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Abstract

Madhyamaka soteriological theotgin be summarized as a process of transforming
cognition from conventional reality to ultimate reality. Hence, therdieunderstandings
of thesetwo realities certainly influencaifferentMUd hy a mi k an sBasedont er i o |
his unique theory of two réiies, B h U v i elueidatas a path to awating utilizing
formalinference in hidewel in the Hand Treatise

BhUviveka def i nes thataf wovidlymtpérienoeaihcludingal i t y a
language, which is for those sentient beiwho are not yet amkened even though such
a reality is derived from their attachments produced from ignor&ased orthe theory
thatworldly experiencés the result ofheactivation of intrinsic nature® h Ov i v e k a
accepts thathings have intrinsic naturesthis levé of reality. MoreoverBh Uvi vek a6 s
understanding of ultimate realitpntainsthree connotations: 1) from an ontological
perspectivefi ultimaterealityd meanghe ultimateobjectwhich is understood ahe true
nature of things; 2) from an epistemological perspectilignate reality isnon
conceptualvisdom whichrefers to how the Buddhist sages view reality; 3) the teachings
in accord with norarising is ultimate realityAccording to the first anthe second
definitions, reality transcemsdvorldly experience, languages and so on. From this level of
reality, things possess no intrinsic nature.

In addition tothe truth of thingsandnemoncept ual wi sdom, BhUOv
a secondary ultimate ré@gi, i.e.,the teachings in accord with namisingto facilitate the
interactionbetween the two realities. Therefore, a practitioner is able to oramgfeir
cognitonf r om conventional to ul ti meaclkngofehal it y.

secmdary ultimate realityncludes the knowledge &1 n yoktading&d from hearing,



thinking, and meditatingzorB h U v i, theeldgiaal argumerdr a formal proof
statement r a y o g)as\a Buifigiemt methodology to acquire the knowledge of
hearing from with the other two types of knowledge cardoguired

Although formal proof statemes{p r a y o g)dad béery developed in
Buddhism for a long timgheynever became an important methodology for debate
beforeDign U ¢480~540 CE)Because of higfluence formal proof statemesbecame
a formal methodology for debate awdreaccepted by different religious schools.
According toDign U gagormal proof statemeris established on the basis of two kinds
of cognitiors (p r aAm{Hirect perceptiorfpratyakid) and inferenceanuniha). Based
onDign U@ perspectiveB h U v i incerdoratedormal proof statemestnto his
soteriological theoryin order to makéormal proof statemest qualified methodology,
B h Uv iincladedethe concept aftrinsic nature in his interpretation of conventional
reality. That is, thenclusionof an intrinsic naturénvolving direct perception and
inference in conventional reality allows for a decisseaclusionby means of a valid
formal proof statement. Thefore, a valid formal proof argument is able to secure the
correct understanding of (secondary) ultimate reality which becomes the initial step for

awakening



Preface

Buddhism is usually considered a religion which emphasizes practice rather th
logical inference. Even though logical inference was in fact mentioned and discussed
very early in Buddhism, the question of how it concerns the path to awakening remained
uncertain. Hence, some ancient scholars criticized logic as merely a debatéatogiyno
without any relevance for oneds | i beration
bet ween | ogic and t he(49&70CE)s ane dcholaravhcat i o n .
had insight into such a relation. For him, logic was not only a metbggdbr debate,
but also an initial step toward liberatiorhe purpose afny researcls to show how
BhUviveka, based upon his unique interpret

soteriological theory and how his explanation constitutes a tramaifioocess to

liberation through the use of formal proof statemémntss workJewels irthe hands
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Chapter Onetntroduction Logic andSoteriology inthe Jewel in the Hand

Buddhism is usually considerealreligion which emplasizespracticerather than
logical inference. Even though logical inferemeasin factmentioned and discussed
very early in Buddhism, the questiohhow it concerns the path to awakening reredin
uncertain Hence, some ancient schslariticizedlogic as merely alebatemethodology
without any r el e v.dnfactdewBuddhistdert® dissusslthie kelatiorat i o n
between logic and the path to liberatinh U v i (498~670 CE)s onescholarwho
had insight into suchrelaion. For him logic was not only a methodology for debate
but also an initial step toward liberation.

The purpose of thidissertations todemonstrat¢he relatioship betweerogic and
soteriology First, | examine how Indian logic concexditself with Buddhist soteriology
by investigatingd h U v i, thesfikst U d h y a toicoksider logc to be a necessary
stepin the path to liberatiorSecond, this dissertatigamovides an English translation of

BhUvi v e kakamstalavatna(k , /Jewel in he Hand)in whichlogical

argument is an important methodology in obtaining liberafitiird, this dissertation
presents a philosophical anal ysis of the t
logical argument in his soteriological theofhe discs si on f ocuses on how
metaphysical theory supports his logical argunaemnt soteriological theory

Although logical argument(e t u k a)ivasdiscussedin some early Buddhist
texts, itwas not considereahn importanform of knowledgeu nt i | Di gnUgads r e
After the use ofogical argument become more and more popular, the question which

followedwas whether logical argument is merely a methodology irsddbate or



whethert also plays aimportantrole in the patho liberation. Thigs thequestionwhich
this dissertatiomddresses

BhUviveka was a Sout hwaginfluersialin IBdindrdund st mon
thesixth century. As moderscholarsof Madhyamaka have known, he is the first
MU d h y atoiadog famal proof statementp(r a y o g)dovakgkeyoathe concept
of ST n yThe dpplication of formal proof statemeligtinguisheiim from other
MO d h y a mihada greatrinfluence on later developrmehilthough there are many
divergen understanding d Madhyamaka doctrines, the fundamental disagreements are
inregardtee a ¢ h s pemspettigertcdvarthe two realities and thmanner of
appling formal proof statemea{prayogg. Some scholars claim thatichdivergences
are philosophical and (or) n®dological distinctiond However, only a few people
seem to be aware that these two differences are in fact soteriological distin€@ns.
BhUviveka, the for mal debateefhodsldgpabutalsoeant wa s
initial steptoward¢ i ber ati on. The purpose of this di:
based upon his unique interpretation of the two reglit@sstructs his soteriological
theory and hovhis explanation constitutes a transitional process to liberation through the

useof formal proof statements.

'Yamaguchi points out that-fMBdhlheamickha odi dfndthomegdhadam
wrote hisMHK.  fil ndo dai j @ ky@gakushi ni okeru ky@s@ hanj
sectarian@d ssi fications of Buddhism in the history of I
Dai gaku Gaguh®@, VoBecaus®hU&i 28 k@le44)rjc28ed YogUcUra
Y o g U bedame twalistinct schoolsBecaus8 h Uvi veka critici zedrefBadddhapUl i
by Candrakorti, MU ediviged. S.likaaReagsansandEmptinesseArStudyintd ogic

and Mysticism (Tokyo: the Hokuseido Press, 1980), 21. )

2G. B. J. Dreyfus & S. L. McClintockiheSWtantrika and the Prasfigika Distinction(Boston: Wisdom

Publications, 2003), 8 ~9.

*Ibid., 77.



In myinvestigatbnintoBh Uvi vekaés soteriological the

primarily on one o ftheBkatdtalaratnak a 6 s fMewelin wor k s

the HandhereafteiK TR).* There are two reasons for using KiERas the main source

Firstof all, theKTRitself outlines a relatively clear path toward liberation compared to

the othemajortextsof B h U v i, theMadnyamakafd a y a k (BereaftefHK) and

Pr aj 7 U gheraaftelPPh ° whichare relatively extensive compared<aR.

BhUvi vekads unique method of religious pra

step to liberation, can be easifientified in theKTR.TheKTRis also considered as

concise summar y ophicaBistémpreseatédaNHK. Thehefole,0 s

theKTRis an important text to stu® h Uv i6bwe lsat eri ol ogi cal theor
SecondtheKTRis the only text of the three without either an original Sanskrit or

Tibetan versiopand thus, it has been largeiynored byWestern scholarecausehe

KTRwas translated into Chinese by Xuanzang around 647 or 649 CE, eighty years after

BhUvi v e k tadtmnsldtierasholild not deviate too far from the original intent of

the authorlt is alsowidely acceptedasBh Uvi vekads | at’efeusfaryaor k o f

French translation of the Chinese textRpussin and a Sanskrit edition reconstructed

* The Sanskrit name is reconstructed from Chinese version by N. A. Sastri who in fact reconstructed the
whole text into Sanskrit from Chinese in his waflaratalaratna(Santiniketan: VisvaBharati, 1949),

33~104. However, according t o-Karhtalanamasbecavwsetheseiison, it
the term MahUyUna addressed i n f Dachengzharfgzhénire t ext .
( )which canbe translated@& he MahUyUna tr eat ioin€nglish. Jewel s i

® These two texts will be briefly introduced in the next chapter.

® That is somethinghat! plan to prove in this dissertation.

7Z.C. Cao, M.A. dissertationkongyou zhi zheng de yanjiu (An investigation of the debate surrounding
nothingness and something) (Taipei: Faguang Buddhist Culture Research Institute, 1994), 5~6.

3



from the Chinese by N. A. Sastri are availdbiowever, to date, there is somplete
English translation of thext. This dissertation will providéor the first time dull
English translation of this textased ora Chinese versiowhich will enlarge the
potential academic audience for the study
After a brief introduction, the second chapter woltdis on the author of the text.
The discussion contains biographical infor
in three different Buddhist contexiacluding Indian, Chinese, and Tibetan Buddhism.
Although there are many possible spellings, adogrtb both Sanskrit and Tibetan
sources, many scholars claim t hoithe 6 BhUvi ve
a ut hor.®8asedoaumentscholarship and additional Chinese sources, this
dissertation will further support this claim.
A large amountof Euro-North American scholarship ffocused primarily on
B h U v idwheuglgand influencen either Indian or TibetaBuddhism In addition to
these, this dissertation will enChimsed t he d
Buddhistthought Some scholartaveindicatedthathehas been influentiah Indian
Buddhist philosopparound the sixthcenturBe cause of his critique
philosophy, the concept échoodbi n Mah Uy Una BuddhFosm began t

investigaing B h Wekad s p oirsindiari Baduhim, the main sourcthis dssertation

will utilizeisChi nese pilgrimsdé records -amlgzingater M
those sources as wel | as mo dwgest thatduding | ar s 6
8730, 268~278. de La Vallée Poussin, lou , fAiMadhyamaka, 'l a madawmt héud . du

Mélanges Chinois et Bouddhiques (Bruxelles) 2 (393p 60~138. Also, N. A. Sastri ratstructel
Sanskrit from Chinese in his worKaratalaratna(Santiniketan: VisvaBharati, 1949), 33~104.

4



his ime,B h U v i wacdebrsidered to be the only legitimatecessoof the
Madhyamaka School
In the contextof Chinese Buddhis, it seems that three 8h U v i6 \srepértant
works have been translated into Chinakkough,nowadays, onlKTRandPrP are
available Moreover, due to the lack of information regardinglater developmestof
| ndi an Madhyamaka Schoolast,heBhslvcicveesksao rw aosf rN
for Chinese Buddhist audiences. The unique philosophy of twoiesalitrdy@mpty

and conventionallgubtantiab Zhén Kong Su You ) from the *Karatalaratna

was adoptethy Chinese ancientscholdrso r epr esent BhUvi vekads g
with the YoRHarmap Blch oilarwel | k tHlovever, i n Chi 1

becaus¢he Chinese Madhyamaka Scho8anlunzong ) was on the wanand
because of Xu®iRz:BACENndDdssémination of YogUc

of the intellectual monks in thBhUengebgna
did not gain as much recognition as he did in India.

In Tibet, as some modern research indicaels, U v i6 \pheldsaphy mighhave
beeni nt r o d u c e ditahng manyaf hisawvorkskretranslated into Tibetan in
the ear |y p evasvesydnfluerBidl i) the early deselopment of Tibetan
Madhyamaka arountthe eighth to tenth century.his influencesurvived forseveral
hundred years in Tibemnt i | Candrakogrtidéds philosophy was

Chapter three is a brief introductitmthe coitent ofthe* Karatalaratna(
Jewel in the HandhereafteKTR). As mentioned previously, this text is extremely

i mportant for the study o famdb hiswiorkséthoat b e c a u



either original Sanskrit or Tibetan versions #@ngrovides a relatively cleaoteriological
pathcompared with the other texts. The discussiotiis chaptewill cover the name of
the text and the purpose of composing the text. This chapter will also introduce its
structure and content. Moreover, & r het or i c al met hodol ogy e mg
debate with his opponents will be examined.

Subsequent chapters wiliscus8h Uvi vekadés phil osophy and
theory according to what esentd in the Karatalaratnaand in his other work
Foll owing NUgUrjuna, BhUvivekads soteriolo
cognition from conventional to ultimate re
the reality of the worldly experience, including language, which is dayréai those
sentient being who are not yet awakened, even though such a reality is derived from their
attachments produced from ignoranide.reasos thatalthoughsentient beings are prone
to mistakenly perceive things theyappear due to ignorance, things should have
intrinsic naturestthis level of reality.

BasedonB h Uv i wmdérstadiding of ultimate reality, it can be briefly stated that
t he wor d 06 uhasthremeohnetations:d)lfrom ay éntological pecsipe, the
term 6the ultimated or Othe objectd refers
epi stemol ogi cal p eri sspcea d tnmi wvea,t i tnlge wti esrdm mn a re
Buddhist sages view reality; and 3) the teachings in accord witamgingrefers to
ultimate realityAccording to the first and the second definitions, reality is the
transcendence of the worldly experience, language and #a tins level of reality,
things possess no intrinsic natueh Uv i v e k a thiddeoneeptse@nsiarya
ultimate reality, which creates an important pivot between these two realities. The

6



secondary ultimate reality becomesimportant feature of his soteriological theory.
Before further discussg his soteriologyit is important to examinB h Uv i6we k a
definition of the two realities and the secondary ultimate redltig. examination and
demonstrationoB h Uv i ve kaés t vothefoerth thaptei. e s  wi | | be

The fifth chapter will examine BhUviveka
statementf r a y o g)anhi &oterological theory. Theaching of the secondary
ultimate reality according toter a j § U pncludes hp knowledge &1 ny at U
obtained from hearind3(r u t } thiakingc i n t ))and meglitatingg h Uv an.OUmay 0
In regardto these three types of knowledge, the formal proof statement according to the
*Karatalaratnais a foundational methodology which allows one to acquire the
knowledge of hearing and from which the other two types of knowledge can be achieved.
Hence the formal proof statement is the initial step for his secondary ultimate reality.

In order tovalidatethe function of the formal proof argumeBth Uv i mustk a
validate the function ofalid cognition( p r Aajinéluding directperception(pratyakis)
ard infererce( a n u mbdcawse these two are the main elements of a formal proof
argument. Based on DignUgaé6s theory, BhUvi
epistemological theory: external objects are substantially ekisteause they consist of
an aggregatin of atoms. Since an external object is real in conventional reality, its
particulars are able to caudeectperception fratyaki), and its universal, i.e., a
collection of particulars, is able to cause infererce (u m)UThebasic definition for a
universal is that it must possessimilar locus( U S r aad/lacha dissimilar locus.
These two requirements of a universal can guarantee an accurate inference because a

reference is the appearance of a universal in cognitiory. d@me two of the three

7



requirements for a valid reason in a formal proof statement. Moreover, on the basis of
this theory, language is able to refer to a certain thing by conceptualizing and designating
its universal with the capture of its locus. Therefore, a formal pro@nséatt, supported
by the function of language and an accurate perception, is able to obtain an accurate
result (.e.,inference) by providing a sound reaswn

ThereforeB h U v i hasstdkaacepinintrinsic nature of dharmas in conventional
reality to guarantee the decisive result of a formal proof statement and squssible
path to achieve liberation. Based on his ontological system, the detail of a formal proof
statement will be discussed and redefined wiphiciple inmodern logical,
Hypothetcal Syllogism (HS).

The sixth chapter concludésat formal proof statemenésenot only a method for
debatebut an initial step for the pattowardsliberationasrevealed in the
*Karatalaratna B h Uv i \iteakhing ie accord witB T n y imdlutles the knowledge
of ST n yobtdin8d from hearing, thinking, and meditatifigese three kinds of
knowledgecomposea hierarchicaprocess towards liberatioRormal proof statemesgt
therefore area sufficient methodology to acquire the knowledfbearingwhich is the
basis of the other tw®wing toDign U & mfluence,formal proof statemestavebeen
established on the basis of the two kindsaifd cognitions(p r ana)Hirectperception
(prayak|a) and inferene(a n u m)Ulm axder tosecureformal proof statemesgsa
vaidmet hodol ogy, B th&ooncepeoksabstantdp bipittezpdetation
of conventionafeality. That is, the acceptance of the theory that an intrinsic nature exists

in conventional existence allows for a deesresultin termsof a validformal proof



statementTherefore, formal proof statemertreboth an initial step and necessary

methodology to obtain awakening.



Chapter TwoThelLife and worksoBh Uvi v e k a

In thecurrent chapterd will focusonB h Uv idwse K d f e. Tlhenlidcussianr k s
includes BhUvi veka 6 siswork®and his nfluencesithin threef o r ma t
different Buddhist contexténdian, Chinese, and Tibetan Buddhism.

2.1 TheName

AlthoughB h U v i isitleelautor of the text Karatalaratna the spelling of his

nameis diversan different sources. Shotaro lida listed other possible spskinch as

3t

Bhad yfaBh a0V B &l & yoa kiillBrhaa v p a Vi B W €k aavni dk a

3t

B h a g a v eddepending krdifferentsource and concludethatthree most
accur at eBhoGvieekad a fi 8 hoi vaynad fi BR The Japaedsea
Madhyamaka scholar Yasunori Ejima also listed several spellings such as
B h Bvivekad fiBh U i Btk §oai ivRetkaav ya ViiBhialkeapa aind e
ABhavya. o He Bhdiwekas B Hoa vaynat ABhUvi vekao ar
common nam&for the traditional prenodern scholar¥’ Ejima concludeghat
6 B h O v iisthe thasté@ccurate spelling.

Up until now,the most common spellingusbdy mo d e r n Bshethivekad r s i s
The reason that this spelling is popularly used may be because it is found in the

Prasan faHpave YBhnvéviveked onl y appear sandisnott he San

°S. lida,Reason and Emptiness: A Study imiccand Mysticisn{Tokyo: the Hokuseido Press, 1980), 5~6.

% yasunori Ejima, t (Chukan SdmkaisTle Dewelopment of the Idea of
Madhyamakga(Tokyo: Shunjusha, 1980), 3.

Yy, Ejima, fBhUOvi ve hdogaBuBukkygalake nHfgdlaaferIBKy 382 (5991),
838846.

2l ouis de la Vall ®e PouttkBdeNye duna' aMeEcamadPyamakak
Commentaire de Candrakt i ¢ (FsR Bibdothéca Buddhica (StPétersbourg,19603913), 36.

10



the only possible spel |editogofthePr 8a m$ hkasopta d o u
usesBh Uv i v e k a'®The author oftie ba&H#Aalo k dJcommentary to the
Pr as an ralsquaednd spelling*He nc e, t hBehvdgiveled |iisn gn dit
exclusve in Sanskrit sources.
The term ABhavyao is derived from Tibetart
Sanskrit textsoday™ In the Tibetan translation of théa d h y a rik KD & two
different spelling are usesyt he autnglomr al 0lscNgas loe restbréd as
ABhUOvivekao or fABhUviviktao and fdsKal | dan
garbha, in his commentary BfP (Pr aj fUpr ad § @ a -bfiyLeedgds olrd afinL e g s
|l dan 6byedo PrRar tEjée mautimadr cleydiés cobhbatd bDeegs
and t hus, AL e gnereatcdratenspedingyheidcoh iiss af Brhitavy avi v e
original Sanskrit. Moreover, At oSabothi n his
AiBhavyao and fABhavyaPPilandMKi® for the author
In contrasto the divergence of Sanskrit and Tibetan, the Chinese translations of

BhUvibwselmaame are very consistent in meaning
(qingbian, (gingbian) or (fenbieming'’ In regard to the Chineseord

(ging), although it possesses a dozen meanings, its basic meefersy o 6 c |l ear 6,

Omani festd from which the mea(mingnigdervéd. 61 i gh

By, EjimakafBh&vy ahs3@aevi veka

Yy, Yonez#mmakUpvLAKkSanskrit Manuscript of an Anonymo
Journal of Indian and Buddhist Studies (hereafter JIBS) ¢1099), 1024~1022.

By, Ejima, fABhUOvi veld&84B6h.aviyhae fBohlUvoi wienkga danBal ysi s i s
study.

®c. watanabe, Bh Uv idayakklar 6i sk OMa dnayt @t nvaakj efibbs deakinglisB 7
translation and explanation (The University of British Columbia, 1994) 8.

' Most of the Chinse ancient scholars use either or (gingbian). (fenbieming) only
appears in PrabhUkRramjUprmadadopaans!| ation of

11



Herein, the Chinese character(bian) means fAdi sti Mmémhigon@somwei d
(fenbig. Theword (bian) means O&édebate. 6 Al though th
slightly different meanings, according to classical Chinese grammar, the characters which
possess the same pronunciation catrdresposed® Hence, both  (bian) and  (bian)
mean (fenbig distinction, discrimination, or investigatidn.
According tothe Datangxiyuiji ( ), the transliteration of  or
(gingbian is 9 (pobifuja) which can bédentifiedasBh Uvi veka in Sansk
according to SanskrChinese phonic analysis: b h, U vi veand? ka.The term
dhUvibdbvebasi st sb halfidviiekadhewardb hdle ans 61 i ght 6,
6bright ness 8 which gotrespontis ta the Chiresecwordqing) or
(ming . Me a wivekad | mefiadrdsst i nct i on o ,?°whichalgodi scri mi n
correspondsttheCh i ne & g oib { a n NeL @ refbfeé) Therefore, within the

various spelingsBh Uvi veka is the most difevestsourteb.e spel
Hence, in the following, willuseB h Uv i v e k al s@llig far thé authanof the

*Karatalaratna

54, 834b
9M. Monier Williams, SanskritEnglish Dictionary(New York: Oxford University, 1988), 750.
20 i

Ibid., 987.
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2.2 Birthplace:

AccordingtoX u a n z h (¢ a r) Batasxiyuiji( y2*BhUviveka was

from (DhUnakeabh Ka jakak*aThe storyoBh Uv i nthk a
(datanxiyuj) is summarised as follows:

The country oD h U n y a ks aix teoksands Li (kilometre) in circuit, and its

capital city is forty Li round. Not far away from the city of the south, there is a
mountain crag in which t he ediatBetpalace Po b i f
of Asuraswai ting to see Maitreya, the futur.
Magadhaandtritt o debate with Dhar mapUl a. Howe
by Dhar ma p Uthamasté Eame back tolhia dwn countBy

thinking that exept the future Buddha Maitreya, who can answer my questions,

he decided to stay in the mountain, waiting for the future Buétiha.

The description here, Athe master came Db:

transl ation from t he o.0Rropithisaimt, it Cah bdarieesie , i

thatBh Uvi veka was fDHmhUn a Kfedcaidiag toSamyel Befl,
D h Un a kispreaektly avestern neighbor of the presexima r Unhiehtisdn central
India and belongs to Andhra Pradesh provfiidéowever, in the ancient geographical

system, it was probably considered to be in the south of the territory at that time.

L Datanxiyuiji( / the Great Tang Dynasty records of the western werid) a traveling record
journal written byXuanzang to record his journey to India. English translation see: S.B&akKi:
Buddhist records of the western wofldondon: Routledge2000.
2 There are many possible Sanskrit spelling for this Chinese term such as Dhamfiakatak, Dhamyakatak,
DhUnyakat ak, DHhMBkagka DRatdi kalBeah 220~221 aAlso see lida 25.
% The translation of the wholeapsage can be seen in Beal 221~223. lida also indicates that the last part of )
the passage is identical with the record in TUranuU
% |ida in his bookReason and Emptingssaysthali 6 s Ko n s ai #formbsithakhis Birthpldce e n
wa s Dakadka in south India. In fact, the referencefoo n's ai s u tounkke yughaj i t en
declaration is this passage. Somehow, lida did not use this original passage as reference but used

Konsaisu bukky@ jited as reference instead (l1dia
*® Beal, 220~221lida 25, and Eckel 9. i
% According to (Datanxiyuj) , D h @ka yaddentifiedasSouthindia at the time when

the Chinese pilgrims traveled to India.
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Fal i n d5872640CE) Bianzhenglur{ ), another Chinese source
regardingB h U v i whiehkisprevious taDatanxiyuji( ), indicates that

BhUOvi veka famidyin Magadha InaheBianzhenglur( ), Falin ()
claimed thahehimselfwas a member of the r a b h U k atrarslatiort team 6 s
translatingheP r a j T U pinto £hingse in 629 CENd hewas in charge ofvriting
down the translation as well as the preface. It is in the preface that Falin ¢laimed
BhUvi vek anlkiatrijadgnatg®hThus, he probably obtained this information
fromPr abh Uk ar a miFalinds. )ipreface was not adoptedtas official
preface fotheP r a j { U pTheaofficiappreface was written by Huize (
/580~636CE whowasanother persom the teamn charge of writing dowithe
translation. However, in his preface, Huize ( ) did not mention anything about
Bh Uv i \bighplacé’$HenceF al i n 9§ sH s( des c rBhpltvii ovne kaabdosu t
birthplace is not without suspicion.

T U O  Wliatory of Buddhism in Indiaays that Bhavyddgsldan) was born to

an illustrious royal family oMalyarain south India®® Sumpamkhanpo indicates that

B h Uv i wasbora in a royal family of Malayagiri. According to the above sources and

anal ysis, we may concl wdreyatamiyinDBbtWak atklaa w

which now isawestern neighbor of the presénmaw dJt § .

21752, 513b.

28 | pid.

2730, 50c. i

%dia8& TUranUt ha 130.

14



2.3 Date:

The date o8 h Uv i \ife ik ellesed to be around 490~570 or 500~570 CE.
Dating BhUvivekads |ifetime is not difficu
Buddhi st famous figures such amSthirdatar map Ul a
Taking the historic records and epigrajgas basic sources, modern scholars have
arrived atthe above conclusion through the investigation of the relationbkipgen
B h Uv i ancettesaBuddhist famous figureThe followingis a brief description
According to Chinese pilgrimsd records, l
contempor ary *\@choldrs uBed 10 believesthasSthiramati lived between
470~550CE. In his researctii andmarks in the History of IndiaLogio, Eric
Frauwallner corrects this supposition angstimates the dates for those figures as
following: Dign Uga ( 480~540CE), DharmapUla (530~56
(510~570’0On t he basi s hypdthesisYuichi Kaiiyarharfuetrebpiaces
BhUOviveka in between 500~570 CE by compar.i
Sthiramati *3midr 8hUvBWE@kiaveka was a |little
evidence i s,inthisRPt attBcked@damak a who i s one of S
teaches. Moreover, Sthiramatin his Dachengzhongguanlunshi / the
Commentary Mf| Mmbh Ok ¥a mcités pdsdages footd bdthi gn Ug a
andB h U v i. Sther&matiwas not only younger thabi g nbltgraist be even younger

thanB h U v i. Meade Jdajiyamaconcluds thatB h U v i nwst kesborn around 5@E.

31754, 229b. Hirakawa 228.

¥Eric Frauwallner, fiLandmaMWkenien ZeétMdichrorfy 6frl ud
Ostasienss (1961), 132~4. . )
#¥Y. Kajiyama, #ABhUviveka, -®6.hiramati, and Dhar mapUl
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SecondKajiyamaarguesthaB h Uv i v e k a d iCE.#lis reasomsianedl) 5 7 0
Dhar mapUl a cr iinhiseork AcabrdiBghitdirariditioalkhaa r ma p U1 a
should be ovetwentyyears old viaen hecouldcriticize a great mastéf.That implies

that BhUvi veka s u€B?2)inthaDatankiyuji(east pifter 550

says that BhUviveka entered into the mount
for debate by dahmeady retrqd8rd atayedhindodhya®

DharmapUl a retired fwenornine@EOICE)fTIust BhEviagel
must have died around 569 or 570 CE. So f a
accepted by many modern scholars such as ldiak&iva, and Ames as a formal data for

Bh Uv i *VHerncal willadoptK aj i y a ma 6 sin thisalissertatiors i 0 n

24Li fe and position of BhUOviveka in Buddhis
241BhUviveka in I ndian context

BhUviveka is definitely an influential fi

pilgrim, 1-zhing( 635~713CE), lists a series of names of influential Buddhist figures
in India in his travel recordhe Nanhaijiguichuan / the Traveling Recordfo

Southocear). The record says:

¥P. Hoornaert, BhiOvée vbhkar orethbdd @i masDhparesaep Ul ad6s Comme
Cat uhsat aKaamazave UniversstyoRepository for Academic reso@&¢2004), 119~149. Also
T30, 246a~c.

®1't says that in order to see Maitreya, Bhthwiveka r
statue of AvalokiteSvara Bodhisattva. After that,
After these six years, BhUviveka waited and practi

crag and made acave. Thestoryemisu hat BhUvi veka entered the cave
% Frauwallner 132~134. _
Il'dia 7; Wi lliam Ames 31; Hirakawa ddtM8s BhUOviveka

(Indo Bukk@ s Tihie History of Indian BuddhiginTokyo: Shunjusha, 1995205.
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There were such kind (of monks who helped Buddha to promote dharma) like

NOgUr j udaevlalr yaakdar back in the frast, Vasubandhu, 458
Satlghabhadra and BhUviveka in median bacl
Dhar map Ul a, Dhar¥akorti érecentl y.

[-zhing( ) went to India as a pilgrimia the sea route in 671CE and stayed in
India and south Asia for twenfwe years. 4zhing( ) recorded those people in his
travel diary and divided them into three periodsmkt Moreover sincel-zhing( )

had traveled around India and south Asiatfeenty-five yeas, the above information

should not be understood as ohfy h i n g 6) perspnal opinioninsteadit should be

considered to be a general understandimgngl-zhingg s vindia. t t o

From the above citation, there are several things waftmore detaiéd discussion
First, althoughhechronological order of thodegures above may have to be re
considered according tnodern research, especially puttidy Uv i ve k mthe oget her
same perioésAsalga and Vasubandhthese people mugtavebeenso influentialupon
their contemporaries thatzhing () had to mentiorit in his record. Second, it is
surprisngt hat i n the | ist, we cannot find Buddh
consideredtobthel egi t i mate successor osf NUgUrjuna
BuddhapUOlita |ived around 470~540 *CE, and
That i s to gaygmikans Wweeeelder andvywundetiBan Ov i v ek a . | f

were influential enough, why didzhing( ) not even mention them? Third, in this

list, the figuredistedi n t he mi ddl e period, only BhUvi ve

38

J J J J

) ) (T54, 229h)
39 Hirakawa History 202.
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School. PacingBh Uv i vethaert awge h t hese two YogUcUra f

BhUviveka was NUgUrjunads | eingti lnae e succe

cannot find any information aboBtu d d h a p Claintda ia&k&amzahgds (

(datanxiyuj) which recordstha#8 h OUvi veka promotes NUgUr |
stati ng,SUigntastar BhUvi veka) éout war dUkhyadjarls pl ay e
and inwardly, propaga t*®Hence, withouttthe mftuéncerofy of N
the later sources frothe Tibetan tradion”* Bh Uvi veka i n the I ndian
only influenti al but also considered to be
reportsof Chinese pilgrims.

BhUvivekads i nf | ueilustratedih thepGhisdse sbussbutdlss not ¢
in the later development of Madhyamaka from Tibetan ssuAmording to some
modernJapanesscholarsinfactmost of the | ater MUdhyami ka
BhOvivekdds |ineage.

The influential figures promote their Buddhist philosophiesugh their literary

compositions and debates. As shown abmvihe Datanxiyu;ji( ),
Xuanzhuang () usedthe termS U s-mastar( /v U)dojaddres8 h Uvi veka. As

we can see, the Buddhist figures in the above list a& @ls-mastarsSince anciet
times, there have been monkexognized as experts iorcharge of different Buddhist

sciences such asuttantika, vinayadhara, anddhammakathika (dhammalhara).*®

40 _ o(T 51, 930¢c)
“"See BhUviveka in Tibetan context of this chapter.
*?Hirakawa,History2 0 5 ~2 1 9 . S eneTib&am Eontexvoé tkisachapter.

“3 Hirakawa,History 94.
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Thosedharmakathikaalso becamédhammadhara(those who hold/keep the teaching)
who were in charge of passing down Buddhist teaching and examining the new
teachingas itspreading out from different aremn the basis of the okl | t after the
first Buddhist congregatio)f* Consequently, from dmena-dhara, then Uk @haraor
abhidharmadhara developed® Later,whenabhidharmavas used aa general term for
all Buddhist commentariegbhidharmadhara(those who promotabhidharma

became the most influéal scholars in mainstream Buddhism.

When MahUy Un § U s-roaste) began$o cdmpase commentaries on the
newly appearing | t,r as. e. ,s IMatheseflbrdao usbhidharmaas a
general term for all Buddhist commentaries due to their disagreementsbhittharma
philosophies, anthatabhidharmahad already become a specific genre. Instead of
abhidharmathey preferedto usethe termS U s for thair compositions. Those who
composeS U s tomprarsote Buddhism are addresse&ds s-masters In their
compositions, irorder toimposetheir religious authority, they intensively challedge
different scholars or schools in both Buddhism andBoddhism. Thus, debates with
other philosophers are tkessential parts of tho& U s tThraeughsuchdebates in their
compositions, th& U s-mastargpromoted their philosophies and extended their
influence on others.

As we can see, the figuresinthe h i n g 6)dist gre allS U s-mastarsand they

all left massive compositions in which they setaygimary,and many other minor

“YinsShunThe Origin and Devel op me r(Ttaiped Zenviim, 1993), 2Ma h Uy OUna
®Yin-shunThe Study on the Composition$ and Scholars of
) (Taipei: Zenwun, 1992), 27~32.
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targets to challenge and debate with. For
Asalga and Vasubandhu, aimedas#thidharmascholars as their main object to challenge
as well as other religious scholars as a secondttebgl ghabhadra was famous for his
chall enge t &dbVYas hhbamad.Rtoas betsaiditythe more
successfubne wasn debating with otherthe morenfluential they were*®

Even though debate is a key point for a successful sciolars-mastars
individually faced different situations due to the fact that cultarestheir different
philosophiexhangedromt i me t o t i me. BhUviveka was one
his own philosophy and extendéés owninfluence through debate by cposingS Us t r a .
In order todeterminen ow Bh Uvi veka i,andthusiothedreliBians, dis i s m
necessary to knownderstand thenvironmenin whichB h Uv i v e, kna how hey e d
differedf r om NUgUr j una.

I n the time of NUgUr jwasstllinthe BadyparidddoCE) , Ma
development; and the sectariamiphidharma schools, especiallg a r v U sschiosd,0d i n
still dominated mainstream Buddhism. Hence, in his main wbed/lT | a mad hy a ma k a
kUr,sebvUsti vUdin doct r ifoneU ¢letjeimses Thatise mai n
to say, for NUgUrjuna, to establish a fund
challengingS a r v U s $choul [t the environment (or monasteries) surrounded and
dominated by abhidharma philosophy was a top priotis\Walser indicatedN Ug Ur j un a

refutesS a r v U sdodtrimelndttiout dismissing thebhidharmaproject as a wholé?®

®Eckel,Bh Uv a Wil1G.e k a

“7J.wWalserNUgUr juna in Context: MahUy U@ewVYBrkCaumbism m & Ear |
University, 2005), 89.
*® Ibid., 226.
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Venerable Yirshun further points out that the mégcusof N U g U 6 jshallersge was
KashmirSar vUsti vUOdi ns, enpoped thé\tidanmogabiposaluo s e who ¢
/ Abhidharmama h U vi-$hit*r a

I n contrast to NUgUrjuna, at the time of
developedand flourishedor severacenturies°Ma h Uy Una t houghts and ¢
clearly dominated certain areas of Buddhism. This can be revealed by the Chinese
pil gri msoihmrgneMa mbyt @rsa Budd h-6"senturg, theré ng t he
are three situations wofsttof note. FirstabhidharmaBuddhism was still the mainstream
Buddhism even though it was not as influential as before. Second, there were also
di fferent philosophies in MahUyUna Buddhi s
mentioned irthe Sa dhinirmocana 1 tisrthe difference betweehe teachings of
ST nyratheBarlyP r aj 1 U pdoriptaresant tBe teaching of existence in other later
s1 8% a

Third, aHindu renaissance caused tesurgencef systematic Vediphilosophies
in the Gupta empire (320~567CE)Al t hough t he monarchimdé attif
the Gupta Empire was quite open, the main religion they extensively supportedevas
Vedic tradition. This attitude caused the restoratiothe¥edic tradition. Due to fils re-
flourish ofthe Vedic tradtion, Vedic philosophical schools were atgaickly developing

andflourishing. Of these the six philosophical schoots S Wkhya Y o g a4s UMi mU

“9Yin-shun,The Study on the Compositions and Scholarsof\B&) s t i v U215~819.Sc ho o |
*Walser 89.
*1 See the Chinese pilgrim f4i e Tihé Record of Buddhist Kingdoifs ). In the book, Faien

mentioned many Indian kingdoms which promoted MahU
found in:http:/ebooks.adelaide.edu.au/ftigen/f15l/index.html
2E LamotteSa&id hi ni r moddmavalitnta LOExpl ication des Mystere

3 H. Nakamuralndian BuddhisnfHirakata: Kansai University, 1980), 213~214.
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VedUnt d,kavaiaShed NyUya wer e tefesixsouwmasthadf a mous .
developed for a long timeeforethe Gupta Empire, their main philosophies were
composediuringthis period.

Within such a complicated background, the main target fater Madhyamaka
philosopher to challenge, SasgydsitalviOdaf drutB
extendtotheYo g Uc Ur a Sc h ool -schoold. Theswsituationtcdn®de Ve di ¢
evidenced from botMadhyamakafd a y a k (BereafteMHK) and the
*Karatalaratna.In both of thesework8 h Uv i v e k a e v efforton qiticizilgs mo r e
theYogUc Ur a S c h o o-$choalsititarthe abtodaaemasétrealsi (this will be
discussed in the following sections).

To challenge the various schools of both Buddhism aneBualdhism, there are
three problems th@& h U v i vdeoldiaectliz deal withThey are: 1) the nihilistic
critique on the teaching &I n y 2 theltheory 0§ v a b petvading in botBuddhist
and norBuddhist schools, and 3) finding a valid debating sysi&fithin those three, the
idea ofs v a b Is the aentral thesis which tl¢her two are based on. &dldition to
SarvUstivUda and some other abhsdahahhbaasch
seems to be the fundamental theory shared with all six \sethigols. On the basis of this
theorytheSar v Us t i vthedadhyanakalSsheasf nihilism becausits
particularteaching oS T n yisad dénys v a b i Marepver, in regard to the debate
system, the formal proof stateméptayoga)which is established on the basis of the idea

of s v a b keBrusdo be a valid and popular system to be adopted for debate among

*In chapter4of MT | amad hy a rtereadteMBK XK\ , NUgUrjunadés opponents
of arguments to chall efigrey aUOy.Ur junads philosophy o
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different religions at that tim®&.The conflict betwee® I n yaads U a b beBama a
dilemma for BhUOviveka.

In order to solve this dilemma and adjust to the contemporary environment,
BhUvi v e k ada arsqteactolinifstwo eealities according to Chinese scholars,

calledot remptypand convent i odhehKoyySsYoh st a)nHei al 6 (

attemptedo remove the contradiction betweSr n yaads U a b hy(progosinghat

although in ultimate reality, all a® I n ycartvdhtionally, everything has its own
svabhURal ying on this wasdntheogehand,eor y, BhUvi
conventionally able to empldggic to argue for ultimate realitggainstother schod,

and on thether hand, was able tatain the philosophy ahe Madhyamaka traditior®

i.e. everything is ultimatel\s T n y Adtthollgh this unique theory was very controversial

and might not be accepted by othét) d h y a mit wasthetheory whichenabled

B h U v & tusadcessfullydebateagainsbthers andor him tobemme an influential

figure in the history of Indian Buddhism.

As Yamaguchi pointsopMUd hy a mi ka di d -fledgetschbokot o me a f u

thought wunti |l RHKEOhceRkGy iwr edkizae dhristg tec Ur a
Madhyamaka and YogUcUra philosophies were
Yamaguchi 6s perspective is not methel y a su

debate betweeB h Uv i andDth & r maagathbuar o g U scBalag has been well

®Ensh@ Kamfaikarrtza i ao u t (Indotetsugakit 0 Bukky @ no
shomondai/The Problems of Indian Philosophy and BuddhiEn® k yluganami Shoten, 1951),163.
®BhUOviveka is the one who first used the phrase fMa

*Yamaguchi filndo daij@ ky@gakushi pmentofthker u ky @ds @
sectarian classifications of Buddhi smeei anit he histo
Dai gaku,Volad & 26@1944), 28.
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knownfor several centurie¥The Chi nese Ytughie(Ur )dronstieh ol ar |,

Tang Dynasty, i ndi c amMasbeingbomanethausandaad Dhar map

hundred yearafter the Buddh@adeath Bh Uv i v e k a the*Karaialaatoanp o s e d

From then on, there is the debatere mpt i ness and e xX%Tketelore,ce i n
it is not overreactingtoclaimt hat BhUviveka is the one who
in the Madhyamakaradition.

2.4.2B h Uv i invtleelcantext of Chinese Budai

BhUvi veka was Kk (yiogbianon s (fenbieming in Chinese.
The first person who introduc&lh Uv i v e k awdsPit @b ICBk ar ami t ra i n
by introducing him as (fenbieminy in the translation of the r aj T UplLaterd ¢ p a
Xuanzang used the term  (gingbian) for B h U v i when kheatranslated

Karatalaratnainto Chinese around 647 or 649 CE. However, Xuanzangthsed

transliteration (pobifuja) to introduceB h U v i irvDatariyuji( ).
In addition, as mentioned above, (I-zhing) used (Qingbian).With ancient
Chinese characterwhenthe pronunciations are the same, two different characters can
substitute for each other. Thus, and are interchangeable.

The sources mentioneove such agtheP r a j T U p*Kasathi@rptea,

Datanxiyuji( ) andNanhaijiguichuan( ), are the main sources for

®p, Hoornaert,BhOvévPhar hepBit @ as presented in Dhar
CatuhsatakX V | ., 213-422
, A é
o (T43, 660a)

59

L
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the premodern traditional scholars in Chinato understBrfdUv i v e k &theabasis f or m
for subsequent academic inquiry. As famasknowtheP r aj T U @andthed ¢ p a
*Karatalaratnaare the onlytwotexta mong BhUvi v e kwhiclshawebeap os i t i
translated into Chinese. However, there is evidence that some Chinese scholars knew
another importanttext@ h Uv i v e Madibyamakafdtaey a k. 8o GChindde

version has been found to date. The first person who mentioned the

Madhyamakafg a y a ki Yuanicel /613~696CE),onedfuanzang®&s di sci

In his commentary othe Sai dhinirmocana Irat hestates
Therefore, in thehapter oEntering into the True Ambrosia
Madhyamakafd a y a kctd:mpos’.edUbjB h Ov i, ivsays that outside of the six
consciousnesses, there isthd a y a vbeqalﬁdjtnsenot subsumed by the six
conscio®snesses. o

Following this passage, latecholars such as Huizhao ( /651~714CE, Huaiyuanlu (
/aroundtheterth centuryCE), and Taixian (  / aroundthe eighth centuryalso

mentioned this text in their work¥: Hence, some parts of tiadhyamakafd ay a k Or i k U
must have been translated into Chinese and brought into China theifeng Dynasty

). That is to say, inregards®Boh Uv i ve k a6 s s ancentrChinesewere ks t h
able to access more than wistnown in modern scholarship

In the Chinese coakt, as compared tthat ofIndia or Tibet, there are three central
differences in understandingthr e gar d s t.&irstBahdhwndsessehiolars

considereh Uvi veka to be a |l egitimate successor

60 fi

O( X21, 240b)
® Huizhao (), (T43, 733c); Huaiyuanlu ( ), (X11, 143a).
Taixian (), (X50, 68c).
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anythingabouBu d d hap Ul i t a ® #China,@smosdt schdtats know, the

Sanlunzong ( / the School offhree Treaties) is considered to be the Chinese
MUOdhyami ka SchdheS$anlunzhangyp r d i t the Gorttent of the

Three Treatigs, t h e M heabeyfranmidia & China is as folleW’

NUOgUrjuna YliuryadigabhaYRBhUV BV &PRA

Siryasoma YKu_mUr ajova Y ear
MUdhyami kans
The Chinese perspective of IndisiJd hy ami ka | i neadremtiisan be un

lineagediagram Af t er JAgRl&dnditheB h URi veka were consider
legitimate successors BfUg Ur j un a.

Ku mUr wgs Gaken hostage and brought to China at around 410 C.E. and stayed
inChim for ten years. He translated many MOd
sources fothe Sanlunzong. AfteK u mUr agnsjateN Ug Ur j unad s
MT | @adnh y a ma ktagétHamwithkRl) a | a 6 s ¢ o mmaé intd @Ghingse, (

Pidgala was naturally considereg K u mU r aGhipasaféliswers to be a legitimate

successor dfl U g U r ljaternbathX u a n z h Datamxiydjié ) and|-
z h i mMNanbagiguichuan )ymentionB h Uv iavse kaa MU d,buratmi k an

Buddh aodld ri d radhativas the reasomgy the abové U d h y alineiade a

diagramwas composed in this way. Moreoveghingd Blanhaijiguichuan( ),

So far, we cannot find any Chinese source mentioni
®R.H.RobinsonEar |y MUdhyami k a(Délhi Mdtilal Banarsisdassj 1973)63. n a
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as mentioned above, was also a basic source feMrdm hy a mi k asfs t o t hi nk
BhUviveka as the legitimate heir among his
Second, Chinese scholars focused on BhUOvi
hismethodolog. So me moder n schol ars have singled ol
one is philosophical and the other one is methodological. These two approaches also
disingui sh him from ®inHisehi MOdbpaimckansapproac!t
claims that from ultimate reality atingsareempty § I n ¥, hut iflthe conventional
reality allthingse x i st . This idea is the main proposi
*Karatalaratna® His methodological approach was the fisapply formal proof
statements to argue for Madhyamaka docsrine
In contrast taTibetanscholars wh@ategorizz¢MUd hy ami kans by means
methodological approacheBhinese scholars sumnmdB h Uv i \phElésepbysas

Ot remptyand convent i o@hehHKoyy Se Yob sB a)nahdeaeh 6 (

classified his teachings as an independent school. For exatpla,n zangdés most

influential disciple, Kuiji (  /632~682CH, in his commentarytotiéi mal-ak or t i

ni r esd § divided Indian Buddhism into eight schools, and classBiéedUv i vek a as
the seventh school by claiming:

The seventh school believes that from the ultimate reality 8lilisn yBaht v i v e k a
and his folbwers consider this teaching to be the ultimate teaching. That is, all

“William. L. Ames thinks that the issue between BhU
methodology and not other deep philosophical issue. In contrast with Ames, C. W. Huntington considers
the issue to be more a philosophical issue.tShee S valt aamd r togie Distincios8’-9.

% Seethe analysis in chapter four of this dissertation
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existences are substantial in the conventional realit$duin yinathe Ultimate
reality. ®°

Another example i€hengguan ( /737~838CEwho divided Indian Buddhism into

ten schoolsndlistedB h U v i astleeleighth school in his commentary on the
Buddhdbkakamhah Ova-s pul ga

The eighth one also called the school of extinction in both realities. Because

ultimate existences are apart from features, they do not exist. Bélsause

conventional existences arise by means of caasditions and such are like

illusions, they are inexistent. For example, in tKaratalaratna,i t say, s, ATr u

composited existences are empty because they are produced by means of causality,

for exampe illusions, and nortomposited existences which possess no reality do

not occur like the flowers in the s&§/
The following are other examples which show how those Chinese scholars present
BhUvi vekad s agortiselmarmer:Kbijy( 1 im hiscommentary of the
Avatdisakaslfirfa we rely on BhUviveka, (all) c¢
but all is empt®faixiam( u)irthis@henweizhitumei{ i t y. o

/ the Record of Studying Chenweizh)lstates BRUvi veka and ot her s

in accordance witp r a j U pté€achagnihe cBnditioned and unconditioned elements

are existent in the conventi ofablizhaodal i ty b
/651~714CEin his commentary o€henweizhilur{ / the Lampof
DecisiveMeaning of ChenweizhilystatesiBh Uvi veka says: [ al l i s

66 fi

© (T38,1011a)

67 fi

L

. o (T35,518¢)
%y &(T33, 40b.)
h &(X50, 27a).
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ul ti mate but existent i nYuamee ( d&134686CEe conv

in hiscommentary othe Sai dhinirmocana ratstates i Ac ctoor dBihnUgv i veka ar
on, on the basis of NUgUrjunads explanatio
conventional reality, [some things are] empty and [others are] not empty; [however,] in

terms of the ultimate reality, there is nothing that issnot p t'*

Hemce, tuye i dea
ST nyaatd0 conventionally substantial o could b
teaching thaB h U v i leftéokhase Chinese scholars.

The third point that would like to investigate is how Chinese scholaesvedthe
debate betweeB h Uv i v e k a a nspecifichlly, theiratftubiesand the content

of their discussionsT'here were two popular attitudes among those Chinese scholars
toward the debate. The first group was those such as Kuiji), Dunlun(  / arownd
theeighth century, andYanshou ( / 904~975CE who teld Y o g U aditea
|l egitimate teaching and ac8UnsgHisddthilvili v ek a
be discussed later in this chapter. Kuiji( ), Xuanzangés mostandnf | uen:
Dunlun(  ),thefamouy o g Uc Ur ab kT mi S  annatatorwere both
Y o g U sclialass. Since they weyeo g U sdialass, it is quite logical for them to
adopt aY o g U pdsitioa within the debate.
However, not all Chines¥é o g U sdbalass tookaYog U ¢ Pasition to criticize

BhUviveka. )Xwamzan(@bdés famous KoBhlami wdksa i p

“h 0(T43,766b.)
A 0(X21, 279a.)
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and DharmapUla to be complementary rather

work, Xinjingzuarg ), Yuance( ) illustrates:

Onethousandyer s af t er nt batheBewdre tvaBbdhisattvas

appearing in the world in the countryDfh U n a k(arD & K a yakakirathe

south India. OnewaB h Uvi veka and the other one was
help sentient beings to realize Buddhist dharma, their independent teachings of
Snyahd existences complement each other
intention. The BdhisattvaB h U v i helétkedeaching & n y aghinst the

teaching oBubstantiat x i st ence in order to remove (s
substantiakxistence. The Bodhisattvah a r m aghdlthe #aching cfubstantial
existencegainst thegdachingo® nyah Uor der to remove (senit
attachmento§ ny.d% O

In this passage, Yuance ( ) considered that no matter what teachings those

Bodhisattvas proposethey weremerely skilful means to help sentient beings to remove

their attachment. Yuance ( ) used the sealledu p U(gk#ful means) to eliminate the

conflict between these two teachings. Yuance was not the only person looking at the

debate from this perspectideazang ( /643~712CEHE, the famous monk from the
Huayan School ( ), in his Rulengchaixinxuanyfi ), also supports this

idea and insists that because the later schalarsendowed with little intelligence, they

did not realize the teachings @hpinessandexistence Henc e, BhUviveka ¢
misunderstanding a#xistencavhich violatesemptinessy revealing that all thingare

empy, and Dhar mapUl a c or remptinessvhichhdestroys sunder st

existenceby revealing that somehings are not empty®

72

0(T33,544a)

73

(T39, 430¢).
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So far,| cannot find anyone who to@Madhyamaka position to criticize

Dhar map Ul a maybettathe Ghineseovtadhyamaka School, Sanlunzong (
), had diminished after the deathditang ( /549 623C.E), the authoritates

scholar of Sanlunzong. Moreovéie Chines&’ o g U Sdbaolvas founded and
became more and more popular among Chinese intellectudés the influence of
Xuanzangafterhe came back to China in 643E.

Chinese scholaf®cused on the relations between the three naturésooff Uc Ur a
and two realities oMadhyamakan their discussions surrounding the debates between
BhUvi veka anKoreBpeaificatig they foeused on hdhe three natures of
Y og UedikediforBh Uvi vekads phi |léotsreomiind sy st em, i

conventionallysubstantiad Zhen Kong Su You ). The interaction between

BhUviveka and tYheg Utwllbediethendistussedensa subsequent
chapter of this paper.

As the most ppular citation that Chinese ancient scholasfrom the
*KaratalaratnaindicatesBh Uv i ve k a6 s p maylbe descrbbdi@st rsuyl syt e m
emptyand conventionallgubstantial 6 T lorethte levekof ultimate reality, all is
S1 n ypbatontkhe levebf the conventional, everything is existent. According to this
system, those Chi nese ofthgléiel &f coaversianal redlig,r s a |
BhUviveka also recogni zed paratastrgend pesféece nce o f

reality (parinthbanng. Kuiji ( ) claimedin his Chengweishilunshufi

), fABhUviveka, the featureless MahUyUna fro

existence oflependennature(paratantrg andperfectnature(parinifbanng, but all are
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emptyintrue ealtYuance¢ ) al so considered that for

natures fjaratantraandparinihtbanng could exist in conventional reality, but all is empty
in ultimate reality’® This idea can be considered a synthesié ofg U @fdr a
Madhyamaka

Sone people such aguance( ) might agree with the idea thd¢épenden

nature(paratantrg andperfectnature(pariniihanng only exist in convention reality.
Howevermany Chinese YogUcUra schol ars were un
They thought that at least, therfect reality parinifhbanng should not be empty in
ultimate reality. TharnaSi EUbepygamse bhUVasub

annotatedranshtion,the Chengweishilurg ), is the basic source of Chinese

YogUcUr a Sc ho ol parinithhneais thé uftimatetrealityersd the thuth of

all dharmas®K u i j i 0 mterfretation of th€hengweishilurg ) states

AChengweishilusaysthat in the ultimate reality, the mind and languages are extinct and
hence, there is neit'hten ceemp ttihnoesses Ghoirn eesxe s\
thought that it should not be considered as empty even in ultimate reality. Anyone who

considers everkiing to be empty in ultimate reality must be a nihilist or misunderstands

74
J L L

. (T43, 359).

>X21, 338b.

® This (parinithanng natureis ultimate of all dharmbecause it is the ultimate realitfall dharma.
However, there are four kinds of the ultimate realities: 1) the conventittivabte reality which is
skandhalJ y a taadd & () 2) the principle is the ultimate reality such as the four noble truths; 3) the
realization of the ultimateeality which is the thusness of two emptiness; 4) the ulthultit@ate reality
which is the one true dharamaalm. Herein, according to the last (concept), the ultimate is called the

ultimate reality. i .

o(T31, 483.
R 0 (T45,259c).
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ST n y®avibrBover, instead of acknowledging eight consciousnesses and consciousness
only (vijfiapt) in the conventional realityg h U v i consittesed inner minds and external
objecs to all be substantiglexistent This assertion is certainly not accepted by all

YogUcUra schol ar s.

2.43B h Uv i vtleekoatextofrTibetanBuddhist thought

ModernMadhyamakascholars are familiar with the terBsv Ut aant r i k a
Pr Bgika Bh Uvi veka has béangngtabesccaladsubsctma, a s
Sv Ut a Madmyaniaka School, within the Tibetan Madhyamaka sy5téfowever,
the termsS v Ut a antlP ri Ukgiawere Sanskritized by modern scholars from the
original TibetanRang rgyud pandT h a | 0 whicluwere bnaented by the elevan
century Tibetan scholar Pa tshab nyi ma gfiddthoughtheS v Ut a-R t thgike a
distinctionwasanunbr eakabl e system in the | ater Tilb
Candr ak 0 etesurrested$o be adominating figtténe later Tibetan sources
did notdescribehe situation of the early Madhyamaka development béfi@tenth
century. InfactBh Uvi veka was an influential figure

Tibetan MUdhyamika.

Dunlun ( /around eighth century) in hiéuceshidilunji ysai d
. . . o (T42,
767c)
“See | diads e rmamsstl aftanoonu so fTitbhet an do xargrna pphoy c(hGréub

phreng ba (the doxography of the Precious Garland ) by the eighteen century Tibetan scholar Dkon )
mchog ‘jigs med dbang po (Idia, 27). Alse,e t he transl| at i oer odf tlan ¢Svdla yans
presentation of tenets in D. S. Lopez, Alr. St udy o f(Ne® Yotkt SmawtLion, 1087), 254.

8 David S. Ruegg. The Literature of the Madhyamaka School of Philosophy in India (Wiesbaden:
Harrassowitz, 1981), 58~59.

'See Geshe L. Sopa & Jef fr edritHhopli rcshée dtir gprhsleantgi dm  d
of the Precious Garland ) . Geshe L. Sopa & Jeffrey HopRiraetice and Theory of Tibetan Buddhism
(New York: Grove Press, 1976), 53~54.
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The assert i owaswehknawn iB fHikétan Buddhkism befotieeninth

century but notC a n d r, aak Derptowe by the textual translations during that period.

According to theextantt ndi an and Ti betan sources, one ¢
Praj T Upmndésiconprentary r a j 1 U kg Av@lpkdavratawveretranslated
into Tibetan and diffused by § Un a gqed€ b §ar o Kl u 6 i rgyal i n th

dissemination of Tibetan Butlsm®? Avalokitavrata was not the only commentator of

Pr aj 7 UpGuadhtiamlao composed a commentaryfor a j 7 U pvhich Has p a

been lost for centurié§.MoreoverBh Uvi vek ad the mai n wor k,

Ma d hy ama k a h radddsypatdcdinmenkatythe Tarkay U,lar@alsomentioned

in the TibetariTripiiaka catalogué* Some texts with unknown authorships sucthas

Ma d hy a mmadkgthhabriuMa chh y a ma k a raaeretansideradbievprk
ofBh Ov i®%irecoreratt most of Candrakortios i mportar

YuktitHT krifliy @ ¢ o mme nt ar YuktisHi kMEenOtrtranslatea dnghe

82W. L. Ames PhD dissertatoBh Uvi vekads Pr aj 1 (Washmgiop:paiversiFofx Chapt e
Washington, 1985), 53.

®Yoshi muriaMeshi ki . (ndo Daij®@ Bukky®@ Shis@ Kenkyl/
I ndi an Ma h 0y) Knya?:tHyakkadnh 1934)nnos28 & 729.

* Ibid.

8 Ejima Yasunori. t BhUvive(aligan shi:Bd Uva vti erekai

k e n/Rhe Development of Madhyamaka: th¢ udy o n) B @K yShwenk, 8 s & 080),
34.
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http://www.worldcat.org/search?q=au%3AEjima%2C+Yasunori%2C&qt=hot_author
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http://www.worldcat.org/search?q=au%3AEjima%2C+Yasunori%2C&qt=hot_author
http://www.worldcat.org/search?q=au%3AEjima%2C+Yasunori%2C&qt=hot_author
http://www.worldcat.org/search?q=au%3AEjima%2C+Yasunori%2C&qt=hot_author
http://www.worldcat.org/search?q=au%3AEjima%2C+Yasunori%2C&qt=hot_author

eleventh centur§f Therefore, it is fair to say th&h Ov irattedktrerCandrwas o r t i
well known and influentiain the early dissemination of Tibetan Buddhi®¥m

Sofar, there is not enougtvidenceo tellhowBh Uvi vek adwasphi | osop
initially introduced to Tibet. twapr obabl y i ntr dtdaicandd bigakadina &
despitethe factthat they disagrewith B h U v i on taduraderstandingf conventional
reality®® As indicated by the prenodern Tibetan source, tReesentation of @nets
(Gr ub mt haé r nafangggar(l77z h& @ @B) fta(326~47W0ar a k
CE) was t he f tobanvitedb{kdng Kha snagkDe brtsan (35~797 CE)
to Tibet to disseminate BuddhisthLater § Untfiamél successor, Kamal
(740~796 CE), was invited to Tibet to debate witioethern Chamaster. After
defeating th&€hanma st er, Kamal aS9ol a remained®i n Tibe
Janggya also indicates that at that timeryfew scholars promotettheY 0o g Uc Ur a sy s't
in Tibet, and hence thmostwidespreaduddhist system in Tibetwaso g U< Ur a

mUOdhyami kadbyi§ 9 ¢ meam&lt Kanal aSol a.

®Shgju. {Badbda h t ()Y&hibett-ohChil seii oker u
Hanohl gaoamj o no (Vk u/sruttshue Transl ation of Treatise
MUOd hy ami ka Rhe EdrlyMiddle Aggs of Tita), phd3 (Ot ani Dai gaku
Bukky@gakKoa@Omi@asBAl sSch Jj u. X Badbd a hoo

t () 0( Chi b e-shokoni oRemulHaraw h |
Translation of Treatises on Préjfp Ur ami t U an
Tibet[1]), pPbd D (Ot ani Dai gaku

87 Nagashima, 68.
8 See the following analysis. )
8D.S.Lopez, JJA St udy o f(NeB Yotkt SmawtLion, 1087)259~260.
%n regard to the debates and their results, Chinese and Tibetan sources have different description. For
detail, see David S. Ruegbhe Buddhist Philosophy of the ddie (Boston: Wisdom Publication, 2010),
253~265.
°! Lopez, 259~260. As mentied above, the e r m S v Wasretused at that time, and thubem the
later source uses thigie, they only tryto classifg Untsamaland Kamal aSgla into Bh
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http://www.worldcat.org/search?q=au%3AYamaguchi%2C+Susumu%2C&qt=hot_author
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The facttha UntAisamaki Kamal aSol a are commonly cl
YogUcUra MUdhyami ka by t hhattheiraconeectionitth et an s
B h Uv i weswelbrecognized by Biet an schol ars. They- are ad
YogUcUra MUdhyami ka because they tried to
philosophy on the basis tife Madhyamaka positioff: Moreover, there are two reasons
whys$ Untiamaki Ka neidatied aas Swldaywmi ka. First
according to rKhas grub dge legs dpal bzang (1385~1438 €HEJ,n t Ataindik work
Madhyamk Uighaas wel |l as KamaMa&lpy adakceb ommkna nt ¢
and apply formal proof argumeit e t u }*1 Adgrntl criterion to identify
SvUt amMbdhkami ka for t he |Gaattitadetoarddhet an sour
application of formal proof argument* Moreover, froma philosophical perspective,
both§ Untiemaki Kamal aSgl a accept Bieditywhicekads c
is a different phidlshesfiguphprefdreseremr OGgikadr ak o r t i

mOdhy ami k a.

“G. Tucci, fAThe debate of Bsam yas according to Tib
Istituto Italiano per il Medio ed EstremoittiOri ent e,
instead of the existences &fvUttamUahtkamn &kla shjcéc s
§Untditrako Thi s-Englsh translatiGrh The @hmese version was translated by Chen Yu

jiao, (Zongyibaoman/ The Doctrinal Systemtb& Precious Garland) (Taipei:-€a publisher,
1988), 96. Also, lida, 30.

% See Syamaguchi (Hannya /s$hieH@sh o r-tirough)f K yPAEsalti P Sk a n
1999), 170.

% As Ames has indicatedhedistinction is a methodological distinction rather than a philosophical
distinction(G. B. J. Dreyfus & S. LMcClintock 8 ~9). Dkon mchog ‘jigs med dbdgo in his Grub mtha )
rin po cheo6i phreng bamUdheamilai asieSVWh p-aids k@t aa
mUdhyami ka? It is because he declares that by mean
syllogism, one is able to removeeth concept t hat things t-mUdlgyami kao H
( lida, Reasor27) )

®Jundo Nagashima fiThe DistinggiikanimetweehaSeUMandtyis
and Bhvyga k aRagaysr@tudies in Indian Culture anddinismSatb hAl (2004) , 76.
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According to Tibetan soursgafters Un t amaki Kamal aSol a, BhUvi
influence ateast remained tillhe ninth century. The Tibetan sourceT a i kbyadar
by Ye shes sddaheninth century CE)the earliest Tibetan source mentioning thedge
oftheMadhyamaka school, |lists a series of | no
Uryade BhGlUntdekeamlkl KammauldtaSmHdta Candrakdrti
insteadofaSv Ut a-Rt thgika distinction, Ye shes sde classifies Madhyanmeska
Sautr Ont i k aMadhyamnak® dngtHa tatérrsaurce, those two schools are
consideredtbh e Sv Ut antri ka branchelbatistosagevenBh Uvi v e
during the ninth cent ur yalegitiBidtdbuccesstock a was c o0
NUOgUrjuna by Tibetan schol ar s.

BhUvi vekads damnantpasition intbeJibetan Masllyamaka tradition
followingKingLang dar mads religiousCR.€asecakdooni (
wasgraduallyrevivedat the beginning of the second Buddhist disseminafion
According toKevin Vose, Jaghandawas crucial to the revivification @ andr &£k o r t i
First of all, Prajikaramati was the first persémtryt o r evi ve Candr akor ti

commentnppn $U0Untidevads works with C%mtdirSak,or t i

who isconsidered as the main figure in the Tibetan Buddhist restoratimuently

% Nagashima, 66.

lida, ReasorB1.

% The restoration of Buddhist in Tibet took place around the later period of the ninth century after the death
of King King Lang darma. See John Powéntroduction to Tibetan Buddhis@ew York: Snow Lion,
1995), 136~137.

“KevinA.VoseRe s ur r ect i nBostdawisdamaPkbiicatiori, 2009), 23.

190pid.,21~23.
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promotes Candrakorti 8SMopoewivteirgn Aitri Stai s ecewrs
negative attitude toward the usage of formal proof argunpeay@gg in the searcifior
ultimate reality'®®Al t hough it is controvadgikei al to i de
mUOdhy afiitkashoul d not be ignored that Candr &
BhOvivekd by Ati Sa.

After At i JSaay, a iSserdirate€ andr ak or t i 6ttmoroyghlyi | osophy ¢
commeninguponCa n d r a k 0 r'® Hedegen wsedrthie erdiv Ut a to teferitok a
Candr akor ti8sromthem enC a 8 @ hiackedsinglygotimportant. The
revivalof Candrakorti cauThetahMBd tpamitheam®s siyn amo
eleventh ~ twelfth century. The controverggsmainly about whdter theapplication of
formal proof argumestis suitable in the argument férT n y Statitly froma
methodologicabrgument, the controversy wiaserextended to the ontological theory
and evento the concept of the Buddhd’ ThetermsS v Ut a and P ri Ggika were

created to address two rival systems of Madhyamaka.lfimabundhe fourteenth

'For example,inhiSat yadvay @t atS@r &1 ai ms, Athrough whom shou
Candr ak ¢ mtaib,s MWagWrejnu , prophesied by TathUgata, and
ffAti sa's I ntroducti on t oJournalefndiandPhildsoply (1981)16-A1d. i t s Sc
Also, Lopez, 260~261.

192 Nagashima 80.

“I'n fact, AtiSa considers Candrakgrti and BhUviveke:e
emphasizi n®r&gildkandirskiancti on. He even involved in
Madhyamakakd ay ak Ur i k Uc eammie it &r ymut ®grokrajsv loune anfd BshuUpv i v ¢
(Nagashima 80 & Mochizuki 102.) AtiSa in many of h
who was influenced bita. DB Ruedggihelitematueeof the Mathyamaka a k

School of Philosophy in IndigWiesbaden: Otto Harrassowitz, 1981), 109.

1%4See James B. ApplBAn Early Tibetan Comment aloynalmfindiat i Sads S
Philosophy 41 (2013) 263~329.

1% Kevin A. Vose 26.

1% hid., 36.

197 bid., 39.

38



century, Candrakortios system repth@aced BhU
TibetanMadhyamaka tradition.

TosumupBh Uv i v e k aS hsiiasted in ladia atehis time. He progressively
adopted formal proof statements adebatemethodology with his opponents both in
Buddhism and noBuddhism. As a result he became the most important figure in the
establishment of MuaehcEtHd tater develdpmentios , and i nf
MUOdhyami ka in I ndia. iBtodicetbyskntoitaargk i | os oph
Kamal aSola into Tibet and remained as a ma
three hundregearsurtil the end of the ninth centurin China, although he was still
considered to be the succesdhginfluefceoNUg Ur j un
Chinese Buddhism due to the fact tatingTang dynasty, the Chinese Madhyamaka

School, Sanlunzong ( ) had lost its influence, and the sitoateven got worse after

Xuanzang came back to Chi naYo @Blclrus eb eda nXa

Chinese Buddhi st intell ectual s main focus

3. TheWorknf BhUvi veka

BhUvi v e k waiesprobablyraksiated into classical Chinese and Tibetan
from Sanskrit. Becausehere is a strong possibility that translation might be influenced
by the transl atordés preconceptions, it is
between Sanskrit and othentuages such as Chinese, Tibetan, and even English before
depicting a picture of BhUvivekaés philoso

thought.
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Many works, both in Chinese and Tibetan, were ascribed to the sixth century
B h Uv i.'% ldokever according to modern research findings, only three of them are
confirmed to be comp o sadhaptewilynotishdl ofithuse k a . He n
wor ks which were ascribed to BhUviveka. 1In
introduced.

1) Madhyamakehrdayak U r (hece@fteMHK) (further discussion can be found

in his autocommentary, a r k a heve&fte()'*
2) Praj 0P adopa
3) Karatalaratna*

TheMHK is understood to be the earliest of the three texts, because the other two
works make redrences to this text. TRdHK is a text consisting of only verses and was
most |ikely composed in Sanskrit ™y BhOviv
Tibetan Buddhists believe thth U v i hadecknagposed aautocommentary called the
Tar k aj wditetpre(tfie yerses of thdHK. Only a Tibetan version of thg has

been found and it is confirmed that it was translated into Tibetan in the eleventh

1%ida, Reasor2~19.

19Eckel,Bh Uv a Ri3v29% a

"9 n PrajfUpradgopa chapter 25, BhUvivekads critique
translated the whole chapter into English from Tib
Philosophy in Chapter XXVfo Pr aj fUpradgpa, 0 Miscell anea Buddhica
1985), 45~75.

™n hisReason and Emptineésp . 12) , | i da 4@ otUeysa ntah ehta nRIOcwlpd eV t hi
Sanskrit from an incomplete manuscript found in the-Eh@aonasteryn Tibet in 1936. In 1937, the
original text was published idournal of Bihar and Orissa Research Society XXIIl, part 1 (1937),
1~163.
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century**? But so far, only several chapters of this text have been translated into

English3

ThePr aj 7 U gheraaftePPpisBh Uv ibwselcaamment ary on NUg
MT | amad hy a rfherkaftddMVK)i Bot Chinese and Tibetan translations are
available in the Chinese and Tibefenipiiakas. The Tibetarversion translated at least
threehundreg ear s after the death of BhUviveka,
K1 u 6 i'*in theyearly ninth centur’}?” In contrast, the Chinese version was translated
by PrabhUkaramitra in 629 B&H,v itasegdddadi mat el
worth roting thatbecaus® r abh Uk ar ami t raés date of trans.l
original text, it may be surmised that his translation does not deviate too much from the
original. However, because most nmhdern sc
more readable translation techniques, Prab

neglected’ Thus far, only translations from the Tibetan sounte Englishcontributed

by JfUnagarbha and Cog r mod&n schblarS®buganal , ar e

M2W. L. Ames, PhD dissertatioBh Ovi vekaods Pr aj {1 (Washmgtop:paiversi§ofx Chapt e
Washington, 1985), 36.

13 pid., 77~78.

14 see Ames for spelling. Ibid., 53.

H51n fact, Indian and Tibetan scholars worked together to accomplish the translation. See Ibid., 53.

"According to Taoxuan ésofTang @atdngnseidianlaf Bu)ldhi st Text
PrabhUkaramitra came to China with the Sanskrit te
Shinshu Daizokyghereafter T.yol 55. No. 2149. Ed. Takakusu Junijiro et al (Tokyo: Daizo Shuppansha,
1924), 310c & 20c (hereafter T55).

7 Ames,Six Chapteré 4, fAKajiyama thought that this Chinese t

Kajiyamads opinion needs to be reconsidered. Many

either Xuanzang loat iKunsUrhbay to vraodts d tr haenrss . Mor eover, l
far is the earliest version of BhUvivekaéds works.

translation. Thus, it possesses a certain valwue fo
18 1bid., 77~78.
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English translation from the Chinese sources isyatavailable and thus largely
unknown to Western scholars.

The Dachengzhangzhenlun (Ma h Uy Rarasalaratna/Jewel in the

Handg is available only in Chinese andpbablyB h Uv i v e k ok eftht at est w

three!®®| t

i's a very short text. It is both a c
system an@ concise editiorf the MHK. 1?*° Becaus¢he KTRwas translated into

Chinese by Xuanzang around 647 or 649 CE,
translation should not deviate too far from the original intent of the author. Thus far, a

French translation of the Chinese textRpussin, a Sanskedition reconstructed from

the Chinese by N. A. Sastri, and Japanese version are avaffabtese three versions

are all translated from Chinese. So far, there is no English translation of the full text.

Hence, this dissertatiomill providefor the firg time a full study and English translation

of this text.

AccordingtoAn y u a n &/ 8%

Ganlunzongzhangshu , there once
had been sixChinese commentaries of this texicluding Jingmai ( /627~649 CH,

Wenbei ( /around the eighth centyryTaowen ( /?), Shentai (  / around the

119 As what has been indicated in the previous section tha TRauses thdVIHK as source of reference,
Eijma agrees that tH€TRwas written after the MHK. Ejima Yasunori, t (Chukan Shis@
no Denkai/ The Development of the Idea of Madhya@nad5~16. Z. C. Cao further indicates tKéR
should be the latest composition of the three. Z. C. Cao. M.A. dissertation 5~6.
120That is somethinthat! plan to prove in thislissertation.
121730, 268~278. de La Vallée Poussin, Iou , AMadhyamaa&at héur du Joyan da
Mélanges Chinois et Bouddhiques (Bruxelles) 2 (193p 60~138. Also, N. A. Sastri recomposed
Sanskrit from Chinese in his work, Karatalaratna (Santiniketan: \B&aaati, 1949), 33~104.
22 Anyuan () was amancient Japanese scholar. He probably visited Chinese during the Tang Dynasty,
and later. composed h&anlunzongzhangshu
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seventh centudy Taixian (), and Yuanhsiao ( /617~? CE'* Jingmai (),
Wenbei (), andShental ) are the members &f u n z a n g ptranslation
team.Taixian ( ) and Yuanhsia@ ) are fromKoreaand Taower{ ) livedin

Song dynasty. Thus far, only half of one commentary (the bottom sanodipg thessix
is available in the Chinese Buddhist canon though the author of this half remains
unknown There arelsomany missing words in it*

OtherthanthéMHK, t he rest of BhUvivekabds works
or Chinese translations. As a result, the
l imited. Neverthel ess, BhUvi vekads concept
Can dr aPraSanmapa 6 (HereaftePSP preserved in both Sanskrit and Tibetan) in
which passages frol h U v i6\BPéP lara cited to illustrate many & h Uv ibwe k al e a s .
Thus, thePSPis an important auxiliary text for a comparative contextual study of
BhUv idwse kc @ Mareoyet, raosscholars who studg h U v i faceslordy on
Tibetan sourcesGiven the fact that the Tibetan translations are much later than the
Chinese translations, as explained earlier, it is advisable to pay closer attention to the
Chinese translationd his dissertation will mainly rely on the Chinese source, in
particularly, theDachengzhangzhenlun (KT,Rnd otheauxiliary sources in order to
portrayB h Uv ibwse k@ | i g & aeu formpl praot statements as an initial step to

liberation.

123155, 1138a.
124The half text can be found in X46, 713~728.
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Chapter ThreeTheT e x tKaratalatatna(Dachengzhangzhenltn /The
Ma h O yTeeatiae of the Jewel in the Hand®

This chapter is a brief introductiaa the textKaratalaratna( € /Jewel in

the Hand hereafteKTR). As mentioned previously, this text is extremely important for

the study of BhUvi v e &mongthie wosksiithaut eitherani s t he o
original Sanskrit or Tibetan version, and the text provides a relatively clear logical path

toward liberaibn as compared with the otlseFirst,| will discuss the name of the text

and the purpose @ compogion. Next, this chapter will introduce its structure and

content with a diagram. Finallywill examine how this text illustrate8h Uv i vek a 6 s

stratg)y in debaing with his opponents.

3.1 Name and Purpose

The name Karatalaratnai s r econstructed from Chinese
( ). fADache)tranglategsMa h Uy OUn a. )imdanshargior (
palm. fAZhend means fAprecious (things).o i
translated into English &h e  Ma Héatisé ofahe Jewel in théand As described
in the previous chapter, itis one®h Uv i v e k a & ant wohks ane was trapskatedt
into Chinese by Xuanzang around 647 or 649 CE.

In regard to the name of the te3g¢wel in theHand, there is a story ifisaahan(

) which gives us an idea wiat this refers tdn the storythe Buddha tells his

125 The Sanskrit name is reconstructed fritiChinese version by N. A. Sastri who in fact reconstructed
the whole text into Sanskrit from Chinese in his wdtaratalaratna(Santiniketan: VisvaBharati,
1949), 33~104. However, accordingtteChi nese ver si on, -Katataladinaul d be Mah
becise the term MahUyUna is addressed in front of t
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disciples that although he has realized numerous things after his awakening, the most
important things he has to teach are in his hand. Compared to other things, those in his
hand are the most precious things. The passage from the early text prowvidthsausiue
to the name of the textaratalaratna(Treasures in théland). In Buddhism, the most
precioustreasure is certainly the teaching that leads to awakéffing.
In this story,itis importanttonot¢ he concept of MAQqouiAlst eFs.s en

W. Thomadndicatssi n hi s article A0The Hand Treati s:e
an idea well applied to a summary expositiohlAt t he begi nning of t he
also illustrates that he composed this texts for two kinds of people:

For the people whbave diligently reinforced the practice after entering the nature

of things?® by means of the method of investigating extensive literature and are

tired of the enormous work of the present of investigating the extensive literature,

or for those who have nget realise the nature of things and who are intelligent, |

composed thdewel in Handg* Karatalaratng in order to enable people to easily
realize true emptiness and quickly comprehend the true nature of ¥ffings.

i At that time, the Bhagavat,h6 fihiklulsi,n g Aries tcver eh anod
in my hand than (in the forestl)s oanBhragsUnheTlHer est
leaves in your hand are few, but the leaves in the forest are immeasurable. They arethondee
ti mes more than (the |l eaves in your hand). The t wo
( The Budd hiemussAdter acheying avakening, those dharmas | have realized and | have to
preach for others are like the leaves in my hand. Why? That is because they areatimdemia
beneficial, dharmdeneficial and holjife beneficial. They are liberation, wisdoms, awakeninglileg
to then i idav The leaves in the forest are like those that | will not teach to you after achieving
awakening and realizing the dharma. Why? That is because they are not-doatem beneficial,
dharmabeneficial and holjife beneficial. They areot liberation, not wisdoms, not awakening, and not
the pathdJd@208aemyiowt) translation). Al s4s aspele Bhi k
Gr ov&aly u ht a volumelI{3080), 1857~1858.

2. W. Thomas, B8 060TAh eWoH akn do f Doveralyvbiftsdeyal AsiaticrSociety of
Great Britain and IrelandApr., 1918), 267~310.

128 (rufaxing) is directly translated as 6entering
met aphorical ustage ahe medanmsedoéaexi stences. d

1%5ee my translation of tH€TRI . 1. 2 @

L

(T30, 268b)

L
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For those two types toafwha they pebdds notBrheklensive e k a t
exposition but a concise text which can extract the quintessential idea of Buddhism.

That isthe reason for the compositiontbfs text andhe name Karatalaratna(The

Jewelin the Hand . Moreover, this text canbadlkd® be

of argument againg h U v i6\Bedkhist and nomBuddhist opponents.

If the *Karatalaratnais an extract from an extensie&position what is the
extensiveextto which it refersA clue can béound inthe relationship between this text
and another mpor t ant wo r kMadtyamBKkafd @ iy @& & (Bereaftetd h e
MHK).®*B h U v i, wherkeaamining other schools in théaratalaratna refers twice

to the extasive discussions devoted to the topic inEnéering into the True Ambrosia

C ). According to Chinese commentaries sucilas Commentary on the
Saxdhi ni r mog€ an as I) andThe lampfor llluminating the Meaning of the

Treaties on th&stablishment of Consciousnesdy ( v ), Enter into the

True Ambrosids one of the chapters dfadhyamakafd ay a k' BhKWWi veka does
not extensively debate certain topics to avoid overwhelming his target audience. In other
words, i f someone wants to know more det ai
themtoMHK.Hence, we may i nfer t htaigtextwtisen BhUOvi v
intention was to extract thessential concepfrom theMHK and provided a summary in

an independent text.

130 Further discussion can be found in his actenmentaryT a r k a heveifeMEc kel , BhUvi vek a
His Buddhist Opponents, 213~298.
13121, 240b& T31,733h
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3.2 Structure and content
3.2.1 Introduction

BhUvi v ek atheKdRrusingsa ¢hdsistyle to explain the process of the way
to awakeningThis includeghe process from the wisdom obtained by hearing
(Sr ut } thraugtdthe wisdom obtained from cogniziegi( n t Ltortheywisdom
obtained from meditatiorb(h U v a n),@mddinalfy the statef@wakeningpor the non
conceptualvisdom(ni r vi ka.l paj fUna

First, there is an introduction at the Dbe¢
brief backgrouad to the work and his purpoB& composing this text. Ithis introduction,
he states thaine has to generate the vow to obtain the unsurpassed awakening in order to
benefit all sentient beings. After generating the vow, one has to rely on ultimate reality
and conceive great compassion in order to observe the suffering of sentient beings. For
this reason, one has to obtaion-conceptualvisdom(n i r v i k @ Inprdejt§f Un a
understand various ki nds owfdeffemengsTo®btainnd f ur
nonconceptual awareness, one has to emfloyu t gtimeavisdpm arising from
hearing which is able to remove the seléture of all perceived object¥.Hence,
Sr ut aandeconsidered to be the initial steghe way to awakeningyhichis also

the primary topic thathe*KaratalaratnafocusesuporBh Uvi veka spends ei ¢

132 5ee my translatiom theKTR1.1.2, In Brder to attain awakening, one should examiBa|y by
directly realizing the supermundane roonceptual wisdom, can one realize thstinctions of various
kinds of actions which are perceived by the faculty and have not been realized before. One is further able to
break the net of the habituated and-mabituated defilements which are produced in the [mental]
continuums of self andthers as well as the root causes of suffering. One is also able to generate the true
vow for others and the determination to receive the precepts of the great beings. However, to directly
realize supemundane nomonceptual wisdom, one has to constaapiply the eye medicin&of the
unmistaken view of emptiness which is able to completely remove thaisgase of false views. In order
to accumulate the eye medicine of unmistaken view of emptiness, one should rely on the wisdom obtained
from hearing & 1t \a m)awiéh is able to remove the selature of all perceived objeds. T30,2680)
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of the text discussing how to obténr u t anmvaigh @uddhist logical argumesre
the central theme.
In hisdiscussion o6 r u t aBnhaUyvdi intredkcashis thesis with formal proof

statemergas the content & r ut amay 9

In reality,*® conditiored things*‘are empty like illusions because they are

produced by condition’$> and unconditioned things are not real because they are

not produced like skflowers!3®
Based on this thesis s tsabjee meter of the tBiitddwoi v e k a
main parts: conditioned and unconditioned dhartias. these two part8 h Uv i v e k a
groundshis explanation itMadhyamaka philosophwy orderto criticize other Buddhist
schoolssuclbar vUsti vUda, Sa uahdnéhBuddhistachaled YogUc Ur
includin g 1B By a, fka/ldy & wral othersHe also provides shortconclusion at

the end of each section, and a final conclusion at the end of the text. The details

133 Herein, the true nature is the synonym of ultimate regita r a m)JSee fbllawing explanation.

134 st skifadharmaandasai skfadharmac an be transl ated fAconditioned dh
dhar mao. BuaddhestrHyboichSanskrit Grammar and Dictionawp. Il. (Delhi: Motilal
Banarsidass Publishers), 1998, 543. In Chinese translation(youwe) means HfAactieeodo. Thu
transl ated as fa@vuwel eiiidhac miawve adsiskiaisaadppp. aHbisve v e r |,
derived fromsadl + &agshkat means fdAput together o, Afconstructedo
Therefore, hereirgadskdai s t ransl at ed asalskidit manp mpbtiadednd See al
Monier Williams,SanskritEnglish Dictionary (New York: Oxford University, 1988),1120.

135 (yuansheny means Opr atdtedsTheySarshitledmr &t 0t y awhicimut pUd a
isinPalipat i cc as & ofterptansldted,as interdependentdsing in English. It indicates the
casual relationship of relevant existences, and he
Macy, Mutual Causality Buddhism and General Systérheory(New York: State University of New
York Press,1991), 34. The above analysip @t i ¢ c a s ia mased gnthe fallowing sources: Yang
Yuwen, (Ahanyaol ¢e [ Thapei: Ddngchu; 1293}, 335. blifakagagAkira,
L ( H@ n d Th&@rigig of Dharma(Tokyo: Shunjusha, 1990), 3~5. Nakamura Hajifné,
Bdc&ed(NUgUr jumhamkyo: K@dansha, 1975), 144~146.

136 (konghua fiflowers in the skgindicates that something does not have objective basis and is only
created by eye diseasessisl different from illusions which do not appear as they really are. See the
following explanatiorin theKTR (See my translation tH€TR11.1.3)

137 This division is also found in the third chapter of MEIK. The discussion of the conditioned dharma is
in verses 24129 and 129136 is about unconditioned dharma. See C. Lindtladhyamakafgdayam of
Bhavya(Chennai: The Adyar Library and Research Centre, 2001), xxx.
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concerninBh Uvi vekads empl oy me ngwilbedisdussedimahe pr o o f

next chapter.

3.2.2 Two-realities

After proposing his theme withfarmal proof statemepBh OUvi veka begi ns
elaborate his argument in detdilrst of all,B h U v i gives la brief definition of the
two-realitiesin whichhe ckarly demonstrates that his argument for emptiness is from
ultimate reality and not conventional reality:
The true meaningg(ar amUr it thae | f i s mnathel veodis, ibisi | t i ma
the ultimate realityf a r a m)Uln terimsaof the ultimateeality, conditioned
things are established as emptiness and not in terms of convention composed of
various condition$®
According to the aboydefpiamessagel, t iBhdtve vreka
t rue meani n gHethendgfirescdnyantianadl readitly ds.. 6
The things which ordinary people universally recognize are accepted by us as
conventional existence. The causes and conditions winoztuceconventional
direct perceptionié® are alsaecognized to exist*
In this passaged h U v i receghkizes two levels of conventional realthe

composite existences that ordinary people can perceive and experience at the primary

level, andthe elements that comizethe common existence of the primary leatthe

BBh0Ovi vek a oisgofiprad earmdatil Berfudly discussed in the chapter four.
139

(xianliang/ pratyakidd)meansd d i r ect p e r enengdiate or diredi pelcaption s an i
approached by the five sergagans such as eyes, etc. See Th. Stcherb&skiglhist LogiqDelhi:
Motilal Banarsidass Publishers), 1994, 12~13. S.R. Bhatt & A. Mehrotra have a more detail analysis on
pratyakt in their bookBuddhist EpistemologiVestport: Greenwood press, 2000), 25~48.

! This sentence tries to establish the conventionalendss of elementslifarmas) such as fiveskandha,
twelvely a t aantleighteen h 8.tThose are all the cause and conditions to produce our sensual
experiences.

140
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second level. Inordertofullyud er st and BhUvivekaédés two real
investigatedn compaisonwi t h BhUvi vekads defAteni ti on i n
discussin@ h Uv i wmd&rstadiding of two realitieswill explore his explanation of

how to tr ansffeomcoovergianal to altomgta riedlitiindhe

soteriological transformatiom will focus on discussinthe concept of the secondary

ultimatereality which involves the application éérmal proof statemeast

3.2.3 The Debates about Conditioned Dhar(sa skitadharmg

Discussion of the emptiness of conditioned dharmas can be divided into two parts.

The first part is the debat emthdoresoiselén BhUv
nature of dharmas in both Buddhism and other Indian religionslasweas on BhUvi \
rebuttals to the critiques of nihilism Madhyamaka philosophy. Those debates can be
classified into four sections to demonstr a
destroyinghe conventional reality; 2) the conflict be®veselfnature and

prat ot y a;8)ahetheory OF dedf nature; 4) the function of language and self

nature.

The second part i s Bh Uwaturegdratadts) asitisi t i que s
taught intheY o g U &dhaokThe critiques can be separated into two parts in detail.
First, BhUvi veka paratantsawitn bisunitjub gystemhdgfeuol rtyi noaft e | y
S1 n yaadtcdhventionallp h (bv aa n d t gaiatankracantbéaacepted

conventionallybut not ultimatdy. After he acceptparatantrafrom the conventional

perspective, B h U v dparatdnteaactowing thhésrownr ei nt er pr et
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understanding. That is, although he accpptatantraconventionally, he does not accept

theY o g U ¢hé€bry afconsciousnessnly conventionally.

3.2.4The Debates about Unconditioned Dhasifasat skfadharmg

The second part of the text includes discussions surrounding the emptiness of the
unconditioned dharnsathe wisdom obtained from reflection { n t )J thmeawysgom
obtainedrom meditation h U v a n),@mddinalfy the state of neconceptual
awareness(i r vi kal paj fUna

First, in regard to the concept of the unconditioned dhgrmaBh Uvi veka cl as ¢
into two types: the unconditioned dhaswd Buddhism and the unconidined dharms
inother religions. | n BudaesupostethrehUvi vekads
unconditioned dharmas of the Saparinifangi vUdi n
oftheYo g Uc Ur a Saititiziray Buddhistfsdhaols® h U v i furtbek extends his
critiques on the unconditioned dharmas to the-Boddhist schoolsf S Wkhya,
V a ifl&geand Jainism.

After the discussion of th& r ut aBalyvgi veka provi des furthe
of the other two wisdoms and tpeofoundnonconeptualwisdom. For thevisdom
obtairedby reflection ¢ i nt YJma B B (pladeserepkasisiponthe frequency of
cultivating the concept of emptiness obtlfrom theS r u t a Foatlye gvisdom
achieved througmeditation b h U v a ), neditatign upon emptiness is the main
focus. F i n aaltitulats thé&tofdundnenedaaeptualvisdom and criticizes
the conceptob h T t a tiret thhea tY(b g U ¢ Orrthee baSis df suchla soteriological

processB h U v i6 \KERadvocateshe importance ofhe wisdom obtained from
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hearing & r u t } whiclysbould be obtained through logical reasonitilizing its

formal proof statemeat

The followingoutlinepr ovi des the details of the

l. Introduction A
1. The reasomo compose the worls r u t asrarmphdsized
2. Thesis statement: a formal proof statempreyogg

Il. The empihessof conditioned dharma

1. The establisimenta of formal proof statemest
1.1 The thesis
1.1.1 The definition of conventional reality
1.1.2The definition of ultimate reality
1.1.3 The exclusion of conventiordglusion
1.2 Example
1.3Reason
1.4 The establishment of inference

2. Response to objectidit$
2.1.1~15Response tthe critiques of nihilism
Including the following debates:
2.1.1, 2,3,6,7, 8, 1@3Response tthedirectaccusatiorof nihilism i
2.1.3The conflict between setfatureangp r at 9t yasamut pUda
2.1.4, 14The critiquesf peoplewhoinsisted self-nature
2.1.9Language and seifature o
2.2The critiques omparatantrainY o g Uc Ur a Scho ol
2.2.1 The YogUcB®dinyaitwt erpretation of
222ResposetoYogUc Urin interpretation
2221 Questioning YogUcUrin interpretatio
2.2.22 Reinterpretation gbaratantra
2.2.23 paratantraasconventional reality
2.3Response to others

3. Sub-conclusion
3.1 The emphessof all dharma
3.2 The wisdom obtaedfrom meditation
3.3 The norconceptual wisdom

142 5ee chapter 5.2.3 for the details about Botv U v i respokds to these objections.
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lll. The empihessof unconditioned dharma

1. The establisilmentof a formal proof statement
1.1 Subiject: definitiof unconditioned dharma
1.2Reason
1.3Example
1.4 The establishment of inference

2. Response to objections

2.1The unconditioned dharmas in Buddhist schools
211~-10The three types of wunconditioned dhar
2.1.9 Theparinipannaof YogUcUr a School

2.2 Theunconditionedlharmas in noBuddhist schools
2.2.11 &2 S Wkhya
2.2.21 &2V a i e
2.2.3 Jainismand othes

IV. Conclusion
1.Ci nt Ufremuent cultivation of r u t asreraphdsized
2.B h Uv a n: bedaging on emptiness is the central topic
3Avi kal paj fUna
3.1 Theconcept oprofound norconceptual wisdom
3.2 Thediscussionob h T t atiant hveotgllc Ur a School

53



33BhUvi vekads *Kargtalammant i n t he
In this sectionlwi | | furt her anethodologyendByhnténti v e k a d s
strategyin the *Karatalaratna Generally speaking, a rhetorical analyssists of
analyZng acertain text by looking for its strategy and how it employs this strategy to
convince its target aiences-** To apply this principle to this text, we would critically
look for its thesis, rhetorical purpose, audiences, and strategy. In regard to the thesis,
from theperspectiveofi | t i mate reality, BhUviveka tries
S 1 n yBven though the argumentation®fl n yisaatgdherapositionfor
Madhyamaka, NUgUr | 8hmaymgnelrom utimate realitgiu e f or

MMK. In MMK XX1V.18, N U g U rsimplynckaims:

Whateverip r at ¢t y athaawercalpildyaat U
That(S 1 n y eingllependentesignatioris itself the middlepath/***

BhUvivekads argumentati on™andalakdrdrni ttih
that conventional reality should bensidereds T n yaswellHence, although the
teachingoS 1 nyisatd) general teaching of Madhyamaka

from ultimate reality in the Karatalaratnais still very unique. Moreover, for rhetorical

143Edward P. J. Corbett & Robett J. Conn@kssical Rhetoric for the Modern StudéNew York:
Oxford University , 1999), 1.

““Nagao has written an art i cl|MUdihFyraomm kWU damitpda mi okgaU ct Cor a
regard to the translation of thew d p dddJsear e, according to Nagaods res
material 0 shoulug UbldWiahy State Unieetsity ofdNewiYork, 1991), 189~201.

The following are some transl at iSd mswhitHis ot her schol

pratotyapamifppdas dhpydnlilypa alk ad ipdia Intro8lictiomgth |

Madhyamaka Philosoply Tai pei : Shi nWun Fong, 1990), 135. T. E. \

originationp r at ¢t y a ssemptinegsyidray) Ahat®d) is a conventional, dependent

designation. Thatse) al one is the mi ddN@&g (prajthnioam MDimapsu tEat WD

Philosophical Journey through an Indian Lookidass(Delhi: Sri Satguru Publications,1995), 296. D.

J. Kal up ah an ahateveVisdependent aeising, that ts emptiness. That is dependent upon

convention. That itsel fMlilsamadkhynd @3k &k Praitkhh0 0o Kal up
145G, B. J. Dreyfus & S. L. McClintogk’7.
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purposs, it can be clearlargued hat BhUvi vekaés purpose is t
to accept hiperspectiveThus, it is ahetoric text that persuades with the use of logic

In regard to the audiencégpponents)as mentioned above, thein targets for
BhUviveka are religious intellectuals incl
especiallySarnJs t i vUda, Y, argl OteetreligiouKloblsBhiUv i v e k a
employs different strategies to deal wiltose various opponentsirst, although a formal
proof statement is the general methodology to challenge all Buddhist arBlddhist
schools inhe *Karatalaratna he specifically uses #gainstVedic-schools. For example,
mostcaes wher e BhUvi v e k-schodisabeatioet the walidity bf hi¥¥ e d i ¢
formal proof statemeast

Second, BhUviveka is quite ®@mpevan to differ
accepting some ideas8far v Us t i v U dn his acpolrit d€ansentipnial yeality
According to Tibetan tradition, scholars thinktBah Uvi veka adopted Saut
doctrinein regard taconventional reality*® That is whyin Tibetan thoughheis
understoodisS a u t r id regard ka@onventional viewln the *aratalaratna there is
not muchevidence tanferhi s adopti on of SautrUntika doc
can be found is his extensive acceptanfadifferent schoolsHowever,in terms of
ultimate reality, he argues against all of their teachings. Methodologically speaking,
BhUvi veka us & ttoaidendghys Painaof view against abhidharma
philosophyin addition to formal proof argumesnt-or example, in the argumefot

substantial essence afialyticalcessatior{pratisaik h'y Un ), theSdatrav Usst i v Ud i n

148 pid., 209,
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claimed that the Buddha did address the existenaaajticalcessation
(pratisatk hy UniinlbglchrmgTo deal with this, BhUvivek
assertion i g a tode merely an expedient assertion, and cites some textshieom

Pr aj 7 Up Ur aseiidéentesHattfronaultimate perspective even iaisU

emptiness?’

Third, with regardtoth¥ o g Uc Ur a School , BhUvivekads s
different interpretatiomf the doctrine and texts whicttheY o g Uc Ur a Scho ol rel
from the conventional reality but deny them from the ultimate reality. For example, on
criticizingnerogBrOviav eloa tfradc u sparatanttaande x ami n i
parinifbannaare ultimately or conventionally existent. The theory of three natures is
considered to be the central phil osophy of
three natureare foundntheSaxd hi ni r mo,amyona \shb tlaims to be a
Mahayanisshouldfollow the three natures Bh Uvi vekads sthetlaseegy i s
naturesaccording to the basic teachingmfat 0t y a ssadmiu fgEndidgaa fnam

the conventional realitut denythe three natures in termsufimate reality.

147 Seechapter 5.2.3 of this dissertation
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Chapter FourBh Wi vekads Two Realities

4.1 Introduction two realities and lieration

Foll owing NUgUrjuna, BhUvivekads saoterio
me d i t @gnitian &raen conventional to ultimate reality. order to enhance his
theory,B h U v i utilizes something called the secondary ultimate reality, which creates
an important pivot between these two realiti&store further discussion on the process
of liberation, it is important to examih Uv i wefikit@roo$thetwo. This chapter
wildemonstrate BhUvivekatds two KRTaslthieti es by
main sourcewith auxiliary evidencefrom his other worksthe Madhyamakeahrdaya
k Ur (hik ditecommentaryT a r k & pndRJrl &Jj 7 U pThiscthapteras.comjsed

in three sections

42TheEssence®hUvi vekads Two Realities

4.2.1 The Ultimate Realityand I ny at U
The Madhyamaka concept of practice can be summarized into a single prescriptive

statement that it is a path regarding how to trarsfereoné sognition from

conventional to the ultimate reality. This can be substantiated by the ninth to the tenth

verses n N Ug MMK, XX\a%19:

yednayor na vijUnan®©f vibhUgam satyayor
te tattvam na vijUnakhti gambhdram buddl
vyavahUram anUSrity/a paramUrtho na deSy
paramUrtham ammgrthy@i’fa myat e

“ ouis de la Vallue Poussin, ed., fAMIilamadhyamakaksé

Comment aire de Ca&PsRlBibkothéca BuddbicaStiPétarsbaury,t1808913).
149pSPXXIV.8. p. 494 lines 45 and lines 123.
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Those who do not understane ttiistinction between these two realitiEsnot
realizet he profound truth embodied in the
Withoutrelying on conventional [realityjan ultimate [realityjcamot be taught.
Withoutunderstanding ultimate reality, i Paisthot realizd.
The above passagdludes to three soteriological steps. First, one has to know the
difference between the two realities as taught in the doctrines of the Buddha. That is, one
has to be able to identify what the conventipaall what the profound ubate reality is.
After identifying their differences, it is necessary to realize the importance of relying on
the conventional reality to achieve ultimate realityd further to obtain i »a'0
Therefore, this process towards liberation is accommighéhree sequential steps of
understandi ng: c o nnieta Befora discussihg furthér thenat e Y
process towards | iberation, it ds importan
I n di scussing BhUvivekads concept of two
been mentioned in the secondmuresssnd er, have

conventi on alzheynkoagsbywd ak t)iasaal indication of the key

aspecof B h Uv i wvheught Bhis chapter will follow this perspective to investigate

BhUvi v ek sdnstheKaratataeama after proposing his theme witbrmal

proof statement8h Uvi veka begins to elaborate his f
First of all,B h U v i givesla hrief definition of the two realities in which he clearly
demonstrates that his argument for emptiness is derived from the perspective of ultimate

reality and not conventional reality:

150 The analysis of this verse in detail is discussed in section two of the previous chapter.
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The true meani nlgi tPYnteteer iords, ibis ultimatd reality. 6 r e a
(The thesis is) in terms of ultimate reality, the conditioned things are established
as emptiness and not in terms of conventional re&dfty.

According to the above passtager,eaBhUwi vaek
true meaning (object) itself.® In order to
true meaning (object) itseffit shouldb e compared with BhUvivekabd
chapter 24 oPrP ™*wherein heexplains ultimate reaijtas follows *>*

What is the sealled the ultimateeality p a r a m)@ Rdsporse: Because the
object (or meaning) i®biylcitmat Moriebvies ,
6hi gnbreotncept uahi wv s K a.hpBadausdlia the true

meaningp ar amUr } haistatiysa -malheédgddl Thmaf evor c
( me ani n g)tany caaseondgitioms can be [its] definingharacteristics.

When one dwells in the nesonceptual wisdom which adopts the truth as its

percei\ed object, [this] is called the ultimate reality. The wisdom obtained from
hearing§ r ut J thiakingc i n t )J)and meglitatingy( h U v a ) Bhohbyy |

the teachings in accord with nanising in order to remove the assertions that
something arisesetc.s cal |l ed oO6ulti mate reality. o

According to the above interpretation, it
@ a r a mUrrthrele different ways: 1) it is the ultimate object or (meanings). That is to
say, itis the objective existence (tlys as they are) wherein the subjpetceiving is not

considered. It is considered to be equal to the concéatrat (iself. 2) It is the highest

151 (shengyidiparanDr ) has translated as o6ultimate realityd

152 (T30, 268c12).
153 Also D. Eckel has translated thls chapter in his dissertatidpyestion of Nihilismunpublished
(Harvard University, 1980), 192~264.

154
n L L

s , o(T 30, 125a).
155 (wufenbiezbior (wufenbiehun i r v i k a)Is pamglafedlasan-conceptual
wisdomwhich is the direct insight into the truth of all existences in meditation.
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(parama nonconceptual wisdomn(i r v i k al.p aHefr knasthtdh ¢ etfeerrm & o
non-conceptual widom and the true object. In this caBeh) U v i claimk that the

wisdom (perceiving subject) and the objectingth ¢athat )$hould not be separated,

A t h ecomceptual wisdom adopts the truth as its perceived abjecMor eov er |

B h Uv i deserlbes nowonceptual wisdom as (zhenshiyitrue object or

meaning). Accor ®PBRi g twdh i @dn draa ldihalkigid\dei k andesn t
definition of ultimate realitythe term (zhenshiyi i s pparbamUryt asaty
in Sanskrit’®®3) The means & r u t acmanyt oLanth Y & v a nptactiaeg to
achieve the nogonceptual wisdomn(i r v i k & hre asp dlaSsified into the category
of ultimatereality.
Some scholars analyze the passage in a similar way using the Tibetan ¥érsion.
Accordingtohei r anal yekxe| i BaUpmv amdntirdea d 6
di fferent | i ngrth#ds toibg peaerd yutiasdte’B)h Utv h satedttat
p ar a mls unddrstood aslaa r m aagaledthpound in which both objecirtha) and
ultimate paramg refer to the objectv{tdya) of perception but not to the mind that
perceives the object. 2) He interprets the wora r a m Bsratatpuaité compound in
which arthais an object and the ultimatparamg refers to the subject, i.e. the Ron

conceptal wisdom. 3) He comprehengsa r a m&sralh & fa u wampourid that

1°psSp24.8

15" The Tibetan of the passage can be found in Idia, 82~83. The Englisefraat i on can be found
To See the Budd@aPr i ncet on: Princeton University, 1992), 2
Ejima Yasunori. t :BhUOvive®al gan shi:8@Umavitesd®ai kenkyl

Development of Madhyamaka Thougt)@ k yS u n j,1D8§),M162~105. Kumagai Seiji,

ABhUvi vekads t he alouynal ofindiah larsl 8uddhiSeidiesv/ol 59, Mod3 (2011),
1187~1191. M. Nasu, fAthe Connection between Ulti ma
in BhUvivekatds Tdngalvayp 8addhisinimGlobRlrParspactivel (Il (New Delhi:

Somaiya Publication Pvt Lt@2002), 44~53.
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functions as an oO0adjectived from which the
derived. The only difference in the above analysis lies in the second definition, which
accordlg t o the Chinepaamdeshioanh d thkee amer@amj @ ct i
Grthad , and atthade rteefrent s t o bot h upariamalaed hpeer c e
ultimate perceived object (a t ) HbtvdVer, according to the Tibetan versibh,Nasu
C 0 n s ipdae ratmiaaihe subjechpn-conceptual wisdo)n aanrdt hbe dbject
(truth)®*Kumagai Sathadi oné§ et snorictneeptsalmlisiogpn®t  (

Based on the above analysis of the Chinese and Tibetan ver$tdn, a@f can be

concludedthaBh Uvi vekadés uraee wotran diund ionfat e reali

connotations: 1) from an ontological persp
refers to the reality of things; 2) from an epistemologicalpep e ct i ve,- t he t er
conceptual wisdomé refers to how the Buddh

and the perceived object should not be separat®djd 3) regarding the soteriological
process, the teachings in accord with-aoising is he ultimate reality®* In TJ,
Bh Uv i wwnkcamdnentary of th®HK according to Tibetan tradition, there is a

similar analysig®?

8 Nasu 46.

1%9Kumagai Seiji 1188.

109730, 125D,

161 gee, lidaReasorB83 and Kumagai Seiji 1187~1188.
1%2Nasu 46 and Kumagai Seijil87~1188.

61



BhUOvivekaodos §ltimate reality:
1) tathat U

Ultimate reality{ _
2)ni r vi k alamtathaf U n a

\—>3) The teachingorresponding to the ultimate

By comparing the three definitions of ultimate realityPi® with that inKTR, it can
be shownthaBh Uvi vekads descr i pKfTRcomespands maréwith mat e 1
the second definition iRrP. The reason is that kTR as well as the second definition in
PP,BhUvi veka defines the concept of wulti mat

meani ng/ t r/aherdstéyip@r amUr }. A@adngtpBah Uvi veka, t he

truth, ultimatereality andnonconceptual wisdom atbe same thing. Theont

conceptual wisdorwhich adopts the trutht(a t ablits Perceived objeist ultimate

reality. However, this is only a conventional description for ultirradty. From the

ultimate perspective, both the ultimate @ahelnon-conceptual wisdom are transcendent

and cannot be demonstrated, and the thusheast( hskbuldinot be considered as the

perceived object of theon-conceptual wisdom* Here, it can be concluded that for

BhUviveka, the main daeohréomceptualvisdsomof ul ti mat e
To further elaborate the relationship between ultimate reality andomeeptual

wisdom, one has to investigate their connection with the rdaa ofthe Madhyamaka

183 This diagram can be found in Kumagai Seiji 1188.

%4 This can be founih theKTR See my @nslation: fi Tie operation of wisdom is nasonceptual and it
operates without any tr ac-eoneeptualovisdom.aAkthougmitis@pad Wi s d o md
from all concepts, the enlightened (roonceptual) wisdom isuperfluously anatonventiondy
designated(@a80wi 8@ @in2 © Bam Helsden, it sheuld not be considered to be non
conceptual. Although from conventional perceptive, there is the view of equality which could be called a
true view, [this view, from the ultimateatity,] is a view of inequality which should not be held to be a
true view.0 (T30, 277cl0)

62



understandingdd 1 n ylaNMMK,NUg Ur j un dohri ss pempdsnent sd accl
S1 n yasrihllsm with three proposed perspectives. The three notiéhé af yira t U
MMK XXIV.7 are as the following:

a QGSr Inpa nalwailvetsi prayojand /

tr
I ny&1 0y ad datata bva vihanyase /f°

a
S

Here, we say that you do not understasfdteaching] emptiness, emptiness
itself, and theneaning ofemptiness; in this way, you are thus frustraféd

The three notions @& Tyra arédiscussed in the above vetbe: purpose o§ 1 n ythet U

nature ofS I n yamadtthd meaning or object8fl nylaRrE) BhUvi veka i nter
three notions o6 1 n yas: 1) he purpose &1 n yisad cEase all fabrication

(prapaica) 2) ST n vyitself i€lunderstood as the state of transcendence of all

discrimination and attachment, i.e. the raomceptual wisdom. 3) In regard to

ST nyatdifiad hias i nter pr et eSd naysa tsdbtejagecanf and hen
ST n yia.tthe thusnegtathat U'§’ According to the above description in tReP,

BhUvi veka s egreepwal wisdont fiore tHbusnesgt at h §t Wy at U

itself is the norconceptual wisdorm whichreality is cognizedOn the other hand, the

185 pSPXXIV.7. p. 490, lines 67.

166 M. Siderits and SKatsura.Nagarjuna's Middle way : the MulamadhyamaldakU (Boston : Wisdom
Publications2013), 271.

%7 This description is a description according to Tibetan versiétr®fSeeRy I s hi n. Ufr ytl z u

(Ch 1 g a nkeisel TheoEstablishment of Madhyamaka School) (ChTgan/Trehi s @
Madhyamaka Thoughtf Gk ysh unj | $1®82), 147~148. Also see Eckel ¢
192~264. The Chinese version is a | istltnlyimabdi f f er en

to remove all attachment and fabricatipnaparicajand hence is calles I n y Ehe raeaningofi ny at U
is the wisdom that perceivési n yamd isdkalled the meaning 8l n y Yo dbe. willing to destroy the
truth(t a)hOt® is like the one fwho hit the spagce with

. . . 0 (T3Q,In124¢c)
Chinese versiors T n y a tefdrs to theperceiving wisdom and not the perceived truth.
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thusness is defined& 1 n yagthia,the object perceived 5 T n ythetndhconceptual
wisdom.
InexaminingBh Uvi vekads tathat Btispleaethanhe detneathat fU

ashavingno intrinsic naturer(G v a b h IDKTR, it reads:

Foolish mortals increasbé net of various false views because (they) cannot

realize the exact naturtathat )Wf the conditioned and unconditioned things

in terms of ultimate reality and they delusively grasp the intrinsic natures of all
things. é | f o0ne eotuhofthe eohditiagned ahdh e unmi s
unconditioned things in terms of ultimate reality, he/she is not attached to the
substantial naturé®®

In thePrP reads:
The secalled conventional reality is: (truly) all things are raorsing and
lacking of intrinsic nature, and the sentient beideglsisively attach to them.
This is reality in convention. The sages realizeldick ofintrinsic nature of all
things,S | a ty This is the ultimate reality for the sages and also called the
reality.*®°
Both of the above passages indicate thatiack ofintrinsic nature is the reality serving
as fan object percei ve dwhibhjsedsdneelessresgges. 0 Tha
accurately perceived by n@onceptual wisdoms ultimate reality. However, if it is
mistakenly perceived by ordinary people as substantial existence, the wrong perception
becomes conventional realifihis topic will be further discusseaterin section4.2.2.
According to the above analys8,] n yiseehdowed with a dual meaning in

BhUvi vek a®isn yasgositorceptual wisdom arf I n yas dbjekctive reality,

i.e. no intrinsic nature. As elaboratedARs S 1 n ypassebbes aidl meaning§ T ny at U

168 ~ 4
n . . e

o (T30, 268b)
169 é
0(T30, 125h)
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(svabBUngat Uzxingkong)n the ultimate senss a synonym fon i av U

which is the ultimate state of Buddhas ankatsand thus considered to be ultimate
reality. In addition to representing ultimate realByl n yalsd rddergni® v ab h Uv a
ST nytad U)he fAunreal 0,00 Asoilemeelatedta r i nsi ¢ nat ur e
prat ot y aXVithinthpsE dual meanings 8f1 n y aite BPsfoauses on the
svabBUngsaast U he cent r a,lonthelcanmaghighigh$th&r j un a
meaning of nentrinsic-nature*’*

BhUvi v e kaawo-fld ungetstandingf ST n ysavt ddb hndniGa v ab h Uv a
S1 n yfm tHePPsand skilfully applies them to his interpretation of ultimate reality.
From an epistemological perceptivdtimate reality is norconceptual wisdopwhich is
the socalleds v a b B U n sinathe PPs. Meanwhile, ontologically ultimate reality
also refers to the truth of things which means no intrinsic nature and is-théesb
ni® v a b B U n sinathePPs Thisis considered to be conventional reality in EHes.

Al t hough there are two perspectives of u
concern is on epistemological perceptor nonconceptual wisdonin terms of
convertional languagethese twaultimate realities can baassifiedinto the perceiving

wisdom and the perceived realityitimately, however, they cannot be differentiated as

subjectobject. That is because whBrh U v i utilizels ron-conceptual wisdom to

"9 The Japanese scholatideo Masudalassified all different meanings 8f1 n yirettte BPsinto two
kinds: absoluteS T n yaadtrelativeS T n yAbsollte ST n yissoeythd any denial such as the denial
of selfnature, of names, and of distinctions. On the contrary, rel&iven ypassekes the meaning of
denial and is offen related or at ¢ t y a.Masoda,tHjgddd &h .~ | A ot :

M u i o(Bukky@ nir uomd&end: Ha n nRyglkwp Bhutoshite),
( Sh@k g n kogd), 171.

1Yin- Shun, (Kongzhitanjiu / Investigation of OpenneBipei: Zenwun, 1985), 147,

155~156.
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illustrate ultimate realityhis use of the concepas alreadgntailedthe concept of the
ultimate objectthelackofi nt r i nsi ¢ nature. That i-s proba

conceptual wisdom) is prefedovefi ul t i mat e objecto by BhUviv

a concise text lik&KRT. Hence, the central tKREmenit hat
reality, conditioned thingsareempty i s t o ar gue, AFrem the per
conceptual wisdom, al/l conditioned thhings

this way,one can achieve ultimate reality.

4.2.2 Conventional Realityan8v a b h Uv a

With regard to conventional reality, ancient Chinese scholars suggest that

BhUviveka accepts substantwhHiscalledugpouence i n
/s v a b HnlDhiae¥ke. However, since the concise kR has been ignored by

Western scholars, some scholars claimed that there is not enough evidence to prove this
assertion in |ight of MBkdidPiP} &rkthistsection, i her t w
will argue for BhUvivekaéds claim of substa
evidence found in thKTR, and tracehis claim furtheto the previous philosophies
which he may have adopted.

First of all, two passages in chapter 24 offfepr esent BhUvi vekads |

conventional reality as follosv

?M. D. Eckel in his article MmBh&h3atpiadsadpipomach N
SvUt aMadhkamakao indicates that according to Tsong
conventional reality is Oestablished with its own

this assertionAlso, Dreyfus, G. BJ. & McClintock193.
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Conventional reality is the worldly language such as the expression of the
phenomena of arising, persisting, and extinguishing of dofon, the
expressionoDevadatt abds ¢ oeexpessiamodi Svoanimintgr,a t h
eating,Sumalatta meditating, Brahmadatta liberating and so forth. Those
worldly expressions are called conventional reatity.
The soecalled conventional reality igin reality] all things are nowarising and
lack intrinsic nature, yet sentient beirggusivelyareattacledto them. This is
the reality inthe conventional world.™
The above passage indicates two conceptions of conventional reality: 1) worldly
language, and 2) phomena that lack intrinsic nature and are empty, yet are real for
ignorant sentient beings who still have perverted views of the world (i.e. have not yet
realized the truth of things)° The first concept indicates a conventional usage without
adding any psitive or negative evaluation. The second concept is defined from an
epistemological perspective and considers that reality is merely a delusion derived from
peopl eds ,alicharecphodueed threugh ignorance.
In addition tothe two definitionsn thePrP, BhUviveka al so proposes
of conventional reality later in tH€TR as follows:
Here, the existents which ordinary people universally recognize | also accept as
conventional reality. The causes and conditions wprolduceconwentional

direct perceptiori’®are alsaecognized to exist.’ Because conditioned things
such eyes, etc. asmtailedin conventional reality, and people likewherds,

173

. (T30, 1253)

4 . (T30, 125b)

17730, 125a.

1re (xianliang/ pratyakid)meansd d i r e ct p e r enengdiate or diredi pelcgption s an i
approached by the five sergagans such as eyes, etc. See Th. Stcherb&skiglhist LogiqDelhi:
Motilal Banarsidass Publishers), 1994, 12~13. S.R. Bhatt & A. Mehrotra have a more detail analysis on
pratyaktd in their bookBuddhist EpistemologiWestport: Greenwood press, 2000), 25~48. This will be
discussed in more detail in the next chapter.

" This sentence tries to establish the conventional existences of eledfertsg such as fiveskandha
twelveay a t aandtleighteend h UThase are all the cause and conditions to produce our sensual
experiences.
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etc.commonly perceive conditioned things sadeyes etc. to be substantial
existence,n order to avoid the contradiction with our own position thict
perception is commonly perceiVed, o6real
I n this passage, BhUviveka suggests two | e
The first level is things thairdinary people universally recognize to be real. This focus is
not the things themselves but ordinary perception, and hence, it isseemegogical
perspective which is precisely the same perspective as the second definitioRréf. the
The second level of conventional reality is things or elements that cause the arising of our
perceptions such as the five facultiesd so fortha s WBihwWe ka singl es out .
further claims that those elements are substantially existeth are accepted as
substantially existdrby his own school. According to the above description, three
concepts of conventional reality can be derived fronPititandKTR They arg(1)
worldly language(2) the ordinary perceptions (in tl&l'R) which are merely a delusion
according to th&rP, and(3) the elements which are able to cause the arising of direct
perception.
To elaborate furthewith a linguistic analysis, the two Sanskrit tersaé vrti and
v y a v aarelthpshoften used to denote conventional reality. Thesaimti is derived
fromtheroo®Ovime ani ng 6 cov esa avhd cthh enemmef 6% ot al |
literally, ssivitime ans 6t o t ot al |. y3°Theosecend definitionof6t o o b s «

conventional reality in therP, allfihings are nofarising and lacking of intrinsic nature,

178ﬁ .

. 0(T30,268c08)
WK@Psai 188suiCandrakorti explicitly defines the conve
the obscuration of the true nature of things due to ignoramaeeviisatyd), 2) reciprocal deendence, and
3) social conventions involving languages and translations. Herein, the first category is similar to
BhUvivekaods secBrRdCderfisThiet Continuihg of Madhyamaka
I ndi an MahUyll:ia Buddhi sm
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yet the sentient beingielusively attach tothem ¢ o r r e sapvigi bedasise it o
indicates thasentient beings are totalieceivedoy their ignorance. The other term,

v y a v ads bhentoned in the previous section, possesses both linguistic convention
and transactional convention, both of which can be found in the a8 It seems

clear that the first definition in therP is a linguistic translation, and the remainder can

be subsumed in the meaning of transactional conventfns.

The above description can be illustrated in the following chart:

Texts The meaning of eplste_m.olloglcal Sanskrit
conventional reality definition
ThePrP 1. Worldly language vyavahuU
Delusion Sal vAi
2. Perceptions i
TheKTR Reality vyavahuU
3. Element vyavahU

The epistemological definition can be considered to be the main perspective that

BhUviveka prefers to ado prathefttmbyotherieansi ng c o
That is because firgthis type of definition isuggested in both of the two textSecond,
as mentioned above, BhUvivekads main defin

epistemological definition with which he must give a parallel definition for conventional

reality to avoid inconsistency. Even thougle epistemological definition has been

WK @Psai, Yasui (Chi kan s hi/agtudyaf th&Madhyanbka Thougdhtyoto:
HPz@Gkan, 1970), 152 MI8By ami &a «k8el5 NulgeFeuddatmnal
Standpoint of MU4DR59.ami ka phil osophy

Bl5The conventional reality is the wkB0128d)y | anguage
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adopted by BhUviveka in both texts as the
two texts emphasize two different notions. While BB emphasizes the concept of
delusion or misconception, tk&'Rhighlightst h e ¢ o0 n ¢ e pWheroviritegratinge a |l i t y
these two epistemological interpretatpn Bh Uvi vekads notion of co
be illustrated as follow all things are truly lacking of intrinsic nature, yet sentient
beingsdelusively perceivethetno be i ntrinsic existence whi
be universally accepted as conventional reality.

While defining conventional reality from an epistemological perspective, the notion

of pratyakia ( xianliang/ direct perception), the fundanmahconcept of human

perception and Buddhist logishould be singled out from the passage indhR. The

knowledge or knowing obtained by the six senses from the six objects is called

p r aAm¥¥ There could be different types pfr aAaduring the process of

perceiving'®® Immediate or direct perception approached by the five segs@sis

implied by the ternpratyakt'®* whichis the most basip r aAamdmong the various

typesWi t h his epistemol ogical approach, BhUOvi
pratyaktd is universally accepted by all ordinary people, such as the cowherds and so

forth, it should be considereakconventional reality.

BhUvi veka f ur t hepratyakialbut alesthosercausesandt onl y

conditions such as the six sense oggauich are able to produgeatyakid should also

182 This will be discussed in more detail in the next chapter.

¥*See M. HattoriDi gn,0gaPer:Beptnigon he PratyakHMapariccheda of
PramUAasamuccaya from t he Sans KQamlridge:Hangmhent s and t
University Press, 1968), 23~31. The chapter five of this dissertation sgliskes this in more detail.

B4johnD.DunneFoundati on of Dh a(Baostark \Wisdon Rulslicaffohsi 206 28p h y

70



be considered reality in the conventional sefisin Buddhist traditios, it is commonly

agreed that app r aAmtkcessarily involves the contast p a)rofSaa object\(itya,

artha, etc) with a sense faulty (indriya). Wherein, the six sense faculties, such as eyes,
adopt the information gathered from the six objects, such asfootorr T ) ta

produce perceptiort§? If pratyakt is considered to be substarijaéxisten, it is

reasonable to say thiose causes and conditions produg@ratyakid should also be
substantidy exister. That is to say, in the epistemic processes, the perceptions, the sense
faculties and their perceived objedseall substantidy exister conventionally.

To elaborate furtherhe Chinesgermfi s h i ¢ o U,isedto demonstrate

B h U v idbesoeckpaof conventional reality in this passagtheKTR, further indicates

his understandingf what underliegonventional reality. IXuanzangos (
translation, he Chinese teri s h i § o U i8 commonly used to describe the

abhidharma concept of reality, and its parallel Sanskrit tefirégsryata® whi ch means
fas a substancedo, fias a thingo,®Somes an obj
abhidharmaconcepo f r eal i ty, especi akhoofrefertopdghe of t he
substantial existence of the elements behind phenomena. For examplé\Nfstlite

says,

I'n regard to fAexistenceofiskBiomedondi cate
dravyata/substantial exist) is k a n d h a snd sodoh éxistuSecond, the
convention is that mé&e.n., Awtendgroudadnd so on

185 fThe causes and conditions whimtoducethe conventionadlirect perceptions are alsecognized to

existo (T30,268c08)
B johnD.DunneFoundat i ons 'sphilosBphy?3. mak o r t i

187 Hirakawa Akira, Il (Kusharon Sakuin Il/ The Index of Koa (Tjokyo: Daizo, 1977), 430,
its Sadravkatabt whs ch means fas a substanceotaryias a th
substance. 0 Also see Monier Williams 501.
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dravyata/substantial exist) is that all dharmas that individually dwell in their
respective selhature '

In other wordswhenB h U v i deserlbes conventional realityterms ofdravyatas he
appliesanabhidharma concept of intrinsic nature to conventional reftitgddition to

the above passage of ti&R, the debate betwedhh Uvi veka and abhi dhar
provides more evidence for this assertionthe KTR In the debate, th&bhidharma

scholars claim thahe eyefaculty (cakHir-indriya) possessean intrinsic nature

( s v a bbedawsa i) possesses actiitg a k U Ani eyefaeulty can produceye

consciousnessnd hence, it should possess anatusev ab BB Wwa) veka respon

stating:
If [the nature youmention is the nature which is perceived by the uneducated
knowledge of cowherds, in terms of conventional reality, eyes are established to
possess a nature, and then you establ i s
such as eyes and so forth incluaéthin the worldly conventions has self
natures:®°

I n this passage, BhUOviveka skilfully conve

SarvUstivUdin syst em,andatceptsthh saifitare of thiegain i on a |
the worldlysense. Tht i s t o say, B hnbBkwré of teingsin admi t s t he
conventional reality*®

BhUvialeskoa att empts to apply the SautrUnt
conventional reality. Even thoughh Uv i v e k a salfpatuee pfthsgsinh e
conventional reaty, this does notimplyth& h Uvi veka unconditionall

SarvUstivUdin theor y ,infactdoéseot agreawith theidem nal s

188 : S, . C, L O0(T 27, 42a-~b).

189 5ee my translation of tHéTR

This idea has been indicated by Chinese ancient sc
contexto in the chapter two of this dissertation.
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that the selhature of things exists through the three divisions of time, the past, present,
and ture. In thePrP, he argues against this idea by saying:

TheVi bHiscc hol ars say, #AAlthough the ti me |

substance is not different . se(bbyfhis shoul
BhUviveka), #Aln terms of the ultimate r
established. €éThe assertion that dhar ma
meaningless. éMoreover, in conventional
established in past and fue time period '

The SarvUstivUOdin theory AMsthaptér 778%Inphats sage i

chapter t hey argue that Areality ex@aidsts in th
Adhaguast ance et er n a lTHeyinsistxhatshsubstantiél

elementsdharmasinchangeablyravel through three divisions of time atierefore,

exist eternally"* This passagis evidence to show th& h U v i dees koaeceptthe

existence of sustantial elements in the past and future téwen in comentional reality
TheSautrUnti ka pr opQls @gsexplaih the rélaianshipof a see

between substantial elements dnicigsin which the substantial elements exist only in

thepresent time in the form of seedd § wh&l) possess potensao activate and

projectintotings Ac cor di n g thingsaresanentiondl netlity kiile sesd

191 ~

(T30, 94c)

L L L L L L

L L
192
L L L L L

L L L

(T27,396a). See Dharmajoti, 148.

193 See the demonstration in the previous section. S. SingtSedr, v Ust i vOUda .4Deldi: 1t s Trad
Del hi University, 1994),133w~134.0H0o8az&o03hi $umise
Ubuagon/ the Teaching of the Substantial Existence in the Three Divisions of Time @ngbftthe
SarvUstivUOdin s c(B&3Ada(Der 1990), 49~61.
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areconsidered ultimate reality becawssed®xist substantially®* There are passages in

both thekTRandPrP showingthaBh Uvi veka does not refute th
activityonthelevelot onvent i onal reality. The conflic
SautrUntika is that wstadultimateSealiyBh Ownit v &laa comls:
acceptghem asconventional redly.

BhUviveka does n®autrretantliyk &Rt fioasiwe ei nt hteh
know, but insteacstatesi Her e, t he thing which can assem
activities or the accumul ati on®fmdmiarhe var.i
statement can be found in chapteventeentbf thePrPwh er e Bh Uwseedddk a u s e
explain the functi on (oith)cdlddaseed|i bndSiaceitWhy i s
can generate the karmas of the body and speech, it is aallede'¥ Acéording to these
two passages found in tkdRTandPrP,wh at BhUvi veka tries to ex
is able to cause the karma of the body and speech, and thereafter, assemble seeds. The
imi ndd mentioned by BhUvi vekausehedoésndie t he
acceptUl ayavii jn$uthnai t can be safely séaihd that E
seedheoryasillustrating something in the conventional sense.

There isalsoevidence inth®Ps howi ng t hat BhUviveka onl:

of seedin the sense of ultimate reality. IntReP, Sautr Unti ka schol ars

194 3See the discussion in previous section.

1954 . 0T30,277h

1965 . 0(T30, 99a)

¥Yuance (  /613~696CE), one of Xuanzargyrepresentative disciple, his commentary on

Sadidhi nirmgcareadiitomed, fiTherefore, in the chapter o
Madhyamakafd a y a kdJo mkdJsed by BhUviveka, it says that out

isnoU | ay a vbegausditrisanot subsumed by the sixcs ci ousnessesfio
0(X21, 240b) .
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recognizeseed as a substance of ultimaterealtyut BhUvi veka cri ti ci z

assertion that seeds shoukldmpty in ultimate reality. There are many passadgese

B h U v i avgaek this point, arttie following citation from th@rP is one example:

TheSautrUnti ka says, Athere are differen
such as the eyeonsciousness.d#v do you know? That is because they activate

For example, buds will grow from seedtentheir required conditions such as

soil, water, temperature, and wind meet together. | use this answer to destroy

your thesis. o[BRbeiam®imam&hhepraviois verse says,
Othere is no activation in tHhHeeaosbndi ti o
In ultimate reality, there is no arising. The activation does not have any

substance. It should be denied that seeds and conditions meet together to
produce th¥®¥ activationbo.

A detailed interpretation of SautrUntikads

Abidamosunzinlilung /| Abhi dharmanyUyUnusUr a):

ADAWnti ka cl ai ms t hat [ofapkr}caasegits fiugs, t heor
it should be known that the theory of karma causing its fruit is the same. Just as
the seed, thprevioug fruit which caused its existence, has perished, is the

main cause from which the different dharffectorg suchasroot, shoatstem,
branch, leaf and so on arise in order after possessing enough conditions.
Although the main body of the stream is not stable, it is inheriting and
proceeding. At the last state, while encountering another condition, the seed can
raise its own fruitSimilarly, karma is the main cause in the continuing stream
after the vanishing of the previous fruit which raises the karma. From the next
state, there are different features of dharffesorg rising in every state of the
continuing stream. Althougtine main body of the stream is not stable, it is
inheriting[its feature from the previous sthgnd proceeding. At the last state,
while it possesses another condition, it can cause its own fruit. Hence, karma is

not the direct causes of its fruit buethower ofanyonya(mutual operation) is.
199

198

199

L L

L ( ) - w L
(T30, 55c),

L

(T29,535a)
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KumUr,awlh©t as al so Addlons kdhetbed aamsBUof his sKki
illustrate theories, established the theor dj o explain the potential power of karma.
TheDi Wnt i ka p theopyofb & lyaiving ap the ideal of substantial existence
in the three divisions of time and by adopting the idea of substantial existence only in the
present. Not only are the phenomena continuously changing, bint algha potential
activationbehind the phenomena, is continuously transferring. Furthermore, the
phenomena and the § qreacontinuously and mutually transferring into each other.
Hence, the theory df § gapparently seems to deny the idea of substantial existence, to
whi ch tshte vIadrivniU School was committed, and t
the idea of i mpermanence. According to the
theory ofb 0 ¢owld still not avoid the idea of substantial existence.T lpggjncamatter
how it may clange, will eternally keep its satfature before transferring into phenomena.
For example, the § ¢f ayeconsciousnesswahys maintains the seftfature pctivatior]
and eventually transforms intotheey@ nsci ousness. That i s why
from the standpoint of ultimate reality, the seed does not have a substance to activate.
Whil e denying the theory of seed, BhUOvi vek
proposition. It appears that he accepts the notion of seadgaridly reality.

Based on the above analyswe may concludéatB h U v i pesitscamventional
reality from anepistemologicaviewpoint According toB h U v i, aitleokghall things
truly lack intrinsic naturédravyatg, sentient beingdelusively perceive them to have
sucha natureand that is what should be universally accepted as conventional reality. The
so-called intrinsic existence is elements (seeds) which are able to activate and construct
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the phenomena when certain conditioresraet. With such a theory, nihilism is

preventedorBh Uv i. v e k a

4.2.3 The Unique Feature h Uvi vekadés Two Real ities
4.2.3.1The Remarkableness of Conventional reality

In order to highlight the unique featureBh Uvi vekads two real itie
will compare his theory with the systems of two realities found iRBsand of
NUgUrjuna, and bégmningsher BhOvks élbads hiede a

ThePPsset up two realities from two different perspectives. While the ultimate is
established from an epistemological view, i.e., from the view of an awakenédame
conceptual wisdoin, the conventional realty is established from an ontological
perspectivethe things as they originally aée that is, things are dependentig-arising
(pr at ot y a)svithoutanyiriridsic naturdn the PPs the Buddha teaches his
disciples to examine all existence frone perspectve 31 nysaw &b BUn g at U
i.e. ultimate reality. From this perspective, all existendeadureless, transcendent, and
undifferentiated There is only one reality, ultimate reality. However, in order to teach
and benefit sentient beings, two realities are distinguished by the Budrtfweiding to
such a distinction, some teachsnguch as the expression of the transcendent realization
of reality 6 v a b B U n § eeferlo ultimate reality, antherefore an epistemological
perspective. In contrast, other teaching involvingmdnsic naturei® v a b h Uv a

ST nywap U at §t y amfarsito dcopvéhtioaal reality, and hence, it is from an
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ontological perspectivén such a doctrinal system, to achiedgmate reality is to

realize the nature of conventional reality since they are not differentiated.

The above description of the two realities in figscan be illustrated in the following

chart;

Ultimately: One reality | Teaching:Two realities

Ultimate Reality:
Norrconceptual wisdom | C=>  Epjstemological

Ultimate Reality: svabBbUngat
Non-conceptual wisdo Tt

o LI
svabbUng: _ )
Conventional Reality:

LIN} Gode&l at| > Ontological
NI vabbUngs

-}

P

v

One can achieve ultimate
reality by realizing the truth
of conventional reality

As indicated in the previous section, instead of emphasizmea b B Un g at U
NUOgUr j una niGwa B (& stom@lop his philosophy of two realities.
Inheriting the idea of ultimatelhere beingnly one reality fromthePPs,NUg Ur j un a
also suggesthatdifferentiation of two realities is merely a conventional distinction for
teachingThat is ni® v a b 480 wnajisacontldered ultimate reality (different from the

PP9andpr at 0t y ais ecomventiopdlrdadityHowever, according to versi the
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MMK, XXIV.9-10,%ni® v a b 460 wnay wtimale realityis only a pivotal ground to

t r an s f @gnitiom fraenGhe conventional world to ultimate liberation. Hence, the

ultimate liberation, i.en i ey (the secalleds v a b 450 wnajnette BPY should be

considered to btherealultimate realityandni® v a b 480 wwacantbdicalled

conventionultimate reality. Moreover, accordingtothResNUg Ur j una al so t hi
the truth of the conventional reality is also ultimate reality, and hence, the

undifferentiated relationship between the two realities is revealed.

A brief outline of the abovdescription can be demonstrated in the following chart:

_ . Ultimate Reality:
Ultimately: One reality Non-conceptual wisdom Epistemological view
SvabbkbUwnyga

|

Ultimate Reality:
NiGvabBUwuga

Teaching: Two realities ﬂ Ontological view

Conventional Reality:
pratoQtyasdg

M ouis de |l a Vallue PoukksidaNylg di.n,a faMlielca mad PPy amaknala
Comment aire de CadsRBibblotheca Buddbica(StPétarsbaury,1963913).

ye o6nayor na vijUnan®i vibhUgam satyayor dv
te tattvam na vijUnathti gambhgram buddhaSUs
vyavahUrampaWo$Shat yaSpate

paramUrtham d@amgrmatdli/ga my at e
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For BhUviveka, the two rwihtypésbofieatsingar e no't
they are instead distinguishable from two different points of view, and hence, have an
epistemological distinction. The different perceptual perspectives toward the same object
become two realities. That is to salf,things are truly lacking imtrinsic nature, and the
awakened ones can perceive all things as they are withaoraeptual wisdom. Both
accurate perception and things perceived accurately together are ultimate reality. On the
contrary, sentient beingielusively perceive things ttave intrinsic existence whichas
type ofreality in the conventional worldTeachings corresponding to ultimate reality are
able to reverse the delusive mind and lead to ultimate reality, and hence, they are also
considered as ultimate reality. Thissa | | ed At eachings correspon

serves as a bridge to connect the two realities.

Their mutual relations described above can be demonstrated in the following chart:

nirvikal p

Ultimate Epistemological view
Reality NiG vabhO
Sinyat(
ﬂ » Transformed by the teaching
Worldly things
Conventional Epistemological view
Reality: Intrinsic nature

The above three diagrams show that with regard to ultimate reality, these three systems of
the two realities share a common view where thecwrteptual wisdom
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(ni rvi k a),ipabjefWanaB U n gisthelbasicognitionof ultimate reality.

However, they have some inconsistences concerning conventional rEaditg.is a

slight difference betweenti®Psand NUg Ur j u n aentiooahreaity ni ng con
NUgUr j una nperraetloyt yl adsceenvestismdl réadity wite the PPssets

bothpr at 9t y aandniti v g B @An sineitt However, their basic philosophies

are notdifferentAc cor di ng t o b o tPRs chientidmaj realitydacks n d t h e
intrinsic nature, and hence, there is truly no difference bettheetwo realies

Meanwhi |l e, BhUviveka regards the | ack of |
while in conventional reality, things should be understood as having intrinsic natures.
Therefore, the uniqguenesissliesinhiBgartitvlarvek ads i

conception of conventional realif{*

4.2.32Bh Ov i Smtksoob § n yirattie Conventional Reality

WhydoesB h Uv i vvet& positintansic nature in conventional realftyAs
indicated in chapter two of this dissertatibecause of the intensively changing
environment dur i ngwdeprbbleinsiredstabfshingta panieular t her e
position of MUdhyami wae:(8 thénihitist critique loreteee pr o b |
teaching o8 I n yaamd(A)finding a valid delting method to prove the Madhyamaka
teaching These challengegerestrongly connected with and aimed at one philosophical
consideration: the notion of intrinsic natfres v a bwhidh/paryaded botBuddhist

and norBuddhist schoolsln this section} will focus on discussing the first notion

MTsong kha pa thi
fi

. ks that BhUvivekads unique conc
fr om Jfka.(Escak e | e

e
Satisfpaction of No Analysiso 1¢
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concerning the accusation of nihilisenddiscuss the seconmoblem avalid debating
method in the next chapter.

As was discussed in the previous sectt) g Ur j unaésSbhyntte8ophy
MMK XXIVis accused of being nihilistyar v Ust i vUdi ns. I n respon
NUgUrjuna criticizes hi$8i oybgpooposingthsidegofr mi s

two realities and he, then, concludes his argument with the famous verse:

Whateverip r at ¢t y athaawewcalpiUdyaat U
That S | n ylkeihgldgpendent designation is itself the miguéen//

InthisverseNUg Ur juna does not set any qualifier
does not limit perspectives to argue for his assertighiony aBG Uvi vidRa i n t h
states:

In (ultimate) reality?®” conditioned thing€°areS T n ylike illisions because
theyarepr at 0t yasAmut pUOda /

These two propositions are very similar in the way that both of them indicate that things

are produced from r at 0t y a ana hendeS1Undydihe didception is that

BhUviveka inserts the qu@Gdjdnads 6pd apomsitteil

onlyvalidintermso f ul ti mate reality. That 1is to sa\)

~

Sinpac@n only be established in ultimate r

22 Herein, the true nate is the synonym of the ultimate realifty & r a m)JSeé Hisdollowing
explanation.

3 sgfy skfadharmaandasadi skfadharmac an be transl ated fAconditioned dh:
dhar mao. BuddhestrHyboichSanskrit Grammar amictionary. vo. 1. (Delhi: Motilal

Banarsidass Publishers), 1998, 543. In Chinese translation(youwe) means fiacti veo. Thu
transl ated as fa@vuwej efiidhac miave adsiskiaisaadppp. aHbisve v e r |,
derived fromsati + &t kat means fdAput togethero, Aconstructedo

Therefore, hereigadskdai s transl at ed asadskiditmanwp mpobtuadednd See al
Monier Williams, SanskritEnglish Dictionary (New York: Oxford University1988), 1120.

2% See my translation of tHeRT1.2 (T30, 268b2)L Not only in theKTRbut also in the other two works,
BhUviveka always inserts oO6from the ultimate realit
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Although he did not directly state as suBhh U v i seemninat to have been
satisfied with NUgUrjunabés response to the
provokedB h Uv itvoe krao di f y NUg Ur $ lumywithtsHe gualifiec ment f or
oultimately. d The evi duedninadheKTBds wellhsnagtherst at e me
works. In theKTR, BhUviveka encounters the same acc
does in theMMK. For example, those who insist that everything is not empty accuse
BhUvivekads doctrine of nihilism by statin

If all conditioned things are established as emptiness, there will be no forms, etc.

't is |Ii ke using rabbitdés horns as a pe
This is not reasonable at all. Thus, the various direct perceptions of the likeness

of forms slould not be produced. However, those [objects, i.e. forms] truly

appear in each individual 6s direct expe
dharmanature, makes the mistake of invalidating direct perception, and makes

the mistake of invalidating camon perceptions. That is, you insist that things

which all cowherds, etc. can commonly perceive such as the substance of eyes,

etc. are nothingnes®®

In this objection, the opponents use direct percefpoatyaki) that all ordinary people

havetoaccesBh Uvi veka of nihilism. The logic of

Proposition: All things are empty (nothingness)

|

Thereareno external objest

|

Direct perception is not produced

(Contradiction)
Objects truly appdeeatrexperienceeach i ndi vi d

25 gee my translation of tHéTR2.1.1.(T30, 269a13)
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In this logical inferenceBh Uvi vekads opponenthateveryoree c o mmo n

sees or feels things to objeathis propositionand thereby, accuse him of nihilism. In

response to this accusati on, BhUviveka sim

If [you consider my assertion] to contradict tie@ventional direct perception of
fools and so orimy thesi%does not reject conventional existence. Hefog,
thesi§ contradictsnothing®®

BhUviveka has already set the condition fu

SinyatHBnce, BhUviveka is easily able to co
simple response that he is arguing from ultimate reality and not the conabritien
accepts that things possess an intrinsic natucenventional reality.
The same method is appliedredutehis Buddhist opponenttheSar v Ust i vUdi ns
who argue from a philosophicpérceptivein order to accuse him of nihilism because of
his ofection to intrinsic nature:
You have to accept there is a nature of anfagalty because (an eyaculty)
possesses activify! Those who do not possess natures do not have activities,
such as theon of a barren womaiihe g/e-faculty has an activity lmause they
produce ey&onsciousness. Since the reason of activity has been stated, one
must ascertain ®yes to have natures. o
Again, to this objection, BhUviveka replie
If (the nature you) mention is the nature which is perceived by the uneducated
knowledge of cowherds, in terms of conventional reality, eyes are established to
possess a nature, and then you establ i s

Everything such as eyes and so forth included within the worldly conventions
has selnatures’®®

1 pid. * _ . (T30, 269a28)
27 The Sanskrit for activity is a k U (Sastrir4a.s).
28 gee my translatiothe KTR11.2.14 and the above discussiqif 30, 269b27)
209 |1
Ibid.
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All through theKTR, such accusations of nihilism are pervasive and could be considered
the main objection to BhUvi KTRRBSasihilstics i t i on
accusation of example and reason; 2.a.idihilistic accusation of reason; 2.128
nihilistic accusation of the proposition; 2.119 a nihilistic accusation of language
which possesses function for communication, and 2) a nilatistisation of the
proposition”®Al t hough each accusation is differen
rebuttals on the same principle that he is arguing from the perspective of ultimate reality
rather than conventional realit}*

The accusations of nihdin in theKTR as well as in th@rP andMHK, indicate
that most of the Buddhist and r8uddhist schools, includingpeY o g Uc Ur a School |,
consider intrinsic nature to be the fundamental element in constructing the experienced
world, including external objgs and mental cognitions. Thidsr these school$p deny
intrinsic nature commits the fallacy of nihilism. According to the above analysis,
BhUvi veka seems to assent t o thingsiwsichphi | osop
ordinary people universally cegnize and causes whiphoduceconventionabirect

perceptions are alsaccepted by his school as conventional reéltydowever,

#9The number is according to my English version. The text is arranged with numbers for the convenience
of reading.

21 TheKTRII. 2.1.9 fiThe (Buddha) speaks of the mind as a self in terms of the conventional reality, and
in terms of the ultimate realityo-self is established. The Buddha does not contradict its own words. The
fault of my thesis (you indicate above) is just like this situation. The thesis mentions the existence of
eyes, etc. in terms of conventional reality, and in terms of the ultireality, establishes all existences as
emptiness. Thus, there is no fault in the the€iE30, 270a2}

Z2TheKTRII. 1.1.1, A Te existents which ordinary people universally recognize | also accept as
conventional reality. The causes and conditions whicklucethe conventionatlirect perceptions are
alsorecognized to exist? Because the conditioned things such eyes, etc. are subsumed in the
conventional reality, and people likewherds, etccommonly perceive conditioned things such eyes etc.
to be substantial existence, in order to avoid the contradiction with our own positidirécaperception
is commonly perceived, Or ¢T81268)yd i s used to restri
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BhUviveka is still a MUdhyami kan and wants
of ni® v a b .Hnlbwerto solvethid i | emma, BhUviveka empl oys
real i ti es, and ulimatelypem@yeaadconverdgionallgexistenoof I t hi s
way, he thinks that one can avoid all extremes and achieve the middle path:

In the present proposition, (the thesisbids eternalism regarding the

conditioned things in terms of ultimate reality by negating intrinsic nature, and

in the same manner, at other occasion (the conventional reality), (the thesis)

avoids the view of nihilism by negating4n@rinsic nature. lavoids two

extremes by negating both intrinsic nature anetintrinsic nature®:

Hi storicall vy, B hpBrsorto peokose such anmirtque thebrneof f i r st
two realities. In fact, a similar idea was conceived by some abhidharma scholars
including Harivarma, the &aSutthycars iodfd hti hSel sfta na
Harivarma synthesized various theories of-walities n the AMSas well as in
MahUyUna Buddhi sm and est ab lréaktibssealedthe s o wn
At vewel oftwor e a | iAdcordingtoSSH Har i var ma 6 sredlitiegsisst | e v ¢
as follows:
Moreover, the Buddha preached tvemlity: the true and conventional realities.
The true reality is | pta. anch i Bav The conventional reality is i
conventional designation only and without any substance. For exampl@, a
etc. as cause and conditions, the pottery is made, anskivelhaas case and
conditions, the human being is compo&¥d.

According to his theory, in the first level of the two realities, worldly phenomena such as

people, tree, things, etc are conventional reality, and the elements constructing these

phenomena are the ultingateality.In the second level, the elements constructing the

3TheKTRII. 2.1.10. (T30,270c).

214

(T32.327a)
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phenomena are the conventional reality and the realization of the emptiness of the

elements is the ultimate realityjarivarma established his second level of-tealities as

follows:
The fiveskandhaar e not substantial, and they e>»
so called ultimate reality is that thel s @mpty and not existent up to the
consciousness is empty and not existent

truth ofnirodha, it is called having obtained the path. Hence, it should be known

that to realize the truth @firodha is the ultimate reality and not the five

skandha*®
In this passage, Harivarma thought ttinet five skandhasresubstantiallyexistentand
thus ultimate eality at the first levebf two realities However at the second levehey
are empty and only conventiohaéxisten. The ultimateultimatereality is thenirodha
of the four noble truths, and only with the realization ofrtinedha, one is able to obtain
the noble path. By means of this, one can be célledeirag luliinmate realityd

While comparing BhUvivekads two realitie

theory of two realiti es-leveboftaor yarti htesios Bof
removing the hierarchical distinction between the worldly phenomena and elements,
BhUviveka considers the concepts of both r
only conventional realityThatis,Bh Uv i6we lcaonvent itanshoth real i ty

realities of the first level and conventional reality of the second lev¢lanr i var maoé s

theory.

215

(T32,333a).
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Theabove descriptionan bedemonstrated into the following diagrafihe left

columnisHarivarma s t wo | evel s of cwbumeali st Badyi ae
system:
Harivarma@® s t wo BhUvivekaos
Conver)tlonal Humans, vases,
reality etc.
The Fllevel Conventional
. realit
Ultimate Y
reality
Elgments such as
r | pete
Conventional
reality
The 2%level
Realization of :
Ultimate , | Emptiness of — UrIéI;Ti?te
reality elements and y

AccordingtotheSat yasi ddhi SUs the eatablishneentefawb levels S Ss)
of two realities is a skilful means for proceeding toward liberation. Harivarma, following
what has been explicated in tAPs insists that the two realitiesean expedient means
to lead people ta i ay did ultimatey, there is only one realif§?® To achieven i tay U

according tahe* SSsthere are three steps to go throaHn the first step, one has to

remove the conventional mind by realizing that conventional things such as vases etc.,

216 f é

L, 0(T32, 327a) Al f t he rtkee ullinmte reality,ovoyrdid gha Buddha)j a | rea
spoke of [the conventional reality]? Answer: the sentient beings in the world are used to the conventional
reality. Buddhas and other sages preach by means of the conventional reality in order to let these mortals
depart from [the attachment] to the conventions. o
A7y 0(T32, 327a) f To remove three

J

nirodhUwlhiaslatgme the minds of convention, dhar ma a
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are conventional and notale butthatthe elemergtandn i Paaté reaf*® In the second

step, one has to remove the dhammad by realizing that the dharma (element) is

conventional and not reand thanirodhais ultimate reality?*° In the final step, one

has to give up the guty-mind which adoptsirodhaas an object and thereby achieve

ni Pa’? Hence, for Harivarma, to regard the substantial elements to be the ultimate

reality onthe first level of the two realities is only an expedient means along a gradual

process to liberation. The second level of the two realities is the central idea that

Harivarma proposes, and is the typical mddehdinBh Uvi vekaés t wo r eal
Moreove, in proposing his theory of two realities, Harivarma states that this theory is

able to avoid committing the fallacy of nihilism. TB8s ays, A To preach tw
to avoid falling into the nihilisambeand et e
estabPiTshiesd.ics precisely one of the remarka
two realities. In consideration of the philosophical similarities between these two, it is
reasonabl e to suppose that Harviekaréma trieglhrty

two realities.

218 ~

fi 0(T32,327a)
oThe true reality is | ete. anch i av The conventional reality is conventional designation only and
wi t hout any substance. 0

294 . . €. . 0
(T32,333a). fAThe so carllljeanptydndotexriateneuptotha |l i ty i s tha

consciousness i s emopebver, bacaubse reabzing tieestruthsof nérada, it ié called

having obtained the path. o

220 f é

0(T32, 333c) T himdhasd calldd tigemptg mind Wherayis [one] able to
remove the empty mind®nswer: two places [can one] remove [the empty mind]. Either in the
contemplation of mindless or in tiei Bamiih nothing left wherein [the mental] continuity ceases can
one remove [the emptpi nd] . o
221132, 317b)
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According to Chinese sources, Harivarma lived around 250~350&Dkeen the
ti me of Uryade VaHisdhingdaphy staes thaa Hadviarma originally
studi ed with t handBtarwentts douthvindidneto s&giha o |
Mah Ushai ka monastery where he | earned about
goes on to say that he won debates with otherBuaidhist scholars, and was, therefore,
respected by the kirfi§® His mainwork,the*Sat y a s i dtdsit&bg t r a ,
KumUOr aj gva was i néantliaagyt) dyadsties anound theeendDf the(
fifth to the middle of sixth centur3?*| suggest that Harivarma and his work must have
been so popular in lajdiva, atwhtoh ddMathidiydédyntalp a to
Buddhism and was kidnapped and brought to China in around 400 CE, was compelled to
transl ate Harivarmads works. Hence, Hariva
in Indian Buddhism at that time. Although there aot enough sources to indicate a
direct relationship between Hari vaa ma and
leastr eveal s t hat t he cexistanfsapdtultinnafelyefnptyo nv enthbbona
BhUvivekads excl ulse vieo i idrefaer Itthats afetasronMb
the i dea of existenfand aeltmatelyempiayd |dpagen an effective
method of explaininghetwo realities and responding to accusagiohnihilism. This
theory is later adopted and explicitly presented with formal proof statements by

BhUviveka.

#2 Hirakawa,The History of Indian BuddhisiB81.

Harivarma biography i 9Chusmshkangjijed i n) @35S 7&yD.uds (

224The document regarding the translation and disseminatioB aft y a s i dsipreseSddint r a
Chusanchangjiji ) (T55, 78a).
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4.3 Conclusion

Generally speaking, the perspect®d U v i empldysato define the two realities
is epistemologicaWwhere norconceptualvisdom is ultimate reality while ordinary
peopl ebs delusion is conventional real i ty.
perceived as it is accurately by noonceptual wisdom, it is ultimate reality. However,
thingsmistakenly perceived by ordany people tdhavesubstantial existenas a wrong
perspective thas considered conventional reality.

BhUviveka al s oadudmdading oSl InyindasrEystem fgrehs
notion of the ultimate reality where tsev a b h U v aor rori-congepttialwisdom, is
ultimate reality, whileni® v a b h U v aor ffimtrinsictnalure, is the ultimate object
(tathat Yperceived by nowonceptual wisdom. According to this notion of ultimate
real ity, the pr opos KRT ofealty lconditionBdttings avee k a st
emptyo (KTR 2.0.0xan be interpreted asfollev A Fr om t he percepti on
conceptual wisdom, all conditioned things
such a proposition is a teaching correspogtb ultimate reality, and thus can be
considered as ultimate reality.

Althoughall thingslack intrinsic naturen reality, sentient beingdelusively
perceive them to have intrinsic existendeagyatg, whichis universally accepted as
conventional realy. That is, in conventional reality, things and their elements possess
intrinsic natures. Therefore, the process of perceiving objects and obtaining knowledge
becomes possible. Hence, it can be seen thatitepistemological consideration that
B h U k& emehasizes for conventional reality. Furthermore, in regard to the notion of

intrinsic natur e, i nst ead thatdxistdimtereeSar vUst i v
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divisionspof) tiimeodagpear s théSaatu tB hOlhvtiivkeakdas ft:
of b j(seed)which is able to activate and construct phenomena when certain conditions
are met. Although there iIis not enough posi
adoption ofb Q themry, the evidence shows that he does not reject it.
Bh Uv i wmdueir@epretation of conventional reality becomes a remarkable
feature distinguishing his doctrine of two realities from otftholars Non-conceptual
wisdom is consistently accepted as ultimate reality b®® NUg Ur j una and B!
Conventional reality, a ¢ PBgrlatks mtgnsit mature,h e b o
and therefore, there is truly no difference between it and ultimate reality. However,
BhUviveka regards the |l ack of iamithatinnsi ¢ na
conventional reality, things should be understood as possessing intrinsic nature. This
interpretation of conventional reality is extrdinary in the Madhyamaka tradition aisgl
therefore a uni que char act eatationdfiwareatits. Bh Uvi v ek aé
The accusation ofinilism is a common criticism to which almost all
MUdhyami kans have to sgeS8hmdwvd.yvelkm mmosidwrmsr
propositiSomyeaduseddr at 6t y ads abmyu tipnlsdear t i ng t he
6from the wultimate poi nt oofitiovsuggeststhat Thi s mo
BhUviveka disagrees with NUgUsjothea and i s
accusation. In this way, he skillfully avoids the nihilistic critique by acknowledebmg
function of conventional reality.
Finally,t he concept o9 v &l aiweEmatelySd maplaliys, n ot
exclusi vel y Bfddtithas bekrasdggesteddy Harivarma, the author of

the famous SautyraQ@n tdRbkthe Sobeeni¢ence of ordinary practice,
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Harivarma establishes two levels of two realities. The second level of the two realities is
precisely the | ¢deabdatuiimaelydiempatobh.ainl vy,
Harivarma theory, this combinationofa b hi dhar ma and MahUyUna ph
in that it can explicitly demonstrate the function of conventional reality without violating

the MahUyUn&l nyat3thi mga ofynt hesis of abhi dhe
philosophy was i nHleecame thedessénge obhis bwniphilasdplay. a n

On the basis of this, BhUviveka furtoher es
formulate a soteriological system based on formal inference which | will examine in the

following chapter
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Chapter FiveF o r ma | proof statements and BhUviv

As | have suggested in the previous chaptis, U v i utilizelk farmal proof
statement$p r a y o g)dov doteriplagical purposan his works Thepresent chapter
will examine BhUviveka6s ap pihliscsataridlogical of t h
theory. The teaching of the secondary ultimate reality according®thaj fUpr ad o p a
includes the knowledge &1 n yohtaingd from hearind3(r u ty }thiaking
( ci nt @nmdagdijajingd{ h Uv a n).Femraayppoof statemesti.e.prayoga
according to theKaratalaratna,area foundational methodology which allows one to
acquire the knowledge of heariramnd from which the other two types of kriedge can
be achieved. In additiom,formal proof statement was also a valid methodology for
debate accepted by different religious schoolsngB h U v i6\s e kAs mreationed
earlier in the previous chapterogyfdhUvi veka
debate in order to establish a Madhyamaka position in the Indian religious
environmenf® Hence, the formal proof statement, |
initial step for his soteriology but also as a valid methodology allowing him toelebat
with other schools.

I n order to validate the functiddon of t he
assesshe function ofvalid cognition( p r Aajindluding directperception(pratyaki#)

and infereoe( a n u mbdth af Jvhich are strongly connected with a formal proof

*Generally speaking, modern scholars think that MUcgc
removing rivals6 misconceptions than establishing
MUdhyami ka philosophy mighkab8choél ueRoedBbyYvihnek®
his debates with hisrivalsas t o est abl i sh a MUdhyami ka position

the Early Madhyami kRhiloSophg Bat ancdtVeestvolfi28, Na (1183 §2d and
327.
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argument?® According to Buddhist tradition, the arising of a perception involves at least

three basic elementahich are an external obje@titdya) to be perceived, a faculty

(indriya) to perceiveand a consciousne@si j Yt&Jaognize. In abhidharma

philosophy, those elements mastveintrinsic naturedo activate their own function in

order to accomplish the procesfspercepton. For this reason, BhUvi
the intrinsic naturef dharmas in conventional realigs indicated in the fourth chapter

to guarantee the valid function of language and perception, and from which the possible

path to achieve liberation is secured.

In orderto explaiB h Uv idwe lpdi | o s o pwith adistussien dhéseb e gi n
called secondary ultimate. The secondary ultimate reality is one of the special characters
that some scholars use to distinguish BhOv
such as S4amer alk grctuissi onkhodsupasposeBbbvise
secondary ultimate reality and its connection to the obtainment of wisdom.l Makt,
proceed to the investigation of the relationship between formal proof argument
( pr ay o gaadwisdomnahtained from heari r u ty appaiculaty, exploring
the possibility of obtaining r u t ahnoaghpdr a y o g &inalyknyy analysiswill
move to the connection betweprr a y o g andsUvk ay baithatisahow the concept of

s v ab HooRtaUv i, is able t secure the functionpfr ay og.av Uk y a

8|0 hisP r asasdmuccayaDi gnUga di viademUinianteo emwe tfypes: infer e
own sake and inference for the sake of others. The first one is the apprehension of an object through an
inferential mark(lidga), and the latter one is the formal proof argument. The direct perception and the
inference for onebs own sake are the basic el ement
Dignaga on Perception: Being the Pratyaksaparicched@ighaga's Pramanasamuccaya from the
Sanskrit Fragments and the Tibetan Versitarvard University Press: Oxford University Press, 1968),

12. See the further discussion in the next section.

227 Nagashim&3andNasu 47~49.
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5.1 The secondary ultimate reality

AspreviouslydiscussedBh Uvi veka proposes three noti o
tathat ,(2) norconceptual wisdom, and 3) the teaching in accordance witlarising
and tte wisdom obtained throughr u t acmianyt olandh y & v a n*S Heweer
some scholars have suggested that BhUvivek
realities instead of one in his systéfMThe first category indicates the true ultimate
reality, that encompasses the first and second ngtwinieh is the transcendence of the
worldly experience, languages and so on. The second category refers to the teachings in
accord with norarising § T n ¥, eHhicklis the vehicle to remove the obscuratiansed
by ignorance and to achieve the o6trued ul't

cultivation (the practice) of the three w

(Sr ut pmeflestignmt he Buddhaéiknt Bandtheipragice of(
meditaionb h OvanUmayi i s noteworthy that BhUvive
ultimate reality, &t haer itseiancghdi nogrs 6&ivne hai cccl oer6d,
di stinguishes him from other MUdhyami kans
reality?*wi t h BhUvi vekads proposing of the seco
from conventional reality to the ultimate reality is feasible.

The secondary ultimate r e aabapivoftptranstec or di n

oneds ¢ o goaonventionahreality tmuftimate realitfhe Madhyamaka concept

228 5ee chapterd.

Shotaro |idsyUhsaMldihatmi ka aSvdltYasdP@d kraani kao in M.
SprungThe Problem of Two Tr u(Dbrdrecht Reidlul®7Bha8 ¢6d4+-77.nrd Ve d Un
fact, accordingt?¢HK, Bh Uvi ve ka hi meealily into ivo kindsdSee Malcdln D. Echel e
fiBhavaviveka and the Ear | y Ribsbphy eashank wedtdl.B8eMor3i es of
(1978), 331 (32&837).

%0 Nagashima 7andNasu47~49.
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of practice can be summarized into a single prescriptive statehinatis, a path
regarding how to transfer oneods ¢&dnghei ti on
transformationN U g U rirj the MMK, based on thBPs indicatesthat one has to rely
on conventional reality teealizeultimate reality”? Based on this notiotthe
interpretation ofthé¢ wo real ities is a defining featur
soteriological theoriedAccording to theMMK andDDs, NUg Ur juna tends t o
conventional reality from thperspectivefv y a v gwtJir@ah only means 6co
and thus, in his system of two realitipsf at 0 t y ais ecomventiopalrdadity, and
ST n yisaltinGate realit’**According to this geyimgoam, the |
conventional real i t ymedan®thathas lorig asvoee fullyirdalizesat e r
conventional reality, one msoable to realize ultimate reality because conveaiiand
ultimate realities are indistinguishat5fé.

ContrarytoNUg Ur j una, B h BGonventienkl aeality tobesai ddlwesions
from the epistemological perspectimsed orthe meaning o$adwti, 6t o cover to
or 6t o **®Fomchispeecepd ve, conventional reality,
a sentient beingsd delusion becsavdie t he tr
Applying this understanding of conventional reality to the soteriological transformation
will result in a logicaconflict as one cannot rely @adelusion to achieve awakening.

The epistemological application to both realities breaks them into two separate and

Zlgee the analysis in chapte4

232 gee the analysiin chapterdl-3.

233 pid.

% |pid.

#5gee chapter2. K @s ai 197@ K58 i
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http://www.worldcat.org/search?q=au%3AYasui%2C+Ko%CC%84sai%2C&qt=hot_author

distinct worlds and leaves a g Ultimate reality is norconceptual wisdom and is the

awakened world whre awakened onedwell. In contrastconventional reality is ordinary

peopl ebs del usi on and iTleremsebe somethingto wor | d
connecthese twoworlds Ot her wi se, the MUdhwoadialkba sot e
be established. For BhUviveka, the seconda
connect the gap between the two realitiesestdty i sh t he MUdhyami ka so
theory.

In fact, the epistemological interpretatiapplied to both realities is not an
interpretatiorexclusivetoBh Uvi veka. According to avail abl
MOdhyami kan who ad o p tigala®¥HisiZsongiun(t e/ther et at i on
Commentary of MI | gansatethiy @hinesé by GO i #&tdies v a

The soecalled conventional reality is that all things have empty natures, but the
del usi ons produced by the mortal sd reve
the conventional world. Sages truly realize the reverse and thus, rbalizd t
things are empty and narising. This is the reality [in the point of view of]
those sages, and thus, is ultimate reaffy.
The two realities described in this passage are very similar to the illustration in

Bh Uv i WPek*¥Botlspassagemdicate that reality lackintrinsic nature. When it is

mistakenly perceived by the common peoples tonventional reality, antbrversely,

28 Gadjin M. Nagao. U (Chi gan t/oMbBrgurnistha ka n)T &laydhan r a
Shoten, 1978), 148~151.
#7n regard to Rigala, see Robinson 29~30.

238 ~
38n

L L L

. L, 0(T30, 32¢c)
Z9prpX X | V:  Acdlledeconseational reality is: (truly) all things are ramising and lacking of
intrinsic nature, and the sentient beinigdusively attach to them. This is the reality in convention. The
sages realize the fintrinsic nature of all thingsS I n y This i the ultimate reality for the sages and
al so calleid the reality. o .
é 0(T30, 125b)

L
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when accurately perceived byakened oned is ultimate reality. Not only have
MUOdhyami kans bef oedtis Bde Bfinterpretiatian bat o n ¢ e i
MUOdhyami kans ,sfutcehr aBh |baie s iatdrgyet thétwo
realities inthisway.&r Candrakorti, the natures of
are totally opposite. Ultimate reality re$eio the true nature of things which can be
perceived only with transcendent wisdétfiwhereas, conventional reality refers to the
obscuring of the true nature of things owing to ignor&fiten summary, there are three
key facts abouB h U v i \emiskemdoglical application 1) the epistemological
interpretation of the conventional reality is what distinguish the later commentaries from
NUg Ur j u registemdopicaltintespretatianf two realities must have be widely
accepted by NHitdime and3Pidgalalved arbunthefourth century
CE, which means thdhis epistemological interpretation has been applied to
MOdhyami ka t wo thefautthicentug?¥ as early as

The next question to be discussed is how the skrgnultimate reality is able to
function. The secondary ultimate realitige teachings in accord with nanising and the
three wisdoms, can accomplish the soteriological transformasiogconventional

language as the first step to conveying the tiegobf S I n y(reot-atising). This

transformation can be accomplisheetause althoughe teaching o6 T n yaadtthe

t

h

20pgpPXXIV.8. p. 494 line 1paramaa S c Usav art h®S tcad ieparsaatlyamapar a

satyam/Mi Si nce it is an object andgairta m)USincenthat Vhithais e |
true, it is an ultimate truthp(a r amUr } hasat y a

%1 He defines the conventional realisai vrtisatyd) in view of three categories: 1) the obsdima of the
true nature of things due to ignorance, 2) reciprocal dependence, and 3) social conventions involving

languages and translations. . C. Harre¢y e Cont i nuity of Madhyamaka and

MahUyUna BS8ddhi sm
242 Robinson 29.
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three wisdoms are not ultimate reality itséliey arein accordance with ultimate reality
(the teaching of how to achieve ultimate iyl That is whythatarec al | ed A[ secon
ultimate realityo or ,d*9andhencectiey cin beconveyedi | t i m
to practitioners through language. They ldte an expedient stairay toward ultimate
reality.>** ThereforeJanguageserves for théirst step in the transformatidsecausét is
able to conveyhe teaching of how to achieve ultimate reality

However, the problem is that if conventional reality is a delusion caused by
ignorance, how is language used in the delusive vainlel to convey anyseful
information? As indicated iMMK XXIV-102° one has to rely on conventional reality to
achieve ultimate reality. Most scholars interpret the Sanskritéeyma v a h Ur a
(convention) as language. As discussed in chapter 4.3 of¢hsdir t at i on, f or N
v y a v aishnbtnexessarily understood as language only, but can be interpreted as all
transactional conventions. However, ®Bh Uvi veka, | anguage is the
soteriological transf ornutonsifootme.ideah Uvi veka p
6 ¢ o nv gwnyt d vod k) wordly languagéespecially for the versdMK XXIV-10),
(2) ordinary peop KERwichme adekrigpofsadali) accofdinghr t he
tothePrP,and(3) t he el ements which enkiRl e peopl e¢

Al t hough ordinary peoplebs perceptions can

i mat ed Trae a&laifltd@) MB. Eckal dr essed ac

*3Thenane 6secondary ult
the Ear | y Riibsbphy Eastana WedDIl& or i es of

AiBhavaviveka and
No.3. (1978), 331 (323~337).

2% According toMHK, this kind of conventio a | r e a | itathyasamsfio MK I11-&2q 13)i See
the analysis in Kaji yamaﬁgNhachNm@lmﬁl\aﬂmwmwal htd at he
Rese_arch PuQIicatioldo I .1 (1957) .-SviUd a-MUid S d @tnri lkrat iaknad Yo gUc Ur a
Sv bttikaMUdhyami kao 64~77.

#>Without relying on convention, the ultimate [reality] is not manifested. Without understanding the
ultimate realityn i Paisthotrealizd.//X/Ivy avahUr ampad 8 hiot wa peSyate / p
an Ug a myaad nnU drhvi (g/6PsBXXIV.8. p. 494lines 1213.
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concegavifid,f 6t can al so be understood as | i
conventiond®®whi c h eBkhalvcdovnsi dered to be dnteal ityd
KTR In discussing the secondary ultimate reality and function of language in the
soteriological transformati onBh vhiivteekoan c e pt
KTR From his pespective, language, because it possesses an intrinsic nature in the
conventional sense, functi®to convey information and indicate the misconception of
the intrinsic naturé*’

In other words, ilB h Uv idwe kpa i | o s oqgbdomventohal realitgvhile m
the termsai viti is considered as delusiothe termv y a v awhidh cantains language,
human perceptiongand elementss understood as realityhe above description can be

depiced into the following chart:

sadwfi  d3 Delusion

Conventional reality 1: Ian%uage
vy a v adh Renlity 2: Perceptions
15}
3: elements

#®Tillemens indicates thaiad vrfisatyashould not be misunderstood as a purely conventional agreement
but what is true for the worldreyfus, G. B. J. & McClintock, 114, note No.4.

#TEckelhasindiat ed this point in his article fABhavaviveka
|l anguageo, 333. However fkhephaed £ vwarelns.e TEkike |l diussdr ti.
passage from th€RT as evidence.
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The statement below outlines the conflict, presentddlniR2.1.9, between the lack
of intrinsic nature and the function of langu&g:

If the premise of the argument is that all conditioned things do not have intrinsic
natures in terms of their true naguthen, théanguageyou usgto establish this
premisg is also subsumed in the conditioned things and thus, must be
unsubstantial like those conditioned things.

If the expression you have used is not unsubstantial, the conditioned things must
be not usubstantial.

These expressiorigou use to establish your prenjigevalidate the premise you

have established, and this |l ogic error
wor @%Foo.r example the statement, AEveryt
terms of the reality, all conditioned t

deprecate all things by considering them to be-@astent. Thigpremisé will
beanerrone@us conception. O

BhUvi vekads opponents i nthatdhallangehiassage hi gh
proposition. The dilemma is that if everything does not have an intrinsic nature, then,
language, one of the conditioned things used to establigitdpesition, must have lack

of intrinsic nature. If language lagkf intrinsic nature, it cannot activate its function, and
therefore the proposition cannot be established through language. As indicated in chapter
four of this dissertationfor most of tle abhidharma schools and ABaddhist schools,

elements or things must have their own intrinsic natugederto function On the

contrary, if language possesses an intrinsic natutenttionn, t hen, t he propos

28TheKTRI'l 2.1.9, i

L

0 ( T30, The Jatheraf@ation from the
opponents can beVfi guat a . pémbg Oniadaeswarsattacharya, E
H. Johnston, and Arnold Kunst.th e Di al ect i cal :\Wed rhaoha wiDelkkadlrgtUa rj @w n a
Motilal Banarsidass, 1986), 96~97.
299 0 svavacanavirodhain Sanskrit, ananeans the fault afontradictingp n eodrs

proposition.
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conditioned things lack intrinsc nat ur edé wi | | be false. Thro
opponents intend to invalidate his proposition.
BhUviveka responds to this critique witdt

The self is the self protector. What other protector could there be? Through the
proper taining of the self, the wise reach hea/&h.

After presenting the verse, BhUviveka expl
perspectives ahetwo realities. From the ultimate, everything has lack of intrinsic

existence and thus, does not functidowever, in conventional reality, things such as
eyefaculty are certainly able tmnction

This verse speaks of the mind as a self in terms of conventional reality, and in
terms of ultimate reality, neelf is established. The verse does not contradict i

own words. The fault of my thedithatyou indicate aboyes just like this

situation. The thesis mentions the existence of eyes, etc. in terms of conventional
reality and in terms of the ultimate reality, establishes all existences as
emptiness. Thyshere is no fault in the thesfs?

Next, BhUviveka uses an example to prove t

Forexamples o meone says, HAAII l iving beings
consequently die. The words thlheMuni speaks are not fals@he Munj

himself having been born must consequently die because life and death are not

S e p a r Ehe thedis he sets up can approve his own return to death. Because

[his return to deaihis established by the thesis, there is no contradiction in his

own words. 22

The faultfyou indicat¢i n my t hesi s is the same situ
terms of reality, conditioned things are empty because they arise through

c ondi thewonds whith are used to establish the thesis are ¢ompty

because they areqruced by conditiong.he words are not separate from

conditions. The words that establish the thesis are able to prove that the words

Z0TheKTRII 2.1.9. Sastr{SanskritEnglish translation47, note 66. The Chinesenglish translation is,
fiOne definitely relies on oneself. Who say that (one should) rely on others? A wise one is skillful to
cultivate (oneself) and thus is ableto obtaihe happi ness of ascending to th
0(T30,) 270a20
B1TheKTRII 2.1.9(T30, 270a29
Z2TheKTRII 2.1.9(T30, 270b03
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themselves are empty in hatuBecause the emptiness of words is established
by the thesis, there is no fault of inwditing my own thesi&?

Accordingtohnisopponent s6 argument and the above p.
be summarized dseing thatultimately, language is empty. This does not imply that
language is not able to convey ideas from the conventparapective. That is, language
itself doessubstantiallyexist in conventional reality and hence, is able to convey the idea
of the empty nature of language in ultimate reality. From this, language certainly has the
function t o est dtdrmsofirealityhcendifioned fhings are emptyr , i
because they arise through conditions wi t hout contradi dnti ng the
this way, BhUviveka is able to stelpathe t he d
towardssoteriological trasformation®>*

To sum up, | ater MUdhy amithebdvo ®alitiesiforh udi ng
an epistemological perspectivditimate reality is things as they are and can only be
perceived by awakened ond&s contrast conventional reality is a delusigenerated by
ordinary peopleds ignorance. Wi th such a d
disconnected worlds, and hence, disable the soteriological transformation from
conventional to ultimate r eal iestablisheBthee ng aw
secondary ultimate realitincluding the teachings in accord with ultimate reality and the
three kinds of wisdom§ r u t acnianyt olandh 1 & v a n),tbrmengedt the two
realities. On the basis MMK XXIV-1 0 , Bh Uv i v elénguages thedfitstisieps h e s

to accomplish soteriological transformatioecause its able to convey the teaching in

23 TheKTRII 2.1.9(T30, 270b0%
%4The objects or meaningsU | a mthat laryage refers to will Barther discussed in the next section.
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accord with ultimate reality (nearising orS T n Y. @he f#ason that language is able to
convey informati on i sefintienefcaneentiBraltealitywleekea 6 s u
language, as well as other conventional things, possesses intrinsicamatan,

therefore activate functions. That is, language in conventional reality is able to convey

the i dea of fithimgsalarte 0e mv ttyh oiunt  wlotnitmaatde c

5.2Formal proof statemes{ pr ay o gafmdwl?}dom abjained from hearing
(Srutamayopraj TuU)

5.2.1 ObtainingS r ut a ma thryghfoamalfpldof statements
As mentioned earlier, theachings in accord with nearising (conveyed by
language), through which ultimate reality can be achieved, consist of the cultivation of
the three wisdoms. According to tk&R the initial step in obtaining wisdom through
hearingSr ut a ma,yefpes lagic4l tdasoning, i.éormal proof statements
(prayoga) B h U v i furteek iadicates that the purpose of composing<hRis to
propagate the knowledge of removing mistaken views and further obtaining non
conceptual wisdom. After emphasizing theportance o6 r ut a ma,yhetRaj 71 0
providesformal proof statements prove that the teaching 8fi n yinatigdies
Srut ama¥°oHenca o WUvi veka, a f oisamanitalgtepmwof st a:

realizeultimate reality. Th&K TR states”>®

To obtain the transcendentalroo nc ept ual wi sdom, [ €] on
the wisdom obtained from hearing§ ( u t a ma)ywhigh is aljlefolemove
the perception of intrinsic nature in a

%5 indtner thinks that what is obtained through prayoga isnt (Bhavya ghe LogiciaB4). However,
according to KTR, what can be obtained thropgiyogaisSr ut amay 9
#5TheKTRII.1.2, 7 é . é .

. o (T 30, 268b).
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composed thd@reasure in Hand§Karatalaratng in order tofenablepeopleto]
easilyrealize true emptiness agdickly enter the true nature of things.

(Theformal proof statemept

Truly,>’ conditioned existené&is empty,

because it is causally produc@dlt is like an illusion.

Unconditionedexistence possesses no reality,

[because] it is not produced. It is like the dlower.
In the above formal proof argument, there are paimts worthy d investigate. The first
pointconceris the relationship betwegsrayogaandS r u t ar naaj waljthe second is
how aformal proof statemerdan logically achieve an accurate inference.

The Buddhist soteriological path can be briefly summarized as the process of
obtaining three kinds of wisdoms, i.e. wisdom obtained from heérifig ut amyJo p r
wisdom obtained fromeflection( ¢ i n tp U ra g afidisdom obtained from
meditation(b h U v a rpU nadj yhételationship between formal proof arguments
( pr ay o jaadwiddomy abtained from hearifgS r u t a m higconroversiaf] U
andhence, worth an investigatioBhristian Lindtner indicates th&tr ut amay opr aj § U

consists of knowing the scriptures, whild n t f ma gofsidts of logical reflection

based oni g a .AfiGHowever, according to the above passage fronKiR it is clear

®'"Herein, the word o6trul yo ipsartahmUTie griginahGhimeso® f t he ul t
(Zhenxing) shoul d benatiureecd |Hpwevd, thipilldie mdedwith o0t r ue
the conceptofseii at ure which is refuted by BhUviveka in th
Poussinds French transl ati on 0v uzhénkingpSe¢DetLa ut hd i n
Val |l ®e Poussin, Lo wiasut ,he'uMa dlhuy al my Maangesadhisoisleta mai n.
Bouddhiques (Bruxelle®) (193233), 70.

%8 gee the previous analysis.

29 (yuansheny memmat @t y a s AhmBangkri terrpa .ad ¢ t y a whicmsiin Ral) d a
pati ccas amu pipChiheseisoftah translated as interdependentdsing in English. It
indicates the casual relationship of relevant existences, and hence, this term is simply translated as
6causal i tpy.ad QT lyeardedicate the ghenanzena produced byams of
prat ¢t y a, sl thustitgdhdetranslated into casual productions. See J.Nlaag| Causality
Buddhism and General Systems Thddlgw York: State University of New York Press, 1991), 34.

20| indtner. Bhavya the LogiciaB4
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that for BhUviveka, | ogical reflection, espe¢e
tothe contentobr ut a ma.y gPphriag Jddsserti on may be infl u
tradition, especially th¥ o g U ¢ U r vehichhcbuld ibe one of the earliest textitiag
formal proof statements Sr ut amaybpr aj 710.
In the AMS while in discussion of wh@ r u t a ma ig, 3@neang ufidérstands
it as merely acceptingnowing and promoting the scriptures. However, the authors of
the AMSrefer to such knowledge as meralyapattip r a {wEddm endowed with
birth) and definéS r ut a ma gsdhe knawleflgé of the profound meaning in terms of
the script@fThesd ng dpmaanpefisidtsof the knowledge of the
profound meanig both in terms of semantics and beyond semantich)dandd v an Umay 0
p r a is fhaknowledge obtained only from the profound meanings behind language of
scriptures®® TheAMSalso defineS r u t a ma gsadpntifing particulars and
universals of thingé%* Following theAMS,theSamd hi ni r mmad anasi t r a
Ab hi dh a inhedtddiheSadefinitions for the three wisdoms.
TheY o g U c U r (hebehfteviBh is the first text among Buddhist technical

digests( S U sthatrredajes the logical argument3a ut a ma.yngdher aj § U

®ly., Eltschinger in his article, fSQCiuria@s aijn] Ubdhar mal
cites some passages fromh e 6 § r Uv arloatre [Umta @irdve tiai the wisdom obtained
throughh e t u vsic d y U P ma jLdpid andBelief inIndian PhilosophyDelhi: Motilal
Banarsidass, 2010), 564. However, his evidence ficsnr Ovakabhl mi 6 is controvers
passagé&ltschinger cites is a discussion over hearing and reflection of dharma and not specifically about
cint Pmapdbgic THreu tharhd yigithe place where théo g U c U r spegifichllyni
focus on the discussion @&r ut p ma gnfiide t u vSeedthe tbllowing explanation.

22T 27, 216¢.

253 bid.

%48 u t avhichindentifies particulars and universals§ al | t hings is also call ec

[ é] ) (T27, 3a)
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ASr ut ama-p b pomabefMBE theS r u t a ma ig gepcribed a§ laviriye

sciencesThe third science isetuvidya(logical reasoning):
What is[the level] of the wisdom obtained from hearigr(ut ama-yopr aj U
b h I)Mm summary, through language, with intellectiomms)g hears, receives,
recites, and recalls the immeasurable differences in regards to the five sciences,
and further accurately understands the meanings behind language. These are )
called[the level] of te wisdom obtained from hearifgr ut ama-y g pr aj U
b h | .)ihat are the five sciencgsafncavidyy? They arenner science
(adhyat piedicalsgiéhcéc i k i t)slagical stigntet(etuvidyy,
linguistic science§ a b d a)vandthg ddience of finarts and crafts
Silpad¥idya.

Theér u t abnhalysystematically expounds hetuvidyan greatdetail. It can be

considered to be one of the earliest treatises wdvcsoin Buddhisn?®® In the

scholastic explanation tietuvidya the types ohetuvidyaand its component elements

are noteworthy to highlighThe$r u t a-nh ¥ ligts six typesof hetuvidya of which

the author considers only the last two types to be accurate. The purpesevidyais to

disseminate the correct teachings from which sentient beings are able to remove their

doubt about Buddhispandthereby follow the path to liberatiof®” This is what

BhUvi veka demonst r playwgaargumentatthe eeginningdfde st a b | i

KTR (the passage is cited abov&).

265ﬁ
) ) .0 (T30, 345a) . See Appl e, 130, footno
of the five sciences.
#®Nangiang Yao. (Yin Ming Xue Shuo Shi Gang Yao/The Summary of the History of
Buddhist LogicYShanghai Shi: Shanghai san lian shu dian, 2000), 36~40.
7730, 345a
%8 There are two passages in #iERwhich clearly refer tgprayogaargumenta$r ut ama yitgepr aj 71 0.
first passage is in the introduction of ti€R as cited in the above discussion. The second passage is in
the conclusion of thKTR. IntheKTR, after establishingrayogaargumentnd refuing all oppositions,
i t sTaus,savingiremoved the various faults, a practitioner, by means of the correct inference,
realizes the emptiness of the unconditioned things which are attached [by people] in both our religion and
other religions. Althouglthe practitioners have realized the emptiness through the power of the wisdom
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Thes$ r u t abnhal yishieight elements dietuvidyawhich arethesis pratijfia),
reason lfetd), example drsiU n )t similar locus $apak), dissimilar locus\ipakH),
perception ratyaki-p r asaUnference (anm U spar aAm)and teachings
(Opt Uea mamF* The first three elements are the three membepsaybga
formul at ed |28The similér ocufXapakd) Cagdadissimilar locus
(vipakha) are the conditions to qualify a valid example (see theviing analysis). For
Di g n dirgceperceptiongfratyakd) and i nference (anumUna) a
of valid cognition to composefayogaa r gument since Dgagmaldga con
p r aAmas merely one type of inferent@.The oldprayogaformula contains
application gpanaya and conclusionnjgamana as the last two members which have
been r emov ed prayngaarghneentThat ¢s,rextgpafot) g a-ma asm the
remaining el ements among thosenewpraytyh ar e r
formula. The threenemberstyle ofprayogadoes not only appear the

Sr ut ama-b b pbuobajsdlindAsdg a Sheinzhongluk ) andthe

obtained from hearind(r u t a ma ya$ a stair, jthgy($ll lack the supreme power of practice so that
they cannot permanently remove the obstacles which should be remerext, ldne should diligently
cultivate the supreme power of the practide.

0

(T30, 276a03).

269 ﬁ

[ 1. 0(T30, 356c)
270 geethefollowing discussiorin 5.2.2
"1 gee the following discussion 5.2.2
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Abhidharmasamuccayd? The Shunzhongluis also the earliest Buddhist text which
clearly demonstratef¢ three requirements of a valid readon.

According to the above analysis, it can
Sr ut a ma ig anmecargtefulderstanding of the profound meaning according to
scriptures, and a formal proof statement is the methoddhag\yguarantees an accurate
understanding of the teaching,®r ut a ma.yige¥Bhis jhefitst text relating a
formal proof statemenpfayogd toSr ut ama,y 0gpmrajtfHus, gi ves BhU
soteriological theory a great degree of influence. Moredkie formulation o formal
proof statement ifithe level of the wisdom obtained from headiftheSr ut ama-y 0 pr aj
b h 1) treis conceived the basic idea of the new forfiowhal proof statementsvhich
consiss of three members instead of five. It is reasonable to say thdgAsadhe form

of formal proof statemenin the$r ut a ma ympirgavg tidlater Buddhist

logicians suchaBi gn Ug a a n dsolilfolhdationtedewelpptheir logic

274

formula

272 shunzhong ) (T30, 41c~42a)Dashenabidamojilur /Abhidharma
samuccaypa (T31,671b).

213 Shunzhong ) T304 &c) Tsuk a ket stHd ei  MaandHiroflanglsoda.

t N(Bongo but t/@m Studes & Samdknit Buddhism Scripture¢kly @shio
Heirakuji Shoten, 1990), 355.

"While criticizing the YogUcthraa utrhee arhye oorfy tBhhel vti hvreeke
fromYo g Uc Ur.a bThthiemief or e, we believe that BhUKITReka mu:
(I) 2.2. Asalga in many of his works demonstrates Buddhist logic in different ways. See thkira,

History of Indian Buddhisn253. Nangiang Yao. (Yin Ming Xue Shu8hi Gang
Yao/The Summary of the History of Buddhist Logtlanghai Shi: Shanghai san lian shu dian, 2000),
36~45.
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5.2.2 A formal proof statementarslv a b h Ov a

The nextpointto consideis how a formal proof statememira@yogd operates to
obtain an accurate perception by means of the idesavohh b.h UR@r BhUvi veka,
to avoid being criticized asnihilist and to establish a valid argument, one has to accept
that conventional things have their own intrinsic naftén other words, theneans of
valid cognition(p r a’Aa)Bf conventional realithas to be real for a person who has not
yet realized the true nature of things. Ba
conventional existences, things have intrinsic natwes & b)h .Uv & T U rthe taterr b h a
commentator and successooh Uv i w kisSatyadvayavibhaga (hereafteiSDV)
defends BhUvi ultnae teality . aaa ydy damad thaultimate
(p a r a m)Usrinddedultimate because it is in accord with certain knowledge achieved
through logically reasoned cognitiomhich is said to be accuraté®J f Unagar bhao s
defenceof Bh Uv i v edtthe rdlationshipbetweerthe function of a formal proof
statementrayogd, intrinsic nature, and the achievement of ultimate reality.

I n support of BhUvinwe kehéast &Dri ggunmdegrat ,i swe h e
BhUOvivekaos applicatidDighUigar mah pheobasi

perception(pratyaksd and inferene(a n u m)Uchaians that a valid formal proof

2> gee chapter-2.

?® Ruegg,The Literature of the Madhyamaka School of Philosophy in 168i&0. Nasu, 48

?"Sofar,scholars onsi der that DignUga i s t hpaysabecausee f or BhU
there are numer ou ®r aktdmsccaganrs B hoU vDiawekignéasd s U
Madhyamakarat@.aplkiaadytamae rt hie®ibkaoBysatcAnraalsnds.2 (1990), 45.
However, agrasunori Ejimandicates none of these two works can be sure to be composed by
BhUviveka. EjimaBhUvi vékhd gan shi:Bd Uva vti vrekali
kenkDdvel opment of MUdhyami ka Phi | DsSeetheyiscussionl ndi a:
of BhUvivekads works in chapter two of this disser
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statement should not be contradictdBDi g n Ug & r iaAdamuccayghereafter

PR9, explkinsthe reasonvhy he only allows two kinds ofalid cognition
There are only two means of vatidgnition(p r aAm) Which are direct
perception ratyaksd and inferencea( n u m)UThateachingé Up t Uagnd ma )
anabgies( u p a nHderegpidiently established@sgnitionbut not real

cognition Why are there only twoognitiors? Answer: because perceived
objects are only two klnds which are a partictyalakdAa) and a universal

( s UmU idpad?l® a

The text contines to illustrate how the mind perceives external obget
The mind cognizing the external object by perceiving particulars is called direct
perception because direct perception is projejgtenhind] as an object with a
particular. The mind conceplizing the external object by perceiving a
universal is called inference because inference is projgatedind] as an object
with a universaf®
According to this citation, the reasonky only direct perception and inference are
recognized are based on the idea that there are only two perceived. pjeictslars
(svalaktéra) and universalé s U mU itdipay Thase two characteristics are exactly

what Abhidharma literatures emphasize andlyze?®! Especially, the particular

(svalak#a) in abhidharma scriptures is considered to be symomgwiths v a b 0 v a

28 Hidenori Kitagawal M8 t : t ( ndo Koten Ron:diigalku No
(d i g ) NogTaikei/ The Study of the Indian Classm Lofid: g n Ug a §(F 9K yp&ruke m
Gakujutsu Zaidan, 1965), 11. A. Hirakawde History of Indian Buddhisiokyo: Shunjusha, 1979),
265~270.
29 Thisis my English translation from Chinese versiorPaf a Aagamuccayavhich was translated from
Tibetan to Chinese by Faun () in1982. Fazun. (Ji Liang Lun Lue JiéA translation
and Summa rMsamutcayB)Pekimjd Zhongguo she hui ke xue dfan she, 1982.), 2. M.
Hattori. Dignaga on Perception: Being the Pratyaksapariccheda of Dignaga's Pramanasamuccaya from
the Sanskrit Fragments and the Tibetan Versihs

280 |pid.
Bl5To indentify particulars anhdi dumarvmeadsa(l s of all tt
é ) (T27, 03b).
%2¥inshun. (Kong Zhi Tan Ji u/ Th(Gaipéi:riZhengsren, 1992),i on of Si
124~5. Yinshun, (Shuo Yi Qie You Bu Wei Zhu Di Lun Shu Yu

Lun Shi Zhi Yan diand T ThEs St ady TPpkioZketGven, 19878,t i v Ud a
87~89.
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DignUga further d eratyaks®as ambicaneeptualized gercepiqgnt i o n
That is,thedirect perceptiors the variaus particulars being reflected separatghthe
first five consciousness@s the mind befor¢hey areconceptualizedogetherasthings
with any expression by the sixth consciousri&ss.

I n the same text, Di gnUga f percéeptioar demons
which areindriya-pratyaktd , milatyaksh, svasé vedanapratyaki, andyogi
pratyakt. A prayogaargument involves the first twdirectperception$®* The so called
indriya-pratyaktd refers to the basic cognitions of the external objectea&ftl in the
five consciousnesses. That is, the five consciousnesses (equivalent to the five senses)
directly perceive the five external particuléssalak4a), such as 1 petc, and
cognize them as 1 petc. in mind without conceptualizing théffi However, according
toabhidharma heory, as well as DignUga, while th
external objects, th&multaneousixth- consciousne$® must operate at the same time
in order to accomplish cognitiomhe cognition reflected in tls consciousness is called
mU n-pratyakis. 22" IntheA b h i d h a (hereaked & the cognition of the five
particulars(svalakk&Aa) through the five consciousnesses and the sigtisciousness
operatingwith- the-five-consciousness are calledv a b -hikipaa®® These twalirect

perceptions are the most basic perceptions imtiae epistemological process.

283 M. Hattori. Dignaga on Perceptio5.

%% |bid., 25~28.

2% |pid., 25~26.

28 According to (ChengweishiluhDoctrine of MereConsciousnessjhe simultaneousixth
consciousness /wuijiyishy) is the sixth consciousness associated thighfive consciousnesses.

(T31, 26a) See Wei Taf; h 6 e nShileun 351.
287 M. Hattori. Dignaga on Perceptigr2?. )
28p pradharAb hdhar maygd2Sabh U (T29, 8b).
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Inference & n u m)Usrthe synthetic conceptualization of the five external
particulars and can only be produdsdthe sixth consciousne®s.For example, while
the five senses are perceiving an external object such as a flame, the five
consciousnessgmgether with thesimultaneousixth-consciousnesgsan only separately
cognize the individual characteristics Bus colour, sound, smell, and heat, and cannot
further synthetically conceptualize them as a concept of a flanoentrat, the sixth
consciousness is able to conceptualize individual sensory information together into the
concept of a flame through agsis,compaison and inference based on previous
memory. The concept of a flame becomes a univerghaeimind at that momenand is
called inference or inferential percepti@nn u mp n a2

Di gnUga fuanwtmednao vtiwe ski nds, an inferen
(s v U ratntuam)@ndaan inference for the sake of othgrsa(r U-a h & m)UThese
two inferences are not differentiated according to their natures but according to their
different purposes. The inferenaef onedés own sake i s t@am appr
inferential mark Ifga). The inference for the sake of otherafermal proof argument
(prayogd, i.e. a logic inference through a statement of thesid ¢ h reason ety and
example @) 'B'h ) amd it is used for debate with othé?s.

DignUgads theory of pethePRpinvhiclrhei s el abor
explairs that the five senses perceive plagticulars(svalakéAa) from any external

object However, the external things ththe fivesenses factually perceive are the

B9 Eazun. (JiLiangLunLueJi¢ A transl ati on aamsdamu&ays3thary of Pr
290 |

Ibid.
291 M. Hattori. Dignaga on Perceptiofi2.
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aggregation of the atoms and not the individual &&mccording tothe
Abhidharmak § an individual atom possessadeastight intrinsic natures including
the four elements, and folry a t.*% Foaexample, when the eyes perceive a efilon
from an external thing, what the mind factually perceises| #)a a t, anmggregation
ofr T @tams, and not an individual atditf.However, it should be noted that this
epistemological theory is not unigtoD i g n Bligaacommon theory in abhidharma
literature®*®In histi | a mb a riapiagmkga di stingui shes his t
SarvUstivUdin epistemology by explaining t
direct object of perception, but an objettognition( U1 a m bvhiah ardates its own
appearance in cognitici°
BasedoDi gn egpa st emol ogi cal theory, BhUvi vel

of objectsof cognition( U1 a min moreadptail irMHK-V. | n the text, BhU
qualifies arobjectof cognition( Ul a masa n a )

[we] think that this [combination of at__pms] i§_ the objec | a mthecause)it

causes a cognition that has the imageU b haJfs af) hat [ c oMREK- nat i on

V.362%
The autecommentaryto this verse, i.€Tj, further comments:

The atoms are real as the collections of eight things, but not real by its own self.

€. we think that a combinat i ddmavya)f si mi |
in a relative sensg&®

22 pjd., 3.

INAbhi dh a ,ritrsay&thaé_oae single atom possesses at least eight things (could be more) which
are the fouma h U b, plis foarU y a twdiohaare coloform, smell, taste, and tangibility (T29, 18b).

24 Fazund.

Both SarvUstivUdin and SautrUntika schools agree 't
object.

*This theory is shared by both SarvUstivUOda and Sal
P e r ¢ e @duina of lhdian and Buddhist Studjafl. 54 No. 3, March ( 2006) 1214.

#"Eckel,B h Uv i280e k a
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This verse, together with its commentgyovides several hint®f us to understand

BhUvivekads epistemol ogical theory. First,

are reabnly a collection of the eight things. That is, an atom is nothing but an

aggregation of those eight things. Second, since the atonmeafrthe external objects

composed by atoms are also real. Third, the factual objects that the five senses perceive

are not the aggregation of the atoms themselves but their appearance in cdgmition.

externalobject( U1 a mis andeas)ood as the caubat produces the appearance

(UbhWsa Furthermore, because this theory is

SarvUstivUda, who considers the perceived

atomsthenmselves®®Bh Ovi veka i sutirdlemtdikfiyadfi kaas. Sa
According to this theory, it follows that direct percept{pratyakid) is the

appearance of the aggregation of atoms in cognition, and according to the statement in

theKTR, BhUviveka consi der s t Hallyexistepiptbear ance a

conventional sense. Not only appearance in cognition, but alsausihiconditions

which are able to produce perceptions (including the aggregation of atoms, the external

*®bid. InAb h i d h a ritseyktighe single atom at least possesses eight things (could be more)
which are the fouma h U b, bllis ttaosform, smell, taste, and tangibility (See T29, 18b). However, the
difference is that for SarvUst i v Udekaronlyatchpssittot om i t s
be real only aa collection of the eight things.

AKkira Saito, ABhUvivekads Theory of Perceptionodo, I
Akira Saito, fABhUvivekads Theory of Perceptiono, !
according to SautrUntika, a universal is not real
consciousness based on particulnsontrat ac or di ng t o SarvUstivUda, a uni
to the perceived thing itself. See Yin shun, (Wei Shi Xue Tan Yuan/ the Investigation of the

Origin of the Teaching of Consciousnesdy) (Taipei: Zheng wen, 1992), 204~206. If what Yin shun

says is true, then, it is cont rMWderysainsilkat.o i ndenti f
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object, and the cognition) myst f o r  Bbe Bubstantky lexaster from the
conventional perspectiva*
Based on the above theory, BhUviveka fur

( a n u miitimthe)basic idea that universals, i.e., the perceived objects of inference, are
real and possessed by externalghs . BhUvivekads theory of in-
demonstrateérom verses 61~65 MHK, V. When discussing the relationship between
language and its referenaerse 61lillustrates:

A word refers to a thing that possesses a universal, because this¢thisg a

cognition in which there is an image of this [thing]. Since this [things] exists, it

is reasonable for a word to refer t6%.
First of aprimaryidésthatiheextrmabitsng exists independently from
the mind. Next, externahings themselves possess the universals and are able to cause
the cognition in which the universals of things appé€his is the difference between
BhUOviveka and DignUga. For DignUga, the wun
but merely a reconstction of the mind according to the objé®F or Bh Uhei vek a,
appearance of universah cognition is inference. Finally, a word is able to refer to a
thing because a word can only refer to conceptualized cognitions, i.e. inference, whose
object, univesals, are originally the properties of external things.

Il n verse 62, BhUviveka further defines t

conditions:

31 gee chapter-2.

392Eckel,B h Uv i266e k a

303HldenonKltagawal M8 t Dot (lndo Koten Rondiigalku No
(d i g n NogTaikei/ The Studyf the Indian C|aSSIC Logi®i gn Ug a §,41. Bnpkawaghm
History of Indian Buddhisr265.
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Itis clear that a universal is empty of that which is dissingilari | Ut 0yena
S| ny a,tbacause)it is the causf the occurrence___of a;_similar cognition
(t ul ytdhet)apdrbecause it is the similarigys U m Umsimday things
(tulydf Otoya)

According to this verse, a universal is defined as the similarity and the lack of
dissimilarity. That is, accordini the first definition, a universal is the property of the
similarity itself, a collection of particulars. Anything which possesses that property is
considered as a similar thing. For example, the universal of a cow is the similarity

( s Umbnfy afi)© a fadual tow, i.e., a collection of particulars such as tail, hump,
hoof, and hornAnything which possesses this similarity is a cow (a similar thing

t ul y 3.jHO canyit de so? This because the similarity of a cow can cause a similar
cognitionof a cow ino n enind. As mentioned above, anything which is able to cause
our perception must be real. Following the above illustration, the second definition of a
universal is that the properties of similarity of a cow should not have any properties of
similarity of a horse which is called dissimilarity { j U} opaycewi’aSince these two
conditions of a universal are the intrinsic natures that a universal possesses, they later
become two of the three requirements that can guarantee a valid reswamai proof
statementspfayogd.>®®

Il n verse 5.63, BhUviveka demonstrates

indicating the unbroken connection between a universal and a thing which possesses it:

A universal is not grasped unless its locugresped, because it is grasped when
that locus is grasped, like a number. This is wklying that possesses it can be

%Eckel,Bh Uv i287e k a )

3> The above description is a description according to the@artonentary of the verseckel,Bh Ovi v e k a
268.

3% gee the flowing discussion.
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conceptualized and designated by words. [We] do not think that [a universal] is
different [from the thing itselff’’

According toTj, this verse means that a universal should not be separated from the things
itsel f. For e xo0antphee,unihvee riiscaolwnoefs sa cow, can
real cow. A locug U S r imaycallection of particulars and is the basis of a univét&al.
Forexampl e, the |l ocus of t©Oheé suniheerrodll ecft i &
hump, hoof, and horn. When one tries to gr
locus. Hence, when the locus is grasped, a universal is grasped. The locus of a cow
belongs to the thing itself, a cow. That is why a universal cannot be separated from
things which possess locus. Based on this reason, a thing can be conceptualized and
designated by words because a universal is conceptualized as inference which is the
reference of a word®®

According to the above discussi on, BhUvi
as the following: external objects are substantially existecause they consist of an
aggregation of atoms. Since an external object is real in convateaity, its
particulars are able to cause immediate perceppiaty@k), and its universabr a
collection of particulars, is able to cause infererce (u m)UThebasic definition for a

universal is that it must possessimilar locus( U S r aadylacka dissimilar locus.

These two requirements of a universal can guarantee an accurate inference because a

307Eckel,B h Uv i268 k a

3% According toP r a Aasamuccaydmentioned above)nference can be derived from both immediate
perception and other inference. Her e, it seems tha
derived fromimmediate perception. He thinks that universal is a collection of particulars. Each particular
can only be grasped by the five consciousnesses, and only the sixth consciousness can perceive the
universal by conceptualizing those perceptions together intivarsal.

39 The description is a descriptions basedrprEckel,B h U v i288 k a
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externalreference is the appearance of a universal imigtalcognition. These two
requirements of a universal become two of the threen@ments for a valid reason in
formal proof statementd/oreover, on the basis of this theory, language is able to refer to
a certain thing by conceptualizing and designating its universal with the capture of its
locus. Therefore, a formal proof statemesntpported by the function of language and an
accurate perception, is able to obtain an accurate resulinference) by providing a
sound reason.
Based on his metaphysical theory that the causes and conditions in the
epistemological process must éxggbstantially, the following section will discuss the
formulation of a formal proof statememréyogd whi ch BhUvi veka f or m:
establish the MUdtheKBRMmi ka proposition in
In Buddhism, logic is calledhetw i ¢dwbi ch meansofréasond& sci enc.
That is, arinferred thesiss establishean the basis ofalid reasons. Although the origin
of Buddhist | ogic can be tafoamaldodicfdrmutationt o t h
did not appear until the second centiyJ g U r j Wm Ghypleshy *a Sidltketearlgest
Buddhist text which uses formal logic formulagr a formal proof statemenpiayoga,
composed of fivenembergthesis, reason, example, connection, and conclusion)
debate®? In the later texts such #iseY o g U c U i, thédfivd nramberare reduced to

three menbers (thesis, reason, and exampddthoughsomeothertexts stillkeep the

30The*U p U ypaahy a S(Bamgbiarxiniun / ) only hasChinese versio(ir32,23b).En's h @
Kanakura 163.
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formul ation of five members. After DignUga
three members becomes a standard forrtdla.
Thethree membersf formal proof statementre a thesigpfatijiia), reason lfety

and exampledf) TH n )t Athesis has to include a subjeth&rmin) and a predicate
(s U d )’} kecase the argument must guarantee the predicate to be a true statement
regarding the subject. The example must be a common experience which is accepted by
both sides of the debate in order to achieve a valid process of reaSdfiagexample,
in the followingprayoga

Thesis:  the mountain is on fire

Reason: because it has smoke

Example: like a kitchen stove
Thesis At he mount aformal preof satemefibiendetwestabbsh.wh at t
Il n this thesis, fidmmijratdaf hbedsi ss®ldbypjedic
iSmokeod is the reason diaimmt, caannd Eidfhidraecdt (i mo
kitchen stove is an example to support the reason. Hence, how to establish a valid reason

becomes the crucial process iprayogaargumaent.

31 Hirakawa, The History of Indian Buddhis&b3.

2 Ames,TheSWt ant r i k a agika Distinctend® r Us a

*¥IntheKTR B h Uv i vthekensos whiclsis acoepted by both sides (of the two) can be called
reason [inproyogd 2.1.1(T30, 270a). SEE.J.F.Ti | | eDnhaanrsmalipr Wlaghenvda Candr ak o r t i
Mater i al s for t heDISa uchygpndd aQiarnydahdackviaat u OSat aka of Ury:
Chapters ,WithabntdeXCbimmentari es ofintrddicton, mapUl a and C
Translation, Sanskrit, Tibetan, and Chinese Texts, No#sn: Atb ei t skrei s f¢r Tibetisc
Buddhi st i slenhiev etsuittd2pt®2Ma winklu €@ n d r,3domKhaPia, and Dar
marin-chen Rgyaktshab,Two Prolegomena to Madhyamaka Philosophy: Annotated Translgtions
Wi eMr bei t s krieicshef gurn dt ibuedtdlbin isuv @ rs < REO2)1STWida re n
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Accor diJgr ae v(@aH? ey Uy a pr thereaffedlXPg a
valid reason should fulfill three requirements: 1) the first requirerpaktddharmatva,
is that the fAinfeUdhamga)fds ®bepeeseyt i tegbgeecho k e/
(themountainin the thesis); 2) the second requiremeapakse sattavans that the
Ai nferring propertyo (s mo(sueh)as asiogpbssesses a pr o
the inferred property (fires/ U d h y a ) That which possesses the inferred property
(fire) is classified as theapakd (the similar locus); 3) the third requiremevipakie
60sattsgamhat the Ainferring propertyo (smok
not possess eheydamd erledetd whioph does not pc
proper t ywpakia@issimiar lbcasi** Any prayogaargumenis a valid
arguments long as it can fulfill the three requirements of the reason.

The above formal proof statement d@nunderstood to contain the operation of
two processes dhe means of valid cognitidni.e., inference based on direct perception
and logic inferencea( n u m)(based on other inferenc&s Take the following

proposition for example:

p has/is r becaus# g, for example s.

The connection between p and r is derived
has/is r because of g6 is based on pure in

~

and Ar and gqo0 ar e based ewaptionsd the inferencedor der i v

4EckelBh Uvi veka and hi 85 Buddhi st Opponent s,

31> As mentioned above, an inference could be derived from immediate perceptions or other inferences. In
order to distinguish these two inéces, the inference derived from other inference will be temporally
called logic inference in this chapter.
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oneds own sake. The three requirements of

g andthe relation between g & r through inference derived from direct perception. The

first requirement is to promise the truth of the at e me nt &ig)fbyrpeansdfen q 6
an inference derived from direct perceptio
second and third requirements establish th
by means of inference derived fradimect perception of the example of s (the inference

for oneds own sake). Thus, the | ogical pri

modern logici'®

pEq (inference for onedbds own sake)
qET (inference for oneds own sake)
\ pEr (logic inference/inference for the sake of others)

Letbs take the proposition, fAthe mountain

stoved as an example to demonstrate this |
Asmoky moumntbairme®,r eseemd s6 6fire. d 0696 repre
Then thisprayogacan be demonstrated as a Hypothetical Syllogism, except that in

modern |l ogic the example 6s6 is not used:

P (mountaink q (has smoke) (all people can perceive smoke on the mountain)

q (smokekE r (fire) (from our experience, smoke is one of universals of fire.
Therefore, 1) whatever has fire must have smoke, just like s
= a kitchen stove, and hence, whenever there is smoke there
must be fire. 2) On the contrary, whatever there is no
smoke, thex must be no fire.

318D, BonevacSimple LogidNew York: Oxford University Press, 1999), 305.
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P (mountaink r (has fire) (an inference derived from the above two parts).

In the Hypothetical Syllogism, the firstgni se AP Emo@htai Bjnoke) 0 i
to the first requirement of the reasorpofyogain which all peopd can see smoke on the
mountain. The secondgmi se A QgEN smibikeg¢) 0 contains the s
requirement of the reason jpfayoga and involves the theory regarding a universal, the
object of an inference. Asunversatbelangséodh, acc o
thing itself. All similar things must possess this universal and all dissimilar things lack of
it. In this case, smokis considered one universal of fire. That is, smoke belongs to fire.
Hence, anything which has fire must haveoka) just like s, a kitchen stove, and
reversely, whenever there is smoke, there must be fire. On the contrangvetthere is
no smoke, there must be no fire. Therefore, as long as sgplasent, there must be
fire. That is, as long as the reasoliilta the requirements, it should be a valid argument
and is able to promise an accurate inference.

In sum,on the basis of twmeans of valid cognitigras long as the reason fulfills
the three requirementsne is able to obtaindecisive resulthrougha formal proof
statement Becauseét functions as a tool to obtain a decisive redoitB h U v i, ivoark a

also be applied in the argument for Madhyamaka theoinferST ny at U
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5.2.3The application of formal proof statemsirt theKTR

After a brief explanaton @ h Uv ibwse knet aphysi cal theory al
with formal proof statements, tharrrentsection will further examine hoBh Uv i v e k a
applies formal proof statemesrib prove the teaching &I n yinatheKTR

In thestarzas of theKTR B h U v i propokegwo formal proof statemente
prove that all thingsre empty whether they atenditionedor unconditioned things

) In reality, conditioned thingsire empty like illusions because they are
produced by conditions, and

II) unconditioned things are not real because they are not produced like sky
flowers.
According toB h U v i, all hixgs can belividedinto two opposite categories:
conditioned and unconditioned thingghi ch ar e di scussed in det e
chaptergtop andbottom) in theKTR
First, in the top chapteB h U v i disausses and defends his arguraétthe
claim that all conditioned things are emp#jis argument fothis claim is presenteas a

formal proof statementvhichcan bellustrated in the following structure:

Thesis: In reality,conditioned thingsire empty
Reason: because they are produced by conditions

Example: like illusions

filn reality, conditioned thingareempty i s t he i nference (thesis

statement testo prove. In his formal proof statemer h U v i fivseekphains the
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gualifierii n r eal i t yior eayl isttyad i mega ByWda@nplthishensat e r e a
showing that s thesis is establishéd terms ofultimate reality. This qualifier is
extremely important foB h U v i becausaitioes not onlgoncerrB h Uv ibwse kK dheor y
of two realitieshut alsoenables him testablish a valid formal proof statement and
defend himske from an accusation of nihilism. Asreviouslydiscussegdultimate reality
forB h U v i, is eothrionconceptual wisdorandthings as they ardn other wordsthe
thesis can also bephraseds from the perspective ofon-conceptual wisdom
conditioned thingsire empty

Next, in defining the subject of the thesBh U v i idertiieathe subjects the
conditioned thingshatareproducedoy various conditiondn this contextconditioned
thingsrefer to the twelve sensory spheres extleptportion of dharma media space
(kha), analytical cessatiofpratisaik h y U n ), noo-ahdlygical cessation
(apratisaik h y U n ) andtubnasgathat )3’ Continuing his argumentBh Uv i v e k a
states that the reason (the second member of a formal proof statement) for the thesis is
thatconditioned things are produced by conditidfi8y defining the reason as
Aproduced by condi t i onsgunlifiedtaghe finstof thedireee s t ha't
requirementgor a validreason irthe construction of formal proof statemenfs
mentionedn section 5.2.2 He first requiremenfpakrhdharmatva of a valid reason must
consist ofaninferringproperty 6 U d h a n a) that & presarin the subject. Ithe

case othis formal proof statemenfiproduced byc o n d i i theoinfesrinog property

3175eeKTR1.1.2. Those four are unconditioned things which bélidiscussed in tHeottom chapter.
318 i
Ibid., 1.3.
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that ispresent in the subjeof the thesis,i.eff c ondi t i oThereforetiitpir oglai.ce d

by condi t thefmssréquiternentfadi validl reason.
With regard to the thirdhemberof a formal proof statemerthe example,

B h U v i appdidsiltusion as asimilar or parallelexampleto support the reason for the

thesisthatconditioned things areemptkc cor di ng t o Bhadous veka, al

illusory things appear to substantially exist, they actually lack any intrinsic nature
because they are produced by various conditions. These illusory things can be
represented bgnen, women, goats, deers, and oth&rss a result, thexampleof a
illusion appliedhereis able tofulfill the second requirement of a valid reaségain, as
discussed earlier in section 5.2.2, in order to fulfid second requiremersapakse
sattavan), aninferring property must be a propertysafmething thapossesses the
inferred property. Here, fAproduced by
which means the lack of intrinsic natyoe no-substancgs theinferred property. In this
formal proof statemenii i | | is® prapar&imilar exangbecause it is abte
demonstrate that any conditioned thisgsh ashouse, goats, deergnd etcare
produced by conditions due to the lack of intrinsic nature

Moreover, in sstandardormal proof statement, one has to provide a counter
examplethat fulfills the third requiremenfvipakté 6 s adf a valia reasonThat is,
the inferring property A pr oduced by c¢ omubtnat appearsndhe i n
counterexampll iany conditioned things which

However,asB h U v i indieakes, for this particular formal proof statement, since

3V hid., 1.2.
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emptiness is the universal characteristid m U n M)l ofsak things,nothing can be
the counter example to emptineblypothetically, the counter example to emptiness is
sometling that possesses an intrinsic substance. Since all conditioned things lack an
intrinsic nature, a counter example cannot be foBedauseno counter example can be
provided, the third requirement iilfilled .32°
After establishing a formal proof statemid¢or conditioned things to be empty,

B h U v i stagskoadefend himself from various critiqubsfendng himself from
vari ous cr i tmugtootosly proBentHathis thesik ia accurate but also
remove his opponent s dthewigdor obtined #omihearing.r der t
Thatis,f or B h he procesk o debate possesses a particular functipadoally
removea pr acti ti oner thssobtampisdonpBehrU vvi iveeviesasucsd at e s
after his debate with those opponents

Thus, having removed the various faults, a practitioner, by means of the correct

inference, realizes the emptiness of unconditioned things which are attached by

people in both our religion and other religions. Although practitioners have

realized the emptiess through the power of the wisdom obtained from hearing

as a stairway é %%

Althoughthe sources ahose critiques come from both Buddhist and-Bowldhist
schoolsmost of thecritiquesin thetop chapter of th&KTRare from norBuddhist
schoolsmost of whom accuishim of nihilism. In the system of formal proof statements,
there are mangossiblemistakes whicltaninvalidate a formal proof statement.

$ sk ar a s in Rlghliy Rcategoriseall possible mistakes (thirihree in total) into

32%hid., 1.3.
21 TheKTRIV.
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threegroups according to thesis, reasand examplé?? The following chat contains
thethirty-three possible mistakes in establishing formal proof stateraadttheir brief
explanations
I. There are nine possible mistakes in establishing a thesis:
1. Contadictory thesis:

1) A thesis which contradicts a direct perception such as that sound cannot be heard.

2) A thesis whose inference contradicts common experience such as that a pottery is
permanent.

3) A thesis which contoydicts oneds own
4) A thesis which contradicts worldly experience.

5) A thesis whose subject contradicts its inferred property such as that my mother is a
barren woman.

2. Unacceptablthesis:

1) A thesis whose inferred property cannoubeerstood andcceptedy the
opponents.

2) A thesis whose subject cannot be understood and accepted by the opponents.
3) A thesis which haboth ofthe above two mistakes.

4) A thesis which habeen accepted by the opponents.

Il. Fourteen possible mistakes in establishing a reason. Those mistakes can be further
divided into three type¥>

1. Unacceptable reason:

2¢ gk ar asvUNMytly aph @ v e Sa k dYinmingruzhenglilup(T32, 11~12).
323 i
Ibid., 11.
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1) Boththe proponent and opponatisagree witlithe ideahattheinferring property
(reason)s present in the subject of the thesis.

2) The opponent disagrewith that the inferring property (reasas)present in the
subject of the thesis.

3) The inferring property (reason) cannot be sutgeforesent in the subjeof the
thesis.

4) The subject cannot be sure and thus cannot be accepted by the opponent. In this
case, the inferring property (reason) cannot be sure to present in the subject.

2. Inmndusive reason:
1) The inferring propertis present in both similar and dissimilar examples.
2) The inferring propertis absent in both similar and dissimilar examples

3) The inferring propertis present in some similar example and in all dissimilar
examples.

4) The inferring propertis preent in all similar exampkand in some dissimilar
examples.

5) The inferring property coulde present in similar example or in dissimilar
examples.

6) Both of thetwo contradictorytheses can be established by fulfilling the three
requirements of a valid reason.

3. Contradictory reasons:
1) The characteristic of the inferring property contradicts the inferred property.
2) The inferring property contradicts the meaning of tesis.
3) The inferring property contradicts the subject.
4) The inferring property contradicts the meaning of the subject.

[ll. Tenpossible mistakes in using examples:

1. Similar example:

1) The example and the reason belong to dissimilar locus.
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2) The example and the inferred property belong to dissimilar locus.
3) The exampl@ossesses the above two mistakes.
4) The example cannot prove the connection of the thesis and the reason.

5) The example cannot prove what should be proaed prove what should not be
proved.

2. Dissimilar example:

Thereare five possible mistakes in usingsimilar examplgbut sincethere is no

dissimilar example iB h Uv ibvse K @ r ma | proof statement,
them here.
Almost all critiquesocusingorB h Uv i6wse Ka r ma | p cam beclassified mmt e me n t

the abovecategoriesThose critiques will be illustratdakelowin detailaccording to the
abovecategories

In referenceéo B h U v i6 \mesporsseto the criticismsdiscussedn chapter three,
B h Uv i empldysadifferent strategiéswarddifferent opponerst TotheY o g Uc Ur a
School,B h U v i acceptsalependenature(paratantrg) andthe perfect nature
(parinigbanng in conventional reality builtimatelydenies thenby citingthe
Pr aj 7 U pddriptaresiortsipport To the Abhidharma schooB,h U v i acceptsa
theintrinsic nature of things in conventional reality but denies them fhealtimate
perspectiveTheP r a j T U p doriptaresare the maisourcesvhichB h Uv i uses k a
to argue against those Buddhist schodtsrespond to the criticism of his formal proof
statementsB h U v i soneekinges defends himseél re-clarifying his thesis, reason and

exampleaccording taifferentcritiques. @her times, havill refer to those criticismas
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counterfeit mistakeCounterfeit mistakes are actually not real mistakes, but they are

considerechs mistakes biis opponent?*

There are seventeen criticisms in total inkiéRin regard tdormal proof

statemerdfor conditional things bhag empty,andmanyof themare from other religious

opponents. They can be demonstutats follows:

Thenumber inthe bracket shows thdypes offallaciesaccording tahe thirty-three
mistakesFor exanple,(I.1.1) is thefallacy that a thesis which contradicts a direct

perception
KTR | opponents criticisms BhUvivekads r ¢
1. Without external objects,
Advocaing there is nalirect perception 1. Thethesisis established
1 1211 |thatall are not (1.1.2) from anultimateperspective

empty

2. The thesicontradicts
common knowledggl.1.2)
*an accusation of nihilism.

2. All religious theoies
contradict common knowledgg

1. Emptiness cannot be
established as the subjecttioé
thesigl.2.2)

2. The inferring property is

1. Perceivable yes and so on
areconventionallyable to be
established as the subject anq

2 |2.1.2 | Unknown
empty, hence, the reason reason.
cannot be established A counterfeit mistake of thesi
(1.1.2~3. and reason.
*an accusation of nihilism.
The thesis contradicts the
reason(l1.3.2) The reason, fij
~ .| Thatis because emptythings|condi ti ons o al
3 1213 [NyayUyl should not be produced by illusion are accepted by both
conditions. sides.
*an accusation of nihilism.
1. Your thesis establishes wha
has been approvdti2.4).
4 1214 |sarvUst The eyefaculty has intrinsic conventionally.(.2.4)

nature becauseig functional

2. Ultimatdy, your formal
proof statement does not havg
similar examplé?®

324G, TuccitheNy Oy a noufk hDai g n
Material s

Center,

Uga: th
1986 T3
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The eason and example are 4 My thesis_vv_ill be. a mistake_ as
conditioned thingsThe you state if it claims that thing

. , : are empty because they are
subject, inferring property and| .

5 |2.15 | Others examplearethe sameaype of inherently empty~However, my
things Thereforeyour thesiss reason npro du
not aninference’® is accepted_by l_)oth sides.

A counterfeit mistakes
The less -tl)-gZﬁﬁ;rlggcgﬁspeeirpi/ssr]ouId It your cri_ticism s I_ogi(a_l, any
6 |2.1.6 | knowledge conditioned. As a result, the reason vyllll_)ecomenvahql.
. Your claim isacounterfeit
ableone reason cannot be established mistakes
(11.1.2~3). *an accusation of
nihilism.
1. Empty things cannot hesed
asa reasor.l1.1.2~3
2. Themeamgo f A e mp| As long as the reason is

7 | 2.1.7 | Unknown not clear( 1.2.1) accepted by both sides, it is a
3. The exkample has no real valid reason.
content (111.1.4)

*an accusation of nihilism.

Thesis: your reason and thesi

cannot be established

Reason:the inferring property Your reason is an inclusive
= .| and the subject are both empt

8 (218 |[Nyay Uyl Example: sound producéy reason because your example
theson oi‘ 2 barremoman cannot prove your reason.
(11.2.6)

*an accusation of nihilism.

If the language used to Ultimately, everything is
establish your thesis is empty, empty, but conventionally,
it cannot establish your thesis| things have intrinsic nature.

9 |219 | Others *an accusation afihilism, (ThisisB h OV i \cantkah 6
If the language is not empty, it philosophy by which he can
denies your own thesis answer all critiques.)

The theory oemptinessejects
Erptiness means a1 00C¢TL SPUTSE neure

10 | 2.1.10| Others is, it is nihilism. is nothing

*an accusation of nihilism. T
A counterfeit mistake of over
inference®’

3I'n ultimate reality, for Bh Uvtheréshoamimilatekampleg s

which can be providedrom theultimateperspective

T he

consi der

opponent s

327 A counterfeit mistake of over inference is that the opponents infer something that the thesis does not
infer, and based on this aveference, argue against the thesis. In this case, the opponents subjectively

BhUvivekats

consider BhOvi

thesi s
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Those who try

11 | 2.1.11 | to hidetheir Imagined postulations
own fault
Is yourreasorestablished from
ultimate orconventional It is acounterfeit mistake of
12| 2.1.12| Others reality?Either the former or thq discriminating reasoff°
latter, it is faulty.
1. If things are empty of
intrinsic nature, there igo Things whose intrinsic nature
similar exampleand thus, is empty are used as
13 | 2.1.13| Others ihesis cannot be es_ta_plished. ex«_ampletp esta_lblish f[hesis.
an accusation of nihilism. (things withoutintrinsic nature
2. If things are empty of other| does not mean that they are
nature, you establisithat has | equal to nothing)
been established].2.4)
An illusory thingrefers to
Your examplés not valid something appe#g as not
14 | 2.1.14| Others becausellusory thingshave what they argand are
substance. produced by conditiongience,
they do not havanysubstance
Your reason is unacceptable It
7 - when you claim that things arg tis acommon knowledge thay
15|2.1.15|SUk hy Us Y P all things are produced by
produced from their intrinsic conditions
nature(ll.1.2) '
Ultimately, imaginednatureis , .
16 | 2.2 Y o g Uc U r| empty but dependémature Ultimately, dependennaturets
does exist. emptyas well
1. From the conventional
1. If language has substance, | perspective, language
invalidates your ownthesis possessingubstance is abte
17 | 2.3 Others 2. If language has no substan( establish @hesis

it cannot establish your thesis
*an accusation of nihilism.

2.From the ultimate
perspective, language is empt

(same argument with N0.9)

Fromthe above description, t

appears

t hat

his formal proof statement that all conditioned things are empty becauseghey a

produced by conditions, the actual motive of those critics is all about the accusation of

nihilism. In other words, all of thechoolsmentioned abovicludingboth Buddhisand

328 A counterfeit mistake of discriminating reason is that the opponents try to invalid a valid reason by
illogically discriminating a reason.

134

al though

al



nonBuddhig advocatehat things have substandéoweverthe problem fothose
schools is that they never explicitly clarifghich pointof-view (whetherfrom the
perspective of ultimate or conventional reality) they are standing from to conclude that all
things have substancis a result, their critiques are ambiguous ansbidteasfar as
B h Uv iiwcerkeaned

Moreover,the accusations of nihilism can be classified into two types. The first
type is the direct accusation of nihilisinflthings are empty, thén.0 SuchasNo. 1,2,
3,6,738,9, 10, 13, 15 The main reason of amtihilism is because they thirtkatthe
threememberof a formal proof statement cannot be established on the basis of
nothingness.Thesecond type israindirect accusation whichsuallybegirs with the
statementvesutbBhiamgse Mhecauseé. Hence your the
16)Thatistosay,iBh Uv ibwse lo@ponent can provide a vali
things have sostanceBh Uv ibwse kdnesi s wiThatisbeeauséimor al i dat e d
contradictory theses nae established by fulfilling the three requirements of a valid
reason, both of the two theses will be invalati(see 11.2.6, the thirtyghree mistake}
At the beginningoB h Uv i vesporséts the first type of accusation, he has set the
gualifier for his thesis before he starts his elaborate argument. The qualifier of his thesis
i's Ain r)edal iHiys (i nt ent orhakeserpticit hispgint aliewg u a |l i f i
That is,he only considerthings to be empty frorthe perspective afltimate reality.If
hehad notset the qualifiefor his thesis, hishesiswould haveinevitably falleninto the

fallacy of thethirty-three possible mistakes, ambst importariy, it would hare
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contradicted empirical knowledd& ForB h U v i, thimgg iacludinglanguagepossess
substancén conventional realitySubstantiathings in conventional reality provide a
solid groundfor establishing formal proof statementssgite the factthd h Uv i6wse k a
own formal proof statement is to proudtimate reality
In regard to the second type of accusatimtausd h U v i accepitsahigsto
havesubstance in conventional realiti’his opponents try to argue for things to have
substance in congntional realityjt means theyavea logical faultin that they are
argung a thesighathasalreadybeenacceptedMoreover, if his opponents intend to
claim things to have substaneerh the ultimate perspective, as indicatedoy Uv i, v e k a
theyhave aifficulty in providinga good reason and example to support their thesis.
That is becauseof B h U v i, a aerkventional inferring property cannot infer the
existence of minferred property in ultimate reality.
In the bottom chapter of tHéTR B h U v i diseusses and defends his formal
proof statement for unconditioned thgtggng empty. His statement for the emptiness of
unconditioned things can be transformed into the following formal proof statement:
Thesis: In reality, urconditioned tingsarenot real
Reason: because they aretproduced

Example: like sky-flowers

329TheKTRII 1.1.1s t a fTtee &xisterits which ordinary people universally recognize | also accept as
conventional reality. The causes and conditions whicklucethe conventionatlirect perceptions are
alsorecognized to exist. Because conditioned things such eyes, etc. are subsumed in conventional
reality, and people likeowherds, etccommonly perceive conditioned things such eyes etc. to be real
entities, in order to avoid the contradiction with our owsifion thatdirect perception is commonly
perceived, Oreality®( T30,uz3@&8cQ®) restrict the thes
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I n this for mal proof statement, the same q

the thesisn terms ofthe ultimate perspective. The unconditioned thengsspacekha),

analytical cessatiorpatisaiik h y U n ), noaahdiytical cessation

(apratisaik h y U n ) andthubnassdthat )3°° These four unconditioned things are

only conventiondy designagdas things, but are unreal in ultimate reality. Théestent

At hey are not producedo is established as

sidesB h Uv i futkekexplains6 un mad e 6, ¢ umlestuatidedbcancdl8obe and 6

a valid reason because 6unt'dmsdlustratestha dd me a

the reason O6unproduceddé6 can fulfill the fi
The skyflowers which are alsmot producedcan be used as a similar example to

support the reasoi. h U v i staesk ateiims of reality, space has sobstance because

it is notproduced Both the wise and foolish ones commonly know that those velnech

not producedio not have a true nature like the flower in the sk§In Buddhism, the

me t a plowers in thd sk§indicates that something does nat/banobjective basis

and is only created by eye disease. It is different from illusions whézn that thingdo

not appear as they really aBeh Uv itnegtkcao nnect the inferred pr

intrinsic natureo fminphr aduwec @dd etra ifnugl fpirlolp et

requirement of a valid reason. In other words, any unconditioned thing wisido ha

intrinsic nature must ndteproducedB h U v i consittess this common sense.

Moreover, lecause there are no counter things,uncondioned thing which possess

%9 There are only three unconditioned things which pees kha), analytical cessation
(pratisalik h y U n i), and dokanalytical cessatiorapratisatik h y U n ) acapdihgao o
Ab hdh ar.inadditiod o those threchusnesstéthat )] i s added in by YogUcUr a
#lgee th&KTRII 1.4. (T30, 273c14)
%32 |pid.

137



intrinsic nature no dissimilar example can be provid@the third requirement of a valid

reason is fulfilled.

After establishinchis formal proof statemerB h U v i defenks aimself from

criticism. The man criticisms ardourteenin total, and they can be demonstrated as

follows:
KTR opponents criticism response
The contemplation of infinite . o
- | space@k USUnan) y The contemplation of infinite
211 |Vai hkhasU will not have a perceived space is a con_d_ltloned t_hlngs o]l
: not an unconditioned thing.
object.
Both . L
212 | Buddhists and Yom_Jr thesis means that those A counteggglt mistake of over
.| which are produced are real.| inference
non Buddhists|
The e x anriploewedn It means that flowers in the sky
213 Others not a valid example because| The metaphor is valid because
" thesky and flowers both have indicates skyflowers are not
true nature. real.
Analytical cessation o
. ~ | (pratisadk h'y Un ) shauld | AccordingtoPr aj T UpUr
214 1Vai bkasU be real according to the s | teavemn i Baisthot real.
Buddhads sayi
. : Becausainconditioned things
NyaiyUy I gncondltloneql thlngs dono aredesignated as thinggy the
exist, your thesis is not )
(or those who . .| force of conceptionthey are able
215 . established. Your reason is n o ,
are not skillful . to be qualified aghe subjet
. . valid, and your example does ;
in logic) not exist Hence, my thesis can be
) established.
216 |Vai BkhsU | Analyticalcessation is real. | The same response as no.4
. | You establish what we have Unconditioned things anmeot real
217 |Saut msUnestablished, onlv from ultimate rgea”t)?34
things agl24no y '
The interval colofform
between material matteis . .
21.8 | T Un®ay i| called space and established C_ondltloned t_hlngs have been
" . discusseatarlier.
conditioned things by our
school.
219 |YogUc Ur Thusnes§t at hisigall) | AccordingtoPr aj fUpUTr

333|n this case, the thesis only infers that things which are not produced are not real, but not that things that
produced

ar e

¥sautrOnti kas

t

are real.

Hence,

it is considered

c 0 hisgs t0 eerunraalrecen in conventional readityutn s h @ Kat @
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http://www.worldcat.org/search?q=au%3AKato%CC%84%2C+Junsho%CC%84%2C&qt=hot_author

s | t avem thusness is not real|

10 |2.1.10 |Vai WbkhsU

The sixteen noble attributes ¢
the four noble truths such as
suffering, etc are re¥P
becausehte practice of the
pathis able to remove all of
theflame of defilements

The path of liberation is
established according to
conventional reality, and we
conventionallyaccept what you
have said.

11 | 2.2.1-1 | S Ukhya

In our teaching, all things in
the three realms are
transformed (from the self
nature) like skyflowers, and it
does not mean
fl owers. 6 Sin
flower) is asimilarexample, it
does not violate thehesis

If all things are skyflowers, your
thesis contradicts your own
teaching.[1.3)

If all things are not skylowers,
there is no similar example. It
contradicts your own thesis.

(1.1.5

12 | 2.2.1:2 | S Ukhya

Thesis: Those worldly things
have natures as their causes
Reason: because thslyare
the characteristics (of the
natures). Those which share
the same characteristic (of th
nature) are considered to ha
natures as their causes,
Example: for example, a
slight piece of sandalwootf?
(If this formal proof statemen
can be established,will
spontaneously invalate
BhUOvivekads 't

1. From conventional reality,
your thesis establishes what hal
beenapproved(l.2.4)

2. From ultimate reality, your
reason is not accepted by both
sides. [1.1.1)

13 | 2.2.21 | Vai&ikas

Thesis: the features such as
breathing in and out, etc. mu
have inferred features Reasg

1. From conventional reality, we
accept the connection of
inferring property and inferce

335
I n

SarvUstivUOdin
in each noble truth which the practitioners should contemplate in order to achieve liberation. It is called

doctrine,

when

‘ia S Un i They@re impermanence, suffering, emptinessselb in the first noble truth, causes,

origins, production, conditions in the second, cessation, pacification, excellence, renunciation in the third

truth, and path, suitability, achievement, deliveranadénfour truth Louis de La Vallee Poussin,
Abhi dhar riyak,d150 1 BUAIso (T29, 137).

33¢ According to
doctrine ofs & h )y O

(a book written by ¥subanchu and translated byhen Diregarding the
(zhonglei) means the same characgtics of natures. In

fi T h e-nasuee lexits substantially (in all phenomena). How can they been known? For example, for the

pieces of sandalwood, no matter how many pieces of them, their nature of sandalwood is the same. The

, it says,

transformatioris in the same situation. Although the0 haad so on (phenomena) are different, the

natures of three gla are the same. Because of the same natures, they are known to exist originally.

Therefore, the selfiature is known to existii

o TH4, 1248}.

L
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because they are inferring | property. Hence, you have
features. established what has been
Example: for example, seein¢ approved].2.4)
smoke®*’ 2. From ultimate reality, if you
try to use conventional inferring
property to infer theltimate
existencethere is no similar
example.

The atom and the mind are
established as unconditioned
things by us.

Hence, the re
nonar i si ngé t hjlflconsideratom and the mind
establishyour thesigs invalid | as unconditioned things

according to your own conventionally, my thesis will
14 | 2.2.22 | Vai%ikas principle.**8(1.1.3) have the fault you indicate.

If you consider these twas However, theyare both

conditioned things ah conditioned thingsn

establishyour thesidy the conventional reality

reasonobh pr oduced
c ondi,the reasm &
invalid according teur
principle®°(11.1.2)

According to the above demonstratiénh U v i cle@rlk divices the debates of
unconditioned thing into two parts: those from Buddhist schdeid0) and those from
other religiousschools(11~14) AmongBuddhist schoa} theV a i Bkhs@ppeato be
the main opponent3heyare primarilyconcerrdwith the path to liberationaQalytical
cessatiopbecause the path to liberatioreisactlywhat theBuddha taught in the early

Buddhist textsForB h Uv i, vage enthe r a j § U pddriptaresand diher

37Th e  Vfkais Beee use a common logic to prove the connection between the inferred object and
inferring subject and by means of this inference, to further improve the existetheeself nature (see
the following paragraphjAccording to the commentarin the example of seeing smoke, the smoke is an
inferring property and the fire is the inferred property because the fire can be inferred by seeing smoke
(X87, 557a).

¥¥That is because Bh Uwmingandkaoms asescsnsidered to ke gncanditioned h a t
things.

39ForV a ifl&ebecause atoms and migrdanasare both ultimate existences, they should be
unconditioned thingsK(a 4 UathchDebasish Chakrabargg).
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Ma h Uy U n en the eng hasdhe path toward liberatiosubstantidy existsso that

liberationcan beconventiondl achievedOn the othehand,from the perspective of

ultimate reality, evem i #aisthot real and the path is nothing but axpedientThe

same stragy is also applied targuingagainsty o g Uc Ur a éusnesgtdtieata)J o f  t
With regard to the challenge from other radigs schoolsghe S Wkhyaand

VaiSfkasare the mia opponents. Despite those schoolsimguifferentopinionsabout

what should belassifiedas unconditioned thingene of their mairtoncersis that

unconditioned things shouldtimatelyhaveintrinsic nature Again,B h U v i respokda

to those criticisra according to his two realities system. That is, he accepts the intrinsic

nature of unconditioned things in conventional reality, and denies it from the ultimate

perspectiveFor those schools which claim thebstantiakxistence ofinconditioned

things in ultimate reality, the most difficult evidence to support their thesis in the system

of formal proof statement is to provide a similar examgé® h U v i indieakes in te

abovecriticismnumberl3. That is because the exangileat those schools provide are

conventionathings such as smelor asmallpiece of sandalwogdnd logically,

B h U v i consitlees a conventional inferring property not able to infer the ultimate

things.

In sum, depite the fact that formal proof statements may be based on conventional
reality, heyfunction as a tool to obtaindecisiveresult.Hencef or B h,Wkenit e k a
is used teexplicatethe teachingo§ T nyai ® can remove oneds i gn
obtainS r ut a ma which is aijsifieted to be theachings in accord with nen

arising,the secondary ultimate realityr defending his formal proof statement the
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teaching oS T n y heskilfully brings his two realities system into full play.
Conventionall vy, BhUviveka accepts that thi
and this attitude enables him to establish formal proof statements and respond to

accusations ohihilism. However, in ultimateaality,asaMUd hy ami kan, he st
maintains theerspectivehat things are empty of intrinsic naturen € r e f or e, BhUvi
believed that a formal proof argument is the first stegbtairing liberation and is a

proper interpretatioto NUg Ur jiumladgi s@lt eprocess: convent

(secondary ultimate realityj n i Paultimate reality)
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Chapter SixConclusio® FormalProof Statements as dmitial Step toLiberation

The relationship betwedngical inference and Buddhist practice has been a
controversial topic in Buddhist study. Even witline Madhyamaka Schoplvhich is
oftenconsideredy scholargo be the school highlighting logical argument, the
discussion arounthe connectiorbetweenadgic and practices still contentious For
exampl e, although Candrakgrt.i criticized f
met hodol ogy for debate without any relevan
not only a methodology for debate but alsaratial step toward liberation.

The Dachengzhangzhenlun (KTR)nd otheauxiliary sources are used img
research in orderto elucidddeh Uvi vek ads dd.b. ifogmalposf practi ce
statements as an initial step to liberatibhe KTRis essentil for theacademic studgf
BhUvi vekads rbechusdpeKdRissthe pnlyaegttitioat etheranoriginal
Sanskrit or Tibetan versipand thus, hasden ignored by western scholars. In addition,
the text itself provides a relatively clear logical path toward liberatsocomparewith
the other two texts.

The Madhyamaka concept of practice can be summarized into a single prescriptive
statement:itisapatho t r ansf or m atompfroma @iventionabreadtytd s c o g r
ultimate reality. This can be substantiated by the statement made from the ninth to the
tenth ver s e MMK, XXI\NIIG: Dirstj omenhasitesknow the difference
between the two realities as taught in the doetriof the Buddha. That is, one has to be
able to identify what is conventional reality and what is profound ultimate reality. After
identifying their differences, it is necessary to realize the importance of relying on

conventional reality to achieve ultate reality angventuallyto obtainn i revItithe
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Madhyamaka School, thgrocess towards liberatiamompriseghree sequential steps:
conventionalni¥au ti mate Y
ForB h Uv i comvéntional reality and ultimate reality aredependently relate
according to his thre®old explanation.n chapter 24 of therP,Bh Uvi veka def i ne
conventional reality ag1) worldly language, an{R) phenomena that lack intrinsic
nature and arthereforeempty, yet are real for ignorant sentient beings whohstite
perverted views of the worlth theKTR B h U v i furtkek claims tha¢3) thingsthat
the mortals mutually experienaad accept as realisreconventional existencén short,
the reality of the worldly experience, including languagepnventimal reality for those
sentient beingwho are not yet awakeneahdis derived from their attachments
produced from ignorance.
Whendefining ultimate realityB h U v i, im eh&ipter 24 of therP, explicates the
t e rpna r éa mUnrthree different ways by means of a linguistic analysisfide
clarifies thatp a r a m (litimate @bject)s understood aslkaa r ma d kompbungd
which bothparama(ultimate andartha (objec) refer to theperceivedbject(vitya) and
not to the mind that perceives the object. Secondly, he clarifies that th@veorda mUr t h a
indicatesatatpuruth compound in whichhe dltimated(parama refers to the subject,
i.e. the nordiscriminating wisdomThe @bjecb(artha) is an objectvhich refers to
things as they ardinally, he clarifies thgd a r a m(8 akt ehrau campoaurid that
functions as agadjectivédf r om whi ch t he meaning of O0corr
derived.According to the above descriptidd,h Uv i v e k a d@lisg ofithe dorcepbft a n
o0 ul t i ma indudestleree Icanrnotatibns: 1) from an ontological perspective, the
term O0the ultimated or Othe objectd refers
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epi stemol ogi cal p eri sspce d tmi wea,t i tnlge wti esrdro ndn a re
Buddhist sages view reality; and 3) the teachingscoordancevith nonarising is the
ultimate reality.

From the above analysis, it is obvioustBat Uv i v e k ashédawb est abl i
categories of ultimate realiti@sstead of one in his systeifhe first category indicates
therealultimate reality (that encompasdas first and second definitiors the term
® a r a m@Pwhichtmréscersiworldly experiencéncludinglanguayes. The second
category(the secondary ultimate reality)e f er s t o t he dandevdtht eachi n
norta r i swhichdsdhe vehicle to remove tlbdrucion caused by ignorance and to
achi eveab tiuhlet iomat e real i t yul tSiuxwat iaorwae h(ic.l e. |
of the three wisdoms: | i(Ssrtuetnjiomggiziigo t he Bud
Buddhaos ctiena c rmdrpgdsractice of meditation b Uv a n).Unsa y i
noteworthy thaB h Uv i \dedofdh@ secondaryltimate realityp t he t eachi ngs |
accord withnorma r i soirn giov,ce hiic lvehat di stothengui shes him
MUd hy amVithB h 8v i wedaanterpretations of ultimate reality, the
transition from conventional realitp ultimate reality becomdgasible.

As mentioned earlier, theaching inaccor@ncewith nonarising through which
therealultimate reality can be achieved conswtthe cultivation of the three wisdoms
wisdom obtained from hearinG( u t a ma)ytiinkingacji fnG Uma)yagdp r aj § U
meditation ® h Uv a n U m& YAdcording jo th&TR  the initial step in obtaining
wisdomobtained fromhearing(S r u t a ma)yejures éogichlBeasoning, i.e. formal
proof statemeist The KTRfurther indicates the purposeitd compog&ionis to
propagatavisdomobtained fromhearingby removing the unrighteous viewifter
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explaining the importance of tirisdomobtained fromhearing(Sr ut a ma)ytigepr aj T U
KTR providestwo formal proof statemeatis a methodology to obtawvisdomobtained
fromhearing(Sr ut a ma)y ldepceforiBh U v i aferkahproof statement is an
initial step to bridge the two realities
Based on BhUvivekads met egltyygmnitonsdsaid heor y
to be without any contradiction once it 1is
avoid being criticized as nihilist, one has to accept that conventional phenomena have
their own intrinsic natures. In other words, theans of alid cognition(p r aAm) Bf
conventional reality has to be real for a person who has not yet realized the true nature of
things.B h U v i, an¢hk Basis of two necessaqgnitiors: directperception(pratyaki#)
and inferece(a n u m&laims that a valiformal poof statement should not be
contradictory.
Basedupon@n Ugads theory of two necessary pe.l
develops his epistemological theory as fooexternal objects are substaritiaxisten
because they consist of an aggregatf atoms. Since an external objectudstantially
existentin conventional reality, its particulars are able to calieetperception
(pratyaki), and its universal, i.e., a collection of particulars, is able to cause inference
(a n u mUBhaU v i furtkek definesa universahsthatwhich must possesssimilar
locus( U S r amd/lacha dissimilar locus. These two requirements of a universal can
guarantee an accurate inference because a reference is the appearance of a universal in
the cognition. Thse two requéments of a universal becoitveo of the three
requirements for a valid reason in floemal proofargumensg. Moreover, on the basis of
this theory, language is able to refer to a certain thing by conceptualizing and designating
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its universabwith the capture of its locus. Therefore, a formal proof statement, supported
by the function of language and an accurate perception, is able to obtain an accurate
result (inference) by providing a sound reason.
B h U v i skiléukyapplies this methodolgy, that a formal proof statemeptoved

by avalid reason is able to infer a decisive result, to support the Madhyamaka theory that
all things are emptyn order b support Madhyamaka thegry B h U providestiva
formal proof statementer conditional andunconditioned thingddis formal proof
statementsan be illustrated in the followingtandardstructure. Thdirst formal proof
statemenis as follows

Thesis: In reality, conditioned things arempty

Reason: becauséhey are produced lyonditions

Example: like anillusion
The second formal proof statements:

Thesis: In realty, unconditioned things are not real

Reason: becauséhey arenot produced

Example: like the skyflowers
In his formal proof statement8,h U v iivneskear t s i&.jimultimageadality}ty 6 (
clarify his position for the #sis. That is, he only considers things to be emiy fn
ultimater spective. This qualifier is important
system of two realites 6ul t i mately things are kEBmpty bu
asoenabl es BhUviveka to est a.A$mestibnechabovea | i d f «
for BhUviveka, things must have intrinsic

function ofthe two basiccognitions on the bais of which brmal proof statementze

constructedThird, this qualifier, a c c or d i n gprevents hishhEkis frome k a ,
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becoming nihilistic That is because the assertion of thiagempty in conventional
reality cortradicts common experience.
Mor eover, acc o rhiintengonith ammpidgihe KTResk @ |
remove sentient b e itegisdom abtgimedfrom hearsng. ®ond obt a
provideathesiswith formal proof statements it sufficient toachievethis. The most
crucial componens his responses tearious criticisms from both Buddhist andrmro
Buddhist schools. Defendirathesist or BhUvi veka is not only t
al so to remove his opponenstombdbtameddrong vi ew i
hearing.That is,in theprocess oflefending his formal proof statemdrg also provides a
pathwayto graduallyr e move oneds wrinogwgdomnmi ew and obtair
In the debatealthoughopponents target their criticisms on different meralwéris
formal proof statement, the main accusatiare related tmihilism. According to his
opponen, BhUvivekads thesis is a niresslistic a
Formal proof statements cannot be constructed on the dfasothingiessbecause
formal proof statements havedontaina clear subject of the thesis, a valid reasma a
solidexampleThereforef r om hi s opponent s & agsertiomhat of Vvi €
things are empty precludeabke construction of formal proof statement
In response to those criticisnBh Uv i v e k sthe pystenpobtwoerealities to
defend his thesis. That is, he only considers gindpe empty fronanultimate
perspective but not fromconvertional perpective.In other words, & accepts things to
have intrinsic nature inonventionateality. In contrast although his opponents in the
KTRconsider things to have a substance, they never clearly explicate from what point of

view, ultimate or conventionakality, they propose their theofyecause of this unclear
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position, BhUviveka is able to defeat his
realities.Whenhis opponents try to directly accuse him of nililiandinvalid formal
proof statemest BhUvi vekadés response is that he ac
in conventional reality, and hendas thesis is able to avoid fallingtmnihilism. In
addtion to a direct accusatioapmeopponents try to establish a courfamal proof
staement to prove thahings have intrinsic nature. lesponse B h U eonsidershia
type of criticismashavingfthe fault ofestal i shi ng what Ieeassebeen ap
onceagai n, BhUvi v éohave istrinsicengturesin conkieintiorepasiey.
In conclusionaccording o N U g tBerMadhyamakaoteriological process
the transformati on cefitioral towdtitnaterealiygBrhiUtvii osre kfar, o m
furtherdevelopedhis theory in more detaihihisKkTR B h U v i considlemiltimate
realityto bebothnonconceptualvisdomandthe truth of things. On the contrary,
conventional realityaccording t® h U v i ig teakthings which do not haamintrinsic
nature are nstakenly perceived to be substantiak toignorance To make the process
feasibleBh Uv i v e ksa sesondany eltenate realitie teachings in accord with
nortarising to connet thesetwo realities.Theteaching in accord with nearising
includes thavisdomof S T n yoktadin8d from hearing, thinking, and meditating.
Wherein, a formal proof statemeasta sufficient methodology to acquire thesdom
obtained fromhearing.His formal proof statementareestablished on the basis of the
two kinds ofcognitiors (p r a’a)Which should be substantial in conventional reality to
secure a decisive inferends.order to makdais formal proof statementsvalid
met hodol ogy, ®&teldtinsivatkref thingsi eopvtentionateality.
Herce, wherhis formal proof statemestareused to argue the teaching®f n yfart U
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BhUvi v edamremovetigaoyance ahelp achievavisdom obtained from hearing
(Srut amayTohpursa,j fBBh Uvi veka believed that a f ol

steptowardliberation
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AppendixOne translation of thé Karatalaratna

*Ma h U yKanatalaratna(Up Section)

Written by the Bodhisattva BhUv

The Great Tang Tripaka Dharma Mastéfuanzang translated in the honour of the

emperot*®

340 TheKTRwas translated into Chinese by Xuanzang around 647 or 649 CE, eighty years after
BhUvivekaods death. TheTaegmgzeg or /599~-649)oiTangtyhastg. per i od
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[. Introduction

1. The reason to compose the work

1.1 For benefiting all sentient beings

[T30, 268a2p

In order to generally benefit all sentient beings, one should aspire after a great vow
for awakening. To commonly observe thertal world,[those mortalsare disturbed by
various false thoughts and thus, the mental disorders and windstorms continue. They are
netted by the net of false views, caged by the cage of the cycle of life and‘death,
shot by the poison arrows of imense sorrows. Hence, whatever they do is separated

from wisdom.

[T30, 268b0% 342

341 The Sanskrit terrsas U has two common Chinesenslations which is  (linhui) , turning the
wheel around and  (shengs)j, the cycle of life and deathlere,the laterone is used.

342The Chinese term  (Ci Lung) is from Sanskrifi p r a p avfiiah aossesses a dozen of different
meanings. Many schais have studied this term and proposed their own ideas. Because this thesis does
not investigate the concept of this teThem, it 1is
Conception of Buddhist Nirvan&econd Revised and English Edition (DeMotilal Banarsidass, 1955.),
38, 48,52, 77~84. Murti.The Central Philosophy of Buddhigirondon: Allen and Unwin, 1955), 348.
Robinson, 83z U 4 a n, 8hikéha, Concept andReality in Early BuddhistThought(Kandy: Buddhist
Publ. Soc, 1971), 127~130.
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While relying on the principle of ultimate reality which is peaceful, blissful, and
calmed of all fabrication and is like the dalesky, my mind is bound by compassion, |

cannot bear seeing the accumulation of sen

[T30, 268b0%

I n order to | iberate the sbwangndt babkmsi
[menta] continuums, and to dwell in the resolution satisfied and joyful which is
irreversible like the diamond wheel, | vow to stay in the ocean of the endless cycle of life
and death. Without fear défieimmense suffering and catastrophefthe world, |

generate the nedestroyable effort which is like a diamond.

1.2 The wisdom obtained from hearin§ (ut a)ymay 0

[T30, 268009
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In order toattainawa keni ng, one should examine, AOr
supermundane neconceptual wisdoft’ can one realize the distinctions of various kinds
of actions which are perceived by the faculty and mtéeen realized before. One is
further able to break the net of the habituated andhatituated defilements which are
produced in thémenta] continuums of self and others as well as the root causes of
suffering. One is also able to generate the e for others anthe determirationto
receive the precepts of the great beitigsiowever, to directly realize superundane
non-conceptual wisdom, one has to constantly apply the eye meftoirtae
unmistaken view of emptiness which is able to completmove the eyelisease of
false views. In order to accumulate the eye medicine of unmistaken view of emptiness,

one should rely on the wisdom obtained from hearghg (u t Ffvehighdis able to

removetheselhat ure of all perceived objects. o
[T30, 26&16]
343 (wufenbiezbior (wufenbiehun i r v i k a)ispranslateal p&fhdhconceptual

wisdom avhich is the direcinsightinto true nature of all existences in meditation.

344 (dashimah Us)atitsvadi rectly translated as 6Great being
Bodhi sattva. See Kajiyama Y. AOn thePMapfiUp@ramith
Litertured Hercus, Luise A, and Jan W. Jomgdological and Buddhist StudiesoMime in Honour of
Professor J. W. De Jong on His Sixtieth Birthd@elhi: Sri Satguru Publ, 1984) .

345 (anshanndafijang is a kind of Indian eye medicine.

(wenhu) is the Chinese translation of the Sans&rit u t apnraayydfickican be traslated ashe

wisdom obtained from hearing. According@oLindtner,Sr u t ?pnraqjx@ﬂs@ts in knowing the

scriptures, and the one which consists in logical reflection basegeomaisc i nt imBly & thg a ,

Logiciano 30~31). However, i nSrtuhteawhmigepsistsit text, Bh

logical reflection based ain g a instead ot i n t Umy¥aoyggU ¢ U r, dichl Brgument is also

containedirSr ut aTma ig®h Uv i v e k abeaniaflyendedbytehe YogUc Ura traditic

understanr ut amay Q.

346
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Due to this reason, for people who have diligently reinforced practiceadtieang
the nature of thing&’ by means of the method of investigatmgreat amouriiterature
andwho are tired of the enormous work of the present of investigating the extensive
literature, or for those who have not yet realdithe nature of things and who are
intelligent, | composed thé&ewel in Hand¢*Karatalaratng in order to enlale people to

easily realize true emptiness and quickly comprehend the true nature of things.

2. Thesis statementofmal proof statemest

[T30, 268b21

[1] In reality3*® conditioned thing&®are empty like illusions becauieey are

produced by conditions?° and

[II] unconditioned things are not real because they are not produced lke sky

flowers 3%t

347 (rufaxing)isliterallyt r ansl at ed as Oentering the nature of

met aphorical usage and means Orealize the nature o
348 Herein, the true nature is the synonym of ultimate realtgrani) r 1). Sexthefollowing explanation.
39 safy skfadharmaandasadi skfadharmac an be transl ated fAconditioned dh;
dhar mao. BuaddhestrHyboichSanskit Grammar amictionary. vo. Il. (Delhi: Motilal
Banarsidass Publishers), 1998, 543. In Chinese translation(fyouwe) means fAactiveodo. Thu
transl ated as fHa@Mmuweyefidhac tmave adldar ma
350 (yuansheny means Opr atdtgdsTheyBartskiterohpratoét y a s a mhichp Ud a
isinPalipat i ccas &ofept@isldied,as interdependentdsingin English. It indicates the
casual relationship of relevant existences, and hence, this terms is simply tremslated c ausJal i ty. 6
Macy, Mutual Causality Buddhism and General Systems Thtew York: State University of New
York Press,1991), 34. The above analysip@ t i ¢ ¢ a s ia based gnlihe @llowing sources: Yang
Yuwen, (Ahanyaolie / Th& b s t r a c(fTapeioDongchg, 1993), 335. Hirakawa Akira,
t (HZ no Engd [/ THeky® Bhurusha, 1990), 386h Nakamara Hajime,
edcé&” as(NUgUnN[Twrkky o: K@dansha, 1975), 144-~146.
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[T30, 268023

There are many imagined postulatibiin regard to conjecturing and discriminating
in both our own schools.€., Buddhist schools) and other schoals.(non-Buddhist
schools). There are two cognizable objects: one is conditioned things and the other one is
unconditioned things. Foolish mtals increase the net of various false views because
[they] cannot realize the exact nature of the conditioned and unconditioned things in

terms of ultimate reality and they delusively grasp the intrinsic natures of all things.

[T30, 268027 ) .

For example, an unintelligent painter in the world paints a horror figure of a

demori>®r a woman. Because the eyes are trouhdethe mind is confusefthe painter

1 (konghuad flowers in the sky indicates thabmething does not have an objective basis and is only

created by eye diseases. It is different from illusions which do not appear as they really are. See the
following explanation.

352 (bianjisuozhiparikalpita) is directly translated a&iniversalcalculations with attachmein
English by Nagao according to Chinese (Naga@ld hy a mi k a  alB6)l Howevgr heré] thia

translation simple translates it as 6imagined post

33 (yaochalyakd) is a kindof demons.
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mistakes the painting to be real. Due to such a mistaken attachment, the painter has either
fears or passions f¢the paintingk [Those fooly make various imagining on those

objects and increase the nets of thedaliews. If one can realize the unmistaken nature

of the conditioned and unconditioned things in terms of ultimate reality, it is like an

intelligent painter who is not attached to the truth nature dipieting$ and thus, is

different from[the prevous paintdr. With the net of the false view of the discriminating
objects of the conditioned and uncondition
silkworm in a cocoori>* Because thosirue naturesdo not exist, one is able to

accomplish the achievaant of norconceptual wisdom.

Il. The empty of Conditioned dharma

1. Theestablishment of formal proof statement

[T30, 268c0B

In order to clarify that meaning, conditioned things should be expounded first. Since
worldly [peoplé produce various conceptions on this object, the proposition has been

stated as, #Aln reality, conditioned things

produced by means of conditions. o

1.1 Thethesis

1.1.1 The definition of conventional reality

**This analogy is commonly used in Buddhist literatures suckea& *0 v a t U (TH6s6ll1a26)
* Mah &t maask IfTT1382c08,*Ma h U p a i snli tfTdA%73al19, and so on.
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[T30, 268c0B

Herein, the existents which ordinary people universally recegraiso accept as
conventional reality. The causes and conditions wprolduceconventionablirect
perception¥are alsaecognized to exist® Because conditioned things such eyes, etc.
are subsumed in conventional reality, and peopleclikeherds, etacommonly perceive
conditioned things such eyes etc. to be real entities, in order to avoid the contradiction
with our own positionthat i r ect perception i s commonly pe¢

restrict the thesis.
1.1.2 The definition of ultimate ragt

[T30, 268c1} 7

3% (xianliang/ pratyakd)meanss d i r ect p e r c e pmediateoddiractperaeptioni s an i

approached by the five sergagans such as eyes, etc. See Th. Stcherb&skiglhist LogiqDelhi:
Motilal Banarsidass Publishers), 1994, 12~13. S.R. Bhatt & A. Mehrotra have a more déyaisaon
pratyaktd in their bookBuddhist EpistemologiVestport: Greenwood press, 2000), 25~48.
**This sentence tries to establish the conventional existences of eledientag$ such as fiveskandhas
twelve Uyatara and eighteed h U.tThose are athe cause and conditions to produce our sensual
experiences.
37 (shengyidiparanDr ) has translated as o6the ultimate real
chapter four in detail.
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The true meaning itself is called oO0reali't
thesis is] in terms of ultimate realityonditioned things are established as emptiness and
not in terms of conventional reality. Whatever is composed by various conditions and
fabricateonidstcahleeddtdi ngsodo and exteptr s t o
the portion of dharma mediacluding space, analytical cessation, famalytical

cessation, and thusne$e.

1.1.3 The exclusion of conventional delusion

[T30, 268c1}p

Here, the fliscriminaing condition]is further to exclude conditioned things which
are created by delusions such as misagel are accepted [as delusion] by other schools.
If those [mirages, etc.] are established as emptiness, the thesis will commit a fault of what
has alreag been accepteti’ While the conditioned things of imagined postulations are
considered by others to have a true nature in terms of the ultimate reality, they are

established [by us] here to be empty. In the following, conditioned things of the eyes

%8 This sentence is to define thesa | toeditionédthings 6 | n B u dodditionednthing ardnet
simply referred to the experienced phenomena, instead they are referred to the elements which composite
the phenomena. Hence, Poussin translated thes@rskita as conditioned elements in English. Kl
Potter.Encyclopedia of Indian Philosophies (Relhi: Motilal Banarsidass Publishers), 1996, 385.

%9 (xukongkhan): space,  (zemiepratisaik h y U n iQrapatytical cessation, (feizemie/
apratisaik h y U n Qrnonatalytical cessation, (z h e n r u): thuaneds.Thotk four elements
belong to unconditioned things.

30 A5 indicated before, this mistake belongs to one of thintge mistakesTom J. F. TillemansScripture,
Logic, Language: Essays on Dharmakirti and His Tibetan Succé$3oston, Mass: Wisdom
Publications, 1999), 57
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media wil be taken as an example to argue for its empty nature in terms of ultimate
reality. There is a difference between empty and delusive appearance which possesses no

intrinsic nature. That is our thesis.
1.2Example

[T30, 2682 .

The various illusory things such males, females, goats, deer, etc. produced by various
conditions do not have a salature but manifest like they possessélfnature]. The
formal proof presented with both the property to be proven and the #&#&samrnished
with a par al | € Aceoxdiagqipwhat théyicdrrésposd ta thedproperty
to be proven and the reason are conventionally designabedsimilar’® Because they

are conventionally designated to be similar, one should not criticize thatdle¢

301 (suolifas Ud hy a ineansvhaat t o be established. Here, it r
conditioned thingsdonothaveaselat ur e. 0 Her eaf t erthepropertytobel | be tran
p r o vireEmglish. (nenglefas U d h a n a)dnbaasrwined is able to prove. It refers to
reasoning, Aproduced by causalityo in the proposit

Buddhist logic. Hereafter, this term will be translated as the reademgitsh.
%2 There are two kinds of examples: parafilar) and countetdissimilar)examples. The parallel
example possesses the same situation with the thesis. On the contrary, the counter example possesses the
opposite situation from the thesis.parallel example is to support a valid reasoning. This sentence tries
to establish the three branches of the Buddhist logic form, i.e., a thesis, reasoning, and an example.
353 Herein, theproperty to be proveis the thesis, and the reasonisthe example i | | usi ons. 6
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domainshould possess the entire character of the source ddth&or. example, when

[ someone] speaks of t he stifulhkelthe maoh etherst he wo
should not argue that the womandés face sho
According to the rule of the ending®of the

In such an order, the half verse summarizesgtbposition]; hence, there are no faults.
1.3 Reason

[T30, 268c2F

().

In regard to the proposition that whatever thing is produced by means of conditions,
in order to establish Athe reasBecause[all[] | st a
things] are produced by means ofy cause and
condi t i o Halthings] ddeua and namifest through conditions. In order to

remove dissimilar existents, the counterexample should be estabfi&8Bedause there

364 Lakoff and Johnson propose the idea that metaphorical language does not highlight all parts of the
6tenord, the original subject, which they refer to
domain are not us e dsandrondepisethatbare éntoked byehd wordt th vehictwtloey d
refers as the source domain(Lakofttheamwd maomidssdmcrO+

beauti ful l' i ke the moon, dmaddidtie sdurmecdendainusedta he t ar get
construct the concept of the face. The part which needs to be highlighteshfromis the meaning of
beauty, and the parts which are not to be included

35 The old Buddhist logic is composed of fiveahches: the thesis, reasoning, example, combination and
conclusion. However, in the late development, Buddhist logic only employs the previous three branches
which are the thesis, reasoning, and examfpl@sakawa251~25¢. This sentence means that in artte
complete the logic form, the parallel example have to be brought out.

366 (yipin/ vipaKtd) meandlifferent kinds or counter existences, for example water and fire are
different kinds.
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are no dissimilar existent&’ the purpose of removing has been accomplished. Hance
[counter example] is not stated. During a debate, there is also no fault if the dissimilar

existents are temporarily used to establish the inferential valid cognition [or infet&hce]
1.4 The establishment of inferengen u mUn a #ap r a mU

[T30, 269a0p

369

A

Here, how to establish the inference? Answen t er ms ie,ultimateeal i t y o6
reality), the nature of the ey@sedia is empty because it produced by conditions. Things
which are produced by conditions have an emptyrselft ur e i n terms of Or
a common knowledge shared with congjiand so forth. For example, after mighty
incantations or magic powers have been performed on herbs, trees, and rocks, those
conditions make various figures such as males, females, elephants, horses, palaces,

gardens, water, fire, etc. manifest. The beahet the natures of those various illusions

%7 That is because that all conditioned thing are produceaitions without any exception.

%8 (biliang/an u mUmrmadmWhi ch can be translated as 6inferen
inferenceper cepti ond means achieving result byohn nferenc
D. Dunne.Foundations oD h a r m & RhjlasdplyBoston: Wisdom Publications, 20025~28.

369 (fangyi ap r a m)Uhdamsonscientiousness, mindful.etc.
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deceiving the fools are no

t real i s

not a

dharmanatures are not perceived by eyes. All dharmas produced by conditions possess

no selfnature. The wise knows the nawof things by knowing interdependent arising.

The one who knows the nature of thing knows emptiness. The one who knows emptiness

sees the wisene (e.,t he Buddha). 0 He

conditiors are not occurring because thdy not produce a seffature. The proposition

of conditions is the proposition of emptiness. Those who know emptiness will not be

loose 0O

2. Responding to criticism
2.1 Responding to nihilistic criticism

2.1.1 Responding to the criticism of destroyimgeentiors

[T30, 269a1B,

370

[ Obj ecti on: ] Here, those

conditioned things are established as emptiness, there will be no fornitsisdtke

us

ing rabbitdéds horns as a

further says, AT
people who insi:
perceived object

reasonable at all. Thus, the various direct perceptions of the likeness of forms should not

370

(xinliang/ pratyakdd m p mexrmdla rdisect fierceptiom
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be produced. However, those [obje¢i®. form9] t rul 'y appear in each
direct experience. Therefore, your thesis contradicts dhaanae, makes thmistake of

invalidating direct perception, and makes the mistake of invalidating common

perceptions. That is, you insist that things which all cowherds, etc. can commonly

perceive such as the substance of eyes, et

[T30, 269a1B.

[Answer:] those wise men now should eliminate the poison of the sectarian bias and
think about [this] with the wisdom of the midd[2oes thehesis | set upontradictdirect
perception produced i n tchngradictbedirectparcepgtion of o
produced in the continuity of othef$?In regard to the bias that [my thesisintradics
the direct cognition produced bythedomtui ty of oneébés own sel f,
selfnatures of the various direct perceptions are empty in terms of ultimate reality
because they are produced by conditions. For example, direct perceptions in dreams are

not a real direct perception. Ha¥ my thesis does nobntradictdirect perception

produced in the continuity of oneds own se

3 (xiangxuprabandhd directly means continuity. However, h

mind and body. Hencé, he continuity of oneds own self simply I
of others means other people.
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[T30, 269a2]l .

In regard to the assertion that [my thesihtradictghe direct percemn produced
in the physicaimental continuum of others, [my answer is that] it will be reasonable to
say that the extra appearances perceived by the one who has impuame@ysseal hair,
fly, a moon perceived by the one who has adigeaseare illusory appearances and
violate direct perceptiol.herefore, my thesis does not violate the direct perception

produced i n -menth eontisumidhysi cal

[T30, 269a2B

If [your assertion regarding tleentradiction]is commonly referred to the
conventional diregberception of fools and so omy thesi$ does not reject
conventional existencélence, (my thesis) violates nothing. Thus, it is not tru¢yiou]
to claim thaf my thesi$ violates common perception.[ifou] claim thatimy thesi$

violates the common understanding of my own doctrine, it is unreasonable. That is

372 The MHK has the same description as the pasddgK(I11.251~252). Malcolm D EckelTo See the
Buddha: A Philosopher's Quest for the Meaning of Empti(fess Francisco, Calif.: Harper San
Francisco, 1992), 27.
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because my own doate agrees witlfimy thesi$. Even if my thesis violated our

doctrine, it should be considered to violate our own school and should not be considered

to be a mistake of violating common cognition[yibu] claim that ny thesi$ violates

the commonunderstadi ng of ot hersd doctrines, it 1is

all thess are produced to refutethe oomon under st adoarine$.g of ot he

[T30, 269b0B .

If [you] claim that[my thesi$ contradics the common cognition of cowherds and so
on,again it is not reasonable. All Buddhists stand for the thesis that all formations are
momentary, and all things are selfless and there are no living beingg. lig&e
claim, AAI Il dfiorfnesr epnas stersuse diftfhé@ttkenrytOss ub st a
claim, fiftdllectitself is not mental phenomena and substantially existent before its
occurring af[Accadng tb yoar bhjection, hbse[theoried and sdforth

which promote the doctrines of their own sects should be consideredttadict

$"%According tov a it Sedhéasy, colofform (r T pbaing a physical composition belongs to the second
category gunap a d Jaf theaseven categoriesaptap a d Y Diffeaent colorforms are composed of
different substanceslavyg such as earth, water, light, air and void which are classified inrtte fi
category dravya p a d (I Radhakrishanindian Philosophy(New York: Humanities Press INC, 1971),
194~195.

3"According toS Uk h y Boshiwhich is a composition of both material and spiritual substance is the
basic source of obtaining knowledge. 1hi$2~263 & 294~297.
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common cognition. However, we should not consjtlegir theories t@ontradictthe
common cognitiohbecause they aflxaminethings in terms of ultimate reality. Thus, it

(the issuefoes not concern with the common cognition of cowherds.

Moreover,int he establ i shment of my thesis, o6ul
discriminating condition to apply tihe thesis we have established. Therefore, the

contradictions you speak of are absurd. Likewise, there is not a contradiction our thesis.

2.1.2. Respnding to certain opponents

[T30, 269b13

[ Objection:] Moreover, others say, Athe pi
reality, establish thatyesmedia, etc. are empty. This has the fault of the thesis haring a
unrestablished subject as well the fault of having an inferential reason with an un

established | ocus. o

[Answer:] This is not reasonablBecauseowherds can commonly know that the
eyesmedia beingised as example to accomplistf thesi$ have been establish@loy

ug to bethethesis andthus,[the eyeamedia argthe reasonind.The mistake you
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indicatq is botha counterfeitnistake of an invalid subject and a counterfeit mist#ke

an invalid reason.

2.1.3. Respondintp the conflict betwees v a b hndpraat 0t yasamut pUda

[T30, 269018 )

[ Objection:]The contempti B¢ fNyai y@yimlsa o
nature, eyes, etc. are all empty because they are produced by contfigari®w can the
eyes, if they are empty, be produced by conditions? If they are produced by conditions,
how can their nature be empty? Because the thesis and the reason are contradictory to

each other, there is the fault of contradi

[Answer :] If this is[your formal reasonirigo indicate and correct the fault of our

thesis in order to show that our reason does not haweilar example or cannot be

®The Chinese tedmcdéin have two i nt e Semeeontanpibens. The
Nyai yUyi ka.d6 The second onfe isdo68amebeeawlbinseseot
forNyai yUyi ka. Howevreat,urien, atbthe dShaarrvmas tliitledi ns al so
6 which means the Acactoirodnianlg otnoe Hhna vtyhai Gss craesteo.r t whi ¢
the assertion that the words (sound) are permanent, the opponents should be somede riidsnU

School. Thus, O6Someone who is not rational may be
in his reconstruction adopts the first interpretat
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established,your thesis has the same problgRFor examplefyoulc | ai m, sisound i
eternal because all existences oflean sounflar e i mper manent . 0 Thi s
[sound is not included in all other existence. The unclear reason cannot be adopted as a
reason. Because sound should be included in all existences, it doesenatdzasllel

example. How can anything be both permanent and not included in all existence? This is

not reasonablg¢in my thesig,si nce Oari sing through condit]
example of illusion are things that are generally understoodefidner the reasoning and

example are both established. In this case, your criticism cannot satisfy intelligent people.
2.1.4 Responding to the proponewtso advocateelf-nature

[T30, 269b2]

[Objection:]The proponents ¢fhe ided of self-nature, moreover, state the following
objection, fAYou have t osfacoltylmepatsfahdyesr e i s a
faculty] possesses activifif® Things thatdo not possess naturgs not have activities,
such as the son of a barren womHme g/esfaculty has an activity because they produce
eyeconsciousness. Since the reason of activity has been stated, one must ascertain eyes

to have¥natures. o

37 The Sanskrit for activity is a k U (Sastrir4a.s)
$"Accordingb t he description, the opponent-Zofthyere coul d
dissertation.
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[T30, 269c01

[Answer:] if [the nature youmention is the nature which is perceived by the
uneducated knowledge of cowherds, in terms of caiwves reality, eyes are established
to possess a nature, and then you established what is already proved. If it is established
according to ultimate reality, there aresimilar examples. You only establish the
intended object through negation of hetenogous instances. This does not make sense.
For example, those who support the per mane
because it has the nature of being heard. A vase and so forth is impermanent because it
has no nature of being heard. Since soutdesar d, i ts nature i s per|
the parallel examples thean be known conventionallythgifr eason, O0because
possessing activityod i3#Thareforsyeaverghingspchesont r ad

eyes and so forth included within waly conventiondasseli-natures.

2.1.5 Responding to criticism of reason and example

3’8 The logic of this argument could be as following: accordindpdése who support the permanence of
sound, a vase, even it possesses a function,seot manent because it cannot be
functionsd is a mutually contradi ctaiumeyontheason beca
contrary, others use to support impermanence.
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[T30, 269c0B

[Objection:]Ot her s a gErereasomabdihe example dre all included in the
thesis, 6conditioned things ar e [thenthediby. 6 Be

has the fault ofhe lackofi nf er ence. 0

[Answer :] this verse speaks in a gelenanner of theognition as theffect.
Within the observation and establishiiogmal proof statementgyes and so on, each
one will individually be established as their own thesis. Hence, there is no such a fault.
There is also no any fault to esighlthe main thesis that all conditioned things are
empty. The reason 6produced Bthus ibisrmbi ti onso
invalid. If[Isaid, fNeyes are empty becadnamasinhei r nat
possesses a faulMy thesig does notack an example. lllusions are{amples. If the
example, illusionswas established as thesis, | would have the fault of establishing what

has been proved.

2.1.6 Responding to criticism on reason

379 The two sides mean the proponents and the opponents of a certain thesis.
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[T30, 269c15.

[Objection:]Someone with less knowledge abje s , AFor the thesis t
conditioned things are empty in their natu
existence, its nature is also empty. Thus, the reason has the fault of being

unestab® ished. o

[Answer:][According to your rejectiohmy [6 r e a s]saemsrtagbé invalid but in
reality, it is not unestablished. For example, the disciples of the Buddha set up the thesis
that there is no self in all formations because there are causes. Someone can criticize,
Abecause t he edaaldoensatioasr aand hencendd aot havesatiires, it

has the fallacy of unestablishpeéasoi. 0

380 This sentence means that because the reasoning is also empty, it caatiu fiznction to support the
thesis.

186



TheS Wkhyasset up the thesis that the thgeédasi.e. rajas, sattvaandtamasare
the nature of all things because they are different from mehédomend® Someone
objects, AThe reason Oment al phermsatwmenad i s

etc. as its nature. Thus, there is the fallacgrainestablishefreasoh. 0

Mor eov er  fkas detap theahiesgehat sounds are impermanent because it is
produced. Someone objects, fAiThe 6éreasond e

impermanent, too. It has the fallacy of unestabligiheasol.

Although the opponents tiese various theses like the above seek the faults of these
philosophers, according to what has been stated above, they consequently cannot
inval i date ot her s o [ttoh eoprpioesse. |adtvHtickwihesdi rt hreesaess

can one establish an inénce to invalidate the theory that | desire to stite?

2.1.7 Responding to nihilistic argument of the reason

[T30, 269c2F.

31 Radhakrishasindian Philosophy262~265.
32 That is because amgasoning people provide will be self invalid according to the argument proposed by
those who have little wisdom.
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[ Objection:] Again, someone obj fgsahes, #dAl f
reasoning t he Oreasoningd6 cannot supptert what
empty nature, for example, the sound made by the son of a barren woman. This reason
has a problem of seifivalidation. If[you] say tha{the reasoningis recognized by the
opponent sects as a valid reasoning, it is also not logical. That is bec&erses of the
opponent sect§the reasoninjd because wofattuhedemchpy not hav
object®®1 f Obpectd could be adopted as reasoni
because there is no nexistence’® If the object manifested by ilsions could be the
reasoning[it will be invalid becaugethe sound of the son of a barren woman does not
exist. This example has nothing to support. Moreover, the sound madadyjic
manifestation has the problem of instabilities because it can atisbnmgfinite matters
of pleasures for sentient beings. It is not that a reason can be established as reasoning
only with the opponent s 0/[repsoronindr theeestablshed her t

[thesig cannot be accomplished. It is like the indaieasoning in other sects because it is

destroyed by contradicting inference. Hence, a big mistake always follows.

33 (yi/ artha): An object or meaning.

34 This sentence means that rexistence cannot be considered to be a type of existences, andithence,
cannot be a reason to support a thesis.
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[T30, 270a0F.

[Answer ] for example[in Buddhisn} knowledgé®is classified into the category
of factors disassociated from thought because it is subsumed in the factor of formation
like the nameorm.3®[In theV a i/l&eschod], space is impermanent becaitss
dependat upongufas For examps, [intheSatkk h y U s thetselfdslestablished on
the basis of earth, etc. but not on thougktausehoughtwhich is ultimately existens
notanexperiential thingSuch kinds of arguments invalidate all theflgksy desire to
propos¢ because nstakes always follow. Hence, the reason which must be accepted by
bothparties [of a debatgcan be called reasoning. According to this lopicy thesi$

does not have the fault that you accused.
2.1.8 Responding to criticism on the proposition

[T30, 270a1B

385 (feixinxiangying/cittaviprayuktageskta) means the factor dissociated from thought.

(hui/p r a)jintthe Buddhist systems of classifications of existence sudh lh i d hawamako Sa
Paricaskandhaprakars classified into the category of mental factaait(asik)). However, herein, it is
classified into the category cittaviprayuktasamskaréactors disassociated from thoupfthis
sentence should be-examined.

36 (mingsheh n U ma)ls ang af theeittaviprayuktasé sklra and means narderm.
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[Objection:]Some others who are not skilful in logical argument, in order to show
thefaultofour t hesi s, further st atnaturdshreemptyg,| | owi r
the property to be proved (U d hapdahe reasors (U d h) eanrat be established, for
examplelike the sound produced from the son of a barren woman. Because the season i
subsumed within conditioned thindgs naturg which isthesame as the property to be
proved is also empty. Because the property and the reason are both empty, they are not

established. o

[Answer:] The accusation dhings in[our] thesisand reasondcuses on the self
nature otthingsin order to show the fault of our thesis. Their redsmainst upis not
accepted by both parties amdonclusive. Their example is invalifihose accusations,
just like what have been explained before, do not make sense. Althougitdpege

these accusation®gainst ul they cannot conceal the mistalaf their own thesis.

2.1.9 Responding to the critique on the function of language

(T30, 270a20)
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[Objection:]Others set up oth@rgumentdo conceal the faults of their thesaad
say thus, @aThe ,neethensecallgd emptinessofeonditioreed thirgs in
terms of the true nature has not been fully explaine@lll€onditioned things arempty
in terms of the true natudes the thesis, thetatemenyou usgto establish your thegiss
also subsumedithin the conditioned things and thus, must be unsubstantial like those
conditioned things. If the expression you have used is not unsubstantial, the conditioned

things must be not unsubstantial. These expresgyon use to establish your thgsis

invali date the thesis you have established
your own word*®’ For examplet he est abl i shment of the the
said is false.o I f 6in terms of the realit

then it will deprecate all things by considering them to be inexistent. That will become a

false viewo

[T30, 270a2p.

[answer:]Here, for example, it is said:

B7h 0 (Svavacanavirodhds, as mentioned before, the mistake of that the thesis

contradicts onebs own assertion
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One definitely relies on oneself. Who saiiat pne shoul§irely upon others?
A wise one is skillful to cultivatoneself and thus is able to obtain the

happinessf ascending to the heavetis.

[T30, 270a2p .

This verse speaks of the mind as a self in terms of conventional reality, and in terms
of ultimate reality, neself is established. The verse does not contradict its own words.
The fault of my thesifthat you indicate abods just like this situation. The thesis
mentions the existence of eyes, etc. in terms of conventional reality and in terms of

ultimate reality, establishes #lings as emptiness. Thus, there is no fault in the thesis.

Forexamples o meone says, 0 Aredorn muswonsequentigeei ngs t h

The words thathe Muni speaks are not fals@he Munj himself having been born must

gastri English transl ati on therproteciotchuid there be? Thiosgh t he s ¢
the proper training of the sé8.f, the wise reach he
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consequentll i e because | i fe arHere]dhe thésis hesseteupnot s e
can approve his own return to death. Becghisereturn to deaihs established by the

thesis, there is no contradmti in his own words. The faulygu indicaté¢ in my thesis is

|l i ke the same si t ua trmsmfrealityl conditiones thipgsar@ osi t i o
empty because they arise through condition
thesis are emptgs wellbecause they are produced by conditions. The words are not

separate from conditions. The words thatldgth the thesis are able to prove that the

words themselves are empty in nature. Becfigeemptiness of worfiss established by

the thesis, there is no fault of invalidating my own thesis.

[Likewise]a Br ahman says, iBhagavUn! |l do not
says, AiBr ahman! Do you accept your own the
own thesis and says, @Al do not recogni ze a

own thesishe has the fault of invalidating his own words. The fault does not happen in

all such cause®?®

[T30, 270b13

39 This is a very famous story from tiieg a @ral cited again and again by the later texts (T2,449a).
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Onsome occasionsheBh a g svalyrs , A Al | f oromaaoniathens ar e
occasionsies ays, AAll formations ar eariinmgndr manent
cessatono | f it was not | i ke the explanation e
fault when he says,elffalalndphenp@ememaa eaat e o6n ddo

have such fault becaufiae thesifnegates both the natures of self and permanence of

formations.
The thesis intenddHe principl¢o f -belof 6 t o be permanent. T
happens in my thesis. The words O0the empt.i

promises an emptgature. This corresponds to the meaning we have promised.
Therefore, the reason with which you accuse that our words invalidate our own thesis

cannot be established.

Moreover,[anothefe x amp | e Jk sy © $ a caitv@gtc. themature of all
phero me na. S o0 me o n esattwazgetg. isthb intensid naturdé df dll phenomena,
the expression to establish their thesis should alsod#ixa,etc. to be its nature. If
those[sattva,etc] are not the nature of the words of the thesis, they dhmtlbe the

nature of &FPHowaqvdr ¢hareisre sueh fault in the thesis.

39 According to the philosophy 8 .k hy Us, al |l phenomena are aemposed o
Sattva, rajasandtamas Radhakrisharindian Philosophy262~265.
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Just like (intheBuddha 6 s t )ethedhesiswhickstablisheso-self and
impermanence of conditioned things does not have the fault those opponents indicate.

Thisthesis does not have such a fault because it has been established.

(T30, 270b25)

[Objection:]Furthermore, those theorists, instead of saving their own thesis, object,
Alf in terms of reality, conditioned thing
nonr eal ity of conditioned things should be

[Answer] This reproach cannot cover the fault of your own thesis by misleadingly
indicating the fault of othersdé theses. It
cannot prove his guiltlessness, DbThisgis accuse
not a speech through a careful consideration.

[Objection:]They furthestate Al f t he pr ogobraalityalon t hat i1

conditioned things are inexistent is the thesis, it will deprecate all things by considering

them to be inexistent. Tha wi | | become a false view. o0
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[Answer:] Here, the meaning of my thesis has been fully demonstrated before. That
is, there is a difference between empityglack of intrinsic natureand false appeararse
Not all existences are considered to be inexistéot should not make such an

objection.

2.1.10 Responding to theorists who are clever and arrogant

[T30, 270c0B

[Objection:]Moreover, some other theorists who are clever and arrogant state the
foll owing objection, #dAlf all conditioned t
illusions which are empty and possess nosatlire, this means that they are inexiste

The attachment to inexistence becomes the viewoengni st ence. 0O

[T30, 270c0B
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[Answer:] They are willing to conceal the fault of their own thesiebtablishing
this reproach[The thesis anthe reproachboth possess faults. The thesis established by
the theorists of neemptiness slanders ultimate reality and hence, possesses a great fault.
The empty my thesis brings out i1s to highl
isonyugd to negate Osubstance. d® Beyond this
demonstrate other meanings. For example, w
f a b r[othetd shpuld not interpret this proposition to express black silk fabric gnd b
means of this interpretation even indicate
[functonof t he words, O6Not white silk fabrico

beyond this function, there is no other faculty to express black, red|aw\glk fabric.

In the present propositiofthe thesifavoids eternalism regarding conditioned things
in terms of ultimate reality by negating intrinsic nature, imnthe same manner,
regarding conventional realify [the thesikavoids the view of ihilism by negating ne
intrinsic nature. It avoids two extremes by negating both intrinsic nature and no intrinsic
nature. In order to avoid the faults of other delusional attachments, all objects that a mind
functions on have to be negat®dWhen the objets[the mind works chceasethe mind

itselfimmediately cease

¥The Chinese t ed mavacittagocaran Sanskriwhich means the object on whithe
mind works
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[The Buddhfononeoccasi on told Unanda thato attach
eternalism, and the attachment to maure would falto nihilism.3*? On arother
occasion[the Buddhit ol d KUSyapa that existence was 0O
another’®® According to thel g a aral those reasons which have bstted the thesis |

establishldoes not have the fault of view of nihilisavhich isdefiled by excrement.

2.1.11. Respornidg to the people who cannot endure a mass of faults their

thesis

[T30, 2702}

[Objection:]The people who cannot endure a mass of faults assembling at thei
thesis, inorder to cover uptheir mistaké, again, make the following statement,
AAl t hough the theori st s-condeptwmmizdonnheyss fr equ
always discriminate the empty nature of composite andndhiboned things. Because
that [discrimination] becomesnimagining postulation with attachment, they destroy the
thesis they intend. [Answer:] this argument has been rebutted, and fmentkesi$ has

no such fault.

392|n Tsaahan( Yno. 193, The WBuanddaa! sTthaea esssertion of the
the eternalism, andttes serti on of the inexistence of self fall
from those two extreme and corresponds to the middle p@ih, 444c)

¥The ordinary people depend on two ki nodrmgactedfas bases
existing or norexisting. Because they are attached to what is to be contacted, [there results the views of]
existence (eternalism) or naxistence (nihilismfT2, 85c)
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2.1.12. Responding to some other opponents

[T30, 270c2]

[ Objection: ] Ot hers f ur t Himessyaargue orfroni | s t h e
the perspective of the ultimate or the conventional existences? The reasoning cannot be
valid both from your own side and the oppo

[Answer:] The[reasofthat are accepted by both sides are not different from each
other and accepted as subject that is characterized as an unparticularized generality by the
one who knows logi¢® Hence, our thesis you object seems to have the fault of being
unestablished, butt i s not reall y unes tikassetupsthee d . For
thesis that sounds are impermanent because they are prétfutieel proponents of
eternal sound i ndi EThet] discimmate the rebsoninfpfthelb y s ay i

thesig by asserting thatjound$ are produced by a throat or sticks, etc. Thus, the

**The Chinese dedimr déictly means Ot hieinsteadef the bchoolofn der st a
Nyai yUyi ka. o
3% Nandalal Sinha. tran. h e W &iaS eS 1 tAD d @elhir Sudhidea Nathbasu, M.B., 1986), 97~99.
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explanation for t he *Teesdahyadscorgider that thedite s uc c e
sentient faculties such as the ability of smelling, etc. are not compbsebbr-forms

becawse they are the basic faculties like the mental facdtfff.he opponents ar g
reason that those facis can be the reason is because they are basic faculties like the

five great elements @attva,etc. Such reasoning cannot be established forthethown

and opponentsd sides. 0 Those two theses do
they are not really unsuccessfully established. The present situation is like this.

2.1.13. Responding to the critique of the example

[T30, 271a0p

w L

[Objection:]Other theorists, because their minds are confused by arrogant
intelligence and the cupidity of their ovthesis, are not able to figure out the distinction
between the treasure of skillful speech and the filthiness of their own theory, and
delusively indicate the fault of the examp
elephants, horses, rabbigtc. which are transformed and manifested from matters such

as flowers, fruits, rocks and so on by magic mantra and medications are not considered to

39 since both sides (thé a i fl&se and their opponents) accept the same reason (sound are composed), for
each of them, there is no any reason to indicate t

97 paccordingtotheSUk hy Us, t he fi ve o rirgiiya) suchoas thepfunctiensgssighon (j T a
hearing, etc. are not composed of physical elements. Radhakrisiagan Philosophy270~271.
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be empty in nature by our schd8tHence, the example is missed because there is
nothing to be establisbelf [you] rebut that because the illusory elephants, horses and so
on do not possess the natures of those real elephants, horses etc., they should be
considered to be empty. Eyes, etc. are in the same midntie¢hose which do not

possess other naturase considered to be empty, the thesis has a fault. As soon as the

thesis is establishefthe faulfi s accompl i shed. 0o

[T30, 27a1b

400

[Answer:] This reproach is not true. Those figures of elephants, horses and so on
are produced by various conditions, i.e. the flowers, fruits, rocks transformed by mantra
andmedicines. Because those elephants, horses and so on are empty in nature, they can

be used as examples. The mearofghe examplgis successfully established.

3% That is because flowers and fruits are existent.

39 This argument means that althougheyes ur ce does not possess othersd n
self-nature. Hence, it should not be considered to be empty.

*The contrast between the conventional things and the magical appearances can be found in the verse 77
of MHK. P. Hoornaert. @An AnnotAhdyeak Urriakn$/I98adrickoanj ol Wa
Kanazawa Dai gaku.KBuWmdg K ketgigakwheha28 (2002), 128.
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| f you further object, fAEven though thes:
magic do nopossess the nature of those real elephants and horses, etc., it is wrong to
infer that the nature of thefeeal elephants efcare empty because the nature of those
[magic elephantselca r e e mp {yqu.se¢Dat i Sbrething appears as a certai
figure, the nature of this certain figure must exist. The example will be the flowers and

fruit that you accept. o

If thus, the formgsuch as elephants, horses,]gtcoduced by magic should possess
the nature of those real elephants and horses.tirli@y do not possess them. Therefore,
it should be known that those forms such as elephants, horses, etc. produced by magic are
empty in nature. Thus, the examples we mention are really existent. There is no fault of
proving what has already been estslidid since our thesis is that conditioned things such

as eyes etc. are empty in terms of their intrinsic natures.

2.1.14Responding teomeone who insistupon alifferent idea frorST ny at U

[T30, 2712y _ )
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[Objection:]Moreover, some others who possess the knowledge different from
S1 n ymanifést the fault of the exampl®m a differenfpoinf, A Even t hough t
illusory people are not real people, and hence, they are considered to be empty, the nature
of those illusory people are not empiyat is because there are the figures of those
illusory people manifesting. Aceding to this reason, the thesis you set up is invalid

because the example is not valid.

[ Ahswer:] Now, we should question them, i
produced fr om ¢Theodportedfanswer , ndbY@®, they ar.
fro m ¢ o n d[The autharsspoadsTif so, what is delusion[Delusion is thgt
something does not exist as whappears D gyoutsegthat eyes, etc. are produced
from conditions and do not exist ey appearThe example is valid, and thusetthesis

of nonnature is valid. You have to accept.

[T30, 271b0%

[ Objection: ] They answer, fAWe should not
not real people. Through a carefuialysis relative the real people, thefskusory
peoplg are considered to be empty because they are illusory. In your case, you did not
establish other eyes, etc. separated from the conditioned things of eyes. If you did so,
through a carefuhnalysis, relative to thosedmposite existence of eyethese gyed

are considered to be empty in nature. In such a situation, it can be accepted
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[T30, 271b0Y

[Answer:] Although there is no other eyes, etdich separat from the eyes we
mention, thos¢hings are produced by conditions with an empty nafdte to this
reason, the U d Kpyoperty to be proved) and the reason are both established. By means
of this exampleit is enough to prove the meaning of the example. If you now
differentiate qualities athe subject fronthe example tileads to the fault of
differentiating similarity’®* That will reveal the little knowledge of the opponents. For
e x amp | e, Akds msist thaasouBais impermanent because it is composed, like a
pot. Those opponents should not object, AA
Because it can be med, seen, broken by a striking of a stick and so on, it is
impermanent. Sound is different from that and hence, is not impermanent. This is the
differentiation qualities of subject from example. It also leads to a fallacy of the

differentiating the simdrity. Therefore, you should accept the empty nature of eyes, etc.

“Yn The Reinterpretationdiy Uy ap ¢ ave Sa ) . (the fault of
differentiating similarity is one of the fourteen faults in which the opponents mistakenly discriminate the
reasoning and attack a thesis. In this case, all existences, (i.e., eyes, etc.) and illusory existence are in the
same category in terms of produced by causality. Howeweigpgponents attack the thesis by
differentiating them (X53, 855).
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because empty of intrinsic nature is not separate frorbasiereason of dependent
arising. Furthermore, the idea that figures whappeamust have natures has been
negated previouslyere, it would be the same situation. Therefore, what you say cannot

save the fault of your own school.
2.1.15 Responding ® Wkhyas

[T30, 2710b2]

[Objection:]So medk ByUnlssk e such objection, fAWe est a
congregation ofransforners such asMahat, etc. is something to be manifest&d.
6Because of causal productiond cannot be e
possess all naturegrékiti). Every substare (rakrti) pervades in all existences. Those
illusory people also have this natupedki). If this is considered to be empty in nature,

there is no Harallel example.?d

[T30, 271b23

%210 S Wkhya philosophy, all phenomena are composed of the twiaretgubstances. Hereipurut
(spiritual self) angbrakiti (selfnature) are the even more fundamental smoswhich can transform
themselves (patlUma) into other elements. Thus, these two e
Radhakrishanindian Philosophy266~276.
“93 Since nothing is not pervaded psakrfi even an illusion, there is no parallekenple for the thesis of
emptynature.
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[Answer :] Here, the senses of coldosms (upa) will be taken as an example to
observdgyour theory. The senses of coldorms are not simple reflected by perceived
objects[The sensdsare different according to different conditions. For example,
according to the different conditions such
willingness, etc.there are different pssuch as big or small sizes. Thus, according to the
different conditions such as eyes and etc., the senses of@oiw change differently.
According to the sensitivity of eygense and also the different color of objects such as
blue etc., the sense of the likeness of blue appears differently. The manifested matters to
be perceived, in the conventional world, do not change according to those conditions, for
example, various matters such as a loop, or a bracelet manifestedriyy, ankedicine
beans, and sun. The sense of céboms is differen{from thal. Just as the observation
of the sense of coloreyes etc. are the same. This meaning is really a conventionally
universal understanding. Hence, there is no any fault of nog lestablished in the

reason.

[T30, 27103
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Moreover, relying on manifested mater nonmanifested matters, do you mean,
AAl I matters possess all natureso? | f in
matters possess all natures, the manifested matter of a vase does not only exist in a vase
but also pervadsan a sink bowl lecause the manifested matter of a vase pervades all
matters. Thus, a vase should pervade countless hundred thoysjandgplaces. In a
vase, there should be the manifested matter of a sink bowl. Not only the manifested
matter of a vase has been refledtetialso the manifested matter of a sink bowl has been
reflected due to its big figure. A big matter should be transformed into a big reflection.
Because both the manifested matters of a vase and a sink bowl have been reflected, they
should not be obtaigein anytime and anyplace. Therefore, it is not laticr your

school to hold the idea that all matters possess all natures in terms of manifested matters.

[T30, 271c1}

If you hold that all matters possess all natures in terms efmamfested matters,

such an attachment has to be examined through an extensive observation in order to know
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its accuracylt should not be extensively observed because it may cause the problem of
wasting too much writing. Your doctrine also agreed that real people show the emptiness
of matter in which illusory people appear. Thus, my example does not havg arfdu

the meaningofempty at ur e we set Jlulpy Us deapd dnfid orm un S U
criticize my thesik It is not that every substance pervades in all existences because each
one must have a cause, i.e., the basis that a substance agooneljhus, the theory that

the substancep(aki) is the cause to produsattva, rajas, tamas, mahand other

elements should be extensively expounded. Due to the destruction of the assertion that
everysensefaculty pervades in all senswbjects, there ismthe substance gknse

facultiesin illusory people. It is not that the thesis of emptiness does not have a parallel
example. Therefore, you are deceived by demons to make such an assertion which has

become an illusory discrimination.

2.2 The critiques oparatantrain Y o g U &dhaook

2.2.1 The YogUc®Bdinyaitwterpretation of

[T30, 271c2}

[ Obj ecti on: ] Ac ctohredoirnigs ttso, Ytohgebhombhsides an as s
conditioned things to be empty in terms of the reality beciheg are produce from
conditionsl f t hi s statement means, 0Al I condi ti c

and not automatically produced. Hence, they are considerecetofiy in the sense that
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theydo not have intrinsic né&4%Yourstatemert h regar c

corresponds with the YogUcUra assertion an

[T30, 271c25

They further say, ftheheajtempbinessiskexactybasi s of
inexistent. This on the basis of which there is emptiness is really existent. Such emptiness
is what the teacher of gods and nfitve Buddhhe x act | y®t aught . o

This teaching intends to state that on the basis of depematemé®, the imagined
nature(parikalpita) is inexistent becaugéhe dependent natjrdoes not havithe
imagined own nature’®” That is because it is not like that on the basis of what can

expound, there are things which can be expounded, and it is also noatike the basis

404 (shengwuxingitpattini® v a b h)wranslaged as that (they) do not have intrinsic nature with

regard their origination in English. It is one of the threenomt ur e doctrine of YogUcOUr
interpre the doctrine o6 T n yirethe®r aj T Up U r as meéll as’hsoiding niilism¥ o g U< Ur a
theorists proposed the teaching of three natures and thrematmesSad hi ni r mofhenas | t r a
chapter of all dharma characteristics) (T16, 693a~b).

“®The s e Onthenbasts of tht, (there is) emptiness. That is exactly inexistent. On the basis of this,
there is emptiness. This is in factexistenti s o r i ¥ 0 g 8t U y36 GTBOD488c)lts Sanskrit
i syemia hi S1 nya.§ac acda a%TandybshddtteShnslei& rdylsthtians|Bion is,
AThat by means of which there is an empty is inexi
D. Willis. On Knowing Reality : The Tatitha Chapter of Aseg a Balhisattvabbmi : Translated with
an Introduction, Commentary, and Naté3elihi: Motilal Banarsidass, First Indian Edition,1982), 115.

406 (yitagi/paratantrg is translated as dependemturein English and is the second nature of the
three natures.

““The sentence means, fiThe dependent natRaWle does not
Hoornaert, fAbecause the dependent8nature does not
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of what can be expounded, there are words which are able to expound. On the basis of the
dependent nature, the imagined nature is originally inexistent. Tbeasb | ed o6t hat o
basis of which[thereije mpt i ne s s 6 i srimindted things, land sheyw\d@roty di s
have a selhature. These al | ed, 60On the basis of this, t
originating from conditions, and they have self natures. If [the dependent nature] does not
exist, it will become nihilisnt®

[T30, 27203

On what basis, what is considered to be empty? Things originating from conditions
are called the berdependence nature, and on the basis of this, the distinct natures of
color-forms, feelings, thinking and so forth are conventionally established to operate. If
this [otherdependent nature] is considered to be inexistent, the conventional existences

are inexistent. It becomes the view of nihilism. We should not talk to and dwel[tivh

“%®The same passage can be foundlitKandTjV-4 . Paul h o onotataneof t . A AN An
Madhyamakahrdayakarika/TarkajvalaV710 Kanazawa Uni versity Repository
19 (1999), 133, 140.
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one who asserts such nihilignthe one will descend into a lower realm and cause other

to descendiinto a lower realnj.**®

According to thdabové explanation, it ca be established that the natofe
imaginedpostulations is empty, and the nature of otltigpendence is existent. It
corresponds with the r i ght dependent gaiuie also . I f t
nothingbess t he emptiness is established, d you f

above, and also commit a faultsdinder ng t he Buddhads holy teac

2.2.2 Responding to YogUcUrin interpretat

2.2.21 QuesbningtheYogUc Urin interpretation

[T30, 272a1Q

[Answer:]Herein[I] even extensively debate with those who generate the vow in
other vehicles and other religions in order to obthégood teaching and be free from
stinginess and jealousnegst alone with those in the same vehicle. Because it is time to

debate, anfthe debateshould be discussed in short. The extensive argument has been

%9 The same description of this statement can be found in verses 82 and BB4.in Al f t hi ngs hav
inherent nature, conveaanhal designations also will not exist. He [who propound this] is a nihilist to
whom one should not talk and with whom one shoul d
[nihilist] himself destined for an unhappy existence, but he also leads otmeis oe r y.oHo@ri&eafs )
ATar kaj y»U4sl The.ogidal content is froBBH 46 (T30, 488c).
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given in the chapter dnter into the True Abrosia(of Heart of the Middle Way*°|
will not repeafthem al] because those who are afraid of extensive writings will be

unhappy.

[T30, 272all

What do[you] mean[when yo( say that because conditioned things are produced
from conditions and do not automatically occheyt are considered to be empty in terms
of the |l ack of intrinsic nature with regar
conditioned things such as eyes, on the basis of-démendencep@ratantrg do not
occur from causes, and thus, they@eananent and imperishable. Eyes, etc. are called
emptiness because theirselfat ur e does not exist.o You est

t he s c h-okoh ysa ,ofkd/z8iE6 en because they all accept this assertion?

1% According to Chinese commentaries sugh as . (The Commentary of
Said hi ni r mo)XauR4ob)i t r a . (The Light to Understanding the
Accompishment ofY o g U x(TJ#32b) . (Enter into the True Ambrosias one of the

chapter of thedeart of the Middle Way(Madhyamakedayak Ur i k U) .
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However, eyes, etc. are nousad to be empty instead they are empty in their own
nature. You should say that they are empty because ednigination and lack of
intrinsic nature, and should not say that in the sense of lack of intrinsic nature with regard

to their origination, theyeyes etc.) are considered to be empty.

Suppose that when they occur, they occur from intrinatare in the ultimate sense,
how can they be called 6l ack of intrinsic
are truly nororiginated,[you] shodd not insist the existent of the true nature of
consciousness because of lack of substadethus, there is a fault of negating your

own thesis.

If becausdthingg are automatically originating on the basis of otldependence,
they are empty and neexistent, they are considered to be empty,[#8sertioi still
commits a fault of establishing what is proved. If you insist that all things depend on
other conditionsi(e.,dependennaturg, they are not really empty. They should not be
called empness. It is different from ours. How can my assertion correspond with

YogUtbleari stsoé assertion?

2.2.22 Reinterpretation gbaratantra

[T30, 272a2F

“ nVasubwasihuldjsT a pt i mlhtexpaundihg thedpdriediature, it describes it as,
iThe ultimate r ¢atl iathchais divagslinlaccarchwath itsmiewn nasure, i.e.
vij fratre b h T t a t(E81,61a) Helce, (weizhishixingv i | mOp tmh iUt af)at hat U
is the perfecinature parinitbanng which means the ultimate reality.
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Furthermore, in regard to theghereidst at ement
emptiness is exactly inexistent. This on the basis of which there is emptiness is really
e X i s fthee meaning is as the followingthings such as eyes and so forth that
originate from conditions are conventionally considered to be real. They are the objects
(gocargper cei ved by common peoplebs cognitions:e
intrinsic-nature in the conventional reality.We examine them with the superior wisdom
from the ultimate reality, they are the same as the illusory people and possess no true
natur e. Hence, it is ¢$tleiedemplinéssiaéxactyn t he b a

inexistent. o Thneothefautofeternalisioi d fal ling i

[T30, 2720b0P

Justin the same mannasthea b ov e as s e ri$donsidered tb bet 6t hat o
inexistent in order to avoid falling into

existent in order to avoid falling into the fault of nihilism. That is to say, things such as

“2HoornaertiT ar k aj v-8 4104, fabtn@eol
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eyes and so forth produced from conditions alessmed in conventional reality and

hence, their intrinsic natures do exist. Unlike flowers in the sky which are completely
nonexistent, they are only established as emptiness in terfuliofate] reality.
Therefore, It is sact,th€hkesienempei basbsi
Such emptiness is exactly what the teacher of gods and men spoke. If the other

dependence nature is stated to have an intrinsic nature in terms of this sense, it is a right
teaching. Because of such a gwtureis agreed by us, the accumulations of fortunes and
virtues subsumed by the conventional designation, and that things on which the

conventions rely do exist, the conventional things also &Xist.

2.2.23 Paratantraas the conventional reality

[T30, 272b1D

However, they further say, Alf this is ¢
existences are inexistent. It becomes nihiligve. should not talko [those who assert
such nihilism} 0 S u c htheyindicatis Indt trug. If the nature of othdependence
is established as ex&nce in terms of conventionakplity], you establish what is already

proved. If it is established &istence irterms of ultimatergeality], there is no parallel

“33ee Sastri, 59¢otnote 121).
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example** Just like that the attachment of decisive nature has been removed, the
attachment of decisive namature should be removed, too. Herjgeyn] should not

accuse us of increasing or decreasing etlegrendence.

[T30, 272b1}

If [they] s a fEvenfihoughét he i nef fable true nature se
illusions established by our doctrine does not have a parallel éxatmgnes not mean
that the principle of the trueature separating from language, i.e., the establishment is
invalid*®*Hence, it does][Amwer]|fBoawheis dble ® desteoythet . o
attachment of the trueature separating from langugg®posed by other religious sects?
That is because tho$eeligious secfsalso propose the trugature which is not the object

perceived by our intellect and language.

[T30, 272b19

“parallel texts isthe verse 71 intlK, Ai f [t hi s i s arcgnventbhal[vathlf h ref er
[the error of] proving what is already proven will occur. If [it is argued] with reference to the ultimate

[truth], then there is no example and the reason is contradictory. P. Hopiin@eat r k a j ¥84loU 1\2.26 9
“BAccordingtoBo d hi s atof Weaghlhd Gmia b hi ifii,yanshi xi ngh amhOamhi | U
which i s tr annsatautreed saesp adrtahtei ntgr ufer om | anguaged i s 1t
from the conventional nature expressed by language (30,488c).
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If otherdependence by means of which all existences produced by conditions
possessed a seifiture in terms of ultimate reality, the illusory people should have the
selfnature of real people. If they are supposed to possessechathey, it would not be
logical, too. That is because a cow should not have the nature of a donkey. The
establishment of that nature of function and-hamction, true and untrue existences, and
nature and nmature are both subsumed [logpendennature]does not have aimilar
example; or it will be defiled by two faults after it has been established. Hence, it is not

logical.

[T30, 272b2% .

Moreover, conditioned things produced by conditions are considered to have a
nature in terms of ultimate reality because they are composed. Because the reasoning
[they are composé@pproves the emptiness of the nature and removes the existence of
the natue, the thesis you establisbntradics inference What have been produced by
conditions is commonly known as existences with a nature conventionally. If those
[nature$ are decisively considered to be ultimate existent, one should use this logic to
destoy that thesis. They also should not accept this thesis because it is not logical to

have two kinds of discriminations in terms of one ultimate reality.
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[T30, 272c0P

I n regard to what you say, Alt i s not |
which is expounded exists, and it is also not like that on the basis of that which is
expounded, that whi ch c an[otexrggouscboolg xi st s o,
do not have any doubt about thitence, this saying has to be removed. It has a fault to
establisi{thisthesis. Furt her more, in regard to what
nature of othedependence, the seaifture of the imagined posttat i ons does not
this thesis also belongs to tfee p p o n] thesis. Jleey do not have any critique on this

thesis. Hence, this saying has to be removed. It has a fault to edftidishesis.

[T30, 2720}

| f they assert, fnBecause the nature of t
attachment of what is able to expound and what is expounded has the capacity t
produce various defil ements, | Thosehoul d be
animals which cannot understand the correspondence between what is able to expound

and what is expounded also produce defilement due to the unreasonable attachment to
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the perceived objects. Because of that, they possess various capacities and pleasures,
and also have various subtle sacred speeches. The teaching of thefehmiynagined
natureonly benefits a small pajpf people]anddoesnot pervade all. Thus, | do not

establish ibnly as emptiness. The subordinated topic should be stopped. The main topic
should be debated. Thus, just as the reasons which have been explained, the empty self

nature of eyes has been established.

2.2.3. Reponding to some theorists

[T30, 272¢1}

Lal w L w L

[Objection:]Some other scholars objefit] f t he | anguage whi ch i
selfnature is really existent, you lose your thesis. That is because the rgasonin
becomes undecided. If is not really existent, it has nenselfre. It is not able to destroy
[self-nature]

[T30, 272¢1%

[Answer:]Thi s i s not true. nForasBxlainpibwe A t he B
should know that al/l that have been pronou
are neit herActordingeto such a nolbleatéashimg and the reasons which
have been expounded and will be expounded, in termtirofte reality, the true and

untrue both cannot be established. Therefore, there is no such fault like what you say.
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[T30, 272c1} .

Moreover, to respond to whgbu mean and the reason you say that because the
negated does not exist, the negating does notaxisell It is false that the negated can
exist when the negating does not exist. Only because the negated does not have a self
nature, the negating domeset exist, too. The only virtue of the negation is to show that
the negated is without intrinsic nature. It is not able to destroy the intrinsic nature of the
negated. For example, it is said, AA Bodhi

emptiness. Al t hings are themselves é&%hmpty of int

[T30, 272¢2}

w - w -

Again, for example, when the perceiver perceives the object, it should not be said
that because the perceived object such pischer, a cloth and so on does not exist, the
perceiver does not exist. It also should not be said that the nature of the perceived object

which did not exist before appears now.

[T30, 2722} ) ) .

“®This assertionisfrok USy a p a p@ie ¢ v-BdisteinlAlexanderBThe KU-yapAaparivar:t
MahUyUnasltra of.Etdhe tRa¢e n@ki,jmanZil m8wsaskantd in Chin
All e x alvd ar Slvisein(Shanghai: Commeia Press, 1926), 95.
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Moreover, the pairs such as the negating and that which is negated, proof and
refutation, and the mistaken and the unmistaken we establish are all conventionally
existent.If you reject that which is proved apdoof, you violate your own thesis. The
expression which is able to negate is not able to prove belthasxpressigndoes not
have a true nature, just like the sound made by the son of a barren woman. If you allow
that[the expressidns able to provehe inference, | do, too. That is because it is
conventionally existent which has been explained above. Let this extensive argument

end because those who dislike the extensive lengths are unable to retain it.

[T30, 27229

Therefore, the inferential perception mentioned above does not have those obstacles.
Hence, the established thesis, AThe eyes a
should bdogically valid. Furthermore, regarding the-sos t a b | i s h ebdcausee as oni
of produced by conditionso i-callechselhatureef e x an
of eyes. There are other reaspnhich can be thereasonjgguc h as &édestruct

6di fference because of conditi cacsudb, Oprodu
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occasionally. & On the basi[thoseordasohshaulsse r eas o

respond to and treat witfthose unrighteous viewshould be destroyed.

[T30, 273a0B

[Objection]Mor eover, someone says, fHAEyes reall
figures, causes and effects are all existent. Those which are empty in nature cannot
manifest the existences of figures and soThe eyes and figures immediately
perceived are presenting right now. Therefore, eyes, etc. are not empty in their true
nature. 0

[Answer:] If this thesis is based on ultimate reality, because it does not have parallel
example, the nature cannot be elsshled. If it is based on the true nature commonly
known in conventional reality, you establish what is already proved. Furthermore, the
parallel example is contradictory to the reasoning because a parallel example only has a

conventional nature.

3. Subconclusion
3.1 The emphessof all dharma

3.1.1 The emjtessof the twelveJy at an a
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[T30, 273a1p

Just as the eyeredia are empty in nature in terms of true nature, in the same
manneythefaculties such as ears, nose, tongue, body, mind, and perceived objects such
as color, sound, smell, taste, touching, and cognitions are also empty in nature. The one

who practices meditation should thus realize the empty nature.

3.1.2 The emmtessof all other dharmas

[T307 273alp J J J J J J J

Moreover, in terms of true nature, those such as aggeagaelements, conditions,
mindfulness, thorough abandoning, supernatural powers, faculties, powers, branches of
enlightenment, perfections, concentrations, mnemonic formula , various knowledge, ten
mightiness, fearlessness, exclusive dharma, omniscienchetdd be generally and
individually considered to be empty in natuf@e one who practices meditation should

thus realize the empty nature.

3.1.3 The empessof the assertions in other religions

[T30, 2723a1B s e e
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Also, the imagined postulations of other religions such as greatnessttaetfiment,
subtle elements, fundamental element, qualities, truth, virtues, actions etc. are all
subsumed in the twelvsource because their characteristiefbg to[the twelver

sourcé. The one who practices meditation should thus realize the empty nature.

3.2 Thewisdom obtained from meditatioBth Uv a n)Uma y 0

[T30, 273a2p

L

Thus, everthough some realize the emptiness according to the strength of reflection,
they still lack the strength of the wisdom obtained from meditation. For example, the
wings of a just born bird are not able to function. Hence, they have to diligently cultivate
the strength of practice. For example, those who havelisgase, because they taye
medicines, will purify their eyes and obtain the state of clear vision which is free from

rough hairsmosquitoes and flies.

3.3 The norconceptual wisdom

[T30, 273a2p
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Thus, because of diligently cultivating the strength of practice, one iscatdmove
the indecisive and wrong knowledge which attach to the figures of conditioned #ings.
long as the cultivation of the true meditation presents, one receives subtle joys and
happiness without relying on other conditions because of attachirgfigunes. Without
any attachment to all donatives, donators, and donatories as well as without attachment to
givers, receivers and the reward of giving, with the purification of the two kinds of three
sphered!’ one is able to diligently collethe two-fold countless accumulation of merits
and wisdom. One never seeks for present anepnesent rewards and never desires the
reward caused by the current events. When serving and offering [things to] the beloved
deities, [one should] not mistakenly considetue as the doer, self as doer or attach to

the lord of gods, atoms and so on. One always practices great giving.

[T30, 2730b0F

418 419

17 The first threespheregtrimaA hla-p a r i 9 areifts) givers andrecipients and the seconitiree
sphers aregivers, recipientsand the reward dajiving.
“®T he i cddadhisatfva should notattachtovaridubi ngs to perform donati on
everywhere irP r a jUT W pscripties. The best exampleligV a j r a ¢ evier the Butldha
expounds that one should perform all deeds without any attachment. See F. M. Ikl &@leddhist
Ma h Uy U n aSEB,Vot.49,4894), 111~144.
" Theideaofi The bodhisattva who holds the concept of se
real bodhi s at tPvraaojUfclapmcrifitiges. The follodings are some references (T7,
825b) and (T7, 1017a).
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Those things have been approved by means of the valid reasons which have been
expounded or will be expounded because all conditioned and unconditioned things, and
the negated and the negating are empty in their drRaatuse. For exampléhe
BhagavUn has said, AA bodhisattva should n
[ A bodhisattva] should perform giving with
further said, fiThe bodhisattva wholdhol ds t
not be called a real bodhThereignothingthaboneT he Bh a
can call a vav for the bodhisattvaehicle. Bodhisattvas do not even diligently practice
noble actions to desige a r i Anjilet alotle have a desire for the cycle of bit#rath in

the three realms.

[T30, 273b1P

*2The idea of this citation can be foundMra j r a ¢ cchMe Bliille,Un Buddhi st MahUyUna
111~144.
“21 The entire conversation can be foundia Po Ro Jind ) No.574 translated by Xuan za(g

) (T7, 964).
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After having cultivated the view of the empty nature of conditioned th[ags,
Bodhisattvd should further observe that the empty nature meansocurring, and due
to nonoccurring, there is no past, present, and fufésdodhisattva will not be
obstructed by the thredivisions of time through properly observing the pure
characteristics of all three divisions of tinjA. Bodhisattvq according to the nen
reversed reasons mentioned above will achieve the anedtening tahe purity of the
threespheres For e x amp | eMafjuSoome othoew acsakns ,a fiBod hi s at
the greatwakenin@ © [ Madf]j uw esponds, f@ABrahmin! Be cor
avakening. o0 Someone further as8%] fiWwWsatonids,
ABrahmin! palsdr,e piresre;mit, and future. o There
that the three divisions of time are all pure characteristics and achieve the great

awakening with the purification of three spheres.
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*Ma h U yKamatalaratnasastra(Bottom Section)

Written by the Bodhisattva BhUv

Translatedy the Great Tang Tripika Dharma Mastetuanzang in honour of the

emperor
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[ll. The empinessof unconditionedlharma
1. Theestablishment of Bormal proofstatement

(T30, 273b23)

In this way, it has been generally stated that the yogi should realize the empty nature
of conditioned things. However, the empty nature of unconditidmadg has not been
introduced. Withouainexplanation, there is no access for realization. Without realization
of nonconceptual wisdom, the capacity tichievinglawakeningjcannot be obtained.
I n order to explain, | thimgsdonbthaveaanye r st at ed

essencéé?and, hence, are not arisfiglike the flower in the sky.
1.1 Subject: @finition of unconditionedlharma

[T30, 27303

“2The Chi nesdshiyogr mri dghiwuyo)me ans Bubsaatiledrst enceod.

According toHirakawa Akira, I(Kusharon Sakui nl | (TokfohDmizo, nde x of
1977),430,iXuanZang s Chi neseé ttsr Smaddilakatabd whs ch means fas a
substanceo, fAas a thingo, fias an objecto, fAas an e

This term is connected with the concepsof ab b Yv 8ar v Ust i v Udwushi/inoHer e, 06
essences) exactly has the same meaning of emptiness which is to deny the concepatofself

23 |n MHK, there is the similar argument. EcBh Uvi veka and Hi s29Bud@hi st Oppo
gqig) dir ect lay i md anrgs cadseltleskilowers arebmerely a delusive creation of anill
eyes, and they do not even exist conventionally. That is different from mirage. Ffievedss are a
simile to explain that the necomposite dharmas do not even arise.
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Herein, the expressionfard i st i ngui shing condition of t
mentioned above. It should be known like the previous chapter that the thesis has to be
distinguished.Conditioned things are established as emptiness in term of true aatili
notfintermsoffc onventi onal real i ty. Uncompddiitoené d
because they are not conditioned things. Unconditioned things are the opposite of
conditioned things and include spaapalytical cessation, neamalytical cesaion and
t at AhThidis to single out a portion of the dharswurce ofthe twelvesourcek

mentioned above.

[T30, 273c0p .

The realization of the empty nature of space vglifdicated first because it is easy
to explain. The space which is not occupied by any material matters is conventionally
and universally establishedass@a | | ed &éspace. 6 I n this manne
realization of the empty natures of etfconditioned things. The space conventionally
perceived is empty without any substance in terms of true nature. This is the

establishment of the thesis.

“241n differentBuddhist texts, the classifications of dharmas are differenf bnh i d h a rthere &re S a
only three unconditioned dharmas which are spaalytical cessation, and namalytical cessation.
PoussintransAb hi d h ar ma k59.%a i tU thkhpamkandhaprakaka has four which are )
exactly same as what this text lists, spaceanalytical cessation, neanalytical cessationandat hat U
(T31, 850a). However, in (the Demonstration to the Gate by One Hundred Dhytinere
are six norcomposite dharmaspaceanalytical cessation, neamnalytical cessatiotyni fj y a
saj T Uv e d ay, anttaanti iT&dt,@%6c). These three texts were all composed by Vasubandhu.
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1.2 Reason

[T30, 273c1D

According to this establishent, in terms of the true nature, there is no true space

because botfof the proponents and oppondrascept thalitisfé n<@am i si ngé or

6conventional laresti abgl tdhedsad Adns i s cal
1.3 Example
[T30, 273c1? . .

Because flowers in the sky have no essence and are not arising, it is established as a
parallel exampleThere is no need to remove the different kinds, and hence, there is no

counter example. It should be known as [discdisabove.

1.4 Theestablishment ofnference

[T30, 273c1}
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Here, how to establish the inference? An:
substance because it is not arising. Both the wise and foolish ones commonly know that
those which do not arise do not have a true nature like the flower in the sky. The
estb|l i shed @weasomgdnos just a | isted exampl e
ounmade6, O udiecsrteractyeadbdl,e 8 naoornd s o on. Those r
so-called nature of unconditioned things. Therefore, accordihguathey respnd, they
are all consideredtobereason For exampl e, one says, O6You
t he crows. 6 Th dthepcurd fiora damage s/ [animals]gneladmglcats,

rats, etc.

2. Respond to Objections
2.1 The unconditioed dharma in Buddhist schools
2.1.1Respond t&/ a i hkasU

[T30, 273c21

[Objectiony: T h e Akagt?fobbhjle ct , A Wntonditibned thingseds iots , 6

have anythayshaeesablibhede ans oO6not hingness6, the

42 V a i WkhsGvas usually referred to the main stream schofesa r v Us t i-sujthé n. Yi n

Sudy of the $Ustras 4dMaigei: Znbnewen, 1963),4¢. of SarvUsti vOdir
232



infinite spaced wi | f*Howocan tHiszontemptatiopexistz e i v e d

However, the unobstruct&d is the character

[T30, 273c2B

[Answel: If this is a means to establigiei nf er ent i al coatemplatone nt , A
of infinite space really has a perceivdgjert, or the real object [she essence pthe
contemplation, or because of sucherceived object, there is such a contemplation like
other contemplatisor t heir perceived objects, o it dc
which has been argued fos #mpty naturabové because other contemplations and
their perceived objects are conditioned thind@é.e current argumentatipis to argue the
characteristic of space from ultimate reality. From the conventional establishment, space
is not real existeceas wellbecause itloesnot occur like the flower in the sky.
According to this infererg the substantial existence they establish is not valid.

Moreover, due to the same reason | justmestion t he reason you propo

426 Uk US Un a n {contémppatioa of mfinite space) is one of the of the four formless

contemplations. The practitioners take the spectheir perceived object to practice this contemplation.

“2"This is the definition thatth® a r v U sgavevolphéenlAb hi dhar rygako Sabhslhys, A Spe
has for its nature not hindering matter which, in fact, takes place freely in space; and also of not being
hindered by matter, for space is not displaced by
Abhi dhar riyak(@difarhish Asian Huranities Press, 1988), 59.
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such aperceivedoj ect , there is such contemplationo

contradiction*?® Hence, the thesis | establish has no obstacle.
2.1.2 Respond to the criticism afsimilarlocus

[T30, 274a0B.

[Objection:]l n both our school and other school

the assertion,spiacet arsmannodf rre@ad!l ibtexause it
wherever arises must be real[yibu] assert that what &es is also not real, the reason

does not pervade msimilar locus*?® Therefore, the reason is not established.

28| fact, there are two different concepts for spacéSfarr v U s space fabhiagnandspace @ k J.S a
The space which the eymnsciousness can perceiva&bhasand belongs to the category of form
(rupa). Contrary 6 nabhg U k UiSaa unconditioned dharma. (T 29, 2b). The perceived object of the
contemplation of infinite space f@bhabut notU k U Bia certainly unreasonable to use the perceived
object of the contemplation of infinite space to establish theéezxis of0 k U S a
2% |n the Buddhist logic, a valid reason must satisfy three requirements which are called three
characteristics of r e asUanh. a nla)thasahbenpadsennir teersubjeataf pr op e
the syllogism, 2) it ha® be present in another subject that possesses the inferred property
(s Ud hy an j8)hnd it msito be absent in any subject that does not possess the inferred property. A
fisubject that possessessagabbe ri fcleondwsdrprMpRr tyokaels,
BhUviveka and Hi gCaBhridhe Rarvartd Unergityg 20@8) b4s
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[Answer] This is the fault of mistakenly interpreting a#is?*** [My] Expression is
to confirm, AEverything which is not produ
which is not real does not arise. o Things
though it does not pervade aiinilar locus can still bea valid reasorf** Hence, there is

no fault in my thesis.

2.1.3 Respond to the criticism of example

[T30, 274a1D.

[Objection]Someone objects, fASpace has a natur

know that. A flower has a nature, for example, the blue lotus which cannot be seen in the

*30The Chinese term (prayatnUnameam@y dlpatoda)ed with huma
accor didnar a ovNdyred ynadpsr V32, $1b-K12a) Fon@mple, a pot and thunder are both
produced. A pot is produced by human effort but not thunder.

“3*The fault of mistakenly interpreting a thesis is the seventh fault of the fourteen faults in Buddhist logic. It
means that opponents accuse a thesis byakeisly interprehgt he t hesi s. Her e, BhUvi v
that his proposition should not be twisted.

“3This is an exception that a valid reason can be establi§iiedmonly, a valid reason should be able to
be applied to akimilar lod. Howeer, the reason of human effort cannot be applied irallar lod.

For example, a pot and thunders sirailar locusbecause they are both produced and hence
impermanent. Even though the reason of human effort can only be applied to a pot and not to thunders, it
is still considered to be a valid reasons e ek a r$aas vNJyll ynadpsr & 8% Rla)k a ,

235



world.**3 Although these two kinds, i.e., space and a flower are not relevant, that does not
mean that they do not have a seliiture. Hence, the example of a flower in the sky is not

valid.

[T30, 274al1p. . .

[Answer] This critique is not reasonable. The example of the comgbkitia-puhpam
(sky-flower) should be interpreted according to the sixth rulagpurut.*** The flower
in the sky khasya pitham) is called skyflower. Because [the skijower] does not exist,
this example is not inexistent. According to this reasoning, a practitioner should realize
the empty nature of the space as well as realize the empty nature of the other three non

conditional things, i.e., analytical cessation and so forth.

2.1.4 Respond to the criticism da i BkasU

433 (Yupoluo), according to most of the Chinese explanation, is referred to some kind of lotus,
which will turn into blue color in a cold weather, and hence, it is called blue lotu¥See, , i
€ A (T41, 616b).K , @& A ®
0(T41,A187&)y. 1 € i
T o] g w30 (CTR4).
*3n Sanskrit grammar, there are six ways to interpret a compound. The first one isatgiieuitd which
is the text indicat es 0Ni6hixistiehranslaidof tat-pusul. Intther m A

interpretation ofat-purutd, the preword is the cause for the pesbrd which is the subject, and there are
possible six cases for the subject. The sixth cause is the locative. That means that in the compound sky
flowers, the skylsould be in locative case, and the compound should be interpreted as the flowers in the
sky.
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[T30, 274aly.

[Objection:]T h e  V.kas loamnidt support the refutatiohthe unconditioned
[dharma] of analytical cessati6fftand obj ect, fAThe Buddha taug
to counteract conditioned thingsis called renunciation [of the world]. If it is slandered
to be inexistent, you commit the fault of confligiiwith our teaching. Moreover, the
Bhagavars ai d, Ot he eradication of craving acco

ni Paypdeacef ul *Arhodw scusbrt lyeowd say it is not so?

[T30, 274a2).

[Answer] Herein, theB h a g aivdider to make the cultivated [sentient beings] to

diligently practice the renouncement from the conditioned objects and desire the

3 The Sanskritipratisaik hy Uni r od h a .
“*®*This textual evidence t Wamnthaagi,v Us Na tAidtfantiepr ovi ded
greed iseternally exhausted, the hatred is eternally exhausted, the ignorance is eternally exhausted, and
all of the various defilements are eternally exhausted. This is caliedav & s
) ol sNo. 490 (T 2, 101b). Al so, @A’
profound, difficult to perceive, is said to be the freedom from all attachments, the extinction of cupidity,
the norexistence of desire, calm, [in sho]i rAa.oU ) ) S
0TsNo. 293 (T 2, 83c)

J L
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unconditioned objects, taught the analytical cessation, renouncerienitay ddim, and

subtlety in term of conventioheeality. For example, the Buddha said there are sentient

beings born by transformed U p a p Jadichwitrathe same manner, [the Buddha said)]

there is unconditioned i Pav T agree with its existence does not conflict with our

teaching. The [unconditi@u dharma of] analytical cessation is refuted from reality. For
example, the BhagavUn said, fAThormsietamho see
are considered by me to be the fool disciples of other religions, and so0 Fethlso

sai d,t aft Teddepsanot sesadis U pnan i Pav The socalledn i #aisU

conventional designated by thea t h (ITbesetisao the seliature ofn i Paathll,

and sd¥forth. o

[T30, 274a2B . s s s

[My thesis] also does have the fault of denigrating the noble truths. That is because
in terms of conventional reality, it is expressed that there are the ultimatgisiog of
joy and suffering, [and there are] renouncemerit, fay ddlm and subtlety. It is nen

reversal. It is not demonstrated from the ultimate reality that théne idtimate non

*'The textuatitationst hat BhUvi v edearomuMae 3y Groa siettroat especially,
prUj TapUr dmi tNGslgt Y eapUr,amittBlsdgayali! Those who pract
profoundp r Uj T a prigither detest the faults of teetis U noa desire for the merits af i #av U
Why? Those who practice this teaching do not evesaes U soahat they do detesthey also do not
evensem i tasb t hat they( wil!l not desire. o

)

(T7, 965a).
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arising of joy and suffering, and tlp@iescence by naturegsa | | ed At rut h of ¢
38 pAccording to the noble teaching and the prifeigxpressed by it, in terms of ultimate

reality, there is nibany fault to assert that there is no analytical cessation.
215 Respond to NyaiyUyikaés criticism of ni

[T30, 274003,

[Objection]Someone who is not skil ful in | ogic.
to the thesis you -ecshnadibtiticeomedbteliange &t & en
conditioned things do not exist, tfteesi§ you establish canndie established and the

reason you rely on also cannot be valid. Becawssg-flower does not exist, the example

is invalid. The thesis, reason, and exampl
[T30, 274b0§, - . .

38 Truth of cessations a English translation of the term  (mie di/nirodhalr yasat ya) . It is t

noble truth of the four noble truths in early Budd

thinks that tle four noble truths are not an ultimate reality but merely conventional expressions.
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[Answer] This critique is not reasonable. Only the lack of material matters is
established as space by the force of concepfoty the norarising of the defilements is
established as analytical cessation through arsdywisdom. Only the noiarising of
anything is established as nranalytical cessation due to the lack of various conditions.
Only the norattachment to all ihgs is established as true thusness. Because space and
so forth areconventionally expressdsy the conventional strength of conceptitiithere
is na any difference betwediyou and mgin regard to the inferring property which is
commonly establishedylour consensus. My proposition which is differgnm yourg
and cannot be understood by you is to negate your disagreement and thus, established as
thesis**° The noroccurring of thos¢non-conditioned thingswhich arecommonly
knownareestablished athereasoning. Hence, there is no any fault in both the thesis and
reasoning. Although the smlled skyflower does not have any substance, it possesses

same the nature, i.e. soibstance as the content of the-aoising existencé&®' By

“AccordingtoY o g Uc Ur yileXtuteinmiZangés transl ation, the various
, , and so on are the Chinese translation of the Samskifiapti which could be
translated as, convention, designation, or conventional designation. See: JaideArsintjoduction to
Madhyamaka Philosoph§Taipei: Shinwun Fong,1990),135. Thomas E. Waed) g Ur j uni an
Disputations A Philosophical Journey tbugh an Indian Lookingslass(Delhi: Sri Satguru
Publications,1995), 296. D. J. Kalupahah4] | amadhy amd k &NK@rJirk Gina (Del hi: M
Banarsidass Publishers, 1996), 339.
“According to the ¢ omnrtemposiereyistencesamnt lsaidiss anfiti lnd onacmr
understood by others who consider the-oomposite existences to be substantial. This is called
di fference. Since the author uses his thesis to ne
di sagrdement ._0 " _ o
L L )
(X87, 545a)
“4IAccording to the commentary, the author means that thél®ker does not have any object substance,
i.e., it never occurs because it is only produced by afdisgase. Notompgsite dharma which is not
occurring has the nenature as its nature. From the perceptive ofoceurring, the skyflower can
function as an example to support both reason and thésis. .
. . . . 0(X87,545b ).
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means of this, the establishment and the establasteatcomplished. Therefore, there is

no fault of lack of subject mattfor the example

2.1.6 Objection oV a i B tk Garsalftical cessation

[T30, 274b1§

[Objection:]T h e  Vikaslfutthdrstate  f [lhégatisn of analytical cessatjas
not reasonable. The analytical cessation exists substantially because it is the perceived
object of the path and opposes the defileméds.any unreald@stence can have those

funct4®ons. o

[T30, 274b1T

[Answer] This proposition can only remove the different locus of examples. [It can
be] negated like the negation of the substantial existence of ¥pates argument has

been rejected before and, it should not be apprehended in this way again.

2 According to theCommentary of KaratalaratnantheV a i # tkh s 6 pr orpasenbsuctigeen, t he
violation of the defilementhat theV a i Wkhs\propose to support their thesis does not really support
their thesis (i.e., The selective extinction exists substantially) because there is no any parallel example,
but it removes other substantial existence such as space instead becaesotheatates the second
requirement of the three. That is, according to this proposition, any substantial existence must be violated
to defilement. However, it is not true because some substantial existence such as space does not violate
any defilement (87, 545b).

“3The author means that first, there is no parallel example, and second, it cannot be accepted to used being
a perceived object to prove its realistic existence because if it was a perceived object, it could not be a
non-compgite existence.
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217ResporetoSautrUnti ka criticism about space

[T30, 274b2]

[Objection] TheSaut r Unt i kans dthegid thafispace andesgfarthd t o t
do not exist substantiatlyhis inferential perception commits a fault as soon as it has

been established. o

[T30, 274b21

[Answelj:1 f your t hes iesof[spec@ntte hatufetofithe lack aft u r
material matters, o0 it is spontaneously val
existenc€é The expression of my thesis, 6uncondi
primarily removes the attachment of substanm secondarily, removes the attachment

of true nonsubstancé®

21.8Re s pond SIjoy i Bdjbotibreof the emptiness of space

“SautrUnti kas c | -aomposite éxistences tioeot hakerapyesubstamae. In
AbhidharmakoSays, fAThe SautrUntikas affirm that th
Three dharmas that it referstoareddt st i nct and real entities |ike col
Vallee PoussinA b h i d h a r ritjark,88. d\lbokiTE9, 34).

445Accprding to the commentary #faratalaratna this sentence is showing the difference between
BhUvi ve&hkat a WUBotBihklavs .v e k -eomposite existances do not have substances only
from the ultimate reality but according to the conventional reality, they are existent substantially. While
affirming the unsubstantial existence of the 1vomposite existenceS, a u tikansd dotnot have such
distinction (X87, 548b).
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[T30, 274b23.

[Objection:]TheT Unf@y i kas say, Hofnmbetwéenmateriab al col o
matters is called space and established as conditioned things by our ¥oamnsider

it to be norconditioned things and criticize. Hence, you have a fault.

[T30, 2740062,

[Answer] The selfnature of conditioned things has been removed as above, and

hence your argument is not reasonable.

Vai bkasnavUt soputrdoyUs hold the same ideas.

same argument.

2.1.9 The critques orparinitpannao f Yo gUc Ur a

[T30, 274023
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[Objection:] TheY o g U¢ e@r i st s make such an assert |
reality, there is no other ultimateality. T a t Hsatte Ultimate reality of all thing§®
Hence, in terms of ultimate realifj,a t hsacong&ldered to be empty. This assertion is
reasonable. The assertion tfiah t hdaes bt truly exist is not reasonaljléyour
thesis is tru¢,how can thesupermundane neconceptual wisdom and the subsequently
attained purenundanevisdom have nothingessas their object? Therefori@ur

assertiohs houl d be*  easonabl e. o

[T30, 274c03,

[Answer] [Your assertiohis really unreasonable. Neither the assertion that this
wisdom has nothing as its object nor the assertion that this wisdom has something as its
object is reasonablé.is not that the assertighatT a t Hsastib&tantiais reasonable
because this substantial nature is very difficult to prove. The wisdom that Hasitheh a t 0
as its object is not the real supermundameconceptual wisdorbecause [it] has had an
object and because [it] has been conditioned, just like any other knowledge which can

perceive [is not the supermundare-conceptual wisdoin

“InTriaSi k Ov,ithe $8vpetrise has the same affirmation. It say
whichisTat h Ut Ué oAl mehraa mlr t ha Sc a sTachy &dodst gt hat Upi )
Sthiramat i 6 s Co mmé$itlkal wi jBEa ghinese Mr&hslation with Notes and
Interpretation (Hong Kong: The Chinese University of Hong Kong, 1978), 203.
a47 The discussion that the reality should not be treated as an object can be filiiid §19. Se Ecke)
BhUvi286ek a
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[T30, 274c0Y - ! . o

Therefore, thes | tsragy s, Sk dpjwisdore yes see?d Answer :
not hing, 80 and says, fAo6what is wultimate re
not operateletalore  t h os e*®amde t y 6 tBhakn Theseglightennfent of
theTat h Ggpgantnat be observeds disma &Maidju§iod Mhrae ov
does it mean to realize reality?d6 Answer,

s 1 t domosallow norconceptual wisdom to be the one which can directly Taket h at U

as an object to percav
[T30, 274c1? .

Moreover, thall a t Hsanot the true ultimate reality because itishjectof

pereptionlike colorand so forth.

[T30, 274c1} - -

4“8 This citation is from (DabaojiingFR a t daaskiht,r afiUl t i mate reality is
which the mind can work, | et( alone can be interpre
.T11, 300c). AlsoBraarvig, JensAk Hay a mat i :Vol.2(@soSSokrh t r a

Forlag, 1993), 73.
245



I n regard to your statement, Othere i s n«
and so fortho, [if you mean t hattipcaleé cause
emptiness, [the statement] that upon the cloth of silk fabric, there is no other cloth of silk
fabric has been commonly understood by shepherds, and hence, those shepherds should

be called the one who has realized the truth.

[T30, 274c17

Furthermore, in order to refute various wrong views, emptiness has been taught.
Wrong views such as, O0there is another wult

never been found. Hence, emptiness is not taught to refute a view like that.

[T30, 27%c19

Again, thatthusnesgb h T t a ) doésimat halk a true nature because it violates the

inferential perception mentioned above. For example, itis mentjoned t h]¢hats 1 t r a

thet a t h dogpsnbtaee birtleath adn i tav U

[T30, 274c2D

246



[Ong has realized that the nature of the defilement produced by the
misunderstanding of the naaxistence ultimate does arise. Thus, the ultimate realization

of the naturgof thedefilement is neither realization nor nerealization.

[T30, 274c23

According to this noble teaching, it sidioe known thal a t Hsarter8ly the
permanent cessation of all discriminations and does not really have a nature. It is neither
nonexistent nor existent. The reality Bfa t thasttréhsformation of the basis as its
feature?*® The dharméody has beenttained. Relying on the true path which is able to
remove (defilement) by realizing emptiness, the seeds of the discrimination in the
consciousness of transforming maturafferi p Wik jaYwhichais basis of the seeds of
imagined postulations of the allsdriminations have been removed permanently without
any left. Because of the lack of causes and conditjtmsse seedsiever occur
thoroughly. The original nature of tfi€ a t his rtortbccurring and permanently stable.

It is called the dharmhody ofthe transformation of the dependencé ci t h UFgrat a .

“The conbhedgatureafthetdi@at st @ he transformation of the de
TriaSi k Ov fromR3 yetsé to 29verse. Tdwi Huo, 46~47. Hein, (transformation of the

basis) whichi) Sr ay a sritimi np aSalhvs kr it means that UlayavijfUna
intfodhar makUpadetail see: L. Schmithausen, udlayavijf"
ofaCentral@ncept of YogUcUra Philosophy (Tokyo: the | ni

1987), 197~207.
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example, ths T tsraayMafju3fio ! T h e t vihddrgdiesignation of the
thoroughlyandoriginally nonproduced. The dharma of the eternally unproduced is

calledt at h Gwdabapn. o

[T30, 275a0]

| f yoUashtghddigh it separates ffitoneand anguag
t hat t he 6s el,thdughithe terons dreedifferantei$ dorgsideced t® be
T at hlareddrd to your [idea] of a t hthotgl it exists essentially, in terms of
ultimate reality, it cannot be classified into either existence or inexistence. The self is in
the same manndOther religious believetsalso consider that although the self is
essential existence, pervading, permanent, a doer, and a recésvazparatd from
discrimination. Because it is not the object that a language is able to operate on and not
perceivedy knowl edge, it is called 6separating
it says, fABecause |l anguage cannot work on

6sel fO. 0

*0)n the 28" verses oflriaSi k Ov,i jiftapsdys, fTathat8aextigksaas thus

tat hUbj 0y ThohuitHud 20t 0.
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[T30, 275a07.

[Objection:]They further respond, Alt i s abl e

knowledge off at taantdU not sel f . 0

[Answel: What is the differencibetweeril a t haadtséfp[ You aThsyer t , ]

arebothseparate from language andubstantiab Only the one who attaches to a clique
will say those words. Hence, | cannot acceptThis t haaith s similar to the self.

They essentially exist but do not exist in language. It is time to stop the exterizate de
because those who hate theéensive literatures have difficulty to accept and keep it. The
argument has been clarified in the chaptetmter into the True Ambrosi@f Heart of

the Middle Way***

2.1.10 Respond t& a r v Uis doteriol@yital path

[T30, 275a1p. )

[Objection:] There are other practitioners in the same vehicle and the [opponents

from the] smald/l vehicle making such an

51 See top section of the translation: 2:2.2
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things subsumed in the twelve sournedias must have a selature because there are
sixteen noble &tbutes of the four noble truths such as suffering*®tthe diligent
practice of the two paths of vision and cultivation is able to remove all of the flame of
defilements which are subsumed in the three realms and could be eliminatedittyp the
paths @] vision and cultivation, and is able to make the various sufferings in the three

real ms stop. o

[T30, 275a1p.

[Answel: If [the Buddhdid not teach the emptiness of all dharmas, who could
renounce those faults and who could practice those virflieg?opponents respond,)
AAl t hough there are differences offtheaccumul
practitioner$ of the three vehicles, the insight into the noble path should not be

di fferent. o0 | believe i ninardettorenioveuhe at you h

“2l'n SarvUstiv0Odin doct rthefioarnobletiuehs, there asedouripérdeived e r s pr ac
objects in each noble truth which the practitioners should contemplate in order to achieve lilderstion.
calledtéi a S U n i They@re impermanence, suffering, emptinessseib in the first noble truth,
causes, origins, production, conditions in the second, cessation, pacification, excellence, renunciation in
the third truth, and path, suitabilitgchievement, deliverance in the four trdtbuis de La Vallee
PoussinAb hi dh ar ryaKH&Galih Also (T29, 137).
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defilement as obstacle, in terms of the conventional principle, there are different paths.

[In fac the one who is apart from achieving the feature e$elbof dharma should

never remove the obstacle of knowledge, and hencegrd¢la¢ mastefi.e., the Buddha

could have only achieved a small part of liberat[dme opponents respoidi Ha v e n 6 t

you ever hearfthe scripturewhichsaysthaf a B u dilbehattofssagd an Ar hat 6 s ]
l' i berations ar e nevtysuchvordinghe scriptu§> There ar
However, this assertion is talking about the liberation from the obstacle caused by

defilement but not the liberation from all kinds of obstacles. For example, the space of a

pore and the space of the universe, thobgly share with the same nature, are indistinct.

If it was not so[the Buddhfwould not be able to generate thkiquitous supernatural
powerwhich is the function of theurpassing fruit. His achievement is not truly ultimate.

It is the time to stop theub-argument and go back to the main argument.

2.2 The Objection taunconditioned dharma in nedBuddhistschools

[T30, 275a2)

The practitioners of meditation who have realized the emptiness afamalitioned

things such aspace, etc. iour religion should also realize the emptiness of those

%53 According to the early Buddhist texts suchiag Sar vUsti vOdin thought that t
Buddha and arhats are not differentMt) haividkal) it says, fAHowsddwhigou under
says that there is no differ earcaed bleitbweereant itohned B(u d d

) (T27, 1610).
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categories such aelfnature, personatom, sovereign, time, space, lifieother

religions*>*

2.2.1-1 The Objection t& Wkhyaphilosophy

[T30,275b03_

[Objection:]Herein, the theorists of the Selature and Person make such an
objection, #Aln our teaching, al [froretkei st ence
selfnaturg like skyf | ower s, and it -fd oevse rrdthesky®d anrc ed n o

flower] is asimilar example, it does not violate the established.

[Answer] nowwe should nt errogate, fAYou say that all
transformed like skyflowers. Are such existences in the three realmsfigkyers or not
sky-f | ower s?0 I f the answer i-flowershitastnott hose i r
reasonable becauseviblates your own doctrine and common perception. If the answer is
that those in the three realms are not#éwers, it will cause no parallel example and

thus, you fail your own principle.

“The theories of  prakfi (selfnature) and  puritdO( per son) Jhgd Schog, atdo S U
aiu, 0 Sv,ak 8, alk and j ¢ wietl @ ng JAka®chvohi Se
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[T30, 275b07 ) !

The[opponentsr espond, @AWe do notf | foawielr sibe ovehu céh t
expressed by the speech hgsedf] naure[like other$i n t he t hree real ms,
should be examined o you mean fhatwetrlsd dnesasklyi s a
or t hfel odwekrys 6 | said is a parall eflbwesx ampl e?”

are a paa atldrerli,®l @ tunder st andi ngfloeeixaa use wl

paral |l el e x aflovget iecongideted to bela paraiekexample, it does not
belong to the three realms, and tHypu s houl d not say, Obecause
realmshave a sethature, it should have aseifat ur e, too. 0 Such a sp

little intelligence.

Moreover, the speech which is exclusive in negating is superior in negating. After it
negates what it should negate, it has exhausted its functiom®esaot have any
capacity to distinguish what it has negated. Such kirathjeictionshas been fully

explained in the above. Hence, It cannot b

2.2.1-2 The objection t&& Wkhya Puruth
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[T30,275b16

[Objection:]T h e 41kBydsstate A Al t hough we cannot direc:
supreme persorp(ruitd),*>> by means of the assembly of transformédfibwhich is
commonly known, it is expediently established. Its existence is substantial. Those
phenomena have natures as their causes because they share the charoteahstics
nature$. Those which share the same charactelffisfithe naturgare considered to hav
natures as their causes, for example, a slight piece of sandaf¥/d®ecause those

phenomena are contained in the categories, they have natures as their causes.

[T30, 275b2]

“>>For thoseS Wk h y U ssypremehpersois a metaphysical existence and not something which can be
directly perceived by our sensegans. That is why it cannot be directly proved. The Sarmkniftd can
be transl ated as supreme person or pufthe consciousn
Madhyamakakl ay ak Ur i kU wi t h -1 B @auha of thalpterrdtional Assbciation df 3 7
Buddhist Studies. 21.1(1998), 130 & 148 footnote 28. Because this translation is based on Chinese
version and the Chinese term (Sifu) means pemn, instead of consciousness, the word person is

adopted to translajguruta.
456

(bianvyi/ transformation): AccordinpS Uk hy U, al |l phenomenparidme transf
from the primary sethature prakdi).
47 According to (abookwrt t en by VUs uman @hen Riregardingrtha dostlinat ed by
of S & h Yy Herein, (zhonglei) means the same characteristics of natures. In , it says,

fi T h e-nasuee lexits substantially (in all phenomena). How can they been known? For example, for the
pieces of sandalwood, no matter how many pieces of them, their nature of sandalwood is the same. The
transformation is in the same situation. Altigh theM U hamd so on (phenomena) are different, the

natures of three gla are the same. Because of the same natures, they are known to exist originally.
Therefore, the selfiature is known to exist. ( e

. ) T54, 1248c.
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Such phenomenhave someone as their consumers because they can be consumed.
All which can be consumed should have their consumers to b&*8&em.example,
those food and drinks which are consumed byBtie U Kfam &f those phenomena are
something to be consumed, theshould be a consumer. Your previous thesis is damaged

by the oppon®ntsédéd reasoning.

[T30, 275b23

[Answer] In terms of the&onventional reality, if it is universally established that the
various phenomena have natures as their causes, it is not necessary to distinguish the
difference because you established what is already pf6¥dsattva,etc. are
established to be the s of all phenomena, there is no any parallel example. The
causes cannot be valid becasatva,etc. are not commonly accepted. If you try to use
inference to establigsattvaetc)las t he causes by asserting,
aggregations arsuffering, happiness and ignorance because they are the nature of the

aggregations, for ex ampMyeebuttdl ibthdttregegalleelg at i on

“8Herein,theSUk hy Us try to use gulaéo pmveihs dsulstantia existéncetofek t hr e e
phenomena, and then, further use the existence of phenomena to establish the existeagprehtbe
person

““That i s f tumenditidned shingdo riottsabstantially exist is destroyed by the thesis that
unconditioned thinge x i st substantially. o
“BhUviveka accepts that all phenomena have their o\

S Uk h g, the thregurasare ultimate realityThat i s why BhUviveka has to de
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ignorance is not subsumed in the aggregation of feeling and hence, there is no parallel

exampe.

[T30, 275b28 .

Moreover, youfsupremgperson which are multiple and pervading has the meaning
of accumulation which means aggregai®se to this reason, the cause of the supreme
person is not deterined. Furthermore, yowattva,etc. cannot function individually.

Hence, the nature of the aggregations cannot be established as the causes.

[T30, 275c0P .

In terms of ultimate realty, the assertion that there are essential sandalwoods which
have true natures as their causes is not commonly accepted because the parallel example

is not available.

Moreover, in terms of conventional reality, if things are universally considered to
have receivers, it is not necessary to distinguish the difference because you established
what is already proved. That is because it is conventionally accepted thatthddelse

a receiver. If you established that those phenomena have a intrinsic receiver which is
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