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Abstract

The aim of this thesis is an English translation and elucidation of the third
chapter, TattvajAanaisana, (vv. 137-266 ) of Madhyamaka-hrdaya-karika (MHK)of
Bhaviveka (A.D. c. 490-570). Bhaviveka was one of the commentators of
Madhyamaka-karika of Nagarjuna, the founder of the Madhyamika, and, at the
same time, was a significant philosopher. MHK is one of Bhaviveka’s most
important works. In the MHK, Bhaviveka gives a his own philosophy in
chapters 1-3, and thereafter, presents and criticizes Buddhist and non-Buddhist
systems opposing Madhyamaka philosophy in chapters 4-9.

The Sanskrit text of the third chapter was critically edited and translated
into Japanese by Yasunori Ejima. Shotaro lida, also, published a critical Sanskrit
edition of verses 1-136 of the same chapter and of the Tibetan text of
Madhyamaka-hrdaya-tarkajvala (TJ), a commentary on MHK, corresponding to
those verses, and produced an English translation.

The main subject of verses 137-256 is “the non-production of all dharmas.”
This is also the main subject of Madhyamaka philosophers beginning with
Nagarjuna. Many of them tried to explain it by means of their own methods and
to examine it from their own viewpoint.

Non-production of all dharmas implies the emptiness (Siinyata) of all
entities in our world. The idea of emptiness is, according to the Madhyamikas,
basic and very important among the Buddha’s teachings. It can be said that
without understanding this idea, no understanding of the philosophy of the
Madhyamika is possible. Therefore, I have decided to translate and explain in
this thesis Bha-viveka’s views on “non-production of entities.”

Nagarjuna, Buddhapalita and Candrakirti used prasanga-anumana in
order to clarify the philosophy of emptiness. That is to say, by pointing out the
absurdity of the opponent’s opinion, they tried to demonstrate the philosophy of
emptiness. In other words, they did not take firm stand on their claims in order
to have consensus by other schools.

Bhaviveka, on the other hand, was not satisfied with prasariga-anumana,
and tried to clarify the philosophy of emptiness by means of independent
syllogism (svatantra-anumana), including the three modifications: (1) adding of the
word paramarthatah (from the standpoint of the highest truth) to propositions in
syllogisms, (2) specification that the negation in syllogisms should be understood
as prasajya-pratisedha (the negation of a proposition or the simple negation of a



proposition) and (3) the condition that no counter-example (vipaksa) is to be
given. In other words, he positively demonstrated the philosophy of emptiness
by using independent syllogism.
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Chapter One.
Introduction

The Mahayana movement originated in India around the first century
B.C. and developed gradually over the succeeding few centuries. Mahayana
Buddhism is represented by the two great schools, namely, the Madhyamika and
Yogacara (Vijiianavada). The founder of the Madhyamika is Nagarjuna (A.D. c.
150-250), who developed and established the thought of $iinyata (emptiness) that
is an important aspect of Buddhist thought. The Madhyamika may be divided
into three stages, early, middle and late.

The early stage in the Madhyamika is marked by two great figures, the
founder Nagarjuna and Arya-deva (A.D. c. 170-270). In the middle stage various
commentaries on Nagarjuna’s Madhyamaka-karika (hereafter, MK) were written
by many scholars. In this stage, moreover, two sub-schools arose. One of them
is the Prasangika (known for its reductio ad absurdum method), and the other is
the Svatantrika (known for its acceptance of independent syllogism). The late
stage is characterized by the writings of two great figures, $anta-raksita (A.D. c.
725-784) and his disciple Jfiana-garbha (eighth century).

According to Tibetan tradition!, eight Indian scholars wrote commentaries
on Nagarjuna’s MK: Nagarjuna himself (Akutobhaya, exists only in Tibetan
translation), Buddha-palita (A.D. c. 470-540; Buddhapalita-Miilamadhyamaka-vrtti,
exists only in variant Tibetan translations), Candra-kirti (A.D. c. 600-650;
Prasanna-pada, exists in Sanskrit manuscripts and variant Tibetan translations),
Deva-Sarman (fifth to sixth centuries; Dkar-po hchar-ba, exists in a Tibetan
fragment), Guna-éri (fifth to sixth centuries; title of his commentary is not
known), Guna-mati (fifth to sixth centuries; title of his commentary is not
known, exists in a Tibetan fragment), Sthira-mati (A.D. ¢. 510-570; Ta-Sheng
Chung-Kuan Shih-lun, exists only in variant Chinese translations) and Bhaviveka

1 Avalokita-vrata, a commentator of Bhaviveka’s Prajfia-pradipa-miila-madhyamaka-vrtti,
enumerates eight commentators of Nagarjuna’s Madhyamaka-karika in his Prajfia-pradipa-miila-
madhyamaka-tika. (Prajfiapradipa, 85a8.)



(A.D. c. 490-570)2 (Prajria-pradipa-miila-madhyamaka-vrtti (hereafter, PP), exists in
variant Tibetan and Chinese translations).

The aim of this thesis is an English translation and elucidation of the third
chapter: vv. 137-256 of Madhyamaka-hrdaya-karika (hereafter, MHK) of Bha-viveka.
Bha-viveka was one of the commentators of MK and, at the same time, was a
significant philosopher. In this thesis, Bha-viveka’s idea of $iinyata (emptiness) is
focused on through an English translation of the third chapter of his MHK. The
MHK is probably Bha-viveka’s most important work. In this decade some of its
chapters have been edited and published by various scholars (see Apendix). The
Sanskrit text of the third chapter was critically edited and translated into Japanese
by Yasunori Ejima.3 Shotaro lida also published a critical Sanskrit edition of
verses 1-136 of the same chapter and of the Tibetan text of Madhyamaka-hrdaya-
tarkajvala (hereafter, TJ), a commentary on MHK, corresponding to those verses,
and produced an English translation. Verses 137-256 which I have selected for
translation in this thesis have not been translated into English before. My
English translation is based upon the Sanskrit text edited by Ejima.

The main subject of verses 137-256 is "the non-production of all dharmas."
This is also the main subject of Madhyamaka philosophers beginning with
Nagarjuna. Many of them tried to explain it by means of their own methods and
to examine it from their own viewpoint.

Non-production of all dharmas implies the emptiness (§iinyata) of all
entities in our world. The idea of emptiness is, according to the Madhyamikas,
basic and very important among the Buddha's teachings. It can be said that
without understanding this idea no understanding of the philosophy of the
Madhyamika is possible. Therefore, I will translate and explain in this thesis Bha-
viveka's views on “non-production.”

2 Kajiyama has investigated the relation of Bhaviveka to Sthiramati and Dharmapala, and as a
result, calculated the date of Bhaviveka given here. For details see Kajiyama 1968/1969: 193-
203; Kajiyama 1989: 177-187

3 Ejima 1980: 259-361



Basic Standpoint of Madhyamika Thought

As mentioned above, Bha-viveka was a Madhyamika philosopher. I will
base my discussion of the background of his thought on the Nagarjuna’s MK.

‘emptiness’

The intention of the Mahayana Buddhists can be said to be the rediscovery
of the truth realized by Gautama Buddha. Therefore, they sought to point out
the contradictions of Hinayana Buddhism and return to what they claimed was
the Buddha’s teaching.

As far as we know now, it was Nagarjuna who established and
formulated the thought of “emptiness” upon the basis of the Prajfia-paramita
sutra, the Dasa-bhiimika Sitra, the Kasyapa-parivarta® etc. The thought of
emptiness, however, can be said to be found even in early Buddhist sitras such
as the Cila-sufifiata-sutta, the Maha-sufifiata-sutta (Majjhima Nikaya, no. 121, 122)
etc.5 Nagarjuna claimed just to revive the true teaching of the Buddha. His
philosophy of emptiness was also a criticism against Indian realism, as presented
by systems such as the Sarmkhya, VaiSesika and Nyaya, and other Buddhist
schools such as the Sarvastivada, Vaibhasika, Sautrantika etc.

The Sanskrit word “Siinya” literally means “empty,” “hollow,” absent.”6
Indian mathematicians called zero “$iinya,” but “$iinya” in their usages did not
mean solely the non-being of entities.

Nagarjuna also did not mean that emptiness indicates the non-being or
non-existence of entities, but rather that everything is void of sva-bhava (“own-
being,” “intrinsic nature”). All things in our world are neither substantially
existent nor non-existent absolutely: they are just like images in a dream or an
illusion. We assume that all things in our world are substantially existent.

According to Buddhist thought, however, they are just 'dependently co-arisen.'

4 See Kajiyama 1982: 6

5 "Seyyathapi ayarh Migaramatu pasado suiifio hatthi-gavassa-valavena, suiifio jatariipa-
rajatena, sufifiarh itthi-purisa-sannipatena; atthi c'ev' idarh asufifiatarn yad idarh bhikkhu-
sarhgharh paticca ekattarh......" (PTS, Majjhima-Nikaya, vol. 3, Cila-sufifiata-suttarir. 1960). Thus
the idea of $inyata is already found in the Nikayas. See Fujita 1983

6 Monier-Williams 1899: 1085
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They are empty of inherent existence. In other words, all entities have no
intrinsic nature (sva-bhiva). The negation of a self-dependent substance is thus
derived from the traditional Buddhist idea of dependent origination (pratitya-
samutpada), the idea that whatever exists arises and exists dependent on other
things. Nagarjuna declares that it is dependent origination that we call
emptiness.” (MK, 24#18ab, Prasannapada p. 503: yah pratitya-samutpadah Siinyatam
tar pracaksmahe/). That is to say, something in existence has no intrinsic nature
(sva-bhava), which means entities originate in dependence on others. In other
words, something which is ‘dependent co-arisen’ is emptiness.

“Dependent origination”
Nagarjuna claims as follows in his MK:7

“ He who taught dependent origination (pratityasamutpada), [which is]

without cessation, without origination,

Without annihilation, without permanence, without coming, without
going,

Not something manifold, not one thing, the quiescence of conceptual
proliferation, tranquil (Siva),

[Is] the perfect Buddha (saribuddha). 1 pay homage to that best of
speakers. ” (Tr. by William 1993: 214)

The above eightfold negation, according to Nagarjuna, is the truth that
the Buddha realized. In other words, having recognized that the most important
idea in Buddhism is dependent origination, Nagarjuna transmitted it. His idea
was not formulated in a vacuum.

Basically, the idea of “dependent origination,” for Nagarjuna, means
aloofness from existence and non-existence. That is, it demands transcendence of
the two extremes of eternalism and nihilism.

7 anirodham anutpadam anucchedam asasvatam/
anekartham ananartham anagamam anirgamam/ /
yah pratitya-samutpadarh prapaficopasamarhn §ivam/
dedayamasa sarhbuddhas tarh vande vadatarh varam// (Poussin, Prasannapada, p. 11.)



The word “pratityasamutpada” is a compound of the Sanskrit words
“pratitya” and “samutpida.” The gerund “pratitya” derives from the root Vi which
means “to go” or “to walk.”8 The prefix “prati” means “towards” or “near to.”?
The root Vpad with the prefix “sam-ut” means “to arise,” “to appear,” “to occur”
etc.10 Consequently, the word “pratityasamutpada” means the arising of entities
after having reached toward an antecedent, a cause, a basis. In other words, it
means that everything which exists depends completely on causal relations.}!

Nagarjuna declares that dependent origination, emptiness, and the middle
path (madhyama-pratipad), are all synonymous.12 It is, however, true that the
Buddha'’s statement of the middle path itself did not expressly include dependent
origination or emptiness. Yet, as far as we know, the Buddha proclaimed the
middle path in order to deny eternalism and nihilism. Accordingly, there is no
contradiction between the middle path and dependent origination or emptiness.
Rather, as Nagarjuna declares, the idea of the middle path and that of dependent
origination are identical and both are a means to lead the ignorant person to
absolute truth, that is, Nirvana.

“Own-being” or “intrinsic nature” (svabhava)
According to the Madhyamikas, “own-being” or “intrinsic nature”is not

to be found in our world where everything that exists is based on other things
and where everything is in a constant flux.

8 Monier-Williams 1899: 163
9 Monier-Williams 1899: 661
10 Monier-Williams 1899: 1166

11 This interpretation of the word pratityasamutpada is based on Candrakirti’s interpretation who
is later than Bhaviveka. See appendix of Stcherbatsky 1927.

12 55 prajiiaptir upadaya pratipat saiva madhyama/ /24-18cd// (Prasannapada, p. 503.)



Nagarjuna states as follows in his MK.13

It is not proper to hold that own-being (sva-bhiva) is originated by
conditions and causes. [If] own-being is originated by causes and
conditions, [own-being] would be what is made.//15°1//

And, how could own-being be what is made? For, own-being is

not what is made; it does not depend on others (nirpeksah

paratra)./ /15¢2/ /

If there is existence as essence (prakrti=sva-bhava), this would never be
non-existence. For, it is never possible that the essence (prakrti= sva-bhava)
changes.//158//

If there is no own-being, what would the changing (anyatha-bhava) be in.
And if there is own-being, even then what would

the changing be in.//15¢9// (my translation)

From the above verses, own-being (svabhdva), in Nagarjuna's
understanding, can be seen as (1) an independent, (2) eternal and (3) unchanging
substance.

That everything is emptiness can be easily recognized. Emptiness,
however, does not mean the negation of our world. Our real world is
conceptualized through the use of words. In this world, that is, on the
conventional level, conception through words is the only reality that has “own-
being” or “intrinsic nature.” The conception through words is an independent,
eternal and unchanging substance. For example, even if we burned down a
chair, or even if we died, the word "chair" would still exist. The conception which
the word "chair" indicates is an independent, eternal and unchanging substance.
A “word,” however, does not point out the essence of a thing. What a word
indicates and the entity itself are essentially different from each other.

13 na sambhavah sva-bhavasya yuktah pratyaya-hetubhih/

hetu-pratyaya-sarbhiitah sva-bhavah krtako bhavet//15-1//

svabhavah krtako nama bhavisyati punah katham/

akrtrimah svabhavo hi nirapeksah paratra ca//15-2//

yady astitvarh prakrtya syan na bhaved asya nastita/

prakrter anyatha-bhavo na hi jatapapadyate//15-8//

prakrtau kasya casatyam anyathatvarh bhavisyati/

prakrtau kasya ca satyam anyathatvarn bhavisyati//15-9// (Prasannapada, pp. 259-272.). de
Jong reads va satyam. I adopt va satyam.



Consequently, we must not become attached to the “conceptions” produced
through language or words. At the same time, language or words are, of
course, very important for us. It would be difficult to live in this world without
language. After all, Nagarjuna composed MK and elucidated siinyata using
language. In other words, everything exists in our ordinary world but
everything is “Sinyatd” in the world which is beyond our ordinary world - the
highest reality.

Bha-viveka

As mentioned in the preceding section, Bha-viveka was one of the eight
known commentators of Nagarjuna’s MK and one of the most prominent
figures in the Madhyamaka school. He is known as the author of the PP, MHK
“Ta-Shén Chan-Chéng lun,”etc. His name, however, is a subject of debate due
to the various forms found in different texts.14 The names “Bhava-viveka,”
“Bha-viveka,” “Bhagavad-viveka,” “Bhavya-viveka,” “Bha-vivikta,” “Bhavya,”
“Bhavyaka,” “Bhavya-kara” and “Bhavin” are assumed based upon Sanskrit,
Chinese and Tibetan materials. In Chinese materials the names “Fen-pieh-
ming,” “Ch’ing-p’ieh,” “Ming-pien,” “Yuch'ing-fen,” “P'o-p'i-fei-chia” appear. In
Tibetan materials “Legs ldan hbyed,” “Legs 1dan,” “Skla ldan, Snan bral,” “Bha
vya” etc. are used. The names Bha-viveka and Bhava-viveka, however, appear
in Chandrakirti's Prasanna-padal> (hereafter, Pras.), and the name “Bhavin“
appears in Madhyamaka-sastra-stuti.16 The name Bhagavad-viveka is also used in
the manuscript of MHK1?. Nowadays the names Bhava-viveka, Bha-viveka or
Bhavya are commonly used by scholars. Ejima, however, after examining the
manuscripts of Pras., and the Tibetan and Chinese sources, suggests that the
name of the author of MHK, PP and “Ta-Shén Chan-Chéng lun” should be Bha-
viveka.l® His collected evidence may be summarized as follows:

14 Eor details of this matter, see Poussin 1933: 60-61. Teramoto and Hiramatsu 1935: 5-7.
Yamaguchi 1941: 49-51. Gokhale 1958: 166.

15 Prasannapada, p- 36.

16 de Jong 1962: 47-56. de Jong 1979: 541-550.
17 Gokhale 1958: 166

18 Ejima 1990: 846-838.



(1) The names “Bhava-viveka” and “Bha-viveka” appear four times in the
manuscripts of Pras.. The name “Bhavya” never appears in these manuscripts.

(2) The transliteration “ ;g %Dt'{ﬂu/@,(ob’ué-cb’ji-b’}'\wai -ka=P'o-p’i-fei-
chia)” and the Chinese translation “Ching-p’ieh” appear in the Chinese materials.
The former /ﬁ % ol Ao /@H/ ” refers to Bha-viveka, not Bhava-viveka or
Bhavya-viveka. It is, moreover obvious that the name of the author of MHK,
TJ, PP etc. was translated as “ ’/ﬁ % “ and was identified with Bha-viveka by
Hsilian-tsang (A.D. 600-664). Further, there is no indication in Chinese materials
of the names “Bhava-viveka,” “Bhavya-viveka”or “Bhavya” which are assumed
based upon the Tibetan and Sanskrit materials for the author of MHK, etc.

(3) The name of the author of MHK is “sNan bral” or “sKal ldan” in the
Tibetan translation of Madhyamakalarnkara-tika (P. No. 5286: D. No. 3886).19 The
original Sanskrit word for the Tibetan “sNan bral” should be “Bha-viveka” or
“Bha-vivikta.” On the other hand, the original Sanskrit word for the Tibetan
“sKal ldan” can be assumed to be “Bhavya.”20

The name of the author of PP is given as “Legs ldan byed” or “Legs ldan
hbyed” in the Tibetan translation of PP and Prajia-pradipa-tikd, the sub-
commentary of PP by Jfiana-garbha (Kluhi rgyal mtshan). However, “Legs ldan
byed” is probably the Tibetan translator’s error. It should be corrected to “Legs
ldan hbyed.” The original sanskrit word of the latter would be “Bhavyaviveka”
corraborating the part “viveka.”

(4) Atida (Diparmkara-$rijfiana. A.D. 982-1054) calls the author of MHK and
PP “Bhavya”or “Bhavya sNan bral (Bhavya-Bhaviveka)” in his Bodhi-patha-
pradipa-pafijika (P. No. 5344: D. No. 3948.), the autocommentary of Bodhi-patha-
pradipa.2l Besides his own treatise, AtiSa translated Madhyamaka-ratna-pradipa
(hereafter, MRP), MHK, Madhyamaka-hrdaya-vrtti-tarka-jvala (hereafter, TJ),
Nikaya-bheda-vibhariga-vyakhyana (hereafter, NBVV) and Madhyamakartha-samgraha
(hereafter, MAS) into Tibetan from Sanskrit with the Tibetan translator Tshul
khrims rgyal ba. He calls the author of MRP, MHK, TJ and NBVV “Bhavya,”
and Tshul thrims rgyal ba calls him “Legs Idan hbyed (Bhavya-viveka)” in MAS.

19 P. Sa.126b-4, 136b-6: D. Sa. 119b-6, 128a-2.
20 Maya-vyutpatti 1916, no. 3495.
21 Cf. P. Ki. 323b7, 329a8, 324a8, 324b2: D. Khi. 280a6, 285a1, 280b4, 280bs6.



Assuming the correctness of Ejima’s investigation, I adopt the name “Bha-
viveka” in this thesis.

The Works of Bha-viveka

According to Tibetan tradition, the following works are ascribed to Bha-
viveka.2?

Pradipa-uddyotana-nama-tika
Paiica-krama-paiijika
Prajfia-pradipa-miila-madhyamaka-vrtti
Madhyamaka-ratna-pradipa
Madhyamakartha-samgraha
Nikaya-bheda-vibhariga-vyakhyana
Madhyamaka-hrdaya-karika
Madhyamaka-hyrdaya-vrtti-tarka-jvala

Besides the above treatises, Ta-Shén Chang-Chén lun is ascribed to Bha-
viveka in the Chinese Tripitaka.

P. L. Vaidya (1923:51-52) ascribes Madhyamaka-pratitya-samutpdda to
Bha-viveka. In the Tibetan Tripitaka, however, this treatise is attributed to
Krsna. Accordingly, nowadays this treatise is not ascribed to Bha-viveka (see
Yamaguchi, 1941:57-58).

Pradipa-uddyotana-nama-tika and Pafica-krama-paiijikd are also not
attributed to Bha-viveka in the Tibetan Tripitaka. Therefore, scholars do not at
present consider them to be Bha-viveka's works.

Madhyamaka-ratna-pradipa (=MRP)

Tibetan title: Dbu ma rin po chehi sgron ma Ses bya ba.

22 Taranatha 1970: 401.
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The Sde dge edition; No. 3854
The Peking edition; No. 5254

This treatise consists of nine chapters, in which Madhyamaka thought,
especially the theory of the two truths, is well summarized. This treatise is
attributed to Bha-viveka in Tibet, but there must have been considerable doubt
as to whether it should really be ascribed to him. As a result of his investigation,
S. Yamaguchi concluded that the author of MRP is not Bha-viveka, and that the
text was written around 700 A.D.23 He points out that, firstly, there are some
places where the author salutes three acaryas, namely Nagarjuna (A.D. c. 150-
250), Aryadeva (A.D. c. 170-270) and Candra-kirti (A.D. c. 600-650). Candra-kirti
was a founder of the Prasangika school (Tib. Thal hgyur pa) and was in a
position of opposition to Bha-viveka. It is thus hardly probable that Bha-viveka
saluted Candrakirti. Secondly, a statement by Dharma-kirti is quoted in MRP.
Dharma-kirti lived around 600-660 A.D. Therefore, it is impossible that Bha-
viveka knew Dharma-kirti’s works. For these reasons, nowadays MRP is no
longer ascribed to Bha-viveka.24

Madhyamakarthasarigraha (=MAS)

Tibetan title: Dbu mahi don bsdus pa.
The Sde dge edition; No.3857
The Peking edition; No.5258.

This treatise consists of thirteen karikas. As the title shows, it is a
summary of Madhyamaka thought. The main subject of this treatise is the
theory of two truths. According to the Tibetan translation, its author is Bha-
viveka. As a result of his investigation, however, Ejima pointed out: (1) the
statement regarding the theory of the two truths in MAS does not fit the
statement regarding the same theory in MHK, PP and TJ. (2) In order to solve
the differences between MAS and MHK, PP and TJ, a mediation of the theory of

23 Yamaguchi 1941: 54-57.

24 Kajiyama 1983: 13. Ruegg 1981: 66. Lindner asserts in his articler (1982: 167-194) that MRP
should be attributed to Bhavaviveka.
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the Yogacara-Madhyamaka, such as the theory of Jiiana-garbha, a later century ,
is neccesary. (3) It is difficult to understand the theory of MAS without first
assuming knowledge of the theory of Diparmkara-éri-jiidna. (4) Avalokita-vrata,
commentator of PP, does not mention MAS as Bha-viveka’s work. (5)
Kamalas$ila, also, does not mention MAS as Bha-viveka’s work. In his
Madhyamakalarikara-pafijika, Kamalasila's statement with regards to the theory of
the two truths depends on MHK, not MAS. On the basis of these considerations,
Ejima does not attribute MAS to Bha-viveka.2’

Ta-Shén Chang-Chén lun

Sanskrit title: *Kara-tala-ratna?
Chinese title: Ta-Shén Chang-Chén lun tr. by Hslian-tsang
TD. No. 1578.

The Sanskrit manuscript of this treatise is not extant and a Tibetan
translation of it does not exist.

The treatise has the same organization as the third chapter of MHK
according to its abstract: it divides all entities into two categories, the conditioned
(sariskrta) and the unconditioned (asariiskrta) and discusses the emptiness of these
categories. Moreover, the logic and the theory of the two truths in it fit with the
logic and theory of the two truths in Bha-viveka’s other works. Further, the
detailed argument found in it against Yogacara theory depends on MHK.26
Therefore, nowadays it is attributed to Bha-viveka.

From the fact that content of Ta-Shén Chang-Chén lun is relatively
simple, but still fits with that of MHK, Ejima assumes that this treatise was
written after MHK in order to explain in a more concise form the content of the
latter (see Ejima, 1980: 15-16).

25 Ejima 1980: 18-32. Ejima suggests that MAS was written before Atisa (Diparhkara-$rijfiana)
or Tshul khrims rgyul ba, Tibetan translator of MAS. That is, MAS was completed some time
between the latter half of eighth century and the beginning of the eleventh century.

26 Cf. TD.30.272a, 275a.
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Prajiiapradipa-mila-madhyamaka-vrtti (=PP)

Tibetan title: Dbu mahi rtsa bahi hgrel pa Ses rab sgron ma
The Sde dge edition; No. 3853
The Peking edition; No. 5253

Chinese title: Pan-jo-teng-lun. tr. by Po-lo-p’o-chia-lo-mi-tiu-li
(*Prabhakara-mitra). Taishd No. 1566.

This treatise is a commentary on Nagarjuna’s MK. Bha-viveka criticizes
Buddha-palita in this commentary with the observation that Buddha-palita’s
argument in Milamadhyamaka-vrtti is a mere prasanga, lacking both a true
probans (i.e., minor premise) and an example (i.e., major premise). Bha-viveka
used Svatantra-anumana (independent inference), by which he tried to explain
Nagarjuna’s MK. Tibetan and Chinese translations of this treatise are extant, but
only Sanskrit fragments can be found in Candra-kirti’s Pras. There is a sub-
commentary on PP, which exists only in Tibetan translation, titled Ses rab sgron
ma rgya cher hgrel pa (restored Skt. title would be Prajfia-pradipa-tika) by Avalokita-
vrata (seventh century).?’” Some of the chapters of the Tibetan text of PP have
been edited by Max Walleser (1914) and Christian Lindtner(1984).

Nikaya-bheda-vibhatriga-vyakhyana

Tib. title: Sde pa tha dad par byed pa dan rnam par béad pa.
The Sde dge edition; No. 4139
The Peking edition; No. 5640

This treatise is only a portion of TJ and MHK, chapter 4 v.8 (Dsal161-3--
169a5). Because the authorship of TJ has not been resolved, the authorship of
this treatise is also open to debate.

27 Toh. No. 3859, Ota. No. 5259.
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Madhyamaka-hrdaya-vrtti-tarka-jvala (=TJ])

Tibetan title: Dbu mahi sfiini pohi hgrel pa rtog ge hbar ba.
The Sde-dge edition; No. 3856
The Peking edition; No. 5256.

It has long been accepted that TJ is Bha-viveka’s autocommentary (sva-
ortti) on MHK. There is, however, sufficient reason to doubt whether or not the
surviving Tibetan translation has preserved the original form of this
autocommentary. This is because, after one karika, it is written “thus says the
dcarya” in what should be a reference to Bha-viveka, the author of the karikas.
Moreover, in explaining the meaning of some karikas, the expression “this is the
intention of the dcarya” is used.28 That is to say, if T] was composed by Bha-
viveka himself, would he be calling himself dcarya in his own treatise? Acarya
usually means ‘senior teacher’ or ‘great teacher.” There is, however, another
example of an author calling himself “4carya.”29 1t is, moreover, possible that the
surviving Tibetan translation includes additions to the text that were made
during the translation from Sanskrit. There is also another piece which conflicts
with Bha-viveka's authorship of the TJ. In the commentary of the 291st verse of
the third chapter, there is a quotation from “rar gi bstan bcos (sva-§stra).”30
There is, however, no indication of what the “ran gi bstan bcos (sva-sastra)” is. It
might indicate the author of MHK and TJ. This quotation is not, however, found
in any of Bha-viveka’s works such as MHK, PP, TJ or “Ta-Shén Chang-Chén
Iun.” 1t is found as a quotation accompanied by the comment “dcirya-pada says
as follows” in MRP which is not ascribed to Bha-viveka3l. It is safe to assume
that both TJ and MRP are referring to the same person, and that this person is

28 TJ Dsa 50a-5; 75a-1; 86a-2; 107a-2;112b-6; 224b-4; 246b-5; 274b-6; 321a-5, etc.

29 Vasubandhu calls himself “acarya” in his Abhidharmakosa-bhasya, p. 2¢17.

“kimartharh punar abhidharmopade$ah kena cayarh prathamata upadisto yata acaryo
‘bhidharmako$arh vaktum adriyata iti/ aha/” YaSomitra says ;“acaryah §astrakarah” cf.
[Sphutarthal, p. 1023,

30 TJ Dsa 140b6-141a7. “.... sku gsum rnam par bshag pa fiid kyan slob dpon gyis ran gi
bstan bcos kyi skabs su hdi skad bsad do/...” (English tras: With regard to Buddha's three
bodies (dharma-body, rejoyment-body and accommodative body) also, acarya says the
following in sva-$astra).

31 MR Tsa 360a5-b7. “... sku gsum rnam par bshag pa yan/ slob dpon fiid shal 3nas (acarya-
pada) / ji skad du...”
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not the author of TJ] and MRP. It remains, then, a mystery as to how this
“acarya” figure is connected with Bha-viveka, the author of MHK. Presumably,
“acarya” is an addition by Atisa (A.D. 952-1054), a Tibetan translator of TJ, as Bha-
viveka was considered the author of MRP in the period of Ati§a. In any case, it is
not prudent to assume that the author of the surviving TJ is definitely the same
as Bha-viveka, the author of MHK, PP and Ta-Shén Chang-Chén lun.

It is possible that TJ was translated into Tibetan at least once before Atisa
(Diparnkara-$ri-jiana), Tshul khrims rgyal ba etc., because “Dbu mahi siiin po
rtog ge hbar rtsa ba dan/ hgrel par bsad pa giiis (Madhyamaka-hrdaya-Tarkjoala-
tika)/ /" is recorded as a treatise in the process of translation in the Dkar chag Ldan
dkar ma (the catalogue of the Ldan dkar ma), completed in 788 A. D.32

Madhyamaka-hrdaya-karika (=MHK)

Tibetan title: Dbu mahi sfiini pohi tshig lehur byas pa
The sde dge edition; No. 3855, Dsa 3b5-17a4.
The Peking edition; No. 5255, Dsa 4a5-19-7.
The Narthang edition33; No. 3246, Dsa 5a2-17a4.

It can be said that this treatise is Bha-viveka’s major work because it is his
independent work and in it the Madhyamaka philosophy is well organized. The
only known manuscript of MHK was discovered and hand copied by Rahula
Samkrtyayana at the Sha-lu monastery in Tibet in 1936. Having hand-copied the
Sanskrit manuscript there, he registered his copy as ' VII Shalu Monastary, XXX
VII, 1. 311. Tarkjvala (Madhyamakahyrdaya)' in his handlist. Later on, he gave the
copy to V. V. Gokhale.

On the other hand, while traveling in India, Nepal and Tibet, G. Tucdi
succeeded in taking photographs of the manuscript of MHK at the Sha lu
monastary.

When visiting Japan in 1971, V. V. Gokhale allowed several scholars to
copy his copy of the MHK, and entrusted further research to them.

32 Lalou 1953: 337.

33 The catalogue numbers of the Narthang edition given here are in accordance with those of A
Comparative List of Tibetan Tripitaka of Narthang Edition (Bstan-Hgyur Division) with the Sde-dge
Edition, compiled by T. Mibu, Tokyo, 1967.
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In 1972, when V. V. Gokhale visited Rome, he found the photographs of
the manuscript of MHK in G. Tucci's collection, and was given the chance to edit
them. Since then, a number of chapters of MHK have been edited and published
based on the photograph from Tucci's collection and Gokhale's notes.

In 1991, a photocopy of the manuscript of MHK was published in
China.34

MHK consists of roughly 927 anustubha-verses and is divided into eleven
chapters. The third chapter, Tattva-jiianaisand, is the most important chapter
among the eleven because the Madhyamika thought is primarily presented in
this chapter whereas the other chapters express the Madhyamika thought
through the criticism of other systems and schools. According to Gokhale
(1985:78), Bha-viveka originally composed the first three chapters under the title
Tattvamrtavatara, forming the core of MHK, and other chapters were added
later. As the following note of the contents of the third chapter show, this
chapter has a close relationship with MK and PP. It is in order to clarify this close
relationship, as well as to provide context for the verses I will translate, that an
abstract of the third chapter is given here:

Contents of the third chapter

Introduction
1-1 The meaning and aim of the knowledge of
the highest truth vv. 1-13
12 samadhi ‘concentration’ vv. 14-23ab
Introduction to Examinations vv. 23cd-24

2-1 sariskrta-dharmas ‘conditioned dharmas’
(A)  skandhas ‘aggregates’

(A)-1 ripa-skandha v.25
(A)-2 maha-bhiitas ‘great elements’ vv. 26-39
(A)-3 riipa, etc. vv. 40-44
(A)-4 indriya ‘sense organs’ vv. 45-65
(B)  vedana-skandha Vv. 66-68ab

34 papers in Honour of Prof. Dr. Ji Xianlin on the Occasion of his 80th Birthday, ed. by Li Zheng,
Jiang Zhongxin, Duan Qing and Qian Wenzhong, 1991, p. 511-523.



(C)  samjfia and sariskara skandhas
(D)  vijfiana-skandha

2-1-1  dhatus ‘realms’
2-1-2  ayatana ‘sense-fields’
2-1-3  laksana ‘characteristics’
2-1-4 gati‘going’
2-1-5 moksa ‘emancipation’ and
bandhana ‘bondage’
(A)  pudgala 'person’
(B)  atman
2-1-6  raga ‘attachment’ and rakta the ‘affected’
2-1-7  nirvina
2-1-8  viparyasa ‘perversion’
2-199  dvesa ‘hate’ and moha ‘delusion’
2-1-10 sva-bhava ‘intrinsic nature’
2-1-11 Conclusion
2-2 asariskrta ‘unconditioned’

Introduction to the Non-production of
all dharmas
3-1 Non-production from itself
3-2 Non-production from others
3-2-1 The criticism of the four pratyayas or conditions
(A)  hetu-pratyaya
(B) alambana-pratyaya
(O samanantara-pratyaya
(D) adhipati-pratyaya

3-2-2  The problem of opposition by pratyaksa and
pratiti
3-2-3  The criticism of the theory of the
Samkhya school
3-3 Non-production from itself and others

3-4 Non-production from ahetu or
‘without cause’

3-5 The criticism of Lokayatas

3-6 The criticism of t$vara

\AL
V.
V.

16

68cd-69
70
71ab

v.71cd

V.
\A'Z

3

33

333

$33 3333373

§33d<33¢

72-76
77-85ab

85cd-89

. 90-92
. 93-99ab

99¢d-108
109-116
117-118
119
120-128
129ab

. 129¢d-136

. 137-138
. 139-146
. 147-158

159

. 160-162
. 163-166
. 167-169
. 170-175

. 176-181

. 182-191
. 192-193

. 194-213
. 194-214

215-223
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3-7 drsti ‘view’ vv. 224-229
3-8 duhkha ‘suffering’ vv. 230-233
3-9 buddha vv. 234-239
3-10 Seeing pratityasamutpdda and
seeing Buddha vv. 240-246
3-11  Conclusion vv. 247-256
4. nihsvabhavatd and Sinyata vv. 257-266
5. The Buddhas and the bodhisattvas vv. 267-360

It follows from what has been said above that Bha-viveka’s works are PP,
MHK, probably TJ (including Nikayabhedavibharigavyakhyana) and “Ta-Shén
Chang-Chén lun.”

According to the relationship of quotations in the above treatises, Ejima
decides the chronological order of these works as: first, MHK (possibly including
T]), second, the “Ta-Shén Chang-Chén lun ” and finally, PP.

Bha-viveka’s logic

Bha-viveka was influenced by Dignaga (c. 400-480 A.D.).35 Accordingly, it
was his view that the Madhyamikas had to employ syllogisms to prove the truth
of their philosophy. Hence, Bha-viveka used syllogism (svatantra-anumana) in
MHK, PP and “Ta-Shén Chang-Chén lun.” In employing syllogisms, Bha-viveka
included three modifications: (1) adding of the word “paramarthatah” (“from the
standpoint of the highest truth”) to propositions in his syllogisms, (2)
specification that the negation in his syllogisms should be understood as prasajya-
pratisedha (“the negation of a proposition,” as opposed to paryudisa, “the
negation of a term or word”), and (3) the condition that no counter-example
(vipaksa) is to be given.

35 Erich Frauwallner 1961: 125-48 established the dates of important Buddhist philosophers. As
a result of his investigation, he suggested that the life-time of Dignaga was to be 480-540 A.D.
The fact that Bhaviveka was influenced by Dignaga was investigated by Ejima 1980: 61-82.
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Bha-viveka tried to clarify the philosophy of Siinyata (emptiness) by
means of syllogisms, including the three modifications. Here I will translate
verse 26 in the third chapter, one of the typical syllogisms of Bha-viveka in his
MHLK, and its commentary TJ in order to clarify the point made just now and the
matters which surround his syllogisms (i.e. fallacy of proposition and negation in
the ultimate reality). Then, I will explain the meaning of the verse. In order to
clarify the context of the topic, I will divide the following translation into some
sections, and will put an explanation after each section of translation, if neccesary.
My translation is based upon the Tibetan text ed. and English tr. by Iida, 1980: 81-
90.

“Here,
(proposition) from the standpoint of the highest truth (paramarthatah) the
earth, etc. do not have the gross elements as their own-beings,
(reason1) because they are things which are made, or
(reason2) because they are things which have cause, etc.,
(instance) just like knowledge (jfigna).” //3-26/ /36

Adding the restriction "paramarthatah" to the proposition.

[Translation of TJ]

In [the word] paramartha, artha is what is to be obtained (pratipattavya) and
what is to be understood (adhigantavya) because artha is the object to be known
(jAiatavya). Paramartha which means “the most excellent.” The compound parama-
artha [can be interpreted in three ways].

(1) It means “the most excellent object” because it is the object and the most
excellent (karmadharya compound)

36 tatra bhiita-sva-bhavar hi norvyadi paramarthatah/

krtakatvad yatha jfianarh hetumattvadito 'pi va//3-26// (Ejima 1980; 274.)
In MHK the above verse is the first syllogism. In addition, Bhavaviveka explains his
syllogismd in his PP and Ta-Shén Chang-Chén lun. For further details of his syllogism in TJ, see
lida 1980: 81-90. On his syllogism in PP, see Kajiyama 1963/1964 On his syllogism in Ta-Shén
Chang-Chén lun, see Poussin 1932-1933: 68-138.
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(2) Or, it is the object of the most excellent. That is, because it is the object of the
most excellent knowledge that is beyond discrimination (nirvikalpa-jfiana), it
means the object of the most excellent (tatpurusa compound)
(3) Or, it is “comformable to paramartha” (paramarthanukila). That is, since there is
that paramartha in wisdom (prajiig) which is conformable to obtaining of
paramartha, it means “one which is in conformity with paramarthah” (bahuvrihi
compound)

Paramarthatah [in syllogisms] is taken as the third type of compound (the
bahuvrihi compound), i.e., paramdrthatah, in the ultimate reality.

[An explanation]

As is well known, the highest truth (paramartha) is contrasted with sarorti
(the conventional truth) in many schools of philosophy but particularly in
Madhyamika. Bha-viveka included this word “the highest truth” in his
syllogisms. He interpretes the word paramdrthatah in three ways, i.e.,
karmadharya, tatpurusa and bahuvrihi compound.3? Among these three
interpretations, Bha-viveka adopts the third restriction paramarthatah in his
propostion. That is to say, the restriction "paramarthatah" in Bha-viveka's
proposition does not mean 'the highest truth’ itself, but that which is in
conformity with the highest truth itself. In other words, the third interpretation
means prajfid, which is in comformity with the highest truth.38

Assuming the first interpretation (karmadharya compound) and the second
(tatpurusa compound), the third interpretation is realized. The first and second
“paramartha” are beyond conceptions. Truth itself cannot be understood by
means of concepts and language. On the other hand, the third paramartha has
concepts and language. However, it is prajfia and is approaching truth itself.
That is to say, even though it is verbal usage, as long as the word paramartha
directs to the highest truth itself, Bhaviveka's syllogism, including the restriction
paramarthatah is truth.

37 In PP Bhaviveka interprets the word paramartha in the same way. See, Uryazu 1971: 34.
Avalokitavrata in his PPT gives us gramatical explanations of these three interpretations of the
word paramartha, that is, (1) karmadharaya compound, (2) tatpurusa compound and (3) bahuvrihi
compound respectively.

38 This idea can be found in the commentary on v. 8 of PP XXIV. See, Uryiizu 1971: 33-34.
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The negation in the proposition should be understood as prasajya-
pratisedha.

[Translation of TJ]

Here, the negation ‘na (not)’ means prasajya-pratisedha (“the negation of a
proposition”), and does not mean paryudisa-pratisedha (“the negation of a term”).
One might ask: What is the difference between prasajya-pratisedha and paryudasa-
pratisedha? Paryuddsa-pratisedha affirms the other entity (vastu) which is similar to
this entity due to the negation of the nature of this entity. For instance, by the
negation “he is not a Brahman,” one might affirm that [he] looks like a Brahman
but he is a non-Brahman, he differs from [a brahman], that is [he] belongs to a
lower class ($iidra) because of lacking mortification (tapas) and learning (Sruta)
etc. The prasajya-pratisedha negates only the nature of the entity, it does not
affirm another entity which is similar but not identical. For instance, [the
expression] “Brahmans must not drink liquor” denies only [the very action]
itself, and does not mean “do drink something other than liquor” or “do not
drink something other than liquor.” Therefore, here, “from the standpoint of
the highest truth (paramarthatah) the earth etc. which are imagined by people in
the world do not have [corresponding] gross elements as their own-being” is
only the negation of [“having gross elements as their own-being”]. It does not
affirm “having another as own-being” or “having non-existence as own-being.”

[An explanation]

The negative particle in Bha-viveka’s proposition is related to the verb,
not to a nominal as a prasajya-pratisedha. For instance, “whatever exists is not
produced from itself” does not mean “whatever exists is not produced from
another.” It just means that "whatever exists is never produced from itself."39

39 We come across the detailes of Bhaviveka regarding prasajya-pratisedha in PP and its
commentary PPT. In PP Bhaviveka says: "here one should specify that entities do not [- - - - ]
originate from themselves. If one specifies otherwise, one would ascertain, "Entities do not
originate from themselves [- - - -]; rather they originate from another." Likewise one would
ascertain, "Entities do not originate just (eva) from themselves; rather they originate from
themselves and another." Therefore, that also is not accepted, because it is distinct from [our]
doctrine. (Tr. William 1993: 221.) According to William, addition in brackets ] is based upon
PPT.

For detailed imformation regarding paryudasa and prasajya-pratisedha, see Kajiyama: 1963: 423-
438, 1973: 161-175.
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Fallacy of proposition

[Translation of TJ]
Here, the opponents object as follows:

(i) There are the following statements in the saying of your teacher (§astr-
vacana =the Buddha).

"Oh Brahman! everything consists of the five aggregates, twelve sense-

fields and eighteen elements."
And,

"The characteristic of form (riipa) is change and destruction, etc".

You also accepted those [ideas, i.e., “the everything has the five aggregates,
twelve sense-fields and eighteen elements as its own-being” and “the
characteristic of form is change and destruction, etc”], but if you negate those
very things, your thesis (pratijiiz) is damaged by the very ideas you accept
(abhyupagata).

(ii) Likewise, it is well know (prasiddha) that the function of particular
objects (pratiniyata-visaya) is known through direct perception (pratyaksa) of the
sense organs (indriya). And, there is no other superior proper cognitive
instrument (pramana) than seeing (drsta). Nevertheless, having seen the shape
(sariisthana) and colour (varna) of the four elements (i.e., fire, water, wind and
earth) by means of your own eyes, you still search for the own-being of the
earth element, e.g., smooth touch. It is, however, understood by everybody in
the world that the earth element has the nature of firmness, etc. Therefore, the
negation of it means negation of direct perception (pratyaksa).

(iii) Also, the form (riipa), etc. and nature of earth, i.e., solidity
(khakkhatatva), wetness (dravatva), heat (usnatva) and mobility (samudiranatoa), etc.
are well known even to the $abara and matariga tribes. Thus, the negation of the
own-being of entities which are well known to everybody in the world means
the negation of what is well known (prasiddha).

To these objections we reply as follows:
Because of the restriction paramarthatah in our proposition (pratijfid), our
proposition would not be a contradiction of the theory we accept, or of direct
perception or of what is generally known. This is due to the following reasons:
(i) The Bhagavat proclaimed the theory of two truths (satya-dvaya), i.e.,
samurti-satya and paramdrtha-satya. Among these two truths, as for the sarvrti-
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satya, he established own-beings and characteristics of entities (dharma).
Likewise, as for the paramartha-satya, he proclaimed non-own-being [of entities].
That is, [the following was stated by the Bhagavat].

“Kausika! all entities are empty in their own-being. [The statement] "all

entities are empty in their own-being" means the non-existence of entities.

And the non-existence is "prajfiaparamita."

According to this statement, entities do not exist. Because of this, how can they
possess own-beings? Accordingly, contradiction with what we accepted does not
occur.

(ii) The contradiction with pratyaksa does not occur. The reason is: the
objects [of cognition] are untrue and the ability of seeing, etc. does not exist
because the sense-organs are [actually] senseless. Therefore, to consider that the
object is what is directly perceived is improper, just as in the case of one who has
an eye-disease who sees a hair, mosquito or horsefly in his eyes, or in the case of
one who perceives an echo as coming from a particular place, which is improper.
Accordingly, what can be pratyaksa for whom, and how can there be the
contradiction with that (pratyaksa)?

(iii) Also, the contradiction by what is well accepted does not occur,
because the ordinary person is blind due to an eye-disease: "ignorance." When it
comes to analyzing something from the standpoint of the highest truth, then just
as in the example of a blind person who cannot examine a jewel, the ordinary
person does not understand that analyzing from the standpoint of the highest
truth. Accordingly, contradiction with the well known does not occur.

[An explanation]

The opponents object to Bha-viveka's proposition from three points of
view: (i) conflict with what we accepted, (ii) objection by direct perception and
(iii) objection by the well-known. That is,

(i) The Buddha proclaimed the own-being of entities. Therefore, for
Buddhists, a negation of the Buddha's statement would be a fallacy of
contradiction.

(ii) It is widely accepted that pratyaksa of sense organs holds for specific
objects. Therefore, the negation of what is actually experienced would be a
fallacy.

(iii) That the own-beings of the gross element of earth are solidity,
wetness, heat and mobility etc. is generally known by all ordinary people.
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Therefore, negation of what is generally known by all ordinary people would be
a fallacy.

To these objections Bha-viveka replies:

Because we have the restriction paramarthatah in our proposition (pratijfia), our
proposition would not be a fallacy on account of abyupagata, pratyaksa and
prasiddhabadha. That is:

(i) The Buddha taught two truths, namely sarvrti-satya and paramartha-
satya. The own-beings and characteristics of entities are established in sarmuvrti-
satya, that is, the own-beings and characteristics of entities are acceptable as
conventional truth. The Buddha, however, taught the non-own-beingness of
entities from the standpoint of the highest truth (paramartha).

(ii) From the standpoint of the highest truth the objects of sense organs
are untrue. For example, from the standpoint of the highest truth the ability of
seeing does not exist. Nevertheless, in the eye of one who has an eye disease,
unreal hair, etc. is seen as real. It is, however, not correct from the standpoint of
the ultimate truth.

(iii) The ordinary person is afflicted by ignorance. Accordingly, he cannot
examine anything as it is.

Negation in the ultimate reality

[Translation of TJ]

One might say: the highest truth (paramartha) transcends every intelligence
(buddhi). However, the negation of the own-being of entities (bhava-svabhava-
pratisedha) is in the object sphere of words. Therefore, the negation does not
establish the absence of own-being of entities.

We (Madhyamikas) reply: to say this is not proper. The paramartha is
twofold. One is paramartha, which works without conception (anabhisarskara-
pravrtti), which is beyond the world (lokottara), which is pure (anasrava) and which
is beyond diversification (nisprapafica). The other is paramartha which works with
volition (sabhisamskara-pravrtti), which is conformable to the equipping of virtue
and knowledge (punya-jfiana-sarihbhira), which has diversification (sapraparica) that
is called “pure worldly intelligence” (Suddha-laukika-jfiana). Here we adopt the
latter paramartha as qualification of the proposition (pratijfia). Therefore, there is
no fallacy [in our proposition].
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Similar example

[Translation of TJ]

The statement which is connected with similar examples (sapaksanvaya-
nirdesa) is "no produced thing has elements (bhiita) as its nature (svabhiva), just
like knowledge (jfiana)."

One might say: in what manner is knowledge (jfiana) a produced thing?

We reply: it is accomplished by logic (tarka) which aims at heaven (svarga)
and nirvana (apavarga). Here, the negation "knowledge does not have elements
as its own-being, because it is a thing which is made" is connected with the sense
of prasajya-pratisedha.

No counter-example (vipaksa) is available in the syllogism.

[Translation of TJ]

Here, among three aspects of reason (hetu), due to the non-indication of
the third condition, i.e., absence of a counter-example, what we intend to say is
conventionally explained by using only two aspects of reason. The property of
the subject (paksa-dharma) exists only in the similar example (sapaksa), not in the
counter-example (vipaksa) because the latter, which has own-being differs from
the former, which never exists. Therefore, we do not state instances (drstanta)
which lack counter-examples (vipaksa) and reasons.

In order to indicate a convertible term (paryaya), [the word] hetumat is
used. [The abstract] noun of hetumat is hetumattva. The term "etc." in the
syllogism includes other reasons, i.e., knowability and expressibility etc. In this
case, the phrase "because they are things which have cause" is used as the reason
(hetu). Whatever has cause, knowableness or expressibility etc. does not have
elements as its own-being, just like knowledge. Likewise, the earth does not
have gross elements as its own-being from the standpoint of the highest truth.

In this way, each term [of syllogism] is related to the others.

[An explanation]

According to Dignaga's logic, a correct syllogism is conditioned by three
aspects. These are: (1) paksa-dharmatva, namely reason (hetu) should be the
predicate of the subject of the proposition, (2) sapaksa-sattva, namely reason (hetu)
must belong to an example similar to the subject of the proposition. and (3)
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vipaksasattva, namely, reason (hetu) must not belong to a counter-example of the
subject of the proposition. Bha-viveka, however, does not adopt the third aspect
among the above three aspects. That is, Bha-viveka does not adopt a counter-
example in his syllogism. The reason is: Bha-viveka upholds the emptiness of all
entities in the ultimate reality. Hence, with regard to the statement "from the
standpoint of the highest truth, earth, etc. do not have gross elements as their
own-beings, because they are things which are made," a counter-example, i.e.,
"something which has gross elements as its own-being" does not exist. That is,
the proposition (pratijfia) “from the standpoint of the highest truth, the earth etc.
have no gross elements as their own-being (svabhava)” is a case of
prasajyapratisedha and means only the negation of “have gross element as their
own-being.” In this case, the counter-example which can be assumed is one of
which “have gross as their own-being” could be said. However, as long as
“have gross as their own-being” is simply negated, there is no possibility of a
counter-example. The employing of prasajyapratisedha as the negation of the
proposition (pratijfia) leads to non-necessity of the counter-example.

Accordingly, the above-mentioned syllogism amounts to:

(p) If considered by prajiia (wisdom) which is in conformity with the
highest truth, the earth etc.40 do not have the gross elements as
their own-beings,

(h1) because they are things which are made, or,

(h2) because they are things which have cause, knowableness (jrieyatva),
expressiblity (vicyatva) etc.

(d) just as knowledge does not have gross elements as its own-being.

Thus, I have clarified the idea of Bha-viveka regarding three modifications
and showed how we should understand Bha-viveka’s syllogism.
In the following chapter, I shall translated MHK 3#137-256.

40 The term “etc.” includes water, fire and wind. See, Iida 1980: 82.
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Chapter Two.

Bha-viveka’s Madhyamaka-hrdaya-karikda, Third Chapter,
Tattva-jfianaisana, verses 137-256
An English Translation and Explanation

As mentioned in the introduction, a critical edition of the Sanskrit text and
of the Tibetan text of the third chapter of MHK were published and translated
into Japanese by Yasunori Ejima in 1980. Shotaro Iida published a critical
Sanskrit edition of verses 1-136 of the same chapter and of the Tibetan text of TJ
corresponding to those verses, accompanied by an English translation of both
the verses and the T]J.

Here, I present an English translation and explanation of of MHK, 3¢137-
256. My translation is based upon the text edited by Y. Ejima, and my
explanation is basically based upon TJ. TJ, however, does not give us detailed
commentary for some verse parts. Hence, I have tried to explain verses which
TJ does not explain sufficiently based upon my own understanding. Although
the Tibetan translation indicates the separate components of the syllogism, like
thesis, reason and example, I have combined them in a single sentence. I do not
explain each verse I translate. I sum up the main points of the discussion where
verses form a unit and have the same context.

Explanation of abbreviations and signs employed in this chapter:

Ms  Photocopy in Papers in Honour of Prof. Dr. Ji Xianlin on the Occasion of his
80th Birthday, ed. by Li Zheng, Jiang Zhongxin, Duan Qian Wenzhong,
1991, p. 511-522
The MHK manuscript itself is reported to have been written on 22.5 X 2
inch palm-leaves, and is said to consist of 24 folios with 5 or 6 lines on each
of the obverse and reverse sides. It has the Proto-Bengali-cum-Maithili
script of the eleventh century. The dedication “deya-dharmo "yam
uttarapathika-sramanera-bandya-dharmakarasenasya” further indicates that the
manuscript was written in Northern India.4!

[ 1  Thesyllables (aksaras) are not clear but legible.

41 For details of this manuscript, see R. Sankrtyayana 1937.
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anpRgeT

The syllables are unclear and illegible, but are to be supposed.

Two dots. There is a space for one letter which is illegible.

The space for one syllable is damaged.

The syllable is divided, e.g. ‘tasy=asti’ in ms.

The syllables, previous or subsequent, are omitted.
The handcopy by Gokhale, based on the first copy or deciphering made
by Sarikrtyayana.

karika or karikas = verse of the main text

verse
verses

The Karika text

The Karika text in Sanskrit ed. by Ejima.

The Karika text in Tibetan ed. by Ejima.

Tarka-jvala: Sde dge edition, No. 3856, Dsa 53b2-144b7.

Peking edition, No. 5256, Dsa 57a-157b2.
Narthang edition, No. 3247, Dsa 53a7-152a5

An outline of vv. 137-256 would be as follows:

3. Introduction to the topic: Non-production of all dharmas

3-1
3-2
3-2-1

3-2-2

3-2-3
3-3
3-4
3-5
3-6
3-7

(A)
(B)
(&)
(D)

Non-production from itself
Non-production from others
The criticism of the four pratyayas “conditions”
hetu-pratyaya
alambana-pratyaya
samanantara-pratyaya
adhipati-pratyaya
The problem of the opposition of pratipaksa and
pratiti
The criticism of the theory of the Sarmkhya system
Non-production from itself and others
Non-production from ahetu “without cause”
The criticism of Lokayatas
The criticism of 1$vara
drsti "view"
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vv. 137-138
vv. 139-146
vv. 147-158
v. 159
vv. 160-162
vv. 163-166
vv. 167-169
vv. 170-175

vv. 176-181
vv. 182-191
vv. 192-193
vv. 194-195
vv. 196-214
vv. 215-223
vv. 224-229



3-9
3-10
3-11

duhkha “suffering”

The Buddha

Seeing pratitya-samutpida and seeing the Buddha
Conclusion
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vv. 230-233
vv. 234-239
vv. 240-246
vv. 247-256
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TRANSLATION

2. Introduction to the topic: Non-production of all dharmas

Y M HIA-S-FHN & TaHI1 g |
ST-HEHAT ATSH ATHSI-HEd qBTA_ 19301
fargm 42 faan-gio= qur-4d 9#d |

STTAR 43 {1 aood: 4 qus<Iaema_ agt 193¢l

Or, indeed, the expansion of a net of false constructions which has such a
beginning with such things as [dravya, pradhina, jiva and atman), and which
has for its basis produced entities, confounds an ignorant person

through its force.//137//

By the lamp of knowledge (vidyapradipa), a knowledgeable person
examines (arising of entities) as they are on [the basis] from [the view of]
rejection of production. Then out of its (=production’s) quenching is (i.e.
comes) the cessation of the diversified world of experience.//138//

Explanatory comment:

The realists, i.e., the Sarvastivadin, Sautrantika, Vaibhasika, Abhidharmika
etc. among the Buddhist schools and the Samkhya, VaiSesika, Naiyayika etc.
among the Brahmanical schools, state that produced things actually exist in the
world. The Madhyamaka school, however, asserts that produced things do not
exist in ultimate reality.

The phrase evam-adika kalpana-jala-prasara in the above verse means dravya,
pradhana, jiva, atman etc. that other systems imagine as real existences and which
are referred to in vv. 135-136.45

An ignorant person misunderstands in that he thinks that produced things
actually exist in the world and that entities are produced either from themselves,

42 tgi ms.

43 1 ms. KT: skye bkag

44 a=s™a ms. KT: de shi bas

45 dravya-pradhana-jivadi jiieyarh yat tirthya-kalpitari/
yatha-yogarh niseddhavyarh yukty-agama-vi§aradaih//3135//
iti sva-para-siddhanta-kalpitatma-niratmatarh/
vidvan vibhavya bhavanar tattva-jiamrtarnh pibet//3¢136//
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from others, from both themselves and others or without a cause. A
discriminating person, however, realizes non-arising of entities as the truth,
attains proper wisdom, and liberates himself from the diversified world of
experience.

2-1 Non-production from itself

Introduction to verses 139-140

Bha-viveka discusses here the doctrine of ‘pre-existence of the effect in the
cause in a potential state’ (Satkaryavada) in the Sarnkhya school. The Sarnkhyas
claim that the effect pre-exists in the cause and is therefore self-generated.
However, their statement is not acceptable to Buddhists.
According to TJ, the Sarkhyas propose that an effect pre-exists in the cause.
This amounts to saying that it produces itself from itself or that an existent is
produced from itself. Bha-viveka criticizes this opinion.

I A AT SH HIedy A goAd |
AHFANG , AYUT ez Toal o1+ A {erd 193

Here, firstly, production from itself is not proper even from the
standpoint of conventional truth, because it [already] has itself,
just as a curd has no birth from itself.//139//

A= TARAAT W& WA, ST JHI_ |
Y <TeHTEe STSTTATATH_ STSTdceaTd @ -Jsuad_ 1980l

The existents do not arise out of themselves, because they are [already] in
existence, just like the purusa (purits) in your view.

Nor [on the other hand], do the unproduced have a self (=own-being),
because they are not born, just like the sky-flower (kha-puspa)./ /140//

Explanatory comment:
An existent thing is not produced from itself because it is already existent,
just as purusa of Samkhya theory is not produced from itself. Nor do the
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unproduced things have themselves, because they have not been produced, just
as the sky-flower.

Whatever exists in our world does not arise from itself both because such
origination would be purposeless and because it entails an absurdity. There
would be no purpose in the repeated origination of things which are in existence
already. The absurdity is this: if something exists it would not arise again and yet
there would never be a time when it was not arising. For example, it is clear that
curds are produced from milk. It, however, is not admissible even in our
everyday world that curds are produced from curds themselves.

Further, entities are not produced from entities themselves because
entities are things which already exist, just like “purusa” (one of the two
substantial principles) which Sarhkhya admits as a real, unchanging, unevolving
entity.

On the other hand, what is not arisen cannot be said to exist, just like the
sky-flower which is only an imaginary flower.

According to TJ, the reasons (hetu) "because it [already] has itself" in verse
139 and "because they are [already] existent" in the verse 140 are conventional.
From the standpoint of the highest truth entities do not have own-being.

@-IeaTE-I1=Y g @nfg g &1f q 9aq |
A @-9Y a9 U IRAE_ aWsTY FgHAT A A 19890

If you say that ‘there is absence of sky-flower' means 'there is sky, etc.' still
that sky, etc. is not the sky-flower. Hence, we do not have a deficiency
(nyiinatd) even in [this] alternative (paksa).//141//

Explanatory comment:

This verse is an elaboration with regard to the example (drstanta) which
Bha-viveka advanced in v. 140. According to TJ, the Sarhkhya school points out
that there are various interpretations regarding the sky-flower: i.e., “the flower
in the sky,” “the flower which comes from the sky” or “the flower of the sky.”
etc. From this standpoint, they counter that there is no proper example to
support Bha-viveka’s statement. Bha-viveka, however, clarifies that by
advancing the example of “the sky-flower” which does not really exist, he refers
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only to non-existence of entities . Therefore, he says that “we do not have a
deficiency even in our alternative.”

BT HIR] TRAL. T 79 qal Jad |

AT ST+ AATSHISS WA, 3Tl < A= 19821
TATHA G-I 46 HTRUA47 TATY_ BT |
IreTTeeard o {6 h3g sh1ROl TG HHIRITA 11983

The own self of an effect is [its] cause. The production of that (effect) is
considered to be from that (cause). Therefore, of existents [which are the
effects], birth from themselves (=their ownbeing, the causes), is

desired - if this were [your, i.e., the Sarhkhya’s] view,//142//

[then,] because [the cause] is not different from it (the effect), like the self
[of that effect], it would be no cause (i.e., cease to be a cause).

And since [purusa pradhana etc.] are unproduced, what, itself being
causeless, could be the cause of what else?//143//

T ARATT < HTAIT4 JUT HBIRVI-He0{149 |
ARG, T A5, Iodw=150 ey STAoh-ST=a2: 119821l

And, when the self of an existent [already] exists, it is useless to postulate
a cause. “A” is produced from the same “A”, so the generator (janaka)
and what is generated (janya) become identical (ekya)./ /144//

46 dag=acard, ms. KT: de las gshan min
47 Qrxvi ms. KT: rgyu ni

48 Ms; sic, KT: bras bu (=karyasya)

49 =, KT: rgyur brtag pa ni
50 &g_=3ea==ti ms. KT: de skyes na
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SY-WIAA YATSSRYFN g HAEHH_ |
PHRAAHAYTE G A g Asmershd 51 19891

If [what we have said above is] undamaging [to your position] because
milk exists as curd, [then what we have said is] not undamaging @i.e., is
certainly damaging) because of [the fact that] a father does not exist as

child.//145//

Explanatory comment:

In the above verses, Bha-viveka points out identity of a cause and an
effect. If the cause is the effect, a pot would be produced from the pot itself. Or
alternatively, the pot (i.e. the effect) would pre-exist in clay (i.e. the cause). In
other words, if a pot really pre-exists, there is no sense in claiming its arising a
second time.

TJ gives the following explanation of v. 145: It is not seen by anyone,
anywhere and in any way that “abandoning the state of a father, the father
changes to the own-being of a child.” A father cannot abandon being a father
and therefore cannot be a child. Even though a child and its father have a blood
relationship, the father and child are not identical. Therefore, you cannot get rid
of the fallacy that the generator and the generated would be identical in your
view.

feraavaTg | gver Ay gaR faegarnt

Because of impossibility of counter-examples (vipaksa), it too would not be
right to hold that the reason [in our syllogism] is contradicted. //146ab//

TS e, Al S0 HIATHT AT 192EN

Thus, there is this much that existents are not produced from
themselves.//146cd/ /

515 fg . 4% ms. KT: /gnos pa med pa ma yin no/
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Explanatory comment:

The opponent may think of finding a fault like contradiction (viruddhata) in
Bha-viveka’s remark in order to reject his criticism. Because Bha-viveka’s
syllogisms, however, do not leave room for counter-examples his critical
statement cannot contain a contradiction.

2-2  Non-production from others

Introduction to verses 147-158

The argument on non-production from others takes place as a
controversy between Bha-viveka, on the on hand, and the Sautrantika and
Vaibhasika-Nyaya among the Buddhist schools and the VaiSesika school, on the
other hand. While the Sarnkhya and Vedanta seek to explain reality exclusively
in terms of a conceptual pattern of identity and permanence, the Buddhist realists
state it exclusively in terms of difference and impermanence. They assert that
the cause and effect are different entities. Thus, the Buddhist realists and the
VaiSesika school advocate the doctrine of origination from others, i.e., that
entities are produced from entities which are other to them.

AW FTY 56 HIAT IR T |
T M-l -2 AMA-T3F 9= Jd@9_ 1989

Moreover, since it is not possible that own-being can exist, what is desired
to be different from what? It is not thought that the horn of a horse
(vaji-$rriga) is different from the horn of a cow (go-srriga) and the horn of a
mountain (adri-Srriga)./ /147/ /

Explanatory comment:

If entities are produced from other things, there is a question “what is
different from what? In the ultimate reality, there is no ownbeing of entities,
that is, entities do not exist in the ultimate reality. Therefore, distinction of
entities is not proper for Bha-viveka. In the above verse he says: since a horn of

52 °w wg, “°zarg_“(bertter)



35

a horse does not exist, any attempt to relate it to the horns of others does not
make sense.

A AR IREEA TR AGRE: |
YR ASAR1: GREaTg, AROfgEd 198

From the standpoint of the highest truth, the other causal factors (pare
pratyaya), such as the eye, etc., do not produce visual cognition, etc.,
because they are different [from each other], just like the virana grass, etc.
(viranadivat)/ /148//

A faaia-Afg-shRons3 Fq-HiR_ 9ai |
RN, [ S{HRA1G 54 9 YT Ue-Uegy: 198l

It is not admissible that cognition of form (riipa) has the intended eye etc.
as its cause, because it is different [from them], or because it does not exist
beforehand, just like a jar and woven cloth etc. [are not the cause of
cognition of form).//149//

Explanatory comment:

If, as the Buddhist realists and Vai$esika maintain, the cause and the result
are different entities, and the cause produces the result, there is a deficiency. The
eye produces only eye-cognition (caksur-vijfiana), but it does not produce a grass-
cap, cloth or jar. A grass-cap, cloth and jar are produced from virana grass, yarn
and clay respectively, but eye-cognition is not produced from them. An entity
“X"” which is different from an entity “Y” does not produce “Y” as its result.
Accordingly, Bha-viveka maintains that production from others can not be
admitted.

53 °%R.. w49, s=i: °*HREi, KT: rgyu can
54 eag = ms
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FATA G o A, A q qxaA:55 |
URIAE_ A STeHaH rgaFad_ g @ 13goll

And, the otherness of something unproduced is a conventional truth;
[yet that otherness] is not [there] from the point of view of the highest
truth. Thus it is grasped that origination from another entity is not
proper.//150//

AAF TR AR Ieaeaa =i |
A SfR | ST W-gsuaEg, STAua: 19991

[If you now hypothesize the arising of something that] is produced [but]
is inexpressible, then [that] production is useless. Nor can there be arising
of what is not arisen yet, [because] it is impossible, just like the sky-flower
(kha-puspavat)./ /151/ /

SRR A=A e -T A |
HAAIATATY AAIENA dG=Iag_56 3TqHUA: 19921

[Now, if someone were to say that] what is in the process of being born
arises, there would be a similar objection (tulyaparyanuyogita).

There is no birth of something inexpressible also, because it is
inexpressible [as to whether it is already produced or it is not produced
yet], just as [there is no birth of] things other than it (the
unexpressible).//152//

Explanatory comment:

The above verses make four points: (1) what has already arisen does not
arise again. (2) what is not arisen yet does not arise. (3) what is in the process of
coming to exist does not arise either. (4) something inexpressible does not arise.
The points (1) and (2) are already explained in the preceding sections. Hence, I
shall explain points (3) and (4) here.

55 qeaa: ms
56 avac|ya]+..danyavad= ms. KT:/brjod du med phyir gshan bshin no/
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(3) What is in the process of coming to exist has both a portion of what
has already arisen and a portion of what is not arisen yet. As mentioned before,
what has already arisen does not arise and what is not arisen yet does not arise.
Therefore, what is in the process of coming to exist, having both that which has
already arisen and that which is not arisen yet, does not arise.

(4) Something inexpressible also does not arise. Something inexpressible
refers to what is in the process of coming to exist, because it is inexpressible
whether it is what has already arisen or what is not arisen yet. What is in the
process of coming to exist has two portions, that is, a portion which has already
arisen and a portion which is not arisen yet. As mentioned above, what has
already arisen and what is not arisen yet do not arise. Therefore, what is in the
process of coming to exist, i.e., something inexpressible, does not arise.

According to TJ, a barren women’s child is also included in other things
inexpressible. Presumably, TJ means that the skin colour of the barren woman'’s
child is inexpressible whether it is white or black.

foemfeadmen= =am axaae 57 agREa: |
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From the standpoint of the highest truth, the eye, etc. are empty as
entities consisting of conceptual construction (vikalpita), because they are
created, because they are destroyed (vinasa), like illusory water (=a
mirage).//153//

Explanatory comment:

The opponents maintain that entities are produced, because they are
acknowledged as mentally constructed entities. Therefore, there are entities
which are constructed by cognitions. To this statement Bha-viveka objects. He
says: in our ordinary world it is admitted that the eye is an entity and cognizes
the form or colour of entities as blue or white or black etc. The eye, however, is
not a real entity in the absolute reality, because the eye is what is created or what

57 qe@: ms. Not translated explicitly in KT.
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is destroyed, just as illusory water (suggested by TJ). Therefore, the eye is not
real entity.

e -qod - AR < J AGREAT 199%abll

Because [a non-conceptually constructed entity] is denied in the same way
as the object to be proved, i.e., due to the negation of the mentally
constructed entity, (sadhyatulyanisedha), there is no doubt [about the
reason (hetu)] by the other [non-mentally constructed] entity.//154ab//

Jrehfeaal sfs8 arme faaud axaar? Ja: 1998 cdlil
IAHHAT-BIAE_ 60 AURT FHfeqaraans! 1999abll

Although the entity maya (‘ultimate illusion’) is not mentally constructed
(akalpita), it from the standpoint of the highest truth is thought to be
unreal (vitatha), because of its being a cause of self-affirmation, just as it is
false as an imagined entity.//154cd-155ab/ /

Explanatory comment:

The opponents state that for illusion there is something which we do not
cognize. Bha-viveka objects to this statement here. He maintains that the entity
maya is made by a magician, not mentally constructed. It is not, however, a real
entity. It is seen variously by people. That is, one person sees the colour of it as
blue, etc. Another person sees the colour of it as red, etc. Or, a form of it is seen
variously by many people. The colour or form of illusion is different from one’s
validation. Therefore, such illusion is not in reality an entity. (suggested by TJ)

58 sfspfeaars(2)Rr ms

3 qe=d ms

60 waremmmfiRaeaTs, - ms. KT:/la lahidod chags rgyu yin phyir/
61 °grrewe ms. KT:de fiid (tad eva, tattva)
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Because it is proved by a portion of what is experienced in the world,
there is no deficiency of analogy (drstantanyiinata)./ /155cd/ /

Explanatory comment:

The opponents object again that if there is no non-imagined entity in
illusion the maya which Bha-viveka adopted as an example would not be proper
instance. There is, however, something material for making an illusion behind
the illusion. That material can be the instance. Therefore, there is no deficiency
in this instance.

- YIE-3[=163 & Y AT qealde] 64 RS : |
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Or, from the standpoint of the highest truth, the eye, etc. are devoid of
own-being, because they are created, or because they are destroyed, just
like the Buddha made by evil (mara)./ /156//

I T F-HEAT HETHAT - sAT A qA<AA:65 |
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The own-being of entities is not own-being from [the standpoint of
the highest] truth, because it is created, just like the hotness or hardness of
water.//157//

Explanatory comment:
Here Bha-viveka discusses the own-being of entities. What is assumed as
the essence of entities in our world is not the essence of entities from the

62 3 [a] ms

63 AR ms. KT: dnos fiid ston
64 g@@° ms

65 qeara: ms
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perspective of the highest truth. As mentioned in the preceding chapter, the
essence of entities, i.e., the own-being of entities (svabhdva), of an independent,
eternal and unchanging substance, is not admitted by the Madhyamika school.
Here Bha-viveka does not define the own-being of entities, but it comes to mean
the non-existence of entities. What is made or what disappears does not have
own-being because such a thing changes in substance and hence is non-eternal.
For example, to follow TJ, when water is boiled, it becomes hot water; when
frozen, water has solidity, i.e., becomes ice etc. Likewise, when water is cooled, it
becomes cold water; at room temperature, it has softness, i.e., it is water itself.
Therefore, water does not have an own-being; it is not an independent, eternal
and unchanging substance. Thus, the essence of entities accepted in our
everyday world is denied from the standpoint of the highest truth.

TATHAG66 g WIS Ieqrey Avged |
UR-HEH67 eATEY | 8T I WRTEHAT 1991

It is not logically proper that entities arise by themselves (i.e. by their
own-being). And it is not seen that [entities] arise through the state of
another (i.e. as something else). Just as the arising of a cow in the form of
a donkey is not seen.//158//

Explanatory comment:

TJ: The cow which has dewlap, tail, hoof and horn etc. as its essential
features does not arise as the donkey which has single hoofs and long ears etc. as
its essential features. Moreover, a cow is not produced from the cow itself.
There would be no purpose in the repeated origination of a cow which is in
existence already. Therefore, origination from an entity itself is not acceptable.
Origination as other entities is not acceptable either.

66 warem= =¥ ms
67 g=rwr ms. KT: gshan gyi dos por
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2-2-A. The criticism of the four pratyayas or conditions

Introduction to verses 159-175

The Buddhist Realist, Vaibhasika and Abhidharmika advocates the
doctrine of origination from others. In these verses, Bha-viveka refutes the four
causal factors which appear to have been drawn from Hinayana philosophy.
According to Bha-viveka, the Buddha taught that the existent does not appear
out of the four conditions for people whose wisdom is covered by nihilistic or
non-nihilistic views (suggested by TJ). For this reason, he recognized and
proclaimed the four conditions only for the purpose of establishing the truth of
verbal usage.%8 The Vaibhasika, however, adopted this theory as the real truth
which the Buddha realised, and they maintained that entities are produced from
others, i.e., four causal factors. The four conditions are: (1) primary or material
causal factor (hetu-pratyaya), (2) objective causal factor (alambana-pratyaya), (3)
sequential causal factor (samanantara-pratyaya), and (4) dominant causal factor
(adhipati-pratyaya).69

ST -JeqAVR = TR¥TT 70 Jigad_ |
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The production from others such as causal-conditions (hetu-pratyaya) is
conventional. Accordingly, there is no contradiction with the theory we
have accepted. For they (the four pratyayas) do not truly exist from the
standpoint of the highest truth.//159//

Explanatory comment:
The four causal factors are in general admitted by all the schools of
Buddhist Realists. Bha-viveka admits the four causal factors only from the

68 Prajfiapradipa, p. 27.
69 Cf. Abhidharmakosabhisya, 2+61c-63.
70 palrel..+[nma] ms. KT: gshan las/ /skye ba

71 °qrures = ms. Ejima puts A@tsyqi@amtrarg,. However, this is metrically unacceptable. KT:
gnod pa med/

72 qe=@t ms
73 ms. KT: de dag
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standpoint of conventional truth. Bha-viveka refutes each of the causal factors in
the following verses.

2-2-1-(A).  The criticism of the hetu-pratyaya or the primary causal factor

Introduction to verses 160-162

Hetu refers to ‘primary cause’ or might refer to simply ‘primary’ or ‘root.”
As the mind is a complex of a number of mental factors inseparably associated
with one another, a hetu is only one of the factors constituting the mind just as a
root of a tree is only one causal factor of the constituents of a tree. The hetu-
pratyaya refers to the appropriate object of the mental process. When something
is said to be the primary cause of another, that thing is said to be the hetu-
pratyaya.74

A Al A goFa: Fq9: Agd<aa:’s |
dG=a9g .76 ASTIAR_ AT oA Jehqd: Hel:77 3ol

It is not proper either that what exists or what does not exist has a causal
condition, because of being in existence and not being in existence
[respectively], just like things which are different from them [, i.e., which
are not effects].

Alternatively, how can the causal condition of something which does not
arise [really] be a causal condition?//160//

74 See, S. Chaudhri 1976: 113.
75 °gea: ms
76 d9=q9g_ ms. KT: de las gshan bshin

77 =groma~_ == gead gewra: $a: ms, which requires to be read "...geaIsqeaa: %a:, KT: rkyen
ma skyes/ /rkyen rnams su ni ji ltar hgyur/
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The cause is not what produces the result, because it is void of that (the
result), just like things which are different from them.

Nor is what is about to arise produced from that (the cause), because it
does not exist beforehand, just like things which are different from
them.//161//

TSI ST o1 SATd 180 S=ied 319 |
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This (the cause) does not produce what is not produced, what is in the
process of being produced or what is already produced, because of the
logical faults already stated33 and because [entities] do not arise.
Therefore, there is truly no hetu [pratyayal./ /162//

Explanatory comment:

Here, Bha-viveka poses the question whether the four conditions are for
the result which exists or for the result which does not exist? There cannot be
conditions for the result which does exist, because it already exists. For example,
there is no clay seen causing a completed pot. Then, with regard to the result
which does not exist, Bha-viveka asserts that there are no causal conditions,
because the result does not exist. For example, there is no seed or water as cause
for the sky-flower. Accordingly, the primary or material condition (hetu-
pratyaya) does not exist.

78 XT3/ skye bar hdod pahan des bskyed min/ (napi tajjanmatotpitsuh)
79 ogeam_=ms

80 Srqwre == Wi a1 ms

81 aja..5 ms. KT: ma skyes phyir

82 & =t =@ ms

83 See, vv. 151-152.
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2-2-1-(B).  The criticism of the alambana-pratyaya or objective causal
factor.

Introduction to verses 163-166

Alambana refers to an ‘object of cognition.” The alambana-pratyaya is the
objective sub-cause of the relation between the object and the subject of
perception. All the conditioned (sariiskrta) and the unconditioned (asariiskrta)
function as the alambana-pratyaya of the mind and mental states (citta-caitta).84
For example, a weak man can neither get up nor stand without the help of a
stick. The mind and the mental states can neither arise nor continue without an
object of cognition. As stick is a support of the weak man, an object is the
support of the mental function.

STARATS AN SS ST SR AT I |
ASTATAT | SASTTceas, qYTeara-wfion: 1e 3

What is already arisen does not attach itself to a supporting cause for,
[then] the arising of what is already arisen would be in vain.

What is not arisen yet also [does not attach itself to the supporting cause],
because it is not produced yet, just like what has non-arising as its
nature.//163//

Explanatory comment:

The supporting object is the object of the mind and mental functions. That
is, when what is going to be the object of the mind and mental functions
becomes the cause, the result, “mind and mental functions” arise. Therefore,
Bha-viveka says that what is already arisen does not attach itself to the object,
because for what is already arisen such a cause would be again vain. In other
words, cognizing the object, mind or consciousness does not cognize the same
object again. For example, cognizing a desk, the mind or consciousness does not
need to cognize a desk again as a desk.

84 See, 5. Chaudhuri 1976:114.
85 = arambana® ms. KT: dmigs
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Moreover, what is not arisen yet does not attach itself to an object because
it is not produced yet. For example, the eye of the barren woman’s child does
not attach to an object. (TJ available)

STAHEET A9 T A A ATSFAA6 T |
Sif1-fopar-THTaRNg? {HehaTsEuss Asaq 196

[If one says that] what is in the process of coming to exist would attach
itself to [the supporting cause], that [attaching] does not exist without
support (@lambana). The inclusion of the action of being born in that which
lacks some parts is not desired.//164//

Explanatory comment:

What is in the process of coming to exist does not attach itself to an object,
because it has the nature of both what is already arisen and what is not yet to
arise. Therefore, what is in the process of coming into existence does not have
the function of cognition of objects.

FY 1 - A ASTSFAAT_ 89 T |
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Alternatively, from the standpoint of [the highest] truth, that there is
support for the mind and mental functions (citta-caitta) is not acceptable,
because it is something in the process of coming into existence, or because
it is something to be perceived (grahya), just like a form (riipa)./ /165//

86 - aramvanarh ms. KT: dmigs pa
87 °ya° added under the line in ms.
88 °amgasya, ms

89 - aramvanam= ms. KT: dmigs pa

90 qea|l ms
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Explanatory comment:

From the standpoint of the highest truth there is no object in the mind
and mental functions because this mind and these mental functions themselves
are what is to be perceived, just as form, color etc. are what are to be perceived.
In other words, they are identical from the viewpoint that both are in the process
of coming into existence, that is, they are not completed yet as themselves.
Therefore mind and mental functions do not have an objective sub-cause
(alambanapratyaya).

6 <, ST TG HTSNG_ 92 J ATY_HHA_ 93
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Moreover, [if one were to say that] what has a support (salambana) would
[attach to the object], it would not be proper because of the absence of
difference of time (kalabheda). Thus, since the object does not exist, what
could be the object of what?//166//

Explanatory comment:

The opponents maintain that what has a support, i.e., mind and mental
functions, attach to the object. Bha-viveka, however, objects to this statement. I
do not fully understand what Bha-viveka says in this verse. His objection
probably means: just as the right and left horns of a cow come out at the same
time, ‘the mind and mental function’ and the object arise at the same time.
Therefore, discrimination of what is grasped, i.e., the object, and what grasps,
i.e., the mind and mental function, is not proper. In other words, what arises at
the same time cannot be either what grasps or what is grasped. Accordingly,
there is no object, so anything cannot be the object of anything. (suggested by
T))

91 smwi[wa] ms. KT: dmigs bcas pa
92 #1edaE_ms. KT: dus geig phyir na
93 g 5 31 ms. KT: de mi run

94 .o ms

95 -ar=wavi ms
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2-2-1<(C).  The criticism of the samanantara-pratyaya or the sequential
causal factor

Introduction to verses 167-169

Bha-viveka criticizes the idea of the sequential condition (samanantara-
pratyaya). The sequential condition appears to pertain primarily to the
production of mental events. It may be taken to refer to the extinction of the
immediately preceding moment of consciousness which engenders the
succeeding mental state. In other words, the sequential condition may refer to
the immediately preceding extinction of a cause, like a seed, which allows for the
emergence of the effect, like the sprout.

AT fR1EsRa @-gsuag ersmfaa: |
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What is not arisen yet is not blocked, because it has not arisen, just like the
sky-flower. What has already disappeared is not blocked, because it
has already disappeared, just as in the case of a dead person.//167//

Explanatory comment:

The sequential condition cannot be the condition of what is not arisen yet.
What is not arisen yet has no disappearance, because it has had no arisen state,
just as the sky-flower does not disappear.

Moreover, the sequential condition cannot be the condition of what has
already disappeared. What has already disappeared has no disappearance,
because it has already disappeared, just as a dead person does not die.

ARG sfArgtarg % TAHTH-IS9ad |
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What has not disappeared yet is not [blocked], because it has not
disappeared yet, just like a lamp (pradipa) that is existing.

That what is in the process of disappearing disappears is not desired,
because of the refutation already stated.//168//

96 e = ms
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Explanatory comment:

The sequential condition cannot be the condition of what has not
disappeared yet. What has not disappeared yet has no disappearance, because it
has not disappeared yet, just like a lamp which is still existing. That is, what has
not disappeared yet refers to what is existing. Something existing does not need
a condition of arising.

qeU-HTeT AU 18, fei-6Ta sfr a1 w3a |
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Even then (tathapi), [what is in the process of disappearing and what is in
the process of coming to exist] would be simultaneous (tulyakala) or
temporally separate (bhinnakala). [In any case,] it is not, like the final
mind of an Arhat (arhaccarama-cittavat), justified because of its being in the
process of disappearing. //169//

Explanatory comment:

In the case of what is in the process of disappearing the condition is denied
in the same way. The opponents, according to TJ, maintain that what is in the
process of disappearing supports the arising of that which is in the process of
coming to exist. Accordingly, what is in the process of disappearing is the
sequential condition. To this assertion Bha-viveka objects that the sequential
condition, i.e., what is in the process of disappearing, is not a sequential condition
of what is in the process of coming into existence, because what is in the process
of disappearing and what is in the process of coming into existence would be
simultaneous. Or, even if they are not simultaneous, a sequential condition
defined as what is in the process of disappearing is not a condition. In other
words, that which is in the process of disappearing cannot be the condition of the

97 [q]7ar ms

98 Ms puts here another half verse: Wievatag 31y a1 J<qq: FHA=a<:/ Ejima suggests that it is
left out in the Tibetan K and does not appear in V even in prose form. It might be omitted here
for the same reasons; it seems to be misplaced and hardly interpretable when we pay attention
to the context (k. 163-166: alambana-pratyaya, k. 167-169: samanantara-pratyaya), and the writer of
Ms writes the word “alambana” in “aramvana” in the preceding k. 163-166 while he writes it
only here rightly, what leads us to suppose that this half verse was inseted at a certain occasion.
It might be, however, copyist’s peculiarity, and may not come from Bhaviveka himself.
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next arising, just as the final mind of an Arhat does not produce the next mind.
The final mind of an Arhat means that when an Arhat is destroyed, after the next
existence (punarbhava) and transmigration (saritana) he reaches Nirvana.
Therefore, his mind does not produce the next mind (=next life).

2-2-1-(D).  The criticism of the adhipati-pratyaya or the dominant causal
factor.

Introduction to verses 170-175

Bha-viveka refutes the dominant causal factor (adhipati-pratyaya). The
dominant causal factor assists the other in respect of the origination of entities,
just as the three legs of a tripod assist one another, without disturbing the arising
of entities. Accordingly, everything can be a dominant causal factor (indirect
cause). For example, water, earth, sun and warmth can be the dominant causal
factors for the growing of seeds.

AR UG UG, HEH-T A o4 |
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The being of entities is not logically proper, because the arising of
[entities] does not exist from the standpoint of [the highest] truth, just like
the existence of the barren woman'’s child.Therefore, the dominant causal
factor is not accepted.//170/ /

I AT A FArsRafay. w3q |
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[If one were to accept:] the dominant causal factor would be either with
the effect or without the effect.

[The condition that] lacks [the effect] is not [the dominant causal factor],
because it lacks that (the effect), just like the eye[sense] for cognition of
words.//171//

99 Fe=e ms
100 °geag_= ms
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Explanatory comment:

Bha-viveka says: the condition without the effect is not the dominant
causal factor, because it is without the effect, just as the eye-organ is not the
dominant causal factor of the cognition of words. According to Abhidharmika,
Vaibhasika, etc. everything can be a dominant causal factor. The eye organ,
however, cannot be a dominant causal factor of the cognition of words. Instead,
auditory consciousness can be a dominant causal factor of the cognition of
words. On the other hand, the eye organ can be a dominant causal factor of the
cognition of the eye. Thus, the eye organ and cognition of words do not have
interdependence. Moreover, the eye organ without eye-cognition cannot be the
dominant causal factor of eye-cognition, because when there is no result there is
no causal factor. Therefore, the condition without result cannot be the dominant
causal factor. (suggested by TJ)

HIeTTY A <ARFA: 101 GAIfdR Anferspr102 Je:103 |
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That which is not empty [of effect, i.e., which is coupled with an effect]
is not [the dominant causal factor] even on the conventional level.

For such a situation is opposed (bddhika) to actual experience (pratiti).
Moreover, there would be no effect in the such a effect. And what does
not exist for you would become the effect.//172//

Explanatory comment:

Something which is coupled with an effect cannot be the dominant causal
factor, because it already has an effect. Something which already has an result
cannot be a causal factor. Moreover, if something which already has an effect

101 == (m, pl) ms

102 Ms sic

103 KT:/sbyan la sogs na gnas pa yi/ /r. tsam yod pa fii tshe la/ (KD, NP, VDNP, sic) In V
Y g5 ha gnas pa y1/ /rgyu yod p:

it is preceded by the following sentence :/mig ston pa shes bya ba la kun rdsob tu yan grags

pahi gnod par hgyur te/ /gan gi phyir she na/ /sbyan la....(VD, Dsa 98b5-6; N, 102b3; P,

106a5), which, though not being a versified rendering of it, is connected with the pada ab in KS

if we can rectify “mi ston pa” (asinya).
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associated with it, this could not be considered as the effect. It would pre-exsit,
or something else that is not an effect would be the effect.

Hrd-Tferaz_fg ®rf q_ fopw owaq Rl aa: |
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If one were to say that the [latent] capability of the result (karyaskti) is the
result, how can there be a cause other than that (latent capability of the
result)? A relation of the recipient and the thing to be received
(adharadheyabhava) is not desired in the case of anything else [other than
cause and effect].//173//

HR-gA ™ -q1= a1 s soqg-Ryaros g |
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If this [latent capability of the result] is just a synonym for the result, just
as in the usage “there is a space in the space,” what could be admissable as
that (cause) with which that (result) is seen as associated./ /174//

Explanatory comment:

The opponent maintains that the latent capability of effect is the effect and
that latent capability exists in the cause. To this statement Bha-viveka asks: If
that is so, how can there be a cause other than the latent capability of the effect.
That is, if the latent capability exists in the cause, the cause would be unnecessary.

Bha-viveka continues, moreover, by asking: if this latent capability of the
effect is just a synonym for the effect as in the usage “there is a space in the
space.” That is, if the latent capability of the effect is a synonym for the effect,
the cause and the effect would be indentical. There is, however, no relationship
of place and what is to be placed. In other words, the usage “there is a space in

105 sft=z_==1° ms
106 gy ms. KT: gal te de fiid
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the space” does not make sense. Therefore, the idea that “the latent capability is
a synonym for the effect” is not admitted.

qaw = ?fwmam\wi; G Wﬁ:ﬁﬂ%{{ qd: |
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Because there is no arising of what is existing, what is taken as the
dominant[ causal factor] for what? On the other hand, because what is
not existing does not have a cause, what is taken as the dominant
[causal factor] of what?//175//

Explanatory comment:

The opponents state that the latent capability of an effect is what pre-exists
in the cause. To this statement Bha-viveka responds: if the cause is the latent
capability of the effect, what is the effect which the cause has? He, moreover,
states that because there is no repeated arising in what already exists, how can it
be understood whether the dominant causal factor becomes effect Y or effect Z?
Likewise, because there is no condition in what is not existing, how can it be
understood whether the dominant causal factor becomes effect Y or effect Z?

Thus, Bha-viveka refutes the idea of the dominant causal factor even from
the standpoint of conventional truth as well as from the standpoint of the highest
truth.

2-2-2 The problem of the pratyaksa and pratiti.
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A possible objection (cet): An earthen pitcher, etc. are seen as produced.
Reasoning (hetu) has no role to play in the case of what is perceived. [If
you use hetu,] the invalidation of what is actually seen (drsta) and actual
experience (pratiti) becomes something that invalidates it./ /176//

By a knowledge which is similar to that of the ignorant person
(balasamanya), the arising of the pitcher, etc. is perceived. We do not deny
such [an opinion]. Therefore, there is no deficiency (dosa) pointed
out.//177/
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In the ultimate analysis, a cognition which has form as its object (alambana)
[and] is self-conscious does not exist. Hence, for us the “invalidation” by
that (direct perception) would not be an invalidation because that (direct
perception) does not arise [in the ultimate reality].//178//

A gH- R 116 goran agqrgi aRAEq: |
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From the standpoint of the highest truth, it is not logical that a cognition
of direct perception which is in accordance with the object should exist,
because it is not distinguished (i.e. it does not really differ) from the
knowledge of an ignorant person, just like the cognition of the circle for a
fire-brand.//179//

12 gt/ gan phyir de ni mi hgog pas/ (=pratisiddharh yato nedarn?)
113 egrrggar=n ms

114 g5a: ms

115 g &rar ms. KT: de yi gnod pa

116 pra...dhi ms. KT:mrnon sum blo ni
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[The direct perception which has] that (form, etc.) as the object-sphere

is not a really existing substance, because it is what is created, just like the
cognition of atman. And, direct perception would not be a refutation for
us because form, etc. are not really existing substances.//180//

fage-fa-fa== = 9 gaife: gamad |
AfaaueaFuTH dxasfaferadll? = nscau

Actual experience does not invalidate the thought coming from the
wisdom of wise men. The word of people who are blind is not considered
eligible with respect to truth because of their covering of
ignorance.//181//

Explanatory comment:

The opponents claim that Bha-viveka’s reason (hetu) in his syllogism is not
valid because his reason would be opposed by direct perception (pratyaksa) and
actual experience (pratiti). In the syllogism, for example, “from the standpoint of
the highest truth, a pot has no real existence, because it is what is produced (or
made), just like a cloth,” the thesis and example are reasonable. The reason,
however, is not sound. For it is, by direct perception, seen and understood that a
pot is a thing which is produced or made from clay, water, a lathe, potter etc.
Thus, for Bha-viveka’s opponents the reason in the syllogism is invalidated by
direct perception and actual experience.

On the other hand, for Bha-viveka, direct perception and actual experience
cannot refute his view. The arising of a pot, etc. is perceived by the means of
knowledge accessible to an ignorant (=ordinary) person. Direct perception can
be admitted in terms of conventional truth yet not from the standpoint of the
highest truth. The knowledge derived from direct perception, from the
standpoint of the highest truth, does not correspond to its object. For example,

17 g3 ms
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seeing the revolving fire brand, an ordinary person cognizes it as a circle, which
it is not.

Likewise, actual experience cannot refute Bha-viveka’s syllogism either.
The word of people blinded by ignorance cannot be admitted as truth. That is,
since people are affected by ignorance, their so called actual experiences are not
acceptable as superior means of knowing from the standpoint of the highest
truth.

2-2-3. The criticism of the theory of the Samkhya system

Introduction to verses 182-191.

According to TJ, in these verses Bha-viveka discusses the doctrine of “pre-
existence of the effect in the cause in a potential state” (satkaryavada). He,
however, has already criticized this doctorine in verses 139-146 (the section of
“non-production from itself”). Instead, it seems Bha-viveka is actually refering
to the pradhana (primary matter) and purusa (pure consciousness) which the
Samkhya system advances as the cause of all phenomenon. According to
Sarmmkhya philosophy, these two are independent existences and ungenerated
existences. Bha-viveka criticizes this idea.

Al st S Adise. Fa: fob ST+ waq 118)
W A A < A B, IIR-HEE_ 19 =T 19¢2

It is not acceptable that there is arising of what already exists. What is the
point of the arising of what already exists?

If one answers: there is grossness (sthaulya) [as new element when an
effect comes about, we reply that then] the effect does not exist [in the
cause] because of the impossibility of grossness (sthaulya) in the previous
[cause] state. //182//

18 KT/ yod pa ci phyir skye bar hgyur/ (Eng. tr. Why does what already exists arise?)
119 sthlaul(lya)sya® ms



56

% =, a9 <gw: Y 9 dd_ aq-9d: Faq_ |
U1 IHRAG_ 120 YT HU8 |AAAG_ A Hisrgard, 19¢3N

Moreover, what [we consider] the grossness of the eye is not created by
its causal conditions (=causes), because it (grossness) does not exist
beforehand, just like a pot, or just like the purusa, because it (grossness) is
what is to be known (jiieya)./ /183//

Explanatory comment:

The opponents state that there is grossness of an effect in a cause. To this
statement Bha-viveka objects: Because there is no effect in the cause, there is no
grossness in the previous cause state. For example, there are no thick trunk or
rank twigs etc. in a seed of a fig tree. (TJ available) Bha-viveka continues his
objection. The grossness of something is not created by its causes. For example,
a pot is not made by grossness of the pot. The grossness of the pot does not
exist beforehand. The pot is made by clay, water etc.

AHFAA < Hgen Hiepre Afd fg 7:121 )
Al TSTd-QWIs T FFafag 3 13l

In the conventional [truth] we (also) generally accept the experiencer, etc.
(bhoktradi). Hence, the deficiency (dosa) of the analogy (drstanta) does not
occur any where here (i.e. in the preceding statement).//184//

Explanatory comment:

The Sarmkhya system claims that you cannot use the ‘experiencer’ as an
analogy when you do not accept the existence of an experiencer. Bha-viveka,
however, admits the existence of an experiencer as a general convention.
Therefore, there is no deficiency of the analogy in Bha-viveka’s statement.

120 °gearg, ms
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If [the Sarhkhya] were to say: “there is no deficiency [in our claim]
because of manifestation (abhivyakti) (i.e. what we are speaking about is
really manifestation of the effect, not new physical creation),” [we ask:]
for instance what is manifested by what? [If the Sarkhya replies that]
“for example, by means of [the light of] a lamp, a pot [is manifested],” [we
say] no. For this is manifestation of what exists already.//185//

Even on the conventional level, [it is obvious that] by means of a lamp, a
pot is joined with the light, or the perception of that (i.e. pot) is created, or
the arisal of something opposite [to light, i.e. darkness] is created.//186//

Explanatory comment:

The Samkhyas maintain that the existent does not arise, but simply
becomes manifest. To this statement Bha-viveka asks what is manifested by
what? If a pot is manifested by means of the light of a lamp, it is not proper,
because a pot is what is already arisen. Therefore it is not admissable that what
is already arisen manifests itself. Only the features of a pot are seen by means of
the light of a lamp. A pot itself has been existent before the light is turned on.
Therefore, the unmanifest, i.e., pot, etc., does not become manifest.

TSI AAHIFAH_ FTFad @ -JoaaTd_ |
-1 &1 YT Kiskd! gaT= Afe SR 1o

The unmanifested (abhivyakta) is not manifested, because it is non-
manifested (i.e. is a non-manifested) principle, just like the sky-flower.
Or, from the standpoint of [the Sarhkhya] himself, [we] could point out
[the following disproving anology]: just like the experiencer and the
primary material cause (pradhana)./ /187//
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[Further objection against the Sarhkhya:] If that [experiencer] also is
manifested, the experiencer would be neither omnipresent (sarvagata),
causeless (ahetu), or sentient (cetana), and its unmanifestness (avyaktatva)
would be lost.//188//

R o 99 < gUE 9 J-93d |
SqfeFash dd WEQUI1% Hrcasfaepla: wad 19cqn12s

[If you were to admit the above, then] your pradhina would become
something transformed and a result. By nature it (pradhana) would be
an individual [effect]. [But], how can it have unchangeableness (avikrti)
when [it, pradhanal is a result?/ /189//

Explanatory comment:

Bha-viveka maintains that what does not exist does not become manifest.
The sky-flower, for example, is not manifested, because it does not exist. Then
Bha-viveka refers to pradhana and purusa considered as always (i.e. already)
existing. Considering that both a pot and pradhana or purusa are what already
exist, he objects that the unmanifested does not become manifest, because it is
not manifested (i.e. is an unchanging existent). If what already exists, i.e., purusa,
becomes manifest, it would not be purusa which has characteristic of
omnipresence, etc. and its unmanifestness would be lost. Bha-viveka, moreover,
maintains that if pradhana becomes manifest, its omnipresence, etc. would be lost
that is, pradhana would be the manifestor of itself. Therefore, the unmanifestness
of both purusa and pradhana would be lost.

123 =avyaktarhtvaii=ca ms. KT: mi gsal ba yan (avyaktatvarh ca)

124 vyakti+++..pena ms. SG: vyakti+++rupena. The restoration above is Ejima’s provisional.
KT does not translated ‘svariipena.’ I translated this verse based upon my understanding.

125 The Tibetan editions are based on a Sanskrit text slightly different from our ms. KT says: If
pradhana is manifested, your pradhana which is an effect and which is changed would be
manifestation. This [idea] is not accepted.)
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It is thought that “X1,””X2,”“X3" etc. are the manifestors of “Y,” but they
are not admitted [by us] as manifestors of “Y,” because of the reasons
‘being of the cause’ (karanatva), etc., just as thread, etc. [are not manifestors

of] yogurt.//190//

qeAIeR_ 3 oo Fa TRFA-+gadid ¥ |
qH  decalig-HIaH A o dg-q5o1abT127 Jqa:128 1193911

If [the Sarkhya] were to say that “because the thread, etc. have a latent
capability ($akti) for [producing of] that (yogurt), your example is
deficient,” [we reply that] that is not [so]. For they (the thread, etc.) are
not the manifestors of that (yogurt) as thread, etc. ./ /191//

Explanatory comment:

The Sarnkhyas think that X1, X2, X3 etc. are the manifestor of something
Y. Bha-viveka, however, does not accept this idea. I do not fully understand
what Bha-viveka says here. Bha-viveka probably means: for example, yogurt is
not made by thread, etc. Yogurt is made by milk. Therefore, thread, etc. cannot
be the cause of yogurt. In other words, thread, etc. are not manifestors of
yogurt. Even if the thread, etc. have a latent capability of producing yogurt, they
cannot be the cause of yogurt, because the thread, etc. cannot be the cause of
yogurt as the thread, etc. themselves. (suggested by TJ)

126 wgwswstisept 7aT ms. KT:/de dag de gsal byed mi hdod/, cf. K. 191cd.
127 qg=smtms
128 1n ms follows a verse:

aegfaumnfueag -ueRa gaifafu://
Ejima suggests that it is the same with what appears once more as k. 193. This may be a
misplacement in comparison with the Tibetan versions of K and V.
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2-3. Non-production from itself and others.

Introduction to verses 192-193.

There are those who, like Jains, maintain that cause and effect are both
identical and different. That is, they claim that entities are produced both from
themselves and others. For example, in the case of the production of a gold ring,
cause and result are both identical and different. Inasmuch as the gold ring is
produced from gold, it is produced from itself, i.e., cause and effect are identical.
Nevertheless, inasmuch as causes like an artisan and heat are also required for
the production of the effect, however, the gold ring is produced from others.
That is, the cause and effect are different. Therefore, the causal relation is one of
both identity and difference.

T-URIATH_ A S#A 129 | I JGAGRHAA: 130 |
Tl NHY-A=Q1s R gorda: grep afara: 1932

Production from neither itself nor from something else is acceptable. Nor
is the [production of] an entity which exists and which does not exist
acceptable, because a statement speaking of both [possibilities as the one
refered to just now] which has already been examined in the proper way,
[and rejected] is inexistent [cannot be entertained]./ /192//

Explanatory comment:

Bha-viveka claims that the idea of “production from both itself and
something else” should be negated by the aforesaid two syllogisms, i.e., the
syllogism about non-production from itself and the syllogism about non-
production from others, because here “self and others” is nothing but a
combination of “self” and “others.”

129 svaparasyan=na=[nm]=estarh ms. KT:/bdag dan gshan las skye ba dan//.....mi hdod/
130c-3sadasadatmanah ms. KT: bdag fiid yod dan med



61

HeAIfy A HRTI31 gegdR | sqfFaz, §59a |
A - NIRRT TeTqa qarigii: 19331132

Even on the standpoint of conventional level it is not desired that the
effect is manifested by its conditions, because an effect follows the changes
of that (cause) , just as [manifestation of] a pot through soil, etc.

(myd)./ /193//

Explanatory comment:

Clay, for example, is a cause of a pot. In other words, a pot is an effect of
soil. The pot, however, is not manifested by soil, because when the pot
produced, soil itself has been destroyed. Accordingly, the effect, i.e., the pot, is
not manifested by its cause, i.e., soil.

2-4. Non-production from ahetu “without cause”

Introduction to verses 194-195
Some thinkers, like nihilists, proclaim that entities are produced without
cause. In the following verses Bha-viveka criticizes their view.

ey {g AR 133 S1d R dsad |
AHFAA 134 I qg-A0NE_ fRINor <7 pogad, 1981

Even from the standpoint of conventional [truth], it is not desired that the
eye is produced from nothing, because it comes to be associated with
universality (samanya) and particularity (viSesa), just as in the case of pot.
(kunda)./ /194//

131 Ms here reads “kamasya” instead of “karasya” in verse misplaced after k. 191. See. the
footnote 140.

132 This verse is the same with the superfluous one that is misplaced just after k. 191.
133 .amestst_= ms. KT: glo bur
134 g ms
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Moreover, because it is a result, because it is produced in a [specific]
sequence, because it can be destroyed [later], because it can change,
because there is regularity of cause and causal conditions, and because
it comes into existence -- this is what one should notice.//195//

Explanatory comment:

The assertion of a production without cause means that it is no longer
held that the result is produced from a cause which is itself or that the effect is
produced from a cause other than itself. In other words, the effect is produced
by chance. Those who assert that entities are produced without causes admit
only perception, and ignore the causality. For example, a pot possesses both
universal features (samanya-laksana) and specific features (sva-laksana). That is to
say, a pot has hardness, etc. Hardness, etc. are generally known as the features
of the pot. The pot also has colour, design, shape etc., which are specific features.
As long as a pot has universal features and specific features, it has causality, that
is, it is produced from causes. Besides the two features, Bha-viveka mentions
other features of entities in verse 195. (my own understanding)

Here, the qualification, i.e., from the standpoint of the highest truth, is not
added to Bha-viveka’s syllogism refuting the opponent’s assertion. Probably,
the intention of this section is that causality should be examined. Therefore, it
might be pointless to discuss the production without cause from the standpoint
of the highest truth.

2-5. The criticism of Lokayatas

Introduction to verses 196-214
Those who, like the Lokayatas and ajivikas, do not concede the existence
of a next life, and deny the result of an action, consequently negate the necessary

135 srtea_=sdsrearg_= ms. KT:/ hbras bu yin phyir rim skyehi phyir/
136 8d99+....5191_= ms. SG: hetupratya(ya)naiyamyaj=, KT:/rgyu rkyen ties pahi phyir dan
ni/
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causal ground for the existent, and assert the production of entities without
cause. In the following, Bha-viveka attacks them.

SR~ TG f§ Alcu==:137 fRraep1138 7a: |

ATRTESTA_ d8_qUT UE 139 Hricarg Afd < Taq@_119%&
A HUE HUL-FUl {Teg STUQ U7 |

YT AFTSAhIsHISS F5¢H_ T GATETA H9RWI

One might say: it is not thought that a clay ball ($§ivaka)!40 which has
disappeared due to another’s arising is produced [again], because it is
already destroyed, or because it is a result, just like a pot (kunda).//196//
Just as a pot which has disappeared as a pot is not produced, a clay ball is
not produced, if this is what you mean (abhista), then [by this statement
of yours] nothing but something desired [by us] is proved.//197//

Explanatory comment:

Here, Bha-viveka points out the opponent’s contrariety of syllogism. Bha-
viveka says that the statement of the opponent proves what he (Bha-viveka)
wishes to prove. That is to say, the statement of the opponent ‘it is not thought
that a clay ball which has disappeared due to another’s arising (=arising of a pot)
is produced again’ cannot be the objection for Bha-viveka’s idea.

Y g -g el gdIR_ el feoreegan |
AT g 3T TQ_ T SRRt Uk

137 Qreqe=t ms

138 KT hjim gon (the Sanskrit equivalent of which would be mrt-pinda).

139 wvg ms

140 According to M. Monier-Williams 1899, this word means (1) an idol or image of Siva (2) a
pillar or post to which cows are tied (to be milked or for rubbing against). According to St.
Petersburg Worterbuch, the word means (1) ein Idol Civa’s (2) ein Pfal, an den eine Kuh
gebunden wird oder an den sie sich kratzt. Thus, according to the dictionaries consulted the
word does not have the meaning “soil.” However, the Tibetan translator uses the word “hjin
gon.” From the context, his gloss should be taken as meaning “soil.”
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Now, if [your reason “because it is already destroyed” in v. 196 means:
‘because its] cause has already been blocked,” there would be contrariety
of reason (i.e. you would be giving a reason opposite to what you wish to
prove). Or, if your reason means: ‘[because] what has not been destroyed
yet [disappears] as a continuous existence,” your reason would be
inconclusive (i.e. you will not be able to point out a definite, specific
cause).//198//

Explanatory comment:

The opponents explain the meaning of reason (hetu) in verse 196.
However, even they try to explain or to interpretate the reason ‘because it is
already destroyed’ in various ways, they cannot prove their opinion. It is the
fact that what is already destroyed is never produced again, therefore, the
reason which the opponents advenced does not make sense.

IR THITS-Tg: TR AR -Tieg - e 141 |
AA-NA qg-NIg_ Hicag, Afy agEadad, 193311

The cognition (buddhi) which has just been blocked exists in the cognition
that begins within the womb (garbha), because it becomes different with
the distinction of what is to be known (i.e. of the object), or,

because it is a cognition (dhitva), just like the cognition later than that

(i.e. just like a subsequence cognition).//199//

WY WE-Tqg_ AT FU-TgW < 14 |
SU-NGI 142 qOR_ WY He=A-Far"qix_143 gt 1 ool|

Because of the difference of object, the identity of “X’s cognition of an
expression and cognition of a form is like the identity of two persons with
different continua (i.e. such an identity does not exist).//200//

141 mifyq swifyafgs -q 9= =31+.... g ms. SG.......prag =a+ntaraniruddhadhih.
KT:/mnal gnas stion rol blo la ni//mdun rol kho nar hgags blo yod/

142 kT gshan phyir, “jiieya-" is not translated in KT.
143 cgeqmriR_= ms
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Therefore, there is an impossibility of an analogy [in verse 199]. Oneness
(ekatva) of cognition does not arise. Nor does oneness of them [on
account of the reason]“because it is cognition” arise, because [the reason]
would be vitiated (vyabhicara) by another [person’s] cognition.//201//

Explanatory comment:

I do not fully understand what these verses say. Probably this verse
means: The Lokadyatas do not admit the transmigration. The Buddhists,
however, admit the transmigration on the conventional level. After a person
dies, the next cognition of the person begins within the womb. It is not the same
cognition with the cognition which the person had before his or her death. This
process continues as long as a person is in the conventional world. Therefore, in
verse 199 Bha-viveka advances the analogy ‘just like the cognition later than that,
that is, just like a subsequent cognition. Moreover, oneness of previous
cognition and later cognition does not arise, because, as mentioned above, the
cognition of previous life and the cognition of later life are different from each
other, just as the cognitions of two persons are different from each other.

Teeq =qfo-fad < Areadsyfaifiesd 147 |
ARache <gfa-fascarg, s - T=mfaaad, 12021
G AABI-deh gq=_ - < fel- U |

STIfer- TR -HY- WG| JeFel-Nefy qd < I, 12030

The non-believers [in the Buddhist’s message] (ndstika) may say as follows:

144 geerariera = w9 = AseEra_ = AEA R ms. KT:/de phyir pha rol phyir yan ni//dpe
med par ni mi hgyur te/ which differs from the reading in ms.

145 wieq@ = - &4 ms

146 sgfirwn=1 ms. KT: hkhrul par hgyur phyir ro/

147 gftfeves ms. KT: mtshams sbyor med/



66

The mind of an ignorant person at the time of death does not attain
re-birth (apratisaridhika), because it is a mind at the time of death (cyuti-
citta), just like the final mind of an Arhat (arhaccaramacittavat)./ /202/ /

[In response, we say your] reason would be inconclusive (anaikantika)
because of the mind at the time of death in the past (atitaccyuticeta). And
since recollection of a previous existence remains, that [mind at the time of
death] exists also on account of the reasoning [already] given

(uktaniti)./ /203//

Explanatory comment:

The opponents do not admit the next life. From this viewpoint, they state
that when a person dies, his or her mind does not attain re-birth, just as the final
mind of an Arhat does not attain re-birth. To this statement Bha-viveka objects.
On the conventional level, it is admitted that a person has recollection of a
previous life. Therefore, the mind at the time of death in which recollection of
previous existence remains.

~gfe-fai = S1eh ol G- ~Ia_: |
rfereredtg 148 SRR o<l -1+ T9T 12031l

The mind at the time of death becomes a generator (janaka) of another
mind, because it has ignorance (savidya), just as the mind of a
dishonourable person (andrya) generates that (another mind).//204//

Explanatory comment:

As mentioned above, the opponents state that a mind at the time of death
does not produce the next mind, just as a mind of an Arhat does not produce the
next mind. To this statement Bha-viveka objects: an ordinary person has
ignorance, therefore, a mind at the time of death produces the next mind. That
is, as long as one who has ignorance, his or her mind is produced every time of
death, i.e., there is transmigration.

148 s(a)..[dyaltvad= ms. KT:/ma rig pa dan bcas pahi phyir/
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[The non-believers might state as follows:] it is not desired that body,
sense organs and cognition (garirendriya-buddhi) are produced by their
own action, because they are perishable, just like a pot. Therefore, the
next world does not exist.//205//

N ARG, 151 AYTANA 152 TTH: |
- -FH-Iar 38 3aA fh i 71:153 N okl

[However, what do we Madhyamikas have to do with the view that] since
“A” is generated neither by the same “ A" nor by another, the body (deha)
is not produced either by one’s own action or by that of another. Either
way we have nothing to lose.// 206/ /

arpd-wirae < frem A feal=m |
(/$in la sogs pa dus skye ba//sems can las kyi dban gis te/)154l12 001

[If one were to say: body, etc are] not produced by the action [of human
beings], there is no supporting instance (nidaréana) of your statement. [If
one were to say: the tree (Tib.: gif1, Skt.: vrksa), etc are not produced by the
action of human beings], the tree , etc. are produced by the power of the
action of human beings (akarmajanita)./ /207//

(/sems dmyal gnas dan mtshon dan dpag bdam §in skye
bshin/)155//208ab//

149 p=estas=$a® ms

150 fgemfirear ms. KT: shig phyir

151 = ®omg_= ms. KT: de ma byas/

152 g=3=uf ms. One aksara should be added for the sake of the metre.

153 The pada cd is different in KT: /hjig rten ran gi las bskyed min//gshan hdi ned la di shig

gnod/

154 The pada cd is left out in ms
155 The pada ab is left out in ms
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Just as the sword and the felicitous pearls arise in hell and heaven
respectively.//208ab/ /

Explanatory comment:

According to the Lokayatas, human beings consist of elements of earth,
water, fire and wind. While alive they are independent existences. After their
death, they return to their conglomerations of each element respectively, i.e., the
element of earth returns to the conglomeration of the element of the earth and
so on. The Lokayatas, etc. claim that the production of a body has no cause and
is a matter of chance. By contrast, Buddhism does not admit the production of
entities without cause. Bha-viveka denies their statement “the body, etc. are not
produced from action” because they do not give a valid example. In this case,
their example should be “just as a tree is not grown by the force of action of
human beings, but just consists of the elements of earth and water etc.” The
growing of trees however, needs the force of action of human beings. Without
it, a tree does not arise, grow or bear fruit. In some cases, it might be that just as
the sword, which is a symbol of suffering, arises in hell whereas the felicitous
pearls, which are a symbol of pleasure, arise in heaven. (my own understanding)

Y3 o Y FlgH_ dgT=a-faasaon 1zoci

How can a cognition which has completely different characteristics from
those (=gross elements) (tadanyantavilaksand) arise from gross
elements?//208//

FAGATH] YATAT NA=156 g-2rforaard_ |
- Wﬁﬁ'@ﬁ’ T SIS STifeA=ad: 157 20810

[If one were to say:] consciousness (caitanya) seen [on the part of]
unconscious gross elements is like the power to intoxicate (madaskti) or

156 cai+.., ms. SG: cai(ta)nyarh. KT: $es pa yod pa fiid.
157 Sfersreaa: ms
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like the fire which arises out of the sun-stone (sitryakanta), because it has
arising./ /209//

Hg-TFAR_ IAAIG 158 Tora-+gdl g q159 |
AT~ -geaTadrz] 160 Iy fazgar ux o

[You] still have deficiency of analogy [in your statement] because there is
no consciousness in the ability of liquor. And there would be a
contrariety of reason [in your statement] because non-equivalent kinds of
cause are used.//210//

AreTTieRsh T YAt sitgoiifa 16! gerad
H{SNS-TH-Hrelealrg 162 Yeeliieg 163 qg=a=d, 199U

That internal gross elements (adhyatmikani bhiitani) are not cognizors (i.e.
cognition) is understood, because they have firmness, etc. (kathinadi), or
because they are gross elements, just like other similar entities.//211//

Explanatory comment:

I do not understand what these verses mean. Probably these verses
mean: As mentioned above, the Lokayatas state that human beings consist of
elements of earth, water, fire and wind. Bha-viveka, however, objects to this
view. The elements of earth, water etc. have firmness, and they are gross
element. It is known that the firmness is an intrinsic nature of earth, not an
intrinsic nature of cognizors, i.e., beings. Accordingly, earth, etc, which have
firmness, etc. cannot be human beings.

158 ar@=a1 ms. KT: ées yod ma yin pas.

159 24t ms. KT: khyod kyi.

160 Ms sic. All of the Tibetan versions:/ rgyu rnams rigs mthun yin pahi
phyir/ (=g=a=idrgqmars, )

161 boddhriniti ms

162 KT: sala sogs pahi.

163 yresnr fa ms. KT: hbyun ba yin phyir.
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Al T -frsme faseeaR-qele |
fagfsz_ raeigsd TmEshead_ ageada 164 112921

Therefore, the wise man should understand that sense-consciousness
(vijfiana) which begins within a womb, etc. is preceded by another
previous sense-consciousness, because it is one which cognizes, just like
the [sense-consciousnesses] which comes after it./ /212//

T G -H AT TARUBRE_ THAL65 |
ety 166 qTaegrg. aur afkordf~=ga: 12931

A calf seeks food after birth because of earlier practice (i.e. habit) formed
in its previous [life], because it moves for the purpose of [searching for]
food, just like a full-grown sense organ (parinatendriya)./ /213//

AABNahaT167 AR SATHFATIST G 168 |
AGERIIYAEAR_ TSeATH_ AT G 12921

[Our] reason [“because it moves for the purpose of seaching food”] would
not be uncertain (anaikantika) due to the stone [which is moved] by a
magnet. And [our reason would not be] incomplete because the eating of
that (calf) is actually perceived (tadaharabhyavahrti)./ /214//

Explanatory comment:

When a person is born, his or her cognition is produced, but it is not a
completely new production. The next cognition of the person is made
immediately after his or her death. For example, a calf seeks food without
learning how to obtain food. That is, a calf knows how to obtain the food
because of earlier practice formed in the previous life.

de hog bshin/

165 Ms sic. KT:/byun ma thag tu zas htshol byed/ (=jatastha dharam esate).
166 gr=ref ms

167 qrepifrassar ms

168 Ms sic. KT:/ khab lon gis ni rdo bskyod pas/.
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The criticism of acceptance of God, etc.

HIId NA-FITS, SIebT AR -Hqeh: |
fgurt aur fifd wwr SeaR-Hgb: 12390

The world is not made by God, because it is the cause of pleasure for
[only] some people, just as the worldly lord who gives pleasure does not
have God as his creator.//215//

AT 169 FSTIAR_ o1 ARl forzayq 1o 170 |
JYUTHTIRY HHH A (ST HIROM_ 12 96

The universe is not made by God, because the universe does not have a
cause, or because the universe does not arise, just as it is not desired that a
sky-flower be the cause of the universe.//216//

SRV TAAI171 AR HIRVT G |
FarterarTg 172 Y1 39T 7 SETA-HRI aA_ 12990

God is not the ultimate cause of the universe, because he has a mind, just
as a cowherd (gopa) is not the ultimate cause of the universe.//217//

IR W - foref: 173 shfirg, wehIsfia wax: |
A AB-Hop: HIYA . ABIABAH 174 37 129¢1

Any individual is not the lord [of everything] because an entity is
produced by the totality (samagri) [of causes]. And, nothing has a single

169 °z5° added in the margin in ms
170 n=eso visva....+nalrn] ms. KT:/dban phyug kun gyi rgyur mi hdod/

171 Ms. sic. KT:/ hgro ba ma lus hdi dag gi/ (adesasyasya jagat)
172 fazracag_ ms

173 yrafgR: ms. KT:/ dios rnams......hgrub pahi phyir/

174 qremifraspa_-ame =
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creator. Therefore, [the reason “because it has a mind”] is not

inconclusive.//218//
QAR YRGS Sgeag, Alg FrAee |

FMAP RGNS T1d_ ag-forad=: 12931

If [one were to say:] “that the eye, etc. have God as their creator is
accepted, because they are many, just like servants,” [we reply:] because
an unborn and single God has not been proved, established, I§vara would
be the opposite of that (i.e. of what you normally take God to be - one
and uncreated)./ /219//

Jebg by AYUTHISS ITadeag, wetead. |
FrffEse-farRmun7e ail77 Iq fag-[qra=E_ 1 2ol

Now if [you were to say:] “that [the eye, etc.] have a creator is

desired by us, because they have been produced, just like a pot, etc,”
[then in this case,] the ‘creator’ (kart7) does not have definite particularity
(anirdistavisesa), therefore, you would be proving something already
proved [by us] (siddhasadhana)./ /220/ /

Y Foedep -Gty -formor 7 qs7ara: |
AT - - AT -G faer 178 < a9 & 12291

Then, [if one were to refer to a ‘creator’] with particular [features] such as
‘eternal,’ ‘single’ and ‘minute’ etc., there would be no logical connection
(anvaya) in your statement. Further, [if you give an example “just like a
potter for a pot,”] there would be an occurrence of a deficiency (dosa) i.e.,
that (ISvara) is ‘the uneternal,” ‘the material’ and ‘the arisen’ in your
statement.//221//

175 -€9 ms. KT bdan phyug gcig (eko $0)
176 Ms, sic. KT: khyad par ma bstan pahi/ (=sffdsefin 27)
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- HISTA - FEATA - BIep - A A7 TRITH_179 |
HUERE Ud AJ1180 FgH_ o gamead 12220

If you were to say that as conventional truth, God is the action which
causes manifoldness of the world called being and the receptacle
(sattvabhdjana), then the proved is being proved (i.e. you will prove what
we have already proved.//222//

TA+ - -JHH-THATS: |
SRl ARY SETA! suR A fedia, 12230

Thus, with this (reasoning) one should reject [saying] that the world is
made by ‘time,” ‘purusa,’ ‘pradhana,’ ‘atoms’ (paramanu) or
Visnu' .//223//

Explanatory comment:

Bha-viveka maintains that nothing is produced not only by I$vara, but also
by kala (time), purusa, pradhana (ultimates in the Sarhkhyas) and pramanu or by a
personal God like Visnu.. Some thinkers say that the whole world is produced
by a creator such as Isvara (God). To this statement Bha-viveka objects.
On the conventional level, for the Madhyamikas entities which includes an
universal world is produced from causes. They are not produced by single
cause, like God. Moreover, even the opponents refer to the God (creator) with
qualifications such as eternal, single, subtle etc; they cannot prove production of
entities from the God (creator), because the God should be eternal, single, subtle
etc. That is, qualifications to the God indicate that the God is uneternal, many etc.
Therefore, the opponents cannot establish their opinion.

179 gea® ms
180 kar(m)=e+[$]=[c}(e)[t]=sa(rh)vrtyd ms. KT: ......las//dban phyug yin na kun rdsob tuhan.
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2-7. Drsti “view”

Introduction to verses 224-229
The theme here is the negation of the classification of eternalism
($asvatavada) and destructionism (ucchedavada).

TR - AL 18] TEIeAEI182 Iy d: |
g, ATAAIITg $5C3_ < A IARH_ 12281

If one were to say that “since from the arising of the Buddhas comes the
destruction of blinded vision. Therefore, likewise, the arising of sense
organs is desired.” [We say:] this is false answer (uttara).//224//

EAHTETG AT T T Te 3544 |
g AYATY18 YN TZAGT Hqdl 12291

When there is non-production [of entities] because of the non-existence of
the process of time (adhvan), which view on whose part is desired by us!
(i.e. we do not propound any view for any one as real.) Therefore, the
arising of the Buddhas [is considered to be] an agent (kartr) for making
[people] understand what never came to be (i.e. the Buddhas come into
existence in our view only to let people grasp that nothing come into
existence)./ /225//

Explanatory comment:

The opponents state that because there is arising of the Buddha, there is
the destruction of wrong views. It means that because there is a cause, there is
the effect. Therefore, there should be arising of sense organs as the cause of
grasping of objects. Bha-viveka, however, objects to this statement. Arising of
the Buddha is said for those who have wrong views, i.e., production of entities,
etc. That is to say, in the ultimate reality there is no arising of the Buddha. On

181 °fygr=ar ms. KT: sel ba.
182 FEA]IE = ms
183 °5ya® added under the line in ms
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the conventional level, the Buddha comes into existence in our view to let people
grasp that nothing has come into existence.

AT | YR A+A: HYUH TaH_| SRAEAAH 184 |
I | FRIE_ AAIsTBQT JoUd HUH_ N2 EN

If the non-god is not different from a god, how can there not be
permanence? If the non-god is different from a god, how can absence of
being cut off (=being destroyed) make sense?//226//

A=A sfY T HYUH_ I<BF-TAAH_ |
Aga= 1855y faiol Aarzarey sifasw: n22v

Even if one were to say that there is ineffability [one cannot decide
whether identical or different], just like that of a pot, how could there be
the abandonment of extirpation, i.e., permanence? Even if one were to
say that [the identity] exists or does not exist, there is no passing over of
the other in Nirvana./ /227//

Explanatory comment:

The classification of permanence and extirpation denotes the same result
of emphasizing only one of these two in cognition, perception and inference.
Therefore, the Buddha proclaimed the middle path because he was aware of
these two extreme views. Here, Bha-viveka shows the idea of the middle path in
order to deny the two classifications of eternalism and nihilism. Verse 227
indicates the idea of the middle path. Bha-viveka maintains in this verse that
there is no classification of eternalism and destructionism from the standpoint of
the highest truth.

184 sy-g[a]+ursad ms. KT:/des na ji ltar rtag mi hgyur/ We could read this as

“syd @ A TreEd” or “&HYA_ TH A wmeEd” as in k. 228b, but here Ejima takes into consideration
the possibility of contrast between “anucchedah” and “a$asvatarn”.

185 °ged ms
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Y IUE! (g HUH_ To A A |
TR (HFge186 HY A=SF-ANFAT 12.2<1

If it be the case that what has been blocked arises, how can there not
be eternal? If it be the case that what has been blocked does not arise,
how can there not be propounding of nihilism?//228//

G- TRAT_ < HIAG, I8 -
AGYETG STTEUIGT FFdlsTTDF -2 187 122811

Since continuity (saritana) does not really exist, how can there be
extirpation and permanence? Since that (saritana) does not exist, the
non-arising [of sartana] from the standpoint of non-extirpation and
non-permanence (anucchedasasvata) is proper.//229//

Explanatory comment:

Bha-viveka says that nihilism and eternalism should be denied because

continuity does not exist. What does not exist, in other words, does not have
either destruction or eternity because it does not have a beginning or end.

2-8.

Duhkha “suffering”

AFAIGT AT 188 FGTAT e -327T |

AT Ad--AG- WG Jeasshaar afg nazol
g ad| AT, AT SS9 |
ATITIG: e dXY qd-UIRS d dd-FaH_ 1239

If one were to say: “the Buddhas taught dharma in order to secure non-
arising of suffering. Accordingly, the effect (non-arising of suffering) of

186 or “sryearg_ rege”. sreaTaT R ms. KT:/hgags pa skye ba med gyur na/
187 w4 =3 Sgurea: ms. KT:/rtag chad de dag ga la yod/

188 () [W]E ms

189 HITA] 59d ms. KT:/gal te de ni skye hdod na/
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that (the teaching of the Buddha) exists, arising of [suffering] is approved
[by us].”//230//

[In response, we say:] as mentioned before, that (suffering) does not arise,
[even if] the arising of that (suffering) is admitted, non-arising of that
(suffering) is not an effect. But comprehension (parijfia) of that (non-
arising of suffering) is an effect of that (namely, the teaching of the
Buddhas).//231//

AT AN, - A A Joud |
AT -fRANIMAI0 F FAT-PpAH_ A 1232

That [result] ought not be self-made, since a thing does not make itself.
And, because X does not have contact with Y’s action, it is not desired that
a thing is made by an other.//232//

A T-TATS PEH_ S9! JATAZHHATA_ 192 |
AgeTeAlg AN I P o+ AT HAAA:193 12330

Because of the impossibility of spiritual essence (sattva), etc, it is not
desired that suffering be born from its own continuity (sva-sammtana). And,
because it is not a real entity and it does not have distinction (abheda),
there is no suffering in continuity.//233//

Explanatory comment:

One critic objects that the Buddha taught the teachings (dharma) in order to
aim at the non-arising of suffering. This means the existence of the arising of
suffering. However, even if the arising of suffering is admitted, suffering does
not have arising as itself (svabhava). The non-arising of suffering, moreover, is
not an effect of the teaching of the Buddha. Correct understanding of the non-

190 FRAFYIHANANA, ms. °t has a virama.
191 grd 3° ms
192 ge=ma® ms

193 @ d...... 7dd: ms. SG: duhkharh tan=n=api santateh, KT:/sdug bsnal de la rgyud kyan



78

arising of suffering based upon the teaching of the Buddha is the effect. It is a
kind of effect but is at the same time transcendent.

2-9. The examination of the Buddha

Introduction to verses 234-239

Opponents analyze variously the figure of the Buddha. They consier that
what the figure of the Buddha is or what the Buddha is. Hence, Bha-viveka
examines the Buddha.

IAMG: GAETTA HIHRE] AL |

T -HSMHOIEAG 194 S[gelg Afg AR 195 112 3%
ARG - LA} T Al AGH_ dgd, ag=a: |

HARHA AGAARG_ 196 AT HIATAG_ AT JH:197 123911

If [by you] are argued for, as real, the composite things (sariskara) the eye,
etc. as undergoing production, because they are expressed by the term
“sattva,” just like the Buddhas.//234//

Then we say in response: for us (Madhyamikas), the Buddhas do not have
arising as their nature (dharma). Accordingly, they (the composite things)
do not have arising, just as they (Buddhas) [do not arise}], or they do not
exist [in the ultimate reality], just like the atman, or there is a possibility [of
their arisal in conventional realityl, just like illusions.//235//

Explanatory comment:

Humans are called sattva, and are beings who are made. This means
something which is made has arisen. Likewise, because the Buddha has the
name “Buddha,” he would be a being who is made, that is, has arisen. To this
view, Bha-viveka objects by pointing out that the Buddha does not have arising

194 Id® ms
195 geg@: ms
196 ggear ms.KT: de skye yod min te/

197 mayovad=v=3as[tJu sambhavah, SG: mayo baddhastu sambhavah, KT: sgyu ma bshin
hbyun yod/
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as his nature and is not identical with riipa, skandha, etc.. For the Madhyamikas
the real Buddha is our phenomenal world.198 The Buddha does not have any
own-being. This world does not have ownbeing either. The “Buddha” is just a
name, and is not an independent entity. The Buddha is illustrated as a dream,
illusion or figure in the mirror.1%? In other words, the Buddha is just the name
“Buddha” in the conventional world and does not have the name “Buddha” in
the absolute truth which is beyond false discrimination. Further, because the
Buddha is not an independent entity, the Buddha does not arise. From this it
follows that the Buddha does not exist, and similarly entities in the conventional
world do not exist from the standpoint of the absolute truth. Therefore,
Bhaviveka says “just like the Buddha” that is, despite the fact that the Buddha has
the name “Buddha,” he does not exist, i.e., the Buddha is not real existence. In
other words, even the Buddha is dependent origination (pratityasamutpada), just
as entities are dependently coarisen. Therefore, the Buddha should be examined
according to the theory of dependent origination.

Y | IGI NEAAG, IIUTG_ MY BIsead 200 |
IRIHTATCH -UIRARETE fI=T Aeg-STaad_ 12 360

Buddha is not riipa [from the standpoint of the highest truth], because it is
what is to be cognized (bodhya), or on account of being something to be
understood, or because he arises, like a clod of earth. And Buddha is not
consciousness, because he illuminutes others and himself, just like illusion
created through magic.//236//

198 tatha-gato yat-svabhavas tat-svabhavam idam jagat/
tatha-gato nihsvabhavo nihsvabhavam idam jagat//22-16// (Prasannapada, pp. 448-449).

199 Cf. Prasannapada. p. 289, p- 436, p. 449. p. 540. etc.

200 KT:/ gzugs ni yan dag fiid du na//sans rgyas ma yin rtog byahi phyir/ /hkhor los sgyur
bshin......, and it might be restored as follows:

ruparh na buddho bodhyatvat tattvatas cakravartivat/
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A 1 0T THeul: IHU-[Igar TdqL20! |
I -A-UHES | g, A 9ad_ 12301

The Buddha is not considered skandha, having form on account of being a
conglomeration of skandha (skandha-sammgraha), or because they have the
nature of arising and passing away, or because they are objects of
cognition, just like for.//237//

TR AR-FN o T2 g1 A 54 |
AFAISTA-SHIMNETE_. AR, J Y = 7 U3¢

When they (the skandhas) are destroyed, there would be deficiency that
[the Buddha] would disappear, it is not proper that the skandhas be
Buddha. Because characteristics other than these of [skandhas] do not
exist, [the Buddha] is not different [from skandhas]. And how could he be
like the atman for us?//238//

A=A SGYTA_ Ase: Gel o o A=mpat: |
TS SCY 203 AT Y A g dl Jal 12311

Because it can be refuted as before, he is not acceptable as someone
inexpressible and not a real entity. Or, how can his Buddhahood be
acknowledged on account of being inexpressible like a pot.//239//

Explanatory comment:

Bha-viveka negates the identity of the Buddha and skandhas. I do not,
however, fully understand what Bha-viveka says. In Buddhism, it is said that
beings consist of five skandhas in order to demonstrate impermanence of
existent. From this point of view, the opponents state that existent which is
called the Buddha exists. If something exists, the existent consists of skandhas,
i.e., ripa-skandha (matter of form), vedana-skandha (perception), samjfia-skandha

201 [ma).. ms. SG: matah,
202 KT: sku (tanu)
203 yad=ghatav=apy= ms. °ya° and °gha° added under the line; KT: bum pa bshin du.
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(conception), samskara-skandha (volition) and vijfiana-skandha (consciousness). For
the Buddhists, however, the Buddha is transcendant, not a being. Hence, the
Buddha consists of five skandhas. For the Madhyamikas the Buddha is also
dependent origination (pratitya-samutpada). He is not a real existent. He
trancends existent and non-existent. Therefore, it cannot be said that someting
and the Buddha is identical or something and the Buddha is not identical.

2-10. Seeing pratityasamutpida and seeing the Buddha

A JAA-AHAG-T5C: AJG-F2 AT |
F5C AAARAG: JAad_ a1~ 12 3ol

Because, as mentioned before, it can be refuted, it (arising of sense organs)
is not desired that because the Buddha is seen by seeing dependent
origination (pratityasamutpada) ./ /240/ /

A A AT 204 Al A {Fed=_ Ao 3gda: |
T SHTH AT ST T e d oo g-afid: 205 12891

What exists ,what does not exist and what either exists or does not exist
do not [arise]. There is no entity transcending permanence as well as
destruction which is [produced] from the permanent or without cause or
from this or from that. Both permanence and extirpation are
abandoned.//241//

204 7 =3 ms
205 n=3apy=asma=anasmac=cha® ms
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A | A A ST IS J HIeel:206 |
ei AT a FY TRG: TAIA07 1282l

The arising is not what exists, what does not exist or what either exists or
does not exist. Therefore, what kind of [arisal] is it? How is a vision [of
truth] known from the vision [of truth] of that teacher?//242//

- HEH-S(GAT F15:208 qIHTG 209 gse -Taermaap: |
ARIIEEg, IR IFT a4  goad 122311

Therefore, for one who maintains that entities have own-being
(svabhavavadin), the statement [“the Buddha is seen by seeing dependent
origination] damages what they desired. However, for one who
[maintains that] the arising [of entities] is similar to the arising of illusion,
[that statement “the Buddha is seen by seeing dependent origination”] is
proper.//243//

JFA-QH-ASTAT_ A - A eohT-GehTRIATd_ 210 |
fFaTIsh R -F QU1 Aigd2!! Tg-FeAq_12 38

Seeing the Buddha is something which belongs to lower truth (sarhvrti).
[It is said to come] from removing the dust of afore-mentioned deficiency
[and] from lighting the torch of true dharma (saddharmolkasana). But this is
a conventional [expression] as an assistance towards activity
(kriyopakarariipa)./ /244//

206 na san=n=asan (c. virama) sadasann=utpadadosah sa kidréah ms. KT:/skye ba yod min
med ma yin//yod med ma yin de gan na/

207 g9 ms. KT: ées par bya

208 3¢ ms
209 QG ms. KT: de phyir (=tasmad).
210 gxagreweurar_=[<] T .....shTIHTAE ms. KT:/smras pahi fies pahi dri bsal bas//dam

chos sgron ma rab bstan phyir/
211 S 7. @Y B IGAS Al (TFFAEst)



83

HRAHIATYAAT_ dedds d A geiad 212 |
AIAFIH 3Tf3l§'€m Wﬁaﬁﬂwm N gsll

At fommrd fafdeped foRe=_ |
Il -G qg- g2 -4 214 ST, 12 8&N

Because what is similar to illusion never takes place is not truth, from the
standpoint of [the highest] truth, that (seeing) is not really seeing. It is
beyond inference (apratarkya), is indiscernible (avijfieya), cannot be
demonstrated (aniriipya), does not have an illustrative example
(anidarsana), is without any mark, is devoid of any image (nirabhasa), is
beyond mental constructions (nirvikipa), is beyond words (niraksara) and
is to be awakened by the mind of the viewer (pasyato buddhiboddhavya)
and is an act of seeing from the standpoint of non-vision.//245,246/ /

Explanatory comment:

In Buddhism, as is well known, it is commonly said that “seeing
dependent origination” refers to “seeing the Buddha,” and “seeing the Buddha”
refers to “seeing dependent origination.” That is, “seeing dependent
origination” and “seeing the Buddha,” are not different, but identical. With
regard to this statement, however, opponents misunderstand that when the
Buddha is seen by seeing dependent origination, the sense organs, i.e., the eye
organ, etc,, arise. That is, as long as the function of cognition, “seeing dependent
origination” or “seeing the Buddha,” is taking place, the sense organ, i.e., the eye
organ, arises. For the Madhyamikas, however, the idea that “the Buddha is seen
by seeing dependent origination” refers to the fact that those who understand
properly the theory of dependent origination cognize the real Buddha, that is,
the Buddha himself is dependent origination, or again, the Buddha and the truth
of “dependent origination” which the Buddha realised are identical.

212 Feaa =a_=Frdxi=i ms. KT:/de ni de nid mthon min te/
213 mfsecarfirgat ms. KT:/brtag bya ma yin dpe med pa/
214 °sq_ a° ms



2-11, Conclusion

dg T WA A W IRl A A |
AHAHG HAHTAG 215 A1 A G A 216 7 =941 1280l

Thus, in the highest truth, nothing is produced from itself, from others,
from either itself or others, from both or without cause or produced as
something existing, not existing or as [existing] in other ways
(anyatha)./ /247/ /

A HRA-YIE-FUTATANG -HTIOMA_217 |
ST STSTd MY IS HRua Y218 128

No entity is produced or manifested in any way from a cause such
as Kesava (=Vishnu), Ia, Purusa, Pradhana or atom etc.//248//

A FHEH-HTRA-B &I - HOT-IHAT: |
T =dcd - ek 3T -sAAGTA - Toh AR 112 281

There (= in the highest truth), [conceptual construction (kalpana) which]
depends on own-being (svabhava), function (karitra), what is to be
characterized (laksya) and characteristics (Iaksana) [does not arise]. And,
[conceptual construction which] depends on identity (ekatva), otherness
(anyatva) and function of either affliction (samiklesa) or purification
(vyavadana) [does not arise either]./ /249//

215 KT: rgyu med.

2165 TEEA_ = ms. KT: yod med ma yin.
217 °mr=om: ms. KT: rgyu las.

218 %4 9 = ms
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JYTH TR FHITEal fafas - ari9
ST 91 F Agled TURAA_ F& -sheu=1:220 12 9ol

All mental constructions are in it as hitting with a whip or the act of
beautiful painting or growing of seeds would be in the sky.//250//

fafem wgg ferrgme-Sue: |

A& b~ A - g -7 - RiRa-T=g =221 12491
FS- T - T - FeT =T a9 |

A geafa o fblud arae-sES o 129211

When the eye-disease passes away, one whose eye becomes completely
clean and pure does not see the hair (kesa), mosquito (masaka), two moons
(dvicandra) and the eye in a peacock’s plumage (Sikhicandraka)./ /251/ /
Likewise, when the eye-disease of darkness which envelopes what is to

be known and defilements passes away, a wise man whose eye has
become pure by means of proper knowledge does not see
anything.//252//

YT g A~ - frHTHA - AN GH A |

qg_ figerea 222 aF gfad=l @ axafa 12430
AT 23 qgg, I=HIfesd-aaon:2 |
A=A fAgoRATE, gferslgl /@ aeafa n2gg

Just as, one who is fallen into sleep might see a child, woman, palace,
house etc. But the same person when awakened from sleep would not
see [anything] there.//253//

219 KT: /tshon gyi ri mohi las dan ni/

220 gspeat ms

221 =° ms. SG°dvicandra®, KT: zla giiis dan.

222 gv3q -fagad = ms. KT: giiid dban gis.....mthon gyur pa
223 ggeq_=sufterat ms. KT: kun rdsob ées pa dag.

224 ogfago: ms
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Similarly, one whose eye of intelligence is opened wakes up from the
expiration of the sleep of ignorance does not see those which are obtained
from the conventional standpoint (saritvrtyadhigata)./ /254/ /

01 Yarwa_ sryarst gur qafy geafa22s |
QfSATEN JE_ 3 ISt 926 7 IRt 1990
=1 gegfa du fagie, fa-daq-meae? |
- S-S - Rl - AHLAT - TRA: 12 $EN

Just as, one sees inexistent demons (bhiita) in the darkness at night. As
one whose eyes are open when the sun rises, he does not see [those
demons]./ /255//

Likewise, one whose inclinations (vdsana) of all ignorance (samastdjfiana)
are destroyed by the sun (ravi) of the proper knowledge does not see the
object-sphere of the mind and the function of mind

(ctticaitasagocara)/ /256/ /

Bhaviveka here concludes his theory of the “non-own-beingness” of
entities.

225 ... [Q]¥afd ms. SG: tanmasi pasyati, KT: mun khrod na.
226 ogy =afy Afy 3R1 ms. KT:/ fii ma éar shin mig byehi tshe/
227 fag™_(c. virama) ci® ms
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Chapter Three.
Conclusion

As A. K. Warder says:228

Nagarjuna’s main contention is that it was not the intention of the Buddha
to set out a list of ‘ultimate’ principles or elements which in some
metaphysical sense ‘exist,’ still less to define their ‘own-nature,’ by
implication immutable.

Nagarjuna formulated and established the philosophy of “emptiness”
(Siinyata) upon the basis of the Prajfidparamita scriptures, etc. and the followers,
Buddha-palita, Bha-viveka, Candra-kirti, Deva-§arman etc. inherited his
philosophy of “emptiness,” and developed their own methodologies to defend
it. Nagarjuna himself used logic. He generally used prasariga as often as
dilemmas and tetralemmas. A follower Budhda-palita inherited prasariga-
anumana but analyzed it into four prasariga arguments. For example, to
Nagarjuna’s statement

“Not from themselves, nor from another, nor from both, nor from no

cause, do any entities ever originate anywhere,”229 (tr. by Ames 1993:

233)

Buddha-palita divided this into the following four arguments. He pointed out:
(1) entities are not produced from themselves, because the origination of entities
from themselves would serve no purpose and would lead to absurdity. There
would no purpose in the repeated origination of what is in existence already; (2)
if entities are produced from others, all things are produced from all other
things; (3) if entities are produced from both themselves and others, the fault
attached to the two preceding alternatives would combine in this third
argument; (4) if entities are produced from causeless, all entities would be
produced from all things.

Bha-viveka, however, raised an objection against Buddha-palita’s
statement. He maintained that Buddha-palita’s statement was deficient, because

228 Warder 1970: 377, 1, 11-13.

229 na svato napi parato na dvabhyarh napy ahetutah/
utpanna jatu vidyante bhavah kvacana kecana//1¢1// (Prasannapada, p. 12.)



88

neither a reason (hetu) nor an example (drstanta) had been stated. Besides, he
claimed that Buddha-palita’s statement implied the acceptance of the alternative
proposition, i.e., that entities are produced from others. Bha-viveka, therefore,
attempted to interpret Nagarjuna’s philosophy and his own philosophy by
means of the independent syllogism (sva-tantra-anumana) which included three
unusual modifications; adding the word paramarthatah (from the standpoint of
the highest truth) to the proposition in a syllogism: specification that the
negation in his syllogisms should be taken as “prasajya-pratisedha” (the negation
of a proposition); and the condition that no counterexample is to be given.

Candra-kirti, however, criticized the alternative mode of argument
advocated by Bha-viveka and defended Buddha-palita’s statement againt the
objections put forward by Bha-viveka. Candra-kirti argued that Buddha-palita’s
statement had no faults even though an independent reason and example had
not been stated by him in his statement. Candra-kirti’s statement was that the
way of prasariga was enough to refute the opponent’s opinions. Therefore, the
independent syllogism was not necessary.

Later on, this controversy was considered as the origin of division of two
sub-schools, i.e., Prasarigika and Svatantrika, in the Madhyamikas in Tibet.

Sthira-mati, a prasangika, and Nayaikas also criticized syllogism of Bha-
viveka. If the modification paramarthatah governs not only the proposition
(prajfia) but also the whole syllogism, reason (ketu) would not be permissible,
because all things would be non-existent from the standpoint of the highest
truth. If, on the contrary, the modification governs only the proposition and not
both reason and instance (drstanta), then the subject in reason would have to be
regarded as existent when considered from the standpoint of conventional level,
while the same subject in the proposition would be non-existent when
considered from the standpoint of the highest truth.230

Using the svatantra syllogism, Bha-viveka maintained a philosophy of
“emptiness.” He, in other words, recognized the truth of logic which is founded
on perfect wisdom (prajfia) of the absolute, and that perfect wisdom manifests
itself by means of the conventional truth, i.e., logic.

230 See  Kajiyama 1969: 152-163.
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This attitude of Bha-viveka can be seen in the following passage from his
MHK:231

After intelligence (mati=prajfia) is concentrated, one should examine

by means of prajfia as follows: “There is own-being of dharmas, which

is grasped from the point of view of verbal usage.//3¢21//

But [while] analyzing with intelligence (dhi=prajfia), is this [grasped]

from the standpoint of the highest truth?” If it would be so, this is indeed
truth (tattva). If not, he [still] searches for [truthl.//3¢22//

Then, for Bha-viveka what is the truth? As he says below, the non own-being of
entities, i.e., emptiness, is truth;

TAHEMIRHEIRIR_ 232 (AR, &1 TAHTEG:233 |
HRWEH 234 7 WA S8 TRAVEAE_235 1129011

[The wise man] does not see that state in which entities have own-being,
because own-being has not come into effect, or because there is no birth
through the very nature [of entities], just as he would not see an illusory
elephant.//257//

SYRTHTE 236 Jed1 gHTalg_237 Y1y = |
RS A28 WA S8 JIAHTAE_ N9

231samahita-matih pascat prajfiayaivarn pariksayet/
yo ‘yam svabhavo dharmanarh grhyeta vyavaharatah//321//
vicaryamanas tu dhiya kim ayarn paramarthatah/
yadi syat tattvam evayam ato ‘'nya$ cet sa mrgyate//322// (Ejima, 1980:272)

232 wmyreA_=afXfeaRR_= ms. KT: dnos fiid ma grub phyir/

233 wawEd ms

234 HRAWIEA = ms. KT:/sgyu mahi glan chen ji bshin no/. cf. k. 258c.
235 geqwrai ms

236 °qeat ms

237 °wzat ms

238 °n=na° added under the line in ms
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[Likewise, the wise man] does not see that state in which entities have
substantial nature, because they (entities) have production, [i.e., undergo
production] from the standpoint of conventional [truth], or because they
(entities) have causes, just as he would not see an illusory

elephant./ /258//

A Fiva W39 sfa an gyt | wfax #7ar
HeqAT-gR-fAg: Ui qee-Fhgaa_ 1293

Or it is held that the cognition “entities do not exist” does not accord
with things as they really are, because it (cognition) occurs by means of
conceptual construction (kalpanadvira), just like a cognition which
perceives a tree as a human being.//259//

A TEIISHAT 1 HIERHT forael Ha: |
eI ST - I 240 A< geh-qlgard_ N&oll

Or, an existent which is grasped by a false cognition is considered unreal,
because it (existent) is perceived by knowledge (jfiana=prajiia) having
conceptual construction, just like the cognition in which “a filament of air
is seen as water.”//260//

AGAG-Jlg-Sgsq-F¥ug vaH & q
STRAAs S e-A3 fAfdsreon afa: Jam n2e9n

Thus (evam eva tu), through the refutation of a real as well as unreal
cognition as well as object of cognition, for the wise men, cognition
(mati=prajfid) which is beyond conceptual construction arises as a
consequence of non-arising (ajatiyogena). /261//

.4 ms. SG: na sa+bhava, KT: dnos rnams med.

240 oyrrqer ms
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AT S -FHOT dgFaealsty A |
Hﬁwcnm‘%r{ %Wl QR dd-gfamed: N2&2l

It is not accepted [by us Madhyamikas] that a constructionless state of
mind does not exists when one’s mind grasps ‘all dharmas are empty’ or ’
all dharmas are not empty.” //262//

LAANE-IAHRAA I AT f§ e |
Hqsqﬁ{aa‘rfaammﬁ—q 2423Th$r—qarq NE3N

Emptiness [on its part] lacks self in the form of emptiness, etc.
Accordingly, the wise man does not see emptiness as emptiness./ /263//

RSty wraren fssheg-Afa-am=R: |
AMAFFUeATg 243 QU] A STSwgra 3a44 Tgeil: NE 3N

Even the existent appearanceless grasped in a constructless cognition is
not reality as it is, because it (existent) is what is to be grasped, just like the
cognition that the moon in water is seen as the moon.//264//

241 +.[i]..[1pa] matir =a=esta ms. SG: (nirvi)kalpa matir=n=esta , KT:/mi rtog blo gros mi hdod
min/

242 tygi Y ms

243 geesaearg, ms

244 S35, g9 ms
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fAffsmemy-fawen Mffweaty e, qur |
IATHNG-TAUTSREAT, A8 JUT Aiqspey-H: 12&91

Cognition (dhi=prajfia) which is beyond conceptual construction, and
which has as its object that object which is beyond conceptual
construction is [considered] unreal, because it (cognition) has non-selfness,
etc. (andtmadi) as its nature, just like a cognition having conceptual
construction.//265/ /

A FAURIgR 245 fffspeaifa o= o |
AT qg_ ey dxa26 deafag12#7 fag: 12&el

Because an object of cognition (jfieya) is not proved in any way [, i.e., since
no objects of cognitions exist], those who know the truth understand that
where even constructless cognition (dhi=prajfia) does not arise is
unequalled truth.//266//

As long as we recognize that cognizable entities do not exist, that entities
neither exist nor do not exist, that entities do not have own-being and that
everything is emptiness, all such cognitions are false discrimination. The truth is
truth where even cognition which is beyond false discrimination, conceptual
construction or any imaginations does not arise. That is to say, only by the
entreme exclusion of any false discrimination, conceptual construction or
imagination truth can be obtained.

245 (=], +.. f5a ms. SG: jiieyasya sarvathasiddhe, KT:/es bya rnam kun ma grub phyir/
2464ed ms

247 3=° ms
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Nagarjuna states as follows:248

There is emancipation (moksa) from the extinction of action and affliction
(karmaklesa). Action and affliction [are produced] from conceptual
construction (vikalpa). They (conceptual construction) [are produced] from
diversification (prapasica). But, diversification is destroyed in emptiness
($tinyata). (18-5)

When the object sphere of the mind (cittagocara) becomes extinct, [the
object sphere of] the word (abhidhatavya) [would also] become extinct.
Indeed, dharmahood (dharmata) is neither what is arisen nor what is
destroyed. (18-7)

This is the characteristic (laksana) of truth which is known through others,
which is quiescent (§3nta), which is not diversified by diversification
(prapafica), which is beyond conceptual construction (nirvikalpa), which
does not have many meanings (ananartha).//18-9/ /

From the above statement of Nagarjuna, it is obvious that the important
point is the notion of “conceptual construction” (vikalpa). Conceptual
construction is the cause of the arising of actions and afflictions, and conceptual
construction is produced from diversification (prapafica). Diversification is
destroyed by an understanding of $iinyatd. Bha-viveka’s statement regarding
“conceptual construction,” on the other hand, is slightly different from that of
Nagarjuna. Bha-viveka adds a remark on it as “knowledge of conceptual
construction” or “cognition which is beyond conceptual construction.”
Moreover, with regard to definition of $iinyatd, we come across the difference
between the statements of Nagarjuna and that of Bha-viveka. The former states
that “it is dependent origination (pratitya-samutpada) that we call emptiness.”
(MK, 24#18ab, p. 503.: yah pratitya-samutpadah Sunyata tarh pracaksmahe/). Bha-
viveka, on the other hand, states that “voidness (§iinyata) alludes to the

248 karmaklesaksayan moksah karmaklesa vikalpatah/
te prapaficatprapaficas tu $inyatayarn nirudhyate//18-5//
nirvrttam abhidhatavyarn nirvrtte cittagocare/
anutpannaniruddha hi nirvanamiva dharmata//18-7//
aparapratyayarh $antarh prapaficair apraparicitam/
nirvikalpam ananartham etat tattvasya laksanam//18-9// (Prasannapada, pp. 349-372)
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knowledge which perceives voidness without any grasping.” 249 It is the fact
that Bha-viveka was a Madhyamika and a follower of the Madhyamika,
Nagarjuna. In spite of this fact, Bha-viveka’s definition of sinyata is different
from Nagarjuna’s definition. Here too Bha-viveka refers to knowledge or
wisdom (prajiid). Then, how does Candra-kirti, a follower of Nagarjuna and a
prasangika, define sinyatd? He quotes Nagarjuna's statement above regarding
the definition of it in his Pras.250 That is to say, Candra-kirti exactly follows
Nagarjuna’s definition, and comments that “thus, the meaning of the word
pratitya-samutpida is the meaning of the word $iinyata.”25! Thus, we come across
the difference between Nagarjuna and Candrakirti, on the one hand and Bha-
viveka, on the other hand. Here, it should be noticed, however, that there is no
essential differences between them. Both Bha-viveka and Candra-kirti are the
followers of Nagarjuna and the Madhyamikas. They both cognized that entities
have no own-being (sva-bhava), and there is only emptiness ($iinyata). Their final
aim was obtaining of absolute truth (tattva) and reaching Nirvana. For the
Madhyamikas, “$inyata” itself is absolute truth. In other words, by
understanding “Siinyata,” obtaining of absolute truth is possible. To the
obtaining of absolute truth, i.e., Nirvana, Bha-viveka just recognized the
importance of knowledge or wisdom (prajiia).

From these points of view, I would like to assume Bha-viveka’s intention.
Bha-viveka followed Nagarjuna’s philosophy as a Madhyamika and at the same
time, he tried to restore the original philosophy of “siinyata,” which is declared in
“Prajfidparamita-siitra,” etc.252. That is to say, while Bha-viveka followed
Nagarjuna’s philosophy, at the same time, he tried to restore the original

"4

philosophy of “Siinyatd.” There are over two hundreds years separating
Nagarjuna’s period and Bha-viveka’s period. Therefore, Bhaviveka saw the need
to demonstrate the true intentions of Nagarjuna and the philosophy of

"$unyata.”

249 Uryuzu 1985: 33,

250 Prasannapada, p. 491.

251 evarh pratitya-samutpada-§abdasya yo ‘rthah sa eva siinyata-éabdasyartha. (Prasannapada,
p- 491)

252 Kajiyama 1979: 114-143, 1989: 89-206 examined the relationship between philosophy of
prajiia and philosophy of emptiness.
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Logic itself belongs to verbal usage, and is not absolute reality. It is,
however, impossible to state the philosophy of “Sitnyata” without verbal usage.
Therefore, Bha-viveka added a restriction “paramarthatah” to his syllogism
arguing
kind of syllogism was rejected by Candra-kirti. For Candra-kirti the logical
method could play a role only from the conventional standpoint and it should
not be brought into speak of any phases of the highest truth. For Bha-viveka,
however, the restriction “paramarthatah” is the function which leads to “absolute

truth” from the “conventional world,” and only on reaching the absolute truth,

"4

sinyata,” in order to caution the reader about this contradiction. His

i.e., Nirvana, the use of logic should be abandoned.

Nagarjuna, Buddha-palita and Candra-kirti used prasariga-anumana. That
is to say, by pointing out the absurdity of the opponent’s opinion, they tried to
demonstrate the philosophy of $inyata. In other words, they did not take firm
stand on their claims in order to have consensus by other shools. Svatantrikas
beginning with Bha-viveka, on the other hand, were not satisfied with it, and
positively demonstrated the philosophy of Siinyata by using svatantra-anumana
For them, probably, prasariga-anumina was not enough to demonstrate the
philosophy of $iinyata and was not enough to refute the opinions of realists. It
may be, moreover, possible that Bha-viveka was influenced by dominant shool
of thought, i.e., importance of logic. From these points, it can be understood that
Bha-viveka’s use of logic employed a more positive approach to Nirvana.
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I shall try to clarify Bha-viveka’s theory through a diagram which shows
his idea of the process from the conventional world (samvrti) to the highest truth
(paramartha), i.e., Nirvana.

The highest truth (Nirvana)
perfect wisdom
(having no diversification, “nisprapafica”)
4
The Buddha
4
The middle way (madhyama-pratipad)
4
Dependent origination (pratityasamutpada)
T4
Emptiness (Siinyata)
T
Non own-beingness (nilisvabhavata)
T
1
1t «=logic (having the restriction “paramarthatah” etc.)
wisdom
(having diversification, “praparica”)
The conventional world
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Appendix

An outline of research on Bhi-viveka

The works of Bha-viveka have been studied by many scholars over a long
period because his philosophy is one of the most important strands in the
Madhyamika school. Therefore, numerous works have already been completed
on the subject. Below only a representative bibliography of the works of Bha-
viveka is provided.

1. Prajfia-pradipa-mila-madhyamaka-vrtti.

This treatise is a commentary on Nagarjuna’s MK. Accordingly, the basic
contents of it and those of MK are identical.
Chapter one.

Frauwallner, 1958: 226-232.

Nozawa, 1977: 1-7.

Kajiyama, 1963: 37-62,1964: 100-130.

Nonin, 1993: 45-66.

Willam, 1993: 219-259.

Chapter two.

Tachikawa, 1982: 1-26, 1983: 31-58, 1984: 111-128, 1981: 1-22, 1985: 44-55,

1985: 21-41.

Chapter Three.

Nonin, 1987: 16-38.
Chapter Eleven.

Mochizuki, 1990: 25-49.
Chapter Twelve.

Mochizuki, 1989: 1-27.
Chapter Thirteen.

Mochizuki, 1989: 69-86.
Chapter Fifteen.

Kajiyama, 1079: 181-202.
Chapter Sixteen.

Furusaka, 1981:1-14.
Chapter Seventeen.

Kajiyama, 1979: 305-357.
Chapter Eighteen.



98

Kajiyama, 1978: 287-328.
Ichigd, 1967: 1-20.
Ichigd, 1967: 250-260.
Chapter Nineteen.
Nishikawa, 1984: 7-13.
Chapter Twenty-four.
Urytizu, 1971: 15-56.
Furusaka, 1976: 117-131.
Chapter Twenty-Five.
Malcolm, 1985: 25-75.
Yasui, 1961: 305-372.

2. Madhyamakahrdayakarikd and Tarkajvala

According to the colophons of the Tibetan translation of MHK, the
Tibetan translation of TJ was finalized by Atisa (981-1054 A.D) at Lhasa and
dictated to Lotsawa Jayasila.25® The Sanskrit original has not so far been found.
Chapter One.

Skt. title: Bodhi-cittaparityaga.

Tib. title: Byari chub kyi sems mi gtari bahi lehu ste dari po.

Eng. title: Non-abandonment of the thought of enlightenment.

Skt. text: Gokhale, and Bahulkar, 1985: 76-108. (Including an English

translation).
Chapter Two.

Skt. title: Muni-vratasamasraya.

Tib. title: Thub pahi brtul shugs la yari dag par bsten pa.

Eng. title: Taking the vow of an ascetic

Skt. text: Gokhale, 1972: 40-45. (Including an English translation)

Chapter Three.

Skt. title: Tattva-jfianaisana.

Tib. title: De kho na fiid kyi Ses pa htshol ba.

Eng. title: The quest for the knowledge of ultimate reality.

253 See, Chattopadhyaya 1967: 475, 487.
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Skt. texts (edition): Gokhale, 1962: 271-275. (vv. 275-284.)254
(Including an English translation)
lida, 1980: 52-242. (vv. 1-136.) (Including an English translation).
Ejima, 1980: 259-474. (Including a Japanese translation of MHK and
a portion of TJ equivalent to v. 26 of MHK).
Japanese translation: Nozawa, 1954: 53-46, 1955: 56-44, 1955: 38-26,
1956: 43-31, 1959: 105-118, 1964. 87-74, 1964: 70-58: 79-64, 1971: 96-
86, 1973: 108-89. (vv.1-141 and TJ).
Chapter Four.
Skt. title: Sravaka-tattvaniscayavatara.
Tib. title: Nan thos kyi de kho na fiid hjug pa.
Eng. title: Entering to the ascertainment of the truth of the Ivara.
Japanese translation from Tib.: Nozawa, 1941: 45-71, 1944: 45-71.
Chapter Five.
Skt. title: Yogacara-tattvaviniscaya.
Tib. title: Rnal hbyor spyod pahi de kho na fiid gtan la dbab pa la hjug pa.
Eng. title: The ascertainment of the truth of the Yogacara.
Japanese translation from Tib.: Yamaguchi, 1961: 1-41.
English translation from Skt.: lida, 1966: 79-96. (An annotated translation
and study of verses 1, 7, 8 & 9), Hirabayashi, and lida, 1978: 341-
360.
Chapter Six.
Skt. title: Sarikhya-tattvavatara.
Tib. title: Grangs can gyi de kho na fiid la hjug pa.
Eng. title: Ascertainment of the truth of the Sarikhya.
Skt. text: Nakada, 1973: 145-155, 1983: 1-3.
Japanese translation from Skt. and Tib. : Nakada, 1973: 156-185. 1983: 4-7.
Honda, 1980: 126-166.
Chapter Seven.
Skt. title: Vaisesika-tattvaniscaya.
Tib. title: Bye brag pahi de kho na fiid la hjug pa.
Eng. title; Ascertainment of the truth of the Vaisesika.
Japanese translation from Tib.: Miyasaka, 1958: 51-87.

254 According to Gokhale, the number of these verses is provisional. The verses which
Gokhale proposed are equivalent to vv. 280-289 of Ejima’s Skt. edition.
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Chapter Eight.

Skt. title: Vedantatattvaviniscaya.

Tib. title: Rig byed kyi mthar smra bahi de kho na fiid la hjug pa.

Eng. title: Ascertainment of the truth of the Vedanta.

Skt. editon: Gokhale, 1958: 165-180. (vv. 1-16).

Nakamura, 1975: 300-329. (vv. 18-96).
Qvarnstrom, 1989.
Chapter Nine.

Skt. title: Mimarhsa-tattvanirnayavatara.

Tib. title: Dpyod pahi de kho na fiid gtan la dbab pa la hjug pa.

Eng. title: Entering to the ascertainment of the truth of the Mimarhsaka.

Skt. edition: Kawasaki, 1973: 71-86. (vv. 1-17 and a Japanese
translation), 1976: 1-16. (vv. 1-17 and an English translation), 1985:
174-184. (vv. 132-138 and TJ and a Japanese translation), 1992: 407-
467. (Includes Tibetan edition and a Japanese translation), 1992: 131-
143. (Includes an English translation)

Chapter Ten.

Skt. title: Sarvajfiatasiddhinirdesa.

Tib. title: Thams cad mkhyen pa fiid du grub par bstan pa.

Eng. title: Exposition of the proof of the omniscience [of the Buddhal].

Skt. text: Kawasaki, 1992: 468-472. (Includes Tibetan edition and a Japanese
translation), 1992: 131-143. (Includes Tibetan edition and an English
translation)

Chapter Eleven.

Skt. title: Stutilaksananirdesa.

Tib. title: Bstod pa dari mtshan bstan pa.

Eng. title: Exposition on the eulogy and the marks.

3. Madhyamakarthasarigraha
Restored Skt. text: N. Aiyaswami Sastri, Madhyamakartha-sariigraha of
Bhavaviveka, 1931: 41-49.
Tib. ed. and Japanese tr.: Ejima, 1980: 18-23.
Japanese tr.: Nagasawa, 1969: 191-198.
English tr.: Lindtner, 1981: 200-201.

4. Nikayabhedavibharigavyakhydina
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English tr.: Rockill, 1884: 181.
Japanese tr.: Watanabe, 1939.
French tr.: André Bareau, 1956: 167-200.

Ta-Shén Chang-Chén lun

Skt. ed.: N. Aiyaswami Sastri, 1949.

Translations: Poussin, 1932-33: 1-146, Frauwallner, 1958: 232-240, Hatani,
1931: 99-138.
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