaskaro vedana samjiia cetana
cchando ’dhimoksah smrtih samadhih prajia (Li and Steinkellner 2008: 4f.).
Candrakirti appears to be identifying Dignaga’s jiiana with the mental factor saiijiia,
since safijiia’s function is, as Candrakirti states above for jiiana understood as a
mental factor, the discernment of the distinguishing features of the object. AKBh,,
54.20-21 (ad AK I1.24) on safijiia: samjiianam visayanimittodgrahah; AKVy 127.24-
25: visayanimittagrahah iti visaya-viSesa-ripa-graha ity arthah; Paficaskandhaka on
safijiid: saiijiia katama | visayanimittodgrahanam | (Li and Steinkellner 2008: 4). Cf.
also AKBh,; 10.17-18 (ad AK I.14cd, corrected following AKBhg; 16.5-6): yan nila-
pitadirghahrasvastripurusamitramitrasukhaduhkhadinimittodgrahanam asau samjiia-
skandhah.

Dignaga’s attempt to defend his positing of jiiana as the instrument (karana) for the
(sva)laksana (interpreted in the sense of an object) by asserting that the mind (citta)
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agency of mind (citta) [in this case of cognition characterizing the
particular characteristic], and therefore, just that fault [remains,
namely, that an agent is lacking].*”’

§100. If there were [this objection]: Because—since according to
authoritative testimony (@gama) “All phenomena are without self”
(anatmanah sarvadharmah)*®*—an agent (kartr) does not exist in any
way whatsoever, linguistic usage (vyavahara) of activity (kriya), etc.,
[can] certainly occur even without an agent.

[We reply:] This too is not [acceptable], because [you have] not de-
termined the correct meaning of the dgama. But this has been
explained in the Madhyamakavatara.*”

serves as the agent (kartr) for the activity (kriya) of cognizing, e.g., the solidity, etc.,
of earth is therefore shown by Candrakirti to be nonsensical, since the mind that
cognizes the mere object and the mental factor(s) cognizing its features do not
function within the context of one and the same activity, but rather perform two
completely separate activities.

477 Candrakirti, as might be expected, does not go into the grammarians’ discussion
about sentences such as asis chinatti “the sword/axe cuts” (in place of asina chinatti
devadattah) or sthali pacati “the pot is cooking (something)” (in place of devadattah
sthalyam pacati) being acceptable given that that sword/axe and pot can also be seen
as functioning as agents of cutting and cooking. Cardona writes (1974: 235),
“Whether one speaks of swords and pots as agents of cutting and cooking, however,
the fact remains that these implements do not function totally independently (sva-
tantra); even when one uses [these sentences], one understands that the sword cuts
when wielded by someone and the pot cooks when someone has put food in it and set
it to cooking. Moreover, ... such implements are not agents without simultaneously
functioning as instrument and locus.”

478 The statement appears in the Pali Canon as sabbe dhamma anatta and there has
the meaning “all phenomena are not the self.” Cf., e.g., SN 1I1.132.22-133.2: Evam
vutte thera bhikkhii ayasmantam Channam etad avocum | Ripam kho avuso Channa
aniccam | vedand anicca | saiiiia anicca | sarnkhdra anicca | viiiianam aniccam |
Riipam anattd | vedand | saiiia | sankhara | vifiianam anatta | Sabbe sarikhara anicca
sabbe dhamma anatta ti |; MN 1.228, 230. “Not the self” is said to be the third of the
three marks (trilaksanaftilakkhana) of phenomena (cf., e.g., PTSD s.v. lakkhana;
Conze 1967: 34ff.; for an explanation of why suffering is not mentioned in the SN
and MN passages just referred to, see Bodhi 2000: 1084, n. 180).

49 *LT’s author, commenting on the sentence etad api ndsti, agamasya samyag-
arthanavadharanat, explains that the agama cited by the Epistemologist has the
intention of rejecting the agency of the arman, but not additionally the agency of the
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mind: anavadharanad iti {|} atmanah kartrtvam tatra varitam na tu cittasyapi | (cf.
Yonezawa 2004: 124, 144 [fol. 2b5]; Yonezawa reads caritam for varitam). He adds,
regarding the PsP’s mention of the MA: tatraivavadharyo ’tra nokta iti (cf.
Yonezawa 2004: 124, 144 [fol. 2b5]). The reference appears to be to MA VI.137 and
the respective MABh, and further to MABh ad MA VI.159a-c. Just before MA
VI.137, the opponent attempts to escape the consequence that agent (*kartr) and
object (*karman), that is, appropriator (*upadatr) and appropriated (*upadana), will
be the same thing if he holds to his view that atman exists as the shape/arrangement
(dbyibs; *akara, *samsthana) of the skandhas by arguing that this appropriator-cum-
agent is not really some thing, because it is nothing more than the mere composite of
the skandhas (gang zhig byed pa po nyid du ’gyur ba nye bar len pa po ni "ga’ yang
yod pa ma yin pa nyid de | ’di ni nye bar len pa ’dus pa tsam zhig tu zad do; MABh,,
260.12-13). Candrakirti responds with MA VI1.137cd: byed po med las yod snyam blo
yin na || ma yin gang phyir byed po med las med | “If [your] idea is that [even if] the
agent (*kartr) does not exist, the object (*karman) does exist, it is not [so], because
[if] the agent does not exist, the object [also] does not exist.” Referring to MMK
VIII.13, he explains in his bhasya that the object cannot exist alone, because the
agent serves as its reason (rgyu, *hetu) for being: gal te byed pa po mi ’dod na rgyu
med pa’i las kyang "dod par mi bya’o | (MABh,, 260.18-19); something is designated
as object only in dependence upon an agent, and vice versa: de’i phyir ji ltar byed pa
po la brten nas las su gdags par bya la | las la brten nas kyang byed pa po yin pa de
bzhin du ... . He closes by pointing out that the scripture which states that an agent is
not perceived but that the act and its maturation exist (byed pa po ni ma dmigs kyi las
kyang yod la rnam par smin pa yang yod do) has the purpose of communicating that
the agent does not exist by own-being; it does not communicate that the agent desig-
nated in dependence, which is an element of conventional linguistic usage (*vyava-
harangibhiita), is negated: ... brten nas gdags par bya ba tha snyad kyi yan lag tu
gyur pa yang bkag go zhes bya bar (MABhyy: pa) ni shes par mi bya’o || (see
MABh,, 261.20-262.4; Huntington 1989: 257, n. 167. The entire section is found in
MABHh,, 1911: 305-7; on p. 307, n. 2 de La Vallée Poussin refers to the Paramartha-
Sunyata). Again, toward the end of the atman critique (ad MA VI.159a-c),
Candrakirti criticizes the person who, having understood certain discourses in a
mistaken way, incorrectly asserts worldly samvrti thus: “the mere collection of parts
(*anga) exists, but the whole (angin) does not exist in any way at all, because it is not
perceived separate from it ... solely the act (karman) exists, the agent (kartr) does not
exist ...,” for the unwanted consequence of this person’s reasoning is that the mere
parts, etc., will also not exist: gang 'ga’ zhig gsung rab kyi don phyin ci log tu rtogs
pas yan lag tshogs pa tsam zhig yod kyi yan lag can ni rnam pa tham cad du yod pa
ma yin te | de las tha dad par ma dmigs pa’i phyir ro || ... las ba’ zhig kho na yod kyi
byed pa po ni med do || ... zhes de Ita bur rnam par gnas pa’i (MABhyy: pa ni) ’jig
rten gyi kun rdzob phyin ci log tu smra ba de’i ltar na gtan tshigs de nyid kyis yan lag
la sogs pa tsam yang med par thal bar ’gyur bas ... (MABh,, 278.9-18; MABh,, 1911:
321).
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§101. Even if there were [this objection:] There is, for example, a
relationship of qualifier (visesana) and qualificand (visesya) [between
the members of genitive constructions like] “the pestle’s body ™

Stcherbatsky (1927: 149, n. 7) points to “e.g. Madhy. avat., 6.68ff.” as the passage
Candrakirti is alluding to here in the PsP, but MA VI.68cd and the citations presented
in the related MABh merely declare the non-existence of all things. Seyfort Ruegg
(2002: 114 and n. 205) erroneously understands artha of agamasya samyagarthana-
vadharanat as “object” and thus translates “For no correct intentional object has been
specified ... by the [cited] scriptural testimony” but does refer to MA VIL.76.
However, as Arnold (2005b: 440, n. 96) has already indicated, MA VIL.76 simply
asserts that the notion of svasamvedana is incoherent. One might add that although
MA VL.76 mentions the karakas kartr, karman and kriya, Candrakirti introduces
them for the sake of demonstrating that they cannot be a unity and thus to prove that
paratantra cannot be known by itself. MA V1.76: tasmat svasamvedanam asti naiva
kenanyatantragrahanam tava syat | kartus ca karmakriyayos ca naikyam tenaiva tasya
grahanam na yuktam || (Li 2012: 12).

Siderits (1981: 141) comments on our main text’s objection and response as follows:
“We can already see what Candrakirti has in mind here, however, for we know that
the Yogacara-Sautrantika proposes to provide a correct definition of the worldly
practice with respect to pramana and prameya; that is, his analysis is purported to be
nothing more than a description of conventional epistemic practice. As such, this
account is thoroughly ensconced on the side of samvrti, that species of truth which is
determined by conventional linguistic behavior. Now it is well known that the
Madhyamikas reinterpret the doctrine of anatman as the doctrine of nihsvabhavata,
the denial that there are ultimately any self-existent reals. Anatmavada thus belongs
on the side of paramartha or absolute truth .... . ... the epistemologist may not
legitimately employ the anatman doctrine in defense of some feature of his analysis,
for that analysis must proceed within the boundaries of those structures which govern
our linguistic behavior, and anatmavada is not among these.” One might qualify this
by stating that while it is true that things disappear when one moves to the ultimate
level, for Candrakirti, even on the samvrti level things are empty of real existence,
and it is this lack of real existence, of a real nature of things, that allows for dynamic
existence, because truly existing things could never change. On the samvrti level
things can only exist in dependence, e.g., an agent exists in dependence on an action,
an instrument in dependence on an agent, etc., and vice-versa, and nothing exists
independently, i.e., an action or instrument cannot exist without an agent.

480 De La Vallée Poussin and some of the modern translators of the present section of
the PsP understand silaputrakasya sariram to mean “body of a statue,” and not “body
of a pestle.” Pa tshab translates Silaputrakasya Sariram into Tibetan as mchi gu’i lus,
thus taking silaputraka in the meaning of pestle. Cf. TCD, where mchi gu is
explained as rang 'thag gi yas rdo (the upper mill-stone) and mchig gu as rang ’thag
gi yas rdo but also as sgog gtun gyi yas rdo (the upper pestle); cf. also Jiaschke (s.v.
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mchig), where mchig gu is said to be “a small mortar,” “a pestle.” MW translates
Silaputra literally as “little rock” and assigns to it the meanings “a grindstone” and “a
torso”’; these same meanings are given for Silaputraka. It should be noted, however,
that the Sanskrit texts noted in MW as attesting silaputra and Silaputraka in the
meaning “torso,” namely, the Sankhyapravacanabhasya and the Brhadaranyakopani-
sadbhasya, respectively, only present the example silaputrakasya Sariram, without
further explanation. According to Apte, both Silaputra and Silaputraka refer to a
lower stone: “a small flat stone for grinding condiments on.” BHSD mentions that
Silaputra = nisadaputra, i.e., upper millstone or pestle, noting that Pali nisadapota is
glossed in the Visuddhimagga as silaputtako and that the Mahavyutpatti translates
Silaputra as gtun bu (misprinted as gtur bu), i.e., as pestle. Only PW attests
Silaputraka in the (single) meaning “eine Figur, eine Statue von Stein” (Silaputra, on
the other hand, is said to mean “Reibstein”), but the text reference given as support-
ive of the meaning of “statue” is the same as that supplied in MW for the meaning
“torso,” namely the Brhadaranyakopanisadbhasya’s sole attestation of Silaputraka in
the uncommented example Silaputrakasya sariram. It is perhaps worth mentioning
that Cakrapani, in Carakasamhita Cikitsasthana 1.57.2, comments on the word
kiircanna with jarjarikaranasadhanam Silaputrakamusaladi, which indeed confirms
that at least there Silaputraka means pestle (my thanks to Philipp Maas for this refer-
ence). One might add that Apte states that sarira refers to the body of both animate
and inanimate objects.

The example Silaputrakasya sariram is also found, e.g., in the AKBh in the Sau-
trantika refutation of the Sarvastivada view which holds that the mark of the condi-
tioned (samskrtalaksana) known as arising (jati) is a real entity. The Sautrantikas
state that it is only for the sake of qualifying matter that the genitive construction
“matter’s origination” (ripasyotpada) is employed, adding that this construction is
used so that one understands that the arising specifically refers to matter, lest the
arising of something else be understood. The situation is similar to that reflected by
other expressions, such as “sandalwood’s odour, etc.” or “Silaputrakasya sariram”
(where odour and body are not something different from the sandalwood or the sila-
putraka but appear with them in genitive constructions for the sake of qualifying
them) (tasya viSesanartham riapasyotpada iti sastim kurvanti yatha rupasamjiiaka
evotpadah pratiyeta ma 'nyah pratyayiti | tadyatha candanasya gandhadayah Silapu-
trakasya Sariram iti [AKBh,, 80.1-3]). Jinamitra and dPal brtsegs, the translators of
the AKBAh, like Pa tshab in the present section, render Silaputrakasya Sariram of the
cited AKBh passage into Tibetan as mchi gu’i lus, thus understanding the phrase to
be referring to the body of a pestle (cf. AKBh Tib P 96a2; D 84a3). The fact that Pa
tshab translates silaputraka as pestle quite possibly indicates that the tradition of the
PsP transmitted to his pandita collaborator Mahasumati in Kashmir also interpreted
Silaputraka as pestle, and not as “statue.” On the basis of the above, I have decided to
translate Silaputraka as pestle. Nevertheless, the rendering of silaputraka as “statue”
in many of the modern translations of the PsP does not detract from the point being
made by Dignaga, since a statue can of course also be understood as something that
is not different from its body.
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[and] “Rahu’s head”™' even when a qualifier (i.e., a pestle, Rahu) [as
some entity] separate from the body and head does not exist.

The translation equivalents for Silaputraka employed by modern translators of the
PsP section vary. Siderits (1981: 142) translates the compound as “statue.” Thurman
(1991: 292, n. 11) states that he prefers, against Stcherbatsky, who translates
Silaputraka as “statue,” to rely on Tibetan mchi gu in the sections of the PsP he
translates. Seyfort Ruegg (2002: 115) takes a middle path and translates “the body of
a torso/pestle.” Arnold (2005b: 440, n. 97) writes, “the primary sense of Silaputraka
is ‘millstone’ or ‘pestle,” which is reflected in the Tibetan (mchi gu)” but argues that
understanding silaputraka in this way might not be optimal: “If ... we take it that
way, the point of this example would differ slightly from that of the other — and
indeed, would not be altogether clear. The point would perhaps be that, insofar as the
word involves a semantic unit that ordinarily refers to persons (i.e., putra, such that
the word’s nirukti makes it mean something like ‘stone boy’), one might be inclined
to suppose that the body of such is, like the body of a person, animate — hence, the
force of the subsequent part where we’re told that the akanksa that goes with this
word is buddhi, ‘intellect.” Thus, the reason a silaputraka just is a body is that it is
inanimate (whereas a statue would only be a “body” if it happened to be a headless
statue). However, it seems to me preferable to follow Stcherbatsky (1927: 158) in
reading this to mean ‘statue’— in which case the point of the example is exactly the
same as that of the ‘Rahu’s head’ example ... .” I doubt that considerations of
animate stone bodies and headless statues are relevant here. Arnold (and all of the
previous translators of the passage, in fact) has in part been misled by the idea that
the other associated thing (sahabhavipadarthantara—see Candrakirti’s response) that
is implied by the mention of “body” is “intellect, etc.” (buddhyadi) rather than, as [
understand it, an individual who possesses or has control over the body (see n. 482).
As will be seen, with buddhyadi...vat Candrakirti merely compares “body” to
“intellect” because the mention of these words and others like them suggests an
OWNEr Or pOSSessor.

81 Rahu, according to Indian mythology, was a Daitya who, subsequent to the gods’
churning of the ocean to retrieve the stolen amrta, the nectar of immortality, sat
amongst the gods and drank a portion of the amrta. Stirya and Candra, the gods of
the sun and moon, revealed the fraud, upon which Visnu beheaded the Daitya. The
head and trunk of the Daitya settled in the heavens as the immortalized Rahu and
Ketu. Rahu seeks to avenge Strya and Candra’s exposure of him by pursuing them
through the stellar sphere, and when he catches them, he swallows them, thereby
causing eclipses; but since Rahu only exists as a head, they reappear when they pass
out of his neck. Within Indian astrology, Rahu and Ketu represent the ascending and
descending nodes of the moon (Basham 1988: 491). On Rahu in eclipse mode as
susceptible to the influence of the chanting of Buddhist verses, see SN 1.50-51.

Rahu as a mere head is set forth by hypothetical Dignaga as a second example of
things that are actually one but that may nevertheless be spoken of as existing in a
relationship of qualifier and qualified. Hypothetical Dignaga for now leaves aside his
earlier postulation of a karmasadhana laksana-cum-laksya which has cognition
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Similarly, even when earth [as some entity] separate from [its]
particular characteristic (svalaksana) does not exist, there will be [a
relationship of qualifier and qualificand for the members of the
genitive construction] “earth’s particular characteristic.”

[Reply:] This is not so, because [the case you intend to prove] is not
the same [as the other two]. For given that the words “body” and
“head” [respectively] presuppose another associated (sahabhavin)
thing, in the same way that intellect (buddhi), etc., [presuppose
someone who possesses them] and hands, etc., [presuppose an
individual to whom they belong], when a thought (buddhi) which has
the mere word “body” or “head” as objective support (alambana) is
produced [in someone], [this] person (jana) [will] certainly expect the
other associated thing, [wondering] “Whose body?” [or] “Whose
head?*** It is reasonable that the other [person], for his part, wanting

acting as its instrument, and with this new argument focusses on the visesya solidity
and its merely nominally existent visesana earth, again attempting to circumvent
Candrakirti’s demand for a separately existing laksya.

482 My understanding of the sentence differs slightly from that of previous translators
for two reasons. First, I do not consider “intellect, etc., and hands, etc.” (buddhyadi-
panyadi) to be the referents of either sahabhavipadarthantara or sahacaripa-
darthantara, but rather understand these items simply as further examples of things
like “body” and “head” which on their own imply or lead one to presuppose—in the
case of body and intellect, etc.—a “possessor” of them or—in the case of head and
hands, etc.—a whole person who is constituted by these body parts and to whom they
thus belong. That is, on my understanding, the referent of sahabhavipadarthantara is
nothing other than the referent of sahacaripadarthantara, namely, an “owner,” the
existence of whom/which is assumed and expressed by the questions that enter the
mind of the person who has just heard the words “body” or “head.” Compare, e.g.,
Siderits’ (1981: 142) translation, which takes the referent of sahabhavipadarthantara
to be buddhyadipanyadi and that of sahabhavipadarthantara to be the person who
possesses buddhyadipanyadi: “In the case of the words ‘body’ and ‘head’, their
occurrence being related to other associated things like intellect and hands, when the
object consisting of just the words ‘body’ or ‘head’ is productive of intellection, it
occurs having the requirement (expectation) of some other associated thing to
complete the sense: ‘The body of whom?’ ‘The head of whom?’” It is not entirely
clear to me if Seyfort Ruegg (cf. 2002: 115f.) understands sahabhavipadarthantara
and sahacaripadarthantara to have the same or separate referents; his translation,
which further unexpectedly associates ‘head’ with buddhyadi and ‘body’ with
panyadi, reads: “For—given that in the case of the words ‘body’ and ‘head’ there
operates a [semantic] dependency on a further, accompanying, thing ... such as a
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thought, etc., (buddhyadi) [in relation to a head], and a hand, etc. (panyadi) [in
relation to a body]—there is present the additional production of a thought having as
its object the words ‘body’ and ‘head’ (Sarira-sirahSabdamatralambano buddhyupa-
jananah [?] = lus dan mgo’i sgra tsam la dmigs pa’i blo skyes pa lta Zig), and
involving precisely the (syntactic-semantic) expectation of a further, accompanying,
thing ..., [this expectation taking the form of the enquiry] ‘the body of whom/what?’,
‘The head of whom/what?’, etc.” Arnold assumes that the referent of both saha-
bhavipadarthantara and sahacaripadarthantara is buddhyadipanyadi, and, like
Seyfort Ruegg, associates ‘“head” with buddhyadi and ‘“body” with panyadi.
Arnold (2005b: 441) translates: “For the use of words like ‘body’ and ‘head’ depends
on other associated categories, such as, [in the case of ‘heads’], intellect, etc., and, [in
the case of bodies,] hands, etc. That being the case, the production of an idea based
on the words ‘body’ or ‘head’ creates a semantic expectation regarding the other
associated categories, [such that one expects to know] whose body? whose head?”
*LT’s author similarly appears to have mistakenly understood Candrakirti to be
saying that the mention of a body (sarira) implies things like buddhi: Sariram ity ukte
{1} buddhyadisahabhavipadarthantarasapeksata bhavati | (cf. Yonezawa 2004: 124,
144 [fol. 2b6]).

Second, earlier translators have had to struggle with PsP, ’s almost surely corrupt text
Sarirasirahsabdamatralambano buddhyupajananah, a reading also attested by the
manuscripts. I am grateful to Lambert Schmithausen for suggesting the emendation
Jjanah. The emendation assumes that a scribe’s early, pre—ms-P eyeskip was respon-
sible for the loss of the aksara ne of my critical text’s upajanane and of the ja of the
subject janah (eyeskip na to nalh]). I further assume that the preceding compound,
which reads sSarirasirahsabdamatralambano in PsP; and the manuscripts, originally
read °alambana and was compounded with buddhyupajanane.

*LT’s author’s comment on the word sakarnksah of the compound sahacaripa-
darthantarasakanksah, to wit, [slakanksa iti pratipatta (the original s of sakanksa
was wrongly copied as initial a), makes explicit the reference to the person who un-
derstands the words “body” and “head.” The *LT thus supports the emendation
buddhyupajanane janah. Yonezawa, on the other hand, considers the *LT ms’s
akanksa to represent the citation of the PsP’s following karnksam and therefore
emends PsP,’s kanksam to akanksam, a change that cannot be accepted; cf. Yone-
zawa 2004: 124, 144 (fol. 2b6).

Lack of access to the subject janah left Seyfort Ruegg and Arnold with little choice
but to understand upajananah as the sentence’s subject (Seyfort Ruegg: “... there is
present the additional production of a thought having as its object the words ‘body’
and ‘head’ ...”) and probably explains Arnold’s free translation of vartate as
“creates” (““... the production of an idea based on the words ‘body’ or ‘head’ creates
a semantic expectation ...”). Siderits’ (1981: 142) assumption that buddhi of buddhy-
upajananah is the subject of the verb vartate and his presentation of PsP, ’s °alamba-
no (the masculine form clearly indicating that it is the final member of a bahuvrihi
compound) as if it were part of a locative absolute construction is, however, inex-
plicable (“when the object consisting of just the words ‘body’ or ‘head’ is productive
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to prevent a connection [of the word “body” or “head”] with [any]
other qualification, removes the expectation (karnksa) of the compre-
hending person (pratipattr) by [stating] the qualifying word (dhvani)
“pestle” or “Rahu,” [both of] which are in conformity with worldly
convention (laukikasarketa). But in this case [of particular character-
istic], where earth, etc., separate from solidity, etc., do not exist, a
relationship of qualification and qualificand is not tenable.**

of intellection, it occurs having the requirement (expectation ...).” It should be
mentioned that Stcherbatsky (1927: 150, n. 3), apparently also puzzled by PsP;’s
text, noted that °alambano might have originally read °alambana and been connected
to the following compound, an idea that I accept: “buddhyupajananah for upajata-
buddhih or °alambana-buddhy-upajananah (sc. purusah)”’; he presents as his literal
translation (ibid., 150, n. 5): “... a man who produces a thought intent upon only the
words body and head is always (eva) in expectation of the coexisting other things,
‘whose the body’, ‘whose the head’?”

De La Vallée Poussin (PsP, 66, n. 3) comments on PsP Tib’s sgra tsam la dmigs pa’i
blo skyes pa lta zhig gang gi lus ... with “Si lta-zhig peut remplacer hga-zhig, la-la-
zhig, il s’oppose a [g]cog-cos (itara = eka-tara), et nous avons: ‘Un homme intelligent
(blo-skyes-pa? buddhiman janah) entend pronouncer le mot téte et se demande: la
téte de qui? ...".” It is difficult to reconstruct what the PsP Tib translators might have
read in their manuscript(s). On the meaning and usage of /ta zhig, see Hahn 1994:
2809ff.

483 Candrakirti makes the point that head and body, for example, in contradistinction

to solidity, which according to Dignaga is not something different from earth, pre-
suppose and imply other things (antarapadartha), that is, numerically different
things, these “things” being the “possessors” or “owners” of head and body. Rahu is
just one of the innumerable possessors of heads in this world, and it is the mention of
his name that reveals, for the person for whom the mention of the word “head” has
sparked a desire to know exactly whose head is being referred to, the identity of the
owner of this specific head. The fact that Rahu has lost the rest of his body and can
be considered, as Dignaga intends to present him, as nothing more than his head is
more or less irrelevant here: in the world, Rahu is accepted as someone/something
different from the mere head inasmuch as he is acknowledged as the possessor of his
head, like all other possessors of heads. The case of the pestle is the same: the
mention of “body” brings about the hearer’s desire to know who or what possesses
said body. The information that the possessor of the body is a pestle excludes every-
one and everything but a pestle; that the reference is only to a pestle and not to some
person by no means detracts from the fact that on the level of worldly convention a
pestle is acknowledged as having a body. As indicated by Candrakirti, similar to
Rahu and his head, a pestle is conventionally accepted as something different from its
mere body and thus appropriate to be characterized as in a relationship of qualifier
and qualificand with it. In the case of earth and solidity, on the other hand, which are
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§102. If [Dignaga argues:] Since the non-Buddhists (¢irthika) accept a
separate object characterized (laksya), [our] assertion of a qualifica-
tion (visesana), which is in conformity with that [acceptance], is
without fault.**

envisioned by Dignaga as existing in a relationship of qualifier and qualificand even
though he holds them to be one and the same thing, a relationship of qualifier and
qualificand is excluded, because such a relationship can only occur between two
separate things. Thus the argument brought forth by Dignaga to preserve some sem-
blance of a laksya, be it only nominal (that is, earth is the merely nomimal laksya of
the (sva)laksana solidity), is faulty because Dignaga’s laksya does not exist separ-
ately from the laksana; there is simply no qualifier for the opponent’s laksana.
Arnold’s summation of the paragraph slightly misses the point. He states (2005b:
442, n. 103), “Thus, adjectival ‘qualification’ (visesana) is called for only when there
is some syntactic ‘expectation’ (akariksa), such that we need to know more in order
to know precisely which token of some type is being picked out. In contrast, since
there cannot meaningfully be any earth which is not ‘earth’ by definition—which is
not, that is, possessed of the characteristic that makes it an instance of ‘earth’—we do
not, when encountering some instance of ‘resistance,” wonder what it belongs to; for
when one encounters an instance of ‘earth,” one just is encountering an instance of
‘resistance.’ This is just what it means for the latter to be a defining characteristic of
the former.” Candrakirti’s emphasis, however, is less on qualification being demand-
ed by “expectation” than on qualification requiring separate things. And as Candra-
kirti has made very clear, the view of the non-difference of earth and its
characteristic is the opponent’s view, not his own. Arnold’s subsequent contention
that the argument presented in the paragraph counters Dignaga’s stance that
perception (pratyaksa) has access to uninterpreted data because it “advances the
point that we invariably encounter things as they are defined. That is, tokens of the
type ‘earth’ are invariably encountered under a description (viz., as ‘hard’ or ‘resist-
ant’)” is an overinterpretation.

44 Non-Buddhists such as the VaiSesikas and Naiyayikas posit a categorical
difference between substance (dravya) and quality (guna), the coalescence of which
is facilitated by the separate category inherence (samavaya); see, e.g., Halbfass 1992:
75, where it is stated, “At any rate, classical VaiSesika considers samavaya as a
principle that is supposed to account for the cooccurrence and coalescence of
different and ontologically distinct world constituents within concrete things. In a
sense, it restores the unity and concreteness of things after their categorical decompo-
sition” (see also ibid., 70-72, and chapters five and six).

Dignaga argues here that his positing of earth as a visesana, and indeed as one that is
in a relationship with its visesya, is legitimate because non-Buddhists like the
VaiSesikas and Naiyayikas posit substance (dravya) as something separate from its
quality (guna), even though the two have been caused to coalesce by inherence.
Neither Seyfort Ruegg nor Arnold explains the argument. Stcherbatsky (1927: 150f.)
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[We reply:] This is not so. For it not proper (nyayya) to accept into
[your] own doctrine (svasamaya)™ the entities (padartha) bereft of
reasoning that are postulated by the non-Buddhists, because this
would entail that [you would] also accept other means of valid
cognition (pramana) and such.*°

§103. Moreover, like designations (prajiiapti) such as the person
(pudgala), [which actually exist as appropriators of things such as the
skandhas),”*" a pestle actually exists as the appropriator (upadatr) of

wrongly understands Dignaga to be speaking ironically and intending the acceptance
of the qualification to be from the Madhyamaka side (150, n. 9: “it is a jeer at the fact
that the Madhyamika prefers the realistic logic of the Naiyayikas and rejects the
reforms of the Buddhist logicians™). Arnold (2005b: 443) does not explain why he
translates visesanabhidhana as “[our] definition of characteristic.”

The Jainas likewise posit substance (dravya) and quality (guna) as distinct categories
(Halbfass 1992: 78). The Mimamsakas also maintain the existence of substance
separate from its qualities (see, e.g., Bhatt 1989: 362-364). Classical Sankhya
appropriates the VaiSesika doctrine of the categorical distinction between substance
and quality (see, e.g., Frauwallner 1984: 313-315).

485 Arnold (2005b: 443, n. 106) considers Seyfort Ruegg’s (correct) translation of
svasamaye as “into one’s own doctrine” to be based only on PsP Tib (“Ruegg [2002:
116] ... reading svamata per the Tibetan rang gi gzhung lugs”) and thus translates
svasamaye as “with regard to your own occasion,” which does not make much sense
in the present context.

4% Should Dignaga accept any of the entities or views posited by the non-Buddhist
schools, he would be met with the consequence that he would also have to admit,
along with other unacceptable entities and doctrines, the means of valid cognition
(pramana) by which the objects propounded by the respective school are known and
validated. For example, in addition to direct perception and inference, authoritative
testimony (Sabda) and comparison (upamana) are accepted by the VaiSesikas and
Naiyayikas (implication [arthapatti] is additionally accepted by the Prabhakara-
Mimamsakas, negation [abhava] by the Bhatta-Mimamsakas and the Vedantins, and
possibility [sambhava] and tradition [aitihya] by the Pauranikas; see, e.g., Hattori
1968: 78, n. 1.12; Randle 1976: 305). The tenet fundamental to Dignaga’s system of
the existence of only two pramanas and two corresponding prameyas would
therewith be demolished. Cf. also PsP; 67, n. 1 and Siderits 1981: 141.

47 Cp. Candrakirti’s MA argument against the thesis that the dtman is the same thing
as the skandhas in which he states that the appropriator must be something different
from that which is appropriated, because otherwise act and agent would also be the
same thing: len po rang nyer len gcig rigs dngos min | de Ita na las byed po gcig nyid
"gyur || (MA VI1.137). Ultimately, neither appropriator nor appropriated exists, but on
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that [which is] appropriated (updadana), viz., [its] own body, [that is,
actually exists] as a qualifier (visesana) that is a component of world-
ly linguistic practice (laukikavyavahara) [inasmuch as that pestle is]
generally established without analysis, and Rahu actually exists as
appropriator of [his] head, the appropriated; therefore, this example
(nidarsana) [of pestle and Rahu as substantiation for your claim that
earth—which you maintain does not actually exist as something sep-
arate from its particular characteristic—is a qualifier of the particular
characteristic] is inappropriate.***

the surface level, both appropriator and appropriated are accepted as existing; they
exist on the surface level in mutual dependence (MABh,, 261.12-14), and if one does
not exist, the other cannot exist. Candrakirti substantiates his argumentation for an
agent which exists as an element of worldly linguistic activity in MABh ad MA
VI.137 with authoritative testimony (@gama) that asserts the existence of the person
(pudgala, gang zag): “This person caught up in ignorance also -creates
good/wholesome impulses” (ma rig pa dang rjes su ’brel pa’i gang zag ’di ni bsod
nams mngon par 'du bya ba yang mngon par ’du byed do [MABh 4 262.4-6]).

*LT’s author comments on the example of pudgala and its relationship to the
example of the pestle as follows: yatha {|} avidyamane pi pudgale ripadyupadana
pudgalaprajiiaptils] tadvat Sarilralm upadanam krtva ||} Silaputraka upadata
upadiyate prajiiapyate | (cf. Yonezawa 2004: 124, 144 [fol. 2b6]).

I agree with Arnold (2005b: 443, n. 108) that Seyfort Ruegg’s qualification “designa-
tional” is uncalled for and detracts from the point Candrakirti is making (cf. Seyfort
Ruegg 2002: 116: “Moreover, given the [designational] existence of a silaputraka

).

8 Just as the pudgala actually exists as a legitimate element of conceptual activity
and linguistic discourse on the non-analyzed worldly level in the form of the appro-
priator of the skandhas, so do pestles and Rahu actually exist as the appropriators of
respectively their bodies and head on this level. Dignaga has, however, expressly
stated that the laksya (= earth, etc., his intended qualifier) does not actually exist, and
thus any comparison of this non-existent laksya-cum-proposed-qualifier with the
examples of the existing qualifiers pestle and Rahu is unacceptable.

*LT’s author states that the examples of pestle and Rahu are incorrect because a
relationship of qualifier and qualificand is not possible when there is not a qualifier:
ayuktam iti | viSesanabhave pi visesanavises|ylabhava iti na yuktam | (cf. Yonezawa
2004: 124, 145 [fol. 2b7]). He explains: samvyavaharasiddhasya visesanasya bhavad
eva (cf. ibid., 124, 145 [fol. 2b7]; Yonezawa [p. 145] erroneously associates this
sentence with the following paragraph in the PsP).

De La Vallée Poussin (PsP; 67, n. 3) reconstructs PsP Tib as api ca Sarira-upadana-
visesanalsya] laukikavyavaharangibhiita-avicara-prasiddhalsya] upadatr-silaputra-
kalsyal, Sira-upadanalsya)l upadatr-rahos ca pudgala-adi-prajiiapti-vat sadbhavan
nidarsanam etad ayuktam, but Pa tshab has merely changed the word-order, con-
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§104. If [Dignaga retorts:] The example is indeed established, because
another thing separate from body or head is not established since
there is the perception (upalambha) of only that [body or head].**’

[We reply:] This is not the case, because [first,] analysis (vicara) does
not take place in this manner in worldly practice, and [second,]
worldly things (laukikapadartha) exist from the non-analytical point
of view. For exactly as the self (arman), being analyzed, is not
possible as [an entity] different from the body (ripa), etc., and yet
from the point of view of worldly convention (lokasamvrti) it exists
[as something] based on (updddya) the constituent elements (ska-
ndha), so also [do] Rahu and the pestle [exist from the point of view
of worldly convention]; therefore, [your] example is not established.
Thus, even if in the case of earth, etc., an object characterized
(laksya), when analyzed, does not exist separately from solidity, etc.,
and a characteristic (laksana) separate from the object characterized
(laksya) [would be] without a basis (nirasraya), nevertheless, in view
of [the fact that] this is (i.e., that we are dealing with) the surface
[level], the Masters have determined that there is establishment
(siddhi) by virtue of an establishment (siddhi) [that consists in] mere
mutual reliance (parasparapeksa).”® And it certainly has to be

densed the two sadbhavats into one, and omitted sva. De La Vallée Poussin seems
also to have overlooked that khyad par du byed pa (visesanasya) is to be construed
with rten pa po (upadatuh).

48 PsP Tib reverses the two reason clauses (gal te de tsam zhig dmigs pas lus dang
mgo las tha dad pa’i don gzhan ma grub pa’i phyir dpe grub pa nyid do zhe na |), but
the Sanskrit can also be read this way, and in fact makes more sense when construed
thus. Both Seyfort Ruegg (2002: 117) and Arnold (2005b: 444) read Sarirasirovyati-
riktasyarthantarasyasiddhih as giving the reason for tanmatrasyopalambhah.

40 Cf., e.g., MMK VIIL.12 (cited earlier in §82): pratitya karakah karma tam pratitya
ca karakam | karma pravartate nanyat pasyamah siddhikaranam |. Arnold (2005b:
445, n. 118) considers acaryah to be employed as an honourific plural intending
Nagarjuna (“The teacher [Nagarjuna] ...”). This is certainly possible, but since
Candrakirti otherwise regularly uses dacarya in the singular when he is referring to
Nagarjuna, I have chosen to interpret acaryah as including Nagarjuna and (at least)
Aryadeva. Both Arnold and Seyfort Ruegg read the iti before dcaryah as indicating a
full stop (Arnold 2005b: 445: “nevertheless, this is the convention. The teacher
[Nagarjuna] settled the matter ....”; Seyfort Ruegg 2002: 118: “even so [there is
here] this [existence on the] surface-level. Teachers have propounded ...”), but I
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accepted that this is so: for otherwise, the surface [level] (samvrti)
would not be divorced from reasoning (upapatti), [and it would
follow,] then, [that] this (= the alleged surface level) would be
exclusively true reality (tattva), [thus] not [at all] the surface
[level].*! And not only are the pestle and so forth, when analyzed
with reasoning, impossible, but, by dint of argumentation (yukt#i) that
will be stated [in later chapters], bodily matter, feeling, and so forth,
are also not possible. Thus it would have to be maintained that they
too, like the pestle, etc., do not exist on the surface level [if, following
your procedure, the ultimate state of affairs is applied to the surface],
but this is not the case (i.e., you do not maintain that that which is
appropriated, i.e., the object qualified, does not exist on the surface
level).*> Therefore, this [comparison with the two examples] is
fallacious.*”

understand it as intended in a connective sense, specifically, as indicating that the
previous clause provides the reason for the subsequent statement.

“1 *T’s author comments on the paragraph to this point as follows: yady
avica{sa?}ra samvrtir na bhavetadatvam eva na bhavet (read: yady avicara samvrtir
na bhavet tada tattvam eva bhavet ?) | tata upapat(tlya na viyujyeta | (cf. Yonezawa
2004: 124f., 145 [fol. 2b7]; Yonezawa [p. 145] edits the comment as: yady avicarah
samvrtind bhavet tada tvam eva na bhavet | tata upapattya na viyujyeta |).

492

Candrakirti chides Dignaga for jumbling the levels of reality and applying
reasonings and conclusions associated with ultimate analysis to the surface level. On
the surface level, the level where critical analysis is set aside and everyday linguistic
practice is given priority and granted credibility, things, which include the self and
the skandhas, pestles and their bodies, and Rahu and his head, are accepted as
existing. When examined by reasoning, however, not only the appropriating self,
pestles, and Rahu, but also the appropriated skandhas, bodies and head are revealed
to be ultimately non-existent. Candrakirti argues that the opponent who maintains
that a laksya is in a relationship of qualified-qualificand with its laksana is dealing
with the surface level and must therefore accept the real existence of the laksya.
When, as here, Dignaga claims that the appropriating entities pestles and Rahu, etc.,
do not really exist, he is speaking from the ultimate point of view, and from this point
of view the objects appropriated, qualified, etc., are as non-existent as the
appropriator, qualifier, etc.

Arnold (2005b: 445, n. 123) rejects de La Vallée Poussin’s emendation tesam api
samvrtya Silaputrakadivan nastitvam astheyam syan na caitad evam ity asad etat for
the reading ... Silaputraka ivastitvam astheyam syan ... found in the three manuscripts
used for PsP;, and translates: “hence, their existence, too, like that of the statue,
would have to be accepted as conventional. And this is not how [you accept them];
hence, [your position is] false.” Seyfort Ruegg (2002: 118) apparently accepts de La
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Vallée Poussin’s emendation Silaputrakadivat but rejects the emendation nastitvam:
“Hence, as in the case of the silaputraka, etc., on the surface-level (samvrtya) their
existence is to be accepted ... . But since it is not [really] so, [in ultimate reality] it is
non-existent (asat = yod pa ma yin).” Arnold argues that the attestation in “some
versions of the Tibetan,” viz., in P, N and G, of yod pa ma yin pa nyid, on which de
La Vallée Poussin based the emendation nastitvam (D and C attest yod pa yin pa
nyid), may represent a corrupt reading, and is of the opinion that his translation
“seems more straightforwardly to follow what precedes it, as Candrakirti’s point is
instead that the merely ‘conventional’ existence of the skandhas is precisely what we
have to accept. I take this as stated counterfactually, then, insofar as it is a conclusion
that Candrakairti thinks his interlocutor wishes to avoid (though of course Dignaga’s
generally Abhidharmika idea that there is an enumerable set of ‘ultimately existent’
entitites involves only svalaksanas, not the skandhas).” However, exactly the
emendation suggested by de La Vallée Poussin is attested by ms Q (ms P attests sila-
putrasyevastitvam), and it has to be accepted as correct because Candrakirti is
obviously referring with na caitad evam to the fact that the assertion in the previous
clause, to wit, that one would have to maintain that the skandhas as well do not exist
on the surface level, is not accepted by Dignaga, because he, like his fellow Maha-
yanist Candrakirti, maintains their non-existence only ultimately. Arnold, presum-
ably because his interpretation of Dignaga’s views overlooks his Yogacara affiliation
and thus his final denial of all things but the mind, considers Dignaga to maintain that
things ultimately exist, and hence has the clause emphasize the mere surface-level
existence of the skandhas. However, their conventional existence is not at all in
question here, since it is accepted by Dignaga. Candrakirti exposes with this part of
the sentence the consequence entailed by Dignaga’s denial of a constituent part of the
surface level, namely, that if he denies that pestles and Rahu exist, then he will have
to maintain that all the things appropriated, such as the skandhas, also do not exist.

43 As noted in my Sanskrit edition, ms Q includes another, following sentence: esd
copadayaprajiiaptivyavastha vistarena madhyamakavatare vihiteti tata eva parya-
nvesya “And since this establishment by way of dependent designation has been set
forth in detail in the Madhyamakavatara, it should be sought right there.” PsP Tib
supports ms Q’s reading with: brten nas btags par rnam par gzhag pa 'di yang dbu
ma la ’jug pa las rgyas par bstan pas de nyid las yongs su btsal bar bya’o. The topic
of dependent designation is, however, really not relevant to the present flow of
argumentation or to the point Candrakirti is making. As my discussion regarding the
PsP manuscripts indicates, ms Q attests a number of words and sentences that do not
occur in ms P but do appear in the Tibetan translation, which demonstrates that at
least one of the manuscripts relied on by the Tibetan translators was closely related to
Q’s manuscript tradition. Since there is usually no paleographical support in ms P for
a loss of these words and sentences, and since the majority of them can be shown to
supply explanatory or extra material, I consider them additions made by post-
Candrakirti scholars, students and/or scribes. Arnold (2005b: 445f.), who could not
have known of the complexities of the manuscript tradition when his work on the
section was published, includes the sentence in his translation. Seyfort Ruegg (2002:
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§105. If there were [this objection]: What use is this trifling
examination (sitksmeksika)?! For we definitely do not assert that all
that ordinary practice with regard to valid cognition and what is cog-
nized (pramanaprameyavyavahara) is true; rather, this general estab-
lishment by the world is validated by way of this procedure (nyaya)
[i.e., by way of our determining, defining, and explicating the means
of valid cognition and their respective objects, etc.].***

[Reply:] We too assert [the situation to be] such: What use is this
trifling examination that leads [us] into worldly practice? Let this sur-
face [level], which has reached its own [real] existence (atmabhava-
satta) through mere error (viparyasa) [but which is nevertheless] the
cause of the accumulation of wholesome roots conducive to liberation
(moksa) for those desiring liberation, stand [as valid] as long as one
has not penetrated true reality (tattva).*” You, however, [who] have

119, n. 218) cites and translates the Tibetan sentence in a note, but does not include
this translation in his main text. The sentence is not commented on in *LT and, on the
basis of evidence which indicates that the manuscript relied upon by *LT’s author
may have been closer to ms P’s tradition than ms Q’s, it is quite possible that it also
did not appear in *LT’s PsP exemplar.

% Dignaga retorts that he doesn’t need to be tutored about the ultimate and surface
levels: he, like Candrakirti, accepts that things do not exist ultimately and exist only
superficially. He emphasizes that his focus is merely what the world accepts: he in-
quires into, defines and, where appropriate, elucidates the epistemologically relevant
entities already accepted by the world on the strength of its perception. I have trans-
lated, following Candrakirti’s interpretation of the situation, vyavasthapyate as “vali-
dated.” From Dignaga’s actual point of view, “adjusted” might be more appropriate.

495 Seyfort Ruegg (2002: 119) translates hetu as “motivating cause,” possibly con-
sidering samvrti as equivalent to samsara attended by duhkha. It seems, however,
that Candrakirti is intending to convey the idea that even though the everyday level
of existence is actually an illusion erroneously brought about by the ordinary per-
son’s mind/ignorance, this illusion is to be accepted as general consensus maintains it
because it is on its basis and in relationship to the objects in it that the spiritual life
can be taken up and spiritual development can occur (cp. MMK XXIV.10). The
illusion itself is thus the cause that allows for spiritual activity. As Candrakirti
declares in the following sentence, Dignaga, in depriving—via his revisionary
insistence on mere (sva)laksanas—the everyday level of half of its components, i.e.,
of its laksyas, is destroying samvrti.

Arnold (2005b: 447) construes tisthatu as a separate sentence that relates to the
preceding sentence (“We, too, say, What’s the use of this hair-splitting, which delves
into ordinary discourse? Let it be!”) but it should be taken, as PsP Tib does, as the
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introduced reasoning (upapatti) in certain cases (kvacit}—inasmuch
as [your] thinking is sloppy (durvidagdha) as regards the distinction
between surface [truth] and ultimate truth—inappropriately (anyaya-
tah)®® ruin this [surface level].*” Owing to [my] proficiency (vai-
caksanya) in the determination of the surface truth, I [on the other
hand], [in] situating [myself] exclusively on the worldly side [and in]
invalidating, by way of other reasonings [of my own] the various rea-
sonings (upapattyantarantara) [you have] adduced for the sake of
denying one aspect of the surface [level], obstruct—like an elder in
the world (lokavrddha) [someone] straying from [proper] worldly
conduct (lokacaray—only you, certainly not the surface [level].*®

verb for the longer, following sentence. Cp. Stcherbatsky’s (1927: 154) free trans-
lation: “As to phenomenal reality, leave it alone ... !” Seyfort Ruegg (2002: 119)
understands the sentence’s structure as I do, but translates the bahuvrihi viparyasa-
matrasaditatmabhavasattaka as “wherein the existence of an entity is acquired
through mere misapprehension.”

4% Stcherbatsky (1927: 154, n. 4), translating anyayatah as “wrong logic,” suggests
the reading anyayato ’nyato nasayati for anyayato nasayati. His suggestion does not
make much sense, and the text anyayato nasayati as found in PsP, is supported by all
six manuscripts consulted and by PsP Tib.

47 Arnold (2005b: 447, n. 127) argues that upapatti is the referent of PsP, ’s etam but
the position of this pronoun (emended on the basis of manuscript evidence to enam)
in the sentence indicates that it refers to the preceding samvrti. Candrakirti argues in
the subsequent sentence that he (unlike Dignaga) does not harm samvrti. Seyfort
Ruegg (2002: 120) also takes upapatti to be the referent of enam: “However, because
[your] intellect (buddhi) is not expert in making the distinction (vibhdga) between
samvrti and paramartha, your honour ruins (nasayati = ’jig par byed pa) without
reason (anyayatas = rigs pa ma yin pa las) the justification (upapatti = 'thad pa) after
having [nevertheless] introduced it in some place (kva cid ... avatarya).”

48 1 understand the complete phrase lokavrddha iva lokacarat paribhrasyamanam to
be intended as a comparative example, and do not, as Stcherbatsky, Siderits, Seyfort
Ruegg and Arnold do, take Candrakirti to be directly referring to Dignaga as
lokacarat paribhrasyamanah (Seyfort Rugg [2002: 120]: “... in the manner of an
elder of the world ..., I confute (nivartayami = zlog par byed pa) only you who have
fallen away from the way of the world”; Arnold [2005b: 447]: “Like a respected
elder (lokavrddha), 1 overturn one argument dedicated to the refutation of one part of
the conventional by another argument—and in so doing, I refute only you, who are
deviating from the conduct of the world.”). Rather, Dignaga, in denying laksyas as
constituent elements of samvrti, is like someone who strays from the worldly moral
code and is stopped by a wise elder. In the example, lokacara (worldly con-
duct/practice) has a moral sense and thus in its primary meaning does not perfectly
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Therefore, if [the focus is] worldly practice, then there absolutely
must be, like the characteristic (laksana), also the characterized
(laksya); and thus, [since you do not posit the latter,] that very fault
[pointed out earlier, namely, that the characteristic would be without
a basis, remains].*” But if [the focus is] the ultimate, then because the
characterized does not exist [on this level], the pair of characteristics
(laksanadvaya) also do not exist. Thus how [can there be] the pair of
means of valid cognition (pramanadvaya)?

§106. But if [you argue]: A derivation (vyutpatti) of words which in
this way presupposes a connection of action and karaka (kriyakaraka-
sambandha) is not accepted [by us].””

match the object of comparison, but of course secondarily it fits the comparison to
the worldly vyavahara under discussion.

49 Arnold (2005b: 448, n. 129), in contrast to PsP Tib, Stcherbatsky and Seyfort
Ruegg, but in conformity with Siderits (cf. 1981: 147), prefers to read laksanaval
laksyena as a compound: “then there must also be a subject that possesses a charac-
teristic (laksanavallaksyenapi bhavitavyam).” He argues, “Given that Candrakirti has
wanted all along to show that Dignaga’s conception of svalaksana founders on the
necessity of admitting that there must be some laksya in which it is instantiated, the
reading I have chosen seems to make more sense.” Candrakirti did earlier state that
in the world an entity that possesses a particular characteristic is held to be charac-
terized by it, but there he was arguing against Dignaga’s declaration that a (sva)la-
ksana is to be understood in the object sense (karmasadhana). His main point
throughout this larger section has been that if there is a laksana, there must also be a
laksya, certainly not that there has to be a laksya that possesses a laksana or one in
which a laksana is instantiated. The stress is on the fact that there must be two things,
and that they exist in a relationship of mutual dependence.

% Dignaga makes a final attempt to rescue his pair of characteristics (svasamanya-
laksana) with an outright rejection of the normative Paninian theory according to
which words presume a connection to an action and functional activity related to one
of the six karakas, the reference in the above being specifically to the word laksana
understood as an instrumental ka@raka (= karana) in connection with a characterizing
event. By liberating the word laksana from the constraints of the karaka system,
Dignaga considers that he has exempted it from Candrakirti’s demand for the laksya
required by the existence of an instrumental laksana. Seyfort Ruegg (2002: 121) and
Arnold (2005b: 448) translate karaka here and in the following paragraph as “agent”
but the collective group of karakas are meant (“agent” is represented by the word
kartr within the karaka categorization).
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[We reply:] Then this is more than wrong (atikasta). You transact
linguistically by way of exactly those words that start from a
connection of action and karaka, but do not want a meaning for a
word (Sabdartha) such as action (kriyd), instrument (karana), etc.
Unbelievable—your procedure is contingent on nothing but [your
own] wish[ful thinking]!*"!

§107. And when in this way the pair of objects cognized (prameya-
dvaya) are unestablished, then authoritative testimony (@gama) and so
forth, inasmuch as they [can] no [longer be maintained as] having
general characteristics (samanyalaksana) as [their] object (visaya),””

301 Siderits (1981: 148) translates, “This is quite unfortunate, you conduct yourself by
means of those very words whose functioning is by means of the verb-case relation
and yet do not wish the meaning of a word to be derived from verb, case, etc.;
amazing, this practice of yours, which is entirely contradicted by the wish!” It should
be noted that karakas are not equivalent to the nominal declension groups. Ganeri
(1999: 52), referring to Matilal’s translation of part of NBh ad NS II.1.16 (“In this
way it is neither the thing itself nor the action itself that is a karaka. What then?
When a thing is a participant in an action or when it is endowed with a special
Sfunctional activity [kriyavisesayuktal, it becomes a karaka”; cf. NBh 64.1-2), writes,
“A karaka is clearly conceived of here as a specific causal role. It is now widely
recognized that it would be a mistake to identify the karaka categories with the
purely grammatical cases, by which I mean the nominal declension groups. ...
Although, if one excludes the vocative and the genitive, which is a noun-noun rela-
tion, there is a superficial correspondence between karakas and declensional groups,
it is clear from the above that the karakas are semantic, not syntactic, relations.” It is
unclear why Arnold (2005b: 448) translates pravrtti of the final sentence as “sense”
(“You fool! Your sense is bound to a mere fancy”). Stcherbatsky (cf. 1927: 155 and
n. 3; 156 and n. 1) overinterprets Dignaga’s objection as hinting at apoha theory and
thus formulates Candrakirti’s reply accordingly.

2 Ggama is, according to Dignaga, not an additional means of valid cognition be-
cause it is subsumed under inference (anumana). Hattori (1968: 78, n. 1.12) explains
that a cognition based on word (s§abda) knows its object through the exclusion of
other objects (anyapoha), a process which is the function of anumana. Cf. PS V.1: na
pramanantaram sabdam anumanat tatha hi sah | krtakatvadivat svartham anyapohena
bhasate |; Skt in Pind 2009: Appendix 1; Hattori 2000: 139. See also, e.g., Tucci
1930: 50; Katsura 1979b; Katsura 1982; Pind 2009; Hattori 2000. Pind (2009: 76)
translates: “[V]erbal cognition] is not a means of cognition separate from inference
(anumanat). That is, a [word] denotes (bhasate) its own referent (svartham) by
exclusion of other [referents] (anyapohena) like [the general property] ‘being
produced,’ and the like.” Both anumana and sabda are concerned with concepts, i.e.,
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[will] not be[, as you claim they are,] not further means of valid
cognition (pramanantara).””

§108. Moreover, [your] definition (laksana) [of pratyaksa] has insuffi-
cient extension (avyapita), because [it] does not include worldly
linguistic usage like “the pot is pratyaksa” (i.e., a direct perceptible)
and because [you allegedly] accept the linguistic practice of non-

the general, conceptually constructed and linguistically tinted characteristics of their
objects (cf. Hattori 1979: 61f.). See also PS IL.5ab: aptavadavisamvadasamanyad
anumanata \ (cf. Lasic et al. 2012: 29; Lasic 2010: 521). For translations and
interpretations of the verse-half, see Tillemans 1990: 18ff., Krasser 2012b; Lasic
2010; Eltschinger 2007: 70, 218ff. upamana is likewise classified under inference:
when an authority states a sentence such as “a gavaya is similar to a cow,” this, ac-
cording to Dignaga, is verbal cognition (sabda); also when one cognizes the similar-
ity oneself based on later observation of the two objects the understanding of the
similarity functions like anumana. PSV ad PS V 50d: upamanam tavad gogavayadisu
saripyapratipattyartham. tatra parata upasrutya ya pratitih sa Sabdam. svayam tu
dvayartham <pramanantarena>dhigamya manasa saripyam <yada> kalpayati,
<tada> tad api na pramanantaram. napy evam adhigamyamanam sarapyam prame-
yam. evam anyany apy anumanavikalpavyatiriktatvat pariksiptavyani (translation in
Pind 2009: 116f.; see his n. 643 for PST’s Skt text and its English translation; PSV
Tib cited in Hattori 1968: 79, n. 1.12). Candrakirti argues here in the PsP that since
the pair of objects of cognition, namely, the particular characteristic and the general
characteristic, have been shown by him to be impossible, dgama can be accepted as
having as its object something other than the general characteristic assigned to it by
Dignaga, and that as a means of valid cognition based on an object other than the
general characteristic, agama will have to be admitted as an independent type of
cognition. The same will hold for upamana. As Candrakirti will later indicate, he
accepts both dgama and upamana as means of valid cognition on the samvrti level.
De La Vallée Poussin conjectures [sva]samanya® on the basis of PsP Tib’s rang dang
spyi’i mtshan nyid; none of the Skt manuscripts, however, attest sva. It is true that
pratyaksa’s object is the svalaksana, but pratyaksa is not topical in the present
argument. Although one might argue that Candrakirti includes svalaksana in order to
exclude it as a possible or indirect object of agama, 1 follow the Skt manuscripts
because the argument is more specific and cleaner without it. PsP Tib’s rang dang
may, however, be the legitimate translation of an interpolated sva that was attested in
one of Pa tshab’s manuscripts, the inclusion of which would have been inspired by
the mention of prameyadvayam in the preceding clause.

503 #T’s author clarifies the double negative construction with agamadeh prama-
nantaratvam yuktam (cf. Yonezawa 2004: 125, 145 [fol. 2b7]).
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Nobles [i.e., ordinary people]; therefore, this [definition] is not ten-
able.”™

§109. If there were [this argument from Dignaga’s side]: Blue and so
forth, i.e., the appropriated [substratum] (upadana) of the [notion]
pot, [may be designated] pratyaksa (i.e, direct perceptibles) because
[they] are what is distinguished (paricchedya) by the means of valid
cognition pratyaksa. And therefore, just as, when metaphorically

504 Candrakirti commences his refutation of Dignaga’s definition of pratyaksa, which

will focus to a large extent on the etymological understanding of the word itself. The
definition of pratyaksa given by Dignaga at PS 1.3c makes it clear that for him,
pratyaksa refers to a type of consciousness: pratyaksam kalpanapodham (cf. Stein-
kellner 2005: 2; Hattori 1968: 25 and 82, n. 1.25, 1.27; the definition occurs already
at NM 15a: see Katsura 1982: 84; Tucci 1930: 50; Tillemans 1990: 274, n. 367). PSV
Tib ad 1.3c explains: shes pa gang la rtog pa med pa de mngon sum mo (cf. Hattori
1968: 176); Steinkellner (2005: 2) reconstructs: yasya jianasya kalpana nasti, tat
pratyaksam. See also Jinendrabuddhi’s commentary (cf. Steinkellner et al. 2005: 37):
svabhavavipratipattinirakarandyaha — pratyaksam ityadi | pratigatam aksam pratya-
ksam pradisamdasah | etal laksyam | kalpanapodham iti laksanam | kalpanaya
apodham apagatam kalpanaya vapodham rahitam kalpanapodham | kalpanapodha-
nirdesac ca jianatmakam tad iti gamyate | yato jiianasyaiva kalpanasamsargo ’sti,
atas tatpratisedhena tad eva pratiyate. Candrakirti criticizes the definition as being
too narrow because Dignaga’s definition thus excludes regular worldly usage ac-
cording to which pots, etc., not consciousness, are pratyaksa.

Arnold (2005b: 449, n. 135) notes, “He begins by stating the main point he will be
concerned to make: that on the conventional use of the word pratyaksa, it is the
adjectival sense (‘perceptible’) that is primary. ... In fact, pratyaksa must be an
adjective in the example adduced by Candrakirti; the noun form of the word is
neuter, and in Candrakirti’s example it has taken the masculine gender of the word
(ghatah) that it modifies”; it is correct that Candrakirti understands pratyaksa as an
adjective, but as we shall see, Dignaga also considers it an adjective. See also CSTTed
64.10 where the Epistemologist opponent, when asked what he holds pratyaksa to be,
replies: shes pa mngon sum yin; see Tillemans 1990: 274, n. 367. Arnold (2005b:
449, n. 136) rightly critiques Seyfort Ruegg’s translation of avyapita (Seyfort Ruegg
2002: 122: “Furthermore, this is without foundation since, for the [postulated]
laksana, there exists no [logical-epistemological] pervasion ...”).

*LT’s author records that Candrakairti states that the definition is not tenable because
it is not broad enough, explaining that the world calls a pot pratyaksa and yet
Dignaga says that according to the linguistic practice of ordinary people pratyaksa is
cognition: kifi ca pramanalaksanam ayuktam avy[alpitvat | yato loke ghatalh) pratya-
ksa ucyate | tvaya tu anarya(ms: acarya)vyavaharena jianam (cf. Yonezawa 2004:
125, 145f. [fol. 2b7-3al]; Yonezawa does not correct acarya® to anarya®).
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applying the effect to the cause, one designates as “happy the birth of
the Buddhas” (buddhanam sukha utpadah),”” in the same way, meta-
phorically applying the cause to the effect, [one] designates a pot
pratyaksa, even though [its] causes (nimitta), blue and so forth, are
[all that is actually] directly perceived.’

%5 De La Vallée Poussin refers to buddhanam sukha utpadah as an “exemple
classique.” This pdda and the rest of the verse appear in the AKBh ad AK 1.10d:
buddhanam sukha utpadah sukha dharmasya desana | sukha samghasya samagri
samagranam tapah sukham || (AKBh,, 7.13-14; AKBhg; 10.9-10). The source of the
verse is Udanavarga XXX.22, where the first pada reads sukham buddhasya
cotpadah (the other three padas are identical to those in the AKBh; parallels in
Pasadika 1989: 21). The verse in the AKBh is used to exemplify the metaphorical
usage of the effect, there hunger (jighatsa), in regard to the cause, the tangible that
produces desire for food: jighatsa bhojanabhilasakrt | karane karyopacarat | yatha |
buddhanam sukha utpadah ... (AKBh,y 7.12f.; AKBhg; 10.7f.). Yasomitra cites the
same example in regard to the case of the metaphorical understanding of sparsa by
the Sarvastivadins (AKVy 305.16: yatha sukho buddhanam utpada iti; cf. AKBhg,
143.20-23). At PsP; 70, n. 2, de La Vallée Poussin quotes H.C. Warren’s free
translation of a passage in VM XVII: “Karma is called existence because it causes
existence, just as the birth of a Buddha is called happy because it results in happi-
ness” (Buddhism In Translations. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University, 1906, p.
194). The passage occurs at VM 571: Kammam pana yatha sukhakaranatta: sukho
Buddhanam uppado ti vutto, evam bhavakaranatta phalavoharena bhavo ti vedita-
bban ti. VM,, 697: “Karma aber ist mit Riicksicht auf die Wirkung als der Werde-
prozess zu verstehen, da es eben den Werdeprozess erzeugt, genau wie die Geburt
eines Erleuchteten als ein Gliick bezeichnet wird, weil sie ein Gliick erzeugt.”
Siderits, Seyfort Ruegg and Arnold translate sukhah as a noun, but it is an adjective
(Siderits [1981: 149]: “Thus just as the birth of the Buddha is termed ‘pleasure’”;
Seyfort Ruegg [2002: 122]: “Hence, just as the Buddha’s birth is designated ... as
bliss”; Arnold [2005b: 450]: “Hence just as it is taught that “the birth of buddhas is
bliss”; cp. Stcherbatsky [1927: 157, n. 1]: “Hence, ... it is said that the birth of
Buddha is agreeable”). I have translated vyapadisyate actively to avoid breaking the
quotation.

5% Dignaga refers to the primary and secondary meanings of pratyaksa in PSV on PS
L.41cd (PS L.41cd: sarvatha narthavijiiane sthita pratyaksadhir bhavet |)). Steinkellner
(2005: 22) presents the PSV text as: pratyaksasabdo hi trisu vartate pramanajiiana-
visayesu. tatra pramane mukhyo 'nyayor upacaritah. tatra visaye pratyaksameyatvat
pratyaksopacarah (reconstructed Sanskrit text italicized; for Jinendrabuddhi’s com-
ments, see Steinkellner et al. 2005: 177ff.). Arnold (2005b: 450, n. 139) translates
from the Tibetan (Tibetan in Hattori 1968: 233): “The word pratyaksa is used with
respect to three things: the reliable warrant, the awareness [that results from the
exercise thereof], and the object [of this awareness]. With respect to these, [the usage
designating] the reliable warrant is primary, and the others are secondary (nye bar
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[Reply:] Metaphorical usage (upacara) in regard to such an object (=
pot) is not appropriate. For in the world birth is perceived to be
different from happiness; and because [the birth of a future Buddha]
has as its cause many hundreds of hardships since it has as its nature

btags = Skt. aupacarika). In this regard an object is [figuratively] characterized as
‘pratyaksa’ since it is cognized by [the reliable warrant called] pratyaksa.”

Compare the stance of the PsP’s hypothetical Dignaga with the position of Epistem-
ologist opponents (identified as rtog ge pa rnams) in Candrakirti’s commentary on
CS XIII.1 (CSTTed 63.21-64.1): ’di la rtog ge pa rnams' na re bum pa la mngon sum
nyid yod pa ma yin pa kho na ste | gzugs la sogs pa rnams kyi rang gi mtshan nyid ni
bstan du med pa vyin la | mngon sum gyis bsnyad par bya ba’i mig la sogs pa’i rnam
par shes pa’i yul yin pa’i phyir mngon sum zhes bya bar ’dogs so || (ICSTTed reads
rtog ge ba rnams). Tillemans (CSTu 176) translates, “On this point the logicians (rtog
ge pa = tarkika) argue as follows: The vase is not at all pratyaksa; the particular char-
acter (rang gi mtshan nyid = svalaksana) of [visual] form and the other [eight
substances] are inexpressible and are designated as ‘pratyaksa’ because they are the
objects of the visual consciousnesses, etc., which is what is [really] said to be pratya-
ksa.” Thus the Epistemologists referred to in both the PsP and the CST prioritize
consciousness and only secondarily designate sense data as pratyaksa. Having come
under fire for his too narrow definition of pratyaksa, the PsP’s hypothetical Dignaga
goes one step further and also allows for the metaphorical designation of things like
pot as pratyaksa. Compare the explanation of the CST opponents, who present their
school’s customary view on the matter (CSTTed 64.1-4): bum pa ni blos yongs su
brtags pa tsam yin pa’i phyir rang gi mtshan nyid du yod pa ma yin la | gang la rang
gi mtshan nyid yod pa ma yin pa de la ni dngos kyi gnas pas mngon sum nyid mi srid
pa ’ba’ zhig tu ma zad kyi de la btags pa’i mngon sum nyid kyang mi rung ngo |.
Tillemans (CST" 176f.) translates, “Because the vase is merely something completely
imaginary, it does not exist as a particular character, and whatever lacks a particular
character cannot in reality be pratyaksa, not only that but it cannot even be metaphor-
ically designated as pratyaksa.” A pot cannot be metaphorically designated pratyaksa
because the idea of a pot is nothing but conceptual overlay, superimposed onto the
perceived sense data.

Cp. the Yuktidipika’s explanation (YD 78.13-16) as to why the object of perception
may be termed pratyaksa: aha: yadi tarhi adhyavasayah pramanam katham laukikah
prayogo ’rthavan bhavati pratyaksam vastv iti | ucyate: ... yatha prasthapramito
vrthirasih prasthasabdavacyo bhavati | evam pratyaksapramito 'rthah pratyaksasa-
bdavacyah syat |. Schmithausen (1972: 160f.) translates (following Chakravarti’s ed.,
p- 40.25ff.): “Objection: If ‘means of knowledge’ (lit.: ‘measure’) [and therefore also
pratyaksam] is [defined as] determination (i.e. activity of the buddhih), how [can you
explain as] making sense the common usage that a thing is pratyaksam? Answer: Just
as a heap of rice which has been measured by a prastham (= a certain measure of
capacity) is [itself] called a prastham, thus an object cognized (lit.: measured) by
means of pratyaksam (= direct perception) may [itself] well be called pratyaksam (=
directly perceived), [too].”
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the mark of the conditioned (samskrtalaksana),”” it is nothing if not
unhappy (asukha). When it is designated as “happy,” it is [in reality]
not at all connected [with happiness], so that (iti)) metaphorical usage
in such a case is appropriate.”” However, in this [case of] “the pot is
pratyaksa,” there is of course not an apratyaksa (i.e., imperceptible)
[thing] called pot that is apprehended separately (prthak) [i.e., apart
from its upadana], which might, on account of metaphorical usage,
be [termed] pratyaksa (i.e., a direct perceptible).’”

507 PsP Tib reads ’dus byas kyi mtshan nyid kyi rang bzhin yin pa’i phyir dang | dka’
ba brgya phrag du ma’i rgyu can yin pa’i phyir for samskrtalaksanasvabhavatvad
anekaduskarasatahetutvat. It is possible that one of the Sanskrit manuscripts relied
on by Pa tshab and his pandita collaborators contained a ca (°hetutvdc ca), or they
may have added it themselves because they did not think that the mere fact that birth
has the nature of a samskrtalaksana was suitable as a ground for it being occasioned
by many hundreds of difficulties. I have not emended the Sanskrit because one can
still make sense of the sentence without the addition of ca. I do, however, in contrast
to Seyfort Ruegg and Arnold, accept PsP Tib’s understanding of anekaduskarasata-
hetu as a bahuvrihi, because I am not familiar with duskara being commonly referred
to in texts as the consequence of mere birth, and because it is often stated that a
bodhisattva on the path must carry out many difficult tasks (duskaracarya), such as
self-sacrifice. Additionally, the reference to birth as the cause of many hardships as
concerns the birth of a (future) Buddha is problematic. One could, on the other hand,
following Seyfort Ruegg’s and Arnold’s interpretation, possibly consider that with
samskrta Candrakirti had in mind samskaraduhkhata and with anekaduskarasata was
thinking of duhkhaduhkhata (on the three-fold duhkhata, see Schmithausen 1977).
Arnold (2005b: 450) uses the infelicitous but unfortunately ubiquitous translation
“compounded” for samskrta (samskrtalaksanasvabhavatvat “which is because of its
having as its nature the characteristic of [being] compounded”). samskrta is properly
translated as “conditioned,” not least because atoms, which are certainly not com-
posites, are also included in this category. See n. 325.

% asambaddha, which I render as “not connected,” is translated by Seyfort Ruegg
(2002: 122) as “inappropriate” (“Being described as bliss is indeed inappropriate
...”); Arnold (2005b: 450) translates it as “incoherent” (“With respect to the sort of
object where what is being taught — ‘it [i.e., birth] is happiness’ — is incoherent ...”).
It is possible that the Sanskrit formulation is somewhat inexact, but grammatically
asambaddha(h) has to refer to utpada, not to what utpada is described as, i.e., sukha.

599 Candrakirti accepts Dignaga’s example illustrating the metaphorical transfer of
the designation of an effect to a cause but rejects his explanation of the transfer of the
designation pratyaksa to a pot. In the case of the example, the effect, namely, the
“happy” state experienced upon liberation from the cycle of birth and death, is
applied to the cause, namely, the very unpleasant situation of birth within samsara.
The cause (i.e., utpada) taken in its primary sense (mukhyartha) is exactly the oppos-
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§110. If [Dignaga argues]: Because a pot does not exist separately
from blue, etc., [it is] metaphorically pratyaksa.

[Reply:] Even in this way, metaphorical usage is still more (sutaram)
unreasonable, since there is no basis (@sraya) to which it (= the status
of being pratyaksa) could be metaphorically applied;’'® for sharpness
is not metaphorically applied to the horn of a donkey!

§111. Moreover, pot is part of worldly discourse (lokavyavahara). 1f
[you], considering [a pot] not to exist as [something] separate from
blue, etc., postulate that its perceptibility is metaphorical, [then] this
being the case, should [it] not [additionally] be supposed, since blue,

ite (= asukha) of the effect (= sukha), and thus metaphorical application sublates the
primary meaning of birth in this instance of reference to the birth of Buddhas. On
Dignaga’s explanation of pratyaksa, to arrive at pot metaphorically designated as
pratyaksa, there would have to be two instances of metaphorical designation. First, as
he indicates in the first sentence of his objection, pratyaksa in its primary meaning
consciousness is applied to consciousness’ object, the sense data, namely, blue, etc.
(see n. 506). The pratyaksa status received by the sense data, which constitute pot’s
material cause, is then in a second step transferred to their effect, i.e., their appropri-
ator, the pot. Candrakirti asserts that to speak of this latter instance as metaphorical
designation is misinformed because there is simply no recipient for the transference:
contrary to unhappy birth in the world which is able to receive the qualifier “happy,”
an (existing but) imperceptible pot separate from blue, etc., the imperceptibility of
which would be sublated by perceptibility (pratyaksatva), does not exist. See also the
explanation in Arnold 2005b: 451, n. 140.

The final Sanskrit sentence in Candrakirti’s PsP response has been simplified by Pa
tshab: “... [a thing] called pot that is apratyaksa is also(? yang) not apprehended
separately ... .” He has turned the negative existence statement into a negative
predication; it is unlikely that he and his collaborators had a different Sanskrit text.
PsP Tib: bum pa mngon sum zhes bya ba ’dir ni gang zhig btags nas mngon sum nyid
du "gyur ba bum pa zhes bya ba mngon sum ma yin pa logs shig tu dmigs pa yang ma
yin no |.

510 Seyfort Ruegg (2002: 123) translates the reason upacaryamanasyasrayasyabhavat
as “because there exists no base [such as colour] that is transferred.” asrayasya refers
to pot, not colour, and upacaryamanasya is its adjectival attribute, taken not in the
sense of “which is being metaphorically applied” but rather “to which something is
metaphorically applied.” Arnold (2005b: 451) translates imprecisely with “since
there is no basis which is being figuratively described.” Seyfort Ruegg also translates
hi of the following clause as “indeed” but here it is used in its common sense of
indicating a reason.
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etc., as well do not exist separately from earth (prthivi), etc., that the
perceptibility of blue, etc., is also metaphorical?’"!

As it is stated [in the CatuhS$ataka]:

Just as a pot does not exist separately from the visible, etc.,
So does the visible not exist separately from wind, etc.’"

311 Candrakirti points out that when Dignaga insists on an analytical approach to
surface-level things like pots which takes them as not existing as anything beyond
their blue colour, etc., and thus deems them “perceptible” only by way of the meta-
phorical transfer of the perceptibility of their basis (i.e., the visible blue colour, etc.),
consistency demands that Dignaga also regard the blue colour, etc., as only meta-
phorically perceptible, because the blue colour, etc., like the pot, do not exist as
anything different from their basis. This challenges Dignaga’s (surface-level) view
that sense data, i.e., svalaksanas such as blue colour, really exist and are directly per-
ceptible. He maintains that visual sense data like blue are not conceptual
constructions, i.e., not mere designations made in dependence on molecules con-
sisting of the elements and their derivatives, but are visible aggregations of atoms,
i.e., aggregations of atoms (structured into molecules) of the elements and their
derivatives. See PSV ad L.4cd (Steinkellner 2005: 2): anekadravyotpadyatvat tat
svayatane samanyavisayam uktam, na tu bhinnesv abhedakalpanat. Hypothetical
Dignaga’s quirky application of metaphorical usage to the result of his misplaced
surface-level analysis of pots would thus lead to serious consequences for his system.
According to the AK, the things of the world are made up of molecules which are
minimally composed of one atom of each of the four elements, viz., earth, water, fire
and wind—which within the Buddhist schools are no longer viewed, as in, e.g., the
VaiSesika school, as substantial bearers of their qualities, but as qualities themselves,
thus solidity, moistness, heat and movement—and one atom of each of the four types
of derivative (bhautika) matter (previously the qualities “borne” by the primary
elements), viz., olfactory, gustatory, visible, and tangible matter. Only aggregates of
the molecules are perceived; individual atoms and individual molecules are not
visible. See AK 1.12, I1.22, 65; Frauwallner 1959: 97f.; May 1959: 88, n. 184, 91, n.
189; Tillemans 1990: 251, n. 236; 279, n. 386-7.

Siderits (1981: 150ff.) suggests that Candrakirti may with his PsP response be
“pointing out an inconsistency between PS I.1.4cd and Alambanapariksa” and
showing that the opponent’s argument will entail his admitting “what is universally
denied, namely that atoms are perceived.” I do not think that Candrakirti intends any
of this with his response, especially because he would be aware that the explanation
in the PS relies on the Sautrantika view of atoms and their perceptibility, whereas the
Alambanapariksa argues from a Yogacara standpoint for the impossibility of the
perception of external things.

512 Candrakirti is quoting CS XIV.15: ripadivyatirekena yatha kumbho na vidyate |
vayvadivyatirekena tatha ripam na vidyate |. Cf. Lang 1986: 131. Cited in MABh,,



PRASANNAPADA CHAPTER ONE 271

Therefore, because such worldly usage (i.e., ghatah pratyaksah) is not
included by [your] definition (laksana), the definition unequivocally
has insufficient extension. Of course, from the point of view of an
[individual who] knows true reality (fattvavid), [it] is not maintained
that pot, etc., and blue, etc., are pratyaksa; from the point of view of
worldly convention, however, [it] definitely has to be accepted that
pot, etc., are pratyaksa.’"

224.9-11; cf. MABh,, 1911: 274f. Candrakirti comments on the verse in his CST
(CSTed 340.11-13) as follows: riapadivyatirekena yatha kumbho na siddhah {|} evam
kumbhaprajiiaptyupadana api rapadayo vayvadimahabhiitacatustayavyatirekena na
yujyante | nirhetukatvaprasangat |. “Just as a pot is not established separately from
visible form, etc., so too are visible form, etc., the appropriated bases of the designa-
tion pot, not tenable [as things] separate from the four elements, wind and so forth,
due to the consequence that [the visible form, etc., would thereby be] without a
cause.”

513 Candrakirti also argues for the world’s view of pratyaksa in his CST, declaring
that it is illogical to reject worldly conventions when one is speaking from the
worldly point of view. Cf. CSTTed 67.4-7: de’i phyir de ltar ’jig rten pa’i tha snyad
gnas pa yin (sic) dang ’jig rten kho na las bum pa mngon sum mo zhes bya bar brjod
par rigs kyi | rang bzhin tshol ba’i dus su de nyid rig pas de skad du smra bar ’os pa
ma yin te | bum pa’i rang gi ngo bo rnam pa thams cad du ma dmigs pa’i phyir ro |.
Tillemans translates (CST" 178): “So then, as there is a worldly convention [for
objects being pratyaksa], then just because of the world it is correct to say that a vase
is pratyaksa. But should one look for any nature, then he who understands the truth
cannot make this type of an assertion, for in no respect is any nature of a vase
perceived.” Candrakirti continues by saying that for the world, a pot, visual form,
etc., and what is appropriated by the visual form (as upadayariipa), i.e., aggregations
of atomic molecules, are accepted as pratyaksa: ’jig rten pa’i rnam par shes pa la ni
bum pa la yang mngon sum yin zhing gzugs la sogs pa dag kyang mngon sum yin la
de’i nye bar len pa rnams kyang mngon sum yin pas nyes pa med do || (CSTTed 67.7-
9); Tillemans translates (CSTu 178): “For a worldly consciousness vases are
pratyaksa (i.e., perceptible), (visual) form and the like are also pratyaksa and the
material causes (nye bar len pa = upadana) of such [things] are pratyaksa too. Thus
there is no fault (here).” Thus Candrakirti, in contradistinction to the PsP’s hypothe-
tical Dignaga, does not maintain that a pot (or visible form) is only metaphorically
designated pratyaksa. For Candrakirti “situated on the side of the world,” a pot, as
appropriator, exists (cp. the earlier case of Rahu and pestle), and is as much a
perceptible thing as that which it appropriates. At CSTTed 62.8-16, he explains that
even though pots do not ultimately exist, on the worldly level they are held to be
established and perceptible: ’byung ba chen po bzhi dang rgyur byas pa’i gzugs bzhi
ste | rdzas brgyad po de dag la brten nas bum pa ’dogs te | ji ltar bud shing la brten
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nas me dang | rtswa dang shing la sogs pa la brten nas khyim dang phung po dag la
brten nas bdag tu ’dogs la | de yang rang gi rgyu las rmam pa Ingas btsal na ma dmigs
pa de bzhin du rang gi rgyu la brten nas sbrang rtsi dang chu dang "o ma ’chu zhing
"dzin par nus pa mthong ba’i dbang pos go bar bya ba yin pas ’jig rten gyi mngon
sum du gyur pa’i bum pa nye bar len pa po nyid du rnam par gzhag gi | ji skad bshad
pa’i brten nas btags pa ’di khas ma blangs par rtog pa gzhan gyis bum par rnam par
gzhag par nus pa ni ma yin no ||. Tillemans translates (CST, 175f.): “The vase is de-
signated in dependence (brten nas 'dogs pa = upddaya prajiiapti) upon the eight
substances (rdzas = dravya), i.e. the four elements ("byung ba chen po = mahabhiita)
and the four [types] of form which depend upon [the elements]. Just as fire is
designated in dependence on fuel, houses in dependence upon grass and wood, and
the self in dependence upon the aggregrates, but if one searches [for these entities]
among their causes by means of the fivefold [reasoning] one will not perceive them,
so too a vase, which is something perceptible for the world because it is understood
by the sense faculty which sees that it can scoop up honey, water and milk, is
established in dependence on its causes as being the appropriator (nye bar len pa po
= upadatr) [of the eight substances]. However, rival conceptions, which do not hold
that [things] are dependently designated as just explained, are unable to establish
[anything] as being a vase.”

Cf. also CSTTed 63.5-10, the last part of Candrakirti’s response to opponents who
have argued that things like pots are not perceived separately from visible form, etc.,
and are thus completely imagined: de’i phyir bum pa la sogs pa rnams sems dang
sems las byung ba Ita bu dang | ’byung ba chen po bzhin du rten cing 'brel par "byung
ba ’am brten nas btags par ci ste khas mi len te | de’i phyir bum pa rdzas brgyad kyi
nye bar len pa can rang gi nye bar blangs pa’i nye bar len pa por gyur cing nye bar
len pa’i bya ba byed pa po ’jig rten gyi mngon sum du gyur pa’i yan lag can de ltar
rnam par gnas pa yin dang ’di rnam par dpyad de |. Tillemans translates (CSTH. 176):
“Therefore, why don’t they accept that vases, just like the mind and the mental or the
elements, are dependent arisings or [in other words] are dependently designated? So
the vase, which has the eight substances as substrata, is the appropriator of what it
appropriates, and the agent of the action of appropriation (nye bar len pa’i bya ba);
the whole, which is something perceptible for the world, exists in this manner, [but]
should one analyse it ... .”
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§112. *"*Furthermore, because the word pratyaksa denotes objects that

514 Antecedent to this sentence, Ms Q and the four paper manuscripts collated attest
the introductory words yathoktam Satake, which are followed by two verses, namely,
CS XIII.1 and XIIL.2 and a final closing iti: (CS XIIL1) sarva eva ghato 'drsto riipe
drste hi jayate | briyat kas tattvavin nama ghatah pratyaksa ity api || (CS XIIL.2)
etenaiva vicarena sugandhi madhuram wmrdu | pratisedhayitavyani sarvany
uttamabuddhina | iti (for CS XIIL1, cf. CSTy,, 61 and CST, 175; Lang 1986: 118;
for CS XIIL.2, cf. CSTy,, 68 and CST, 179; Lang 1986: 118f.). PsP Tib attests a
translation for the introduction and for both verses, and closes with zhes bshad do ||.
PsP; naturally includes the Sanskrit text. Ms P, however, lacks the introduction, both
of the verses and the final iti. Given that ms Q contains interpolated material that it
has passed on to the paper manuscripts and the fact that the Tibetan translation has
also incorporated interpolated readings from a manuscript in Q’s line (see Stemma),
ms P’s non-attestation of the verses demands attention. I do not include the two
verses in my edition because I am convinced that they were not included by Candra-
kirti and rather represent later additions—they were possibly originally marginal
notes—made by a scholar studying or teaching this chapter of the PsP. My reasons
are as follows. First, it is difficult to explain ms P’s non-attestation of the material as
due to scribal error, because a hypothesis in this direction is not paleographically
supported. I initially wondered if an eyeskip might have occurred from na of ghata-
dinam (last word of the sentence before Q and the paper manuscripts’ yathoktam
Satake) to na of uttamabuddhina (last word of the second CS verse), but rejected this
idea because ms P does not attest the citation-closing iti after uttamabuddhina, which
certainly would have been copied if we are merely dealing with an eyeskip. Ms Q
and the four paper manuscripts further meld uttamabuddhina and iti via sandhi to
read uttamabuddhineti (the coalescing of the final word/compound in a quotation
with the closing iti is common in the manuscripts), which makes a na to na eyeskip
impossible. Second, when one considers Candrakirti’s discussion and the point he is
making, it becomes obvious that the two verses simply do not belong in the text. The
two verses translate (CS XIIL.1:) “The entire pot is of course unseen when the visible
(riipa) is seen. What knower of reality (fattvavid) would also say, ‘The pot is
perceptible’?” (CS XIIL2:) “With this very analysis the fragrant, the sweet, the
soft—all [of these]—should be refuted by one of superior intelligence.” It is true that
Candrakirti refers to knowers of reality (tatfvavid) in the prose of the sentence
immediately before ms Q’s CS verses and to the fact that from the vantage point of
the ultimate level, on which no things whatsoever exist, pots are naturally not pratya-
ksa, but this is merely intended as a tipping of the hat to the final viewpoint, for
Candrakirti is by no means interested in instructing Dignaga in ultimate analyses that
deny the perceptibility of pots. Throughout the entire previous section he has been
pressing home to Dignaga that when he deals with the samvrti level, the level of
everyday discourse, he has to accept—especially because Dignaga maintains that he
does accept everyday conceptual and linguistic practice—that pots are pratyaksa.
Within this context it would indeed be counterproductive for Candrakirti to cite
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are not beyond the ken of the senses (aparoksa), an object (artha)
accessible to the sense (aksabhimukha) is pratyaksa. In consideration
of [the fact that the compound word pratyaksa is etymologized as]
“this [is what] the sense has gone toward” (pratigatam aksam
asmin),”" it becomes established that [objects] not beyond the ken of
the senses—pots, blue, and so forth—are pratyaksa.”'® The cognition

verses which argue for the non-existence of pots. I expect that an individual engaged
in studying or teaching the PsP’s first chapter copied the two CS verses into the
margin because the talk of pots and knowers of reality brought them to mind (they
would certainly be worthy of a digression in a teaching situation) and that a later
scribe assumed that the verses and CS ascription belonged to the main text, and thus
copied the marginalia into it. The addition of the citation must have occurred
sometime before the late eleventh century for it have been attested in one or both of
the manuscripts relied upon by Pa tshab and his collaborators. The two CS verses
were also present in the PsP manuscript relied upon by *LT’s author given that he
comments on the words madhuram and mrdu: madhuram iti rasah | mrdu iti sparsah |
(cf. Yonezawa 2004: 125, 146 [fol. 3al]).

Candrakirti explains api of CS XIII.1’s final pada as indicating the inclusion of the
blue colour as well as the other substances in the question (cf. CSTTed 60.16-17 and
CSTlr 175). Arnold (2005b: 452) translates CS XIIL.1 as: “The whole jar, unseen, is
present even when only its color is seen.” jayate (Arnold’s “is present”) has instead
the meaning “occurs,” i.e., the pot occurs as something unseen, i.e., is not seen; Pa
tshab renders adrsto jayate with mthong mi ’gyur.

515 With his presentation of the etymology pratigatam aksam asmin (literally
“towards this the sense has gone”) Candrakirti reveals that he endorses the interpreta-
tion of the word pratyaksa which considers it to be a bahuvrihi, specifically a pradi
bahuvrihi, the more standard dissolution of which would be pratigatam aksam
yasmin.

PsP Tib presents ’di la dbang po mngon du phyogs pas for pratigatam aksam asminn
iti krtva. Pa tshab justifiably employs mngon du phyogs pa instead of a literal
equivalent for pratigata because the Tibetan word being etymologized is mngon sum
(an etymology with mngon appearing in it is thus expected). The idea is not—at least
not according to the Buddhist conception of sense perception—that the sense literally
departs from its asraya and “goes” anywhere, but that the sense has “gone toward”
(pratigata) the object in that it is “turned toward” it (mngon du phyogs pa), i.e., takes
the object as its focus.

516 The view that pratyaksa refers to the object and not to cognition, or only
secondarily to cognition, is found in other works. Schmithausen draws attention to
the fact that the AS’s definition of pratyaksa has to be understood as referring to the
object. The AS definition is: pratyaksam svasatprakasabhranto ’rthah. Schmithausen
(1972: 161) translates, “[The means of proof (s@dhanam) consisting in] what is
directly perceived (pratyaksam) is an object (arthah) which is proper [to the
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(jiana) that discerns them is [secondarily] designated pratyaksa,
because [it] has as its cause the pratyaksa [objects], [just] as a grass
[fire] and a chaff fire [have as their respective causes grass and chaff
and are accordingly named after them].”"

respective sense-faculty] (sva-), [really] existent (sat-), manifest (prakasa-), and non-
erroneous (abhranta-).” He translates the ASBh’s comments as follows (ibid., 159):
“In this [definition of pratyaksam], ‘its own object’ (svo ’rthah) is, for example, the
visible in the case of the sense of sight. [The attribute] ‘real’ (sat-) is used in order to
state that things like pot etc. which in ordinary life are considered to be pratyaksa-
are not pratyaksa- [in reality] because they are mere denominations. [The attribute]
‘manifest’ (prakasa-) is used in order to exclude objects (visaya-) which are not in
the range of sight on account of being hidden or [on account of] any other cause of
non-perception. [The attribute] ‘non-erroneous’ (abhranta-) is used in order to
exclude [erroneous objects] like a wheel [manifested by brandishing] a fire-brand, a
magical apparition, or a mirage” (ASBh 152.27-30: tatra svo ’rthas tadyatha caksuso
riipam | sadgrahanam ghatadidravyanam loke pratyaksasammatanam pratyaksatva-
vyudasartham prajiiaptimatratvat | prakasagrahanam avrtatvadibhir anupalabdhi-
karanair anabhdsagatavisayavyudasartham | abhrantagrahanam alatacakramaya-
maricikadivyudasartham iti |). Schmithausen further records a presentation which
associates pratyaksa with the object at Carakasamhita I11.8.39: pratyaksam nama tad
vad atmana paiicendriyais ca svayam upalabhyate; tatratmapratyaksah sukha-
duhkhecchadvesadayah, Sabdadayas tv indriyapratyaksah; he translates (ibid., 160),
“pratyaksam (= directly perceived) is that which is perceived by oneself through the
soul and the five sense faculties. [Psychical qualities] like pleasure, pain, desire or
aversion are directly perceived through the soul; [exterior objects] like sound are
pratyaksa (= directly perceived) through the sense faculties.” Schmithausen (ibid.,
161) notes, “Still more important is the fact that our explanation of the definition of
pratyaksam in the AS is also supported by the main source on which the AS is based,
viz. the Yogacarabhuimih. This text contains a chapter on the theory of discussion in
which (as in the AS which obviously has made use of this chapter) pratyaksam is dis-
cussed among the ‘means of proof’ (sadhanani), and there are at least two passages
in which pratyaksam is clearly defined as the object perceived: 1) Y,, 97b4 = SrBh,,
2A.8-5f.: anabhyiihitam anabhyihyam pratyaksam katamat? yo grahanamdtra-
prasiddhopalabdhyasrayo visayah, yas ca visayapratisthitopalabdhyasrayo visayah
and 2) Y,, 98a5 = StBh,, 2B.8-6: ripindriyapratyaksam katamat? riipinam paiicanam
indriyanam yo gocaro visayah.” He concludes, “Thus, in the AS pratyaksam differs
from the other ‘means of proof’ (sadhanani) in so far as the object itself is the means
of the proof of its existence or of its special character ... .”

SI7 L T’s author explains the example of grass and chaff fire by stating that the chaff
itself when it is burned is (metaphorically) called “fire”: yatha tusa eva dagdho ’gnir
ity ucyate (cf. Yonezawa 2004: 125, 147 [correct his tu sa to tusa] [fol. 3al]). Arnold
(2005b: 453, n. 145) rightly critiques Seyfort Ruegg for having wrongly understood
the first three sentences as expressing the view of the opponent, i.e., Dignaga (cf.
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§113. The etymology, on the other hand, of the one (= Dignaga) who
etymologizes the word pratyaksa as ‘“[cognition that] occurs with
regard to the respective senses” (aksam aksam prati vartate) is not
correct,”'® because cognition does not have the sense faculty as object

Seyfort Ruegg 2002: 124, n. 231). The first three sentences of the PsP passage are
also translated in Siderits 1981: 152, Tillemans 1990: 277, n. 374 and Thakchoe
2010: 107 (the Sanskrit of the PsP passages presented in Thakchoe’s footnotes is
unreliable).

518 Dignaga’s etymology is attested in his commentary on NM 15. The TSP preserves
the Sanskrit of the sentence containing the etymology: tatrayam nyayamukhagra-
nthah yat jianarthariapadau (vead: yaj jiianam arthe ripadau) visesanabhidhaya-
kabhedopacarenavikalpakam tad aksam aksam prati vartata iti pratyaksam (TSP 456,
ad TS karika 1236; see Tucci 1930: 50 and n. 85; Katsura 1982: 84; Tillemans 1990:
274, n. 367); the Sanskrit (beginning with yar) translates: “The cognition in regard to
an object such as visible form which is without conceptuality through superimpos-
ition of an identity [of the object] with a qualification (jati, etc.) or a denomination is
pratyaksa, [etymologized as] ‘[it] occurs with regard to the respective senses.’”
Tillemans’ (1990: 274, n. 367) translation from the Chinese of the NM is slightly dif-
ferent. Jinendrabuddhi, commenting on PS 1.3c (pratyaksam kalpanapodham) re-
marks that pratyaksa is a pradi compound; he states (cf. Steinkellner et al. 2005: 37):
pratyaksam ityadi. pratigatam aksam pratyaksam pradisamasah. Thus for Jinendra-
buddhi, and for Dignaga, pratyaksa is a pradi tatpurusa, with aksam of the vigraha
pratigatam aksam pratyaksam understood as an accusative. The word is placed in the
neuter gender because it modifies jiiagna. Cf. also the grammatical explanation given
by Dharmottara in the Nyayabindutika as presented and translated in Kajiyama 1998:
29, n. 23.

The view that the compound word pratyaksa is a pradi tatpurusa is documented in
other Indian texts. The Nyayapravesa presents the same etymology as Dignaga: tatra
pratyaksam kalpanapodham yaj jiianam arthe riapadau namajatyadikalpanarahitam
tat | aksam aksam prati vartata iti pratyaksam (see Tachikawa 1971: 144; Katsura
1982: 84). See also Hattori 1968: 76, n. 1.11. Uddyotakara, like Jinendrabuddhi, ex-
plicitly states that pratyaksa is a pradi tatpurusa. He notes that Paksilasvamin has
presented it in the NBh as an avyayibhava (aksasyaksasya prativisayam vrttih pratya-
ksam “the functioning of the respective senses in regard to each object”), but that he
has done so only to explain the intent of the sitra, i.e., to indicate the distributive
sense intended. But since the genitive aksasya cannot be used in the explanation of an
avyayibhava that would end in aksam, Uddyotakara asserts that pratyaksa is properly
a pradisamdsa, to be analyzed as pratigatam aksam (“gone toward the sense”’) similar
to the pradisamasa upaguh “near cows” which is analyzed as upagato gobhih
“approached by / furnished with cows” (NV 26.15-18: aksasyaksasya prativisayam
vrttih pratyaksam iti | ayam ca sitravivaksayam avyavibhavah samdsah | anyatha tu
vastunirde§o na samadsah | samase hi aksasyeti sasti na Srityeta | kah punar atra
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(visaya) and because [cognition] takes as its object the object
(visaya); [thus the word Dignaga uses should not be pratyaksa], but
should [instead] be prativisaya or pratyartha [and his corrected ety-
mology should read visayam visayam prati vartate or artham artham
prati vartate “(cognition that) occurs with regard to the respective
objects”].”"

§114. But if there were [this objection:] For example, even though
consciousness proceeds in dependence on both [the object and the
basis (asraya), i.e., the sense],”™ since consciousnesses undergo mod-
ification through the modification of those [bases] (tadvikaravikari-
tvat) on account of the fact that they conform to the sharpness or
dullness (patumandatanuvidhanat) of the basis (asraya), there is
designation only in terms of the basis—[thus the designation] “visual

samasah? pradisamaso ’yam drstavyah pratigatam aksam pratyaksam iti yathopagato
gobhir upagur iti). For these and other interpretations of the compound pratyaksa,
see Sharma 1985.

519 Candrakirti rejects Dignaga’s pradi tatpurusa interpretation of the compound
pratyaksa on the grounds that its focus is confused and rectification of the mistake
would momentously and preposterously require changing the name of this fundamen-
tal pramana of the Indian schools from pratyaksa to prativisaya or pratyartha.

In the PSV introduction to PS I.4ab, Dignaga has an interlocutor ask the question
why pratyaksa, given that it is dependent on both the sense and the object, is not
called prativisaya. Dignaga responds in PS I.4ab that it is named after its specific
cause: atha kasmad dvayadhinayam utpattau pratyaksam ucyate na prativisayam (PS
L.4ab:) asadharanahetutvad aksais tad vyapadisyate | (PSV:) na tu visayai riipadibhih
(cf. Steinkellner 2005: 2; Hattori 1968: 25f.; 86, n. 1.31 and 87, n. 1.32). Candrakirti
will make reference to this response in Dignaga’s next PsP objection.

For partial or complete translations of the paragraph, see Stcherbatsky 1927: 159;
Siderits 1981: 152; Tillemans 1990: 277, n. 374; Seyfort Ruegg 2002: 125; Arnold
2005b: 452f.; Thakchoe 2010: 107). Arnold (2005b: 454, n. 149) notes that Seyfort
Ruegg’s (2002: 125f.) translation of the final part of the sentence as “But let there
stand [the expression] prativisayam, or [the expression] pratyartham’ indicates that
Seyfort Ruegg takes this statement to be Candrakirti’s preferred account. It should be
added that Seyfort Ruegg (ibid., 126, n. 234) calls attention to PsP Tib’s negative
construction yul so so ba *am don so so ba nyid ces bya bar ni mi "gyur ro |, possibly
because he was disturbed by the Sanskrit as he had interpreted it.

320 *[,T’s author notes that “both” refers to the sense faculty and the object:
ubhayadhinendriyavisayau (read: ubhayadhinetindriya®?) (cf. Yonezawa 2004: 125,
147 [fol. 3al]).
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consciousness.”*' Similarly, even if [it does] occur with regard to the
respective objects (artham artham prati vartate), consciousness,
which occurs based on the respective senses (aksam aksam asritya),
will nonetheless be what is called pratyaksa because there is designa-
tion in terms of the basis. For it is observed [in the world] that there is
designation by way of the specific (asadhdarana) cause [for example,]
kettledrum sound (bherisabdo) [and] barley sprout (yavarkura),
[which are named after their specific causes, not after any of their
causes common to other things].’*

521 The reason why the six consciousnesses are named after their respective senses,
and not after their objects, is explained in AK 1.45: tadvikaravikaritvad asrayas
caksuradayah | ato ’sadharanatvac ca vijianam tair nirucyate (AKBh,,’s ato ’sadha-
ranatvad hi [the ms reading] has been corrected following AKBth, which corrects on
the basis of AKVy. AKBh 34.25 expects ca). Vasubandhu comments (AKBh,, 34.20-
22; AKBhg; 54.21-23; AKBh,, 1.96): caksuradinam hi vikarena tadvijiiananam vikaro
bhavaty anugrahopaghatapatumandatanuvidhanat | na tu ripadinam vikarena tadvi-
karah | tasmat sadhiyas tadadhinatvat ta evasraya na rippadayah. See also AKVy
87.2-17 for a discussion focussed on the compound anugrahopaghatapatumanda-
tanuvidhanat, in which it is stated that no matter how clear the object might be, if the
visual sense faculty is affected by jaundice, timira or old age, the visual conscious-
ness will also be affected. PsP Dignaga’s introductory words ubhayadhinayam api
vijiianapravrttau call to mind his PSV formulation dvayadhinayam utpattau (lead-in
to PS L.4ab) but also remind one of ubhayadhinayam vijiianotpattau of the AKBh
sentence leading into AK 1.45ab: kim punah karanam ubhayadhinayam vijiianotpa-
ttau caksuradaya evasraya ucyante na ripadayah. The question of why visual con-
sciousness is named after the sense, and not after the object, is inspired by the
frequently encountered statement attributed to the historical Buddha that visual con-
sciousness arises in dependence on [both] the visual faculty and visible form
(cakkhum ca paticca ripe ca uppajjati cakkhuviiiianam; SN 11.72ff., passim). See
Hattori 1968: 86, n. 1.31.

Arnold (2005b: 454) takes the two reasons to stand in apposition, the second
elucidating the content of the first (“Even given that the functioning of perceptual
cognition (vijiana) is dependent upon both [the sense faculty and an object], it is
based on conformity with the acuity of the basis (a@sraya)—i.e., because perceptual
cognitions have the quality of changing as that [basis] changes—that there is
designation [of the epistemic faculty] precisely in terms of the basis [thereof]”), but I
understand the first as giving the reason for the second; this interpretation is
supported by the AKBh ad AK L.45ab: caksuradimam hi vikarena tadvijiananam
vikaro bhavaty anugrahopaghdtapatumandatanuvidhanat | (AKBh, 34.20-21;
AKBhg; 54.21-22).

522 Candrakirti’s sentence drsto hy asadharanena vyapadeso bherisabdo yavarkura iti
closely echoes PSV ad PS 1.4ab (Steinkellner 2005: 2): asadharanena ca vyapadeso
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[Reply:] This [case of pratyaksa] is not the same as the previous
[concerning the designation of consciousness]. For there [in the case
of consciousness], if consciousness were designated in terms of the

drsto yatha bherisabdo yavankura iti (cf. Hattori 1968: 87, n. 1.33; see also
Jinendrabuddhi’s comments in Steinkellner et al. 2005: 39f.). Dignaga asserts in PS
L.4ab that pratyaksa is named after the sense because the sense is its specific cause:
asadharanahetutvad aksais tad vyapadisyate |, explaining in PSV (Steinkellner 2005:
vyapadeso drsto yatha bherisabdo yavankura iti “To explain, objects are common to
consciousnesses belonging to the continuum of another [person] and to mental con-
sciousness; and designation by way of the specific [cause] is observed [in everyday
life], as [in the cases of] ‘kettledrum sound’ and ‘barley sprout’.” The reason *asa-
dharanahetutvat is attested also in NM ad 15ab; see Tucci 1930: 50; Hattori 1968:
87, n. 1.32; Katsura 1982: 84; Tillemans 1990: 274, n. 367. The point of reference is
AK 1.45cd: ato ’sadharanatvac ca vijiianam tair nirucyate and AKBh ad AK 1.45¢cd
(AKBh,, 34.27-30; corrected on the basis of AKBhg; 55.3-6, see AKBh,, 1.96): na hi
caksur anyasya vijiianasyasraytbhavitum utsahate | ripam tu manovijiianasyala-
mbanibhavaty anyacaksurvijiianasyapiti ... tasmad asrayabhavad asadharanatvac ca
vijiianam tair eva nirdisyate na ripadibhih | yatha bherisabdo yavankura iti “For it is
not the case that the eye is able to become the base for another consciousness. Visible
form, on the other hand, becomes the object support for mental consciousness as well
as for another visual consciousness. ... Therefore, due to the existence of the basis
and because [the basis] is the specific [cause], consciousness is indicated by way of
those [bases], not by way of visual form, etc. [It is] the same as ‘kettledrum sound’
[and] ‘barley sprout’ [being named after their respective specific causes].” YaSomitra
explains in the AKVy that one speaks of a “kettledrum sound,” not a “stick-sound,”
because a stick is the instrument for a pataha-drum, etc., as well; and one speaks of a
“barley sprout,” not a “field sprout,” because a field is the common [cause] also for a
rice sprout and a wheat sprout; AKVy 87.24-26: asadharanatvat tabhyam
bhertyavabhyam yatha nirdeso loke bherisabdo yavamkura iti na tu dandasabdah kse-
tramkura iti va | dando hi patahadisabdasyapi karanibhavet. ksetram ca Saligodhii-
mamkurasyapiti sadharanatvat na tabhyam nirdesah kriyate |.

Hattori (1968: 87, n. 1.33) criticizes Candrakirti for relying on the first reason given
in the AK (= AK 1.45ab) to explain why consciousness is named after the sense and
then inappropriately employing the examples kettledrum sound and barley sprout, the
examples used by Dignaga and Vasubandhu in support of the second reason (= AK
1.45cd). This critique is misplaced. Candrakirti’s Dignaga presents Vasubandhu’s ex-
planation (i.e., AK [.45ab) as to why visual consciousness is named after the sense as
a point of comparison for the case of pratyaksa. The conclusion in the case of con-
sciousness is that consciousness is designated by way of its basis. This conclusion is
then applied to the case of pratyaksa (asrayena vyapadesat), and the reason Dignaga
actually uses in PS (= AK [.45cd), together with its examples, is presented.

The passage is discussed briefly in Siderits 1981: 152f. See also Seyfort Ruegg 2002:
126f. and Arnold 2005b: 454f.
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object (visaya), a differentiation (bheda) of the six-fold consciousness
(vijiianasatka) could not be indicated by way of [expressions] like
“visible-form consciousness” (ripavijiiana), because mental con-
sciousness occurs with regard to the same object as visual conscious-
ness, etc.’” To explain: When [someone,] with respect to the six-fold
consciousness of blue and so forth,”** utters [the word] “conscious-
ness,” an expectant thought arises [in the mind of the hearer, viz.,]
“Has this consciousness arisen from a material sense faculty (ri-
pindriyaja) or is it a mental (manasa) [consciousness]?”* However

523 The objects of the senses are also perceived by mental consciousness. Cf. AK
L48a: pafica bahya dvivijiieyah and its commentary (AKBhy 36.24-25; AKBhyg;
57.16-20): ripasabdagandharasasprastavyadhatavo yathasamkhyam caksuhsrotra-
ghranajihvakayavijiianair anubhiitd manovijiianena vijiidyante | evam ete pratyekam
vijiianakayanam avisayatvad ekena manovijiianena vijiieya ity akhyatam bhavati (the
thirteen dhatus perceived only by manovijiiGna are the six senses, the six conscious-
nesses, and the dharmadhatu). Candrakirti accordingly asserts that mental conscious-
ness takes as its object the same object apprehended earlier by the preceding visual,
auditory, etc., consciousness; cf. CSTed 292.10-12: iha caksuh pratitya ripam ca
caksurvijianam utpadya nirudhyamanam sahendriyavisayair nirudhyate | tasmin
niruddhe pirvadrsto yo ’rthah sa eva pascan manasa grhyate | (see CSTH. 193).
Nagatomi (1979: 253) writes, “Mano-vijiiana, as traditionally understood, is capable
of cognizing objects that are not amenable to indriya-jiiana, and involves emotive
and conceptual elements.”

manasapratyaksa of Dignaga’s system is modelled after manovijiiana but does not
involve conceptuality. manasapratyaksa is described in PS 1.6ab as akalpaka and in
PSV as avikalpaka; PSV ad PS 1.6ab (Steinkellner 2005: 3): manasam api ripadi-
visayalambanam avikalpakam anubhavakarapravrttam ... . Hattori (1968: 27) trans-
lates: “The mental [perception] which, taking a thing of color, etc., for its object, oc-
curs in the form of immediate experience (anubhava) is also free from conceptual
construction ...” (see also ibid., 93, n. 1.46). On manasapratyaksa, see, e.g., Naga-
tomi 1979; Kobayashi 2010. On later discussions on manasapratyaksa, see Tillemans
1989 and 1990: 286, n. 428.

524 The expression niladivijianasatke in the present context is somewhat unusual —
one expects ripadi® instead of the much more specific niladi°. The manuscript read-
ings diverge at this point and I have not been able to come up with a better solution
than de La Vallée Poussin’s niladivijiianasatke.

525 As stated, the object apprehended by mental consciousness is the object that has
been apprehended by the preceding sense consciousness. Were consciousness to be
designated in reliance on its object, with the result that consciousness of, e.g., sound
and odour would be termed “sound consciousness” and “odour consciousness,” not
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when there is designation in terms of the basis (asraya), even given
the possibility of mental [consciousness] occurring with respect to the
object of a visual consciousness, etc., the difference [of the con-
sciousnesses] from each other ends up [clearly] established. But here
[in the case of pratyaksa], when [youl—with a view to asserting def-
initions for the means of valid cognition (pramanalaksana)—maintain
that only [consciousness] devoid of conceptuality (kalpanapodha)™®
is pratyaksa, [then,] because that [sort of consciousness] is admitted
[by you] to be different exclusively from conceptual [consciousness]
(vikalpaka), [we] do not see any point in there being’*’ designation in
terms of the specific cause [since no ambiguity exists between the
two types of consciousnesses which might be clarified thereby].”*

“auditory consciousness” or “olfactory consciousness,” one would not know, upon
hearing the assertion “sound consciousness,” whether the consciousness indicated
would be an auditory consciousness, i.e., one reliant on the auditory sense, or the
mental consciousness of a sound initially perceived by the auditory sense.

526 Candrakirti refers to Dignaga’s definition of pratyaksa as presented in PS I.3c:
pratyaksam kalpanapodham. See n. 444.

527 Arnold (2005b: 456, n. 160) emends vyapadese sati to vyapadese, but sati occurs
in all the manuscripts and the locative absolute makes good sense. De La Vallée
Poussin (PsP; 73, n. 8) is not, as Arnold thinks he is, suggesting that sati ought to be
dropped; he is simply pointing out that Tib lacks it (it would anyway hardly be
expressible in Tibetan). PsP Tib reads thun mong ma yin pa’i rgyus bstan pa la for
asadharanakaranena vyapadese sati.

528 Consciousness has the name of its @sraya appended to it in order to differentiate a
consciousness generated by any of the senses from mental consciousness, which
takes as its object the aspect (@kara) of the object apprehended by the specific sense
consciousness. In the present situation concerning the etymology of pratyaksa, how-
ever, Dignaga’s aim is to set forth definitions for the various means of valid
cognition, and although this requires distinguishing them from each other, the only
distinguishing necessary in the case of pratyaksa is the delineating of it from
conceptual consciousness. Thus given that there is no potential overlap with other
means of valid cognition, even from the point of view of Dignaga’s own system there
is absolutely no benefit in or justification for relying on an etymology that connects
pratyaksa with the senses instead of objects.

*LT’s author adds to his comments on the sentence that a delineation from concep-
tuality is also established by the etymology relied upon by Candrakirti. He writes (cf.
Yonezawa 2004: 125, 147 [fol. 3a2]): vikalpakat (ms: vikalpyata) sakasat | tadvise-
sasya pratyaksasya yo bhedas [|] tasya asadharanakdaranena aksam aksam pralti]
vartate ity anena | pratigatam asminn iti vyutpat|t]yapi vikalpad bhedah siddhah | (in
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And given that the occurrence (pravriti), as regards their number, of
means of valid cognition is dependent (paratantra) on the objects
cognized (prameya),”” and because there is the establishing of the
own-form (svaritpa) of the [two] means of valid cognition (= pra-
tyaksa and anumana) whose individual existence (atmabhavasatta)
has been reached through nothing but conformity (anukarita) to the
[specific] form (akara) of the [respective] object cognized, desig-
nation in terms of sense faculty does not serve anything at all. Thus,
designation solely by way of the object is right (nyayya) in every
respect.’”

§115. If [Dignaga objects:] Since the word pratyaksa is generally
established in [its] intended meaning in the world, and since “pra-
tyartha” is not generally established, [we] resort to an etymology just
in terms of the basis.”!

Reply: It is [true] that this word pratyaksa is generally established in
the world.”** Yet we [unlike you] really use it the way it [is used] in

contrast, Yonezawa reads the first word as vikarnnat [emended to vikarnat] and
unnecessarily emends vyutpatyapi to vyutpattih api).

529 Cf. PS 1.2ab, (Steinkellner 2005: 1): pratyaksam anumanam ca pramane with PSV
ad PS 1.2ab,: te dve eva yasmat, and PS 1.2b,c,: laksanadvayam prameyam. Arnold’s
(2005b: 456) translation “function” for pravrtti of pramanasankhyapravrttau (“given
that the function and number of reliable warrants™) is not acceptable because the
function of the pramanas is not topical. Stcherbatsky (1927: 161, n. 2) translates,
“since the existence of the number of the sources of cognition”; Seyfort Ruegg
(2002: 128): “given that the number of pramanas operates.”

53 Arnold (2005b: 456, n. 161) notes, “Again, Candrakirti here accepts, ex hypothesi,
Dignaga’s goals, noting that according to these one ought to want a nirukti that
etymologizes pratyaksa in terms of its object, since the whole point of Dignaga’s
account is that pramana follows/corresponds to prameya. But of course, if
Candrakirti wins this concession, then he’s well on the way to advancing the triviali-
zation of Dignaga’s privileged epistemic faculty.”

531 Dignaga justifies his etymology by arguing that he is merely following common
usage: the general populace relies on the word pratyaksa, in full comprehension of its
intended meaning, and never uses the word pratyartha in its place; there thus is no
reason for Candrakairti to insist that Dignaga should switch to pratyartha.

332 Seyfort Ruegg (2002: 129) translates, “There is this word pratyaksa which is
current among ordinary folk in the world ... .” asti has, however, been placed at the
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the world [i.e., we relate the word to the object, not the sense].”® But
since it is etymologized [by you] by setting aside (tiraskara) worldly
things as they stand (yvathasthita), [you] should also set aside the
generally established word [pratyaksa]. And therefore [the word you
use] should indeed be pratyartha.”*

beginning of the sentence to emphasize the agreement with Dignaga’s assertion (thus
my “It is [true]”). Arnold (2005b: 457) adds “indeed” to indicate the stress: “This
word ‘perceptible’ is indeed well-known in the world.”

333 Arnold (2005b: 457, n. 164) critiques Seyfort Ruegg’s (2002: 129) translation of
tu as “indeed.”

53 PsP Tib at this point attests de’i phyir mngon sum zhes bya ba de ltar mi ’gyur ro
for tatas ca pratyartham ity eva syat, which is found in all six Sanskrit manuscripts
used for this part of my edition. Relying on the Tibetan, de La Vallée Poussin
emends the reading pratyartham ity evam syat as found in at least one of his
manuscripts (he refers to “mss.” at PsP; 74, n. 2; his Cambridge manuscript, my ms
L, attests eva, and not evam) to pratyaksam ity evam [na] syat. The reading attested in
the Cambridge manuscript and the other manuscripts used for the present edition is
preferable. Dignaga has just defended himself by arguing that he retains the word
pratyaksa (etymologizing it as aksam aksam prati vartate}—even though Candrakirti
has pointed out that his etymology ought to be corrected to artham artham prati
vartate and that the word he should be using to accommodate the corrected etymol-
ogy should be pratyartha—because the world uses the word pratyaksa, not
pratyartha. Candrakirti retorts that since Dignaga intentionally ignores the fact that
people understand the word pratyaksa to refer to the object when he etymologizes it,
he shouldn’t have any qualms about ignoring the word pratyaksa itself, and thus
should definitely replace it with pratyartha. This is the unwanted conclusion Candra-
kirti has been forcing on Dignaga all along and it is certainly expected in the final
sentence. The translation yielded by PsP Tib and de La Vallée Poussin’s conjectured
Sanskrit, viz., “Therefore, there would not in this way be [that called] pratyaksa,”
robs the concluding sentence of its continuity and its nice punch, and leaves us with
the weak and redundant conclusion that the opponent would simply give up using the
word pratyaksa. It fails as a response to the opponent’s defence focussed on the
acceptability of his use of pratyaksa as opposed to pratyartha.

The manuscript used by the PsP Tib translators may have read pratyaksam where
pratyartham originally stood, thus forcing them, like de La Vallée Poussin, to conjec-
ture a na, or it may have presented the dittography eva(m)va, the latter va of which
looked like na and caused the translators to emend pratyartham to pratyaksam.
Siderits (1981: 154), who has been misled by Vaidya’s (= PsP, ’s) faulty text, notices
that the argument as it stands (and as he has interpreted it) is a weak one, and adds to
his explanation of the passage the judgement “Candrakirti is not at his best in this
debate over the derivation of ‘pratyaksa’.” Both Arnold’s (2005b: 457) and Seyfort
Ruegg’s (2002: 130) translations of the sentence are naturally also based on PsP,.
Mention might additionally be made of Arnold’s (2005b: 457) unexpected translation
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§116. Additionally, one visual consciousness, which has as [its] sup-
port a [single] moment (ksana) of one sense faculty, would not be
pratyaksa, because there is not the distribution (vipsartha) [expected
by the word etymologized as aksam aksam prati vartate]. And when a
single [moment of visual consciousness] is not pratyaksa, neither
would many [i.e., a continuum of such moments] be [pratyaksa].”®

of the final clause of the previous sentence as “[then] there would also be disregard
for the expression ‘well-known’!”; he does, however, in a note (ibid., 457, n. 165)
provide an alternative translation for the compound prasiddhasabdatiraskarah which
is comparable to mine above. Thakchoe (2010: 107) follows Arnold in taking prasi-
ddha (rab tu grags pa) as the referent of sabda.

53 Candrakirti argues on the basis of the etymology requiring the involvement of
more than one sense (aksam aksam). Cp. the argumentation in CST (CS’ITTed 64.15-
18): "0 na dbang po’i rnam par shes pa skad cig ma gcig ji ltar mngon sum nyid yin |
de ni dbang po dang dbang po la brten nas ’jug pa ma yin te | thun mong ma yin pa’i
phyir dang | dbang po dang rnam par shes pa’i skad cig dag skyes ma thag tu ’jig pa
nyid kyi phyir ro || “But how is one moment of a sense consciousness pratyaksa? It
does not occur in dependence on various senses, because it is specific and because
the single moment of [respectively] sense and consciousness perishes as soon as it
has arisen” (cf. also CSTlr 177). The discussion in the CST continues with the oppon-
ent defending the case of one moment of consciousness being pratyaksa by arguing
that the atoms making up the sense faculty are individually causes for the cons-
ciousness, thereby implying that the distributive meaning contained in aksam aksam
prati should be understood as related to the various atoms of the (single) sense
faculty. After rejecting this solution, Candrakirti considers the opponent’s objection
that the requirements of the etymology are fulfilled because he maintains that the
collection (zshogs) of the various consciousnesses occurs in relation to their corres-
ponding sense faculties. He replies: ’di yang yod pa ma yin no || gang las she na | mig
gi rnam par shes pa’i skad cig ma gcig la de Itar bye brag tu bshad pa mi srid pa’i
phyir la | tshogs pa rdzas su med pa la yang dbang po la brten pa nyid med pa’i phyir
ro (CSTy,, 66.5-9; see CST, 178).

Candrakirti’s etymology pratigatam aksam asmin is not distributive and is thus not
threatened by a focus on only one moment of consciousness.

Seyfort Ruegg (2002: 130) understands Candrakirti to be arguing that one moment of
visual consciousness would not be visible: “And a single eye-cognition having a sin-
gle moment of the sense-faculty for its sense-base would not [then] possess the
condition of being directly perceptible.” Arnold (2005b: 458) translates vipsartha-
bhavat as “since there would be no point in repetition” but Candrakirti intends it as
“because there is not the meaning of distribution.” Arnold (cf. ibid., 458, n. 167 and
168), considering vipsa in the present context to imply continuity or successiveness,
appears to take Candrakirti to be arguing that Dignaga’s etymology is impossible
since there cannot be the successiveness of the moments of a specific sense (called
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§117. And because [you] maintain that only cognition devoid of
conceptuality (kalpanapodha) is pratyaksa—yet since with that
[definition] there is no [reflection of] worldly usage and since world-
ly usage regarding means of valid cognition and object cognized is
supposed to be explained—([your] conception (kalpana) of the means
of valid cognition pratyaksa turns out to be absolutely useless
(vyartha).

§118. And neither is it the case that according to authoritative testi-
mony (agama) only consciousness free of conceptuality is pratyaksa,
because in the case of the dgama [that you adduce as support for this
idea, namely,] “One endowed with visual consciousness cognizes [the
object] blue but not ‘[this is] blue,”® the [discussion] point

for, following Arnold, by the etymology’s aksam aksam) when only one moment of
consciousness is taken into consideration. It is true that a lack of succession entails
when the focus is restricted to one moment of a sense, but Candrakirti’s point is that
distribution over more than one sense (as indicated by aksam aksam)—be it various
senses or later moments of the same sense—is not possible when the topic is one
moment of a sense consciousness.

53 The same dgama statement is cited by Dignaga in PSV ad PS 1.4ab as support for
pratyaksa being free of conceptuality (see Steinkellner 2005: 2; Hattori 1968: 26).
Dignaga indicates that the statement comes from an Abhidharma treatise. Jinendra-
buddhi (cf. Steinkellner et al. 2005: 43) comments on Dignaga’s citation as follows:
na kevalam pratyaksenaiva kalpanapodhatvam siddham, api tv agamenapiti darsa-
yann daha — abhidharme ’pityadi. samanganam samangah sangatir ity arthah.
caksurvijiianena samangah so ’syastiti caksurvijianasamangi, caksurvijiianena
sangata iti yavat. nilam vijanatiti nilam arthasvariapena janati, no tu nilam iti na tan
namato nilam etad iti janati. See Hattori 1968: 88, n. 1.36. It is to be noted that for
Candrakirti, the category agama includes canonical Abhidharma works; see too his
commentary on MMK 1.8 where a quotation from the Prakarana is referred to as
agama.

De La Vallée Poussin (AKBh,, 1.28, n. 1) notes that the equivalent for caksurvijiiana-
samangt nilam janati no tu nilam iti is found in the Vijiianakaya of the Sarvastivada
school (see also Frauwaller 1964: 90; Frauwallner 1995: 29 and Muni Jambuvijayaji
1966: 61). Lambert Schmithausen informs me that Hsiian tsang’s translation of the
Vijiianakaya (cf. T 26:559b27f.) lacks an equivalent for °samargi. AKBh on AK
I1.30cd presents the expanded reading caksurvijiianena nilam vijanati no tu
<nilam>" manovijiianena nilam vijanati nilam iti ca vijanatiti | 're: <nilam>: the right
margin of the manuscript is missing but there is space for (only) two aksaras
(AKBh,, 144.3-4; see Pasadika 1989: 63). The same citation as found in the PSV and
PsP is cited by Yasomitra in the AKVy (AKVy 64.22-23: caksurvijianasamamgr
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‘formulation of a definition for pratyaksa’ is not topical,”’ and

because [this particular dgama merely] teaches that the five sense

nilam vijanati nohati [read with AKVy mss no tu] nilam iti vacanat). One expects a
second ifi in Candrakirti’s text to mark the end of the citation (thus no tu nilam ity iti
cagamasya) but none of the manuscripts attest one; PsP Tib, however, assumes one:
mig gi rnam par shes pa dang ldan pas sngon po shes kyi sngon po’o snyam du ni ma
vin no zhes bya ba’i lung. Hslian tsang’s Vijiianakaya translation has been rendered
in a way that suggests that nilam was construed with an iti (Vijiianakaya Chinese:
“... but it does not cognize ‘This is blue’”). Hsiian tsang translates AKBh,, 144.2-4
the same way, i.e., the translation of no tu nilam implies the construal of nilam with a
following iti (AKBh Chinese: “cognizes blue, [but] does not cognize ‘[It] is blue’”);
cp. the AKBh sentence focussing on manovijiiana, where nilam iti expresses the
cognitive determination of the object (manovijiianena nilam vijanati nilam iti ca
vijanatiti). The AKBh’s reading caksurvijiianena nilam vijanati no tu <nilam> is
strange because the sentence as it stands contradicts itself. Its second nilam might be
intended predicatively, but even so one expects, for the sake of clarity, nilatah or ni-
latayalnilatvena; note the clear opposition nilam / nilam iti when manovijiiana is ex-
plained. On the other hand, the fact that the AKVy and the PsP manuscripts present
only one iti after no tu nilam may indicate that this single i#i was understood as
serving a double function, that is, it acts as 1) part of the citation, and 2) the citation
marker. The question nevertheless remains open as to whether an iti has dropped out
in the above cases. ca of iti cagamasya is presumably not an error (cp. PsP; 74, n. 6
where de La Vallée Poussin, noting the missing iti, reconstructs PsP Tib’s Sanskrit as
nilam iti [siiams du] ity agamasyapi) but—standing in second place in the sentence
(the citation is a unit)—is rather intended as a sentence-connector; the second ca
serves to coordinate the two reasons.

The AKVy citation occurs in the context of answering the AKBh question regarding
how the five consciousnesses can be without conceptuality (avikalpika) if they are
savitarka and savicara (= introductory sentence to AK 1.33ab. See AKBh,, 22.20-22
where it is stated that according to the Vaibhasikas, only one of the three types of
vikalpa applies to the five consciousnesses and therefore, just as a horse with one
foot is said to be “without feet,” so are the consciousnesses said to be avikalpika.
YaSomitra supplies the Sautrantika view). In the PSV Dignaga continues his citation:
arthe ’rthasamjiit, na tv dharmasamyjiit iti (not cited by Candrakirti; see Steinkellner
2005: 2); as Hattori (1968: 88, n. 1.37) notes, “To have dharma-samjiia in respect to
an object means to apprehend the object by its name.” Jinendrabuddhi explicates (cf.
Steinkellner et al. 2005: 43): arthe ’'rthasafijiiity arthe svaripasarijiit. na tv arthe

537 The PsP Tib translators have understood pratyaksalaksanabhidhanarthasya of
pratyaksalaksanabhidhanarthasyaprastutatvat as a bahuvrihi: mngon sum gyi mtshan
nyid brjod pa’i don can gyi skabs ma yin pa nyid kyi phyir (“because it is not a case of
[an @dgama] which has the purpose of stating a definition of pratyaksa”) but it may be
better understood as a subjective genitive. Seyfort Ruegg (2002: 131), in reliance on
the Tibetan bahuvrihi interpretation, translates: “For (i) there is no relevance [here]
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consciousnesses [in contradistinction to mental consciousness] are
insentient (jada) [i.e., are not capable of making the determination
“blue”].”®® Thus, this [assigning the status of pratyaksa to non-
conceptual consciousness] is not tenable.

§119. Therefore, everything in ordinary life—be it [something] char-
acterized (laksya) or a characteristic (laksana), a particular charac-
teristic or a general characteristic (svasamanyalaksana)—through
being directly (saksat) apprehended is not beyond the ken of the
senses (aparoksa) [and] is thus established as [that which is] pratya-
ksa, along with the cognition which has that [directly perceived thing]
as its object.”*” Yet with respect to the cognition of [persons] without

of the Agama which has the sense expressing the defining characteristic of direct
perception.” As Arnold (2005b: 459, n. 175) has already pointed out, Candrakirti’s
rebuttal as Seyfort Ruegg understands it would fail to effectively counter Dignaga’s
claim, for it has Candrakirti accepting that the dgama cited does indeed deal with
direct perception; he states, “Ruegg tries to salvage Candrakirti’s point by taking the
sentence to mean that this passage, though defining ‘perception,’ is not relevant
here.” My (and Arnold’s) interpretation of this reason reflects Candrakirti’s intent: he
is rejecting that the agama used as support for Dignaga’s claim that pratyaksa is free
of conceptuality has anything at all to do with the topic of pratyaksa — and he is
justified in doing so, because both the Vijiianakaya and the AKBh are merely differ-
entiating sense consciousness from mental consciousness. Arnold (ibid.) notes that
“YaSomitra’s citation of the passage ... recommends Candrakirti’s point; for Yaso-
mitra adduces the quotation in commenting on the part of Vasubandhu’s text that
treats the cognitive outputs of the five non-mental senses — and the point of the
passage is (as Candrakirti goes on to say) thus to urge simply that the outputs of the
five sense faculties are not meaningful until they have become the objects, as well, of
the manovijiiana. This quotation, as deployed by these Abhidharmikas, therefore
indeed does not state a definition of perception, but instead makes a characteristically
Abhidharmika point about the relationship between the five bodily ‘vijiianas’ and the
manovijiiana.”

*LT’s author explains that the reason aprastutatvat has been used because the pratya-
ksa free of conceptuality is not a part of everyday practice inasmuch as it is spoken of
with respect to the ultimate state: aprastutatvad iti paramarthapeksayoktatvena vya-
vaharanangatvat (cf. Yonezawa 2004: 125, 148 [fol. 3a2]). The point may also be
that it is therefore not useful in the framework of everyday practice.

38 *LT: jadatveti | yathabhitanavabodhat (cf. Yonezawa 2004: 125, 148 [fol. 3a3]).

53 All previous translators of this section only had recourse to PsP, ’s faulty reading
vadi laksyam yadi va svalaksanam samanyalaksanam va for yadi laksyam yadi va
laksanam svasamanyalaksanam va. PsP Tib has been influenced by the same faulty
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the timira [disorder], a double moon and so forth are not pratyaksa;
however, with respect to [persons] who have timira, etc., [the double
moon and so forth are] indeed pratyaksa.>*

reading, passed on to it by a manuscript in ms Q’s transmission line: de’i phyir gal te
mtshan gzhi *am rang gi mtshan nyid dam spyi’i mtshan nyid kyang rung ste |. Seyfort
Ruegg’s (2002: 131) translation is problematic: “Therefore, for ordinary folk in the
world (loka), if [as claimed by you, there indeed exists] a laksya, or if [there indeed
exists both] a svalaksana and a samanyalaksana, all will in fact be not unamenable to
perception (aparoksa = lkog tu ma gyur pa), for there will [then] be immediate appre-
hension (saksad upalabhyamanatvat). And [by you] the pratyaksa is accordingly set
out systematically (vyavasthapyate) along with the (vi)jiiana having it for its object.”
vadi in the construction yadi ... yadi va is not a conditional in the sense of “if”
(Seyfort Ruegg assumes an implicit tada before sarvam) but rather means “whether.”
The assignment of the part of the sentence commencing with atah to Dignaga is
unexpected and mistaken, for Candrakirti is setting forth his own view here, and
secondarily designating consciousness as pratyaksa. Stcherbatsky’s (1927: 163)
translation was much closer to the intended sense: “Therefore from the empirical,
(not from the transcendental), point of view, everything without exception is called
present, (i.e., a perception), when it is directly perceived (by the senses), whether it
be (your strictly) particular essence or the general essence of the thing (possessing
both these essences). A perception is thus determined (as meaning) the object of
perception together with its cognition.” Arnold (2005b: 460), who appears to have
been influenced by Siderits’ (1981: 155) translation takes the first yadi in a con-
ditional sense and construes it with arah; he translates “Therefore, in the world, if
any (sarvam eva) subject of characterization (laksya) — whether it be a svalaksana or
a samanyalaksana — 1is visible, because of being directly apprehended, then it is
established as perceptible, along with the cognition that has it as its object [which is
derivatively called pratyaksa].” Although Arnold has in part been misled by PsP,’s
faulty text, his classification of svalaksana and samanyalaksana as subcategories of
laksya (verging on Dignaga’s presentation! [see *LT]) would certainly be rejected by
Candrakarti.

*LT’s author also errs in his interpretation of the sentence, identifying, like Siderits
and Arnold, svalaksanam and samanyalaksanam as subtypes of laksyam. 1 suspect
that his PsP exemplar had been influenced by the reading yadi laksyam yadi va svala-
ksanam samanyalaksanam va which appears in ms Q: laks[ylam iti | prameyam tac ca
svalaksanam | samanyalaksanam va (cf. Yonezawa 2004: 125, 148 [fol. 3a3)).

540 Candrakirti sums up his discussion on pratyaksa by reiterating his own view on
this important pramana: pratyaksa is properly the thing that is apprehended; the
object itself is the means of knowledge and the establisher of its existence and char-
acteristics. The consciousness that apprehends the pratyaksa is only secondarily, in
reliance on the actual pramana, i.e., the object, designated pratyaksa. Further, even
though everything that is directly apprehended can be classified as pratyaksa, a
certain thing’s being determined as such depends on the individual apprehending it.
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§120. In contrast, the cognition whose object is beyond the ken of the
senses [and] which has arisen from a sign (liriga) that does not de-
viate from the probandum is inference (anumana).’*!

Thus even objects like the imaginary flies, hairs and double moon seen by persons
afflicted by the timira visual disorder, though not pratyaksa for someone not visually
impaired, cannot be denied their place in the pratyaksa category.

Cp. Candrakirti’s closing comments from his attack on the Epistemologist in the
CgT: gang yang ’dis dbang po’i rnam par shes pa 'di mngon sum nyid du sgro btags
nas gzhan tshad ma nyid du rtog par byed (read, following P: byed pa) de yang ches
shin tu ma ’brel pa zhig go || mi slu ba’i shes pa ni ’jig rten na tshad ma nyid du
mthong na rnam par shes pa yang bcom ldan ’das kyis *dus byas yin pa’i phyir brdzun
pa bslu ba’i chos can dang sgyu ma lta bur gsungs so || gang zhig brdzun pa bslu ba’i
chos can dang sgyu ma lta bu yin pa de ni mi bslu ba ma vyin te | rnam pa gzhan du
gnas pa’i dngos po la rnam pa gzhan du snang ba’i phyir ro | de lta bur gyur pa ni
tshad ma nyid du brtag par rigs pa ma yin te | rnam par shes pa thams cad kyang
tshad ma nyid du thal bar ’gyur ba’i phyir ro | (CSTTed 67.10-17). “And also this
[opponent’s] conception that this sense consciousness is another means of valid cog-
nition—{the consciousness] having wrongly had [the status of] pratyaksa attributed
to it—is extremely incoherent.” (my translation; Tillemans translates the sentence as:
“He who fabricates the notion that this sense consciousness is pratyaksa and then
also imagines that it is a means of valid cognition (tshad ma = pramana) is com-
pletely beside the point,” but Candrakirti is not characterizing the opponent himself
as “beside the point.” Continuing on with Tillemans’ translation:) “While a non-
belying (mi slu ba = avisamvadin) consciousness is regarded as being a pramana in
the world, the Illustrious One said that consciousness, since it is conditioned (’dus
byas = samskrta), is false and deceptive and is like an illusion (sgyu ma = maya).
Whatever is false and deceptive and is like an illusion is not non-belying, for it is an
entity which exists in one way and appears in another. Something like that should not
be imagined to be a pramana in that [if it were] it would follow that every conscious-
ness would also have to be a pramana” (CSTH. 179).

Seyfort Ruegg (2002: 132) understands the entire PsP paragraph as continuing the
critique of Dignaga (see also the previous note) and thus translates his final sentence
as: “However, [following your doctrine,] in respect [even] to those who are affected
by eye-disease and the like (taimirikadyapeksaya) there will indeed be direct percep-
tibility.”

541 Most modern scholars assert at this point that Candrakirti accepts the pramanas
inference, authoritative testimony and comparison as posited by the Nyaya school;
cf., e.g., Stcherbatsky 1927: 163, n. 6; Siderits 1981: 156; 2011: 172 and n. 12.
Arnold (2005a: 182) asserts, “Having thus argued that his interlocutor’s account of
pratyaksa contradicts the conventional usage, Candrakirti effectively states—by en-
dorsing (with typically Naiyayika definitions) the list of pramanas admitted by Nai-
yayikas—that the epistemology of the Brahmanical Nyaya school better describes
our epistemic practices as they are conventionally understood.” Although the Nyaya
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school does accept these three pramanas, I am not convinced that Candrakirti intends
to directly endorse the Naiyayika presentation, or that he is necessarily paraphrasing
the definitions asserted by that school. The definition he provides for inference, i.e.,
paroksavisayam jiianam sadhyavyabhicarilingotpannam anumanam, bears no resem-
blance to the older definition atha tatpiirvakam trividham anumanam purvavacchesa-
vatsamanyatodrstam ca given at NS 1.1.5, and it would be a stretch to consider it to
represent a paraphrase or extremely abbreviated version of the explanation given by
Paksilasvamin in his commentary on NS 1.1.5: tatpiarvakam ity anena lingalinginoh
sambandhadarsanam lingadarsanam cabhisambadhyate. lingalinginoh sambaddha-
yor darSanena lingasmrtir abhisambadhyate. smrtya lingadarsanena capratyakso
‘rtho "numiyate (NBh 12.4-6; translated in Oberhammer 1991: 48; see also Junankar
1978: 117). A characterization offered by Uddyotakara, namely, (bhavatu vayam
artho) laingiki pratipattir anumanam (NV 26.21-27.1) is, in its brevity and with its
reference to a subjective act and a sign (although here the subjective act is not
explicitly presented as resulting from the sign), somewhat closer, but this explanation
makes no reference to the fact that the linga, i.e., the hetu, must not deviate from the
sadhya, i.e., must be absent from dissimilar cases, nor does it make reference to a
paroksa object. As regards the next pramana presented here in the PsP, namely,
agama, the definition set forth by Candrakirti appears to be structured to present
agama as conveying information solely about objects / states of affairs out of the
range of the senses. NS 1.1.8, on the other hand, states that sabda is of two kinds
(note the difference in terminology; Uddyotakara, however, employs the word agama
as a synonym for sabda in his commentary on this sitra): relating to seen things and
to unseen things (NS 1.1.8: sa dvividho drstadrstarthatvat). Paksilasvamin explains
that seen and unseen things refer to things perceived respectively in this world and in
the next; accordingly, he states, there is a division of the statements of worldlings and
rsis. In his comments on NS 1.1.7 (@ptopadesah sabdah), Paksilasvamin counts rsis,
aryas and even mlecchas as persons who may have the characteristic of reliability
(apti), the characteristic required for them to be termed aptas (cf. NBh 14.4-5;
Oberhammer 1991: 119). That he considers the statements of ordinary persons who
have gained their knowledge of the things they describe by ordinary means to be a
valid form of Sabda is clear from a later statement: loke ca bhityan upadesasrayo
vyavaharah. laukikasyapy upadestur upadestavyarthajiianena paranujighrksaya
yathabhiitarthacikhyapayisaya ca pramanyam, tatparigrahdc captopadesah prama-
nam iti (NBh 97.12-14). Translated in Oberhammer 1991 (119f.): “Auch im
normalen Weltgeschehen basiert der Umgang [der Menschen miteinander] meist auf
Mitteilungen [durch Glaubwiirdige]. Die Massgeblichkeit eines, der im alltéiglichen
Leben etwas mitteilt, ergibt sich [ebenso wie beim nicht profanen Lehrer] dadurch,
dass er das, was er mitteilen will, [selbst] erkannt hat, dadurch, dass er [sein Wissen]
mit dem anderen teilen mochte und dadurch, dass er die Sache so darzulegen
wiinscht, wie sie wirklich ist. Die Mitteilung eines [profanen] Glaubwiirdigen ist
[daher ebenfalls] Erkenntnismittel, weil [sie] das umfasst.” Uddyotakara, in his refu-
tation of the claim that Sabda as described in NS 1.1.7 can be classified, depending on
how the siitra is interpreted, as either pratyaksa or anumana and thus should not be
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§121. The statement (vacana) of persons of authority (@pta) who know
directly objects / states of affairs out of the range of the sense facul-
ties (atindriya) is authoritative testimony (agama).

considered as another pramana, describes sabda as relating to objects both connected
and not connected with the sense faculties (nayam sitrarthah aptopadesah sabda iti
api tv indriyasambaddhasambaddhesv arthesu ya Sabdollekhena pratipattih sa aga-
masyarthah | [NV 57.6-8]). Finally, the definition Candrakirti gives for the fourth
pramana upamana (presented in the NS as the third pramana, sabda is given as the
fourth), namely, sadrsyad ananubhiitarthadhigama upamanam gaur iva gavaya iti
yatha, also cannot accurately be called a paraphrase of prasiddhasadharmyat sadhya-
sadhanam upamanam (NS 1.1.6). Even though it contains the same example that
Paksilasvamin provides, Candrakirti’s definition markedly differs from Paksilasva-
min’s explanation of the NS definition, namely, prajiiatena samanyat prajiiapaniya-
sya prajiapanam upamanam iti | yatha gaur evam gavaya iti | (NBh 13.11-12). On
upamana, see, e.g., Oberhammer 1996: 43-49.

Although conclusive evidence is lacking, I am inclined to think that, similar to the
case of pratyaksa for which we can assume that Candrakirti draws on a Buddhist
source for his explanation of it (see n. 516), Candrakirti has taken over the definitions
of anumana, agama and upamana he cites or paraphrases here from Buddhist ma-
terials. We know from the *Upayahrdaya (the extant Chinese version was translated
in 472 CE; an earlier translation is lost) that the four pramanas *pratyaksa,
*anumana, *agama/Sabdalaptasruti and *upamana were indeed posited within the
Buddhist fold (cf. Kajiyama 1991: 109; Nagasaki 1991: 221); the older
*Upayahrdaya definitions, however, differ from those set forth by Candrakirti; see
Tucci 1981: 13f. (Sanskrit reconstruction). The Kusana-period Spitzer manuscript
investigated by Eli Franco also strongly suggests the admission of four pramanas on
the part of some Buddhists. Franco (2010: 121) writes, “As far as I know, this manu-
script is the only Sanskrit source that testifies to the fact that certain Buddhists, pro-
bably affiliated to the Sarvastivada school, accepted a theory of four pramanas. It
confirms thereby the testimony of *Upayahrdaya/*Prayogasara which is available
only in Chinese translation.” The Spitzer manuscript’s discussion about pratyaksa is
lost, but fragments of the discussion on inference (anumana) have been preserved
(Franco assumes that the pratyaksa discussion preceded it). A discussion on compari-
son or analogy (aupamya) follows the consideration of inference. Franco presumes
that a discussion on verbal testimony (possibly aitihya) closed the presentation of the
pramanas. He (ibid., 126) notes: “The sequence of the discussion is significant
because it shows that the exposition followed the same tradition as that of the Nyaya-
sutra and the *Upayahrdaya as opposed to the one followed in the Carakasambhita,
where comparison and verbal testimony are discussed in reverse order. However, in
terminology the discussion follows the same tradition as that of the Carakasamhita,
and uses the terms aupamya and, possibly, aitihya rather than upamana and sabda.”
See Eltschinger 2010: 48, n. 79 for comments on the varying number of pramanas in
the Buddhist tradition. Future research may shed more light on the matter as it relates
to Candrakirti and his sources.
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§122. The apprehension of an object not [previously] experienced
[that comes about] due to similarity (sadrsya) [with another object] is
comparison (upamana), as [when one has been told] “a gavaya is like

§123. Thus the world’s apprehension of objects is in this way
established as being from the four-fold means of valid cognition. And
those [means of valid cognition and their objects] are established in
reliance on each other.”” Therefore, just let worldly [things] be, the
way [they are] observed.

32 A gayal (Skt. gavaya; Bos gaurus frontalis) is often referred to as a subspecies of
the gaur (Bos gaurus: a type of wild ox, also referred to as Indian bison), and is
thought to be the result of the interbreeding of gaur and domestic cattle. Gayals are
smaller than the gaur and are without the gaur’s massive shoulder hump. Both have
horns and dewlaps (cf. International Wildlife Encylopedia, Third Edition, New York:
Marshall Cavendish Corporation, 2002, pp. 936ff.). As Seyfort Ruegg (2002: 133, n.
258) notes, the example comparing a gayal to a gaur is found already in Patafijali’s
Mahabhasya I1.i.55. Franco (2001: 10) reports that the example also appears in the
discussion of the pramana aupamya (= upamana) in the Buddhist Kusana-period
Spitzer manuscript.

33 Two sentences have been written in Ms Q’s lower margin (presumably by the
same scribe as that of the main text) and are marked to be inserted after tani ca para-
sparapeksaya sidhyanti, viz., satsu pramanesu prameyarthah satsu prameyesu
pramanani | no tu khalu svangaviki (read: svabhaviki) pramanaprameyayoh siddhir iti
“When the means of valid cognition exist, the objects cognized (prameyartha)
[exist]; when the objects cognized exist, the means of valid cognition [exist]. But
there is absolutely not establishment by way of own-being (svabhavika) of the means
of valid cognition and what is cognized.” The four paper manuscripts (B, D, J, L)
attest (with minor variants) both of the sentences and also include the word arthesu
after prameyesu. PsP Tib attests the Tibetan translation of the two sentences: tshad
ma dag yod na gzhal bya’i don dag tu *gyur la | gzhal bya’i don dag yod na tshad ma
dag tu gyur gyi | tshad ma dang gzhal bya gnyis ngo bo nyid kyis grub pa ni yod pa
ma yin no |. De La Vallée Poussin includes, along with ms L’s arthesu, the two
sentences in PsP;. Ms P, however, does not attest either of the sentences. The PsP
exemplar relied upon by *LT’s author also seems not to have attested the sentences,
because *LT’s author misunderstands tani (“those”) to refer only to the means of
valid cognition (taniti pramanani; cf. Yonezawa 2004: 125, 148 [fol. 3a3]). Had the
sentences been attested by his PsP exemplar he would surely have understood that
the mutual dependence intended is between the pramanas and the prameyas, and not
nonsensically beween the individual pramanas (even if one assumes that Candrakirti
intends the pramana pratyaksa as the object, and not the consciousness, a coherent
presentation of the mutual dependency of the pramanas is still impossible).
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I doubt that the two sentences were originally part of Q’s text; that is, I think it quite
unlikely that they were in the main text of Q’s exemplar and accidentally overlooked
by Q’s scribe during the process of copying, but then added in the margin when the
scribe noticed his mistake. One might attempt to explain the fact that exactly the
same two sentences are missing from the main text of both ms P and ms Q by conjec-
turing that ms P’s and ms Q’s scribes dropped precisely the same textual material
owing to an eyeskip from nti of sidhyanti to ti of iti, but this hypothesis is somewhat
weakened by the fact that nt and f do not resemble each other. The sentences become
more suspicious when their content and the argumentative flow of the PsP are taken
into consideration. The sentence satsu pramanesu prameydarthah satsu prameyesu
pramanani indeed spells out what is meant by tani ca parasparapeksaya sidhyanti,
but this information is certainly not necessary for understanding the sentence tani ca
parasparapeksaya sidhyanti, especially because both pramanas and objects were just
mentioned in the previous sentence. Candrakirti’s immediate reading audience would
have been familiar with the Madhyamaka presentation of the surface-level mutual
establishment of things like laksya and laksana (just discussed in the PsP), karana
and karya, etc., and would also have been acquainted with the VV’s pramana and
prameya discussion inclusive of—even though the aim there is to refute ultimate
establishment—its references to the mutual reliance of the pramanas and prameyas
(cf. VV 46-56), and would thus not have required further clarification. The second
sentence no tu khalu svabhaviki pramanaprameyayoh siddhir iti, in calling attention
to the ultimate nature of the pramanas and prameyas, further seems quite unneces-
sary, and almost intrusive in the present worldly-focussed context; note that the con-
necting and final sentence tasmal laukikam evastu yathadrstam follows much more
smoothly after tani ca parasparapeksaya sidhyanti than it does after no tu khalu
svabhaviki pramanaprameyayoh siddhir. Thus, given the above and our knowledge
about ms Q’s contamination, not least the fact that it has been possible to demon-
strate that a number of the readings written in its margins have been appropriated
from the contaminated manuscript ms 0, I am convinced that the sentences satsu pra-
manesu prameydrthah satsu prameyesu pramandni | no tu khalu svangaviki (read:
svabhaviki) pramanaprameyayoh siddhir iti are foreign to the PsP. A teacher or edu-
cated scribe or reader must have added them, presumably in the margins, as clarifi-
catory information, perhaps because a student or the reader himself stumbled just as
*LT’s author did, erroneously thinking that tani of tani ca parasparapeksaya si-
dhyanti referred only to the pramanas. The fact that PsP Tib attests a translation for
the sentences shows that the foreign material had made its way into ms y’s line some-
time before the late eleventh century. Although the paper manuscripts received the
two sentences via ms 9, the sentences were probably not passed on to ms 1 from ms
0 because had this happened they would have been incorporated into the main text of
Q’s exemplar (ms 1 or a descendant of 1), and would thus have been directly copied
by Q’s scribe into Q’s main text, and not set in the margin. It thus seems reasonable
to assume that Q’s scribe added the marginal material when he checked Q against ms
0.
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Enough of this digression. We shall focus our explanation on the
primary subject matter.’*

It may be worth mentioning that even though Candrakirti emphasized in the pre-
ceding discussion with Dignaga that the pramana pratyaksa is the object, and that the
consciousness apprehending the pratyaksa-object is only secondarily designated pra-
tyaksa, in the present paragraph, in—and for the sake of—describing the mutual
reliance of the pramanas and their prameyas, he appears to intend the pramana
pratyaksa in its secondary meaning of consciousness.

% Following the sentence closing the discussion with Dignaga (alam prasangena
prastutam eva vyakhyasyamah), all of the manuscripts present the sentence laukika
eva darSane sthitva buddhanam bhagavatam dharmadesana (“The Buddhas, the
Exalted Ones, teach the norm(s) [of conduct] (dharma) by situating themselves in
(i.e., starting from) the view of ordinary life/people”). The sentence has been in-
cluded in PsP;. Ms P continues with an unidentified BHS verse composed in dodhaka
metre (for P’s unemended reading, see PsP,,): et’ upamabhi nidarsand vaksye kin tu
na tesa samo iha kascit | panditavijiiajana... (“This has been taught by way of
similes: I say, [or: I will explain this which has been taught by way of similes:] but
there is not someone in this world equal to them ...””); unfortunately, the leaf breaks
off after panditavijiiajana (P’s text for the final third of the leaf is thus unavailable).
Ms P’s text resumes at the beginning of the next line of writing with a pathya sloka
that can be identified as verse 37 of Matrceta’s Prasadapratibhodbhava (= Sata-
paficasatka = Adhyarddha$ataka; see Shackleton Bailey 1951: 61; see also Hartmann
1987: 23ff.): ajiianatimiraghnasya jianalokasya te mune | na ravir visaye bhiimim
khadyotim api vindatityadi || (all but the first two aksaras, i.e., ajiia, are attested in ms
P; the vowel-marker u in mune is missing. Shackleton Bailey emends khadyotim to
khadyotim). Shackleton Bailey (ibid., 159) translates, “Before the light of your know-
ledge, O Sage, which destroys the darkness of ignorance, the sun does not even attain
the level of a firefly.” That the PsP exemplar used by *LT’s author contained at least
the first verse can be ascertained by *LT’s citation and gloss of some of its words.
*LT: etat[*] upamayabhi darsitam tesam buddhanam samo na kascid asti yo janati |
(cf. Yonezawa 2004: 125, 148 [fol. 3a3]; Yonezawa reads samo as satya). The word
he glosses next is tani, which begins the paragraph asserting the mutual dependence
of the pramanas and their prameyas; all the PsP manuscripts used for my edition
place the sentence laukika eva darsane sthitva buddhanam bhagavatam dharma-
desana after the closing statement announcing the return to the main subject matter,
i.e., the explanation of MMK 1. But this placement of the laukika eva darsane sthitva
buddhanam bhagavatam dharmadesana sentence after the announcement of the
resumption of the main subject matter makes little sense, given that it provides sup-
port for the idea that things on the samvrti level should be accepted as ordinary
people maintain them to be, which was the topic in the pramana discussion. This
problem with the location of the sentence, together with the fact that the PsP
exemplar used by *LT’s author seems to have had the sentence laukika eva darsane
sthitva buddhanam bhagavatam dharmadesana and at least one of the verses found in
ms P before the sentences asserting the mutual dependence of the pramanas and
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§124. Here, [some] belonging to [our] own group (= fellow Bud-
dhists) (svayithya)® say: This which has been stated, [namely,]
“Things do not arise from self,”* is correct, because arising from
self is pointless. And what is also stated, [namely,] “[Things do] not
[arise] from both [self and other]” is correct, because of the ruin
(hani) of one part (i.e., arising from self has been rejected). On the
other hand, the thesis [that things arise] without a cause (ahetupaksa)
is completely base; thus its refutation as well is appropriate.”*’ But as
a matter of fact™® this statement, [namely,] “Nor [do things arise]

prameyas—also an inappropriate placement—Ileads one to think that the laukika eva
darSane sthitva buddhanam bhagavatam dharmadesana sentence, and the verses in
ms P and *LT’s PsP exemplar, quite possibly represent marginalia that were brought
into the main PsP text by different scribes, one deeming that the sentence belonged
after the pramana-discussion section, another determining that it should be placed
before the sentences on mutual dependency, one deciding to include the verses, the
other to leave them in the margin. The complete absence of the laukika eva darsane
sthitva buddhanam bhagavatam dharmadesana sentence and of the verses in PsP Tib
indicates that they were not attested in either of the manuscripts used by Pa tshab and
his Indian collaborators, and thus renders them even more suspicious. I have there-
fore not included them in my edition.

545 Bhaviveka likewise identifies the speakers of MMK 1.2 and its PP introduction as
*svayithyah (rang gi sde pa dag). Avalokitavrata identifies these fellow Buddhists as
“all the Sravakas, Sautrantikas, Vaibhasikas and so forth” (nyan thos mdo sde pa
dang bye brag tu smras ba la sogs pa thams cad [PPT D 156b1-2; P 180a5-6]).

54 The reference here, as with the following na dvabhyam, ahetu(paksas tu ekanta-
nikrstah) and napi paratah is, of course, to the negated alternatives of MMK I.1.

37 Candrakirti has formulated his MMK 1.2 introduction along the lines of Buddha-
palita’s introduction to the same karikd: dngos po rnams bdag las skye ba med de | "di
Itar myu gu de nyid myu gu de nyid las ji ltar skye zhes bshad pa gang yin pa dang |
bdag las skye ba med na bdag dang gzhan gnyis las skye ba de yang mi rigs te |
phyogs gcig nyams pa’i phyir ro zhes bya ba dang | ’di Itar rgyu med pa las skye’o
zhes bya ba’i phyogs de ni tha chad yin pas de dag ni re zhig khas mi len to (BP
11.3-7).

38 1t is sometimes difficult to find a single English word that is able to capture the
meaning of certain Sanskrit particles. I understand khalu in the present context to
mean something like “now pay attention / now we come to the actual problem” and
thus translate it as above.
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b

from other,’
precisely others produce things.

is incorrect, because the Exalted One has taught that
549

[MMK 1.2]

There are four conditions (pratyaya): the cause [condition]
(hetu), the object [condition] (Grambana),”® the immediately
preceding [condition] (anantara)

And similarly, the dominant [condition] (adhipateya
not a fifth condition.’*

).>! There is

54 Cp. with Candrakirti’s PsP introduction to MMK 1.2 the argument for arising from
other in the MABh where the opponent, citing from scripture, states: ’di ltar gzhan
du ’gyur ba’i MABhyy: gyur pa’i) rkyen bzhi po rgyu dang dmigs pa dang de ma
thag pa dang de bzhin du bdag po ste | rkyen rmams dngos po rmams kyi skyed par
byed pa’o | (MABhy,: without |)) zhes bya ba’i gsung rab la bltos (MABhyy: ltos) nas
mi 'dod pa bzhin du yang gzhan las skye bar khas blang bar bya’o | (MABh,, 87.19-
88.3).

55 The manuscripts consistently read drambana, not alambana. Cf. BHSD s.v.
arambana. 1 therefore retain the manuscripts’ readings (see also de Jong 1978: 35
[referring to PsP; 76.5]) but sometimes use the designation alambana in my notes,
especially when citing from other text editions which attest this spelling.

51 De La Vallée Poussin (PsP; 87, n. 2, see also 76, n. 7) spells adhipateya as adhi-
pateya, noting that Bendall states that it is “a Palicism not hitherto noted in Sanskrit”;
the spelling adhipateya has been adopted by various other scholars (cf., e.g., Oetke
2001a: 54, n. 30; 55). See, however, BHSD s.v. adhipateya.

552 Candrakirti cites MMK 1.2: catvarah pratyaya hetur arambanam anantaram |
tathaivadhipateyam ca pratyayo ndsti paiicamah || (intentionally presented in Ye
2011a as MMK 1.3; see infra. n. 560). The author of the Akutobhaya attributes this
assertion of four conditions to Abhidharmikas; his introduction to the karika reads:
‘dir chos mngon pa shes pa dag gis smras pa (*atrabhidharmajiia ahuh) (ABhg
253.20). Buddhapalita states in his commentary that with the assertion that there is
not a fifth condition, “a certain Master” (slob dpon kha cig) ascertains that all con-
ditions spoken of that are other than these four are included in these four (lnga pa
yod pa ma yin zhes bya bas ni slob dpon kha cig gis rkyen bzhi po ’di las gzhan gang
dag tha snyad du brjod pa de dag thams cad kyang rkyen bzhi po ’di dag tu ’du so ||
zhes nges par ’dzin par byed do | [BP,, 11.14-16]). In the next sentence,
Buddhapalita states that for the sake of teaching this, he (= the certain Master) taught
that those four conditions are the conditions that produce things (de rab tu bstan pa’i
phyir rgyu la sogs pa rkyen bzhi po de dag dngos po rnams skyed pa’i rkyen du bstan
te | [BP,, 11.16-18]). Bhaviveka’s fellow Buddhists state that the “Teacher,” i.e., the
Buddha, proclaimed in the sitras and Abhidharma treatises that there are [only] these
four conditions in the Buddhist and other systems and in the heavenly domain and on
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earth (ston pas mdo sde dang chos mngon pa’i bstan bcos las | rang dang gzhan gyi
gzhung lugs dang | lha yul dang | sa’i steng dag tu bka’ stsal to || [PP D 53b2; P 64b2-
3]). Candrakirti’s fellow Buddhists likewise claim that the Buddha himself asserted
the four conditions, and by implication that things are produced from other.

A siatra on the four conditions is cited in AKBh ad AK IL.61c: AK IL.61c: catvarah
pratyayd uktah; AKBh,, 98.5-6: kvoktah | sitre | catasrah pratyayatah | hetupratyaya-
ta samanantarapratyayata dalambanapratyayata adhipatipratyayatd ceti |. Peter
Skilling (1998: 141ff.) has investigated the sitra and concluded that it belongs to the
section on fours in the (Mula-)Sarvastivadin Ekottarikagama. On the basis of Sama-
thadeva’s AK commentary, he reconstructs the sitra’s title as *Pratyayasiitra. The set
of four pratyayas proclaimed in the *Pratyayasttra, namely, hetupratyaya, alambana-
pratyaya, samanantarapratyaya and adhipatipratyaya, appears in the early Abhi-
dharma literature of the (Mula-)Sarvastivada school, being encountered already in
Devasarman’s Vijfianakaya where they are discussed in relation to cognition (cf.
Frauwallner 1995: 27f.; Willemen et al. 1998: 203). Skilling (1998: 143) asserts,
“The theory of four conditions seems to have been the kernel from which more
elaborate theories of causal relations grew. It is presented in the canonical (Mila-)
Sarvastivadin Abhidharma, occurring first in the Vijianakaya (where it is applied to
the six types of consciousness: caksurvijiiana, etc.), followed by the Prakaranapada
and the Jiianaprasthana. The latter text is generally held to be the latest of the seven
Sarvastivadin Abhidharma treatises, and dated to the 1st century BCE. If this dating
is correct, the theory of four conditions must have evolved by the end of the 2nd
century BCE.” The four pratyayas also occur in later (Mila-)Sarvastivadin works
such as the Abhidharmahrdaya; further references in Skilling 1998: 144.

The Sarvastivadins additionally set forth a separate classification of hetu into six (cf.
AK 11.49: karanam sahabhiis caiva sabhdagah samprayuktakah | sarvatrago vipa-
kakhyah sadvidho hetur isyate ||), a classification that is first seen in the Jfiana-
prasthana. Skilling (1998: 144) states: “Thus the four conditions were a fundamental
category of the (Mila-)Sarvastivada-Vaibhasikas. An alternate theory of causation
within the same tradition propounded a list of six causes (hetu). That the six causes
were a later development is shown by the fact that, unlike the four conditions, they
are not mentioned in any siitra — a point which was not ignored, and which left their
authenticity open to challenge. According to the Vaibhasikas themselves, the six
causes first appeared in the Jiianaprasthana of Katyayaniputra. Later scholastics
attempted to reconcile and coordinate the two originally independent lists.” The first
of the six hetus, namely, karanahetu, the “cause [for being]” hetu, refers to hetu in its
broadest possible application: all dharmas which do not obstruct the arising of a
specific dharma are its karanahetu (AK 11.50a: svato 'nye karanam hetuh); allowance
is made, however, in the AKBh for “predominant” karanahetus, for example, the
visual sense faculty and the visible are the main karanahetus for the visual conscious-
ness, food the main one for the body, and seeds, etc., for spouts, etc. (AKBh,, 83.8-9:
yvas tu pradhanah karanahetuh sa utpdadane ’pi samartho yatha caksiriipe
caksurvijiianasyaharah Sarirasya bijadayo ‘nkuradinam; AKVy 190.27-28: yo hi
pradhano janakah sa karanahetuh. sa sutaram avighnabhavenavatisthate na kevalam
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itarah). sahabhithetu, “simultaneous cause,” refers to causes that serve as each
others’ causes, e.g., the simultaneously arising elements in a molecule, or
consciousness and the mental factors which accompany it (AK I1.50b-d: sahabhiir ye
mithahphalah | bhiitavac cittacittanuvartilaksanalaksyavat). sabhagahetu, “homoge-
neous cause,” is the cause that accounts for the production of a like result, e.g., from
a previous moment of corn a subsequent moment of corn, not rice, arises (AK
I1.52ab: sabhagahetuh sadrsah svanikayabhitvo ’grajah); samprayuktahetu, “con-
comitant cause,” refers to consciousness and mental factors that arise together
sharing the same support; they are considered as similar in five ways (AK I1.53cd:
samprayuktakahetus tu cittacaittah samasrayah). sarvatragahetu, “universal cause,”
refers to the universal anusayas and their influence; they are the causes of defiled
dharmas (AK 11.54ab: sarvatragakhyah klistanam svabhimau pirvasarvagah; AK
V.12 sets forth the universal anusayas: sarvatraga duhkhahetudrggheya drstayas
tatha | vimatih saha tabhis ca yavidyaveniki ca ya). Finally, vipakahetu, “maturation
cause,” is the cause of the different ripenings experienced (AK II.54cd: vipakahetur
asubhah kusalas caiva sasravah); cf., e.g., Hirakawa 1990: 179-184; La Vallée
Poussin 1913a: 54-56; Lamotte 1980: 2174-2179; Conze 1967: 154-156. The
pratyaya scheme encompasses that of the hetus: the latter five causes are included in
hetupratyaya, and the first, karanahetu, is equivalent to adhipatipratyaya; sama-
nantarapratyaya and alambanapratyaya find no equivalent in the hefu model (AK
11.61d: hetvakhyah paiica hetavah; AKBh, 98.8: karanahetuvarjyah paiica hetavo
hetupratyayah; for an alternative opinion, see AKBh, 11.299, n. 1).

As Skilling (1998: 147) notes: “Schools that accepted the *Pratyayasiitra could not
expand the system of relations by adding further conditions to the original four, as
did the Theravadins who did not accept the discourse; rather, they had to subdivide
the four basic conditions, and correlate them with sets of causes (hetu).” The four
pratyayas are included in the list of ten pratyayas given in the Sariputrabhidharma-
§astra, thought by some scholars to belong to the Dharmaguptaka school (cf. Frau-
wallner 1995: 97 and n. 1 and 2, 105-107; Hirakawa 1990: 179, 182f.; Skilling [1998:
145] states the sastra’s school affiliation remains unknown), and in the list of twenty-
four pratyayas in the Patthana, a Theravada Abhidharma text (cf. Frauwallner 1995:
50f.; Conze 1967: 150-153; La Valleé Poussin 1913a: 51f.; Hirakawa 1990: 179,
183f.; Skilling 1998: 145). The Patthana includes both an anantarapratyaya and a
samanantarapratyaya; according to Buddhaghosa, these two have been explained
variously; see VM 534f. and Nyanatiloka 1975: 625f. Garfield’s (1995: 108f.) pre-
sentation of the conditions in his commentary on MMK 1.2 is unreliable.

Cf. also de La Vallée Poussin’s references for pratyaya at PsP; 76, n. 7. Further
references in AKBh,, I1.244, n. 4; Lamotte 1980: 2164-2167; Skilling 1998.

The Akutobhaya and the Chung Lun switch the order of MMK 1.2 and 1.3 (see ABh,,
252, 254); Frauwallner (1958: 178f.) translates the karikas according to the order
found in these texts.
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Among these [four, as regards the heru], because the [defining]
characteristic® (laksana) [has been formulated as] “The cause (hetu)
is that which brings forth (nirvartaka),” [it] obviously (hi) [follows
that] the [thing] which brings forth something [i.e.,] is available as the
seed (bija), is the cause condition (hetupratyaya) of that [other
thing].”>* The [specific] object support (Grambana) by virtue of which
the factor (dharma) in the process of arising arises is the object

533 T usually translate laksana in the present section as “[defining] characteristic” even
though—especially in the case of “nirvartako hetuh”—"“definition” might also be
appropriate. laksana primarily denotes the essential and constitutive ontological
characteristic of a thing—the laksana of a thing makes that thing what it is,
constitutes its “Sosein.” “nirvartako hetuh” considered as a definition can therefore
be understood to represent the formulation, the /inguistic indication, of the essential
characteristic of the hetupratyaya; that is: laksanam ucyate. 1 have refrained from
translating laksana in the present section as “definition” because, as will become
clear in his arguments against the individual four conditions, Candrakirti’s focus is
primarily on the actual essential characteristic of each condition.

55 Reference to the formulation nirvartako hetuh also appears in MMK L7c. In
Bhaviveka’s commentary on MMK 1.7, fellow Buddhists attribute this definition to
the Buddha (de Iltar yang bcom ldan ’das kyis rgyu ni sgrub par byed pa’o [PP D
58b4; P 70bl1]). Candrakirti sets forth two presentations of conditions in the MABh
(the first attributed to kha cig, the second to gzhan dag); the hetupratyaya as
elucidated here in the PsP appears in the second presentation (sgrub par byed pa ni
rgyu yin no zhes bya ba’i mtshan nyid las gang zhig gang gi skyed pa sa bon gyi ngo
bor gnas pa de ni de’i rgyw’i rkyen yin la | [MABh,, 88.10-12]). In the first
presentation, the hetupratyaya is explained as rgyu’i rkyen ni byed rgyu ma gtogs pa’i
rgyu Inga, i.e., as it is described in the AK and AKBh (AK I1.61d: hetvakhyah paiica
hetavah; AKBh,, 98.7: karanahetuvarjyah parica hetavo hetupratyayah). Bhaviveka
also explains the hetupratyaya of MMK 1.2 as it is described in the AK, listing the
five types of hetu it includes: de la rgyu’i rkyen ni lhan cig *byung ba dang | skal ba
mnyam pa dang mtshungs par ldan pa dang | kun tu "gro ba dang | rnam par smin pa
zhes bya ba ni rgyu Inga po dag (PP D 53b3-4; P 64b4-5); Ames (1994: 93)
translates, “As to that, the causal condition [which is] the cause (hetu-pratyaya)
[consists of] the five [types of] cause [known as] the simultaneously arisen (saha-
bhii), the similar (sabhdga), the conjoined (samprayukta), the universal (sarvatraga),
and [the cause of] maturation (vipdka).” The author of the ABh makes the brief
comment: rgyu’i rkyen ni bskyed pa’i don gyis (ABh, 254.10-11). Buddhapalita does
not offer definitions for any of the conditions at this point.

On hetupratyaya, see also n. 552.
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condition (arambanapratyaya) of that [factor].” The immediately
preceding (anantara) cessation (nirodha) of the cause (karana) is the
condition for the arising of the effect; for example, the immediately
preceding cessation of a seed is the condition for the arising of a
sprout.™® The [condition] owing to the existence of which [some-

3 The defining characteristic of the object condition is formulated as utpadyamano
dharmo yenarambanenotpadyate sa tasyarambanapratyayah. The word dharma
(factor) in the formulation/definition also appears in MMK 1.8, the karika that refutes
the possibility of an arambanapratyaya. That dharma here in the definition is re-
stricted to consciousnesses and mental factors is made clear in Candrakirti’s com-
mentary on MMK L.8. (on consciousnesses and mental factors relying on an alamba-
na, cf. AK I1.34bc: cittacaitasah | sasrayalambanakarah and AKBh,, 62.5-6: sala-
mbana visayagrahanat).

According to the AK, arambanapratyaya comprises all factors of existence, for
whereas the visual, auditory, gustatory, olfactory and tangible consciousnesses have
limited spheres of activity, mental consciousness apprehends all factors; AK I1.62c:
alambanam sarvadharmah; AKBh,, 100.4-6: yathayogam caksurvijiianasya sasam-
prayogasya rijpam | Srotravijiianasya sabdah ... manovijiianasya sarvadharmah. This
description of arambanapratyaya as comprising all factors is reflected in the first
presentation of the pratyayas in the MABh: de la dmigs par bya bas (MABhyy: byas
for bya bas) na dmigs pa ste || ci rigs par rnam par shes pa drug gi dmigs pa chos
thams cad ni dmigs pa’i rkyen no | (MABh,, 88.5-6). The second presentation in the
MABH contains a definition of arambanapratyaya that is similar to, but more elabor-
ate than the one appearing in the PsP: skyes bu rgan po ldang ba ltar sems dang sems
las byung ba rgyu las skye (MABhyy: skyes) bzhin pa rnams rten mkhar (MABhy:
khar) ba dang ’dra ba’i dmigs pa gang gis bskyed par ’gyur ba de ni dmigs pa’i rkyen
te | skye bzhin pa’i chos kyi rten yin no | (MABh,, 88.12-15; de La Vallée Poussin
translates, “le point d’appui, semblable a un baton d’appui, grace auquel sont en-
gendrés la pensée et ses succédanés naissant de la cause, semblables a un homme agé
qui se leve, c’est ’alambana pratyaya, car il est le point d’appui de la chose nais-
sante” [MABh, 1910: 286; de La Vallée Poussin’s “car” is not in MABh Tib).
Candrakirti relies on this example to explain arambana in his commentary on YS 26:
brten par bya bas dmigs pa ste || Idang mi nus pa mams ldang bar byed pa’i ’khar ba
bzhin no | (YSV, 65.15-16). Bhaviveka cites the AK in regard to this pratyaya:
dmigs pa’i rkyen ni chos thams cad (PP D 53b4; P 64b5). The author of the ABh
comments: dmigs pa’i rkyen ni rten gyi don gyis (ABh,, 254.11-12).

5% The defining characteristic of the immediately preceding condition is formulated
as karanasyanantaro nirodhah karyasyotpattipratyayah. Of interest here is Candra-
kirti’s example, according to which (sam)anantarapratyaya refers to the cessation of
a material object, and not specifically to mental dharmas. The views expressed in the
AK and AKBh restrict samanantarapratyaya to consciousness and mental factors
(AK II.62ab: cittacaitta acarama utpannah samanantarah “Arisen consciousnesses
and mental factors, with the exception of the final ones [of Arhats entering nirvanal,



PRASANNAPADA CHAPTER ONE 301

thing] comes into being is the dominant [condition] for that [thing]
(yasmin sati yad bhavati tat tasyadhipateyam).”®” These are the four

are the samanantara [condition]”). This restriction is explained as entailed by the
prefix sam, understood in the sense of sama: samas cayam anantaras ca pratyaya iti
samanantarapratyayah | ata eva ripam na samanantarapratyayo visamotpatteh
(AKBh,, 98.10-11; AKVy 232.18: samanarthe samsabdah). The cause and result of
material dharmas are not “equal” in the cases where an individual produces from one
material cause such as the Pratimoksa vow not one, but two, avijiiaptiripas at the
same time in two different spheres, i.e., in Kamadhatu and Rupadhatu (see AKBh,,
I1.300f. and n. 5) or when a lesser or greater effect arises from its cause, such as a
small heap of ashes from a pile of straw (cf. AKBh, 98.12-17). This view that
(sam)anantarapratyaya applies only to consciousness and mental factors is found in
the first group of explanations of the pratyayas set forth by Candrakirti in the MABh:
phung po lhag ma med par mya ngan las ’das par ’jug pa’i sems las gzhan pa’i sems
dang sems las byung ba rnams ni de ma thag pa’i rkyen no | (MABh,, 88.7-9;
MABh,, 1910: 285). The second presentation, however, contains the description of
(sam)anantarapratyaya as it is set forth in the PsP: rgyu ’gags ma thag pa ni ’bras bu
skye ba’i rkyen yin te | dper na sa bon ’gags ma thag pa myu gu’i tshungs pa de ma
thag pa’i rkyen yin pa lta bu’o || (MABh,, 88.15-17; MABh,, 1910: 286). Bhaviveka’s
explanation of (sam)anantarapratyaya conforms to the AK’s: de ma thag pa’i rkyen
ni sems dang sems las byung ba skyes pa rnams las tha ma ma gtogs pa’o (PP D
53b4; P 64b5). The author of ABh comments: de ma thag pa’i rkyen ni bar du ma
chod pa’i don gyis (ABh,, 254.12-13). On samanantarapratyaya in the Sarvastivada
school, see also Cox 1995: 117f.

The author of the *LT states that the definition for this condition derives from the
Vaibhasika school: hetor nirodho vaibhasikenotpat|tlipratyaya uktah (cf. Yonezawa
2004: 125, 148 [fol. 3a3]).

557 The adhipatipratyaya (= adhipateya) is equated to the karanahetu (the “general
cause”; see also n. 552) in the AK and AKBh: AK 11.62d: karanakhyo ’dhipah
smrtah; the AKBh states that although the adhipatipratyaya and the arambana-
pratyaya have equal extension, i.e., encompass all dharmas, dharmas that arise to-
gether with [another] factor are never the arambana condition, whereas all dharmas
do serve as the adhipatipratyaya for a single dharma coming into existence (cf.
AKBh,, 100.14-16: alambanapratyayo ’pi sarvadharmah adhipatipratyayo ’piti kim
asty adhikyam | na jatu sahabhuvo dharma alambanam bhavanti | bhavanti tv adhi-
patipratyaya ity asyaivadhikyam; AKVy 236.8: alambanapratyayo ’pi sarvadharma
first group of explanations of the four pratyayas in the MABh: byed rgyu ni bdag po’i
rkyen yin no (MABh,, 88.9). As in the case of the other pratyayas Candrakirti de-
scribes in the PsP, he does not rely on the AK for his explanation of this pratyaya,
turning instead to another source. The description found in the second group of ex-
planations of the pratyayas in the MABh corresponds with that of the PsP: gang zhig
yod na gang ’byung ba de ni de’i bdag po’i rkyen yin no (MABh, 88.17-18).
Bhaviveka relies on the AK for his explanation of this pratyaya: bdag po’i rkyen ni
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conditions. And others, such as the prenascent (purojata), the
conascent (sahajata), the postnascent (pascajjata), and so forth, are
included in just these [four].”® The Lord (i§vara) and so forth, on the

byed pa’i rgyu (PP D 53b4; P64b5); however, in his commentary on MMK 1.7 and
his introduction to MMK 1.10, his “fellow Buddhist™ asserts the definition given by
Candrakirti. The author of the ABh comments: bdag po’i rkyen ni dbang byed pa’i
don gyis (ABh,, 254.13-14). Although Buddhapalita does not define this pratyaya at
this point, he introduces MMK 1.10 with the objection of an opponent who defines
the adhipateyapratyaya in a way similar to that found in the PsP: bdag po nyid ni yod
do || bdag po’i dngos po ni bdag po nyid de | de yang mdor bsdu na gang yod na gang
"byung ba dang | gang med na gang mi ’byung ba de ni de’i bdag po nyid (BP,, 24.19-
21).

58 The purojata, sahajata and pascajjata pratyayas constitute three of the twenty-
four pratyayas of the Theravada Patthana (Pali: purejata, sahajata, pacchajata, re-
spectively numbers 10, 6 and 11 of the list); see Conze 1967: 283, n. 11; Hirakawa
1990: 183f. The same list is found in VM 532 (see Nyanatiloka 1975: 622f.). The
sahajatapratyaya is explained in the VM as the condition which through its simultan-
eous generation acts as a supportive factor, like lamplight for illumination (uppajja-
mano va saha uppdadanabhavena upakarako dhammo sahajatapaccayo, pakasassa
padipo viya); purojatapratyaya as a previously arisen condition which through its
existence is a supportive factor, like the visual sense faculty for visual consciousness
(pathamataram uppajjitva vattamanabhavena upakarako dhammo purejatapaccayo);
the pascajjatapratyaya as a non-material factor which supports through supporting
the material factors, like the desire for and a will [to eat] food the bodies of young
vultures (purejatanam riapadhammanam upatthambhakattena upakarako aripa-
dhammo pacchdjatapaccayo, gijjhapotakasariranam ahdarasa cetana viya; see VM
535-538; Nyanatiloka 1975: 626-630). The sahajatapratyaya corresponds to the
sahabhithetu of the Sarvastivadin hetu list (Skilling 1998: 145, n. 28); it is found as
the sixth pratyaya in the list of ten pratyayas in the Sariputrabhidharmasastra (cf.
Hirakawa 1990: 183). A statement similar to that of the PsP appears in the MABh:
vang rkyen gzhan gang dag lhan cig skyes pa dang phyi nas skyes pa la sogs pa de
dag kyang ’di mams kyi nang du ’dus pa yin no | (MABh,, 88.19-20).

Bhaviveka, commenting on MMK 1.2d, refers to purojatapratyaya and two other
pratyayas, namely, atthipratyaya and natthipratyaya, also found in the Pattana list,
stating, like Candrakirti, that such additional pratyayas are included in the four
asserted by Nagarjuna: sde pa gzhan gyis (P: gyi) yongs su brtags pa’i rkyen mdun du
skyes pa dang | yod pa dang | med pa rnams kyang ’'di dag nyid du ’dus pa’i phyir (PP
D 53b3; P 64b3-4). As Ames (1994: 122, n. 3) notes, Avalokitavrata specifies the
“other” school as the Arya-Sthaviras. On atthipratyaya and natthiprayaya, see VM
540f. and Nyanatiloka 1975: 633f.

*LT’s author uses the example of the timira disorder to show that purojatapratyaya is
subsumed under adhipateyapratyaya: timir|aldhipatyena kesond|ulkadarsanam (ms:
kesonditka®) iti adhipatih. He states that sahajatapratyaya is referred to by the Vai-
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other hand, are simply not possible as conditions.”® Just on account
of this, [the Exalted One] makes the restriction, “There is not a fifth
condition.” Therefore, because things arise from these [four condi-
tions that are] other, there is arising from other.

§125. Regarding this, we reply: There is of course no arising of things
from conditions that are other. Because,

[MMK 1.3]

An own-being (svabhava) of things of course does not exist in
conditions and such;

When own-being does not exist, other-being (parabhava) does
not exist.>®

bhasikas as sahabhiipratyaya, and appears to subsume pascajjatapratyaya under
adhipateyapratyaya (cf. Yonezawa 2004: 125f., 148f. [fol. 3a3-4]).

5% After stating in the MABh that the sahajata and pascdjjata pratyayas, etc., are
included in the four pratyayas, Candrakirti denies that things such as the Lord are
conditions, citing MMK 1.2d as support (cf. MABh,, 88.20-89.2).

560 Candrakirti cites MMK 1.3: na hi svabhavo bhavanam pratyayadisu vidyate |
avidyamane svabhave parabhavo na vidyate | (given in Ye 2011a as MMK 1.2). This
karika appears in ABh and Chung Lun as MMK 1.2; MMK 1.2 of BP, PP and PsP
appears in these two texts as MMK 1.3. The author of the ABh sees his second karika
(= PsP’s MMK 1.3) as explaining MMK 1.1’s assertion that no things ever arise
anywhere from self, other, both or causelessly. He explains: 1) because an own-being
of things does not exist in the conditions, etc., it is not tenable that things arise from
self; 2) because other-being does not exist owing to own-being not existing, it is not
tenable that things arise from other; 3) because [both] own-being and other-being do
not exist, it is not tenable that things arise from both; and 4) because [the thesis of
arising] causelessly is simply base, it is not tenable that things arise in this way
(ABh, 253.10-19: gang gi phyir dngos po rnams kyi rang bzhin rkyen la sogs pa dag
la yod pa ma yin pa de’i phyir dngos po rnams bdag las skye bar mi ’thad do | gang
gi phyir bdag gi dngos po yod pa ma yin na | gzhan gyi dngos po yod pa ma yin pa
de’i phyir dngos po rmams gzhan las skye bar mi ’thad do || bdag gi dngos po dang
gzhan gyi dngos po yod pa ma yin pas dngos po rnams gnyis la (read as D and C: las)
skye bar mi ’thad do || rgyu med pa ni tha chad kho na yin pas de las kyang dngos po
rnams skye bar mi ’thad do); see also Oetke 2001a: 42, n. 18. This explication is quite
different from that given by Buddhapalita, Bhaviveka and Candrakirti, all of whom
view the karika as refuting only the thesis of arising from other. One has to admit
that the ABh commentary, in interpreting the karika as an elucidation of MMK 1.1,
seems somewhat forced.
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For if there would be the existence (sattva), prior to [their] arising, of
things [i.e.], of effects, somewhere—in the conditions that are other,
such as in the cause, [that is], [either] in the collective (samasta)
[conditions], in the individual (vyasta) [conditions], in the collective
and individual (vyastasamasta) [conditions], or in something other
than the collection of cause and conditions—there might be arising
from those [conditions]. But it is not like this, [i.e.,] that there would
be existence (sadbhava) prior to arising. If there were [prior
existence], it would be apprehended, and arising would be pointless.
Therefore, there is not own-being in the conditions and such®®' of
things.”** And when own-being does not exist, there is not other-being

Oetke (2001a: 40) rejects Weber-Brosamer and Back’s translation of MMK 1.3’s hi
as “bekanntlich,” stating that it is questionable whether hi ever has this sense, and
that even if it might, hi almost exclusively means “denn” (“for”) in philosophical
texts, especially in the MMK. I agree that Nagarjuna does usually intend Ai in the
meaning “for” in the MMK (there are no cases in which it is merely a verse-filler)
but it is quite clear that Candrakirti often employs hi in the meaning “of course,”
“naturally,” i.e., as indicating that something is logically or empirically obvious, and
sometimes interprets the particle as used by Nagarjuna, as in the case of MMK 1.3, in
this way. See Oetke 2001a: 40ff. for further comments on MMK 1.3. Garfield’s
(1995: 112f.) interpretation of MMK 1.3 as having the purpose of demonstrating that
conditions are simply useful explanans because “[w]hat we are typically confronted
with in nature is a vast network of interdependent and continuous processes”
overlooks the fact that Nagarjuna nowhere appeals to the idea of “nature” or anything
else as a network, nor to the idea of the world as an interdependent complex.

361 Both the author of the ABh and Buddhapalita claim that the word adi in pratyaya-
disu of MMK L3 refers to the conditions taught by non-Buddhists. Bhaviveka
explains it in two different ways, in accord with the two explanations of MMK 1.3 he
provides: he first explains adi as referring to other conditions such as the [causal]
collection (zshogs) and the Lord, etc., and then as referring to the collection of causes
and common and uncommon conditions and other [conditions] (rgyu dang byed rgyu
thun mong dang | thun mong ma yin pa tshogs pa dang gzhan; see Ames 1994: 96 and
n. 26).

562 Although not exactly the same, a comparable argument is found in BP: ’di Itar gal

te dngos po rnams kyi rang bzhin rkyen rnams la ’am rkyen rnams las gzhan pa la
‘am | gnyi ga la yod par gyur na | yod pa la skye ba ci zhig bya ste dngos po rang
bzhin gyis yod pa rnams la yang skye bar brtag pa don med pa nyid du ’gyur (BP
13.7-11).

For a comprehensive refutation of the possibility of effects either existing or not
existing in the causal complex of cause and conditions, see PsP on MMK XX.1-4.
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(parabhava). “Being” (bhava) [of “other-being” in the karikd means]
“becoming” (bhavana), [that is,] “arising” (utpada); “other-being”
[means] “arising from others”—that [arising from others] does not
exist.’® Therefore, this [tenet of yours] is not tenable, [namely, that
there is] the arising of things from [things] that are other.

§126. Alternatively, [the karika may be understood as meaning that]
there is not an own-being of things, [that is,] of effects such as a
sprout and so forth when the conditions such as a seed and so forth
exist [but are still] in an unmodified (avikrta) form [i.e., have not
started to germinate], because of the consequence that [the effects,
i.e., the sprout and so forth] would be without a cause (nirhetuka)
[because the seed had not reached the state of causal efficacy]. In
reliance on what, then, would there be the otherness of conditions,
etc.?°® For only when two things exist [at the same time, for example

Cp., e.g., the MMK XX.3 argument that an existing effect would be perceived: hetos
ca pratyayanam ca samagryam asti cet phalam | grhyeta nanu samagryam sama-
gryvam ca na grhyate |; PsP, 392.8-9: yad yatrasti tat tatra grhyate tadyatha kunde
dadhi | yac ca ndsti na tat tatra grhyate tadyatha sikatasu tailam manditkajatayam
Siromanih ||.

363 Bhaviveka also explains parabhdva as meaning “arising from others.” Com-
menting on MMK 1.3cd, he states: rkyen la sogs pa la bdag gi dngos po yod pa ma
yin na’o || gzhan gyi dngos po ni gzhan dag las byung ngo || ’byung ba ni skye ba ste
rkyen rnams la med do (PP D 54a3-4; P 65a5-6). Considering MMK 1.3ab as pro-
viding two reasons (chos = phyogs kyi chos), and 1.3cd as expressing the probandum
(sgrub par bya ba’i don), he constructs two inferences based on this interpretation of
the karika: don dam par mig la sogs pa skye mched rnams khu chu dang khrag la sogs
pa rkyen rnams las skye ba med de | de dag la med pa’i phyir dper na bum pa bzhin
no | de bzhin du don dam par khu chu dang khrag la sogs pa’i rkyen rnams mig la
sogs pa’i skye mched rnams skyed par byed pa ma yin te | de dag gis stong pa’i phyir
dper na thag bzangs la sogs pa bzhin no (PP D 54a4-5; P 65a7-65b1); “‘Ultimately,
the bases, the visual faculty, etc., do not arise from conditions such as semen and
blood, etc., because they do not exist in those [conditions], [just] as a pot [does not
exist in them and arise from them]’; similarly, ‘Ultimately, conditions such as semen
and blood, etc., do not produce the bases such as the visual faculty, etc., because they
are empty/devoid of them, [just] as a loom, etc., [are empty/devoid of them and do
not produce them]’” (also translated in Ames 1994: 95).

564 The same argument is found in the commentary on MA VL.17 (MA VL17: asty
ankuras ca na hi bijasamanakalo kutah parataydstu vina paratvam | janmankurasya
na hi sidhyati tena bijat samtyajyatam parata udbhavatiti paksah |; (Li 2012: 5; the
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the persons] Maitra and Upagupta, is there otherness with regard to
each other; but there is not similarly the simultaneity of seed and
sprout. Therefore, when an own-being of effects is not existing, there
is not other-being (parabhava), [i.e.,] the otherness (paratva) of seeds
and so forth. Thus, precisely on account of [the fact that] a designa-
tion as “other” is not [possible], there is not arising from other.”®

first pada of the verse as cited in the Subhasitasangraha is unmetrical [cf. MABh,,
1910: 290, n. 2]), in which Candrakirti cites and explicates MMK 1.3. He asserts that
when the conditions, etc., have an unmodified own-being, an own-being of effects
absolutely cannot exist, because it has not arisen; and if that does not exist, there is
not other-being of the conditions, that is, their being other than the effect is not possi-
ble: ’dir rkyen la sogs pa zhes bya ba ni rgyu’am rkyen dag gam | rgyu dang rkyen gyi
tshogs pa’am de las gzhan yang rung ste | rang bzhin rnam par ma gyur pa na ’bras
bu rnams kyi rang bzhin yod pa ma yin pa kho na ste ma skyes pa’i phyir ro || de med
na rkyen la sogs pa rnams la gzhan nyid yod pa ma vyin no | (MABh,, 93.9-13).
Candrakirti explains in the following sentence that the locative of MMK 1.3’s pratya-
vadisu should be understood according to Pa 2.3.37, that is, as a locative absolute:
yvasya ca bhavena bhavalaksanam “By the action of whatsoever the time of another
action is indicated, that takes the seventh case-affix” (Vasu 1980: 292; correct de La
Vallée Poussin’s reference “Panini iii, 3, 37” in MABh,, 1910: 291, n. 2 to “Panini ii,
3, 37”. The Ka§ clarifies that bhava refers to an action [bhavah kriya | yasya ca
bhavena yasya ca kriyaya kriyantaram laksyate, tato bhavavatah saptami vibhaktir
bhavati], and supplies the examples gosu duhyamanasu gatah, dugdhasv agatah,
agnisu hityamanesu gatah, hutesv agatah).

*LT’s author displays a similar understanding of the second interpretation of MMK
1.3 as that presented above: nirhetukatvam iti {|} yady asti svabhavas tada hetuna kim
kartavyam | svabhavotpadandartham hetur anvi{ne}syate | (cf. Yonezawa 2004: 126,
149 [fol. 3a4-5]).

See also MA VI.18 and 19 for Candrakirti’s refutation of the opponent’s assertion
that the perishing of the seed and arising of the sprout occurs simultaneously, a sim-
ultaneity that, according to the opponent, would allow for the otherness of condition
and effect.

565 Candrakirti again relies on his commentary on MA VI.17 for the reference to

Maitra and Upagupta: 'di na byams pa dang nyer sbas yod bzhin pa dag kho na phan
tshun bltos nas gzhan nyid du mthong gi | sa bon dang myu gu dag ni de Itar cig car
dmigs pa yang ma yin te | sa bon mam par ma gyur par myu gu med pa’i phyir ro ||
gang gi tshe de Iltar sa bon dang dus mnyam du myu gu yod pa ma yin pa de’i phyir sa
bon la myu gu las gzhan nyid yod pa ma yin la | gzhan nyid med na gzhan las myu gu
skye’o zhes bya ba ’'di yod pa ma yin no | (MABh,, 92.16-93.3). A similar argument,
with the points of comparison Caitra and Gupta instead of Maitra and Upagupta,
appears in BP: ’di la dngos po yod pa rnams gcig la gcig ltos nas gzhan nyid du ’gyur
ba ni dper na cai-tra las gub-ta gzhan du "gyur la | gub-ta las kyang cai-tra gzhan du
"gyur ba Ita bu yin na | gnas skabs gang na sa bon la sogs rkyen rnams yod pa’i gnas
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§127. Therefore, the opponent (para) is simply unaware of the intent
of the agama [when it declares the four conditions], for the Tatha-
gatas do not utter a statement contradicted by reasoning (yukti-
viruddha); and the intent of dgama [in this connection] was already
given earlier.’*

§128. Then when the proponent of arising from conditions has been
rebuffed in this way, the proponent of arising from activity (kriya)
conjectures, “It is not the case that conditions such as the visual

skabs de na myu gu la sogs pa dngos po rmams yod pa ma yin te | de’i phyir rgyu la
sogs pa rkyen rnams yod pa na myu gu la sogs pa dngos po rnams kyi rang bzhin yod
pa ma yin no || de rnams kyi bdag gi dngos po yod pa ma yin na rgyu la sogs pa dag ji
Itar gzhan du ’gyur | de lta bas na rgyu la sogs po (read: pa) rkyen rnams myu gu la
sogs pa dngos po rmams las gzhan nyid yin par mi ’thad do (BP. 12.7-15; see BP,,
12). Buddhapalita presents this interpretation of the karika as the first of the two
interpretations provided by him.

The sentence ayuktam etat parata utpadyante bhava iti is written in ms Q’s upper
margin, and is marked to be inserted after paravyapadesabhavad eva na parata
utpada iti. Ms P’s folio has broken off after tasmad avidyamane svabhave karyalnam]
and its reading thus cannot be accessed. None of the paper manuscripts (B, D, J, L)
attest the sentence. A translation for the sentence, however, appears in PsP Tib:
dngos po rnams gzhan las skye’o zhes bya ba ’di ni mi rung ngo |. The sentence
indeed reflects and rejects the concluding statement given by the opponent for arising
from other, i.e., tasmad ebhyah parabhiitebhyo bhavavam utpatter asti parata utpa-
ttir. It seems, however, unnecessary and redundant: Candrakirti already responded to
the reason given in the opponent’s concluding statement at the end of his first inter-
pretation of MMK 1.3 with tasmad ayuktam etat parabhiitebhyo bhavanam utpattir.
After presenting his alternative interpretation of MMK 1.3, Candrakirti ends with the
words na parata utpadah. The resultant redundancy and the fact that the sentence
ayuktam etat parata utpadyante bhava iti is missing from the paper manuscripts and
only occurs in Q’s margin inclines one to suspect that it is an interpolation which was
received by Q from ms 6. It must have been in ms d for PsP Tib to have received it,
but like other interpolated readings in ms d that were not appropriated by ms v (or
one of ms U’s ancestors), it did not enter the paper manuscript line. For the above
reasons, | have not included the sentence in my edition. I do, however, admit that
from a paleographical standpoint, an eyeskip from iti of utpada iti to iti of bhava iti is
possible.

366 See the discussion at PsPy, §71-§75 (PsP, 39.8-44.7). *LT’s author states: vyava-
haramatrenoktam | na tu tat[tlvata ity agamabhiprayah (cf. Yonezawa 2004: 126, 149
[fol. 3a5]).
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faculty, visual form, etc., directly generate consciousness.” Rather,
one speaks of conditions because [they] effect the activity of the
originating of consciousness (janikriya). And that activity generates
consciousness.’® Therefore, the activity consisting in the originating

57 The opponent here and in the following takes as his point of reference assertions
based on the Canonical statement caksuh pratitya ripani cotpadyate caksurvijiianam.
Cf. n. 67.

58 The activity of originating (jani) occurs, according to the Buddhist opponents, in
an entity that is in the process of originating (jayamana). The entity in the process of
originating is not merely a “half-arisen” thing (ardhajatah) but is recognized as the
state just prior to that of the fully arisen thing; cf. Candrakirti’s introduction to cS
XV.19: vyasya nirodhena jatah padartho bhavati sa jateh pragavasthariipo' ’rtho
jayamana ity ucyata iti (CSTed 364.2-3), 'Suzuki notes that ms B reads jataprag®,
HPS jata(tah) prag®, CSTed Tib: skyes pa’i snga rol gyi; CS XV.19: jayamana-
nirodhena jata utpadyate yatah | tato ’nyasydpi sadbhavo jayamanasya drsyate |.
When the CST opponent is forced by Candrakirti to admit that a jayamana thing is
actually something originated (jata), i.e., something arisen, the opponent states that
the jayamana thing, although unoriginated (ajata), is [only] called originated (jata)
because it is “turned toward origination” (janmabhimukha), that is, is about to arise
(cf. CST,, 366.1-2). Compare AKBh ad AK III.28ab, where the Sautrantika view of
arising is defended against Grammarians who have stated that the gerund suffix in
pratitya of pratityasamutpada implies that an already existing thing depends (on its
conditions). The Grammarians are informed that that which arises is something
future (andagatah) which is “turned toward arising,” i.e., is about to, ready to, arise
(cf. AKBh,, 138.14-15): kim avasthas$ cotpadyate | utpadabhimukho ’nagatah |
tadavastha eva pratyayam pratyetity ucyate |. In response to the Grammarian’s com-
plaint that an agent (kartr) as well as an action/activity (kriya), expressly stated as
“becoming” (bhiiti), is expected, it is replied that there is not an action of becoming
different from the agent (bhavitr), but that there is no fault in such linguistic usage
(cf. AKBh,4 138.15-17). See, on the other hand, n. 572 for instances where Candra-
kirti refers to the thing arising as both the agent (kartr) of and the basis (asraya) for
the activity (kriya).

In Candrakirti’s introduction to CS XV.22ab, the opponent states that a thing in the
process of originating is affected by, under the influence of, the activity of arising:
utpattikriyayavisyamano hi padartho jayamana iti (CSTed 366.12-13). The CST
opponent further states that a previously unoriginated thing becomes something that
is originating when it comes under the influence of the activity of originating (ato ’py
ajata eva jayamano bhavati janikriyavesakale (CSTed 368.11-12). See also the de-
scription of the process of arising in the opponent’s defense at PsP; 158.11-13:
yasmad ihotpattikriyayuktam utpadyamanam iti vyapadisyate | tasmad utpattau
satyam utpattim pratityotpadyamanasiddher utpadyamanam evotpadyate (cf. also
PsP, 158.6: utpadyate iti vartamanakriyavistah). The activity of arising (utpattikriya)
does not occur in something arisen, for the activity fulfils its purpose with the com-



PRASANNAPADA CHAPTER ONE 309

of consciousness, which possesses the conditions (pratyayavati), is
the generator of consciousness, not the conditions, [just] as for boiled
rice the activity of cooking (pacikriya) [produces it, not the
conditions, such as the pot or fire, etc.].”>®

pletion of the entity’s arising (utpanna ity uparatotpattikriya ucyate [PsP; 158.6]). At
PsP; 405.5-6, reference is made to the opponents’ view that the effect is the agent of
the activity of arising (utpattikriyakartrtvam phalasya) and that the cause is the
instigator of the activity of arising of the result (hetoh phalotpattikriyaprayojaka-
tvam). It is not clear if these statements represent the views of a single Buddhist
school or if some should be attributed to separate or sub-groups. In the PP on MMK
L.5, Bhaviveka expressly attributes to the Sautrantika school the view that conditions
that have activity assist each other only at the time when the result originates (PP D
56b5-6; P 68a7: mdo sde pa dag na re | ’bras bu skye ba’i dus kho na rkyen bya ba
dang ldan pa rnams gcig la gcig phan "dogs pas rkyen nyid du khas blangs pa’i phyir |
...). Cf. Ames 1994: 103.

In the PP on MMK 1.4b where Gunamati’s comments are rejected, someone (kha cig
na re)—according to Avalokitavrata, Bhaviveka himself—asserts in regard to the
process of arising that immediately after and as a result of the causal conditions as-
sisting each other, activity (*kriya) capable of producing the result comes into being
and brings the thing on the point of arising into existence; and because this sequence
of events is not rejected on the everyday level, activity is also not rejected on this
level: kha cig na re rkyen rnams gcig la gcig phan ’dogs pas | de ma thag pa’i skad
cig la ’bras bu bskyed nus pa’i bya ba bdag nyid thob pa’i skad cig gis dngos po skye
par ’dod pa skyed pa tha snyad du ma btang bas med pa nyid ma yin la | (PP D 55b6-
7; P 67a5-6) “Since the conditions assist each other, immediately following [the
mutual assistance of the conditions], the next moment [of the conditions] in which
the activity capable of producing the effect comes into being produces the entity that
has been on the verge of origination. Since [we] do not reject [this] conventionally, it
is not the case that [the activity of origination] does not exist [on the surface level].”
See also Ames 1994: 100.

It may be finally mentioned that in the PsP on MMK VII, in which the real existence
of the three characteristics (laksana) propounded by the Sarvastivadins, namely,
utpdada, sthiti and anityata/nirodha, is rejected, the activity (kriya) of utpadyamana is
given as utpatti and that of tisthan/tisthamana as sthiti.

569 Candrakirti relies on his commentarial predecessors for the objection as found

here in the PsP: it appears in both BP and PP (see BP,, 13.21-14.8; PP D 55a3-5, P
66a8-66b2). An abbreviated version of Buddhapalita’s presentation of the argument
and his refutation of it is cited and criticized by Bhaviveka within his commentary on
MMK I.4a; Bhaviveka rejects Buddhapalita’s critique as being a mere proposition
(dam bcas pa tsam; *pratijiiamatra). As Ames (1994: 125, n. 41) notes, Avalokita-
vrata identifies the opponents as the Vaibhasikas and the Sautrantikas. Bhaviveka’s
opponent, setting forth his objection in the form of an inference, specifies that the
activity of origination of visual consciousness possesses the conditions visual faculty,
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§129. Reply:
[MMK I.4a]

Activity (kriya) that possesses conditions (pratyayavati) does not
[exist].>°

If some activity existed, [then] it, possessing conditions by way of
conditions such as the visual faculty, might generate consciousness.
But it does not exist. Why [not]? This activity accepted in [your]
system (iha) is maintained in regard to either consciousness that has
[already] originated (jata), [consciousness] that has not [yet] origin-
ated (ajata) or [consciousness which is in the process of] originating
(jayamana). Among those [three alternatives, activity] is not appro-
priate in regard to [consciousness] that has [already] originated, for
activity brings about things; if the thing (bhava) has [already] been
brought about, of what use is activity for it? And this has been
explained in the Madhyamakavatara by way of [statements] such as:

visible form, light, space and mental attention, and the activity of cooking the pot,
water, rice, fire and fuel. Buddhapalita refers to the person cooking, the pot, water,
fire, stove and so forth as the conditions which, each performing their respective
activities, effect the activity of cooking for the object cooked, i.e., boiled rice.

570 Candrakairti cites MMK 1.4a: kriya na pratyayavati. 1 translate the karika following
Candrakirti’s interpretation of it. The entire karika reads: kriya na pratyayavatt
napratyayavati kriya | pratyaya nakriyavantah kriyavantas ca santy uta ||. A variety of
translations have been offered by classical and modern translators. Pa tshab,
following Candrakirti’s interpretation, presents MMK 1.4 as bya ba rkyen dang ldan
pa med || rkyen dang mi ldan bya ba med || bya ba mi ldan rkyen ma yin || bya ba ldan
yod ’on te na ||. He has merely slightly revised Jfianagarbha and Klu’i rgyal mtshan’s
earlier translation, which presents ma yin instead of pa med at the end of 1.4a, and
vod instead of nam in 1.4d. kriya has been translated in different ways by modern
translators, e.g., as “energies” (Stcherbatsky 1927: 168), “Wirkung” (Frauwallner
1958: 179), “force” (Wood 1994: 284), “power to act” (Garfield 1995: 113); the last
three translations do not take the commentaries into consideration. Oetke (2001a:
43f.) takes issue with Weber-Brosamer and Back’s (1997: 3) translation “Wirkkraft”
and considers Frauwallner’s translation “Wirkung” (MMK 1.4a: “Die Wirkung hat
keine Ursache ...”) to render the thought more understandable, but admits that it is
arguable whether kriya can be said to represent the same concept as phala. Kajiyama
(1963: 105) and Ames (1994: 98) respectively translate the PP’s bya ba as
“Tatigkeit” and “activity.”
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And the origination (janma) once again of what has [already]
originated is simply not reasonable.’”!

[Activity] is also not appropriate in regard to [a thing] that has not
[yet] originated, because of statements such as

And without an agent (kartr) this [activity of] originating (jani) is
not tenable.’”

Activity is also not possible in regard to a thing [which is in the
process of] originating, because something [in the process of]
originating, apart from what has [already] originated and what has not
[yet] originated, does not exist.””

71 Candrakirti cites MA VI1.8cd: jatasya janma punar eva ca naiva yuktam ||. The

verse was cited earlier at PsPy §21 (PsP; 13.7).

572 Candrakirti cites MA VI.19d: kartra vind janir iyam na ca yuktaripa || (Li 2012: 5;
MA VI.19 is cited in full at PsP, 545.9-12). Taking in his commentary on MA VI.19
the case of a sprout that is about to originate, Candrakirti explains that the agent of
the activity of originating is the sprout; the sprout, however, being a thing of the
future, does not exist. The activity of originating, lacking a support (asraya), thus
cannot exist: skye ba’i bya ba gang yin pa de’i byed pa po myu gu ni ma ’ongs pa yin
pa’i phyir yod pa ma yin pa nyid do | de med na yang rten med par 'di yod pa ma yin
(MABh,, 96.1-3). Cp. Candrakirti’s argument against kriya in his commentary on
MMK VIIL.17: athaghatasrayena kriya prarabhyeta tad vaktavyam yo asav aghatah sa
kim bhavitum arhati pata uta naiva kimcit | yadi pata utpadyamanah sa katham
utpannah [san] ghato bhavisyatiti | atha naiva kimcit katham tadasraya kriya prava-
rtate | katham va sa utpannah san ghato bhaved (PsP; 161.6-9). See also his com-
mentary on CS XV.23abc, where the opponent points out that a thing in the process
of originating (jayamana) is indispensable as the support for the activity of origin-
ating, for what has not originated is incapable of providing support: na cabhitasyala-
bdhatmabhavasya nirasraya janikriya pravalrtitum ultsahate (CSTed 368.13-14).
*LT’s author also refers to the agent as the support for the activity of originating:
vijianam kartr tadabhave tadasrita kriya katham bhavet (ms: bhaveda) | (cf. Yone-
zawa 2004: 126, 150 [fol. 3a5]).

573 Candrakirti follows Buddhapalita in refuting activity by considering it with refer-

ence to consciousness already originated, not yet originated and in the process of
originating. Buddhapalita argues that activity does not function in consciousness
already originated because something already originated does not originate again, or
in consciousness not yet originated because then activity would be without a support
(gnas pa med), or in consciousness in the process of originating because there is not
something in the process of originating separate from what has already originated
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As it is stated [in the Catuh$ataka],

Because something [in the process of] originating (jayamana) is
half-originated, something [in the process of] originating does
not originate.

Alternatively, it follows that absolutely everything is [in the
process of] originating.””*

and what has not yet originated (see BP,; 14.15-15.5). Bhaviveka briefly summarizes
this refutation of Buddhapalita’s as rnam par shes pa skyes pa dang ma skyes pa dang
| skye bzhin pa la rnam par shes pa skyed pa’i bya ba mi ’thad pa’i phyir, criticizing it
(and the opponent’s argument as presented by Buddhapalita), as he is prone to, as a
“mere thesis” (see PP D 55a7-55b3; P 66b5-8). Of interest in Bhaviveka’s commen-
tary on MMK 1.4b is his citation of comments by Gunamati, according to whom
MMK I.4a should be interpreted as a response to opponents who maintain that the
activity of origination is the nature of consciousness. MMK I.4a would thus teach
that when consciousness does not yet exist, activity, being its nature, also cannot
exist, and therefore the possessive affix “var” (of pratyayavati), is inappropriate (see
PP D 55b5-6; P 67a3-4; PPT D 171b1-6; P 198b8-199a8; Kajiyama 1964: 106f;
Ames 1994: 99f.).

This refutation of the possibility of activity in things of the three times is found in
various forms in Madhyamaka literature (see, e.g., the refutation of gati/gamana in
MMK I, of utpatti and sthiti in MMK VII). See also CS XV.17 for a refutation of
kriya, and SS karika 5 and the SSV for arguments against the possibility of arising in
the three times (SSV,, 237f.)

574 Candrakirti cites CS XV.16: jayamanardhajatarvaj jayamano na jayate | atha va

javamanatvam sarvasyaiva prasajyate ||. See Lang 1986: 140f. Candrakirti, in his
commentary on the sloka, explains that if something in the process of originating is
conceived of as something partly originated and partly not originated, it does not
exist, because this would correspond to the already originated (*jara) and that not yet
originated (*ajata); there is not another third temporal aspect. If it is said to have the
nature of both something already originated and something not yet originated, then
the part that has originated does not originate, since it has just been stated in CS
XV.14 and commentary that what is existent does not originate; and the part that has
not originated likewise does not originate, since it has also been stated in CS XV.14
that what is not existent does not originate. On the other hand, if there is the process
of originating for what has already originated and what has not yet originated, then
the past and the future will be in the process of originating: gal te gang cung zad cig
skyes shing cung zad cig ma skyes pa de skye bzhin pa yin na | de Itar na ni "o na skye
bzhin pa de yod pa ma yin te skyes pa dang ma skyes pa dag la rjes su zhugs pas
gzhan gsum pa skye bzhin pa’i dus kyi rnam pa med do || de’i phyir med pa nyid kyis
skye bzhin pa mi skye’o | gal te gnyi ga’i ngo bo skye (P: skyes) bzhin pa yin na ni de’i
phyir de’i gang cung zad gcig skyes pa de ni skyes pa’i khongs su gtogs pa’i phyir mi
skye ste | dngos po ni mi skye’o zhes brjod pa’i phyir ro || de’i cung zad ma skyes pa
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And because in this way the activity of originating is impossible in
the three times, it does not exist. Precisely on account of that,
[Nagarjuna] asserts, “Activity that possesses conditions does not
[exist].” This has been explained in the Madhyamakavatara with
statements such as,

There is not a qualifier without a qualificand.’”

For one does not say that the son of a barren woman possesses a cow
(goman).

gang yin pa de yang mi skye ste dngos po med pa mi skye’o zhes brjod pa’i phyir ro ||
ci ste skyes pa dang ma skyes pa dag la skye bzhin pa nyid (D: adds du) rtog na | de
Ita yin na | ’das pa dang ma ’ongs pa gnyis kyang skye bzhin pa nyid du ’gyur ro
(CST P 258a8-258b3). See the continued discussion in CS XV.18-24 in which Arya-
deva rejects the opponent’s attempts to rescue jayamana; in the commentary on CS
XV.23 there is reference to the concept of utpattikriya, the endowment with which,
according to the opponent, distinguishes something in the process of originating from
something not originated: yathajataj jayamano bahiskrtah kriyavesad evam jatad api
bahiskrta evanispannaripatvat (CSTed 368.1-2).

575 Candrakirti cites MA VL.57c: viSesanam nasti vina visesyam (cf. Li 2012: 9). Here

in the PsP, the qualificand (visesya) is activity (kriya) and its qualifier (visesana) is
“possessing conditions” (pratyayavati). kriya, having been shown to be impossible,
cannot be qualified by conditions, i.e., cannot possess conditions.

MA VL57c in the context of the MA and MABh can only mean “There is not a
qualificand without a qualifier,” because there the argumentation demonstrates that
the qualifier, not the qualificand, does not exist. The verse occurs in the refutation of
Sakti as that which induces consciousness, and Candrakirti explicitly states in his
commentary on MA VL57c that consciousness is the qualifier and sakti the basis of
the qualification, i.e., the qualificand. In MA VI.57ab, he asserts that there cannot be
Sakti either for a consciousness that has originated or for one that has not originated.
In his commentary on MA VIL.57cd he takes as subject a consciousness that has not
yet originated, i.e., one not existing, stating that a consciousness which has not
originated cannot be taught either as something affirmed or negated, i.e., as “con-
sciousness” or “non-consciousness” (gang ma skyes pa de ni rnam par shes pa ’am |
rnam par shes pa ma yin zhes bya bar dgag pa dang sgrub pa’i ngo bos bstan par mi
nus so |)) and as such cannot be the qualifier for sakti. If one nevertheless attributes
Sakti to consciousness which has not originated, then sakti could also be attributed to
the son of a barren woman (see MABh,, 148.7-17).

Pa tshab presumably copied MA VIL.57c directly from MA Tib, for PsP Tib reads:
khyad par med par khyad par can yod min |.
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§130. [The opponent argues:] If in this way [activity possessing
conditions does not exist], then [activity] will exist as [something]
that does not possess conditions.

§131. Since this is also not tenable, [Nagarjuna] states,
[MMK 1.4b]

Activity that does not possess conditions does not [exist].””
When [activity] that possesses conditions does not exist, then how
would [activity] that does not possess conditions, [that is, activity]
without a cause, exist? For if it is thought that it is not tenable that
cloth is made from threads, it is not [then] maintained that it is made
from fragrant grass!””’ Therefore, activity is not the generator of
things (bhavajanika).

576 Candrakirti cites MMK 1.4b: napratyayavatf kriya |.

577 Candrakirti interprets MMK L.4b as meaning that the opponent’s proposal of
activity without conditions is absurd because this would mean that it has no cause,
and nothing exists without a cause. The example of cloth made from threads is meant
to provide a parallel for activity with conditions, and cloth made from fragrant grass
(used to make mats, not cloth) is meant as a parallel for activity without conditions.
The fragrant grass is presumably intended in the sense of no cause, that is to say,
cloth without threads as conditions would be without a cause (nirhetuka), and nothing
else, such as fragrant grass, can serve as cloth’s conditions. apratyayavati of 1.4b is
thus taken to be a possessive adjective with alpha privative (a + pratyayavati). This
interpretation of the quarter considers 1.4b to parallel 1.4d. Pa tshab seems to have
understood Candrakirti as I do, for he does not tamper with Jiianagarbha and Klu’i
rgyal mtshan’s translation of the quarter (rkyen dang mi ldan bya ba). One could also
consider that apratyayavati is a possessive adjective composed of a nari-karmadhara-
va and a possessive suffix (apratyaya + vati); in the latter case, the verse-quarter
would mean “Activity that possesses non-conditions does not exist.” Fragrant grass
would then illustrate a non-condition, and the quarter would be rejecting the possibil-
ity that activity might possess conditions that are not its own true conditions. The
interpretation of the quarter which takes apratyayavatr as a possessive adjective with
alpha privative, however, better suits the consequence pointed out by Candrakirti,
namely, that activity would be without a cause (nirhetuka). Candrakirti provides only
general remarks on MMK XX.24b (MMK XX.24ab: na samagrikrtam tasman nasa-
magrikrtam phalam |): yada samagrikrtam phalam na sambhavati tada katham
atyantaviruddham asamagrikrtam bhavisyati | asamagrikrtam iti phalam na sambha-
vati || (PsP, 407.3-4), and in this case PsP Tib translates asamagrikrtam as tshogs min
byas pa. It might be noted that when Candrakirti comments on MMK 1.1’s rejection



PRASANNAPADA CHAPTER ONE 315

§132. In regard to this, [the opponent] says: If activity is thus im-
possible, then conditions will be the generators (janaka) of things.
§133. Reply:
[MMK I.4c]

Conditions that do not possess activity do not [exist].””
When activity does not exist, then how without activity, [that is,] not

possessing activity, [and thus] without a cause (nirhetuka), [could]
conditions be generators?’”

of things arising from no cause (ahetutah), no cause is taken to refer to no cause at all
and also to non-causes.

Buddhapalita interprets the quarter as meaning that activity without conditions does
not exist, and repeats his arguments on MMK .1 against arising from no cause: 'di
Itar rkyen dang mi ldan pa’i bya ba med do || gal te yod par gyur na rtag tu thams cad
las thams cad skye bar ’gyur ro || de Ita yin na rtsom pa thams cad don med pa nyid
du "gyur bas de yang mi ’dod de | de’i phyir rkyen dang mi ldan pa’i bya ba yang mi
‘thad (BP_, 15.9-12). Bhaviveka interprets the quarter to mean that activity without
conditions, i.e., not characterized by the possession of causal conditions, does not
exist.

578 Candrakairti cites MMK L4c: pratyaya nakriyavantah.

57 Candrakirti has presented an opponent who acquiesces to the refutation of activity
set forth in the two previous verse-quarters but argues for conditions as the primary
generators of things. Candrakirti rejects this position on the ground that conditions
require activity in order to be generators; given that activity has been proven to be
non-existent, conditions lack the cause that would render them generators. *LT’s
author, on the other hand, understands nirhetuka to mean without causal function:
nirhetukah {|} ahetava ity arthah (cf. Yonezawa 2004: 126, 150 [fol. 3a6]).

Buddhapalita addresses an opponent who attempts to rescue the establishment of
things and their arising by arguing from the existence of conditions (BP,, 15.13-14:
re zhig rkyen rnams ni yod do || de dag yod pas dngos po "grub po || de grub pas skye
ba ’grub po). Buddhapalita, like Candrakirti, explains the quarter by relying on the
earlier refutation of activity, stating that the visual faculty and so forth might be the
conditions of visual consciousness through their bringing about the activity of origin-
ation, but since activity does not exist, there is obviously not something that brings it
about; therefore the visual faculty and so forth cannot be conditions for the activity of
originating. He adds that should they be considered conditions even without the
existence of activity, everything would be the condition of everything and everything
would arise from everything (see BP,, 15.17-16.2). Bhaviveka addresses an opponent
who sets forth the inference that conditions such as the visual faculty produce visual
consciousness because they possess activity, like a seed, etc., produces a sprout. He
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§134. But if [the opponent argues:] Only [conditions] that possess
activity [are] generators, [Nagarjuna] replies,

[MMK 1.4d]

And [conditions] that possess activity definitely do [not] exist.”®

[The negative particle] “not” (na) [of “do not [exist]” of the previous
quarter has] a connection with the topic of discussion [i.e., this
quarter]. The word “definitely” (uta) is [used] here in [the sense of]
restriction.”®" There [in the first two quarters] the non-existence of

responds that because origination has been refuted on the ultimate level, and since
the activity of origination does not exist, conditions do not possess activity, and not
possessing it, they are not suitable as conditions: 'di la don dam par skye ba bkag pa’i
phyir bya ba med pas sa bon la sogs pa rkyen rmams de dang ldan pa ma yin la | bya
ba dang mi ldan pa rnams ni rkyen du mi rung ... (PP D 56b2-3; P 67b1-2).

580 Candrakairti cites MMK 1.4d: kriyavantas ca santy uta ||.

81 The commentators on MMK 1.4d elucidate the quarter in different ways.
Buddhapalita states that the negation na is to be supplied from I.4.c, but does not
comment on uta; he may understand na ... uta in its natural sense of “also ... not” /
“not ... either” (thus, “And [conditions] that possess activity also do not exist” /
“And [conditions] that possess activity do not exist either”). He states: ma yin zhes
bya ba’i skabs de dang sbyar te rkyen rnams bya ba dang ldan pa ma yin no || bya ba
rkyen dang ldan pa ma yin pa dang rkyen dang mi ldan pa med pa de ni sngar rab tu
bstan pa kho na yin no || bya ba med na ji ltar rkyen mams bya ba dang ldan par
"gyur (BP,4 16.7-10). As Saito (1984: 224, n. 16) has asserted in his remarks on the
commentators’ interpretations of the particle uta, this explanation of Buddhapalita’s
indicates that MMK 1.4d as found in the canonical editions of BP should be corrected
from bya ba ldan nam "on te na to read bya ba ldan yod ’on te na, as it is found in the
PsP. That the quarter appears as it does in BP is a consequence of Jianagarbha and
Klu’i rgyal mtshan having inserted the translation of the MMK they had made in
reliance on PP and PPT into their subsequent translation of BP (see Saito 1984:
xviif.). Bhaviveka presents the quarter twice (PP Tib: bya ba ldan nam ’on te na),
initially without commenting on uta but possibly understanding it in a restrictive
sense (see Saito 1984: 224, n. 16; Ames 1994: 126, n. 58) or in the more natural
sense of “also” “either.” Bhaviveka then explains uta as indicating an alternative (‘on
te na zhes bya ba’i sgra ni rnam par brtag pa’i don), such that, according to Saito
(1984: 224, n. 16), MMK 1.4cd would mean “Conditions are neither without action,
nor in possession of action” (see also Ames’ [1994: 102] translation following PPT).
Avalokitavrata provides yet another interpretation of the quarter (in regard to
Bhaviveka’s initial citation of it), according to which uta is to be taken as indicating
an alternative within MMK 1.4d itself, with the quarter thus expressing a question
directed toward the opponent. The quarter would translate, “Do [conditions] that
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activity was asserted; [so] how [could] the conditions possess
activity? And also things (bhava) such as the activity of cooking
(pacikriya) should be understood as having been declared [to be] the
same as the activity of originating (janikriya) of consciousness.
Therefore, there is not the arising of things even from activity. Thus,
it turns out that the expression “arising” (utpdda) is empty of
meaning.

§135. Here [the opponent] says: What use is this examination (vicara)
with respect to “conditions possess activity” and so forth for us
(nah)? Since things such as consciousness originate in dependence on
conditions such as the visual faculty, the visual faculty and so forth
are conditions, and consciousness, etc., arise from them.’®?

§136. Because this too is incorrect, [Nagarjuna] states,
[MMK I.5]

It is alleged (kila) that these are conditions because in
dependence on them [an effect] arises.

possess activity exist or [not]?”; na, taken over from l.4c, supplies, according to
Avalokitavrata, the answer to the question: “Do [conditions] that possess activity
exist or [not? They do not.].” See Saito 1984: 224, n. 16; Ames 1994: 101 and n. 57.

582 Candrakirti appears to have reworked Buddhapalita’s introduction to MMK 1.5.

Buddhapalita writes: ’dir smras pa | ci rkyen rmams bya ba dang mi ldan no zhe "am |
bya ba dang Idan no zhes bya ba mi dgos pa bsam pa ’dis ci bya | gang gi phyir rnam
pa thams cad du rgyu la sogs pa’i rkyen bzhi po de dag la brten nas dngos po rnams
skye bas de’i phyir de dag dngos po’i rkyen yin no (BP.4 16.13-16). Bhaviveka uses a
Sautrantika objection as the lead-in to MMK L5. In his alternative interpretation of
MMK 1.4d he stated that the opponent’s reason “because they possess activity” is not
established because (conventionally) it is not maintained that the conditions of a re-
sult that is not on the point of arising possess activity (PP D 56b4-5; P 68a6-7: 'di la
rkyen rnams bya ba dang ldan pa nyid du ni ’bras bu skyed [P: bskyed] pas bstan pa
yin na | de yang ’bras bu skye ba la mngon du phyogs par ma gyur pa la ni mi ’dod
pas ...). In his introduction to MMK L5 he has the Sautrantikas argue that conditions
do possess activity right at (but not before) the time of the arising of the effect (PP D
56b5-6; P 68a7: mdo sde pa dag na re | ’bras bu skye ba’i dus kho na rkyen bya ba
dang ldan pa rnams gcig la gcig phan "dogs pas rkyen nyid du khas blangs pa’i phyir |
gtan tshigs kyi don ma [P omits ma] grub pa yang ma yin la |; cf. Ames 1994: 103).
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[But] as long as [the effect] has not arisen, how are these not
non-conditions (apratyaya)?”®

If, since consciousness arises in dependence on conditions such as the
visual faculty, these are said to be the conditions of this [conscious-
ness], how indeed, as long as that effect called consciousness has not
arisen, are these, the visual faculty and so forth, not non-conditions?
The intent [of the rhetorical question of 1.5d] is “[they are] nothing
but non-conditions.”* And there is no arising from non-conditions,
[just] as [there is no arising] of oil from sand.

§137. But if [you] think that [those]—existing first as non-condi-
tions—attain the status of conditions (pratyayatva) when [they] rely
on something, [i.e.,] on another condition, [we reply that] this too is
unreasonable: also that other condition postulated as the condition for
the non-condition[’s becoming a condition] becomes a condition for
this [only] when [it attains] the status of a condition. Thus exactly this
same consideration (cinta@) applies to this [other condition] as well.

58 Candrakirti cites MMK L5: utpadyate pratityeman itime pratyayah kila | yavan
notpadyata ime tavan napratyayah katham |. De La Vallée Poussin (PsP; 81, n. 3)
states that BP, PP and ABh read ji srid mi bskyed (“= yavan notpadayantime”) but
BP., and PP D and P read, like PsP Tib, ji srid mi skye; according to ABh,,, the
Tibetan editions D, C, P, and N for ABh read ji srid mi bskye (obviously an error,
although Huntington has not corrected the reading; see ABh., 255.20). Saito accepts
BP D and C’s grags (for kila) and rejects P and N’s grag, noting that ABh and PP
attest grag (PsP Tib and MMK; D and P also attest grag); see TCD s.v. grag: lo grag
zer gsum gyi grag ste mi ’dod pa dang | ma rangs pa’i tshig shugs ston pa’i phrad cig.
See Oetke 2001a: 44f. for comments on the meaning of the karika.

58 Whereas Candrakirti merely paraphrases kila of MMK 1.5ab with ucyante, Bhavi-
veka clarifies that its inclusion shows that Nagarjuna does not accept the assertion:
grag ces bya ba’i sbyor ba ni 'dir slob dpon mi bzhed par ston pa yin (PP D 56b7; P
68b1). Bhaviveka also explains the intent of the rhetorical question in 1.5d but adds
another rhetorical question as an analogous example: “As long as one is unread, how
is one not not a scholar?” (PP D 57a 1; P 68b2-3: ’di dag la rkyen nyid med do zhes
bya ba’i tshig gi don to || dper na ji srid du mi klog pa de srid du mkhas pa ma yin par
Jji ltar mi ’gyur zhes bya ba bzhin).
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Therefore this [position of yours that things arise from conditions] is
not tenable.”®

§138. Moreover, these, [i.e.,] the visual faculty and so forth, that are
being postulated here as the conditions of consciousness, would be
postulated with respect to either an existent (sarah) or inexistent
(asatah) [consciousness].”® But because [a condition of either type of
consciousness] is not in any way tenable, he [= Nagarjuna] says,

[MMK I.6ab]
Neither for an inexistent nor an existent thing (artha) is a
condition tenable.’®’

[With MMK I.6cd] he states why:

[If the thing] is inexistent: of what is the condition? And [if it’s]
existent: what use is a condition?’®

585 Similar argumentation is found in BP, but only after Buddhapalita asserts that if

non-conditions later became conditions everything would end up the condition of
everything: ci ste sngar rkyen du ma gyur pa phyis rkyen du ’gyur bar sems na | de
yang mi 'thad de | ci’i phyir zhe na | thams cad kyi rkyen du thams cad thal bar ’gyur
ba’i phyir de yang mi ’dod (BP.y 17.5-7); he continues: ci ste rkyen ma yin pa dag
kyang gzhan ’ga’ zhig la ltos nas rkyen du ’gyur te | des na thams cad kyi rkyen du
thams cad thal bar mi ’gyur bar sems na | de la yang de nyid do | gang yang rung ba
la Itos nas rkyen ma yin pa yang rkyen nyid du ’gyur na | rkyen nyid de la yang rkyen
yod par ’gyur zhing | de la yang de ltar bsam dgos so || thug pa med pa’i skyon du
yang ’gyur te | ... (see BP,; 17.7-15). Bhaviveka concerns himself with responding to
the Sautrantikas who claim they do not maintain that conditions are conditions prior
to the arising of the effect; he argues that conditions such as a seed grain (’bras bu)
are not conditions even when the effect originates because they are neither exactly
the same as nor different from the effect: don dam par ’bras bu (P: ’bu for ’bras bu)
la sogs pa ni myu gu skye pa’i dus na rkyen gyi ngo bo nyid ma vyin te | de nyid dang
gzhan nyid du brjod par bya ba ma yin pa’i phyir dper na skad cig snga ma la de dag
nyid bzhin (PP D 57a2-3; P 68b4-5).

38 Tt is difficult to include asya in the English translation; I compensate by placing
the referent of asya in square brackets. More literally, the sentence would read:
“Moreover, these ... would be postulated of this (asya) [consciousness maintained]
as either [something] existing or not existing.”

587 Candrakirti cites MMK 1.6ab: naivasato naiva satah pratyayo ’rthasya yujyate |.
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For how could there be a condition of an inexistent thing [i.e.,] of
[something] not existing (avidyamana)?

§139. If [the opponent argues that] there will be the designation
[condition] in consideration of the future thing, [we reply that] it is
not so, because of the fault asserted by statements such as [the
following from the Madhyamakavatara]:

If [you] maintain there is the designation [of Sakti] in
consideration of the future [consciousness, this is wrong,] for
without sakti there is not the futurity of this [consciousness].”®

588 Candrakirti cites MMK L.6¢d: asatah pratyayah kasya satas ca pratyayena kim |.
PsP Tib: med na gang gi rkyen du ’gyur || yod na rkyen gyis ci zhig bya |. Saito (1984:
226, n. 21) is of the opinion that asatah and satah were understood as genitive abso-
lutes, but it would seem rather that they are intended as elliptical conditional clauses,
viz., asatas [cet] ... satas [cet]... .

58 Candrakirti is citing MA VIL.58ab: bhavisyata ced vyapadesa istah Saktim vina

nasti hi bhavitasya | (cf. Li 2012: 10). The opponent in the MABh maintains that
consciousness arises from sakti. In response to Candrakirti’s statement that anyone
who maintains that there is sakt#i of a consciousness that has not originated would
also have to maintain it of the son of a barren woman, the opponent argues that the
Sakti he maintains is not intended to be related to a non-existent consciousness, but
rather to a future consciousness (and thus, in refutation of MA VI.57cd, this future
consciousness can be considered the qualifier of its sakti; see n. 575); for in the world
one also speaks of future things, as in, “Cook the boiled rice” and “Weave the cloth”
(cf. MABh,, 148.18-149.7). Candrakirti replies that there could be the futurity of
something which will come into existence at some point, but things such as the son of
a barren woman, space, etc., which never arise, cannot be future [things]. Thus, in the
case at hand, if sakti would exist, there might be a future consciousness (for sakti
makes its existence possible). But when, inasmuch as a future consciousness does not
exist (on account of the fact that it is future), sakti does not exist (since it requires its
qualifier in order to exist as the qualified), then without sakti, consciousness, like the
son of a barren woman, etc., cannot be future. Cf. MABh_, 149.11-18: res 'ga’ gang
zhig tu "gyur na ni de ’byung bar ’gyur gyi | rtag tu *byung ba ma yin par nges pa mo
gsham gyi bu la sogs pa’am nam mkha’ la sogs pa ni mi gyur ro || de’i phyir “dir gal
te nus pa yod par ’gyur na ni | rnam par shes pa "byung bar *gyur ba nyid du ’gyur ba
zhig na gang gi tshe rnam par shes pa ma ’ongs pa yod pa ma yin pa nyid kyis nus pa
med pa nyid yin pa de’i tshe | mo gsham gyi bu la sogs pa rnams (MABhy,: without
rnams) bzhin du nus pa med par de’i *byung bar ’gyur ba nyid yod pa ma yin no ||.
Candrakirti adds that the example of boiled rice is also explained accordingly.

An objection not dissimilar to that here in the PsP, in which it is said that because
cloth comes into being from threads, it is appropriate to teach threads as the
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§140. Also for something existent, [that is,] for something existing
(vidyamana), whose origination has [already] resulted (labdhajanma),
the postulation of a condition is absolutely useless (nisphala).

§141. It having been brought out in this way that the collective
(samasta) conditions, through [their] lack of capability to produce an
effect, are not conditions, it is subsequently explained that the
individual (vyasta) [conditions] are not conditions.

§142. At this point [the opponent] says: Even if conditions are thus
impossible, there certainly is, nonetheless, the general establishment
of [the individual] conditions, because their [defining] characteristics
(laksana) are taught. Among them, the [defining] characteristic
[disclosed by the formulation] “the cause is that which brings forth”
(nirvartako hetuh) has been stated for the cause condition (hetu-
pratyaya). And teaching a [defining] characteristic for something that
does not exist does not make sense, just as [teaching the defining
characteristic] of the son of a barren woman [would not].>

conditions of cloth by reason of [the latter’s] later origination, appears in BP: smras
pa | rgyu spun dag las snam bu "byung bas phyis *byung ba’i tshul gyis rgyu spun dag
snam bu’i rkyen yin par bstan du rung (BP, 18.7-8). Buddhapalita retorts that a
condition cannot be established in reliance on something that arises later, i.e., some-
thing not arisen (see BP,; 18.9-17). A similar objection turns up again in PP, where
the opponent argues that he does not maintain the arising of the non-existent (such as
a sky-flower), but rather maintains the arising of that which possesses arising (*utpa-
ttimat). Bhaviveka responds that even in the case of a pot, cloth and hut, etc., which
have the characteristic of non-existence prior to arising, the alleged conditions will
not be of anything, since the pot, cloth, etc., are non-existent prior to arising (see PP
D 57b2-4; P 69a5-8; see also PPT D 183b7-185a3). Bhaviveka additionally reinter-
prets MMK 1.6a’s naivasato naiva satah as referring to a thing neither existent nor
inexistent (thus: “For a neither-existent-nor-inexistent thing a condition is not ten-
able”) in order to refute Sautrantikas who accept that conditions are not tenable either
for something existent or for something inexistent, but argue that conditions attain
the status of conditions right when the effect is in the process of arising, that is, when
it cannot be defined as either non-existent or existent (see PP D 57b7-58a4; P 69b3-8
and Ames 1994: 107).

30 A similar argument introduces MMK 1.7 in BP (BP,; 19.9-11: dir smras pa| 'di la
dngos po rmams ni mtshan nyid las grub la | rgyu ni sgrub par byed pa’o || zhes rgyu’i
mtshan nyid kyang bstan pas de Iltar mtshan nyid yod pa’i rgyu yod do). Bhaviveka
introduces his alternative interpretation of the karika with a fellow Buddhist’s objec-
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§143. Reply: There might be a cause condition if its [defining]
characteristic existed. But it does not exist, because,

[MMK 1.7]

When neither an existent (saf), nor an inexistent (asat), nor a
[both] existent and inexistent (sadasat) factor (dharma) comes
forth (nirvartate),

How 1is the cause [condition] (hefu) that which brings forth
(nirvartaka)?®" Such being the case, [a cause condition] is not
reasonable.”?

tion in the form of a five-part inference arguing for the existence of the four condi-
tions because they have been taught by the Tathagata (see PP D 58b3-5; P 70a7-
70b3; see also n. 236). The Tathagata, the opponent Buddhist states, taught the cause
[condition] to be that which brings forth (rgyu ni sgrub par byed pa’o).

31 PsP Tib presents ji ltar sgrub byed rgyu zhes bya for katham nirvartako hetuh, i.c.,
“How is there an effectuator called ‘cause’?” Saito (see BP, 19) does not translate
zhes bya. Ames (1994: 108), relying on Bhaviveka’s commentary, translates MMK
L.7c as “How is the cause ‘that which brings about?’”

%2 MMK 1.7, according to de La Vallée Poussin (both at PsP; 83.7-8 and at PsP, 31.6
and 8) and all the manuscripts (here and at their equivalent for PsP; 31.6 and 8),
reads: na san nasan na sadasan dharmo nirvartate yada | katham nirvartako hetur
evam sati hi yujyate |. PsP Tib, however, presents: gang tshe chos ni yod pa dang ||
med dang yod med ni grub pa || ji ltar sgrub byed rgyu zhes bya | de Ita yin na mi rigs
so ||. De La Vallée Poussin notes that PsP Tib would reflect katham nirvartako hetur
ity evam sati na yujyate (PsP_ 83, n. 2; the iti of de La Vallée Poussin’s reconstruc-
tion unmetrically adds a matra to the pada). ABh, BP, PP, PPT and MMK; also
present the final quarter as de lta (BP: ltar) yin na mi rigs so (Huntington [1986: 39]
reports that CL corresponds with ABh). All five of these texts were translated by
Jiianagarbha and Klu’i rgyal mtshan (some of the verses in MMK; were later revised
by Pa tshab). Before concluding that the individual Sanskrit manuscripts relied on for
the five translations must have each read evam sati na yujyate for MMK 1.7d, it is
important to recall that Saito has determined, through a comparison of the karikas in
ABh, BP and PP with the respective commentators’ interpretations of them, that
Jiianagarbha and Klu’i rgyal mtshan first translated the PPT, which contains the PP
and the MMK, and then extracted the MMK (translated in reliance on the PP and
PPT’s interpretation of it) and inserted it into their translations of BP, ABh and PP
([Saito 1984: xvii:] “... Jianagarbha and Klu’i rgyal mtshan always gave the same
translation of MK embedded in ABh, BP, PP, and PPT even though these commen-
taries obviously differ in their interpretation of the karikas”; see also Saito 1995). We
may nevertheless assume that the Sanskrit manuscripts of the PPT and PP relied
upon by Jiianagarbha and Klu’i rgyal mtshan presented MMK 1.7d as evam sati na
yujyate. We may also assume that one, possibly both, of the PsP manuscripts used
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approximately 250 years later for the PsP translation read evam sati na yujyate, be-
cause PsP Tib for MMK 1.7d reads de Ita yin na mi rigs so. Even though Mahasumati
and Pa tshab elected to insert Jianagarbha and Klu’i rgyal mtshan’s earlier MMK
translation into their PsP translation instead of translating the MMK embedded in the
PsP of their Sanskrit manuscript—they did carefully check the inserted MMK trans-
lation against the PsP’s MMK, and made any emendations or revisions deemed
necessary, including occasional changes to bring it into accord with Candrakirti’s
commentarial interpretation of it (for two instances in which they did not make the
necessary changes, see Saito 1995).

The stand-alone version of MMK; in the Tanjur was, as Saito has noted, originally
the version made by Jfianagarbha and Klu’i rgyal mtshan in reliance on the PP and
PPT. According to the MMK Derge colophon, this MMK; translation underwent
two later revisions: the first was made in Kashmir by the translator team Mahasumati
and Pa tshab in reliance on the MMK embedded in the PsP, the second in Lhasa by
Kanakavarman and Pa tshab in reliance on the MMK embedded in a second PsP
Sanskrit manuscript. Mahasumati and Pa tshab applied the revisions they had made
to the MMK they had “pasted” into their PsP translation to the stand-alone MMK.
Kanakavarman and Pa tshab’s MMK; revisions would similarly have reflected the
revisions—if any—they made to the MMK contained in the PsP translation when
they checked this translation against the second PsP manuscript. It is possible—
though evidence is lacking—that they also checked the MMK translation in reliance
on a stand-alone manuscript of the MMK available in Lhasa (that the MMK
circulated in India as stand-alone work has been confirmed by Luo Zhao and
Shaoyong Ye’s discovery of two MMK Sanskrit manuscripts; see Ye 2009: 309f.).
The translator teams responsible for, respectively, the translation and revisions of
MMK accepted each time the translation de Ita yin na mi rigs so for MMK 1.7d.

For the sake of further ascertaining the correct reading for MMK 1.7d, it may prove
worthwhile to examine the Indian commentators’ reactions to MMK 1.7cd. 1) The
author of the ABh, known for his restatement of the karikas in his commentary,
glosses 1.7cd thus: de’i tshe ji ltar sgrub par byed pa rgyu zhes bya ste | de lta yin na
mi rigs so (ABh,, 257.8-10). Given that this is little more than the Tibetan version of
the karika in prose form, it seems fairly certain that na, and not hi, stood in the ABh’s
Sanskrit citation of MMK 1.7d and in the MMK manuscript relied on by the author of
the ABh. 2) Buddhapalita comments on 1.7cd with the words: de ltar yin na sgrub par
byed pa rgyu zhes bya ba de mi rigs so (BP,y 20.14). It is true that this comment could
equally apply to the rhetorical question with ki, but it may well be intended as the
explanation of 1.7cd attesting evam sati na yujyate, and mi rigs so may be a citation.
3) Bhaviveka presents MMK 1.7ab, then adds his own words de yi tshe na don dam
par, and immediately afterward cites 1.7c (I.7c: ji ltar sgrub byed rgyu zhes bya). His
commentary on 1.7c reads: de ni sgrub par byed pa ma yin pa kho na “That [alleged
cause condition] is certainly not that which brings forth (nirvartako)” (PP D 58bl; P
70a5). It is thus clear that he considered MMK 1.7¢ and 1.7d to be two independent
statements, with only MMK 1.7¢ presenting the rhetorical question; MMK 1.7d would
simply sum up the situation with evam sati na yujyate. He subsequently presents the
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As regards the [karika], that which brings forth (nirvartaka) [is] the
producer (utpadaka). If a factor (dharma), [that is,] the [thing] to be
brought forth, came forth, the producing cause would produce it. But

objection of Buddhists who claim the Tathagata taught the cause condition and again
cites 1.7ab, followed by 1.7cd. His comment on 1.7cd is: de ni sgrub par byed pa’i
rgyu ma yin pa kho na’o zhes bya ba’i tshig gi don “The meaning of the words is that
it is certainly not a cause that brings forth” (PP D 58b7; P 70b5-6). 4) Avalokitavrata
quotes MMK 1.7cd from the PP and Bhaviveka’s above-cited comment on it,
referring to 1.7cd as follows: ... de’i tshe ji ltar rgyu’i (D: rgyu) rkyen ces bya ste | de
Ita yin na don dam par rgyu’i rkyen mi rigs so zhes bya’i tha tshig go (*tada katham
hetupratyaya ity evam sati paramarthato hetupratyayo na yujyate ...) “... then, how is
there a cause condition? It being thus, ultimately a cause condition is not [logically]
possible” (PPT D 192b5; P 225a4-5); Avalokitavrata seems quite definitely to have
read 1.7c and d as two independent sentences. 5) Candrakirti’s comment on MMK
L.7cd as cited in PsPy, §50 (PsP, 31.8) is limited to: naivasau nirvartako hetu iti
vakyarthah, a statement that could be related to 1.7cd construed with either na or hi.
On the other hand, the final words of his commentary on MMK 1.7 are precisely
evam sati na yujyate, which we might presume to be a citation of 1.7d.

Thus, to conclude: the MMK manuscript used by the author of the Akutobhaya as
well as the MMK manuscript used by Bhaviveka attested MMK 1.7d as evam sati na
yujyate; Avalokitavrata’s manuscript of Bhaviveka’s PP attested MMK 1.7d as evam
sati na yujyate; the PPT manuscript and the PP manuscript used by the translator
team Jiianagarbha and Klu’i rgyal mtshan attested evam sati na yujyate; one or both
of the PsP manuscripts used by the PsP translator teams Mahasumati and Pa tshab
and Kanakarvarman and Pa tshab likewise attested evam sati na yujyate. It seems
possible that the MMK manuscript used by Buddhapalita also attested MMK 1.7d as
evam sati na yujyate, and that the one used by Candrakirti read evam sati na yujyate,
because he closes his commentary on MMK 1.7 with exactly these words. I thus
consider it justifiable, on the basis of MMK I.7c and d as cited, glossed and para-
phrased by the Indian commentarial tradition, and on the basis of the Tibetan trans-
lation de Ita yin na mi rigs so accepted by all three translator teams, to emend to evam
sati na yujyate.

It must, however, be acknowledged that the reading evam sati hi yujyate, attested by
both P and Q, was the accepted reading for the present study’s manuscript tradition
already by the twelfth century. According to our manuscripts, MMK 1.7cd (katham
nirvartako hetur evam sati hi yujyate) would have been read as a single sentence,
with katham construed with i, in the sense “[Then] obviously (ki) how, this being
the case, could a cause that brings forth be [logically] possible?” (the construction
katham hi would be similar to Pali katham hi nama used to introduce a rhetorical
question expressing wonder or amazement: “How could it be that ...?! [cf. PTSD and
CPD s.v. katham]). In Kumarajiva’s translation (T 30.1564: 3a3) the rendering of
MMK 1.7cd is made with one pada (d): “How then can one say that there are [for it,
the effect,] conditions?” See also Bocking 1995: 133. Compare Oetke’s (2001a: 46)
attempt to find meaning for Ai.
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[a factor] does not come forth, because [a thing] to be brought forth
which has the form of [either] an existent, an inexistent, or an existent
and inexistent [factor] does not exist. Among these [three alterna-
tives], an existent [factor] does not come forth because [it already]
exists. Nor does an inexistent [factor come forth], because [it] does
not exist. Nor does an existent and inexistent [factor come forth],
because a mutually contradictory single thing does not exist, and
because there would be the faults stated for both alternatives. Because
in this way there is no arising of an effect, there is thus no cause
condition either. And therefore, it being thus, that which has been
asserted [by the opponent], [namely, that] the cause condition exists
because [its defining] characteristic exists, is not tenable.™”

§144. Now, for the sake of the refutation of the object condition
(aGrambanapratyaya), he [= Nagarjuna] states,

[MMK 1.8]

This existent (sar) factor, indeed without an object [condition]
(anarambana), is taught”®* [by you as having an object condi-
tion];

%3 Devasarman’s commentary on MMK L7 has been preserved in Bhaviveka’s PP
(Avalokitavrata informs that his commentary was entitled dkar po ’char ba; Ames
[1994: 129, n. 105] suggests *Suklabhyudaya as the Sanskrit title). Devasarman
claims that the Madhyamika has two objects of refutation, namely, attachment to
objects of expression (*abhidheya) and attachment to expressions (*abhidhana).
Attachment to objects of expression has already been refuted via the refutation of
arising, and thus Nagarjuna aims to refute attachment to expressions by way of
MMK 1.7. He does this by demonstrating that it is impossible for something to come
forth. Effects thus being impossible, a reason (byed rgyu; *karana) for the expression
“cause” does not exist (rgyur brjod pa la ’jug pa’i byed rgyu med pa’i phyir) (see PP
D 59al-4; P 70b6-71a2; Ames 1994: 110). Bhaviveka also briefly summarizes and
attacks, according to Avalokitavrata (Bhaviveka refers to the opponent[s] only as
gzhan dag), Buddhapalita’s commentary on MMK L.7. Avalokitavrata explains
Bhaviveka’s somewhat laconic critique (PP D 59a5; P 71a4: de ni bzang po ma yin te
| lan btab zin pa’i phyir) as referring to the fact that Buddhapalita attempts to refute
the coming forth of something existent, something inexistent and something both
existent and inexistent by utilizing only theses; in each case he fails to present
reasons and examples (see PPT D 195a1-195b1; P 227a1-227b2).

%4 Candrakirti and Buddhapalita understand the subject of the verb upadisyate to be

the opponent (see BP.; 20.20-24). The author of ABh understands its subject to be
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When a[n existent] factor is without an object [condition], how is
there nevertheless an object [condition]?**

the Bhagavat, who has stated in the Prajiiaparamita that the 84,000 dharmaskandhas
are of one savour, indeed without an object support (... ro gcig dmigs pa med pa kho
na yin; cf. ABh, 257.20-22). Bhaviveka likewise understands its subject to be the
Bhagavat; see Saito 1984: 227, n. 28. Bhaviveka provides scriptural support for
MMK 1.8 with quotations from the Suvikrantavikramipariprccha (see PP D 59b7-
60a3; P 71b8-72a4; Ames 1994: 113).

595

Candrakirti cites MMK 1.8: anarambana evayam san dharma upadisyate |
athanarambane dharme kuta arambanam punah |. Saito and Huntington note that
MMK 1.8 and 1.9 are reversed in CL (cf. Saito 1984: 228, n. 31; Huntington 1986: 39
[the corresponding karikas are numbered 10 and 11 in the latter’s edition of ABh]);
see also Bocking 1995: 114f. Saito points out that the CL presents the four karikas
refuting the individual four conditions (= MMK 1.6-9) in the order the conditions are
presented in AK II.61cd and 62, and not in the order they appear in MMK 1.2, and
suggests that Kumarajiva may have relied on the AK order and therefore be
responsible for the switch. ABh, BP, PP and PPT present de Itar for 1.8¢c’s atha. PsP
Tib attests ci ste, and MMK; has been corrected by Pa tshab to read ci ste. Ames
(1994: 131, n. 119) suggests that Jiianagarbha and Klu’i rgyal mtshan, the translators
of the MMK (the version used and lightly revised by Pa tshab), read ratha. As Saito
has pointed out, their MMK translation was influenced by the readings in their PP
and PPT manuscripts. Given that Jiianagarbha and Klu’i rgyal mtshan merely in-
serted their PP and PPT-influenced translation of the MMK into BP, it is not sur-
prising that we also find de Itar in the BP karika; what is disconcerting, however, is
the fact that Buddhapalita, like Candrakirti, explains the word as indicating a ques-
tion (de ltar zhes bya ba’i sgra ni dri ba’o), an explanation more reasonably
connected with atha (cf. Apte s.v. atha meaning 5: prasna). One thus conjectures that
Buddhapalita read atha. The fact that de ltar also appears in Buddhapalita’s commen-
tarial gloss on the karika word would seem to indicate that either the BP manuscript
used by Jiianagarbha and Klu’i rgyal mtshan attested the corrupt reading fatha or that
the translators noted that Buddhapalita was citing from the karika and therefore con-
sciously translated the commentary’s atha to accord with their translation of the
karika’s atha (there are two other instances of de ltar in BP which occur in combina-
tion with the other words of 1.8c [see BP,, 21.13; 21.24]). Bhaviveka does not gloss
the word in his PP.

De La Vallée Poussin notes that san is not translated in MMK 1.8 in ABh (PsP, 84, n.
2) but he has mistaken the beginning of 1.8c (de Iltar chos ’di) for the beginning of
1.8a (yod pa’i chos ’di). The karika in ABh, however, like that of PsP but unlike that
of PP and BP which read yin pa’i chos ’di, does read yod pa’i chos ’di ... (see Saito’s
[1984: 227, n. 28] comments on the translation of 1.8ab). De La Vallée Poussin
further notes that ayam is not translated in BP; the reading yin pa’i chos ni as found
in D, C, P and N has been corrected by Saito to yin pa’i chos ’di on the basis of the
commentary (see BP,, 20, n. 9).
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In this system [of the opponent}—owing to authoritative testimony
(Ggama) [which states:] “Which factors have an object [support]?
[answer:] All the consciousnesses and mental factors (citta-
caitta)*—]it is held that] an object [support] such as visual form, by
virtue of which the consciousnesses and mental factors, as appro-
priate (yathayogam), arise, is their object condition (arambana-
pratyaya).”®’ And this [object condition] would be postulated [by you
either] for [consciousnesses and mental factors] that exist or for non-
existing [consciousnesses and mental factors]. Among these [two
alternatives, as regards the first, i.e., already] existing [conscious-
nesses and mental factors], there would be no use for their object
[condition]; for an object [condition] would be postulated for the sake
of the arising of a factor (dharma), but that [existent factor] already
exists prior to the object [condition]. Now when in this way a factor is
established by its own nature (svatman) without an object [condition],
what is the point in postulating its association (yoga) with an object
[condition]? Thus, this existent, [that is,] existing, factor such as
consciousness is indeed without an object [condition]. You alone,
based on [your] own fancy (svamanisika), say that it has an object
[condition] (sarambana).’®® It does not, however, have any connection
with an object [condition].

§145. But if [on the other hand,] it is postulated that a non-existent
[factor] has an object [condition], that [idea] is not reasonable either,
[because Nagarjuna states:] “[TThis ... indeed without an object,” etc.
(anarambana evayam ityadi); for there is no association of a non-

5% The citation is from the Prakarana (T Vol. 26, 715¢26), a canonical Abhidharma
work of the Sarvastivada school traditionally said to have been authored by Vasu-
mitra. It is more likely a compilation. The Prakarana passage cited by Candrakirti is
also cited by Bhaviveka: dmigs pa dang bcas pa’i chos mams gang zhe na | 'di lta
ste | sems dang sems las byung ba rnams so (P: ) zhes (PP D 59b5; P 71b5-6). On the
Prakarana see, e.g., Frauwallner 1995: 32ff.; Willemen et al. 1998: 212ff. Cf. also
AK 1L.34bc: cittacaitasah | sasrayalambanakarah.

97 The object condition is explicitly associated with cittacaitta here; see n. 555.
38 Cp. BP,,; 20.22-23: ... khyod kyis rang gi blos dmigs pa dang bcas pa zhes brjod.
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existing [factor] with an object [condition].”” [The alternative reading
of MMK 1.8ab is thus:]

%99 Candrakirti views MMK 1.8ab as amenable to two interpretations. In the first

interpretation, sat is taken as an attributive adjective of dharma; the statement com-
posed of the first five words of the verse-half is thus connected with the first of the
two alternatives presented in Candrakirti’s commentary, viz., that existing conscious-
nesses and mental factors have an object condition (the first alternative: ayam ca
vidyamananam va parikalpyeta ...). This interpretation may be clarified as: anara-
mbana evayam san (= vidyamano) dharmah ... . In the second interpretation, sat of
the karika is understood as marking the predicative function of anarambana; the first
five words of the karika are thus connected with Candrakirti’s second alternative,
viz., that non-existing consciousnesses and mental factors have an object condition
(the second alternative: ayam ca ... parikalpyetavidyamananam va). This interpreta-
tion may be clarified as: anarambana eva sann ayam [avidyamano] dharmo ... .
Candrakirti refers to this second interpretation with anarambana evayam ityadi. PsP
Tib presents a full and revised translation of 1.8ab at this point, with the revisions
reflecting the second interpretation: chos 'di dmigs pa med pa ni || yin pa kho nar nye
bar bstan || (yin pa renders san in its function as a predicate-marker). See also the
comments in Saito 1984: 227, n. 28.

This second interpretation of the karika as found in the PsP corresponds with
Buddhapalita’s interpretation of MMK 1.8. Buddhapalita thus interprets 1.8ab to
mean “This [inexistent] factor which is indeed without an object [condition], ... .”
Buddhapalita’s comments on the karika in this meaning are more elaborate than
Candrakirti’s. He argues that an existent dharma could have an object [condition],
but a non-existing dharma, i.e., one that has not yet come into existence, could not.
Since prior to having an object [condition] a dharma is without an object condition, it
is therefore without an object condition. It is the same as a person and wealth: only a
person who exists can be a possessor of wealth: chos yod pa ni dmigs pa dang bcas
par “gyur gyi med pa ni mi "gyur ro || dmigs pa dang bcas pa’i sngon rol na dmigs pa
med pas de ni dmigs pa med pa yin no || ’di Ita ste | dper na nor yod pa ni nor dang
bcas pa ste nor can zhes bya’o || ’ga’ zhig yod na nor dang bcas par ’gyur gyi | med
na mi "gyur ro | nor dang bcas pa’i sngon rol na nor med pas de ni nor med pa yin pa
bzhin no (BP,, 21.2-6). Saito states that Bhaviveka appears to criticize this example
of a person and wealth when he clarifies that a consciousness is said to have an object
[condition] because it arises having the appearance of the object [condition] by virtue
of which it arises, and not because there is a simultaneous connection, as in the case
of someone having wealth (see Saito 1984: 228, n. 30); Bhaviveka states: dmigs pa
gang gis skye ba na | (D: ||) der snang ba skye ba’i phyir dmigs pa dang bcas pa zhes
bya’i | nor can bzhin du dus gcig kho nar ’brel pa’i (P: ba’i) phyir ni ma yin (PP D
59b1-2; P 71a8-71b1). While it is possible that Bhaviveka’s critique of the example
is meant as an indirect criticism of BP, it should also be remarked that Buddhapalita
uses the example in the context of refuting the arambanapratyaya, whereas Bhavive-
ka critiques it in the context of explaining the arambanapratyaya on the surface
level; Bhaviveka may have thus merely been inspired by Buddhapalita’s commentary
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This [inexistent] factor, which is (sat) indeed without an object
[condition], is taught

The [unexpressed] rest of the sentence is: “by you as having an object
[condition].””*®

to refer to the example. Buddhapalita subsequently presents an opponent who cri-
tiques the example of wealth as inappropriate for the illustration of sarambana. The
corrected view of sarambana set forth by the opponent, according to Buddhapalita, is
answered by the last two quarters of MMK 1.8 (see BP,, 21.15-19; 21.23-22.5; BP,,
21).

Bhaviveka understands 1.8ab (translated in PP Tib as yin pa’i chos ’di dmigs pa ni ||
med pa kho nar nye bar bstan |)) to be referring to statements of the Buddha’s in
which he has taught (upadisyate) or alluded to the fact that past and future dharmas,
as well as dharmas in the process of arising, do not have an object condition. Bhavi-
veka states that the reason consciousnesses and mental factors do not have an object
[condition] is that their arising on the ultimate level has been negated. Only for the
sake of setting forth the superficial level of truth is cognition said to have an object
condition. According to Avalokitavrata, since all things are momentary and because
the object has already ceased when cognition of it occurs, i.e., when consciousness
appears in its (i.e., the object’s) aspect (akara), even on the surface level conscious-
nesses and mental factors do not have a concurrent object condition. Bhaviveka
glosses sat of MMK 1.8ab with a Sanskrit word that has been translated into Tibetan
as gyur pa: yin pa’i zhes bya ba ni gyur pa’i zhes bya ba’i tha tshig (PP D 59a6; P
71a5). Ames (1994: 111) suggests that gyur pa reflects bhiita and translates this gloss
as “‘is’ (yin pa = san) has the meaning of being [such-and-such].” It is possible that
PP Skt attested instead bhavan, which is attested in our ms Q as a gloss for sar
(bhavan appears to be an interpolation in Q). Avalokitavrata considers Bhaviveka to
understand sat as a predicate-marker that is to be construed with a compound not
expressed in the karika; he informs that what has not been stated is *anarambana.
He, like Bhaviveka, interprets the verse to mean “This factor (dharma) which is
[without an object condition (anarambana)] is taught [by the Buddha] to be indeed
ultimately (paramarthata) without an object [condition] (anarambana).” He com-
ments on the verse-half as follows: de la yin pa’i chos ’di zhes bya ba ni khyad par
gyi gzhi yin la | dmigs pa ni | (P: without |) med pa kho nar nye bar bstan | (P: without
) zhes (P: ces) bya ba ni de’i khyad par yin te | dmigs pa med pa yin pa’i chos mig gi
rnam par shes pa la sogs pa blo la bzhag pa ’di ni don dam par dmigs pa med pa kho
nar bcom ldan ’das kyis (P: kyi) nye bar bstan to zhes bya bar sbyar ro || yin pa’i zhes
bya ba ni gyur pa’i gzhi zhes bya ba’i tha tshig go zhes bya ba ni | dmigs pa med pa
vin pa’i zhes bya ba ni dmigs pa med par gyur pa’i zhes (P: ces) bya ba’i tha tshig
(PPT D 195b4-6; P 227b6-8).

690 PSP Tib reads chos ’di dmigs pa med pa ni || yin pa ste gyur pa kho na khyed kyis

nye bar bstan te | dmigs pa dang bcas par zhes bya ba ni tshig gi lhag ma’o for
anarambana evayam san dharma upadisyate, bhavadbhih sarambana iti vakyasesah.
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When a[n inexistent] factor is without an object [condition], how
is there nevertheless an object [condition]?

The word atha is [employed] in [the sense of indicating] a question;*"'
kuta (“how”) [is employed] in [the sense of indicating] a reason
(hetu). Therefore, this is the sense: Thus, when a factor that is
inexistent (asar) [i.e.], is not existing (avidyamana), is without an
object [condition] (anarambana), how can there still (bhiiyas) [be] an
object [condition]? The intent is: Since something that has an object
[condition] does not exist, an object [condition] also does not exist.®

§146. [Question:] Why then [is it asserted that] consciousnesses and
mental factors have an object [condition] (sarambands cittacaittah)?

PsP Tib appears to have been influenced by the interpolated reading bhavan in a
manuscript at the translators’ disposal which was connected with ms Q’s tradition:
ms Q reads at this point anarambana evayam san bhavan dharma upadisyate ... . De
La Vallée Poussin (PsP; 85, n. 1) reconstructs PsP Tib’s Sanskrit as dharmo ’yam
analambanah san bhiita eva bhavadbhir upadisyate; salambana iti vakyasesah; it is
more likely that Pa tshab and his collaborators’ manuscripts read—with the addition
of Q’s bhavan—as our edition does. Note that Pa tshab revises MMK 1.8ab to read
chos ’di dmigs pa med pa ni || yin pa kho nar nye bar bstan || (from yod pa’i chos ’di
dmigs pa ni | med pa kho na nye bar bstan ||) for the sake of conveying the meaning
of the second interpretation.

691 Candrakirti relies on Buddhapalita’s commentary for this explanation (BP,, 21.12-
13: de Itar zhes bya ba sgra ni dri ba’o || ga la "gyur zhes bya ba gtan tshigs bstan
pa). atha in its sense of indicating a question, here in combination with the interroga-
tive particle kuta, cannot be translated into English.

602 Buddhapalita cites MMK 1.8cd twice, constructing his commentary such that the
second instance of citation is presented as the response to an opponent who rejects
the simultaneous relationship of a dharma and its object condition (exemplified in his
commentary on MMK 1.8ab by a person and wealth, the first citation of [.8cd
representing the logical conclusion to 1.8ab’s commentary) and instead argues that
the object condition is the basis (gzhi; Saito suggests *nidana [BP, 21]) that produces
a dharma. In his comments on the second citation of 1.8cd, Buddhapalita responds
that when a dharma does not exist, i.e., has not come into being (mngon par ma
grub), then what is termed “the dharma’s object [condition]” has also not come into
being; and thus, given that the object condition does not exist, it does not produce the
dharma (see BP,4 21.23-22.5).
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[Answer:] This is a surface-level characteristic, not an ultimate [one];
therefore, there is not a fault.®®

§147. Now, for the sake of refuting the immediately preceding
condition (samanantarapratyaya), he [= Nagarjuna] says:

[MMK 1.9]

When factors (dharma) have not [yet] arisen, cessation (nirodha)
[of the cause] is not possible,

Thus, the immediately preceding [condition] (anantara) is not
[logically] possible. And when [the cause] has ceased, what is the
condition?®™

There [in MMK 1.9], the quarters in the last half of the verse should
be regarded as [being in] an inverted order, and the word “and” (ca)
as being in the wrong place [that is, instead of niruddhe pratyayas ca
kah one should understand] niruddhe ca [pratyayah kah). Therefore,
the reading [should be] thus: “And when [the cause] has ceased, what
is the condition? Thus, the immediately preceding [condition] is not
[logically] possible.” For the sake of verse composition, however, it
has been put like this.®”

As concerns the [content], the immediately preceding (anantara)
cessation (nirodha) of the cause (karana) that is the condition for the
arising of the effect is the [defining] characteristic of the immediately

03 Both Bhaviveka and Candrakirti affirm that consciousnesses and mental factors
have an object condition on the surface level. Bhaviveka states: dmigs pa dang bcas
pa zhes bya ba ni tha snyad kyi bden pa’i lugs rnam par gzhag pa’i phyir (PP D 59al;
P 71a8).

604 Candrakirti cites MMK 1.9: anutpannesu dharmesu nirodho nopapadyate | nana-
ntaram ato yuktam niruddhe pratyayas ca kah |.

695 Candrakirti follows Buddhapalita in considering the last two quarters of the kdrika

as requiring reversal for proper comprehension of Nagarjuna’s intent. The Tibetan
for the second verse-half reads: de phyir de ma thag mi rigs || ’gags na rkyen yang
gang zhig yin || (Pa tshab does not emend Jfianagarbha and Klu’i rgyal mtsan’s trans-
lation). Buddhapalita writes (cf. BP,,; 22.13-16): de la rtsa ba "og ma gnyis || "gags na
rkyen yang gang zhig vin || de phyir de ma thag mi rigs || zhes bsnor bar blta bar
bya’o |. The author of ABh and Bhaviveka interpret the karika as it stands.
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preceding condition (samanantarapratyaya).® Here [the karika)
takes into account the fact that when factors, [i.e.,] effects (karya),
[namely,] a sprout and so forth, have not [yet] arisen, the cessation of
the cause (karana), [i.e.,] a seed and so forth, does not make sense.*”’
When this is the case, then since there is no cessation of a cause, what
is the immediately preceding condition for the sprout? But if [you]
maintain that even if the effect has not arisen, the seed ceases, [then]
in this case, when the seed has ceased, [i.e.,] has become non-
existent, what is the condition for the sprout? Or what is the condition
for the cessation of the seed? Since both of these [i.e., the cessation of
the seed and the sprout,] will be without a cause (aheruka), he [=
Nagarjuna] states, “And when [the cause] has ceased, what is the
condition?*® The word “and” (ca) [of 1.9d] takes reference to the

69 Candrakirti refers to the defining characteristic of the immediately preceding
condition as formulated in his commentary on MMK 1.2; see n. 556.

697 Candrakirti understands dharmas of MMK 1.9a to refer to effects; Buddhapalita
also understands the reference to be to effects. Bhaviveka, on the other hand, is of the
opinion that with the mention of dharmas in MMK 1.9a, Nagarjuna intends reference
to all things, and specifically to causes. Bhaviveka explains that when all dharmas
are in ultimate reality unarisen, their cessation is not possible, just as the cessation of
an unarisen second head is not possible: 'di la don dam par chos thams cad rnam pa
thams cad du bkag pa’i phyir chos rnams ma skyes so (P: ||) zhes de bstan zin pas de’i
phyir ... (MMK 1.9ab) ... ma skyes pa’i phyir mgo gnyis pa dgag pa bzhin (PP D 60a4;
P 72a4-6). Both Candrakirti and Buddhapalita present this interpretation as a
secondary, alternative approach to the karika; see BP,, 24.5-18, BP,, 24.

698 Candrakirti initially argues that an effect would need to exist for the cessation of
its cause to make any sense, because otherwise the effect would not have a cause.
Since the cessation of the cause should not occur when the effect is still not there,
cessation as the immediately preceding condition is not possible. He then moves on
to reject the idea that cessation of the cause could occur even if the effect has not yet
arisen, arguing that if the cause, i.e., seed, no longer exists, the effect, the sprout, in
not having a cause (ahetuka), could not arise. He adds that if one holds that the effect
has not arisen before the seed ceases, the perishing of the cause (karana), e.g., a seed,
would be without a cause (ahetuka), that is, there would be no cause for its perishing.
Candrakirti has appropriated the argumentation from the corresponding section of
Buddhapalita’s commentary on the karika. Cp. BP,, 23.4-10: de la gal te myu gu skye
ba’i sngon rol du sa bon ’gags par ’gyur na ni sa bon ’gags te med na myu gu skye
bar "gyur ba gang yin pa de’i rkyen yang gang zhig yin | yang na sa bon ’gag pa’i
rkyen yang gang zhig yin | sa bon ’gags te med pa yang ji ltar myu gu skye ba’i rkyen
du “gyur | myu gu ma skyes pa’i rkyen du sa bon ’gag pa ji ltar "gyur | de Ita bas na sa
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bon ’gags nas myu gu skye bar rtog na de gnyi ga rgyu med par thal bar ’gyur te |
rgyu med par ni mi "dod. ““As regards that, if prior to the arising of the sprout the seed
has ceased, what, when the seed has ceased, i.e., is non-existent, is the condition for
the arising of the sprout? Or what is the condition for the cessation of the seed? How
could the seed, having ceased, [and] although [now] non-existent, be the condition
for the arising of the sprout? How could the cessation of the seed be the condition for
the sprout which has not [yet] arisen? Thus, if it is imagined that the sprout arises
once the seed ceases, it follows that those both [i.e., cessation and arising] are with-
out a cause (*ahetuka). [But] being without a cause is not maintained [by you the
opponent].” In the objection that follows in BP the opponent argues that the seed
ceases immediately after the sprout has arisen and therefore the arisen sprout is the
condition for the perishing of the seed; Buddhapalita states that even in this case both
would be, as in the earlier case, without a cause [*ahetuka] (see BP,; 23.11-13 and
Buddhapalita’s response at 23.14-18). Bhaviveka presents 1.9d as rejecting the Con-
servative Buddhists’ theory that the cessation of consciousness and mental factors
represents the immediately preceding condition; he argues by way of an inference
that this cessation of consciousness and mental factors is just like a cessation of con-
sciousness and mental factors that occurred long ago or like matter (according to
Avalokitavrata: cessations of matter), neither of which can serve as the immediately
preceding condition for a consciousness that is about to arise (see PP D 60a5-7; P
72a6-8; Kajiyama 1964: 120; Ames 1994: 114). Here and in the rest of his commen-
tary on the karika, Bhaviveka discusses the immediately preceding condition in the
context of the explication given in the AK, i.e., as restricted to consciousnesses and
mental factors. Both Buddhapalita and Candrakirti discuss the immediately preceding
condition by adverting to the material entities seed and sprout. Although Bhaviveka
critiques Buddhapalita’s interpretation of MMK 1.9¢cd and speaks of consciousnesses
and mental factors in the course of the critique, he does not specifically attack
Buddhapalita’s discussing the immediately preceding condition in terms of material
objects such as seed and sprout.

As indicated, Bhaviveka summarizes and criticizes Buddhapalita’s commentary on
MMK 1.9cd. Repeating a now familiar complaint, he claims that Buddhapalita
merely provides a prasanga argument when he asserts that both cessation and arising
would be without a cause (*ahetuka) because the seed that has ceased and the effect
that has not arisen are non-existent, and declares that when the probandum and pro-
bans of the prasanga are reversed, one is confronted with the affirmative statements
that what has not ceased is a condition, because it has a cause, and that arising has
consciousnesses and mental factors which have not ceased as cause, because it (=
arising) has a cause. Thus, the reason “because it has a cause” will be either unestab-
lished (asiddha) or contradictory (viruddhartha) (see Ames 1994: 115). Candrakirti
ignores Bhaviveka’s charges, in all likelihood because he has already, in his com-
mentary on MMK 1.1, defended Buddhapalita’s employment of such prasarnga
statements by pointing out that they do not imply their opposite. Candrakirti’s own
reiteration of Buddhapalita’s comments in the face of Bhaviveka’s critique is ob-
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word[s] “not arisen” (anutpanna) [of 1.9a].°” Therefore [one should
understand]: And (ca) even if you maintain the cessation of seeds and
so forth when the sprout has not [yet] arisen (anutpanna), these both
[i.e., the cessation of the cause and the arising of the effect] end up
without a cause (ahetuka); thus, the immediately preceding
[condition] is not logically possible.

§148. Alternatively, having in mind that arising has been refuted with
“Not arisen from self, nor from other” [= MMK I.1], etc., he [=
Nagarjuna] says,

When factors [without exception] have not arisen, cessation [of
the cause] is not possible,

Thus, the immediately preceding [condition] is not [logically]
possible.

Moreover,
And when [the cause] has ceased, what is the condition?

Here, the explanation [for MMK 1.9d] is just as the previous [one for
1.9d].

§149. Now, for the sake of the refutation of the own nature (svaripa)
of the dominant condition (adhipatipratyaya), he [= Nagarjuna]
states,®'”

viously intended as implicit sanction of Buddhapalita’s style of argumentation and its
content, and thus as an indirect rejection of Bhaviveka’s complaints.

69 Candrakirti has taken the lead for his interpretation of “and” (ca) of MMK 1.9d
from Buddhapalita’s explanation: yang zhes bya ba’i sgra ni ’dir ma skyes pa la Iltos
par blta bar bya’o || de yang ma skyes pa’i sgra la ltos nas | [1.9d:] "gags na rkyen
yang gang zhig vin | ma skyes pa’i rkyen gang zhig yin || zhes bya bar sbyar ro || (BP,,
22.16-20). Bhaviveka states that the ca is employed for the sake of including two
negations, namely, that what has ceased is not an immediately preceding condition,
nor a condition in general; PP D 60a7; P 72a8-72b1: kyang (read: yang) zhes bya ba’i
sgra ni de ma thag pa’i rkyen nyid ma yin pa dang | spyi’i rkyen kyang (read: yang)
ma yin no (P: |) zhes dgag pa bsdu ba’i phyir ro |; see Kajiyama 1964: 121; Ames
1994: 115.

610 PsP Tib presents da ni bdag po’i rkyen bsal bar bzhed nas bshad pa for idanim
adhipatipratyayasvaripanisedhartham aha. svaripa does not occur in the similarly
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[MMK 1.10]

Because there is no existence (satta) of things that are without
own-being (svabhava),

This [statement] “when this exists, that comes to be” is definitely
not tenable.®!!

In this system [of the opponent], the [defining] characteristic of the
dominant condition (adhipatipratyaya) is [formulated as]: The
[condition] owing to the existence of which [something] comes into
being is the dominant [condition] for that [thing] (yasmin sati yad
bhavati tat tasyadhipateyam). But when, because things are depend-
ently arisen (pratityasamutpanna), own-being (svabhava) does not
exist, how does what is designated as the cause, [expressed by]
“[when] this” (asmin), [exist] and how does what is designated as the
effect, [expressed by] “that” (idam), [exist]? Therefore, there is not,
also from the point of view of the [defining] characteristic, the
establishment of the [dominant] condition.®'

constructed introductory sentences to MMK 1.8 and L.9. It has ostensibly been
included in MMK 1.10’s introductory sentence because both 1.10 and Candrakirti’s
commentary on it make reference to the lack of own-being (svabhava) of the
adhipatipratyaya.

611 Candrakirti cites MMK 1.10: bhavanam nihsvabhavanam na satta vidyate yatah |
satidam asmin bhavatity etan naivopapadyate ||. Garfield (1995: 119) renders the
Tibetan translation of MMK 1.10 (dngos po rang bzhin med rnams kyi || yod pa gang
phyir yod min na || ’di yod pas na ’di *byung zhes || bya ba ’di ni thad ma yin ||) as “If
things did not exist [w]ithout essence, [t]he phrase, ‘when this exists so this will be,’
[w]ould not be acceptable,” arguing that the translations by Inada, etc., (in general in
line with mine) are “not supported by the dialectical structure of the chapter and
force an excessively negative interpretation on the chapter as a whole.” In his attempt
to force an unwarranted positive interpretation on the karika, Garfield overlooks that
his translation is not supported by its wording or grammar. His translation ignores
gang phyir, assumes na to indicate a conditional construction (rna should be construed
with gang phyir) and treats the second half of the verse as though it were the apo-
dosis of a conditional sentence. Nor is it acceptable to turn a blind eye to the fact that
this interpretation leaves the fourth condition unrefuted. It is quite clear that
Nagarjuna declares in MMK 1.1 that nothing whatsoever arises, sets forth in MMK
1.2 the four conditions said to be responsible for the arising of things and then
proceeds to refute them one by one in MMK 1.7-10.

612 Candrakirti considers the karika to refute the dominant condition through its
denial of the possibility of the existence of things that lack own-being. The sentence
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§150. At this point, [the opponent] says: [Because we] have observed
that cloth, etc., [is made] from threads, etc., threads, etc., [are main-
tained to be] the conditions of cloth, etc.

§151. Reply: There is absolutely no arising of results (phala) such as
cloth from the point of view of own nature (svaripatah), [so] how
could it be established that conditions have the status of conditions
(pratyayatva)? And explaining the way in which there is not the
arising of results such as cloth, etc., he [= Nagarjuna] states,

[MMK I.11]

And that result (phala) is not in the individual or collective
conditions.

asmin satidam bhavati cited by Nagarjuna in 1.10cd is the first half of the famous
explication of dependent-arising asmin satidam bhavaty asyotpadad idam utpadyate
(Pali: imasmim sati idam hoti imass’ uppada idam uppajjati), the initial formulation
of which is attributed to the Buddha (see n. 86). The descriptive characterization of
the dominant condition, namely, yasmin sati yad bhavati tat tasyadhipateyam, is ob-
viously based on it. The dominant condition is rejected from the standpoint of the
ultimate on the ground that when any existence (satta) of things without own-being is
impossible, one cannot speak of a condition, i.e., a dominant condition by virtue of
whose existence (asmin sati) a real effect arises. This same view of the intent of the
karika is presented even more lucidly by Buddhapalita: de ltar gang gi phyir dngos
po rang bzhin med pa rnams kyi yod pa zhes bya ba yod pa’i dngos po mi 'thad pa
de’i phyir gang yod na ’di yod pas zhes brjod par nus pa’i dngos po de nyid med do ||
"di yod pas zhes bya ba ’di la med na ’di "byung zhes bya ba de thad par ga la ’gyur
(BP,, 25.6-10) “Thus, because ‘the existence (*satta) of things without own-being,’
[that is,] real existence (*sadbhava?), is not tenable, exactly that thing in regard to
which, when it exists, one is able to say, ‘when this exists,” does not exist. If here
‘when this exists’ is not possible, how is it tenable that ‘that comes into being’?”
Bhaviveka, who has, following the AK, defined the adhipatipratyaya as bdag po’i
rkyen ni byed pa’i rgyu—but who in the PP addresses an opponent who characterizes
it as the opponent in the PsP does—considers MMK 1.10 to be refuting both the
ultimate- and surface-level existence of the dominant condition; Bhaviveka states that
even according to worldly convention it is not accepted that an effect arises when
only a partial cause exists (according to Avalokitavrata: a partial cause = without the
other necessary conditions). Thus, as Nagarjuna declares, the statement asmin sati
idam bhavati, which communicates that an effect arises when the dominant condition
is present, is not tenable: don dam pa (P: par) ’ba’ zhig tu yang ma zad kyi | ji ltar ’jig
rten gyi tha snyad du yang ste | rgyu nyi tshe yod du zin kyang ’bras bu skye bar khas
ma blangs pa’i phyir | ’di yod pas ni ’di *byung zhes | bya ba de ni 'thad ma yin || (PP
D 61al-2; P 73a3-4).
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But how could that which is not in [its] conditions come from
conditions?°"

As regards this, cloth is not in each of the individual [conditions],
such as the threads, the brush, the loom, the shuttle and the stick,
because it is not perceived in them, and because of the entailment of a
multitude (bahutva) of effects owing to the multitude of causes. Cloth
is also not in the collected (samudita) threads and so forth, because it
does not exist in each of the parts, and because [there would be] the
consequence that one effect would arise bit by bit (khandasah) [i.e.,
in a fragmentary, piecemeal way]. Therefore, because a result does
not exist, conditions do not exist from the point of view of own-
being.®**

613 Candrakirti cites MMK L.11: na ca vyastasamastesu pratyayesv asti tat phalam |
pratyayebhyah katham tac ca bhaven na pratyayesu yat |. PsP Tib for MMK 1.11ab
reads rkyen rnams so so 'dus pa la || ’bras bu de ni med pa nyid |. Jianagarbha and
Klu’i rgyal mtshan’s translation for MMK 1.11 also attests nyid, which might lead
one to think that they read naiva instead of na ca. All of the Skt manuscripts collated
for this section of the PsP read na ca. Buddhapalita glosses the word translated into
Tibetan as nyid with kho na (*eva) (BP, 26.1: nyid ces bya ba’i sgra ni kho na zhes
bya ba’i don to |); the gloss would hardly have been necessary had the kdrikd in his
MMK manuscript read naiva. Were Jiianagarbha and Klu’i rgyal mtshan inspired to
translate ca as nyid based on Bhaviveka’s explanatory sentence don dam par ’bras bu
skye ba med pa kho na ste | rkyen rnams la med do zhes bya ba’i tshig gi don to | (PP
D 61bl; P 73b4)?

614 Candrakirti’s comments on this occasion differ from those of Buddhapalita. After
stating that an effect which already exists in conditions would have no need for
conditions, Buddhapalita takes up a line of argumentation that starts from the
premise that the result exists in the many conditions that produce it and inquires
whether it would then partially or fully exist in each individual condition. According
to Buddhapalita, if it fully existed in each condition, there could not be many
conditions for the arising of the result, and there would be the consequence that the
result would arise from each condition without depending on other conditions; but if
it only partially existed in each condition, there would be the consequence that part of
the effect would arise from each condition without depending on other conditions: de
la re zhig gal te re re la yongs su rdzogs par yod par brtags na ni rkyen du mar mi
"gyur te | re re la yang yod pa’i phyir mi ltos par re re las kyang ’bras bu skye bar thal
bar "gyur ro | ci ste rkyen rnams la ’bras bu’i cha shas yod par brtags na ni | de lta na
yang mi ltos par re re las ’bras bu’i cha shas skye bar thal bar ’gyur bas de yang mi
’dod de | (BP,; 26.14-19). Bhaviveka states only that ultimately, the result does not
arise because it does not exist in the conditions, and then rhetorically asks how
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§152. [MMK 1.12 abc,]

But if that result, while not existing [in conditions], proceeds
from conditions,’"

[If this] were [your] intent,

[MMK 1.12¢,-d]
Why does [it] not proceed from non-conditions too?°'®

yoghurt could arise from threads when it does not exist in them (PP D 61b1-2; P
73b5: rgyu spun dag las zho ji ltar *byung ste de dag la zho med pa’i phyir ro |).

615 Candrakirti cites MMK I1.12abc,: athdsad api tat tebhyah pratyayebhyah pra-
vartate | phalam. See the following note.

616 MMK 1.12c,-d: apratyayebhyo ’pi kasman nabhipravartate ||. None of the PsP
manuscripts attest these last five words of the karika. De La Vallée Poussin (PsP; 88
and n. 1) reconstructs MMK 1.12 to read (unmetrically) athdsad api tat tebhyah
[pratyayebhyah pravartate | apratyayebhyo ’pi kasman nabhilpravartate phalam ||.
Saito (1984: 230, n. 41 and 1985: 25f.) emends to athasad api tat tebhyah
[pratyayebhyah] pravartate | phalam apratyayebhyo ’pi kasman nabhipravartate ||.
Mss P and Q indeed attest MMK 1.12abc, as athasad api tat tebhyah pratyayebhyah
pravartate | phalam. Saito’s emendation for MMK 1.12c¢,-d is based on Candrakirti’s
commentary, in which the words of 1.12c,-d have been cited (MMK I.12c,-d under-
lined): apratyayebhyo ’pi viranadibhyah kasman nabhipravartate pata iti.

The loss of the last five words was probably caused by an eyeskip from
apratyayebhyo of 1.12c to apratyayesu, the first word of Candrakirti’s commentary.
This eyeskip must have occurred early on in the transmission of the PsP, for these
same last five words of MMK 1.12 seem also to have been missing in the two manu-
scripts relied on by the translators of PsP Tib. Jiianagarbha and Klu’i rgyal mtshan’s
version of MMK 1.12 as found in ABh, BP and PP reads: ci ste de ni med par yang ||
rkyen de dag las skye ’gyur na || rkyen min las kyang "bras bu ni || ci yi' phyir na skye
mi "gyur || ('\BP ci’i for ci yi) (see Saito’s [1984: 230, n. 41] remarks on the inappro-
priateness of this version in connection with the MMK 1.12 commentaries in ABh
and BP). Mahasumati and Pa tshab’s version as found in P MMK; reads: ci ste ’bras
bu de med kyang || rkyen de dag las skye "gyur na || rkyen ma yin pa dag las kyang || ci
yi phyir na skye mi *gyur ||. The last two quarters are completely missing in PsP Tib D
and C; D and C read: ci ste de ni med par yang || rkyen de dag las skye "gyur na || zhes
bya bar bsams par gyur na ni | rkyen ma yin pa dag la yang ...; this corresponds with
the manuscripts’ athdsad api tat tebhyah pratyayebhyah pravartate | ... ity abhiprayah
syat | apratyayesv api ... (an equivalent for phalam does not appear in D and C Tib).
Even though a version of the entire karika appears in PsP Tib P, N and G, the fact
that the phrase ity abhiprayah syat (zhes bya bar bsams bar gyur na ni), which can
only be referring to the first half of MMK 1.12, occurs in P, N and G only after the
translation of the entire karika suggests that 1.12cd was inserted once it was noticed
that the karika was incomplete—albeit in the wrong place, i.e., not after zhes bya bar
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Since there is not a result in non-conditions either, why does cloth not
proceed from non-conditions too, [i.e.,] from grass and so forth [in
which it likewise does not exist]?*” Thus, there is no proceeding of a
result from the point of view of own nature.

§153. At this point, [the opponent] states: If the result would be other
(anya) and the conditions other [i.e., if result and conditions would be

bsams bar gyur na ni but before it—and in a different version than that of MMK
(pada c of PsP Tib P, N, and G reads rkyen min las kyang ’bras bu ni |, i.e., in corres-
pondence with Jianagarbha and Klu’i rgyal mtshan’s version of the pada, instead of
with Mahasumati and Pa tshab’s MMK version rkyen ma yin pa dag las kyang). The
original Tibetan translation of the PsP seems then to have lacked the last half of the
karika.

As Saito has noted, the translation ci ste ’bras bu de med kyang for the first quarter in
PsP Tib P, N, and G, as opposed to the translation ci ste de ni med par yang in PsP
Tib D and C, appears to reflect an attempt on the part of the translators of the PsP to
bring Jiianagarbha and Klu’i rgyal mtshan’s translation ci ste de ni med par yang into
line with Candrakirti’s interpretation of MMK 1.12, according to which there is an
enjambment to phala, the first word of the (Sanskrit’s) third quarter (the first quarter
in P MMK; contains the revised version as found in PsP Tib P, N, and G; D MMK,
contains the older version ci ste de ni med par yang). That PsP Tib D and C present
Jiianagarbha and Klu’i rgyal mtshan’s version of the first pada appears to indicate
that an editor was aware of this other version of the karika and, possibly disturbed by
the PsP translators’ emendation of I.12a to include ’bras bu, decided to revert to
Jiianagarbha and Klu’i rgyal mtshan’s version (note, however, that in all the editions
of the PsP the commentary’s rkyen ma yin pa dag la yang ’bras bu yod pa ma yin pas
[= apratyayesv api nasti phalam iti] has been punctuated as if it were [.12cd: rkyen
ma yin pa dag la yang || ’bras bu yod pa ma yin pas [)). MMK 1.12 is cited at MABh,,
93.19-94.2 in the version ci ste de ni med par yang || rkyen de dag las skyes *gyur na ||
rkyen ma yin pa dag las kyang | ci yi phyir na skye mi ’gyur ||, that is, with
Jiianagarbha and Klu’i rgyal mtshan’s version of the first pada but with the (re-
vised?) version of pada c that appears in Mahasumati and Pa tshab’s MMK transla-
tion. This same version appears in D MMK.

617 Buddhapalita does little more than paraphrase MMK 1.12; he does not include the
examples cloth and grass. Bhaviveka equates the karika statement with the assertion
“If sound, which is created, is permanent, why is a pot, which is also created, not per-
manent?” (dper na gal te sgra byas pa rtag na bum pa byas pa yang ci’i phyir mi rtag
ces bya ba Ita bu) and presents the relevant inference (sgra ni mi rtag ste | byas pa’i
phyir bum pa bzhin) as a point of comparison for the inference he adduces for MMK
1.12: don dam par myu gus stong pa’i "bru (D: ’bras bu) la sogs pa las de skye bar mi
‘thad de | bras bu yin pa’i phyir dper na zho bzhin (see PP D 61b4-5; P 73b8-74al;
Kajiyama 1964: 125; Ames 1994: 118).
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different things], then the [following] reflection might be [meaning-
ful]: “Does the result exist in the conditions [or] not?”’ But there is not
a separate result; rather, [the result] is simply made of conditions
(pratyayamaya).®®

§154. Reply:
[MMK I.13]

On the one hand, the result is made of conditions; on the other,
the conditions are not made of themselves (asvayammaya).

How is that result, which is made of [conditions] not made of
themselves, made of conditions?®"’

If it is determined [by you] that the result is made of conditions, [that
is, the result is] the modification (vikara) of [its] conditions, that is
not reasonable, because those conditions, for their part, are not made
of themselves; the meaning is: [they] do not have the own-being of
conditions (apratyayasvabhava). [Opponent:] [But] cloth is obviously
(hi) made of threads!®® Reply: There might be cloth if the threads
themselves were established by own-being. Those [threads], [being]
made of filaments (amsumaya), [being] the modification of filaments,
are of course not established by own-being. And therefore how will
that result called cloth, which is from those [conditions] not made of
themselves (asvammaya), be made of threads?%*!

618 PsP Tib translates pratyayamaya as rkyen gyi rang bzhin throughout.

619 Candrakirti cites MMK 1.13: phalam ca pratyayamayam pratyayas casvayam-

mayah | phalam asvamayebhyo yat tat pratyayamayam katham |. The translators of
the PsP have emended Jiianagarbha and Klu’i rgyal mtshan’s translation of the karika
(found in ABh, BP and PP), which reads 'bras bu rkyen las byung yin na | rkyen
rnams rang las byung ma yin || rang byung min las ’bras bu gang || de ni ji ltar rkyen
las byung ||, to ’bras bu rkyen gyi rang bzhin na | rkyen rnams bdag gi rang bzhin min
| bdag dngos min las *bras bu gang || de ni ji ltar rkyen rang bzhin |.

620 PsP Tib understands the syntax differently, and connects ucyate with the oppon-
ent’s statement: snam bu ni snal ma’i rang bzhin can no zhes bya bar brjod na ni | gal
te snal ma dag ... “One says [e.g.,] that cloth is made of threads. [To this, we reply:]
If the threads ... .”

621 Candrakirti’s comments on the example of cloth and threads have been inspired

by BP: ’di ltar gal te rgyu spun dag rang nyid rab tu grub na ni rang las byung bar
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As it has been stated [in the CatuhS$ataka],

A pot is established by virtue of a cause, [its] cause is established
by virtue of something else (anyatah).

How could that which is not etablished by itself (svatah) produce
another [thing]?%*

yang ’gyur bas | des na snam bu rgyu spun dag las byung ba zhes bya ba de yang
‘thad par ’gyur ba zhig na ... (BP,, 28.6-8). Buddhapalita goes on to argue that the
threads themselves are made of [their own] causes (rgyu las byung ba; *karanamaya;
cf. BP,, 28.8-11). Bhaviveka rejects the opponent’s claim that the result is made of
conditions, in the way that a pot is made of clay, on the ground that Nagarjuna has
already refuted that conditions have the nature of conditions. The question posed in
MMK 1.13cd, he states, can be compared to “If Devarata practised celibacy from his
youth, how is Bharata his son?”’; PP D 62al; P 74a5: dper na gal te de (D: omits de)
va rd ta gzhon nu nas tshangs par spyod pa yin na | bha (D, P add va [PPT without
va)) ra ta ji ltar de’i bu yin | zhes zer ba lta bu.

622 Candrakirti cites CS XIV.13: ghatah karanatah siddhah siddham karanam
anyatah | siddhir yasya svato nasti tad anyaj janayet katham ||. Whereas ms Q attests
ghatah as the sloka’s first word, ms P and the paper manuscripts read patah and
pathah (the ya of B’s yatah is merely a miswriting of pa), and PsP Tib attests snam
bu. The CS manuscript’s ghatah is correct given the context in the relevant section of
the CS, and Candrakirti refers consistently to ghatah in his commentary on CS
XIV.9-14 (see CSTed 332-340; see also Lang 1986: 128-130 and Lang 1976: 76 and
the extended preceding discussion on pot; in CST on CS XIV.13, the causes of the
ghata are asserted to be kapalani). CS XIV.13 is also quoted by Buddhapalita in his
commentary on MMK 1.13, but BP Tib, like PsP Tib, attests snam bu, not bum pa.
Saito (1984: 231, n. 43) has suggested that Buddhapalita may have relied on a CS ms
that read patah or changed the reading himself. Alternatively, the BP translators may
have relied on a BP Skt ms that read patah, changed from ghatah because patah
better suits the context in this section of BP; the PsP’s surrounding focus on patah
may likewise explain the change of ghatah to patah in ms P and the paper manu-
scripts. Saito (1984: 231, n. 43), with reference to PsP;, PsP Tib and BP Tib’s
reading, hypothesizes that Candrakirti may have quoted the sloka directly from
Buddhapalita, “otherwise this problem might cast a doubt over the authorship of PsP
or CST.” Although I do not think that the difference in readings is weighty enough to
lead to questions of authorship, it is true that Candrakirti relies heavily on BP for his
commentary on MMK 1.2-13 and possible that he copied the sloka with patah—if
this was the original BP reading or was in the BP ms available to him—directly from
BP and did not notice the error (according to Felix Erb, Candrakirti wrote his
commentary on CS only after composing MABh and PsP; for his proposed succes-
sion of Candrakirti’s works, see Erb 1997: 14). Owing to the fact that ms Q attests
the CS’s reading ghatah, I have accepted it for the critical edition, even though other
scenarios like those described regarding patah are possible.
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[MMK I.14a]
Therefore, not [as something] made of conditions®®

does the result exist.

§155. [Opponent:]*** Then let [the result] be made of non-conditions
(apratyayamaya)!

[MMK 1.14bc, ]

Not [as something] made of non-conditions does the result
exist.®”

When cloth made of threads does not exist, then how could there be
the contrary, [namely, cloth] made of grass?°*

§156. At this point, [the opponent says]: It may be [true] that there is
no result, but there is a determination (niyama) of conditions and non-
conditions. And you likewise say [in MMK 1.12] that if the result
which doesn’t exist [in conditions] proceeds from conditions, “why
does [it] not proceed from non-conditions too?**’ It does not make

623 Candrakirti cites MMK 1.14a: tasman na pratyayamayam.

624 PsP Tib makes clear that the opponent is speaking: ‘o na rkyen ma yin pa’i rang
bzhin du 'gyur ro zhe na (PsP Skt: apratyayamayam tarhy astu).

625 Candrakirti cites MMK 1.14bc,: ndapratyayamayam phalam | samvidyate. The PsP
translators have emended Jfianagarbha and Klu’i rgyal mtshan’s translation of MMK
I.14ab, which reads de’i phyir rkyen las byung ma vin || rkyen min las byung "bras bu
ni ||, to de’i phyir rkyen gyi rang bzhin min || rkyen min rang bzhin *bras bu ni |.

626 Cp. BP,,; 29.3-5: gang gi tshe snam bu rgyu spun las byung bar mi 'thad pa de’i
tshe snam bu rtsi rkyang las byung ngo || zhes bya ba ’jig rten dang ’gal ba ’di ji ltar
‘thad par "gyur | de’i phyir ’bras bu rkyen ma yin pa las byung ba yang med do.
Candrakirti’s comment on MMK XX.24b (MMK XX.24ab: na samagrikrtam tasman
nasamagrikrtam phalam |) is similar to his present comment on MMK 1.14bc, (PsP,
407.3): yada samagrikrtam phalam na sambhavati tada katham atyantaviruddham
asamagrikrtam bhavisyati |.

627 Candrakirti paraphrases MMK 1.12abc, but then quotes MMK 1.12c,-d (missing in
all manuscripts on the earlier occasion of the karika citation; see n. 616): apratyaye-

bhyo ’pi kasman nabhipravartate. PsP Tib has the opponent paraphrase the entire
karika.



PRASANNAPADA CHAPTER ONE 343

sense, however, if a result called cloth or mat does not, [as you say,
ever] exist, that threads and grass could be conditions and non-condi-
tions.””® On account of this, [just as conditions and non-conditions,]
the result also exists.

§157. Reply: There might be a result if [these] very conditions and
non-conditions existed.®”” [Yet] obviously, [only] if a result existed
would it be possible [to say]: “These are the conditions of this

628 T accept ms Q’s reading pratyaydpratyayatvam because it makes more sense in the
context than ms P’s pratyayanam pratyayatvam and because it appears to represent
the lectio difficilior, at least within the framework of the sentence. PsP Tib supports
ms Q with rkyen dang rkyen ma yin pa nyid (PsP Tib reads snam bu dang re lde zhes
bya ba’i ’bras bu med na ni snal ma dang ’jag ma dag rkyen dang rkyen ma yin pa
nyid du yang mi rigs te for PsP Skt’s na casati phale patakatakhye tantuvirananam
pratyayapratyayatvam yuktam). PsP Tib has of course been contaminated with
revised and interpolated readings from a manuscript earlier in Q’s line, but in the
present case I suspect that P’s reading is faulty. Were P’s reading pratyayanam pra-
tyayatvam to be accepted, the idea being introduced by the opponent would be that if
a result called cloth or mat does not exist, it is not reasonable that the conditions
threads and grass should have the status of conditions (na ... pratyayanam pratyaya-
tvam yuktam). The opponent’s argument, however, centres on the fact that the
Madhyamikas indeed make a determination of conditions and non-conditions (pra-
tyayapratyayaniyama). Note also that in his reply, Candrakirti refers twice to the pair
conditions and non-conditions. Ms Q’s reading pratyayapratyayatvam takes both
types of conditions into account, whereas ms P’s only considers conditions. It would
seem, then, that P’s reading represents the simplified version. The original pratya-
yapratyayatvam would have been changed in P (or a manuscript earlier in its line)
because it was assumed that non-conditions were not topical in the sentence: the
mention of threads was connected with cloth and that of grass with mats. Candrakirti
presumably intended, however, to include both: threads are to be viewed as the
conditions for cloth and as the non-conditions for mats, and grass as the condition for
mats but the non-condition for cloth.

629 PsP Tib translates the sentence as gal te "bras bu yod par gyur na ni | rkyen dang
rkyen ma yin pa dag tu ’gyur ro “If a result existed, [these] very conditions and non-
conditions might exist.” Thus yadi of syat phalam yadi ... is taken to belong to the
protasis. This interpretation is unusual, given that in similar syar ... yadi construc-
tions Candrakirti’s normally intends yadi to be construed with the apodosis. The
opponent has argued for the existence of the result because he sees the Madhyamika
as accepting a determination of both conditions and non-conditions. As I understand
the Sanskrit, Candrakirti focusses the sentence on the opponent’s assumption of the
acceptance of the existence of these very conditions and non-conditions.
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[result], these are non-conditions [for it].”** But that [result], being
analyzed [as above], does not exist.

[MMK 1.14c,d]

Because a result does not exist, how are there conditions and
non-conditions?%*!

The [dvandva] compound [pratyayapratyayah should be dissolved as]
“conditions and non-conditions.”* Therefore, there is no arising of
things by own-being.**

630 Candrakirti takes his lead from Buddhapalita in presenting an opponent who
argues for the existence of the result on the basis of the determination of conditions
and non-conditions and in rejecting the opponent’s assertion that this determination
allows for the statement “These are its conditions, these are non-conditions [for it].”
See BP,, 29.7-13: smras pa | rkyen rnams ni yod pa kho na yin te | ¢i’i phyir zhe na |
rkyen dang rkyen ma yin pa nges pa’i phyir ro || ’di na rkyen dang rkyen ma yin pa
nges pa mthong ste | *bru dag las "bru mar kho na *byung gi mar mi "byung ngo || zho
las ni mar kho na *byung gi "bru mar mi "byung ngo | bye ma dag las ni de gnyi ga mi
"byung ngo || ’di ltar gang gi phyir ’di dag ni ’di’i rkyen yin no || ’di dag ni ’di’i rkyen
ma yin no zhes bya ba de yod pas de’i phyir rkyen ’grub po || (Buddhapalita considers
1.14cd as providing the reply to this objection; see his commentary on the half-verse
at BP_, 29.17-23).

63! Candrakairti cites MMK 1.14c,d: phalabhavat pratyayapratyayah kutah ||.

632 Bhaviveka’s interpretation of MMK I.14c,d is quite different from that of the
other commentators, for he explains it to mean “Because the result does not exist,
how is the non-condition a condition?” According to Kajiyama (1964: 127, n. 1),
“Nach Bhaviveka ist v. 14c-d zu lesen: ... phalabhavat pratyayo ’pratyayah kutah”;
Ames (1994: 133, n. 172) states that Bhaviveka “evidently read pratyayo 'pratyayah
kutah.” This divergent interpretation probably explains why Candrakirti considers it
necessary to draw attention to the compound he read in his manuscript of the MMK
and to clarify it as a dvandva. Bhaviveka understands MMK 1.14d to mean that non-
conditions cannot have the nature of conditions or, alternatively, that conditions
which are impossible because there is no result cannot be conditions: sbyor ba rnam
par dbye ba byas nas rkyen min zhes bya ba dang | rkyen du ga la ’gyur zhes bya ba
bshad de | rkyen ma yin pa rnams rkyen gyi ngo ba nyid du mi "gyur ro (P: ||) zhes bya
ba’i tshig gi don to || yang na ... (MMK 1.14) de’i bdag nyid ma yin pa’i rkyen ’thad
pa med pa rmams rkyen du ga la "gyur te | mi "gyur ba kho na yin no zhes bya ba’i
tshig gi don ... (see PP D 62a6-62b1; P 74b4-6; Kajiyama 1964: 127; Ames 1994:
120f.).
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§158. As stated in the Noble Ratnakarasutra,

Ignorance is empty,”* for it does not exist anywhere,” like the
track of a bird in the sky.**¢
That which nowhere exists by own-being can never become the
cause of something else.*”’

For how can something whose own-being is not at all obtained,
which is without own-being, be the condition for something else?
How could it, lacking own-being, produce another? This reason
has been taught by the One Well Gone.***

All dharmas are unmoving (acala), firmly abiding, without
change (nirvikara), without misfortune (nirupadrava), secure
(Siva),

633 Buddhapalita closes his commentary on the first chapter with the assertion that
since a result and conditions and non-conditions do not exist, the expression “arising”
is proven to be a mere convention: 'bras bu dang rkyen dang rkyen ma yin pa dag
med pas skye bar brjod pa ni tha snyad tsam du grub po (BP.; 29.23-30.2). He does
not, as Bhaviveka and Candrakirti do, append scriptural citations.

63 PsP, 90: Sinyavidya. PsP Tib: stong pa rig pa “knowledge of emptiness” (the first
phrase reads gang na’ang stong pa rig pa med pa ni: “The knowledge of emptiness
does not exist anywhere”). *LT’s author, however, explains Sinyavidya as Sianya
'vidya: “ignorance is empty” (cf. Yonezawa 2004: 126, 151 [fol. 3a6]); sunyavidya of
the verse must thus have been understood as siny’ avidya. This interpretation makes
more sense than Tib does in the context of PsP’s first chapter, and I thus accept it, for
avidya would refer to the initial link of the twelve-linked pratityasamutpada. When
this most fundamental component of the chain is empty, the rest of the members are
as a consequence also empty.

35 T interpret hi in its sense of indicating a reason. It could alternatively be
understood as reminding readers of something already known to them: “Ignorance is
empty; it obviously does not exist anywhere, like ... .”

63 *Ts author glosses antariksi Sakunasya va padam with sakuner iva padam yatha
antarikse nasti (cf. Yonezawa 2004: 126, 151 [fol. 3a6]).

637 RK Tib (P 296a8-297al; D 285b): gang na’ang stong pa (D: par) rig pa ma mchis
par || nam mkha’ bar snang bya yi rjes dang mtshungs || gang na’ang ngo bo nyid ni
ma mchis pa || de ni nams kyang gzhan (P: gzhin) gyi rgyur (P: sgyur) mi "gyur |.

638 RK Tib (P 297a1-2; D 285b): gang gi (D: gis) ngo bo nyid ni mi rnyed par || rang
bzhin de med ji ltar gzhan gyi rkyen || rang bzhin med pa gzhan gyis ci zhig bskyed (D:
skyed) || rgyu de bde bar gshegs pas bstan pa’o |.
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Not producing [anything], like the sky.®* The unknowing world
is disoriented in regard to this.**

Just as a mountain of rock is unshakable, so are dharmas forever
unshakable.

They do not die, nor are they reborn. Thus has the true nature of
things been taught by the Conqueror.**!

Similarly,**?

The Conqueror, the Lion of men, teaches the dharma (= nirvana)
which neither originates, would be reborn,**® nor dies or ages.
[He]*** has placed hundreds of beings there.*”

63 Alternatively, “Not arising, like the sky.” PsP Tib attests shes pa med pa (RK Tib:
rig pa ma mchis) for ajanaka (ji ltar nam mkha’ shes pa med pa bzhin | “not
knowing, like the sky”’), which would seem to be less appropriate. *LLT’s author must
have read antariksapathatulya ’janaka as a single compound (°fulyajanaka), that is,
he did not understand the final member to have a negation. He comments:
antariksapatho gaganam tena tulya ekariipa jayante “the atmosphere, that is, the sky;
they arise with a single form similar to that [sky]” (cf. Yonezawa 2004: 126, 151 [fol.
3a06]).

640 RK Tib (P 297a2-3; D 285b): thams cad chos kyang mi g-yo brtan par gnas || mi
"gyur 'tshe ba ma mchis zhi ba ste || ji ltar nam mkha’ rig pa ma mchis ltar || de la mi
mdzangs (P: ’dzangs) ’gro ba myos par "gyur ||.

641 RK Tib (P 297a3-4; D 285b): ji ltar ri bo dag ni mi sgul ba || de bzhin chos rnams
rtag tu bskyod mi nus || "chi ’pho ma mchis skye ba ma mchis pa’i (D: pa’o) || chos
rnams de ltar rgyal bas rab tu bstan |. D’s pa’o allows RK Tib to better mirror the
Sanskrit, but I assume that P’s pa’i (cf. PsP Tib’s skye ba med pa yi |), the lectio
dificilior, is or is closer to the original translation and that D’s reading is the result of
an editorial change.

642 The next triplet of verses from the RK is cited again in the PsP on MMK XIIL6.
The wording of RK Tib’s version (P 272a2-4; D 261b-262a) sometimes differs from
that of PsP Tib. These verses and others that follow in the siitra have most recently
been translated into English by Galloway (2001: 344f.), but the translation is often
problematic.

643 Stcherbatsky’s (1927: 181, n. 8) comment that upapadyf is “probably in the sense
of sthita as a member of the series utpada, sthiti, jara, anityata” is clearly mistaken
(Schayer [1931: 34, n. 27] refers to this interpretation). I understand it as an is-aorist
(cf. BHSG § 32.16) used in an optative/future sense (cf. BHSG § 32.119 ff.).

64 RK Tib: drang srong chen pos (and without an equivalent for Satani).
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Whatever has no own-being is not found by anyone to have
other-being.

[1t] is found neither internally nor externally. [Yet] the Protector
has placed [beings] there.**

The peaceful state (gati) was declared by the One Well Gone; but
no state is perceived;

[You,] released from the states [of existence] (gati), dwell in it.
Released, [You] release many beings.*’

And so on in detail.
§159. [Here ends] the first chapter called “Examination of Conditions”

in the Prasannapada, a Commentary on the Madhyamaka[-§astra]
composed by the Master Candrakirti.

645 RK Tib (P 272a2; D 261b): chos gang skye ba ma mchis *byung ma mchis || "chi
"pho ma mchis rga bar mi *gyur ba || skyes bu rgyal ba seng ge de ston cing | drang
srong chen pos sems can de la bkod |.

646 RK Tib (P 272a2-3; D 262a): gang la ngos po ci yang ma mchis shing || gzhan gyi
dngos po’ang sus kyang ma rmyed pa || nang na ma lags slad rol dag na yang || dngos
po mi myed de la mgon pos bkod |.

847 RK Tib (P 272a3-4; D 262a): bde bar gshegs pas zhi ba’i "gro (P: blo) gsungs
kyang ||’gro ba gang yang (P: la) rmyed par mi ’gyur te|| de dag ’gro las grol bar
rnam par gsungs || grol nas sems can mang po rab tu ’grol |.
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Appendix I (re: §2., n. 31 & 32)
sambandha, abhidheya and prayojana

1. Both the threefold group of sambandha, abhidheya and prayojana
and the fourfold one which additionally includes prayojanaprayojana
on occasion include a fifth member, the “discourse” (abhidhana, rjod
pa), often translated as “text” (cf. Broido 1983: 6). Jeffrey Schoening
(1995: 32-36) observes that the members mentioned in sitra com-
mentaries vary from commentary to commentary, referring to one
sitra commentary that lists four introductory terms, namely, the
connection, subject matter, purpose, and purpose of the purpose, and
then explains six members, viz., the four announced plus the text and
the ultimate purpose (dgos pa mthar thug pa, *prayojananistha); he
notes other commentaries that also discuss an “ultimate purpose.” It
may be noted in this connection that Prajiiakaramati, at the beginning
of his commentary on the first verse of the BCA, makes topical the
sambandha, abhidheya and prayojana, but in the explanation of the
referents of the three, brings the abhidhana into the discussion, and
also explains the prayojana in terms of both the abhidhana and the
abhidheya; the prayojana of the abhidheya (Buddhahood) is desig-
nated the prayojananistha (see BCAP 4.20-5.6). Dharmottara, in his
Tika to Nyayabindu I.1 (ed. Acarya Sricandrasekhara Sastri, Kashi
Sanskrit Series 22, 2nd ed., Banaras 1954, pp. 2-4), presents, in
addition to the sambandha and abhidheya, an abhidheyaprayojana (in
this case sarvapurusarthasiddhi), but also refers to the sabdaprayoja-
na, the prakaranaprayojana, and even to the vaktuh prayojana and
the srotuh prayojana. In referring to the abhidheyaprayojana, he ex-
plains that if the subject matter lacks a purpose, even the arrangement
of words for the sake of understanding the subject matter should not
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be undertaken, “just as a circumspect person, on account of the lack
of a purpose to crows’ teeth, should not begin an inquiry into them”
(vatha kakadantaprayojanabhavan na tatpariksarambhaniya preksa-
vata).

Although Candrakirti does not explain why it is necessary to refer to
the abhidheya, sambandha and prayojana, some other Indian authors
do. Kumarila commences a discussion of the prayojana and sam-
bandha of the MS and the sastra based on it in SV 1.12, where he
poses the rhetorical question sarvasyaiva hi Sastrasya karmano vapi
kasyacit | yavat prayojanam noktam tavat tat kena grhyate |. He
asserts that especially in the case of Mimamsa, it is imperative that
the purpose be stated right at the beginning, since without an
explanation of what can be achieved, the addressee will not be
inspired to listen to the exposition; the commentator Partha-
sarathimis§ra adds that Mimamsa, based on many other sciences, is
“bahvayasasadhya,” certainly a deterrent if the reward for such effort
is not clear. One is reminded of Kumarila’s assertion when one reads
in the Nyayamafjari (ed. Varadacharya, Mysore 1969, p. 13) the
versified response of Jayanta Bhatta to the question of the use of
stating the abhidheya and prayojana at the beginning of a sastra:
adivakyam prayoktavyam abhidheyaprayojane | pratipadayitum srotr-
pravahotsahasiddhaye || abhidheyaphalajiianavirahastamitodyamah |
Srotum alpam api grantham adriyante na sitrayah ||. In the discussion
which follows, he claims that the first sentence of the Nyayasiitra
provides (cursory) knowledge of the prayojana, and that doubt
(samsSaya) with regard to the matter spurs the hearer to activity, i.e.,
to engage with the rest of the Nyayasutra. Haribhadra, who relies
heavily on the discussion of the terms found at the beginning of
Kamalasila’s TSP and incorporates passages from both Vinitadeva’s
and Dharmottara’s Tika-s on Nyayabindu I.1 into his discussion in
the Abhisamayalankaraloka (ed. U. Wogihara, Tokyo, 1932-35, pp.
2.3-5.5), claims that if the sambandha and abhidheya were not to be
stated, then people would suspect that the text is unrelated and useless
like the statements of lunatics and such, with the result that no one
would even start to listen (yadi sambandhabhidheyam asya na kathye-
ta tadonmattadivakyavad asambandham anarthakam cety asankaya
na kascit pravartate ’pi srotum; cp. TSP 2.9: yady abhidheyam asya
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na kathyeta tadonmattadivakyavad anarthakyam sambhavayan pre-
ksavan na pravartetapi srotum; cp. also BCAP 5.11-12: anyatha 'na-
bhidheyadisankya preksavatam atra pravrttir na syat).

2. The connection (sambandha) as presented by many commentators
is the connection or relation existing between two of the other
introductory terms, usually that occurring between the subject matter
(abhidheya) and discourse/text (abhidhana) or prakarana/Sastra
(Gerow 2008: ix: “the text itself should pertain profitably to that
subject matter”’)—which are sometimes said to be in a vacya-vacaka
relationship—and/or that between the purpose (prayojana) and the
discourse, etc., or between the purpose and the subject matter, both
often described as an upeya-upaya or sadhya-sadhana relationship
(see also PsP; 3, n. 2). While commentators can usually point to the
exact words they hold to refer to the subject matter and the purpose in
the root text (e.g., Dharmottara, commenting on Nyayabindu 1.1, i.e.,
on samyagjiianapiurvika sarvapurusarthasiddhir iti tad vyutpadyate,
determines that samyagjiiana is the abhidheya and sarvapurusartha-
siddhi the prayojana), words expressing the connection are rarely
indicated; the connection is therefore often claimed to be stated by the
“force” of the words, i.e., by implication (samarthyat). Kamalasila
explains that in the case of a sadhya-sadhana relationship it is not
necessary for the connection to be explicitly stated: sa ca sadhya-
sadhanabhavah prayojanabhidhanad eva darsitah | tatha hidam asya
prayojanam iti darsayata darsitam bhavati — idam asya sadhanam iti |
na hi yo yan na sadhayati tat tasya prayojanam bhavaty atiprasangat |
tasmat samarthyalabhyatvan nasau prayojanabhidheyabhyam prthag
abhidhaniyah (TSP 12.11-15). Cp. also Kumarila, who considers the
“connection” pertaining to the MS as obtaining between the treatise
and the purpose (SV 1.18): sastram prayojanam caiva sam-
bandhasyasrayav ubhau | taduktyantargatas tasmad bhinno noktah
prayojandt || “The treatise and the purpose are the substrata of the
connection. Therefore, inasmuch as it (= the connection) is included
in the mentioning of that [purpose], [the connection] is not stated
separately from the purpose.”

In the PsP, however, the connection presented does not line up with
the type of sambandha that expresses the relation between two of the
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other introductory terms. The sambandha described in the PsP
appears to be in the same class as one of the types of connection
referred to by Kumarila, both of which are rejected by him as the
connection applying to the MS (see SV 1.23). He refers, first, to the
type of sambandha that is expressed as the relation between the
lineage of teachers (guruparvakrama) and the composition of the text
(Parthasarathimisra explains this latter sort in his commentary on SV
1.23-24: tadyatha brahma prajapataye mimamsam provaca so
‘pindraya so ’py aditydya sa ca vasisthdaya so ’pi parasaraya parasa-
rah krsnadvaipayanaya so ’'pi jaiminaye sa ca svopadesanantaram
imam nyayam granthe nibaddhavan iti |) and, second, to the type of
sambandha expressed as the relation between, ultimately, two
actions, the former action being the cause of, or leading directly to,
the composing of the siitra/sastra (one of the reasons Parthasarathi-
misra gives for this type of connection not being appropriate for the
case of the MS is that Jaimini did not compose his text immediately
after studying: na cadhyayananantaram jaiminina sastram pranitam |
ato nanena Sastrasambandha ucyate; as examples of possible former
actions he gives previous study, the questioning of a student and the
worship of a deity). The sambandha described in the PsP appears to
resemble the second category of sambandha described: The “action”
of accomplishing the first cittotpada inspired Nagarjuna, who was
intent on rescuing beings from samsara, to undertake in service of
this goal the “action” of composing his work.

The description of a sambandha that is in some respects similar to,
though more extensive than, the one set forth in the PsP can be found
at the beginning of Bhaviveka’s PP (cf. PP D 46al-6; P 54a1-54b2;
Kajiyama 1963: 40-41; Ames 1993: 213-14). Bhaviveka first de-
scribes the Buddha’s aecons-long spiritual effort, his realization of the
thusness of dharmas and his subsequent teaching, and then states that
Nagarjuna, having realized the Tathagata’s doctrine, wished to
compose the sastra. Avalokitavrata classifies this sambandha, how-
ever, as a rigs pa’i ’brel pa type of sambandha, glossing rigs pa’i
‘brel pa with: bla ma brgyud pa (*guruparampara; he elucidates this
sambandha as it pertains to the PP with: de la dang por bla ma dam
pa sangs rgyas bcom ldan ’das kyi ’byung ba’i rgyu bstan par bya
zhing | phyis bstan bcos mdzad pa’i ’byung ba’i rgyu bstan par
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bya’o |; cf. PPT D 8b6; P 10a7). Avalokitavrata explains that the
sambandha in the PP is actually twofold in that it also includes a don
gyi ’brel pa (*arthasambandha), which, he states, refers to the
meaning of the parts of the explanation of the rigs pa’i ’brel pa.
Explicit mention of a sambandha is not found in BP, although when
the question as to the purpose (dgos pa) of the teaching of dependent-
arising is posed, Buddhapalita states that Nagarjuna, compassionate
by nature, seeing beings suffer, wished to show them the real nature
of things (dngos po rnams kyi yang dag pa ji lta ba) so that they could
be released, and thus undertook the teaching of dependent-arising (cf.
BP.;2.16-20).

Appendix II (re: §2., n. 34)
MABh on karunda and bodhicitta

In the MABh on MA 1.2 and 1.3, compassion is said to lead to the
emergence of bodhicitta: the compassionate individual becomes
aware of and pained by others’ suffering in the world and their plight
in samsara in general and vows to free all beings from suffering and
to place them in the state of Buddhahood (cf. MABh, 8.5-10; at
MABh,, 8.10 this decision of the individual is referred to as a
promise, i.e., dam bca’ ba ’di [iyam pratijiia]). Candrakirti elaborates
on the sambodhicitta mentioned in MA 1.1 by way of citing from the
*Aryadharmasamgitisiitra (see MABh,, 6.13-7.6), where it is stated
that in the bodhisattva who has come to understand that all things are
adventitious, non-abiding, and the same as the dharmadhatu there
arises the resolve to bring about this same understanding in all
beings, and that this resolve is bodhicitta. According to the sitra, the
bodhisattva’s bodhicitta is a state of mind intent on the benefit and
happiness of all beings, tender because of love (byams pa), without
stains owing to equanimity (*upeksa), unchanging because of empti-
ness (*Sunyatd), without obscuration because it is not involved with
marks/phenomena (*animitta), non-abiding because there is nothing
to wish for (*apranihita), etc. The compassion that occurs during the
bodhisattva’s experience of non-dual jiana, i.e., during the medita-
tional experience in which things no longer appear, would be the
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third of the three types of compassion explained toward the beginning
of the MABh (see MABh,, 9.4-11.14), namely, compassion without
any object (analambana karuna; dmigs pa med pa’i snying rje). Both
compassion toward [beings seen as]| dharmas and compassion that
does not have an object are described by way of the example of the
moon reflected in water in MA 1.4a and its commentary. MABh,,
12.15-13.1: de la byang chub sems dpa’ ji skad bshad pa’i tshul gyis
"gro ba rang bzhin med par mthong ba snying rje’i khyad par nyid du
nye bar bzung (MABhyy: gzung) ba’i sems gang ... rab (MABhyy: rab
tu) dga’ ba zes bya ba’i ming can gnyis su med pa’i ye shes ... de la ni
| dang po zhes bya bar brjod do || (see MABh, 1907: 261). See also
the translations and comments in Huntington 1989: 149f. and
Hopkins 1980: 110-125, 137-149, 182-191.

For Candrakirti, the first cittotpada is equivalent to the first bhimi,
and represents one of ten distinct forms of bodhicitta (cf. MABh,
11.15), although he clarifies in his commentary on MA 1.4cd-5ab that
it is the bodhisattva’s uncontaminated gnosis (andsravajiiana; zag pa
med pa’i ye shes) imbued with special compassion and bodhicitta that
is distinguished into “parts,” i.e., grounds (bhizmi). Each is called a
bhiimi because it serves as the ground for the qualities ascribed to it.
The individual bhiimis are differentiated according to the qualities,
powers, etc., gained by the developing bodhisattva and are not due to
any differences in the nature of the basis, the anasravajiiana, itself:
byang chub sems dpa’ rnams kyi zag pa med pa’i ye shes snying rje la
sogs pas yongs su zin pa nyid car (MABhyy: char) rnam par phye ba
na sa zhes bya ba’i ming ’thob ste | yon tan gyi rten du gyur pa’i phyir
ro ... 'di la rang gi ngo bo’i khyad par gyis byas pa’i dbye ba ni yod
pa ma yin no | (MABh,, 12.1-8; c¢f. MABh, 1907: 260f.). The first
bhiimi is characterized by the predominance of the quality of
generosity (cf. MA 1.9a).
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Appendix III (re: §2., n. 38)
niti

The compound prajiiaparamitaniti (shes rab kyi pha rol tu phyin pa’i
tshul) also occurs in the context of the Yogacara critique of the
Madhyamaka interpretation of the Prajiaparamita texts in MHK V.7:
prajiiaparamitanitir iyam sarvajiiataptaye | na titpadanirodhadiprati-
sedhaparayana || (cf. Lindtner 1995: 50; 2001: 59). Eckel (2008: 224)
translates prajiiaparamitaniti as “[t]his approach to the Perfection of
Wisdom,” which appears to work in the context of the MHK discus-
sion but probably should not be globally applied to other instances;
Eckel in fact finds it necessary to add “the means” in square brackets
(“This approach to the Perfection of Wisdom is [the means] ...”).
Hoornaert (1999: 137) does not take into account Lindtner’s emend-
ation of the end of MHK V.7d from °pratisedhaparo nayah to °prati-
sedhaparayand; his translation of niti (and naya) as “doctrine” is
questionable (cf. ibid., 157 and n. 3). lida (1966: 82; 1980: 80 and
235, n. 27) translates niti of the same verse with the more etymologi-
cally aware “guiding principle.” The compound also occurs in the ini-
tial sentence of the prose text of the PP: slob dpon gyi zhal snga nas
tshig le’ur byas pa dag kho nas ... shes rab kyi pha rol tu phyin pa’i
tshul bka’ stsal (D 45b6-7; P 53b7-8). Kajiyama (1963: 40) translates
“die Prinzipien der Vollkommenheit der Einsicht,” again a somewhat
questionable translation of niti given the context; Ames (1993: 213),
assuming that the Sanskrit read prajiiaparamitanaya, translates “the
doctrine (naya) of the perfection of discernment (prajiiaparamita).”
Avalokitavrata, commenting on the first sentence of the PP,
explicates the individual words of the compound *prajiiaparamitaniti
as follows: de la shes rab ces bya ba ni rab tu ’byed pa’i mtshan nyid
de | gang gis chos rnams rab tu ’byed par byed pa dang | (P: |)) rnam
par ’jog par byed pa de ni shes rab ces bya’o || pha rol tu phyin pa
zhes bya ba ni mi dmigs pa’i mtshan nyid do || pha rol zhes bya ba ni
mi dmigs pa ste shes rab gang mi dmigs pa der phyin cing son pa de
ni shes rab kyi pha rol tu phyin pa zhes bya ste | phyin pa med pa yin
no | tshul zhes bya ba ni shes rab kyi pha rol tu phyin pa’i tshul te |
shes rab kyi pha rol tu phyin pa’i mtshan nyid kyi chos bstan pa gang
yin pa’o || yang na shes rab kyi pha rol tu phyin pa nyid tshul te | (P: |)
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gang gis chos thams cad dmigs su med par khrid par byed pa’am |
gang gis gzhan gyi rgyud la don khrid par byed pa’o || yang na gang
gis bsod nams dang ye shes kyi tshogs gzhal du med pa nye bar bsags
pa’i ’jig rten 'khor ba’i btson ra nas bsgral te | bsam pa thams cad
yongs su rdzogs par byed pa’i yid bzhin gyi nor bu rin po che lta bur
khrid par byed pa de ni tshul lo (D 6b4-7; P 7b5-8a2). “There [as
regards Bhaviveka’s statement,] ‘insight’ (*prajiia) has the
characteristic of discrimination (*pravicaya). That by which there is
discrimination and respective determination (*vyavasthapana) of the
dharmas is ‘insight.” paramita has the characteristic of non-percep-
tion (*anupalabdhi). The other side / the utmost reach (para) is non-
perception; the insight which has gone (ifa) to, i.e., has arrived at, that
non-perception is prajiiaparamita; it is [in reality] without going. As
regards the ‘method’ (*niti), it is the method of the prajiiaparamita,
[i.e.,] the instruction in the dharma which has the characteristic of the
insight that has gone to the other side (prajiiaparamita). Alterna-
tively, precisely the prajiiaparamita is the method; it is that which
leads/guides to the non-perception of all dharmas, or that which leads
[i.e., conveys] benefit with regard to the continuum of others. Or, it is
the method inasmuch as it [i.e., the prajiiaparamita] leads, once it has
liberated [those] people who have collected the immeasurable
accumulations of merit and gnosis from the jail of samsara, like a
wish-fulfilling jewel that perfectly accomplishes all wishes.” See also
Vetter 2001 where prajiiaparamita as a method is discussed.

Appendix IV (re: §5., n. 47)
Explanation of nirodha, etc., in PsP Tib

The word ratra that begins the second sentence in PsPy, §5 is in all the
Sanskrit manuscripts followed by an explanation of the meaning of
the eight elements to be negated in regard to pratityasamutpada,
namely, nirodha up to and including nirgama. In PsP Tib the explan-
ation of the meanings of these eight elements is not attested after the
translation for avayavarthas tu vibhajyate | tatra, and is found only
further on in the text, after the translation of the sentence sa evedanim
samvrtah pratityasamutpadah svabhavenanutpannatvad aryajiianape-
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ksaya ndasmin nirodho vidyate yavan nasmin nirgamo vidyata ity
anirodhadibhir astabhir visesanair visisyate (PsPy §15 [= PsP; 10.13-
11.2]); cf. PsP Tib §5b within PsP Tib §15. That is, the word
explanation appears two sentences after Candrakirti winds up his
criticism of Bhaviveka’s attempted reiteration of others’ etymologies
and his own understanding of the meaning of the compound pratitya-
samutpada with the stock phrase ity alam prasangena. The sentence
yvathd ca nirodhdadayo na santi pratityasamutpadasya tatha sakalena
Sastrena pratipadayisyati, which in the manuscripts immediately
follows the sentence commencing sa evedanim samvrtah, appears in
PsP Tib only after the explanation of nirodha, etc.

There is no reason to assume that either Pa tshab and Mahasumati’s
Kashmiri manuscript or the manuscript relied on by Pa tshab and Ka-
nakavarman in Lhasa for the revision of the translation of the PsP
attested the word-explanation block only after the discussion of the
compound pratityasamutpdada. Pa tshab and Mahasumati relocated the
block to the point it is found in the Tibetan translation because rten
cing ’brel par 'byung appears before 'gag pa med pa, etc., in the Ti-
betan translation of the homage verses. The translators obviously de-
cided that it would only be logical to explain the verse elements ac-
cording to the order in which they appear in the PsP Tib verses:
homage verse lab in PsP Skt reads: anirodham anutpadam anucche-
dam asasvatam, whereas homage verse lab in PsP Tib reads: gang gis
rten cing ’brel par 'byung 'gag pa med pa skye med pa, which would
correspond to the syntactical order yah pratityasamutpadam aniro-
dham anutpadam. The translators have fitted the explanation of niro-
dha, etc., quite inconspicuously between the two sentences later in the
text in which nirodha and the other elements to be negated in regard
to pratityasamutpada are again referred to.

It might be suggested that one of the manuscripts used by the trans-
lators did attest the block explaining nirodha, etc., after the discussion
of the compound pratityasamutpada because it is possible that
Candrakirti is following the structure of Bhaviveka’s presentation of
the section as we find it in PP Tib, in which the words "gag pa, etc.,
are explained only subsequent to the discussion of the compound rten
cing ’brel par byung (ba). This location of the explanation of 'gag
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pa, etc., in PP Tib, however, is almost certainly again the result of a
translator decision: Jiianagarbha and Klu’i rgyal mtshan, the trans-
lators of the PP, moved the PP explanations of yah and pratitya-
samutpada forward in the text so that the verse elements could be
explicated in accord with the order they appear in the Tibetan homage
verses. It can be observed that Bhaviveka unambiguously asserts—in
what appears to have originally been part of an introductory state-
ment—that the meanings of the words are stated (by himself) “right at
the beginning” (de la tshig gi don [*padartha] rtogs pa med par ngag
dang rab tu byed pa dang bstan bcos kyi don mi rtogs pas de’i phyir
dang po kho nar tshig gi don brjod par bya’o [D 47a2-3; P 55b2-3]),
and yet his explanation of gang gis (yah) and his comments on rten
cing ’'brel par ’byung (ba), i.e., the explanations of the first two ele-
ments of the translated homage verses, precede this statement. More-
over, Bhaviveka’s comment that the individual words are explained
“right at the beginning” is followed by the explication of each of the
verses’ words—excepting yah and pratityasamutpada, which are con-
spicuously absent here because they have already been commented on
in PP Tib—in the order they occur in the Tibetan translation.
Although I have not examined the PP carefully enough to be able to
determine the exact seams of the presumed cut and paste work of the
translators, the structure of PP Tib strongly suggests that in PP Skt
the explanations of yah and pratityasamutpada appeared within the
main word-explanation block corresponding to the order in which
they appear in the Sanskrit homage verses. Given that the PP trans-
lators also translated PPT, they must have rearranged PPT too; there
may be clearer indications of the seams of the moved block within
PPT.

The mention of the words avayavartha and vibhajyate also do not
support PsP Tib’s placement of the block. It might be proposed that
avayavartha and vibhajyate are intended to be related not to the
homage verses but to pratityasamutpada; that is, the meanings of
these two words would restrict them to referring to an analysis (vi
vV bhaj) of the meaning of the individual parts (avayavartha) of the
compound pratityasamutpada. Other documented occurrences of the
compounds avayavartha and samudaya forming a complementary
pair (cf. the first two examples given for samudaya in Abhyankar and
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Shukla 1977: 418) and the fact that vibhajyate has, in addition to
meanings such as “is analyzed,” the meaning “is explained in detail”
(see BHSD) tend to undermine such a hypothesis. Although one does
encounter in Candrakirti’s rebuttal of Bhaviveka’s preferred interpre-
tation of the compound pratityasamutpada the statement that the com-
pound pratityasamutpada is avayavarthanugama (cf. PsPy §13), i.e.,
one that corresponds to the meaning of its members, it seems clear
that the exact sense of avayavartha is dependent upon the context: in
§13 it refers to the meaning of the avayavas of a compound but in the
present case to the avayavas of sentences/verses. Candrakirti’s use of
the word ru in avayavarthas tu vibhajyate following the homage
verses in fact indicates that at this point he intends avayavartha to
stand in contradistinction to samudayartha.

That the word-explanation block has been relocated in PsP Tib and
PP Tib was overlooked by Pandeya when he ‘“reconstructed” PP
Sanskrit; he reconstructs the passages under discussion following the
Tibetan order of things (see Pandeya 1988: 6). Extremely surprising
is the fact that, even though Pandeya sets PsP’s Sanskrit version of
the homage verses at the beginning of his reconstruction of the PP, he
does not take this version into consideration when they reappear a
few lines later, but reconstructs directly from the Tibetan, with the
result that homage verse lab there reads yah pratitya samutpadam
anirodham anutpadam. De Jong (1993) has critically reviewed
Pandeya’s two volumes (concluding that “the only usefulness of
Pandeya’s work is in making clear that this is not the way to proceed”
[ibid., 146]) but not does mention this problem.

Appendix V (re: §6., n. 53)
upasarga

The Tattvabodhini, which claims that upasargas are merely illumin-
ators, presents, without any change to the metre of the sloka, padas ab
as: upasargena dhatvartho balad anyah pratiyate “Another meaning
of the [verbal] root is perforce understood by means of the prefix”
(cf. SiKau 405). Bhairavamisra, in his Candrakala, discusses the three
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readings for padas ab (405). He first gives expression to the opinion
that dhatvartho balat as presented in the Tattvabodhini version of the
sloka should be read as abalat (dhatvartho ’balat), because otherwise
the fact that upasargas are illuminators is contradicted; they would
have to be seen as words in themselves if their strength is mentioned
here. He then notes that certain persons reject the reading upasargena
dhatvartho balad anyatra niyate (i.e., that found in the PsP) for the
reading upasargena dhatvartho balad anyah pratiyate (i.e., that found
in the Tattvabodhini) on the ground that if the upasarga is accepted as
the agent of “leading,” its independence and the verbal root’s depend-
ence would be implied, neither of which is asserted in the view of
those who hold that upasargas are merely illuminators (nayanakartr-
tvasyopasarga evangikare balabhave ’svatantratve ca kartrtvam naiva
drstacaram iti nayanakarmana evasvatantratvasya sarvatrangikarad
dhatav asvatantratvam upasargesu svatantratvam iti viparitam eva
syat). According to them, balat must refer to the strength of the root,
not of the upasarga, and the coalescence of the root with an upasarga
merely sparks, so to speak, the potency of the root for assuming and
conveying a new meaning. The first half of the sloka is explained to
mean: upasargena (=] upasargasamsargena “through the coalescence
with a prefix” balat [=] sabdasaktisvabhavat “because of the nature of
the potency of the word (= verbal root)” anya eva dhatvarthah prati-
yate. Bhairavamisra ends the presentation of views by adding that
even with the reading anyatra niyate, the upasarga should be seen as
(only) instigating the making known of a different meaning of the
root; thus here too the meaning is reconciled to support the view of
upasarga as illuminator.

Appendix VI (re: §9., n. 75)
etac cayuktam

De La Vallée Poussin presents the Sanskrit text for Bhaviveka’s
critique as commencing with etad va [alyuktam kim ca ayuktam etat,
and punctuates it with a half-danda after [a]yuktam. All of the paper
manuscripts attest variants of etad vayuktam | kim ca ayuktam etat for
etad cayuktam (the aksara dva in etad va® of ms J closely resembles
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the aksara cca). The correct reading etac cayuktam is attested only by
ms Q (ms P has a lacuna). Approximately 12-13 aksaras are missing
in ms P’s lacuna that begins after the aksara kau of anuvadakausalam
and extends to, but does not include, the aksara ca of caksuh; there is
definitely not enough space for the 18-19 aksaras one would expect
were ms P to have read as the paper manuscripts (and de La Vallée
Poussin’s edition) do. De La Vallée Poussin (PsP; 8, n. 6) assesses
that PsP Tib lacks etad va [alyuktam kim ca but does not suggest
further emendation of the Sanskrit text. PsP Tib for the (full) sentence
in question reads de yang mi rung ste mig dang gzugs la brten nas mig
gi rnam par shes pa ’byung zhes gsungs pa ’di la don gnyi ga med
pa’i phyir ro zhes sun ’byin smras pa gang yin pa de yang mi ’'thad
do. The citation as presented in PsP Tib, which represents Bhavive-
ka’s critique of the two etymologies for pratityasamutpada, has been
taken over nearly verbatim from PP Tib: de yang mi rung ste | mig
dang gzugs rnams la brten nas mig gi rnam par shes pa ’byung ngo
zhes gsungs pa ’di la don gnyi ga med pa’i phyir ro (PP D 46b3-4; P
54b8-55al). Note Bhaviveka’s employment of *erar (Tib: de) which
refers back to the pair of etymologies just presented. PP Tib’s de
yvang mi rung ste indicates an original reading *etac cayuktam in PP
Skt. Since Candrakirti is obviously quoting PP Skt, Ms Q’s etac
cayuktam can be accepted as correct (a conclusion also supported by
the size of P’s lacuna); the additional words kim ca ayuktam etat that
follow in the paper manuscripts must be an accretion. etac cayuktam
in the PsP thus marks the commencement of the PP quotation (the
paper manuscripts’ reading efad vayuktam is the result of the aksara
cca read as dva); api of yad uktam disanam tad api nopapadyate
makes clear that we are now into Candrakirti’s second criticism.

Stcherbatsky (1927: 88, n. 2) emended de La Vallée Poussin’s read-
ing etad va [alyuktam kim ca ayuktam etat to etac cayuktam kim ca
ayuktam etat; his literal translation for this and what follows runs,
“And this is wrong (on the part of Bhavaviveka. He says,) ‘and more-
over it is not right to maintain that in relation to (= in reaching) the
eye and the colours, visual sensation arises, because two things
(reaching one another are here) impossible.” Just the incriminated
fault is nonsense.” Although Stcherbatsky’s misinterpretation of the
meaning of the section must have influenced his understanding of the
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intended relation of the semantic components, it is clear that he takes
etac cayuktam to be Candrakirti’s introductory statement to the next
fault of Bhaviveka’s to be pointed out and kim ca ayuktam etat to
constitute the commencement of Bhaviveka’s criticism, that is, he
understands kim ca ayuktam etat to be the Sanskrit for de yang mi
rung.

As stated in the note to my translation, the *LT cites exactly the PsP
text passage under discussion: aniidya bhaviveko diisanam aha | etac
cayuktam iti (cf. Yonezawa 2004: 121, 130). See also Kajiyama 1963:
42 and Ames 1993: 215, both of whom have understood Bhaviveka’s
ditisana in the PP correctly (Ames translates PP Tib’s yang [standing
for Skt ca in its adversative sense] of de yang mi rung as “also”).

Appendix VII (re: §23., n. 121)
paroktadosapariharac ca

None of the PsP manuscripts attest a ca after paroktadosapariharat,
but PsP Tib, PP (more so PP Peking than Derge), and PPT appear to
confirm that one was included in the original Skt of PP and PsP. It is
not uncommon for the lower ca of the aksara cca, as a result of re-
peated copying, to end up a small blur and thus to be dropped, or for
the aksara to be interpreted as ¢ plus virama; in the former case the
upper part of the aksara is often interpreted as a slightly distorted fa
and is left to stand as such, or a virama is added to it. It should be
noted that mss P and Q, less generous with dandas than the paper
manuscripts, place a danda after paroktadosapariharat (they addi-
tionally place a danda after hetudrstantanabhidhanat, the paper
manuscripts place a double danda after it). prasangavakyatvac ca
thus commences a new sentence.

PsP Tib reads gtan tshigs dang dpe ma brjod pa’i phyir dang | gzhan
gyis smras pa’i nyes pa ma bsal ba’i phyir ro || thal bar ’gyur ba’i
tshig yin pa’i phyir ... . Although the Peking and Derge translations of
this section of PP diverge, both also appear to support inclusion of ca
(as will be seen further on in the PsP, however, PsP Tib often adds
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dangs where PsP Skt—correctly—does not attest cas; PP D could
also be taken as reflecting a list of three reasons connected by a single
final ca). The corresponding section of PP P reads: gran tshigs dang
dpe ma brjod pa’i phyir dang | gzhan gyis smras pa’i nyes pa ma bsal
ba’i phyir ro | (= PsP Tib) glags yod pa’i tshig yin pa’i phyir te ...
(58b8-59al). PP D reads: gtan tshigs dang dpe ma brjod pa’i phyir
dang | gzhan gyis smras pa’i nyes pa ma bsal ba’i phyir dang | glags
vod pa’i tshig yin pa’i phyir te ... (49a6-7). Given that Peking tends to
preserve original readings, I consider PP P to better reflect Bhavi-
veka’s original Sanskrit (against Yotsuya 1999: 76). It is doubtful that
PP D’s second dang reflects a consciously chosen translation of ca of
prasangavakyatvac ca as found in the PP citation in PsP Skt, for such
cas are normally translated by yang; I expect that PP D originally
read as PP P and that dang was—in the absence of an unambiguous
equivalent for ca heralding the stating of a third reason (I admit that
te could have stood for ca)—added as an editorial improve-
ment/clarification.

Most helpful is the fact that Avalokitavrata comments on the word ca
(vang) occurring after prasangavakyatvac; this confirms that this ca
as found in PsP Skt (but lacking in PsP Tib and PP Tib) also stood in
PP Skt. Note too that PPT’s quotation of Bhaviveka’s critique also
contains this yang, and that the first two criticisms, as in PsP Tib and
PP Peking, are presented as a separate unit (gran tshigs dang dpe ma
brjod pa’i phyir dang | gzhan gyis smras pa’i nyes pa ma bsal ba’i
phyir ro || glags yod pa’i tshig yin pa’i yang phyir te | skabs kyi don las
bzlog pas ... [PPT D 73b3-4; P 85b8-86al]). Avalokitavrata states that
this ca indicates that a third fault is being stated. That he deems it
necessary to comment on ca after prasangavakyatvac as indicating
yet another criticism of Buddhapalita’s statement probably shows that
he wanted to point out that the three ablatives indicate three reasons
of equal weight/status. Thus, even though this ca is a mere sentence
connector (i.e., with it a new sentence starts) that does not connect the
reason itself with the two previous reasons, he wanted to indicate that
the reason in the sentence it introduces is on a par with the two
others. PPT: gzhan yang de ji ltar rigs pa ma yin zhe na | glags yod
pa’i tshig yin pa’i yang phyir te | gnas brtan buddha pa li tas bshad pa
(D: rnam par bshad pa) de ni rgol ba gzhan gyi klan ka’i glags yod
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pa’i tshig yin pa’i phyir yang rigs pa ma yin no || yang zhes bya ba’i
sgra ni gtan tshigs dang dpe ma brjod pa’i phyir dang gzhan gyis
smras pa’i nyes pa ma bsal ba’i phyir rigs pa ma yin par (D: pa) 'ba’
zhig tu ma zad kyi | de ni glags yod pa’i tshig yin pa’i phyir yang rigs
pa ma yin no zhes bya bar sbyar ro (D 74a2-3; P 86a7-86bl; quoted
in Seyfort Ruegg 1981: 64, n. 203). Avalokitavrata’s commentary is
translated in Hopkins 1983: 462-466. Hopkins (ibid., 819, n. 375)
notes that Tsong kha pa points out that the translations of the begin-
ning of the third criticism vary, “indicating that he favors glags yod
pa’i tshig yin pa’i yang phyir te as it is in the edition of Bhavaviveka
he had before him and in Avalokitavrata in the sense of meaning,
‘[Buddhapalita’s interpretation] is also unsuitable because of having
words that afford an opportunity [to an opponent to expose
contradiction within his own system].””

The emended PsP Skt would thus, if we disregard for the moment the
difference between the translations thal bar ’gyur ba’i tshig and glags
yod pa’i tshig, appear to mirror the structure of the original PP Skt.

Ames (1993: 222) appears to translate this part of the PP following
Peking and therefore adds ““also” in square brackets: “That is not [lo-
gically] possible, because no reason and example are given and be-
cause faults stated by the opponent are not answered. [Also,] because
it is a prasanga-argument, a [property] to be proved ...” (cf. as well
Kajiyama’s translation based on Walleser’s edition of the PP which
likewise follows PP Peking [Kajiyama 1963: 50]). Yotsuya (1999:
76), on the other hand, chose to translate following Derge: “This is
incorrect, because neither a logical reason (gtan tshigs, hetu) nor a
logical example (dpe, drstanta) has been presented. Nor has the fault
(fies pa, dosa) pointed out by [your] opponent (= the Samkhya) been
eliminated. Furthermore [it is unacceptable] because it is a statement
which is open to an objection. Since by the reversal of the matter
under discussion ... .”
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Appendix VIII (re: §27., n. 140)
karyatmakah and karandatmakah

De La Vallée Poussin emended the masculine singular nominative
forms karyatmaka and karanatmaka of the Sankhya objection (ka-
ryatmakah, karandatmaka, karyatmakas, karanarmakas) that he found
in his manuscripts to their corresponding ablative forms because PsP
Tib’s bras bu’i bdag nyid las (for PsP Skt’s karyatmakah and ka-
ryatmakas) and rgyu’i bdag nyid las (for PsP Skt’s karanatmaka and
karanatmakas) appeared to be reflecting ablatives. Although the
masculine singular nominative forms are also attested in de Jong’s
manuscript (my ms D) and in the three manuscripts Yotsuya
consulted, neither de Jong nor Yotsuya called de La Vallée Poussin’s
emendations into question, almost certainly because they too were of
the opinion that PsP Tib’s presentation of translations for Sanskrit
ablatives, and not nominatives, justified the emendations. No doubt
further justification was seen in the fact that the (nonextant) PP Skt,
from which Candrakirti is citing the objection, was assumed to have
attested ablatives since PP Tib likewise contains translations for
ablative forms. It has thus seemed reasonable, on the basis of the
evidence provided by the Tibetan translations, to view the PsP Skt
manuscript readings as corrupt. Disturbing, however, is the
appearance of the nominative forms even in ms P, and the difficulty
one has in explaining the causes of the supposed corruption.

It is imperative to note that as in the other cases in which Candrakirti
is citing from external works, the translators of PsP Tib have not
translated directly from PsP Skt but have copied the citation from the
Tibetan translation of the source text, in the present case from PP Tib.
PsP Tib thus reflects PP Tib but is not necessarily a trustworthy
witness for PsP Skt.

It appears that the PsP’s change in language, i.e., from the PP’s
ablatives to PsP’s nominatives, reflects a shift in what is being taken
as the subject that arises, or rather, that is negated as arising. In the
pertinent texts, the subject is either the effect (said to arise from itself
as its cause), or the cause (said to arise again as its own effect). The
ambivalence may already be present in Buddhapalita’s argument. His
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consequence na svata utpadyante bhavas tadutpadavaiyarthyat would
seem to take things as effects (bhavas) as the subject and to negate
their arising from themselves (as their own cause) because their (i.e.,
the bhavas’ = the effects’) arising would be superfluous. In his ex-
planatory statement na hi svatmana vidyamananam padarthanam pu-
narutpade prayojanam asti, on the other hand, the situation appears to
be reversed: Buddhapalita states that it is futile for things already
existing as such (i.e., things as cause) to arise again. An explicit dis-
tinction between things as effects and things as causes is, however,
not made by Buddhapalita; he merely refers to things in general.
Bhaviveka and Candrakirti, on the other hand, clearly distinguish the
subject that arises as either an effect or a cause. Bhaviveka, who sets
forth “the inner bases have not arisen from self” as his thesis
(nadhyatmikany ayatanani svata utpannani), takes things as effects,
i.e., the (arisen) inner bases, as the subject. Candrakirti, by contrast,
takes things as causes as the subject. That his subject of arising is
things as causes is supported by his comments later on: at PsPy; §29
(PsP, 21.1-6; see especially 21.3), with his mention of pots and so
forth that already exist in a latent state in a lump of clay, etc., he
refers to the subject (i.e., locus) of the other-acknowledged inference
he draws out of Buddhapalita’s statement of unwanted consequence;
in PsPy §30 (PsP_ 21.8-12; especially 21.10), he makes explicit that
what is to be negated as arising are things with a “non-manifest form”
(anabhivyaktaripa); and in PsPy §31 (PsP; 22.1-2), he clarifies that
the paksa of the other-acknowledged inference comprises “all things
disposed to arise” (niravasesotpitsupadartha).

The two different subjects of arising are respectively alluded to with
the ablative and nominative forms of the Sankhyas’ alternatives. Be-
cause the Madhyamaka argument denying the arising of things
focusses on the Sankhyas’ alleged cause of things (svatah), the
Sankhyas demand that the Madhyamika provide a more precise de-
scription of this cause, namely, as one that has the nature of an effect
or one that has the nature of a cause. Thus when Bhaviveka, for
whom arisen effects are the subject, is addressed, the Sankhyas will
ask from what type of cause the effects are denied as having arisen.
Since Candrakirti’s subject of arising is (already) causes, the
Sankhyas will ask what type of cause is denied as reproducing itself.
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Candrakirti therefore modifies PP Skt’s *karyatmakat and *kara-
natmakat to their nominative forms because he has shifted the subject
that arises from things as effects to things as causes. To summarize
the questions posed: Inasmuch as PP Skt, PP Tib and PsP Tib take the
effect as the subject (i.e., the inner bases), their Sankhyas will be
asking whether Bhaviveka intends to deny that an effect has arisen
from itself as an effect or intends to deny that an effect has arisen
from itself as a cause. In PsP Skt, the Sankhyas are asking whether
the intention is to deny that a cause in the state of an effect repro-
duces itself or if it is to deny that a cause in the state of a cause repro-
duces itself.

Awareness of the different perspectives regarding the subject of
arising exposes a problem introduced by de La Vallée Poussin’s
emendation of the nominatives to ablatives. In the final sentence of
the Sankhya objection in PsP Skt, it is argued that if the Madhyamika
denies that something with the nature of a cause reproduces itself, the
Madhyamika’s reason will be contradictory (viruddharthata), i.e.,
will prove the sadhya’s opposite, on account of the fact that “all that
arises arises only as something existing with the nature of a cause”
(karanatmana vidyamanasyaiva sarvasyotpattimata utpadat). The
subject of arising implied by the sentence is clearly as Candrakirti
takes it to be, i.e., things as causes. This reason given by the San-
khyas to demonstrate that the Madhyamika’s reason is contradictory
appears in PP Tib as skye ba can thams cad ni rgyu’i bdag nyid du
yod pa kho na las skye ba’i phyir “because all that arises arises only
from something that exists with the nature of a cause”; PP Skt may
have read *karandatmand vidyamanad eva... . The subject of arising
that is implied in this case is Bhaviveka’s, viz., things as effects. The
allusion to effects as the subject of arising is thus consistent
throughout the PP objection. PsP Tib, however, presents the Sankhya
reason indicating the contradiction as skye ba dang ldan pa thams cad
ni rgyu’i bdag nyid du yod pa kho na skye ba’i phyir. The relevant
difference from PP Tib is the lack of a las after rgyu’i bdag nyid du
yod pa kho na. The phrase without las brings an unexpected and un-
acceptable inconsistency to PsP Tib’s Sankhya objection as a whole:
in reproducing PP Tib’s objection up to this point, PsP Tib takes
things as effects as the subject of arising, but with the reason showing
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the contradiction, it takes the subject of arising as Candrakirti does,
i.e., as things as causes. This switch in PsP Tib of the subject of
arising from effects to causes points to an oversight on the part of the
translators. Following their regular procedure for citations, they
copied PP Tib’s objection into PsP Tib and made their usual minor
modifications to the ready-made translation. For the sake of having
PsP Tib better reflect PsP Skt’s phrase indicating the reason for the
contradiction, they dropped PP Tib’s las, but did not notice that this
brought an inconsistency into the text of the objection. The same
inconsistency regarding the subject of arising that mars PsP Tib is
introduced into PsP Skt when the four nominatives are changed to
ablatives. Candrakirti’s inclusion of and modification of the PP Skt
Sankhya objection was obviously motivated by his concern with
demonstrating that the other-acknowledged inference he draws out of
Buddhapalita’s statement cannot be faulted by the Sankhyas (cf. PsPy,
§30; PsP; 21.8-12). A mere recitation of the PP Sankhya complaint
did not serve his purposes; he reconstructed the PP objection so that it
could be seen as applicable to his own other-acknowledged inference.

Yonezawa (2005a: 72, n. 25) has adverted to the fact that ms Q does
not bear the nominative forms karyarmakah and karanatmakah but
rather attests the ablative forms karyatmanah and karanatmanah.
Given that ms Q’s Sanskrit ablatives correspond to PsP Tib’s abla-
tives, Yonezawa expressed the opinion that these ablatives represent
correct readings and that they should be adopted as such in the text of
PsP Skt. As appealing as it might be to accept ms Q’s ablatives and as
tempting as it might be to want to explain the other manuscripts’
readings as resulting from the interpretation of na aksaras as ka
akaras, ms Q’s readings cannot be accepted for exactly the same
reasons that PsP,’s ablatives cannot be accepted. First, the PP’s
Sankhya argument was simply copied into PsP Tib from PP Tib and
therefore cannot serve as a reliable witness for PsP Skt. Second, ms
Q’s ablatives together with the PsP’s genitive vidyamanasya (kara-
natmana vidyamanasyaiva sarvasyotpattimata utpadat) ruin the logic-
al coherence of the Sankhya argument in the PsP, and are problematic
in view of Candrakirti’s other-acknowledged inference at PsP,; §29
and §30 (PsP, 21.1-6, 8-12) and his clarification of the paksa at PsPy
§31 (PsP, 22.1-2). I expect that ms Q’s ablatives are the result of de-
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liberate change: an individual involved at some stage in the trans-
mission lineage of ms Q (the readings may have come from the vy line
[see Stemma]) simplified the lectio difficilior karyatmakah and kara-
natmakah, possibly because the sentence read with the ablative is—at
least on a superficial reading—immediately pleasing and easy to
understand, or because it was noticed that the Sankhya argument in
the PP contained ablatives. As indicated, the nominatives karyatma-
kah and karanatmakah are the only logically justifiable readings.

Appendix IX (re: §28., n. 148)
codanaya

De La Vallée Poussin (PsP, 18 and n. 8) accepts the reading °coda-
naya of his Cambridge and Calcutta manuscripts (Paris reads
°vodanaya) but, referring to PsP, 21.13 (‘numanalvilrodhacoda-
nayam; end of PsPy §30 "numanabdadhacodanayam), appends, “Peut-
étre: °codanayam svata ... .” The entire PsP Tib phrase for PsP Skt
beginning parapratijiiayas tu, etc., reads gzhan gyi dam bca’ ba la
rang gi rjes su dpag pas ’gal ba brjod par ni bya dgos pas | rang nyid
la phyogs la sogs pa (P adds dang) phyogs dang gtan tshigs dang (D
omits dang) dpe’i skyon dang bral ba dag yod par bya dgos so ||,
suggesting that some form of optative participle stood in place of
°codanaya in at least one of the Sanskrit manuscripts from which the
Tibetan translation was made. De La Vallée Poussin (PsP; 18, n. 7)
reconstructs gzhan gyi dam bca’ ba la rang gi rjes su dpag pas ’gal ba

virodha[sya] abhidhanenaiva bhavitavyam. Regardless of the discrep-
ancy between PsP Skt and PsP Tib, the Sanskrit’s °codanaya,
construed with bhavitavyam, suits both the structure and intention of
the sentence as a whole, as attested by Yotsuya’s (1999: 64) transla-
tion. Like de La Vallée Poussin’s manuscripts, the other paper manu-
scripts attest °codanaya or variants thereof (°vodanaya, °codanama,
°cothadanaya); ms P also attests °codanaya. Both ms Q and the *LT,
however, attest de La Vallée Poussin’s suggested °codandayam (cf.
Yonezawa 2005a: 59 and Yonezawa 2004: 121; in both articles
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Yonezawa suggests adopting the reading. *LT: anumanena virodha-
codanayam tasyanumanasya paksadibhir bhavyam). Even though
both of these valuable manuscripts attest codanayam, the reading can-
not be accepted inasmuch as it disturbs the obviously intended
symmetry between the components of the two parts of the sentence,
namely, between proof and refutation by way of a reasoning whose
subject, etc., is established for both parties (ubhayasiddhena) being
conceded as inappropriate (ma bhiit), on the one hand, and criticism
of contradiction with a reasoning accepted by the opponent alone by
way of a paksa, etc., from the opponent’s point of view alone (svata
eva), being demanded (bhavitavyam) in their place, on the other. The
ms Q and *LT reading becomes definitively disqualified when the
line of argumentation in the PsP is regarded, for codanayam brings
with it the implication that the Madhyamika addressed by Candra-
kirti’s Bhaviveka does indeed, of his own accord, criticize the
opponent’s pratijiia by way of a svata evanumana and needs merely
to be reminded that this anumana must have a faultless paksa, etc., an
implication in no way supported by the text preceding the sentence;
the svata evanumana drawn out of Buddhapalita’s prasarnga in the
section following the sentence under discussion represents merely
Candrakirti’s concession to the demand for a svata evanumana. *LT’s
author may have chosen to read codandayam because he has misunder-
stood the previous part of the sentence as stating that it is correct for
the Madhyamika to refute the opponent’s thesis by way of a reason-
ing established for both parties and has not managed to distinguish
between an ubhayasiddhanumana and a svata evanumana (see n. 145,
148, 151). Given that there are other instances of deliberate change in
the PsP text of ms Q, one suspects that its codanayam is also the
result of misguided reflection on the part of a reader or scribe.

Note that the form codanayam (of ’'numanabdadhdcodanayam api at
the end of PsPy, §30 [PsP, 21.13]) in the sentence “Therefore, even
when [we accede to Bhaviveka’s demand and] there is the criticism
(codana) that there is sublation [of the Sankhya thesis] by way of an
inference (anumanabadha) from [the Sankhya's] own point of view”
is used only after Candrakirti has acquiesced to Bhaviveka’s insist-
tence that a svata evanumana is required and has presented the full
inference inherent in Buddhapalita’s statement.
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PsP Tib’s brjod par ni bya dgos pas, considered by de La Vallée
Poussin as reflecting abhidhanenaiva bhavitavyam, could alternative-
ly be conjectured as the translation for codyataya. Although codya-
taya, like codandayam, detracts from the sentence’s intended sym-
metry and tends to muffle the specific demand being made, and thus
cannot be accepted as the original reading, it may represent a corrupt-
tion of codanaya which stood in one of the manuscripts utilized by
the translators of the Tibetan, the result of an added vertical stroke or
natural mark on the leaf to the right of da which caused it to be read
as dya, and the aksara na appearing similar to and thus read as ta.
The particle ni, however, would seem to speak against such a
reconstruction. It may be more likely that the translators found °coda-
naya in their exemplars and, having construed paksadibhih with
bhavitavyam, felt forced to understand instrumental °codanaya as in-
dicating a reason, but were also following the argumentation in the
text closely enough to recognize that criticism by way of a svata
evanumana was not being presumed, but was rather being demanded,
by Bhaviveka, and therefore considered it necessary to add an
interpreted optative.

Tillemans (1992: 318, n. 8), quoting Stcherbatsky’s (1927: 98)
interpretation of svata eva of the latter half of the sentence (“However
in accusing your opponent of contradiction you must yourself take
your stand upon an argument which, in your opinion, would be free of
those logical errors to which a thesis, a reason or an example are
liable” (Tillemans’ italics), rightly corrects Stcherbatsky’s mistaken
interpretation of svata eva in his translation, “However, since one
accuses the opponent’s thesis of being in contradiction with inference
from his point of view alone, then, for himself alone, the thesis and
other [members of this inference] must be free of faults concerning
the thesis, reason and examples.” Still, for the reasons stated above,
the translation remains wanting: Candrakirti’s hypothetical oppon-
ent—Bhaviveka—is insisting, against mere prasanga usage, on criti-
cism effected by way of an inference whose members are established
for the opponent; he is not, as Tilleman’s translation would have it,
automatically assuming such an inference and insisting that its mem-
bers, from the opponent’s point of view, be free of fault. The bhavita-
vyam construction has additionally been misunderstood: the grammat-



374 APPENDICES

ical subject of bhavitavyam, if (erroneously) not taken to be
codanaya, could only be paksadibhih, and construed with paksadibhih
it would yield the sense “there must be a thesis, etc.”; the preceding
paksahetudrstantadosarahitaih (as found in PsP;) modifies paksadi-
bhih, and cannot be taken together with bhavitavyam as forming the
predicate to a logical subject assumed to be paksadi.

Appendix X (re: §71., n. 303)

utpadad va tathagatanam anutpadad va tathagatanam sthitaivaisa
dharmanam dharmata

The citation is found at AKBh, 137.18: utpadad va tathagatanam
anutpadad va sthitaiveyam dharmateti (Yasomitra adds tathagatanam
after anutpadad va; de La Vallée Poussin [1913a: 111] conjectures
[dharmanam] after sthitaiveyam for the AKVy reading); for its
source, parallels and references, see Pasadika 1989: 59. See also PsP,
40, n. 1; La Vallée Poussin 1913a: 111-113 (note also the reference to
its use in the AN in regard to the impermanence of conditioned
things); Schoening 1995: 268 and 702. Cp. SN 11.25.17-20, where the
statement is made with reference to 12-limbed dependent-arising: ja-
tipaccaya bhikkhave jaramaranam uppdada va tathagatanam anu-
ppada va tathagatanam || thita va sa dhatu dhammatthitata dhamma-
niyamata idappaccayata |. The formulaic expression also occurs in
Mahayana texts, and here tends to refer to the fact that all things are
empty. Cp. Dasabhumikasiitra (ed. P.L. Vaidya, Darbhanga: The
Mithila Institute, 1967) 43.9-10: api tu khalu punah kulaputra esa
sarvadharmanam dharmata | utpadad va tathagatanam anutpadad va
sthitaivaisa dharmata dharmadhatusthitih yad idam sarvadharma-
Sinyata sarvadharmanupalabdhih |. Cp. also the formula as found at
MABh,, 306.1-3 where it is cited in response to the question of
whether a non-artificial (*akrtrima), independent (*nirapeksa) own-
being exists; see Tauscher 1981: 69-71 and 130, n. 138. Candrakairti,
speaking in regard to this passage, explains the dharmata as being
that which is known by consciousness free of the timira of ignorance
(cf. MABh,, 306.4-8). Reference within the formulaic expression to
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the paramdrtha, instead of to the dharmata, is found within a sitra
quotation at MABh., 306.18-19 (rigs kyi bu don dam pa ni de bzhin
gshegs pa rnams byung yang rung ma byung yang rung); on this pas-
sage see Tauscher 1981: n. 143 and 148. Cp. also MA karika V1.222:
sangs rgyas rnams ni byung ba am | ma byung yang rung dngos su
na || dngos po kun gyi stong pa nyid || gzhan gyi dngos por rab tu
bsgrags | (MABh 339.18-340.1). Tauscher (1981: 102) translates:
“Mogen die Buddhas entstanden oder nicht entstanden sein, die Leer-
heit aller Dinge der Wirklichkeit nach (vastutah) hat er als Hochstes
Sein (parabhdva) verkiindet” (see also ibid., notes 492-494).

The noun dharma, like the the abstract noun dharmata, is also
occasionally encountered in the meaning of “real nature,” “essential
being” in Buddhist literature. One of the fundamental meanings of
dharma is “law,” “truth”; the formulation of the truth in the form of
the Buddhist teaching, the Dharma, by extension, represents another
meaning of dharma. dharma understood as the Buddhist teaching
may also connote a norm for behaviour, that is, a law in the form of
an objective behavioural standard which finds expression in the Bud-
dhist teaching. Not far from the idea of dharma as “truth” is dharma
interpreted as, as just indicated, the real nature, the essential state, the
unshakeable law of things; again, the abstract dharmata is often as-
signed the role of conveying this meaning. A weakening of the
meaning “rule, law, norm” is also found in various connections in
Buddhist texts: thus “definite, or essential, qualifier”; a further weak-
ening allows for the senses “attribute,” “state”. Seen from the phe-
nomenal side, dharma stands for the object itself. See Schmithausen
1969: 146. See also Hirakawa 1990: 45-48. Zimmermann, comment-
ing on the word dharmata as it appears in the formula and in other
contexts in the Tathagatagarbhasiitra, sets forth three main meanings
for dharmata; see Zimmermann 2002: 54f.
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Appendix XI (re: §83., n. 406)
Naiyayika opponents

Candrakirti does not identify the opponents who demand to know
whether the Madhyamikas ascertain that no things exist by way of
pramanas. *LT’s author also does not identify the opponents or
comment on any of the words or phrases in the citation. Most
scholars who have translated or studied this section of the PsP assign
the critique to Dignaga and/or representatives of the Buddhist logical-
epistemological school. Stcherbatsky (1927: 135, n. 10) avers that
“[t]his and the following discussion refers to the pramana-viniscaya-
vada of Dignaga and others.” Tanji (1992: 5), in the English summary
for his study on PsP chapter one, refers to the first sentence of the
citation as “Dignaga’s question.” Siderits (1981: 120-122), pointing
out that theories specific to the logical-epistemological school are not
topical in the citation, considers the section’s addressees to be in the
first place the Yogacara-Sautrantikas, i.e., Dignaga and his school,
and secondly, the Naiyayikas. Rizzi (1988: 47) paraphrases PsP_
55.11-57.11 and entitles the larger PsP; 55.11-75.13 (= PsPy §83-
PsPy; §123) segment “The Controversy with the Buddhist Logicians”;
he identifies the opponents as “Vijfianavadins,” and then refers speci-
fically to “Dignaga and his disciples.” Yoshimizu (1996: 12f.) has
drawn attention to the fact that the dGe lugs pa scholar *Jam dbyangs
bzhad pa’i rdo rje Nga dbang brtson ’grus (1648-1721), who quotes
most of the citation in his Tshig gsal stong thun gyi tshad ma’i rnam
bshad, notes that the opponent is a “logician” (rtog ge ba); Yoshimizu
(n. 56) understands that Dignaga is the person intended. Huntington
(2003: 77) holds that the individual with whom Candrakirti dialogues
immediately subsequent to the citation, that is, the adversary who
poses the two questions at PsP,, §84 and §85 [= PsP, 57.4 and PsP,
57.7], is Bhaviveka (he describes this passage as “part of an imagin-
ary conversation with a Buddhist philosopher who, given the context,
is almost certainly intended to represent the position of Bhavavive-
ka”). Arnold, inspired by the appearance of pramandadhinatvat prame-
yvadhigamasya in the critique and its near equivalence to PSV’s *pra-
manadhino hi prameyadhigamah (on PS 1.1), deems the speaker of
the cited objection to be Dignaga (cf. Arnold 2003: 141, n. 5; 2005a:
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144, 261, n. 5, and 262, n. 13; 2005b: 415 and 419, n. 23). PSV’s
*pramanadhino hi prameyadhigamah, it should be noted, is Hattori’s
reconstruction (cf. Hattori 1968: Appendix) based on PSV Tibetan’s
gzhal bya rtogs pa ni tshad ma la rag las pa yin and, presumably,
pramanadhino hi prameyadhigamah as found at the beginning of the
Pramanavarttikalankara, where Prajfiakaragupta repeats a good
number of the words and phrases from the PSV on PS 1.1 (cf. Sankr-
tyayana 1953: 3.18); the beginning of PST chapter six in the sole
extant Sanskrit manuscript of the PST reveals that the PSV (at least
the version known to Jinendrabuddhi) reads yasmar pramandadhinah
prameyadhigamah (cf. MacDonald 2011: 686). Although the differ-
ence is negligible, the opponents’ use of the phrase by no means
proves that Dignaga is the interlocutor, for it is common knowledge
that the view that objects of valid cognition are apprehended in re-
liance on means of valid cognition is not exclusive to the Buddhist
logical-epistemological tradition: NS 1V.2.29, for example, presents
an analogous formulation with pramanatas carthapratipatteh. Hattori
(1968: 76, n. 1.10) has already remarked on the similarity of the state-
ment pramanadhino prameyadhigamah with the opening statement of
the NBh: pramanato ’rthapratipattau pravrttisamarthyad arthavat
pramanam. It might be mentioned that the phrase pramanadhigamya-
tvat prameyanam bhavanam is placed in the opponent Naiyayika’s
mouth in the commentary on VV 51 (cf. VV 72.15-16). Garfield
(2008: 511) disagrees with Huntington’s identification of the PsP
opponent as Bhaviveka (noting that Thakchoe considers the inter-
locutor to be Dignaga and that Arnold holds him to be a
Mimamsaka[!]) and states (ibid., n. 7) that he thinks “the passage is in
fact directed generally at any foundationalist account of pramana.”
Seyfort Ruegg (2002: 95) refrains from identifying the opponent.

The ascription to Dignaga of the view, expressed at three different
points in the objection, that all things exist, cannot be accepted. As
stated in n. 406, Dignaga would have been fully aware that the Ma-
dhyamaka negation of things is made from the point of view of the
ultimate, and it is highly unlikely, indeed impossible, that he would
have engaged with his fellow Mahayanists in a debate focussed on the
final nature of things in which he would utter pronouncements incon-
gruous with his own Yogacara stance (on Dharmakirti, as well as
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Dignaga, as a Yogacara proponent, cf., e.g., Dreyfus and Lindtner
1989, Steinkellner 1990; see also Tosaki’s review of Singh [1987:
143] where he points out that for Dharmakirti paramarthasat means
only the ultimate reality “of the mundane [laukika, samvrti]”). Dig-
naga shares with the Madhyamikas the view that worldly things exist
only on the surface level and are in actuality unreal, but differs from
them in specifying that what appear to be external objects are merely
objective aspects within consciousness and in maintaining that ul-
timately, nothing but self-cognizing consciousness exists. In encoun-
ters where the topic of conversation was the ultimate status of things,
the declaration sarvabhavah santi would certainly have been rejected
by him. The same opponent’s later objection that it is his “experi-
ence” that things arise (anubhava eso ’smakam; cf. PsPy §87 [= PsP_
58.7]) is just as difficult to accept as a Dignagean argument. It goes
without saying that it is also impossible to imagine the argument from
“experience” as well as the assertions in the present PsP, §83
objection as having been made by Bhaviveka.

Even though I cannot agree with Siderits’ conclusion that Dignaga is
the main opponent, or with his adducing of NS I1.1.13 and 14 to sub-
stantiate his inclusion of the Naiyayikas (for details, see MacDonald
2011: 683f.), his observation that Yogacara-Sautrantika assumptions
are not thematic was correct, as was his postulation that the Naiyayi-
kas are a target of the critique. They in fact appear to be the sole
target of the critique. Both the assertion that all things exist and the
idea that one’s own experience of the things of the world corroborates
and confirms their existence accord with the realist views of the
Naiyayikas. Similar, but less elaborated, versions of most of the argu-
ments set forth in the objection can in fact be found at two places in
Uddyotakara’s N'V. The first occurs as part of his commentary on NS
IV.1.40, which forms the response to an opponent who has just ar-
gued in NS IV.1.39 that there is not the establishment of own-being
(svabhava) because things are reliant (apeksikatvat), i.e., dependent
(NS 1V.1.39: na svabhavasiddhir apeksikatvat || [see NBh 238]). Ud-
dyotakara begins the relevant part of his commentary on NS IV.1.40
by referring to the opponent’s thesis that everything is non-existent
(sarvam abhavah), already set forth in NS IV.1.37 (NS IV.1.37:
sarvam abhavo bhavesv itaretarabhavasiddheh | [NBh 236]). Uddyo-
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takara argues: sarvam abhava iti sarvatha cayam vado vyahatah | ko
vyaghatah | adau tavat pramanopapattyanupapattt sarvam abhava iti
bruvanah pramanam paryanuyojyah | yadi pramanam briite vyahatam
bhavati | atha nabhidhatte ’rtho ’sya na sidhyati pramanabhavat (cf.
NV 454.6-8; all punctuation changes in this quotation and those
below are mine) “And in all respects this assertion ‘Everything is
non-existent’ is contradicted. What contradiction [is there]? To begin,
first, there is the possibility/suitability or impossibility/non-suitability
of means of valid cognition: The one stating ‘Everything is non-exist-
ent’ is to be asked about the means of cognition [for validating this
state of affairs]. If he states [i.e., declares that there exists such] a
means of valid cognition, [the assertion that everything is non-exist-
ent] becomes contradicted. But if he does not name [one, i.e., does
not admit a valid means of cognition for its ascertainment], the mean-
ing of this [assertion] is not established on account of the non-
existence of means of valid cognition.” It is true that there is no talk
of ascertainment (niscaya) here in the NV, but the gist of the alterna-
tive arguments and the conclusions arrived at are quite close to those
of the first two arguments in the PsP citation. Later, in his commen-
tary on NS 1V.2.27 where the opponent is again one who denies the
existence of things, Uddyotakara critiques the assertion that no things
are possible using some of the same arguments and expressions that
he employed in his NS IV.1.40 comments: sarvabhavanupapattir iti
ca bruvanah pramanam paryanuyojyah | yadi pramanam braviti, vya-
hatam bhavati | atha na bravity artho ’sya na sidhyati pramanabha-
vat | (cf. NV 487.17-18). With the next sentence, he adduces a further
reasoning: athapramaniki siddhih sarvabhavanam upapattir ity asya
kasman na siddhih (cf. NV 487.18-488.1) “But if there is establish-
ment without a means of cognition to validate [it], why [could] there
not [be] the establishment of this [viz., the state of affairs maintained
by us, namely,] ‘There is the possibility of all things’?” This argu-
ment is easily recognizable as equivalent to the third one set forth by
the PsP’s opponent. A strikingly similar trio of arguments had been
employed earlier by Paksilasvamin Vatsyayana in his NBh on NS
IV.2.30 (NS 1V.2.30: pramananupapattyupapattibhyam |): evam ca
sati sarvam nastiti nopapadyate ] kasmat ] pramananupapattyupapatti-
bhyam | yadi sarvam nastiti pramanam upapadyate sarvam ndstity
etad vyahanyate | atha pramanam nopapadyate sarvam ndstity asya



380 APPENDICES

katham siddhih | atha pramanam antarena siddhih sarvam astity asya
katham na siddhih | (NBh 272.16-273.3; translated in MacDonald
2011: 691). The fact that the three appear together in the NBh and in
the second NV passage indicates that they were used collectively, as
they are here in Candrakirti’s citation, to refute the Madhyamaka
claim that things do not exist.

On the argument for the existence of things based on their being ex-
perienced, see n. 430.

The attribution of the citation to the Nyaya school and the identifica-
tion of the opponent as a Naiyayika is not undermined by the fact that
Candrakirti, in his discussion with Dignaga after the confrontation
with the Naiyayika (a confrontation that continues until the end of
PsP,, §88 [= PsP, 58.13]), paraphrases VV 31 with the words: yadi
pramandadhinah prameydadhigamas tani pramanani kena paricchi-
dyanta iti vigrahavyavartanyam vihito dosah | (PsPy §91 [= PsP_
59.4]). Candrakirti’s choice of words here, and his claim that his
opponent, i.e., Dignaga, has not refuted this fault (tadapariharat ...),
merely indicates that he considers that the fault assigned to the Naiya-
yika in the VV equally applies to Dignaga, because both share the
same view (Dignaga’s holding of the view, however, is limited to the
surface level).






