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Abstract 

Madhyamaka soteriological theory can be summarized as a process of transforming 

cognition from conventional reality to ultimate reality. Hence, the diverse understandings 

of these two realities certainly influence different MǕdhyamikansô soteriology. Based on 

his unique theory of two realities, BhǕviveka elucidates a path to awakening utilizing 

formal inference in his Jewel in the Hand Treatise.   

BhǕviveka defines conventional reality as that of worldly experience, including 

language, which is for those sentient beings who are not yet awakened even though such 

a reality is derived from their attachments produced from ignorance. Based on the theory 

that worldly experience is the result of the activation of intrinsic natures, BhǕviveka 

accepts that things have intrinsic natures at this level of reality. Moreover, BhǕvivekaôs 

understanding of ultimate reality contains three connotations: 1) from an ontological 

perspective, ñ ultimate realityò means the ultimate object which is understood as the true 

nature of things; 2) from an epistemological perspective, ultimate reality is non-

conceptual wisdom, which refers to how the Buddhist sages view reality; 3) the teachings 

in accord with non-arising is ultimate reality.
 
According to the first and the second 

definitions, reality transcends worldly experience, languages and so on. From this level of 

reality, things possess no intrinsic nature.  

In addition to the truth of things and non-conceptual wisdom, BhǕviveka suggested 

a secondary ultimate reality, i.e., the teachings in accord with non-arising to facilitate the 

interaction between the two realities. Therefore, a practitioner is able to transform their 

cognition from conventional to ultimate reality. Furthermore, BhǕvivekaôs teaching of the 

secondary ultimate reality includes the knowledge of ŜȊnyatǕ obtained from hearing, 
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thinking, and meditating. For BhǕviveka, the logical argument or a formal proof 

statement (prayogavǕkya) is a sufficient methodology to acquire the knowledge of 

hearing from which the other two types of knowledge can be acquired.  

Although formal proof statements (prayogavǕkya) had been developed in 

Buddhism for a long time, they never became an important methodology for debate 

before DignǕga (480~540 CE). Because of his influence, formal proof statements became 

a formal methodology for debate and were accepted by different religious schools.  

According to DignǕga, a formal proof statement is established on the basis of two kinds 

of cognitions (pramǕἈa): direct perception (pratyakἨa) and inference (anumǕna). Based 

on DignǕgaôs perspective, BhǕviveka incorporated formal proof statements into his 

soteriological theory. In order to make formal proof statements a qualified methodology, 

BhǕviveka included the concept of intrinsic nature in his interpretation of conventional 

reality. That is, the inclusion of an intrinsic nature involving direct perception and 

inference in conventional reality allows for a decisive conclusion by means of a valid 

formal proof statement. Therefore, a valid formal proof argument is able to secure the 

correct understanding of (secondary) ultimate reality which becomes the initial step for 

awakening.        
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Preface 

Buddhism is usually considered a religion which emphasizes practice rather than 

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 debate methodology 

without any relevance for oneôs liberation. In fact, few Buddhist texts discuss the relation 

between logic and the path to liberation. BhǕviveka (490~570 CE) is one scholar who 

had insight into such a relation. For him, logic was not only a methodology for debate, 

but also an initial step toward liberation. The purpose of my research is to show how 

BhǕviveka, based upon his unique interpretation of the two realities, constructs his 

soteriological theory and how his explanation constitutes a transitional process to 

liberation through the use of formal proof statements in his work Jewels in the hands. 

 



v 

Acknowledgements 

No words can adequately express my gratitude for the opportunity to work with my 

former supervisor Professor Leslie Kawamura who had gone beyond and above to help 

me in both academic and personal life before he passed on in 2011. I am also grateful to 

Professor James B. Apple who supported me during my bereavement over Professor 

Kawamuraôs passing and supervised my work until the completion of my dissertation. I 

am deeply indebted to them for their time and effort in editing my translations of texts 

written in Chinese, Sanskrit, Tibetan, Japanese, and French. Without their effort, support 

and advice, it would have been impossible for me to successfully finish my dissertation. 

Other than my great supervisors, I also would like to give special thanks to 

Venerable Ru-li (Seng L. Chia) for providing sources and ideas for my research and Dr. 

Chris Daniels, Miss Christina Yanko and Miss Anna Burrowes for proof-reading and 

editing my dissertation. 

 



vi 

Dedication 

I would like to dedicate this work to my Master, Reverend Zhen Hua ( ). With his 

admonishment and encouragement, I was able to progress in both monastic and academic 

education. 

 



vii  

Table of Contents 

 

Abstract ............................................................................................................................... ii  
Preface................................................................................................................................ iv 

Acknowledgements ..............................................................................................................v 
Dedication .......................................................................................................................... vi 
Table of Contents .............................................................................................................. vii  
Abbreviations ..................................................................................................................... ix 
 

Chapter One: Introduction: Logic and soteriology in Jewel in the Hand ............................1 
 

Chapter Two: The Life and Works of BhǕviveka ..............................................................10 

2.1 The Name ..................................................................................................................10 
2.2 Birthplace: .................................................................................................................13 
2.3 Date: ..........................................................................................................................15 

2.4 Life and position of BhǕviveka in Buddhist cultural context: ...................................16 
2.4.1 BhǕviveka in Indian context .................................................................................16 

2.4.2 BhǕviveka in the context of Chinese Buddhim ....................................................24 
2.4.3 BhǕviveka in the context of Tibetan Buddhist thought ........................................33 

 

Chapter Three: The Text ī *Karatalaratna (Dachengzhangzhenlun/ /The 

MahǕyǕna Treatise of the Jewel in the Hand)  ..................................................................44 

3.1 Name and Purpose .....................................................................................................44 

3.2 Structure and content .................................................................................................47 
3.2.1 Introduction ..........................................................................................................47 
3.2.2 Two-realities ........................................................................................................49 

3.2.3 The Debates about Conditioned Dharma (saἄskἠtadharma) ...............................50 
3.2.4 The Debates about Unconditioned Dharmas (asaἄskἠtadharma) .......................51 

3.3 BhǕvivekaôs argument in the text ..............................................................................54 
 

Chapter Four: BhǕvivekaôs Two Realities .........................................................................57 

4.1 Introduction: two realities and liberation...................................................................57 
4.2 The Essence of BhǕvivekaôs Two Realities ..............................................................57 

4.2.1 The Ultimate Reality and śȊnyatǕ .......................................................................57 

4.2.2 The Conventional Reality and SvabhǕva .............................................................66 

4.2.3 The Unique Feature of BhǕvivekaôs Two Realities .............................................77 
4.2.3.1 The Remarkableness of the Conventional reality .........................................77 
4.2.3.2 BhǕvivekaôs Status of śȊnyatǕ in the Conventional Reality ........................81 

4.3 Conclusion .................................................................................................................91 
 

Chapter Five: Formal proof statements and BhǕvivekaôs soteriological theory ................94 



viii  

5.1 The secondary ultimate reality ..................................................................................96 

5.2 The formal proof statement (prayogavǕkya) and wisdom obtained from hearing 

(Ŝrutamayǭpraj¶Ǖ) ...................................................................................................105 
5.2.1 Obtaining Ŝrutamayǭpraj¶Ǖ through formal proof statements ...........................105 

5.2.2 A formal proof statement and svabhǕva .............................................................111 
5.2.3 The application of formal proof statement in the KTR ......................................125 

 

Chapter Six: Conclusionð formal proof statements as an initial step to liberation ........143 
 

Bibliography ....................................................................................................................151 
 

Appendix One: translation of the *Karatalaratna ...........................................................165 
 

 

  



ix 

Abbreviations  

Symbol Definition 

  

Ams 

 

*AbhidharmamahǕvibhǕἨaŜǕstra 

BBh  

 

IBK 

BodhisattvabhȊmi of  Asa ga 

 

Indogaku BukkyǾgaku KenkyȊ/ Journal of Indian and Buddhist 

Studies 

 

KTR 

 

KoŜa 

*Karatalaratna of  BhǕviveka 

 

AbhdharmakoŜabhǕἨya of Vasubandhu, edited by P. Pradhan 

 

MHK  

 

MadhyamakahἠdayakǕrikǕ of  BhǕviveka 

 

MMK 

 

NYP  

 

 

MȊlamadhyamakakǕrikǕ of  NǕgǕrjuna 

 

NyǕyapraveŜaka of śakarasvǕmin 

PrP 

 

PRs  

 

PPs 

 

PSP 

Praj¶Ǖpradǭpa of  BhǕviveka 

 

PramǕἈasamuccaya of DignǕga  

 

Praj¶ǕpǕramitǕ  scriptures  

 

PrasannapadǕ of Candrakǭrti 

 

SDV 

 

 

Satyadvayavibhavἆga of J¶Ǖnagarbha 

T  Taisho ShinshȊ DaizǾkyǾ 

  

Tj TarkajvǕlǕ of BhǕviveka 

 

X 

 

Manji Zokuzokyo 

  

  

  

 

  



 

1 

Chapter One: Introduction: Logic and Soteriology in the Jewel in the Hand  

Buddhism is usually considered a religion which emphasizes practice rather than 

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 debate methodology 

without any relevance for oneôs liberation. In fact, few Buddhist texts discuss the relation 

between logic and the path to liberation. BhǕviveka (490~570 CE) is one scholar who 

had insight into such a relation. For him, logic was not only a methodology for debate, 

but also an initial step toward liberation.   

The purpose of this dissertation is to demonstrate the relationship between logic and 

soteriology. First, I examine how Indian logic concerned itself with Buddhist soteriology 

by investigating BhǕviveka, the first MǕdhyamikan to consider logic to be a necessary 

step in the path to liberation. Second, this dissertation provides an English translation of 

BhǕvivekaôs work, *  Karatalaratna ( /Jewel in the Hand) in which logical 

argument is an important methodology in obtaining liberation. Third, this dissertation 

presents a philosophical analysis of the translated text to show how BhǕviveka applies 

logical argument in his soteriological theory. The discussion focuses on how BhǕvivekaôs 

metaphysical theory supports his logical argument and soteriological theory.                 

 Although logical argument (hetuka/ nyǕya) was discussed in some early Buddhist 

texts, it was not considered an important form of knowledge until DignǕgaôs reformation. 

After the use of logical argument become more and more popular, the question which 

followed was whether logical argument is merely a methodology used in debate, or 
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whether it also plays an important role in the path to liberation. This is the question which 

this dissertation addresses.    

BhǕviveka was a South Asian Buddhist monk who was influential in India around 

the sixth century.  As modern scholars of Madhyamaka have known, he is the first 

MǕdhyamikan to adopt formal proof statements (prayogavǕkya) to argue for the concept 

of ŜȊnyatǕ. The application of formal proof statement distinguishes him from other 

MǕdhyamika and had a great influence on later developments.
1
 Although there are many 

divergent understandings of Madhyamaka doctrines, the fundamental disagreements are 

in regard to each scholarôs perspective toward the two realities and the manner of 

applying formal proof statements (prayoga). Some scholars claim that such divergences 

are philosophical and (or) methodological distinctions.
2
 However, only a few people 

seem to be aware that these two differences are in fact soteriological distinctions.
3
 For 

BhǕviveka, the formal proof statement was not only a debate methodology but also an 

initial step towards liberation. The purpose of this dissertation is to show how BhǕviveka, 

based upon his unique interpretation of the two realities, constructs his soteriological 

theory and how his explanation constitutes a transitional process to liberation through the 

use of formal proof statements.  

                                                 

1
 Yamaguchi points out that MǕdhyamika did not become a full-fledge school of thought until BhǕviveka 

wrote his MHK. ñIndo daijǾ kyǾgakushi ni okeru kyǾsǾ hanjaku no tenkaiò (The development of the 

sectarian classifications of Buddhism in the history of Indian MahǕyǕna Buddhist thought), ǽtani 

Daigaku GaguhǾ, Vol. 24 & 25 (1944), 28. Because BhǕviveka criticized YogǕcǕra, Madhyamaka and 

YogǕcǕra became two distinct schools. Because BhǕviveka criticized BuddhapǕlita and later was refuted 

by Candrakǭrti, MǕdhyamika was further sub-divided. S. Iida, Reason and Emptiness: A Study in Logic 

and Mysticism (Tokyo: the Hokuseido Press, 1980), 21.  
2
 G. B. J. Dreyfus & S. L.  McClintock, The SvǕtantrika and the PrasǕἆgika Distinction (Boston: Wisdom 

Publications, 2003), 8 ~9. 
3
 Ibid., 77.  
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In my investigation into BhǕvivekaôs soteriological theory, this dissertation relies 

primarily on one of BhǕvivekaôs main works, the *  Karatalaratna ( /Jewel in 

the Hand, hereafter KTR).
4
 There are two reasons for using the KTR as the main source. 

First of all, the KTR itself outlines a relatively clear path toward liberation compared to 

the other major texts of BhǕviveka, the MadhyamakahἠdayakǕrikǕ (hereafter MHK) and 

Praj¶Ǖpradǭpa (hereafter PrP), 
5
 which are relatively extensive compared to KTR. 

BhǕvivekaôs unique method of religious practice, formal proof statements as an initial 

step to liberation, can be easily identified in the KTR. The KTR is also considered as a 

concise summary of BhǕvivekaôs philosophical system
6
 presented in MHK. Therefore, 

the KTR is an important text to study BhǕvivekaôs soteriological theory.       

Second, the KTR is the only text of the three without either an original Sanskrit or 

Tibetan version, and thus, it has been largely ignored by Western scholars. Because the 

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

BhǕvivekaôs death, the translation should not deviate too far from the original intent of 

the author. It is also widely accepted as BhǕvivekaôs latest work of the three.
7
 Thus far, a 

French translation of the Chinese text by Poussin and a Sanskrit edition reconstructed 

                                                 

4
 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 work, Karatalaratna (Santiniketan: Visva-Bharati, 1949), 

33~104. However, according to Chinese version, it should be MahǕyǕna-Karatalaratna because there is 

the term MahǕyǕna addressed in front of the text. The original Chinese name is Dachengzhangzhenlun 

( ) which can be translated as ñThe MahǕyǕna treatise of Jewels in the Handsò in English. 
5
 These two texts will be briefly introduced in the next chapter.       

6
 That is something that I plan to prove in this dissertation.   

7
 Z. C. Cao, M.A. dissertation,  Kongyou zhi zheng de yanjiu (An investigation of the debate surrounding 

nothingness and something) (Taipei: Faguang Buddhist Culture Research Institute, 1994), 5~6.  
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from the Chinese by N. A. Sastri are available.
8
 However, to date, there is no complete 

English translation of the text. This dissertation will provide for the first time a full 

English translation of this text based on a Chinese version which will enlarge the 

potential academic audience for the study of BhǕviveka.  

After a brief introduction, the second chapter will focus on the author of the text. 

The discussion contains biographical information, and will cover BhǕvivekaôs influence 

in three different Buddhist contexts, including Indian, Chinese, and Tibetan Buddhism. 

Although there are many possible spellings, according to both Sanskrit and Tibetan 

sources, many scholars claim that óBhǕvivekaô is the most accurate spelling of the 

authorôs name. Based on current scholarship and additional Chinese sources, this 

dissertation will further support this claim.        

A large amount of Euro-North American scholarship has focused primarily on 

BhǕvivekaôs thought and influence in either Indian or Tibetan Buddhism. In addition to 

these, this dissertation will extend the discussion to BhǕvivekaôs influence on Chinese 

Buddhist thought.  Some scholars have indicated that he has been influential in Indian 

Buddhist philosophy around the sixth century. Because of his critique on YogǕcǕra 

philosophy, the concept of ñschoolò in MahǕyǕna Buddhism began to emerge. For 

investigating BhǕvivekaôs position in Indian Buddhism, the main source this dissertation 

will utilize is Chinese pilgrimsô records and later MǕdhyamikansô works. In re-analyzing 

those sources as well as modern scholarsô research, this dissertation suggests that during 

                                                 

8
 T30, 268~278.  de La Vallée Poussin, Louis , ñMadhyamaka, II. Lôautheur du Joyan dans la main. III.ò 

Mélanges Chinois et Bouddhiques (Bruxelles) 2 (1932-33), 60~138.  Also, N. A. Sastri reconstructed 

Sanskrit from Chinese in his work, Karatalaratna (Santiniketan: Visva-Bharati, 1949), 33~104.    
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his time, BhǕviveka was considered to be the only legitimate successor of the 

Madhyamaka School.   

In the context of Chinese Buddhism, it seems that three of BhǕvivekaôs important 

works have been translated into Chinese although, nowadays, only KTR and PrP are 

available. Moreover, due to the lack of information regarding the later developments of 

Indian Madhyamaka Schools, BhǕviveka was represented as the successor of NǕgǕrjuna 

for Chinese Buddhist audiences. The unique philosophy of two realities, óótruly empty 

and conventionally subtantialô (Zhen Kong Su You ) from the *Karatalaratna 

was adopted by Chinese ancient scholars to represent BhǕvivekaôs philosophy. His debate 

with the YogǕcǕra scholar DharmapǕla is well known in Chinese Buddhism. However, 

because the Chinese Madhyamaka School (Sanlunzong/ ) was on the wane, and 

because of Xuanzhuangôs (/602~664CE) dissemination of YogǕcǕra doctrine, most 

of the intellectual monks in the Tang Dynasty were all YogǕcǕrins, and thus, BhǕviveka 

did not gain as much recognition as he did in India.  

In Tibet, as some modern research indicates, BhǕvivekaôs philosophy might have 

been introduced by śǕntarakita and many of his works were translated into Tibetan in 

the early period. BhǕviveka was very influential in the early development of Tibetan 

Madhyamaka around the eighth to tenth century. This influence survived for several 

hundred years in Tibet until Candrakǭrtiôs philosophy was noticed.  

Chapter three is a brief introduction to the content of the *  Karatalaratna (

 Jewel in the Hand, hereafter KTR). As mentioned previously, this text is extremely 

important for the study of BhǕviveka because it is the only text among his works without 
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either original Sanskrit or Tibetan versions and it provides a relatively clear soteriological 

path compared with the other texts. The discussion in this chapter will cover the name of 

the text and the purpose of composing the text. This chapter will also introduce its 

structure and content. Moreover, the rhetorical methodology employed by BhǕviveka for 

debate with his opponents will be examined. 

Subsequent chapters will discuss BhǕvivekaôs philosophy and his soteriological 

theory according to what is presented in the *Karatalaratna and in his other works.  

Following NǕgǕrjuna, BhǕvivekaôs soteriological theory describes how to transfer oneôs 

cognition from conventional to ultimate reality. BhǕviveka defines conventional reality as 

the reality of the worldly experience, including language, which is a reality for those 

sentient being who are not yet awakened, even though such a reality is derived from their 

attachments produced from ignorance. He reasons that although sentient beings are prone 

to mistakenly perceive things as they appear due to ignorance, things should have 

intrinsic natures at this level of reality. 

Based on BhǕvivekaôs understanding of ultimate reality, it can be briefly stated that 

the word óultimate realityô has three connotations: 1) from an ontological perspective, the 

term óthe ultimateô or óthe objectô refers to the true nature of things; 2) from an 

epistemological perspective, the term ónon-discriminating wisdomô refers to how the 

Buddhist sages view reality; and 3) the teachings in accord with non-arising refers to 

ultimate reality.
 
According to the first and the second definitions, reality is the 

transcendence of the worldly experience, language and so on. At this level of reality, 

things possess no intrinsic nature. BhǕviveka develops a third concept, secondary 

ultimate reality, which creates an important pivot between these two realities. The 
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secondary ultimate reality becomes an important feature of his soteriological theory. 

Before further discussing his soteriology, it is important to examine BhǕvivekaôs 

definition of the two realities and the secondary ultimate reality. The examination and 

demonstration of BhǕvivekaôs two realities will be in the fourth chapter.                

The fifth chapter will examine BhǕvivekaôs application of the formal proof 

statement (prayogavǕkya) in his soteriological theory. The teaching of the secondary 

ultimate reality according to the Praj¶Ǖpradǭpa includes the knowledge of ŜȊnyatǕ 

obtained from hearing (Ŝrutamayǭ), thinking (cintǕmayǭ), and meditating (bhǕvanǕmayǭ). 

In regard to these three types of knowledge, the formal proof statement according to the 

*Karatalaratna is 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 to validate the function of the formal proof argument, BhǕviveka must 

validate the function of valid cognition (pramǕἈa) including direct perception (pratyakἨa) 

and inference (anumǕna) because these two are the main elements of a formal proof 

argument. Based on DignǕgaôs theory, BhǕviveka further develops his own 

epistemological theory: external objects are substantially existent because they consist of 

an aggregation of atoms. Since an external object is real in conventional reality, its 

particulars are able to cause direct perception (pratyakἨa), and its universal, i.e., a 

collection of particulars, is able to cause inference (anumǕna). The basic definition for a 

universal is that it must possess a similar locus (ǕŜraya) and lack a dissimilar locus. 

These two requirements of a universal can guarantee an accurate inference because a 

reference is the appearance of a universal in cognition. They become two of the three 



 

8 

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 proof statement, supported 

by the function of language and an accurate perception, is able to obtain an accurate 

result (i.e., inference) by providing a sound reasoning.   

Therefore, BhǕviveka has to accept an intrinsic nature of dharmas in conventional 

reality to guarantee the decisive result of a formal proof statement and secure a possible 

path to achieve liberation. Based on his ontological system, the detail of a formal proof 

statement will be discussed and redefined with a principle in modern logical, 

Hypothetical Syllogism (HS).  

The sixth chapter concludes that formal proof statements are not only a method for 

debate, but an initial step for the path towards liberation as revealed in the 

*Karatalaratna. BhǕvivekaós ñteaching in accord with ŜȊnyatǕò includes the knowledge 

of ŜȊnyatǕ obtained from hearing, thinking, and meditating. These three kinds of 

knowledge compose a hierarchical process towards liberation. Formal proof statements, 

therefore, are a sufficient methodology to acquire the knowledge of hearing which is the 

basis of the other two. Owing to DignǕgaôs influence, formal proof statements have been 

established on the basis of the two kinds of valid cognitions (pramǕna), direct perception 

(prayak׀a) and inference (anumǕna). In order to secure formal proof statements as a 

valid methodology, BhǕviveka accepted the concept of substance into his interpretation 

of conventional reality. That is, the acceptance of the theory that an intrinsic nature exists 

in conventional existence allows for a decisive result in terms of a valid formal proof 
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statement. Therefore, formal proof statements are both an initial step and a necessary 

methodology to obtain awakening.                            
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Chapter Two: The Life and works of BhǕviveka  

In the current chapter, I will focus on BhǕvivekaôs life and works. The discussion 

includes BhǕvivekaôs biographical information, his works, and his influence within three 

different Buddhist contexts, Indian, Chinese, and Tibetan Buddhism.   

2.1 The Name 

 

Although BhǕviveka is the author of the text *Karatalaratna, the spelling of his 

name is diverse in different sources. Shotaro Iida listed other possible spellings such as 

ñBhavya,ò ñBhavyaka,ò ñBhavyakǕra,ò ñBhavyaviveka,ò ñBhǕvivika,ò and 

ñBhagavadviveka,ò depending on different source, and concluded that three most 

accurate ones are ñBhǕvaviveka,ò ñBhavya,ò and ñBhǕviveka.ò 
9
  The Japanese 

Madhyamaka scholar Yasunori Ejima also listed several spellings such as 

ñBhǕvaviveka,ò ñBhǕvivikta,ò ñBhǕviveka,ò ñBhavyavivikta,ò ñBhavyaviveka,ò and 

ñBhavya.ò He points out that ñBhǕvaviveka,ò ñBhavya,ò and ñBhǕvivekaò are the most 

common names for the traditional pre-modern scholars.
10

 Ejima concludes that 

óBhǕvivekaô is the most accurate spelling. 
11

 

Up until now, the most common spelling used by modern scholars is ñBhǕvaviveka.ò 

The reason that this spelling is popularly used may be because it is found in the 

PrasannapadǕ.
12

  However, ñBhǕvavivekaò only appears in the Sanskrit text and is not 

                                                 

9
 S. Iida, Reason and Emptiness: A Study in Logic and Mysticism (Tokyo: the Hokuseido Press, 1980), 5~6. 

10
 Yasunori Ejima, ͭ  (Chukan ShisǾ no Tenkai/ The Development of the Idea of 

Madhyamaka) (Tokyo: Shunjusha, 1980), 3. 
11

 Y. Ejima, ñBhǕviveka/Bhavya/ BhǕviveka.ò Indogaku Bukkygaku KenkyȊ (hereafter IBK) 38-2 (1991), 

838-846.    
12

 Louis de la Vall®e Poussin, ed., ˈ MȊlamadhyamakakǕrikǕs de NǕgǕrjuna avec la PrasannapadǕ 

Commentaire de Candrakǭrtiớ (hereafter PsP) Bibliotheca Buddhica ʛ (St-Pétersbourg,1903-1913) , 36.  
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the only possible spelling in Sanskrit sources. Poussinôs edition of the PrasannapadǕ also 

uses BhǕviveka four times.
13

 The author of the LakἨaἈaἲǭkǕ, a commentary to the 

PrasannapadǕ, also uses the spelling.
14

 Hence, the spelling ñBhǕvavivekaò is not 

exclusive in Sanskrit sources.   

The term ñBhavyaò is derived from Tibetan sources and, has not been found in any 

Sanskrit texts today.
15

 In the Tibetan translation of the MadhyamakǕlaἄkǕraἲǭkǕ, two 

different spelling are used by the author: ñsNang bral legsò which can be restored as 

ñBhǕvivekaò or ñBhǕviviktaò and ñsKal ldanò which is ñBhavyaò in Sanskrit.  J¶Ǖna-

garbha, in his commentary of PrP (Praj¶Ǖpradǭpa), uses ñLegs ldan-byedò or ñLegs 

ldan ôbyedò for the author of PrP.  Ejima indicates that ñLegs ldan-byedò could be a typo 

and thus, ñLegs ldan ôbyedò is a more accurate spelling, which is ñBhavyavivekaò in its 

original Sanskrit. Moreover, AtǭŜa, in his various treatises and translations, also uses both 

ñBhavyaò and ñBhavyavivekaò for the author of PPd and MHK.
16

              

In contrast to the divergence of Sanskrit and Tibetan, the Chinese translations of 

BhǕvivekaôs name are very consistent in meaning. Most of the Chinese sources use 

(qingbian),  (qingbian) or  (fenbieming.)
17

 In regard to the Chinese word  

(qing), although it possesses a dozen meanings, its basic meaning refers to óclearô, 

ómanifestô from which the meaning of ólightô, the direct meaning of  (ming), is derived. 

                                                 

13
 Y. Ejima, ñBhǕviveka/Bhavya/ BhǕvivekaò 838-846. 

14
 Y. Yonezawa, óLaka aǭkǕ: A Sanskrit Manuscript of an Anonymous Commentary on the PrasannapadǕ,ô 

Journal of Indian and Buddhist Studies (hereafter JIBS) 47-2 (1999), 1024~1022.   
15

 Y. Ejima, ñBhǕviveka/Bhavya/ BhǕvivekaò 838-846. The following analysis is a summary of Ejimaôs 

study.     
16

 C. Watanabe, BhǕvivekaôs Madhyamakahdaya-kǕrikǕ, Tattvaj¶ǕnaianǕ, verses 137-266: An English 

translation and explanation (The University of British Columbia, 1994) 8. 
17

 Most of the Chinese ancient scholars use either  or  (qingbian).  (fenbieming) only 

appears in PrabhǕkaramitraôs translation of  Praj¶Ǖpradǭpa.      
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Herein, the Chinese character  (bian) means ñdistinctionò or ñdistinguishingò as well as

 (fenbie). The word  (bian) means ódebate.ô Although these two words have 

slightly different meanings, according to classical Chinese grammar, the characters which 

possess the same pronunciation can be transposed.
18

 Hence, both  (bian) and  (bian) 

mean  (fenbie) ódistinction, discrimination, or investigation.ô 

According to the Datangxiyuji (  ), the transliteration of  or  

(qingbian) is ᵍ (pobifuja) which can be identified as BhǕviveka in Sanskrit 

according to Sanskrit-Chinese phonic analysis: bhǕ, vi ve and g  ka. The term 

óbhǕvivekaô consists of two words bhǕ and viveka. The word bhǕ means ólightô, 

óbrightnessô, splendour, etc.
19

 which corresponds to the Chinese word (qing) or

(ming). Meanwhile, óvivekaô means ñdistinctionò, or ñdiscriminationò
20

 which also 

corresponds to the Chinese ñò, ñò (bian) or ñ№∟ò (fenbie.) Therefore, within the 

various spellings, BhǕviveka is the most possible spelling according to different sources. 

Hence, in the following, I will use BhǕviveka as a formal spelling for the author of the 

*Karatalaratna.   

   

                                                 

18
 T54, 834b. 

19
 M. Monier Williams, Sanskrit-English Dictionary (New York: Oxford University, 1988), 750. 

20
 Ibid., 987.  
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2.2 Birthplace:  

According to Xuanzhuangôs ( ) Datanxiyuji ( ),
21

 BhǕviveka was 

from  (DhǕnakataka, or DhǕnyakaἲaka).
22

  The story of BhǕviveka in the 

 (datanxiyuji) is summarised as follows:  

The country of DhǕnyakataka is six thousands 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 the master Pobifuja (BhǕviveka) has stayed in the palace 

of Asuras, waiting to see Maitreya, the future Buddha. BhǕviveka went to 

Magadha and tried to debate with DharmapǕla. However, the master was refused 

by DharmapǕla. After that, the master came back to his own country.  By 

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

he decided to stay in the mountain, waiting for the future Buddha.
23

  

 

The description here, ñthe master came back to his own countryò is the direct 

translation from the original Chinese, ñ.ò From this hint, it can be derived 

that BhǕviveka was from the country of DhǕnakataka.
24

 According to Samuel Beal, 

DhǕnakataka is presently a western neighbor of the present AmarǕvatǭ which is in central 

India and belongs to Andhra Pradesh province.
25

 However, in the ancient geographical 

system, it was probably considered to be in the south of the territory at that time.
26

   

                                                 

21
 Datanxiyuji ( / the Great Tang Dynasty records of the western world) was a traveling record 

journal written by Xuanzang to record his journey to India. English translation see: S. Beal, Si-Yu-Ki: 

Buddhist records of the western world (London: Routledge, 2000).          
22

 There are many possible Sanskrit spelling for this Chinese term such as Dhamñakatak, Dhamyakatak, 

DhǕnyakatak, DhǕnyavǕtipura, Dhañkaaka, DharaikǕa. Beal, 220~221. Also see Iida 25.   
23

 The translation of the whole passage can be seen in Beal 221~223. Iida also indicates that the last part of 

the passage is identical with the record in TǕranǕtha, 9~10. 
24

 Iida in his book Reason and Emptiness, says that Uiôs Konsaisu bukkyǾ jiten inform us that his birthplace 

was DhǕnyakaaka in south India. In fact, the reference for Konsaisu bukkyǾ jiten to make such a 

declaration is this passage. Somehow, Iida did not use this original passage as reference but used 

Konsaisu bukkyǾ jiten as reference instead (Idia 8). 
25

 Beal, 220~221, Iida 25, and Eckel 9.   
26

 According to  (Datanxiyuji), DhǕnyakaaka was identified as South-India at the time when 

the Chinese pilgrims traveled to India.    
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Falinôs (/ 572~640 CE) Bianzhenglun ( ), another Chinese source 

regarding BhǕviveka which is previous to Datanxiyuji ( ), indicates that 

BhǕviveka was from a family in Magadha.
27

  In the Bianzhenglun ( ), Falin ( ) 

claimed that he himself was a member of the PrabhǕkaramitraôs translation team 

translating the Praj¶Ǖpradǭpa into Chinese in 629 CE, and he was in charge of writing 

down the translation as well as the preface. It is in the preface that Falin () claimed 

BhǕvivekaôs Magadhan kἨatriya identity.
28

 Thus, he probably obtained this information 

from PrabhǕkaramitra. However, Falinôs ( ) preface was not adopted as the official 

preface for the Praj¶Ǖpradǭpa. The official preface was written by Huize (

/580~636CE) who was another person in the team in charge of writing down the 

translation. However, in his preface, Huize ( ) did not mention anything about 

BhǕvivekaôs birthplace.
29

 Hence, Falinôs ()ôs description about BhǕvivekaôs 

birthplace is not without suspicion.          

TǕrǕnǕthaôs History of Buddhism in India says that Bhavya (legs-ldan) was born to 

an illustrious royal family of Malyara in south India.
30

 Sum-pa-mkhan-po indicates that 

BhǕviveka was born in a royal family of Malayagiri. According to the above sources and 

analysis, we may conclude that BhǕviveka was born into a royal family in DhǕnakataka 

which now is a western neighbor of the present AmarǕvatǭ.    

      

                                                 

27
 T52, 513b.  

28
 Ibid.  

29
 T30, 50c.   

30
 Idia 8 & TǕranǕtha 130. 
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2.3 Date:  

The date of BhǕvivekaôs life is believed to be around 490~570 or 500~570 CE. 

Dating BhǕvivekaôs lifetime is not difficult because his life or works involved many other 

Buddhist famous figures such as DharmapǕla, BuddhapǕlita, DignǕga and Sthiramati. 

Taking the historic records and epigraphics as basic sources, modern scholars have 

arrived at the above conclusion through the investigation of the relationships between 

BhǕviveka and these Buddhist famous figures. The following is a brief description.
 
  

According to Chinese pilgrimsô records, DignǕga, DharmapǕla, and Sthiramati were 

contemporary with BhǕviveka.
31

 Scholars used to believe that Sthiramati lived between 

470~550 CE. In his research, ñLandmarks in the History of Indian Logicò, Eric 

Frauwallner corrects this supposition and re-estimates the dates for those figures as 

following: DignǕga (480~540CE), DharmapǕla (530~561CE) and Sthiramati 

(510~570).
32

 On the basis of Frauwallnerôs hypothesis, Yuichi Kajiyama further places 

BhǕviveka in between 500~570 CE by comparing the interaction among DharmapǕla, 

Sthiramati and BhǕviveka.
33

  First, BhǕviveka was a little older than Sthiramati. The 

evidence is that BhǕviveka, in his PPr, attacked Guamati who is one of Sthiramatiôs 

teachers. Moreover, Sthiramati, in his Dachengzhongguanlunshi ( / the 

Commentary of MahǕyǕna MȊlamadhyamakakǕrikǕ), cites passages from both DignǕga 

and BhǕviveka. Sthiramati was not only younger than DignǕga but must be even younger 

than BhǕviveka. Hence, Kajiyama concludes that BhǕviveka must be born around 500 CE.  

                                                 

31
 T54, 229b. Hirakawa 228.  

32
 Eric Frauwallner, ñLandmarks in the History of Indian Logicò Wiener Zeitschrift f¿r die kunde S¿dund 

Ostasiens S (1961), 132~4.  
33

 Y. Kajiyama, ñBhǕviveka, Sthiramati, and DharmapǕlaò 838-846.    
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Second, Kajiyama argues that BhǕviveka died around 570 CE. His reasons are: 1) 

DharmapǕla criticized BhǕviveka in his work. According to trandition, DharmapǕla 

should be over twenty years old when he could criticize a great master.
34

 That implies 

that BhǕviveka survived at least after 550 CE. 2) In the Datanxiyuji (  ), it 

says that BhǕviveka entered into the mountain crag (died) nine years after he was refused 

for debate by DharmapǕla who had already retired and stayed in Bodh GayǕ.
35

 

DharmapǕla retired from NǕlandǕ at the age of twenty-nine (559 CE).
36

 Thus, BhǕviveka 

must have died around 569 or 570 CE. So far, Kajiyamaôs conclusion seems to be 

accepted by many modern scholars such as Idia, Hirakawa, and Ames as a formal data for 

BhǕviveka.
37

 Hence, I will adopt Kajiyamaôs conclusion in this dissertation.  

2.4 Life and position of BhǕviveka in Buddhist cultural context  

2.4.1 BhǕviveka in Indian context 

BhǕviveka is definitely an influential figure in Indian Buddhist history. The Chinese 

pilgrim, I-zhing ( 635~713CE), lists a series of names of influential Buddhist figures 

in India in his travel record, the Nanhaijiguichuan ( / the Traveling Record of 

South-ocean). The record says: 

                                                 

34
 P. Hoornaert, ñThe DharmapǕla-BhǕviveka debate as presented in DharmapǕlaôs Commentary to 

Catuhsataka XVI.23ò Kanazawa University Repository for Academic resource 24 (2004), 119~149. Also 

T30, 246a~c.     
35

 It says that in order to see Maitreya, BhǕviveka recited incantation (mantra) for three years in front of the 

statue of AvalokiteŜvara Bodhisattva. After that, he recited another incantation for another three years. 

After these six years, BhǕviveka waited and practices for three more years. Finally, the deity broke the 

crag and made a cave.  The story ends up that BhǕviveka entered the cave to see Maitreya (T51, 930c).         
36

 Frauwallner 132~134.  
37

 Idia 7; William Ames 31; Hirakawa dates BhǕviveka as 490~570. See Akira Hirakawa, ΪϺϐ

(Indo BukkyǾshi/The History of Indian Buddhism)( Tokyo: Shunjusha, 1995), 205.   



 

17 

There were such kind (of monks who helped Buddha to promote dharma) like 

NǕgǕrjuna, [ǔrya-]deva, and AŜvaghoa far back in the past, Vasubandhu, Asaga, 

Sa ghabhadra and BhǕviveka in median back in the past, and DignǕga, 

DharmapǕla, Dharmakǭrtiérecently. 
38

  

 

I-zhing( ) went to India as a pilgrim via the sea route in 671CE and stayed in 

India and south Asia for twenty-five years.  I-zhing ( ) recorded those people in his 

travel diary and divided them into three periods of time. Moreover, since I-zhing ( ) 

had traveled around India and south Asia for twenty-five years, the above information 

should not be understood as only I-zhingôs () personal opinion. Instead, it should be 

considered to be a general understanding during I-zhingôs visit to India.     

From the above citation, there are several things worthy of more detailed discussion. 

First, although the chronological order of those figures above may have to be re-

considered according to modern research, especially putting BhǕviveka together in the 

same period as Asa ga and Vasubandhu, these people must have been so influential upon 

their contemporaries that I-zhing ( ) had to mention it in his record. Second, it is 

surprising that in the list, we cannot find BuddhapǕlita and Candrakǭrti who are 

considered to be the legitimate successor of NǕgǕrjuna in Tibetan traditions. 

BuddhapǕlita lived around 470~540 CE, and Candrakǭrti was around 600 ~550 CE.
39

 

That is to say, these two MǕdhyamikans were elder and younger than BhǕviveka. If they 

were influential enough, why did I-zhing ( ) not even mention them? Third, in this 

list, the figures listed in the middle period, only BhǕviveka belongs to Madhyamaka 

                                                 

38 ̡ ̡ ̡ ̡ ̡ ̡ ̡ ̡

̡ ̡ ̡ ̡ ̡  (T54, 229b)̢  
39

 Hirakawa, History 202.  
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School. Placing BhǕviveka together with these two YogǕcǕra founders may indicate that 

BhǕviveka was NǕgǕrjunaôs legitimate successor. Consistent with I-zhing ( ), we 

cannot find any information about BuddhapǕlita and Candrakǭrti in Xunzangôs () 

 (datanxiyuji) which records that BhǕviveka promotes NǕgǕrjunaôs teaching by 

stating, ñthe ŜǕstra-master (BhǕviveka) éoutwardly displayed himself by SǕkhya garb 

and inwardly, propagated the teaching of NǕgǕrjuna.ò
40

 Hence, without the influence of 

the later sources from the Tibetan tradition,
41

 BhǕviveka in the Indian context was not 

only influential but also considered to be NǕgǕrjunaôs legitimate successor according to 

reports of Chinese pilgrims.  

BhǕvivekaôs influential position is not only illustrated in the Chinese sources but also 

in the later development of Madhyamaka from Tibetan sources. According to some 

modern Japanese scholars, in fact, most of the later MǕdhyamikans belongs to 

BhǕvivekaôs lineage.
42

      

The influential figures promote their Buddhist philosophies through their literary 

compositions and debates.  As shown above, in the Datanxiyuji ( ), 

Xuanzhuang ( ) used the term ŜǕstra-master ( /vǕdǭ) to address BhǕviveka. As 

we can see, the Buddhist figures in the above list are all ŜǕstra-masters. Since ancient 

times, there have been monks recognized as experts or in charge of different Buddhist 

sciences such as, suttantika, vinaya-dhara, and dhamma-kathika (dhamma-dhara).
43

 

                                                 

40
ñ ò(T 51, 930c)  

41
 See BhǕviveka in Tibetan context of this chapter.   

42
 Hirakawa, History 205~219. See BhǕviveka in Tibetan context of this chapter. 

43
 Hirakawa, History 94.  
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Those dharma-kathika also became dhamma-dhara (those who hold/keep the teaching) 

who were in charge of passing down Buddhist teaching and examining the new 

teaching as it spreading out from different areas (on the basis of the old sȊtras after the 

first Buddhist congregation.)
44

 Consequently, from dharma-dhara, the mǕtἠkǕ-dhara or 

abhidharma-dhara developed.
 45

 Later, when abhidharma was used as a general term for 

all Buddhist commentaries, Abhidharma-dhara (those who promote abhidharma) 

became the most influential scholars in mainstream Buddhism.        

When MahǕyǕna scholars (or ŜǕstra-master) began to compose commentaries on the 

newly appearing sȊtras, i.e., MahǕyǕna sȊtras, they refused to use abhidharma as a 

general term for all Buddhist commentaries due to their disagreements with abhidharma 

philosophies, and that abhidharma had already become a specific genre. Instead of 

abhidharma, they preferred to use the term ŜǕstra for their compositions. Those who 

compose ŜǕstras to promote Buddhism are addressed as ŜǕstra-masters. In their 

compositions, in order to impose their religious authority, they intensively challenged 

different scholars or schools in both Buddhism and non-Buddhism. Thus, debates with 

other philosophers are the essential parts of those ŜǕstras. Through such debates in their 

compositions, the ŜǕstra-masters promoted their philosophies and extended their 

influence on others.  

As we can see, the figures in the I-zhingôs () list are all ŜǕstra-masters, and they 

all left massive compositions in which they set up a primary, and many other minor 

                                                 

44
 Yin Shun, The Origin and Development of Early MahǕyǕna Buddhism (Taipei: Zenwun, 1992), 224. 

45
 Yin-shun, The Study on the Compositions and Scholars of SarvǕstivǕdin School (

) (Taipei: Zenwun, 1992), 27~32.  
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targets to challenge and debate with. For example, NǕgǕrjuna and ǔryadeva as well as 

Asa ga and Vasubandhu, aimed at abhidharma scholars as their main object to challenge 

as well as other religious scholars as a second target. Sa ghabhadra was famous for his 

challenge to Vasubandhuôs AbhidharmakoŜabhǕŜya. It can be said that the more 

successful one was in debating with others the more influential they were.
46

  

Even though debate is a key point for a successful scholar, ŜǕstra-masters 

individually faced different situations due to the fact that cultures and their different 

philosophies changed from time to time. BhǕviveka was one typical figure who promoted 

his own philosophy and extended his own influence through debate by composing ŜǕstra. 

In order to determine how BhǕviveka impacted Buddhism, and thus other religions, it is 

necessary to know understand the environment in which BhǕviveka lived, and how he 

differed from NǕgǕrjuna.  

In the time of NǕgǕrjuna (150~250CE), MahǕyǕna was still in the early period of 

development,
47

 and the sectarian (abhidharma) schools, especially SarvǕstivǕdin school, 

still dominated mainstream Buddhism. Hence, in his main work, the MȊlamadhyamaka-

kǕrikǕ, SarvǕstivǕdin doctrine becomes the main target for NǕgǕrjunaós criticism. That is 

to say, for NǕgǕrjuna, to establish a fundamental basis for MahǕyǕna philosophy by 

challenging SarvǕstivǕdin School in the environment (or monasteries) surrounded and 

dominated by abhidharma philosophy was a top priority. As Walser indicates, NǕgǕrjuna
 
 

refutes SarvǕstivǕdin
 
doctrine without dismissing the abhidharma project as a whole. 

48
 

                                                 

46
 Eckel, BhǕvaviveka 9~15. 

47
 J. Walser, NǕgǕrjuna in Context: MahǕyǕna Buddhism & Early Indian Culture (New York: Columbia 

University, 2005), 89.  
48

  Ibid., 226. 
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Venerable Yin-shun further points out that the main focus of NǕgǕrjunaôs challenge was 

Kashmir SarvǕstivǕdins, especially, those who composed the Abidamodabiposalun (

/ Abhidharma-mahǕvibhǕἨa-ŜǕstra). 
49

  

In contrast to NǕgǕrjuna, at the time of BhǕviveka, MahǕyǕna Buddhism had 

developed and flourished for several centuries.
50

 MahǕyǕna thoughts and doctrines 

clearly dominated certain areas of Buddhism. This can be revealed by the Chinese 

pilgrimsô travel notes.
51

 In regard to MahǕyǕna Buddhism during the 5-6
th
 century, there 

are three situations worthy of note. First, abhidharma Buddhism was still the mainstream 

Buddhism even though it was not as influential as before. Second, there were also 

different philosophies in MahǕyǕna Buddhism. The most obvious difference as 

mentioned in the SaἄdhinirmocanasȊtra is the difference between the teachings of 

ŜȊnyatǕ in the early Praj¶ǕpǕramitǕ scriptures and the teaching of existence in other later 

sȊtras.
52

  

Third, a Hindu renaissance caused the resurgence of systematic Vedic philosophies 

in the Gupta empire (320~567CE).
53

  Although the monarchsô attitude toward religion in 

the Gupta Empire was quite open, the main religion they extensively supported was the 

Vedic tradition. This attitude caused the restoration of the Vedic tradition. Due to this re-

flourish of the Vedic tradition, Vedic philosophical schools were also quickly developing 

and flourishing. Of these, the six philosophical schools of SǕkhya, Yoga, MimǕsǕ, 

                                                 

49
 Yin-shun, The Study on the Compositions and Scholars of SarvǕstivǕdin School 215~219.    

50
 Walser 89.     

51
 See the Chinese pilgrim Fa-Hienôs The Record of Buddhist Kingdoms ( ). In the book, Fa-Hien 

mentioned many Indian kingdoms which promoted MahǕyǕna Buddhism. English translation can be 

found in: http://ebooks.adelaide.edu.au/f/fa-hien/f15l/index.html. 
52

 E. Lamotte, Saἂdhinirmocana SȊtra (Louvain: LôExplication des Mysteres, 1935), 85. T16, 697b. 
53

 H. Nakamura, Indian Buddhism (Hirakata: Kansai University, 1980), 213~214. 

http://ebooks.adelaide.edu.au/f/fa-hien/f15l/index.html
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VedǕnta, VaiŜeika, and NyǕya were the most famous. Although these six schools had 

developed for a long time before the Gupta Empire, their main philosophies were 

composed during this period.  

Within such a complicated background, the main target for a later Madhyamaka 

philosopher to challenge, especially for BhǕviveka, is not only SarvǕstivǕda but also 

extends to the YogǕcǕra School and even the Vedic-schools. This situation can be 

evidenced from both MadhyamakahἠdayakǕrikǕ (hereafter MHK) and the 

*Karatalaratna. In both of these works, BhǕviveka even spends more effort on criticizing 

the YogǕcǕra School and those Vedic-schools than the abhidharma schools (this will be 

discussed in the following sections).  

To challenge the various schools of both Buddhism and non-Buddhism, there are 

three problems that BhǕviveka had to directly deal with. They are: 1) the nihilistic 

critique on the teaching of ŜȊnyatǕ, 2) the theory of svabhǕva pervading in both Buddhist 

and non-Buddhist schools, and 3) finding a valid debating system. Within those three, the 

idea of svabhǕva is the central thesis which the other two are based on. In addition to 

SarvǕstivǕda and some other abhidharma schools in Buddhism, the theory of svabhǕva 

seems to be the fundamental theory shared with all six Vedic-schools. On the basis of this 

theory, the SarvǕstivǕda accuses the Madhyamaka School of nihilism because its 

particular teaching of ŜȊnyatǕ is to deny svabhǕva.
54

 Moreover, in regard to the debate 

system, the formal proof statement (prayoga) which is established on the basis of the idea 

of svabhǕva seems to be a valid and popular system to be adopted for debate among 

                                                 

54
 In chapter 24 of MȊlamadhyamakakǕrikǕ (hereafter MMK XXIV), NǕgǕrjunaós opponents raised a series 

of arguments to challenge NǕgǕrjunaós philosophy of ŜȊnyatǕ.  
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different religions at that time.
55

 The conflict between ŜȊnyatǕ and svabhǕva became a 

dilemma for BhǕviveka.  

In order to solve this dilemma and adjust to the contemporary environment, 

BhǕviveka established a unique account of two realities, according to Chinese scholars, 

called ótruly empty and conventionally substantialô (Zhen Kong Su You ).  He 

attempted to remove the contradiction between ŜȊnyatǕ and svabhǕva by proposing that 

although in ultimate reality, all are ŜȊnyatǕ, conventionally, everything has its own 

svabhǕva. Relying on this unique theory, BhǕviveka, was, on the one hand, 

conventionally able to employ logic to argue for ultimate reality against other schools, 

and on the other hand, was able to retain the philosophy of the Madhyamaka tradition,
56

 

i.e. everything is ultimately ŜȊnyatǕ. Although this unique theory was very controversial 

and might not be accepted by other MǕdhyamikans, it was the theory which enabled 

BhǕviveka to successfully debate against others and for him to become an influential 

figure in the history of Indian Buddhism.  

As Yamaguchi points out, MǕdhyamika did not become a full-fledge school of 

thought until BhǕviveka wrote his MHK.
57

 Once BhǕviveka criticized YogǕcǕra, 

Madhyamaka and YogǕcǕra philosophies were distinguished and became two schools. 

Yamaguchiôs perspective is not merely a suggestion. In fact, in Chinese tradition, the 

debate between BhǕviveka and DharmapǕla, a famous YogǕcǕra scholar, has been well 

                                                 

55
 EnshǾ Kanakura. ñϖΪϊαͧϟ ϊαò ͧ ͭ  (Indo tetsugaku to BukkyǾ no 

shomondai/The Problems of Indian Philosophy and Buddhism) (TǾkyǾ : Iwanami Shoten, 1951),163. 
56

 BhǕviveka is the one who first used the phrase ñMadhyamaka.ò  
57

 Yamaguchi , ñIndo daijǾ kyǾgakushi ni okeru kyǾsǾ hanjaku no tenkaiò (The development of the 

sectarian classifications of Buddhism in the history of Indian MahǕyǕna Buddhist thought), ǽtani 

Daigaku GaguhǾ, Vol. 24 & 25 (1944), 28.   
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known for several centuries.
58

 The Chinese YogǕcǕra scholar, Huizhao ( ) from the 

Tang Dynasty, indicated that while DharmapǕla was being born one thousand and 

hundred years after the Buddhaôs death, BhǕviveka also composed the *Karatalaratna. 

From then on, there is the debate over emptiness and existence in MahǕyǕna.
59

 Therefore, 

it is not over-reacting to claim that BhǕviveka is the one who began the idea of óschoolô 

in the Madhyamaka tradition.      

                 

2.4.2 BhǕviveka in the context of Chinese Buddhism  

 BhǕviveka was known as /  (qingbian) or  (fenbieming) in Chinese. 

The first person who introduced BhǕviveka into China was PrabhǕkaramitra in 629 CE 

by introducing him as  (fenbieming) in the translation of the Praj¶Ǖpradǭpa. Later 

Xuanzang used the term  (qingbian) for BhǕviveka when he translated 

Karatalaratna into Chinese around 647 or 649 CE. However, Xuanzang used the 

transliteration  (pobifuja) to introduce BhǕviveka in Datanxiyuji ( ). 

In addition, as mentioned above,  (I-zhing) used  (Qingbian). With ancient 

Chinese characters, when the pronunciations are the same, two different characters can 

substitute for each other. Thus,  and  are interchangeable.   

The sources mentioned above, such as the Praj¶Ǖpradǭpa, *Karatalaratna, 

Datanxiyuji ( ) and Nanhaijiguichuan ( ), are the main sources for 
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 P. Hoornaert, ñThe DharmapǕla-BhǕviveka debate as presented in DharmapǕlaôs Commentary to 

Catuhsataka XVI.23ò, 119~122.   
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the pre-modern traditional scholars in China to understand BhǕviveka and forms the basis 

for subsequent academic inquiry. As far as we know, the Praj¶Ǖpradǭpa and the 

*Karatalaratna are the only two texts among BhǕvivekaôs compositions which have been 

translated into Chinese. However, there is evidence that some Chinese scholars knew 

another important text of BhǕvivekaôs, the MadhyamakahἠdayakǕrikǕ. No Chinese 

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

MadhyamakahἠdayakǕrikǕ is Yuan-ce ( /613~696CE), one of Xuanzangôs disciples. 

In his commentary on the SaἄdhinirmocanasȊtra, he states: 

Therefore, in the chapter of Entering into the True Ambrosia in 

MadhyamakahἠdayakǕrikǕ composed by BhǕviveka, it says that outside of the six 

consciousnesses, there is no Ǖlayavij¶Ǖna because it is not subsumed by the six 

consciousnesses.ò
60

  

 

Following this passage, later scholars such as Huizhao ( /651~714CE), Huaiyuanlu (

/around the tenth century CE), and Taixian ( / around the eighth century) also 

mentioned this text in their works. 
61

 Hence, some parts of the MadhyamakahἠdayakǕrikǕ 

must have been translated into Chinese and brought into China during the Tang Dynasty (

). That is to say, in regards to BhǕvivekaôs seminal works the ancient Chinese were 

able to access more than what is known in modern scholarship.  

In the Chinese context, as compared to that of India or Tibet, there are three central 

differences in understanding with regards to BhǕviveka. First, all Chinese scholars 

considered BhǕviveka to be a legitimate successor of NǕgǕrjuna without knowing 
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 Huizhao ( ),  (T43, 733c); Huaiyuanlu ( ),  (X11, 143a). 

Taixian ( ),  (X50, 68c). 
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anything about BuddhapǕlita and Candrakǭrti.
62

 In China, as most scholars know, the 

Sanlunzong ( / the School of Three Treaties) is considered to be the Chinese 

MǕdhyamika School. According to the Sanlunzhangyi ( / the Content of the 

Three Treaties), the MǕdhyamika lineage from India to China is as follows:
63

 

 

      NǕgǕrjuna Ÿǔryadeva ŸRǕhula ŸPigalaŸ BhǕviveka 

                 SȊryasoma ŸKumǕrajǭva Ÿ early Chinese                   

         MǕdhyamikans    

 

The Chinese perspective of Indian MǕdhyamika lineage can be understood from this 

lineage-diagram. After RǕhula, Pigala and then BhǕviveka were considered to be the 

legitimate successors of NǕgǕrjuna.  

KumǕrajǭva was taken hostage and brought to China at around 410 C.E. and stayed 

in China for ten years. He translated many MǕdhyamika texts which became the primary 

sources for the Sanlunzong. After KumǕrajǭva translated NǕgǕrjunaôs 

MȊlamadhyamakakǕrikǕ together with Pigalaôs commentary () into Chinese, 

Pi gala was naturally considered by KumǕrajǭvaôs Chinese followers to be a legitimate 

successor of NǕgǕrjuna. Later, both Xuanzhuangôs Datanxiyuji ( ) and I-

zhingôs Nanhaijiguichuan ( ) mention BhǕviveka as a MǕdhyamikan, but not 

BuddhapǕlita or Candrakǭrti. That was the reasons why the above MǕdhyamika lineage-

diagram was composed in this way. Moreover, I-zhingôs Nanhaijiguichuan ( ), 
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 So far, we cannot find any Chinese source mentioning BuddhapǕlita and Candrakǭrti.     

63
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as mentioned above, was also a basic source for non-MǕdhyamikans to think of 

BhǕviveka as the legitimate heir among his contemporaries.       

Second, Chinese scholars focused on BhǕvivekaôs philosophical approach instead of 

his methodology. Some modern scholars have singled out two of BhǕvivekaôs approaches: 

one is philosophical and the other one is methodological. These two approaches also 

distinguish him from other MǕdhyamikans.
64

 In his philosophical approach, BhǕviveka 

claims that from ultimate reality all things are empty (ŜȊnyatǕ), but in the conventional 

reality all things exist. This idea is the main proposition BhǕviveka proposes in 

*Karatalaratna.
65

 His methodological approach was the first to apply formal proof 

statements to argue for Madhyamaka doctrines.  

In contrast to Tibetan scholars who categorize MǕdhyamikans by means of their 

methodological approaches, Chinese scholars summarized BhǕvivekaôs philosophy as 

ótruly empty and conventionally substantialô (Zhen Kong Su You Ḛ ), and even 

classified his teachings as an independent school. For example, Xuanzangôs most 

influential disciple, Kuiji ( /632~682CE), in his commentary to the Vimalakǭrti-

nirdeŜa-sȊtra, divided Indian Buddhism into eight schools, and classified BhǕviveka as 

the seventh school by claiming: 

The seventh school believes that from the ultimate reality all is ŜȊnyatǕ. BhǕviveka 

and his followers consider this teaching to be the ultimate teaching. That is, all 

                                                 

64
 William. L. Ames thinks that the issue between BhǕviveka and BuddapǕlita only concerns the 

methodology and not other deep philosophical issue. In contrast with Ames, C. W. Huntington considers 

the issue to be more a philosophical issue. See the SvǕtantrika and the PrasǕἆgika Distinction 8 ~9. 
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 See the analysis in chapter four of this dissertation.  



 

28 

existences are substantial in the conventional reality but ŜȊnyatǕ in the ultimate 

reality. 
66

  

 

Another example is Cheng-guan ( /737~838CE) who divided Indian Buddhism into 

ten schools and listed BhǕviveka as the eighth school in his commentary on the 

BuddhǕvataἄsaka-mahǕvaipulya-sȊtra: 

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

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

conventional existences arise by means of cause-conditions and such are like 

illusions, they are inexistent. For example, in the *Karatalaratna, it says, ñTruly, 

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

for example illusions, and non-composited existences which possess no reality do 

not occur like the flowers in the skyò
 67

  

 The following are other examples which show how those Chinese scholars present 

BhǕvivekaôs philosophy in a concise manner: Kuiji ( ) in his commentary of the 

AvataἄsakasȊtra, ñIf we rely on BhǕviveka, (all) can be existent in conventional reality 

but all is empty in ultimate reality.ò
68

 Taixian ( ) in his Chenweizhilunxueji (

/ the Record of Studying Chenweizhilun) states, ñBhǕviveka and others interpreted 

in accordance with praj¶ǕpǕramitǕ teaching: the conditioned and unconditioned elements 

are existent in the conventional reality but empty in the ultimate reality.ò
69

  Huizhao (

/651~714CE) in his commentary of Chenweizhilun ( / the Lamp of 

Decisive Meaning of Chenweizhilun) states, ñBhǕviveka says:  [all is] empty in the 
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ultimate but existent in the delusive conventional reality.ò 
70

 Yuance ( /613~696CE) 

in his commentary on the SaἄdhinirmocanasȊtra states, ñAccording to BhǕviveka and so 

on, on the basis of NǕgǕrjunaôs explanation of existence and emptiness, in terms of the 

conventional reality, [some things are] empty and [others are] not empty; [however,] in 

terms of the ultimate reality, there is nothing that is not empty.ò
71

 Hence, the idea ñtruly 

ŜȊnyatǕ and conventionally substantialò could be considered as the most influential 

teaching that BhǕviveka left to those Chinese scholars. 

The third point that I would like to investigate is how Chinese scholars viewed the 

debate between BhǕviveka and DharmapǕla, specifically, their attitudes and the content 

of their discussions. There were two popular attitudes among those Chinese scholars 

toward the debate. The first group was those such as Kuiji (), Dunlun( / around 

the eighth century), and Yanshou ( / 904~975CE), who held YogǕcǕra as the 

legitimate teaching and accused BhǕviveka of misunderstanding ŜȊnyatǕ. This detail will 

be discussed later in this chapter. Kuiji ( ), Xuanzangôs most influential disciple and 

Dunlun ( ), the famous YogǕcǕrabhȊmiŜǕstra ( ) annotator, were both 

YogǕcǕra scholars. Since they were YogǕcǕra scholars, it is quite logical for them to 

adopt a YogǕcǕra position within the debate.  

However, not all Chinese YogǕcǕra scholars took a YogǕcǕra position to criticize 

BhǕviveka. Yuance (), Xuanzangôs famous Korean disciple, considered BhǕviveka 
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and DharmapǕla to be complementary rather than contradictory to each other. In his 

work, Xinjingzuan( ), Yuance ( ) illustrates: 

One thousand years after the Buddhaôs nirvǕἈa, there were two Bodhisattvas 

appearing in the world in the country of DhǕnakataka (or DhǕnyakaἲaka) in the 

south India. One was BhǕviveka and the other one was DharmapǕla. In order to 

help sentient beings to realize Buddhist dharma, their independent teachings of 

ŜȊnyatǕ and existences complement each other to accomplish the Buddhaôs 

intention.  The Bodhisattva 
 
BhǕviveka

 
held the teaching of ŜȊnyatǕ

 
against the 

teaching of substantial existence in order to remove (sentient beingsô) attachment to 

substantial existence.  The Bodhisattva 
 
DharmapǕla

 
held the teaching of substantial 

existence
 
against the teaching of ŜȊnyatǕ in order to remove (sentient beingsô) 

attachment to ŜȊnyatǕ. 
72

  

 

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

Bodhisattvas proposed, they were merely skilful means to help sentient beings to remove 

their attachment. Yuance ( ) used the so-called upǕya (skilful means) to eliminate the 

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

debate from this perspective. Fazang ( /643~712CE), the famous monk from the 

Huayan School ( ), in his Rulengchaixinxuanyi ( ), also supports this 

idea and insists that because the later scholars were endowed with little intelligence, they 

did not realize the teachings of emptiness and existence. Hence, BhǕviveka corrects the 

misunderstanding of existence which violates emptiness by revealing that all things are 

empty, and DharmapǕla corrects the misunderstanding of emptiness
 
which destroys 

existence by revealing that some things are not empty.
 73
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So far, I cannot find anyone who took a Madhyamaka position to criticize 

DharmapǕla. The reason may be that the Chinese Madhyamaka School, Sanlunzong (

), had diminished after the death of Jizang ( /549 623C.E), the authoritative 

scholar of Sanlunzong. Moreover, the Chinese YogǕcǕra School was founded and 

became more and more popular among Chinese intellectuals under the influence of 

Xuanzang after he came back to China in 643 CE.  

Chinese scholars focused on the relations between the three natures of YogǕcǕra 

and two realities of Madhyamaka in their discussions surrounding the debates between 

BhǕviveka and DharmapǕla.  More specifically, they focused on how the three natures of 

YogǕcǕra worked for BhǕvivekaôs philosophic system, i.e., ótruly empty and 

conventionally substantialô (Zhen Kong Su You ). The interaction between 

BhǕviveka and the three natures of YogǕcǕra will be further discussed in a subsequent 

chapter of this paper.    

As the most popular citation that Chinese ancient scholars use from the 

*Karatalaratna indicates, BhǕvivekaôs philosophic system may be described as ótruly 

empty and conventionally substantial.ô That is, on the level of ultimate reality, all is 

ŜȊnyatǕ but on the level of the conventional, everything is existent. According to this 

system, those Chinese YogǕcǕra scholars alleged that on the level of conventional reality, 

BhǕviveka also recognized the existence of other dependence (paratantra) and perfect 

reality (pariniἨpanna).  Kuiji ( ) claimed in his Chengweishilunshuji (

), ñBhǕviveka, the featureless MahǕyǕna from conventional reality, also asserts the 

existence of dependent nature (paratantra) and perfect nature (pariniἨpanna), but all are 
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empty in true reality.ò 
74

 Yuance ( ) also considered that for BhǕviveka, the two 

natures (paratantra and pariniἨpanna) could exist in conventional reality, but all is empty 

in ultimate reality.
75

 This idea can be considered a synthesis of YogǕcǕra and 

Madhyamaka.  

 Some people such as Yuance ( ) might agree with the idea that dependent 

nature (paratantra) and perfect nature (pariniἨpanna) only exist in convention reality.  

However, many Chinese YogǕcǕra scholars were unsatisfied with such a declaration. 

They thought that at least, the perfect reality (pariniἨpanna) should not be empty in 

ultimate reality. That is because in Vasubandhuôs TriἂŜikǕvij¶aptibhǕἨya, whose 

annotated-translation, the Chengweishilun ( ), is the basic source of Chinese 

YogǕcǕra School, clearly states that pariniἨpanna is the ultimate reality and the truth of 

all dharmas.
76

 Kuijiôs () interpretation of the Chengweishilun ( ) states, 

ñChengweishilun says that in the ultimate reality, the mind and languages are extinct and 

hence, there is neither emptiness nor existences.ò
77

 Hence, those Chinese YogǕcǕrins 

thought that it should not be considered as empty even in ultimate reality. Anyone who 

considers everything to be empty in ultimate reality must be a nihilist or misunderstands 
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ŜȊnyatǕ.
78

 Moreover, instead of acknowledging eight consciousnesses and consciousness-

only (vijñapti) in the conventional reality, BhǕviveka considered inner minds and external 

objects to all be substantially existent. This assertion is certainly not accepted by all 

YogǕcǕra scholars.                         

2.4.3 BhǕviveka in the context of Tibetan Buddhist thought  

 Modern Madhyamaka scholars are familiar with the terms SvǕtantrika and 

PrǕsaἆgika, BhǕviveka has been classified as belonging to the so-called sub-school, 

SvǕtantrika Madhyamaka School, within the Tibetan Madhyamaka system.
79

 However, 

the terms SvǕtantrika and PrǕsaἆgika were Sanskritized by modern scholars from the 

original Tibetan Rang rgyud pa and Thal ôgyur ba which were invented by the eleventh 

century Tibetan scholar Pa tshab nyi ma grags.
80

 Although the SvǕtantrika-PrǕsaἆgika 

distinction was an unbreakable system in the later Tibetan MǕdhyamika wherein 

Candrakǭrti was once resurrected to be a dominating figure,
81

 the later Tibetan sources 

did not describe the situation of the early Madhyamaka development before the tenth 

century.  In fact, BhǕviveka was an influential figure in the early dissemination of 

Tibetan MǕdhyamika. 
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 See Idiaôs translation of the most famous Tibetan doxography (Grub mthaô),  Grub mthaô rin po cheôi 
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presentation of tenets in D. S. Lopez, Jr. A Study of SvǕtantrika (New York: Snow Lion, 1987), 254.   
80
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 The assertion that BhǕviveka was well known in Tibetan Buddhism before the ninth 

century, but not Candrakǭrti, can be proven by the textual translations during that period.  

According to the extant Indian and Tibetan sources, one of BhǕvivekaôs important works, 

Praj¶Ǖpradǭpa and its commentary Praj¶Ǖpradǭpaἲǭka by Avalokitavrata were translated 

into Tibetan and diffused by J¶Ǖnagarbha and Cog ro Kluôi rgyal in the first 

dissemination of Tibetan Buddhism.
82

 Avalokitavrata was not the only commentator of 

Praj¶Ǖpradǭpa. Gu adatta also composed a commentary for Praj¶Ǖpradǭpa which has 

been lost for centuries.
83

 Moreover, BhǕvivekaôs main work, the 

MadhyamakahrdayakǕrikǕ, and its auto-commentary, the TarkajvǕlǕ, are also mentioned 

in the Tibetan Tripiἲaka catalogue.
84

 Some texts with unknown authorships such as the 

MadhyammakǕrthasaἂgraha and Madhyamakaratnapradǭpa were considered the work 

of BhǕviveka.
85

 In contrast, most of Candrakǭrtiôs important works, except 

YuktiἨaἨἲikǕvἠtti, a commentary on NǕgǕrjunaôs YuktiἨaἨἲikǕ, were not translated until the 
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eleventh century.
86

 Therefore, it is fair to say that BhǕviveka rather than Candrakǭrti was 

well known and influential in the early dissemination of Tibetan Buddhism.
87

   

     So far, there is not enough evidence to tell how BhǕvivekaôs philosophy was 

initially introduced to Tibet. It was probably introduced by śǕntarakita and KamalaŜǭla, 

despite the fact that they disagree with BhǕviveka on the understanding of conventional 

reality.
88

 As indicated by the pre-modern Tibetan source, the Presentation of Tenets 

(Grub mthaô rnam par bzhag pa) of Jang-gya (1717-1786 CE), śǕntarakita (725~790 

CE) was the first MǕdhyamikan to be invited by king Khri srong IDe brtsan (755~797 CE) 

to Tibet to disseminate Buddhism.
89

 Later, śǕntarakitaôs successor, KamalaŜǭla 

(740~796 CE), was invited to Tibet to debate with a northern Chan master. After 

defeating the Chan master, KamalaŜǭla remained in Tibet to disseminate Madhyamaka.
90

 

Jang-gya also indicates that at that time, very few scholars promoted the YogǕcǕra system 

in Tibet, and hence the most widespread Buddhist system in Tibet was YogǕcǕra-

mǕdhyamika disseminated by śǕntarakita and KamalaŜǭla.
91
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The fact that śǕntarakita and KamalaŜǭla are commonly classified as SvǕtantrika-

YogǕcǕra MǕdhyamika by the later Tibetan source indicates that their connection with 

BhǕviveka was well recognized by Tibetan scholars. They are addressed as SvǕtantrika-

YogǕcǕra MǕdhyamika because they tried to synthesize Madhyamaka and YogǕcǕra 

philosophy on the basis of the Madhyamaka position.
92

 Moreover, there are two reasons 

why śǕntarakita and KamalaŜǭla are identified as SvǕtantrika-mǕdhyamika. First of all, 

according to mKhas grub dge legs dpal bzang (1385~1438 CE), śǕntarakita in his work 

MadhyamakǕlaἂkǕravἠtti as well as KamalaŜǭlaôs commentary MadhyamakǕloka accept 

and apply formal proof argument (hetuvidyǕ).
93

 A formal criterion to identify 

SvǕtantrika-MǕdhyamika for the later Tibetan sources is oneôs attitude toward the 

application of formal proof arguments.
 94

 Moreover, from a philosophical perspective, 

both śǕntarakita and KamalaŜǭla accept BhǕvivekaôs concordant ultimate-reality which 

is a different philosophy from Candrakǭrtiôs, the figure who represents prǕsagika-

mǕdhyamika.
95
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 G. Tucci, ñThe debate of Bsam yas according to Tibetan sourceò Minor Buddhist Texts (2) (Roma: 

Istituto Italiano per il Medio ed Estremo Oriente, 1958). ñThe MǕdhyamika who support the svasavitti 

instead of the existences of the external objects are the YogǕcǕra-SvǕtantrika-mǕdhyamika such as 

śǕntirakita.ò This is my Chinese-English translation. The Chinese version was translated by Chen Yu-

jiao,  (Zongyibaoman/ The Doctrinal System of the Precious Garland) (Taipei: Fa-er publisher, 

1988), 96. Also, Iida, 30.       
93

 See S. Yamaguchi.  (Hannya shisǾshi/ theHistory of Praj¶Ǖ-thought) (KyǾto-shi: HǾzǾkan, 

1999), 170.   
94

 As Ames has indicated, the distinction is a methodological distinction rather than a philosophical 

distinction (G. B. J. Dreyfus & S. L. McClintock 8 ~9). Dkon mchog 'jigs med dbag po in his Grub mtha 

rin po cheôi phreng ba, clearly indentified SvǕtantrika-mǕdhyamika as: ñWhy is he called SvǕtantrika-

mǕdhyamika? It is because he declares that by means of the correct hetuvidyǕ, composed of a formular of 

syllogism, one is able to remove the concept that things truly exist. He is called SvǕtantrika-mǕdhyamikaò 

( Iida, Reason 27) 
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 Jundo Nagashima ñThe Distinction between SvǕtantrika and PrǕsagika in the Late Madhyamaka: AtiŜa 

and Bhvya  PrǕsagikaò in Nagoya Studies in Indian Culture and Buddhism: Sa bhǕǕ (2004) , 76. 

http://www.worldcat.org/search?q=au%3AYamaguchi%2C+Susumu%2C&qt=hot_author
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According to Tibetan sources, after śǕntarakita and KamalaŜǭla, BhǕvivekaôs 

influence at least remained till the ninth century. The Tibetan source lTa baôi khyad par 

by Ye shes sde (the ninth century CE), the earliest Tibetan source mentioning the lineage 

of the Madhyamaka school, lists a series of Indian MǕdhyamikans such as NǕgǕrjuna, 

ǔryadeva, BhǕviveka,  śǕntarakita and KamalaŜǭla, but not Candrakǭrti. Moreover, 

instead of a SvǕtantrika-PrǕsaἆgika distinction, Ye shes sde classifies Madhyamaka as 

SautrǕntika and YogǕcǕra-Madhyamaka.
96

 In the later source, those two schools are 

considered to be SvǕtantrika branches, i.e. BhǕvivekaôs tradition.
97

 That is to say, even 

during the ninth century, BhǕviveka was considered to be a legitimate successor to 

NǕgǕrjuna by Tibetan scholars.  

BhǕvivekaôs system lost its dominant position in the Tibetan Madhyamaka tradition 

following King Lang darmaôs religious persecution (reigned 838~842 CE). Candrakǭrti 

was gradually revived at the beginning of the second Buddhist dissemination.
98

 

According to Kevin Vose, JayǕnanda was crucial to the revivification of Candrakǭrti. 
99

 

First of all, PrajñǕkaramati was the first person to try to revive Candrakǭrti by 

commenting on śǕntidevaôs works with Candrakǭrtiôs philosophy before AtiŜa.
100

 AtiŜa, 

who is considered as the main figure in the Tibetan Buddhist restoration, frequently 
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 Nagashima, 66.  

97
 Iida, Reason 31. 
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 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 Powers. Introduction to Tibetan Buddhism (New York: Snow Lion, 

1995), 136~137.      
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 Kevin A. Vose. Resurrecting Candrakǭrti (Boston: Wisdom Publication, 2009), 23. 
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 Ibid.,21~23.  
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promotes Candrakǭrtiôs position in his own works.
101

 Moreover, AtiŜa seems to have a 

negative attitude toward the usage of formal proof argument (prayoga) in the search for 

ultimate reality.
102

 Although it is controversial to identify AtiŜa as a PrǕsa gika-

mǕdhyamika,
103

 it should not be ignored that Candrakǭrti is not less favoured than 

BhǕviveka by AtiŜa.
104

  

After AtiŜa, JayanǕnda
 
disseminated Candrakǭrtiôs philosophy by thoroughly 

commenting upon Candrakǭrtiôs works.
 105

 
 
He even used the term SvǕtantrika to refer to 

Candrakǭrtiôs rival school. 
106

 From then on, Candrakǭrti increasingly got important.  The 

revival of Candrakǭrti caused a controversy among Tibetan MǕdhyamikans in the 

eleventh ~ twelfth century. The controversy was mainly about whether the application of 

formal proof arguments is suitable in the argument for ŜȊnyatǕ.  Starting from a 

methodological argument, the controversy was later extended to the ontological theory 

and, even to the concept of the Buddha.
 107

  The terms SvǕtantrika and PrǕsaἆgika were 

created to address two rival systems of Madhyamaka. Finally, around the fourteenth 

                                                 

101
 For example, in his SatyadvayǕvatǕra, AtiŜa claims, ñthrough whom should one realize emptiness? 

Candrakǭrti, NǕgǕrjunaôs student, prophesied by TathǕgata, and who saw the true reality.ò  C. Lindtner.   

ñAtisa's Introduction to the Two Truths, and its Sourcesò Journal of Indian Philosophy, 9 (1981)161~214. 
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 Nagashima 80.  
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century, Candrakǭrtiôs system replaced BhǕviveka and became the main stream of the 

Tibetan Madhyamaka tradition.  

To sum up, BhǕviveka acted as a ŜǕstra-master in India at his time. He progressively 

adopted formal proof statements as a debate methodology with his opponents both in 

Buddhism and non-Buddhism.  As a result he became the most important figure in the 

establishment of MahǕyǕna schools, and influenced the later development of 

MǕdhyamika in India. BhǕvivekaôs philosophy was introduced by śǕntarakita and 

KamalaŜǭla into Tibet and remained as a main stream Madhyamaka in Tibet for almost 

three hundred years until the end of the ninth century. In China, although he was still 

considered to be the successor of NǕgǕrjuna, we cannot find much of his influence on 

Chinese Buddhism due to the fact that during Tang dynasty, the Chinese Madhyamaka 

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

Xuanzang came back to China. Because of Xuanzangôs influence, YogǕcǕra became 

Chinese Buddhist intellectualsô main focus of study.                                       

    

 3. The Works of BhǕviveka 

BhǕvivekaôs works were probably translated into classical Chinese and Tibetan 

from Sanskrit.  Because there is a strong possibility that translation might be influenced 

by the translatorôs preconceptions, it is important to resolve the issues of translation 

between Sanskrit and other languages such as Chinese, Tibetan, and even English before 

depicting a picture of BhǕvivekaôs philosophy within the context of Madhyamaka 

thought.  



 

40 

Many works, both in Chinese and Tibetan, were ascribed to the sixth century 

BhǕviveka.
108

 However, according to modern research findings, only three of them are 

confirmed to be composed by BhǕviveka. Hence, this chapter will not list all of those 

works which were ascribed to BhǕviveka. Instead, only these three texts will be 

introduced.   

1) Madhyamaka-hἠdaya-kǕrikǕ (hereafter MHK) (further discussion can be found 

in his autocommentary, TarkajvǕlǕ, hereafter Tj)
109

  

2) Praj¶Ǖpradǭpa110
   

3) Karatalaratna*  

 The MHK is understood to be the earliest of the three texts, because the other two 

works make references to this text. The MHK is a text consisting of only verses and was 

most likely composed in Sanskrit by BhǕviveka and later translated into Tibetan.
111

 

Tibetan Buddhists believe that BhǕviveka had composed an auto-commentary called the 

TarkajvǕlǕ (Tj) to interpret the verses of the MHK. Only a Tibetan version of the Tj has 

been found and it is confirmed that it was translated into Tibetan in the eleventh 
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 Iida, Reason 12~19. 

109
 Eckel, BhǕvaviveka 213~298.  

110
 In Praj¶Ǖpradǭpa chapter 25, BhǕvivekaôs critique of YogǕcǕra is missing in Chinese version. Eckel has 

translated the whole chapter into English from Tibetan in his work, ñBhǕvivekaôs Critique of YogǕcǕra 
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original text was published in Journal of Bihar and Orissa Research Society vol XXIII, part 1 (1937), 

1~163.   
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century.
112

 But so far, only several chapters of this text have been translated into 

English.
113

    

 The Praj¶Ǖpradǭpa (hereafter PrP) is BhǕvivekaôs commentary on NǕgǕrjunaôs 

MȊlamadhyamakakǕrikǕ (hereafter MMK). Both Chinese and Tibetan translations are 

available in the Chinese and Tibetan Tripiἲakas. The Tibetan version, translated at least 

three hundred years after the death of BhǕviveka, was done by J¶Ǖnagarbha and Cog ro 

Kluôi rgyal
114

 in the early ninth century.
115

 In contrast, the Chinese version was translated 

by PrabhǕkaramitra in 629 CE, approximately sixty years after BhǕvivekaôs death.
116

 It is 

worth noting that because PrabhǕkaramitraôs date of translation is closer to the time of the 

original text, it may be surmised that his translation does not deviate too much from the 

original.  However, because most modern scholars are familiar with Xuanzangôs much 

more readable translation techniques, PrabhǕkaramitraôs translation has long been 

neglected.
117

 Thus far, only translations from the Tibetan source into English contributed 

by J¶Ǖnagarbha and Cog ro Kluôi rgyal, are available to the modern scholars,
118

 but an 
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 According to Taoxuanôs The List of Buddhist Texts of Tang (Datangneidianlu/ ), 
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English translation from the Chinese sources is not yet available and thus largely 

unknown to Western scholars. 

  The Dachengzhangzhenlun  (MahǕyǕna *Karatalaratna/Jewel in the 

Hands) is available only in Chinese and is probably BhǕvivekaôs latest work of the 

three.
119

 It is a very short text. It is both a concise summary of BhǕvivekaôs philosophical 

system and a concise edition of the MHK.
 120

 Because the KTR was translated into 

Chinese by Xuanzang around 647 or 649 CE, eighty years after BhǕvivekaôs death, the 

translation should not deviate too far from the original intent of the author. Thus far, a 

French translation of the Chinese text by Poussin, a Sanskrit edition reconstructed from 

the Chinese by N. A. Sastri, and Japanese version are available.
121

 These three versions 

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

Hence, this dissertation will  provide for the first time a full study and English translation 

of this text.  

According to Anyuanôs (/ ?)
122

 Sanlunzongzhangshu , there once 

had been six Chinese commentaries of this text, including Jingmai ( /627~649 CE), 

Wenbei ( /around the eighth century), Taowen ( /?), Shentai ( / around the 
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 As what has been indicated in the previous section that the KTR uses the MHK as source of reference, 

Eijma agrees that the KTR was written after the MHK. Ejima Yasunori, ͭ  (Chukan ShisǾ 
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seventh century), Taixian ( ), and Yuanhsiao ( /617~? CE).
123

  Jingmai ( ), 

Wenbei ( ), and Shentai ( ) are the members of Xunzangôs () translation 

team. Taixian ( ) and Yuanhsiao ( ) are from Korea and Taowen ( ) lived in 

Song dynasty. Thus far, only half of one commentary (the bottom scroll) among these six 

is available in the Chinese Buddhist canon though the author of this half remains 

unknown. There are also many missing words in it.
 124

              

Other than the MHK, the rest of BhǕvivekaôs works are available in either Tibetan 

or Chinese translations. As a result, the sources for the study of BhǕviveka are very 

limited. Nevertheless, BhǕvivekaôs concepts can be found in other sources such as 

Candrakǭrtiôs PrasannapadǕ (hereafter PSP, preserved in both Sanskrit and Tibetan) in 

which passages from BhǕvivekaôs PrP are cited to illustrate many of BhǕvivekaôs ideas. 

Thus, the PSP is an important auxiliary text for a comparative contextual study of 

BhǕvivekaôs concepts. Moreover, most scholars who study BhǕviveka focus only on 

Tibetan sources. Given 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 translations. This dissertation will mainly rely on the Chinese source, in 

particularly, the Dachengzhangzhenlun (KTR), and other auxiliary sources in order to 

portray BhǕvivekaôs religious practiceð i.e., formal proof statements as an initial step to 

liberation. 
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Chapter Three: The Text ī *Karatalaratna (Dachengzhangzhenlun/ /The 

MahǕyǕna Treatise of the Jewel in the Hand) 
125

 

  

This chapter is a brief introduction to the text *Karatalaratna ( ӗ /Jewel in 

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

the study of BhǕviveka because it is the only text among his works without either an 

original Sanskrit or Tibetan version, and the text provides a relatively clear logical path 

toward liberation as compared with the others. First, I will discuss the name of the text 

and the purpose of its composition. Next, this chapter will introduce its structure and 

content with a diagram. Finally, I will examine how this text illustrates BhǕvivekaôs 

strategy in debating with his opponents. 

3.1  Name and Purpose 

The name *Karatalaratna is reconstructed from Chinese ñDachengzhangzhenlunò 

( ). ñDachengò () translates as MahǕyǕna. ñZhangò () means hand or 

palm. ñZhenò means ñprecious (things).ò  ñLunò simply means ñtreatise.ò The title can be 

translated into English as The MahǕyǕna Treatise of the Jewel in the Hand.  As described 

in the previous chapter, it is one of BhǕvivekaôs three important works and was translated 

into Chinese by Xuanzang around 647 or 649 CE.  

In regard to the name of the text, Jewel in the Hand, there is a story in Tsa-ahan (

) which gives us an idea of what this refers to. In the story, the Buddha tells his 
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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 provides us with a clue 

to the name of the text *Karatalaratna (Treasures in the Hand). In Buddhism, the most 

precious treasure is certainly the teaching that leads to awakening.
126

  

In this story, it is important to note the concept of ñquintessenceò and ñhand.ò As F. 

W. Thomas indicates in his article ñóThe Hand Treatise,ô A Work of Aryadevaò, óhandô is 

an idea well applied to a summary exposition.
127

 At the beginning of the text, BhǕviveka 

also illustrates that he composed this texts for two kinds of people: 

For the people who have diligently reinforced the practice after entering the nature 

of things
128

 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 not yet realise the nature of things and who are intelligent, I 

composed the Jewel in Hands (*Karatalaratna) in order to enable people to easily 

realize true emptiness and quickly comprehend the true nature of things.
129
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 ñAt that time, the Bhagavat, filling his own hand with leaves, asks those bhik us, ñAre there more leaves 

in my hand than (in the forest) or does the forest hold more?ò Those bhikus answer, ñBhagavǕn! The 
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beneficial, dharma-beneficial and holy-life beneficial. They are liberation, wisdoms, awakening, leading 
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awakening and realizing the dharma. Why? That is because they are not dharma-content beneficial, 
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the path to the nirvǕaò (T2,08a/my own translation).  Also see Bhikkhu Bodhiôs translation of óSisapǕ 

Groveò in Saἂyutta NikǕya volumeII (2000), 1857~1858.   
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For those two types of people, BhǕviveka thinks that what they need is not an extensive 

exposition, but a concise text which can extract the quintessential idea of Buddhism.  

That is the reason for the composition of this text and the name *Karatalaratna (The 

Jewel in the Hand). Moreover, this text can also be considered as a concise ñhand-bookò 

of argument against BhǕvivekaôs Buddhist and non-Buddhist opponents.      

 If the *Karatalaratna is an extract from an extensive exposition, what is the 

extensive text to which it refers? A clue can be found in the relationship between this text 

and another important work of BhǕviveka, the MadhyamakahἠdayakǕrikǕ (hereafter 

MHK).
130

 BhǕviveka, when examining other schools in the *Karatalaratna, refers twice 

to the extensive discussions devoted to the topic in the Entering into the True Ambrosia 

(῀ ). According to Chinese commentaries such as The Commentary on the 

SaἄdhinirmocanasȊtra ( ) and The Lamp for Illuminating the Meaning of the 

Treaties on the Establishment of Consciousness-only ( ԅ ), Enter into the 

True Ambrosia is one of the chapters of MadhyamakahἠdayakǕrikǕ.
131

 BhǕviveka does 

not extensively debate certain topics to avoid overwhelming his target audience. In other 

words, if someone wants to know more detail about a certain debate, BhǕviveka will refer 

them to MHK. Hence, we may infer that when BhǕviveka composed this text, his 

intention was to extract the essential concepts from the MHK and provided a summary in 

an independent text.  
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3.2  Structure and content  

3.2.1  Introduction 

BhǕviveka composed the KTR, using a thesis-style, to explain the process of the way 

to awakening. This includes the process from the wisdom obtained by hearing 

(Ŝrutamayǭ), through the wisdom obtained from cognizing (cintǕmayǭ) to the wisdom 

obtained from meditation (bhǕvanǕmayǭ), and finally the state of awakening, or the non-

conceptual wisdom (nirvikalpaj¶Ǖna).  

First, there is an introduction at the beginning of the text in which BhǕviveka gives a 

brief background to the work and his purpose for composing this text. In this introduction, 

he states that one 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 obtain non-conceptual wisdom (nirvikalpaj¶Ǖna) in order to 

understand various kinds of people and further remove oneôs own defilements. To obtain 

non-conceptual awareness, one has to employ Ŝrutamayǭ (the wisdom arising from 

hearing) which is able to remove the self-nature of all perceived objects.
132

 Hence, 

Ŝrutamayǭ can be considered to be the initial step on the way to awakening, which is also 

the primary topic that the *Karatalaratna focuses upon. BhǕviveka spends eighty percent 
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 See my translation in the KTR I.1.2, ñIn order to attain awakening, one should examine, óOnly by 

directly realizing the supermundane non-conceptual wisdom, can one realize the distinctions of various 
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to accumulate the eye medicine of unmistaken view of emptiness, one should rely on the wisdom obtained 

from hearing (Ŝrutamayǭ) which is able to remove the self-nature of all perceived objects.ôò (T30,268b) 
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of the text discussing how to obtain Ŝrutamayǭ in which Buddhist logical arguments are 

the central theme.      

In his discussion of Ŝrutamayǭ, BhǕviveka introduces his thesis with formal proof 

statements as the content of Ŝrutamayǭ:  

In reality,
133

 conditioned things
134

are empty like illusions because they are 

produced by conditions,
135

 and unconditioned things are not real because they are 

not produced like sky-flowers.
136

  

 

Based on this thesis statement, BhǕviveka classifies the subject matter of the text into two 

main parts: conditioned and unconditioned dharmas.
137

 In these two parts, BhǕviveka 

grounds his explanation in Madhyamaka philosophy in order to criticize other Buddhist 

schools such SarvǕstivǕda, SautrǕntika and YogǕcǕra, and non-Buddhist schools 

including SǕkhya, VaiŜeika, NyǕya, and others. He also provides a short conclusion at 

the end of each section, and a final conclusion at the end of the text. The details 
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134
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  (yuansheng) means óproduced by pratǭtyasamutpǕda.ô The Sanskrit term pratǭtyasamutpǕda which 

is in Pali, paticcasamuppǕda, is often translated as interdependent co-arising in English. It indicates the 

casual relationship of relevant existences, and hence, this terms is simply translated as ócausality.ô See J. 

Macy, Mutual Causality Buddhism and General Systems Theory (New York: State University of New 

York Press,1991), 34. The above analysis of paticcasamuppǕda is based on the following sources: Yang 

Yuwen,  (Ahanyaol¿e / The Abstracts of ġg) ( Taipei: Dongchu, 1993), 335. Hirakawa Akira, 

ͭ  (HǾ no Engǭ / The Origin of Dharma. (Tokyo: Shunjusha, 1990), 3~5. Nakamura Hajime, ϑð

βðϲξϭϑ(NǕgǕrjuna) (Tokyo: KǾdansha, 1975), 144~146. 
136

  (konghua) ñflowers in the skyò indicates that something does not have 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 in the KTR.(See my translation the KTR III.1.3)   
137

 This division is also found in the third chapter of the MHK. The discussion of the conditioned dharma is 

in verses 24-129, and 129-136 is about unconditioned dharma. See C. Lindtner. Madhyamakahἠdayam of 

Bhavya (Chennai: The Adyar Library and Research Centre, 2001), xxx.   
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concerning BhǕvivekaôs employment of formal proof statements will be discussed in the 

next chapter. 

      

3.2.2  Two-realities 

After proposing his theme with a formal proof statement, BhǕviveka begins to 

elaborate his argument in detail. First of all, BhǕviveka gives a brief definition of the 

two-realities in which he clearly demonstrates that his argument for emptiness is from 

ultimate reality and not conventional reality: 

The true meaning (paramǕrtha) itself is called óultimateô;
 138

 in other words, it is 

the ultimate reality (paramǕrtha). In terms of the ultimate reality, conditioned 

things are established as emptiness and not in terms of convention composed of 

various conditions.
139

 

 

According to the above passage, BhǕviveka simply defines ultimate reality as óthe 

true meaning (object) itself.ô He then defines conventional reality as:  

The things which ordinary people universally recognize are accepted by us as 

conventional existence. The causes and conditions which produce conventional 

direct perceptions
140

 are also recognized to exist.
141

 

 

In this passage, BhǕviveka recognizes two levels of conventional reality: the 

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

level, and the elements that comprise the common existence of the primary level at the 

                                                 

138
 BhǕvivekaôs understanding of paramǕrtha will be fully discussed in the chapter four.          

139
 ̪ ̢̫ ̢ 

140
 (xianliang / pratyakἨa)means ódirect perception.ô It is an immediate or direct perception 

approached by the five sense-organs such as eyes, etc. See Th. Stcherbatsky. Buddhist Logic (Delhi: 

Motilal Banarsidass Publishers), 1994, 12~13. S.R. Bhatt & A. Mehrotra have a more detail analysis on 

pratyakἨa in their book Buddhist Epistemology (Westport: Greenwood press, 2000), 25~48. 
141

 This sentence tries to establish the conventional existences of elements (dharmas) such as five skandhas, 

twelve ǕyatanǕni and eighteen dhǕtus. Those are all the cause and conditions to produce our sensual 

experiences. 
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second level. In order to fully understand BhǕvivekaôs two realities, they should be 

investigated in comparison with BhǕvivekaôs definition in his other works. After 

discussing BhǕvivekaôs understanding of two realities, I will explore his explanation of 

how to transfer oneôs cognition from conventional to ultimate reality.  In the 

soteriological transformation, I will focus on discussing the concept of the secondary 

ultimate reality which involves the application of formal proof statements. 

       

3.2.3   The Debates about Conditioned Dharma (saἄskἠtadharma) 

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

The first part is the debates between BhǕviveka and those who insist on theories of self-

nature of dharmas in both Buddhism and other Indian religions as well as on BhǕvivekaôs 

rebuttals to the critiques of nihilism in Madhyamaka philosophy. Those debates can be 

classified into four sections to demonstrate: 1) BhǕvivekaôs rebuttals to the critiques of 

destroying the conventional reality; 2) the conflict between self-nature and 

pratǭtyasamutpǕda; 3) the theory of self nature; 4) the function of language and self-

nature.  

The second part is BhǕvivekaôs critiques on dependent nature (paratantra) as it is 

taught in the YogǕcǕra School. The critiques can be separated into two parts in detail. 

First, BhǕviveka subsumes the theory of paratantra with his unique system of óultimately 

ŜȊnyatǕ and conventionally bhǕvaô and thinks that paratantra can be accepted 

conventionally but not ultimately. After he accepts paratantra from the conventional 

perspective, BhǕviveka further reinterprets paratantra according to his own 
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understanding. That is, although he accepts paratantra conventionally, he does not accept 

the YogǕcǕra theory of consciousness-only conventionally.  

 

3.2.4 The Debates about Unconditioned Dharmas (asaἄskἠtadharma) 

The second part of the text includes discussions surrounding the emptiness of the 

unconditioned dharmas, the wisdom obtained from reflection (cintǕmayǭ), the wisdom 

obtained from meditation (bhǕvanǕmayǭ), and finally the state of non-conceptual 

awareness (nirvikalpaj¶Ǖna).  

First, in regard to the concept of the unconditioned dharmas, BhǕviveka classifies it 

into two types: the unconditioned dharmas of Buddhism and the unconditioned dharmas 

in other religions. In Buddhism, BhǕvivekaôs critiques focuses upon the three 

unconditioned dharmas of the SarvǕstivǕdin School and the perfect reality (pariniἨpanna) 

of the YogǕcǕra School. After criticizing Buddhist schools, BhǕviveka further extends his 

critiques on the unconditioned dharmas to the non-Buddhist schools of SǕkhya, 

VaiŜeika, and Jainism.   

After the discussion of the Ŝrutamayǭ, BhǕviveka provides further brief explanations 

of the other two wisdoms and the profound non-conceptual wisdom. For the wisdom 

obtained by reflection (cintǕmayǭ), BhǕviveka places emphasis upon the frequency of 

cultivating the concept of emptiness obtained from the Ŝrutamayǭ.  For the wisdom 

achieved through meditation (bhǕvanǕmayǭ), meditation upon emptiness is the main 

focus. Finally, BhǕviveka articulates the profound non-conceptual wisdom and criticizes 

the concept of bhȊtatathatǕ in the YogǕcǕra School. On the basis of such a soteriological 

process, BhǕvivekaôs KTR advocates the importance of the wisdom obtained from 
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hearing (Ŝrutamayǭ), which should be obtained through logical reasoning utilizing its 

formal proof statements.       

 

The following outline provides the details of the textôs structure: 

I. Introduction  

1. The reason to compose the work: Ŝrutamayǭ is emphasized 

2. Thesis statement: a formal proof statement (prayoga)  

 

II.  The emptiness of conditioned dharma 

1. The establishment a of formal proof statements 

1.1 The thesis 

1.1.1 The definition of conventional reality  

1.1.2 The definition of ultimate reality 

1.1.3 The exclusion of conventional delusion  

1.2 Example 

1.3 Reason 

1.4 The establishment of inference   

 

2. Response to objections
142

  

2.1.1~15 Response to the critiques of nihilism  

Including the following debates:    

2.1.1, 2,3,6,7, 8, 10, 13 Response to the direct accusation of nihilism 

2.1.3 The conflict between self-nature and pratǭtyasamutpǕda  

 2.1.4, 14 The critiques of people who insisted self-nature  

2.1.9 Language and self-nature 

2.2 The critiques on paratantra in YogǕcǕra School:  

2.2.1 The YogǕcǕrin interpretation of ŜȊnyatǕ  

2.2.2 Response to YogǕcǕrin interpretation 

2.2.2-1 Questioning YogǕcǕrin interpretation 

2.2.2-2 Reinterpretation of paratantra 

2.2.2-3 paratantra as conventional reality 

2.3 Response to others 

 

3. Sub-conclusion 

3.1 The emptiness of all dharma 

3.2 The wisdom obtained from meditation 

3.3 The non-conceptual wisdom 
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 See chapter 5.2.3 for the details about how BhǕviveka responds to these objections.    
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 III. The emptiness of unconditioned dharma 

1. The establishment of a formal proof statement 

1.1 Subject: definition of unconditioned dharma 

1.2 Reason 

1.3 Example 

1.4 The establishment of inference 

 

2.  Response to objections  

2.1 The unconditioned dharmas in Buddhist schools 

2.1.1~ 10The three types of unconditioned dharmas in SarvǕstivǕda 

2.1.9  The pariniἨpanna of YogǕcǕra School 

2. 2 The unconditioned dharmas in non-Buddhist schools 

2.2.1-1 &-2  SǕkhya 

2.2.2-1 &-2 VaiŜeika 

2.2.3  Jainism and others 

 

IV . Conclusion 

1. CintǕmayǭ : frequent cultivation of Ŝrutamayǭ is emphasized 

2. BhǕvanǕmayǭ: meditating on emptiness is the central topic  

3. Avikalpaj¶Ǖna  

3.1. The concept of profound non-conceptual wisdom 

3.2. The discussion of bhȊtatathatǕ in YogǕcǕra School 
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3.3 BhǕvivekaôs argument in the *Karatalaratna 

In this section, I will further analyze BhǕvivekaôs methodology and argument 

strategy in the *Karatalaratna. Generally speaking, a rhetorical analysis consists of 

analyzing a certain text by looking for its strategy and how it employs this strategy to 

convince its target audiences.
143

 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 the perspective of ultimate reality, BhǕviveka tries to argue that all things are 

ŜȊnyatǕ. Even though the argumentation of ŜȊnyatǕ is a general position for 

Madhyamaka, NǕgǕrjuna does not argue for ŜȊnyatǕ merely from ultimate reality in 

MMK. In MMK
 
XXIV.18, NǕgǕrjuna

 
simply claims: 

Whatever is pratǭtyasamutpǕda that we call ŜȊnyatǕ/  

That (ŜȊnyatǕ) being dependent designation is itself the middle-path//
144

 

 

  BhǕvivekaôs argumentation was also criticized by Candrakǭrti.
145

 Candrakǭrti thinks 

that conventional reality should be considered ŜȊnyatǕ as well. Hence, although the 

teaching of ŜȊnyatǕ is a general teaching of Madhyamaka, BhǕvivekaôs argumentation 

from ultimate reality in the *Karatalaratna is still very unique. Moreover, for rhetorical 
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 Edward P. J. Corbett & Robett  J. Connors. Classical Rhetoric for the Modern Student (New York:  

Oxford University ,  1999), 1. 
144

 Nagao has written an article ñFrom MǕdhyamika to YogǕcǕraò in MǕdhyamika and YogǕcǕra with 

regard to the translation of the word ñupǕdǕya.ò  Here, according to Nagaoôs research, the word ñsome 

materialò should be added behind ñupǕdǕya.ò  (Albany: State University of New York, 1991), 189~201. 

The following are some translations of other scholars: J. Singh: ñThat we call ŜȊnyatǕ which is 

pratǭtyasamutpǕda, praj¶aptis upǕdǕya, madhyamǕpratipat.ò Jaidev Singh, An Introduction to 

Madhyamaka Philosophy (Taipei: ShinWun Fong,1990),135. T. E. Wood: ñWe say that dependent co-

origination (pratǭtyasamutpǕda) is emptiness (ŜȊnyatǕ). That (sa) is a conventional, dependent 

designation. That (sa) alone is the middle path.ò Thomas E. Wood, NǕgǕrjunian DisputationsA 

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

J. Kalupahana: ñWe state that whatever is dependent arising, that is emptiness. That is dependent upon 

convention. That itself is the middle path.ò Kalupahana, MȊlamadhyamakakǕrikǕ 339. 
145

 G. B. J. Dreyfus & S. L. McClintock, 77. 
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purposes, it can be clearly argued that BhǕvivekaôs purpose is to persuade his audiences 

to accept his perspective. Thus, it is a rhetoric text that persuades with the use of logic.  

In regard to the audiences (opponents), as mentioned above, the main targets for 

BhǕviveka are religious intellectuals including those from Abhidharma Schools, 

especially, SarvǕstivǕda, YogǕcǕra School, and other religious schools. BhǕviveka 

employs different strategies to deal with those various opponents. First, although a formal 

proof statement is the general methodology to challenge all Buddhist and non-Buddhist 

schools in the *Karatalaratna, he specifically uses it against Vedic-schools. For example, 

most cases where BhǕviveka debates with Vedic-schools are about the validity of his 

formal proof statements. 

Second, BhǕviveka is quite open to different abhidharma philosophies, even 

accepting some ideas of SarvǕstivǕdin philosophy in his account of conventional reality. 

According to Tibetan tradition, scholars think that BhǕviveka adopted SautrǕntika 

doctrine in regard to conventional reality.
146

 That is why in Tibetan thought he is 

understood as SautrǕntika in regard to conventional view. In the *Karatalaratna, there is 

not much evidence to infer his adoption of SautrǕntika doctrine. One the contrary, what 

can be found is his extensive acceptance of different schools. However, in terms of 

ultimate reality, he argues against all of their teachings. Methodologically speaking, 

BhǕviveka used MahǕyǕna sȊtras to evidence his point of view against abhidharma 

philosophy in addition to formal proof arguments. For example, in the argument for 

substantial essence of analytical cessation (pratisaἄkhyǕnirodha), the SarvǕstivǕdins 
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 Ibid., 209. 
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claimed that the Buddha did address the existence of analytical cessation 

(pratisaἄkhyǕnirodha) in ǔgama. To deal with this, BhǕviveka first classified that 

assertion in ǔgama to be merely an expedient assertion, and cites some texts from the 

Praj¶ǕpǕramitǕsȊtra as evidence that from ultimate perspective even nirvǕἈa is 

emptiness.
147

 

Third, with regard to the YogǕcǕra School, BhǕvivekaôs strategy is to provide a 

different interpretation of the doctrines and texts which the YogǕcǕra School relies on 

from the conventional reality but deny them from the ultimate reality. For example, on 

criticizing YogǕcǕra doctrine, BhǕviveka focuses on examining whether paratantra and 

pariniἨpanna are ultimately or conventionally existent. The theory of three natures is 

considered to be the central philosophy of YogǕcǕra School. Since the concepts of the 

three natures are found in the SaἄdhinirmocanasȊtra, anyone who claims to be a 

Mahayanist should follow the three natures. BhǕvivekaôs strategy is to interpret the three 

natures according to the basic teaching of pratǭtyasamutpǕda and nirvǕἈa in ǔgama from 

the conventional reality but deny the three natures in terms of ultimate reality. 
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 See chapter 5.2.3 of this dissertation.  
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Chapter Four: BhǕvivekaôs Two Realities 

4.1 Introduction: two realities and liberation  

Following NǕgǕrjuna, BhǕvivekaôs soteriological theory describes how to transfer a 

meditatorôs cognition from conventional to ultimate reality. In order to enhance his 

theory, BhǕviveka utilizes something called the secondary ultimate reality, which creates 

an important pivot between these two realities. Before further discussion on the process 

of liberation, it is important to examine BhǕvivekaôs definition of the two. This chapter 

will demonstrate BhǕvivekaôs two realities by adopting his explanation in KRT as the 

main source, with auxiliary evidence from his other works, the Madhyamaka-hἠdaya-

kǕrikǕ (his auto-commentary, TarkajvǕlǕ) and Praj¶Ǖpradǭpa. This chapter is comprised 

in three sections.  

 

4.2 The Essence of BhǕvivekaôs Two Realities  

4.2.1  The Ultimate Reality and śȊnyatǕ 

The Madhyamaka concept of practice can be summarized into a single prescriptive 

statement that it is a path regarding how to transfer someoneôs cognition from 

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

verses in NǕgǕrjunaôs MMK, XXIV.9-10:
148

 

yeônayor na vijǕnanti vibhǕgam satyayor dvayoỠ /  

 te tattvam na vijǕnanti gambhǭram buddhaŜǕsane//  

vyavahǕram anǕŜritya paramǕrtho na deŜyate /  

paramǕrtham anǕgamya nirvǕἈam nǕdhigamyate//
149
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 Louis de la Vallue Poussin, ed., ñMȊlamadhyamakakarikas de Nagarjuna avec la PrasannapadǕ 

Commentaire de Candrakǭrtiò (hereafter PsP) Bibliotheca Buddhica  (St-Pétersbourg, 1903-1913).    
149

 PSP XXIV.8. p. 494,lines 4-5 and lines 12-13. 
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Those who do not understand the distinction between these two realities do not 

realize the profound truth embodied in the Buddhaôs doctrine. 

Without relying on conventional [reality], an ultimate [reality] cannot be taught. 

Without understanding ultimate reality, nirvǕἈa is not realized.  

 

The above passage alludes 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 conventional, and what the profound ultimate reality is. 

After identifying their differences, it is necessary to realize the importance of relying on 

the conventional reality to achieve ultimate reality, and further to obtain nirvǕἈa.
 150

  

Therefore, this process towards liberation is accomplished in three sequential steps of 

understanding: conventional Ÿ ultimate Ÿ nirvǕἈa.  Before discussing further the 

process towards liberation, it is important to examine BhǕvivekaôs definitions. 

 

In discussing BhǕvivekaôs concept of two realities, ancient Chinese scholars, as has 

been mentioned in the second chapter, have already indicated ñtruly emptiness and 

conventionally substantialò (zhen kong su you Ḛ ) as an indication of the key 

aspect of BhǕvivekaôs thought. This chapter will follow this perspective to investigate 

BhǕvivekaôs concepts. In the *Karatalaratna, after proposing his theme with formal 

proof statements, BhǕviveka begins to elaborate his formal proof statements in detail. 

First of all, BhǕviveka gives a brief 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: 
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 The analysis of this verse in detail is discussed in section two of the previous chapter.  
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The true meaning itself is called órealityô;
 151

 in other words, it is ultimate reality. 

(The thesis is) in terms of ultimate reality, the conditioned things are established 

as emptiness and not in terms of conventional reality.
 152

 

 

 

According to the above passage, BhǕviveka simply defines ultimate reality as óthe 

true meaning (object) itself.ô In order to have a full understanding of the concept of óthe 

true meaning (object) itself,ô it should be compared with BhǕvivekaôs other definition in 

chapter 24 of PrP 
153

 wherein he explains ultimate reality as follows: 
154

 

 

What is the so-called the ultimate-reality (paramǕrtha)? Response: Because the 

object (or meaning) is ultimate, it is called óultimate-object.ô Moreover, it is the 

óhighest non-conceptual wisdom,ô (nirvikalpaj¶Ǖna).
 155

 Because it is the true 

meaning (paramǕrthasatya), it is called óultimate-meaning.ô The [word] ótrue 

(meaning)ô means not any cause-conditions can be [its] defining-characteristics. 

When one dwells in the non-conceptual wisdom which adopts the truth as its 

perceived object, [this] is called the ultimate reality. The wisdom obtained from 

hearing (Ŝrutamayǭ), thinking (cintǕmayǭ), and meditating (bhǕvanǕmayi) and by 

the teachings in accord with non-arising in order to remove the assertions that 

something arises etc. is called óultimate reality.ô  

     

 

According to the above interpretation, it can be seen that BhǕviveka defines the term 

óparamǕrthaô in three different ways: 1) it is the ultimate object or (meanings). That is to 

say, it is the objective existence (things as they are) wherein the subject-perceiving is not 

considered. It is considered to be equal to the concept of tathatǕ itself. 2) It is the highest 
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 (shengyidi/paramǕrtha) is translated as óultimate realityô in English here. 
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 ̪ ̢̫ (T30, 268c12). 

153
 Also D. Eckel has translated this chapter in his dissertation, A Question of Nihilism, unpublished 

(Harvard University, 1980), 192~264.   
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 ñ ̢ ̢

̢ ̢  

̡ ̡  , ò(T 30, 125a).  
155

 (wufenbiezhi) or (wufenbiehui/nirvikalpaj¶Ǖna) is translated as non-conceptual 

wisdom which is the direct insight into the truth of all existences in meditation.   



 

60 

(parama) non-conceptual wisdom (nirvikalpaj¶Ǖna). Here, the term óarthaô refers to both 

non-conceptual wisdom and the true object. In this case, BhǕviveka claims that the 

wisdom (perceiving subject) and the objective-truth (tathatǕ) should not be separated, 

ñthe non-conceptual wisdom adopts the truth as its perceived object.ò Moreover, 

BhǕviveka describes non-conceptual wisdom as  (zhenshiyi/ true object or 

meaning). According to Candrakǭrtiôs PSP in which Candrakǭrti mentions BhǕvivekaôs 

definition of ultimate reality, the term  (zhenshiyi) is probably óparamǕrthasatyaô 

in Sanskrit. 
156

 3) The means of Ŝrutamayǭ, cintǕmayǭ, and bhǕvanǕmayi practiced to 

achieve the non-conceptual wisdom (nirvikalpaj¶Ǖna) are also classified into the category 

of ultimate-reality.  

Some scholars analyze the passage in a similar way using the Tibetan version.
157

 

According to their analysis, BhǕviveka explicates the term óparamǕrthaô in three 

different linguistic ways: 1) the óarthaô object is óparamaô ultimate. BhǕviveka states that 

paramǕrtha is understood as a karmadhǕraya compound in which both object (artha) and 

ultimate (parama) refer to the object (vǭἨaya) of perception but not to the mind that 

perceives the object. 2) He interprets the word paramǕrtha as a tatpuruἨa compound in 

which artha is an object and the ultimate (parama) refers to the subject, i.e. the non-

conceptual wisdom. 3) He comprehends paramǕrtha as a bahuvrǭhi compound that 
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 The Tibetan of the passage can be found in Idia, 82~83. The English translation can be found in Eckelôs 

To See the Buddha (Princeton: Princeton University, 1992), 217. In regard to some scholarsô analysis, see 

Ejima Yasunori. ͭ : BhǕviveka (ChȊgan shisǾ no tenkai: BhǕvaviveka kenkyȊ/ The 

Development of Madhyamaka Thought)( TǾkyǾ : ShunjȊsha,1980), 102~105. Kumagai Seiji, 

ñBhǕvivekaôs theory of Absolute Truthò Journal of Indian and Buddhist Studies Vol.59, No.3 (2011), 

1187~1191. M. Nasu, ñthe Connection between Ultimate Truth (ParamǕrthasatya) and Analysis (VicǕra) 

in BhǕvivekaôs Theory of Two Truths (satyadvaya)ò Buddhism in Global Perspective vol. II (New Delhi: 

Somaiya Publication Pvt Ltd, 2002), 44~53.   

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
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functions as an óadjectiveô from which the meaning of ócorrespondence to the ultimateô is 

derived. The only difference in the above analysis  lies in the second definition, which 

according to the Chinese version, the term óparamaô should be an adjective to qualify 

óarthaô, and the term óarthaô refers to both ultimate perceiving subject (paramǕrtha)  and 

ultimate perceived object (tathǕtǕ). However, according to the Tibetan version, M. Nasu 

considers óparamaô to be the subject (non-conceptual wisdom) and óarthaô   the object 

(truth).
158

 Kumagai Seiji refers óarthaô only to the subject (non-conceptual wisdom). 
159

                 

Based on the above analysis of the Chinese and Tibetan version of PrP, it can be 

concluded that BhǕvivekaôs understanding of the word óultimate realityô indicates three 

connotations: 1) from an ontological perspective, the term óthe ultimateô and óthe objectô 

refers to the reality of things; 2) from an epistemological perspective, the term ónon-

conceptual wisdomô refers to how the Buddhist sages view reality (the perceiving subject 

and the perceived object should not be separated);
160

 and 3) regarding the soteriological 

process, the teachings in accord with non-arising is the ultimate reality.
161

 In TJ, 

BhǕvivekaôs own commentary of the MHK according to Tibetan tradition, there is a 

similar analysis.
162
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 Kumagai Seiji 1188. 
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  See, Iida, Reason 83 and Kumagai Seiji 1187~1188.  
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 Nasu 46 and Kumagai Seiji 1187~1188. 
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BhǕvivekaôs ultimate reality:
 163

 

 

                      1) tathatǕ  

Ultimate reality         

                      2) nirvikalpaj¶Ǖna and tathatǕ 

 

                       3) The teaching corresponding to the ultimate 

 

 By comparing the three definitions of ultimate reality in PrP with that in KTR, it can 

be shown that BhǕvivekaôs description of ultimate reality in KTR corresponds more with 

the second definition in PrP. The reason is that in KTR as well as the second definition in 

PrP, BhǕviveka defines the concept of ultimate reality as the specific term ótrue 

meaning/truthô (/ zhenshiyi/ paramǕrthasatya).  According to BhǕviveka, the 

truth, ultimate-reality and non-conceptual wisdom are the same thing. The non-

conceptual wisdom which adopts the truth (tathǕtǕ) as its perceived object is ultimate 

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

ultimate perspective, both the ultimate and the non-conceptual wisdom are transcendent 

and cannot be demonstrated, and the thusness (tathǕtǕ) should not be considered as the 

perceived object of the non-conceptual wisdom.
164

 Here, it can be concluded that for 

BhǕviveka, the main definition of ultimate reality is non-conceptual wisdom.  

To further elaborate the relationship between ultimate reality and non-conceptual 

wisdom, one has to investigate their connection with the main idea of the Madhyamakan 
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 This diagram can be found in Kumagai Seiji 1188.      

164
 This can be found in the KTR. See my translation:  ñThe operation of wisdom is non-conceptual and it 

operates without any trace of operation.ò óWisdomô is the non-conceptual wisdom. Although it is apart 

from all concepts, the enlightened (non-conceptual) wisdom is superfluously and conventionally 

designated as wisdom.ò  (T30, 277b29) ñIf the tathatǕ can be seen, it should 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 ultimate reality,] is a view of inequality which should not be held to be a 

true view.ò (T30, 277c10) 
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understanding of ŜȊnyatǕ. In MMK, NǕgǕrjuna responds to his opponentsô accusation of 

ŜȊnyatǕ as nihilism with three proposed perspectives. The three notions of ŜȊnyatǕ in 

MMK XXIV.7 are as the following: 

atra brȊmaỠ ŜȊnyatǕyǕἄ na tvaἂ vetsi prayojanaἄ / 

ŜȊnyatǕἄ ŜȊnyatǕrthaἄ ca tata evaἄ vihanyase //
165

 

 

Here, we say that you do not understand of [teaching] emptiness, emptiness 

itself, and the meaning of emptiness; in this way, you are thus frustrated.
166

  

 

The three notions of ŜȊnyatǕ are discussed in the above verse: the purpose of ŜȊnyatǕ, the 

nature of ŜȊnyatǕ and the meaning or object of ŜȊnyatǕ. In PrP, BhǕviveka interprets the 

three notions of ŜȊnyatǕ as: 1) The purpose of ŜȊnyatǕ is to cease all fabrication 

(prapañca); 2) ŜȊnyatǕ itself is understood as the state of transcendence of all 

discrimination and attachment, i.e. the non-conceptual wisdom. 3) In regard to 

ŜȊnyatǕrtha, óarthaô is interpreted as object and hence, ŜȊnyatǕrtha is the object of 

ŜȊnyatǕ, i.e. the thusness (tathatǕ). 
167

 According to the above description in the PrP, 

BhǕviveka separates the non-conceptual wisdom from the thusness (tathǕtǕ).  śȊnyatǕ 

itself is the non-conceptual wisdom in which reality is cognized. On the other hand, the 
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 PSP XXIV.7. p. 490, lines 6-7. 

166 M. Siderits and S. Katsura. Nagarjuna's Middle way : the MulamadhyamakakǕrikǕ (Boston : Wisdom 

Publications, 2013), 271.  
167

 This description is a description according to Tibetan version of PrP. See RyȊshin UryȊzu. ñ ͭ

(ChȊganha no keisei/ The Establishment of Madhyamaka School)ò  ( ChȊgan shisǾ /The 

Madhyamaka Thought) (TǾkyǾ : ShunjȊsha, 1982), 147~148. Also see Eckelôs translation (1980), 

192~264.  The Chinese version is a little different from Tibetan. The Chinese version is, ñ śȊnyatǕ is able 

to remove all attachment and fabrication (prapañca) and hence is called śȊnyatǕ. The meaning of ŜȊnyatǕ 

is the wisdom that perceives ŜȊnyatǕ, and is called the meaning of ŜȊnyatǕ. You are willing to destroy the 

truth (tathǕtǕ). It is like the one who hit the space with oneôs fist.  ñ ̢

̢ ̢ ̢ ò (T30, 124c)̢In 

Chinese version, ŜȊnyatǕrtha refers to the perceiving wisdom and not the perceived truth.   

http://www.worldcat.org/search?q=au%3AUryu%CC%84zu%2C+Ryu%CC%84shin%2C&qt=hot_author
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thusness is defined as ŜȊnyatǕ-artha, the object perceived by ŜȊnyatǕ, the non-conceptual 

wisdom.  

In examining BhǕvivekaôs interpretation of tathatǕ, it is clear that he defines tathatǕ 

as having no intrinsic nature (niỠsvabhǕva). In KTR, it reads:  

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

realize the exact nature (tathatǕ) of the conditioned and unconditioned things 

in terms of ultimate reality and they delusively grasp the intrinsic natures of all 

things. é If one can realize the unmistaken truth of the conditioned and 

unconditioned things in terms of ultimate reality, he/she is not attached to the 

substantial nature. 
168

 

In the PrP reads: 

The so-called conventional reality is:  (truly) all things are non-arising and 

lacking of intrinsic nature, and the sentient beings delusively attach to them. 

This is reality in convention. The sages realize the lack of intrinsic nature of all 

things, ŜȊnyatǕ. This is the ultimate reality for the sages and also called the 

reality.
169

  

                

Both of the above passages indicate that the lack of intrinsic nature is the reality serving 

as ñan object perceived by the sages.ò That is, the truth, which is essencelessness 

accurately perceived by non-conceptual wisdom, is ultimate reality. However, if it is 

mistakenly perceived by ordinary people as substantial existence, the wrong perception 

becomes conventional reality. This topic will be further discussed later in section 4.2.2.  

According to the above analysis, ŜȊnyatǕ is endowed with a dual meaning in 

BhǕvivekaôs system: ŜȊnyatǕ as non-conceptual wisdom and ŜȊnyatǕ as objective reality, 

i.e. no intrinsic nature. As elaborated in PPs, ŜȊnyatǕ possesses a dual meaning. śȊnyatǕ 
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 ñ ̢ ̢ ̢é

̢ ̢ ò (T30, 268b)̢ 
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ñ ̢ é

ò (T30, 125b)̢  
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(svabhǕva ŜȊnyatǕ//zixingkong) in the ultimate sense is a synonym for nirvǕἈa 

which is the ultimate state of Buddhas and arhats and thus considered to be ultimate 

reality. In addition to representing ultimate reality, ŜȊnyatǕ also refers (niỠsvabhǕva 

ŜȊnyatǕ) to the ñunrealò or ñno intrinsic nature,ò and is often related to 

pratǭtyasamutpǕda.
170

 Within these dual meanings of ŜȊnyatǕ, while PPs focuses on the 

svabhǕva ŜȊnyatǕ as the central theme, NǕgǕrjuna, on the contrary, highlights the 

meaning of no-intrinsic-nature.
171

      

BhǕviveka adopts a two-fold understanding of ŜȊnyatǕ, svabhǕva and niỠsvabhǕva 

ŜȊnyatǕ, from the PPs and skilfully applies them to his interpretation of ultimate reality. 

From an epistemological perceptive, ultimate reality is non-conceptual wisdom, which is 

the so-called svabhǕva ŜȊnyatǕ in the PPs.  Meanwhile, ontologically ultimate reality 

also refers to the truth of things which means no intrinsic nature and is the so-called 

niỠsvabhǕva ŜȊnyatǕ in the PPs. This is considered to be conventional reality in the PPs.  

Although there are two perspectives of ultimate reality, overall, BhǕvivekaôs main 

concern is on epistemological perception or non-conceptual wisdom. In terms of 

conventional language, these two ultimate realities can be classified into the perceiving 

wisdom and the perceived reality. Ultimately, however, they cannot be differentiated as 

subject-object. That is because when BhǕviveka utilizes non-conceptual wisdom to 

                                                 

170
 The Japanese scholar, Hideo Masuda classified all different meanings of ŜȊnyatǕ in the PPs into two 

kinds: absolute  ŜȊnyatǕ and relative ŜȊnyatǕ. Absolute  ŜȊnyatǕ is beyond any denial such as the denial 

of self-nature, of names, and of distinctions. On the contrary, relative  ŜȊnyatǕ possesses the meaning of 

denial and is offen related to pratǭtyasamutpǕda. Masuda, Hideo. ñ͉ͪ͐Ι ñ ò ͭ :

Π ͖ͧͥò (BukkyǾ ni okeru KȊ no KentǾ: HannyakyǾRyȊju wo Shutoshite),  

(ShȊkyǾkenkyȊ, 1986), 171.    
171

 Yin- Shun,  (Kongzhitanjiu /  Investigation of  Openness) (Taipei: Zenwun, 1985), 147, 

155~156.   
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illustrate ultimate reality, his use of the concept has already entailed the concept of the 

ultimate object, the lack of intrinsic nature. That is probably why ñtrue meaningò (non-

conceptual wisdom) is preferred over ñultimate objectò by BhǕviveka when he composed 

a concise text like KRT.  Hence, the central theme that BhǕviveka establishes in KRT, ñin 

reality, conditioned things are emptyò is to argue, ñFrom the perception of the non-

conceptual wisdom, all conditioned things lack of intrinsic nature.ò He thinks that only in 

this way, one can achieve ultimate reality.      

          

 

4.2.2  Conventional Reality and SvabhǕva 

        

With regard to conventional reality, ancient Chinese scholars suggest that 

BhǕviveka accepts substantial existence in conventional reality, which is called suyou (

/svabhǕva) in Chinese. However, since the concise text KTR has been ignored by 

Western scholars, some scholars claimed that there is not enough evidence to prove this 

assertion in light of BhǕvivekaôs other two texts, the MHK and PrP.
172

 In this section, I 

will argue for BhǕvivekaôs claim of substantial existence in conventional reality with the 

evidence found in the KTR, and trace this claim further to the previous philosophies 

which he may have adopted.  

First of all, two passages in chapter 24 of the PrP present BhǕvivekaôs ideas of 

conventional reality as follows:  

                                                 

172
 M. D. Eckel in his article ñThe Satisfaction of No Analysis: On Tsong Kha paôs Approach to 

SvǕtantrika-Madhyamakaò indicates that according to Tsong Kha pa, BhǕvivekaôs account of 

conventional reality is óestablished with its own identityô. However, there is no Indian source to support 

this assertion. Also, Dreyfus, G. B. J. & McClintock 193.    
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Conventional reality is the worldly language such as the expression of the 

phenomena of arising, persisting, and extinguishing of color-form, the 

expression of Devadattaôs going and coming, the expression of ViŜvamitra 

eating, Sumadatta meditating, Brahmadatta liberating and so forth. Those 

worldly expressions are called conventional reality. 
173

  

 

The so-called conventional reality is:  [in reality] all things are non-arising and 

lack intrinsic nature, yet sentient beings delusively are attached to them. This is 

the reality in the conventional world.
174

 

 

The above passage indicates two conceptions of conventional reality: 1) worldly 

language, and 2) phenomena 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).
175

 The first concept indicates a conventional usage without 

adding any positive or negative evaluation. The second concept is defined from an 

epistemological perspective and considers that reality is merely a delusion derived from 

peopleôs attachments, which are produced through ignorance.  

In addition to the two definitions in the PrP, BhǕviveka also proposes a clear description 

of conventional reality later in the KTR as follows:
 
 

Here, the existents which ordinary people universally recognize I also accept as 

conventional reality. The causes and conditions which produce conventional 

direct perception 
176

are also recognized to exist.
177

 Because conditioned things 

such eyes, etc. are entailed in conventional reality, and people like cowherds, 
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̢  (T30, 125a)̢  
174

 ̢ (T30, 125b)̢  
175

 T30, 125a.   
176

 (xianliang / pratyakἨa) means ódirect perception.ô It is an immediate or direct perception 

approached by the five sense-organs such as eyes, etc. See Th. Stcherbatsky. Buddhist Logic (Delhi: 

Motilal Banarsidass Publishers), 1994, 12~13. S.R. Bhatt & A. Mehrotra have a more detail analysis on 

pratyakἨa in their book Buddhist Epistemology (Westport: Greenwood press, 2000), 25~48. This will be 

discussed in more detail in the next chapter.  
177

 This sentence tries to establish the conventional existences of elements (dharma) such as five skandha, 

twelve ayatanǕni and eighteen dhǕtu. Those are all the cause and conditions to produce our sensual 

experiences.    
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etc. commonly perceive conditioned things such as eyes etc. to be substantial 

existence, in order to avoid the contradiction with our own position that direct 

perception is commonly perceived, órealityô is used to restrict the thesis.
 178

 

In this passage, BhǕviveka suggests two levels of existence to be conventional reality. 

The first level is things that ordinary people universally recognize to be real. This focus is 

not the things themselves but ordinary perception, and hence, it is an epistemological 

perspective which is precisely the same perspective as the second definition of the PrP. 

The second level of conventional reality is things or elements that cause the arising of our 

perceptions such as the five faculties, and so forth, as BhǕviveka singles out. BhǕviveka 

further claims that those elements are substantially existent, and are accepted as 

substantially existent by his own school. According to the above description, three 

concepts of conventional reality can be derived from the PrP and KTR. They are (1) 

worldly language, (2) the ordinary perceptions (in the KTR) which are merely a delusion 

according to the PrP, and (3) the elements which are able to cause the arising of direct 

perception.  

To elaborate further with a linguistic analysis, the two Sanskrit terms saἄvἠti and 

vyavahǕra are most often used to denote conventional reality. The term saἄvἠti is derived 

from the root Õ vἠ meaning ócoverô and the prefix sam, which means ótotally.ô  Taken 

literally, saἄvἠti means óto totally coverô or óto obscure.ô 
179

 The second definition of 

conventional reality in the PrP, ñall things are non-arising and lacking of intrinsic nature, 
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ñ ̢

̢ò(T30,268c08) 
179

 KǾsai Yasui 158. Candrakǭrti explicitly defines the conventional reality in view of three categories: 1) 

the obscuration of the true nature of things due to ignorance (samvἠtisatya), 2) reciprocal dependence, and 

3) social conventions involving languages and translations. Herein, the first category is similar to 

BhǕvivekaôs second definition in the PrP. I. C. Harris, The Continuity of Madhyamaka and YogǕcǕra in 

Indian MahǕyǕna Buddhism 113.       

http://www.worldcat.org/search?q=au%3AYasui%2C+Ko%CC%84sai%2C&qt=hot_author
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yet the sentient beings delusively attach to them,ò corresponds to saἄvἠti because it 

indicates that sentient beings are totally deceived by their ignorance.  The other term, 

vyavahǕra, as mentioned in the previous section, possesses both linguistic convention 

and transactional convention, both of which can be found in the two texts.
 180

 It seems 

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

be subsumed in the meaning of transactional conventions.
 181

                     

 

The above description can be illustrated in the following chart:  

Texts 
The meaning of 

conventional reality 

epistemological 

definition 
Sanskrit 

 

The PrP 
1. Worldly language  vyavahǕra 

 
 

Delusion Sa v ti 

 

The KTR 

 
Reality vyavahǕra 

   3. Element  vyavahǕra 

 

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

BhǕviveka prefers to adopt for defining conventional reality, rather than by other means. 

That is because first, this type of definition is suggested in both of the two texts.  Second, 

as mentioned above, BhǕvivekaôs main definition for ultimate reality is an 

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

reality to avoid inconsistency. Even though the epistemological definition has been 
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 KǾsai Yasui, ͭ  (ChȊkan shisǾ no kenkyȊ/A Study of the Madhyamaka Thought) (Kyoto: 

HǾzǾkan,1970),152~153. Also see Nagao, MǕdhyamika and YogǕcǕra 13~15, and The Foundational 

Standpoint of MǕdhyamika philosophy 40~59.  
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 ñThe conventional reality is the worldly language such as the expression of theéò (T30, 125a) 

2. Perceptions 

http://www.worldcat.org/search?q=au%3AYasui%2C+Ko%CC%84sai%2C&qt=hot_author
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adopted by BhǕviveka in both texts as the main definition for conventional reality, the 

two texts emphasize two different notions. While the PrP emphasizes the concept of 

delusion or misconception, the KTR highlights the concept of óreality.ô When integrating 

these two epistemological interpretations, BhǕvivekaôs notion of conventional reality can 

be illustrated as follows:  all things are truly lacking of intrinsic nature, yet sentient 

beings delusively perceive them to be intrinsic existence which, BhǕviveka insists, should 

be universally accepted as conventional reality.     

While defining conventional reality from an epistemological perspective, the notion 

of pratyakἨa ( xianliang / direct perception), the fundamental concept of human 

perception and Buddhist logic, should be singled out from the passage in the KTR. The 

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

pramǕἈa.
182

 There could be different types of pramǕἈa during the processes of 

perceiving.
183

 Immediate or direct perception approached by the five sense-organs is 

implied by the term pratyakἨa
184

 which is the most basic pramǕἈa among the various 

types. With his epistemological approach, BhǕviveka insists that since the unmistaken 

pratyakἨa is universally accepted by all ordinary people, such as the cowherds and so 

forth, it should be considered as conventional reality.  

BhǕviveka further claims that not only pratyakἨa but also those causes and 

conditions such as the six sense organs, which are able to produce pratyakἨa should also 
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 This will be discussed in more detail in the next chapter. 
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 See M. Hattori. DignǕga, on Perception: Being the PratyakἨapariccheda of DignǕga's 

PramǕἈasamuccaya from the Sanskrit Fragments and the Tibetan Versions (Cambridge: Harvard 

University Press, 1968), 23~31. The chapter five of this dissertation will discusses this in more detail.  
184

 John D. Dunne. Foundation of Dharmakǭrtiôs Philosophy (Boston: Wisdom Publications, 2004), 23.     
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be considered reality in the conventional sense.
185

 In Buddhist traditions, it is commonly 

agreed that all pramǕἈa necessarily involves the contact (sparŜa) of an object (viἨaya, 

artha, etc.) with a sense faculty (indriya). Wherein, the six sense faculties, such as eyes, 

adopt the information gathered from the six objects, such as color-form (rȊpa), to 

produce perceptions.
186

 If pratyakἨa is considered to be substantially existent, it is 

reasonable to say that those causes and conditions producing pratyakἨa should also be 

substantially existent. That is to say, in the epistemic processes, the perceptions, the sense 

faculties and their perceived objects, are all substantially existent conventionally.   

 To elaborate further, the Chinese term ñshiyouò ( ), used to demonstrate 

BhǕvivekaô concept of conventional reality in this passage of the KTR, further indicates 

his understanding of what underlies conventional reality.  In Xuanzangôs () 

translation, the Chinese term ñshiyouò ( ) is commonly used to describe the 

abhidharma concept of reality, and its parallel Sanskrit term is ñdravyatasò which means 

ñas a substanceò, ñas a thingò, ñas an objectò, ñas an elementary substance.ò
187

 Some 

abhidharma concepts of reality, especially that of the SarvǕstivǕdin School, refer to the 

substantial existence of the elements behind phenomena. For example, in the AMs, it 

says, 

In regard to ñexistenceò, some indicate two kinds: first, the ñshiyouò ( / 

dravyata /substantial exist) is skandhas, dhǕtus and so on exist. Second, the 

convention is that men, women and so on exist.ò é.. The ñshiyouò ( / 
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 ñThe causes and conditions which produce the conventional direct perceptions are also recognized to 

existò (T30,268c08) 
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 John D. Dunne, Foundations of Dharmakǭrti's philosophy, 23. 
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 Hirakawa Akira, II (Kusharon Sakuin II/ The Index of Koa II) (Tokyo: Daizo, 1977), 430, 

its Sanskrit is ñdravyatasò which means ñas a substanceò, ñas a thingò, ñas an objectò, ñas an elementary 

substance.ò Also see Monier Williams 501. 
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dravyata /substantial exist) is that all dharmas that individually dwell in their 

respective self-nature. 
188

  

 

In other words, when BhǕviveka describes conventional reality in terms of dravyatas, he 

applies an abhidharma concept of intrinsic nature to conventional reality. In addition to 

the above passage of the KTR, the debate between BhǕviveka and abhidharma scholars 

provides more evidence for this assertion in the KTR. In the debate, the Abhidharma 

scholars claim that the eye-faculty (cakἨur-indriya) possesses an intrinsic nature 

(svabhǕva) because it possesses activity (sakǕritra). An eye-faculty can produce eye-

consciousness, and hence, it should possess a nature (svabhǕva). BhǕviveka responds by 

stating: 

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 established what is already provedé.. Everything 

such as eyes and so forth included within the worldly conventions has self-

natures.
189

 

 

In this passage, BhǕviveka skilfully converts the understanding of ultimate reality in the 

SarvǕstivǕdin system into the conventional reality, and accepts the self-nature of things in 

the worldly sense. That is to say, BhǕviveka admits the self-nature of things in 

conventional reality. 
190

 

BhǕviveka also attempts to apply the SautrǕntika theory to his theory of 

conventional reality. Even though BhǕviveka accepts the self-nature of things in 

conventional reality, this does not imply that BhǕviveka unconditionally accepts the 

SarvǕstivǕdin theory in the conventional sense. He, in fact, does not agree with the idea 
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 ñ : : ̡ ̢ : ̡ ̢ò(T 27, 42a~b).  
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 See my translation of the KTR. 
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 This idea has been indicated by Chinese ancient scholars. See the section ñBhǕviveka in the Chinese 

contextò in the chapter two of this dissertation.   
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that the self-nature of things exists through the three divisions of time, the past, present, 

and future.  In the PrP, he argues against this idea by saying: 

The VibhǕἨǕ scholars say, ñAlthough the time periods are different, the 

substance is not different.  This should be understood.ò é..Response (by 

BhǕviveka), ñIn terms of the ultimate reality, the present things should not be 

established. éThe assertion that dharmas travel in the time periods is 

meaningless. éMoreover, in conventional reality, substance should not be 

established in past and future time periods.
191

    

 

 The SarvǕstivǕdin theory in this passage is also found in the AMs chapter 77.
192

 In that 

chapter, they argue that ñreality exists in three divisions of timeò () and 

ñdharma-substance eternally existsò (). They insist that the substantial 

elements, dharmas unchangeably travel through three divisions of time and therefore, 

exist eternally.
193

 This passage is evidence to show that BhǕviveka does not accept the 

existence of substantial elements in the past and future time even in conventional reality.   

The SautrǕntika proposes the idea of a seed (bǭja) to explain the relationship 

between substantial elements and things in which the substantial elements exist only in 

the present time in the form of seeds (bǭja), which possess potentials to activate and 

project into things. According to SautrǕntika, things are conventional reality while seeds 
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 ̢ ̢ ̢ ̢ ̢ ̢
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(T27,396a). See Dharmajoti, 148.  
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 See the demonstration in the previous section. S. Singh, ed., SarvǕstivǕda and Its Traditions. (Delhi: 

Delhi University, 1994),133~134. HonjǾ Yoshifumi, ñͧ ò (Samze Jitsuu setsu to 

Ubuagon/ the Teaching of the Substantial Existence in the Three Divisions of Time and the ǔg of the 

SarvǕstivǕdin school ).  (IBK)12 (Dec 1990), 49~61.    
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are considered ultimate reality because seeds exist substantially.
 194

 There are passages in 

both the KTR and PrP showing that BhǕviveka does not refute the idea of seed and its 

activity on the level of conventional reality. The conflict between BhǕviveka and 

SautrǕntika is that while SautrǕntika considers seeds as ultimate reality, BhǕviveka only 

accepts them as conventional reality.  

BhǕviveka does not really criticize the SautrǕntika School in the KTR, so far as we 

know, but instead states, ñHere, the thing which can assemble seeds of the various 

activities or the accumulation of the various activities is called the mind.ò
195

 A similar 

statement can be found in chapter seventeenth of the PrP where BhǕviveka uses a seed to 

explain the function of the mind, ñWhy is the mind (cita) called a seed (bǭja)? Since it 

can generate the karmas of the body and speech, it is called a seed.ò
196

 According to these 

two passages found in the KRT and PrP, what BhǕviveka tries to express is that the mind 

is able to cause the karma of the body and speech, and thereafter, assemble seeds. The 

ñmindò mentioned by BhǕviveka must be the sixth consciousness because he does not 

accept Ǖlayavij¶Ǖna.
197

  In sum, it can be safely said that BhǕviveka does not refute the 

seed theory as illustrating something in the conventional sense.  

There is also evidence in the PrP showing that BhǕviveka only denies the existence 

of seeds in the sense of ultimate reality. In the PrP, SautrǕntika scholars intend to 
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 See the discussion in previous section.  
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 ñ ̢ò(T30, 99a)   

197
 Yuan-ce ( /613~696CE), one of Xuanzangs representative disciple, his commentary on 

SaἄdhinirmocanasȊta, mentioned, ñTherefore, in the chapter of Entering into the True Ambrosia in 

MadhyamakahἠdayakǕrikǕ composed by BhǕviveka, it says that outside of the six consciousnesses, there 

is no Ǖlayavij¶Ǖna because it is not subsumed by the six consciousnesses.ò , ñ

ò(X21, 240b).  
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recognize seeds as a substance of ultimate reality, but BhǕviveka criticizes them with the 

assertion that seeds should be empty in ultimate reality. There are many passages where 

BhǕviveka argues this point, and the following citation from the PrP is one example: 

The SautrǕntika says, ñthere are different features of dharmas (factors) rising 

such as the eye-consciousness. How do you know? That is because they activate. 

For example, buds will grow from seeds when their required conditions such as 

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

your thesis.ò The commentator [BhǕviveka] answers, ñThe previous verse says, 

óthere is no activation in the conditions. ô What does the verse mean? [It means:] 

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 the activationò. 
198

                

A detailed interpretation of SautrǕntikaôs argument in the passage can be found in the 

Abidamosunzinlilung ( /AbhidharmanyǕyǕnusǕra): 

A D Ǖntika claims that just as the theory of a seed [of a plant] causing its fruits, 

it should be known that the theory of karma causing its fruit is the same. Just as 

the seed, the [previous] fruit which caused its existence, has perished, is the 

main cause from which the different dharma [factors] such as root, shoot, stem, 

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 fruit. Similarly, 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 dharmas [factors] rising in every state of the 

continuing stream. Although the main body of the stream is not stable, it is 

inheriting [its feature from the previous state] and 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 but the power of anyonya (mutual operation) is.
 

199
 

                                                 

198
 ̢ ̢

̢ ̢( ) ̪ ̢̫

 (T30, 55c) ̢  
199̪ ̢

̡ ̡ ̡ ̡ ̢

̢

̢ ̢éé

(T29,535a)̢  



 

76 

 

 KumǕralǕta, who is also considered a DǕǕntika because of his skill in using similes to 

illustrate theories, established the theory of bǭja to explain the potential power of karma. 

The D Ǖntika proposed the theory of bǭja by giving up 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, but also bǭja, the potential 

activation behind the phenomena, is continuously transferring. Furthermore, the 

phenomena and the bǭja are continuously and mutually transferring into each other. 

Hence, the theory of bǭja apparently seems to deny the idea of substantial existence, to 

which the SarvǕstivǕdin School was committed, and to become a theory corresponding to 

the idea of impermanence. According to the MǕdhyamika perspective, however, the 

theory of bǭja could still not avoid the idea of substantial existence. The bǭja, no matter 

how it may change, will eternally keep its self-nature before transferring into phenomena. 

For example, the bǭja of eye-consciousness always maintains the self-nature [activation] 

and eventually transforms into the eye-consciousness. That is why BhǕviveka claims that 

from the standpoint of ultimate reality, the seed does not have a substance to activate. 

While denying the theory of seed, BhǕviveka specially uses ñultimatelyò to qualify his 

proposition. It appears that he accepts the notion of seeds in a worldly reality.  

Based on the above analysis, we may conclude that BhǕviveka posits conventional 

reality from an epistemological viewpoint.  According to BhǕviveka, although all things 

truly lack intrinsic nature (dravyata), sentient beings delusively perceive them to have 

such a nature and 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 conditions are met. With such a theory, nihilism is 

prevented for BhǕviveka.     

 

           

4.2.3  The Unique Feature of BhǕvivekaôs Two Realities 

4.2.3.1 The Remarkableness of Conventional reality  

In order to highlight the unique feature of BhǕvivekaôs two realities, in this section, I 

will  compare his theory with the systems of two realities found in the PPs and of 

NǕgǕrjuna, and further look for the beginnings of BhǕvivekaôs ideas.  

The PPs set up two realities from two different perspectives. While the ultimate is 

established from an epistemological view, i.e., from the view of an awakened one ( non-

conceptual wisdom) , the conventional realty is established from an ontological 

perspective, the things as they originally are ð that is, things are dependently co-arising 

(pratǭtyasamutpǕda) without any intrinsic nature. In the PPs, the Buddha teaches his 

disciples to examine all existence from the perspective of ŜȊnyatǕ (svabhǕva ŜȊnyatǕ), 

i.e. ultimate reality. From this perspective, all existence is featureless, 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 Buddha. According to 

such a distinction, some teachings, such as the expression of the transcendent realization 

of reality (svabhǕva ŜȊnyatǕ), refer to ultimate reality, and therefore, an epistemological 

perspective. In contrast, other teaching involving no-intrinsic nature (niỠsvabhǕva 

ŜȊnyatǕ) via pratǭtyasamutpǕda refers to conventional reality, and hence, it is from an 
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ontological perspective. In such a doctrinal system, to achieve ultimate reality is to 

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

 

The above description of the two realities in the PPs can be illustrated in the following 

chart: 

                  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

As indicated in the previous section, instead of emphasizing svabhǕva ŜȊnyatǕ, 

NǕgǕrjuna foucuses on niỠsvabhǕva ŜȊnyatǕ to develop his philosophy  of two realities. 

Inheriting the idea of ultimately there being only one reality from the PPs, NǕgǕrjuna 

also suggests that differentiation of two realities is merely a conventional distinction for 

teaching. That is, niỠsvabhǕva- ŜȊnyatǕ is considered ultimate reality (different from the 

PPs) and pratǭtyasamutpǕda is conventional reality. However, according to verses in the 
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MMK, XXIV.9-10, 
200

niỠsvabhǕva- ŜȊnyatǕ, ultimate reality is only a pivotal ground to 

transfer oneôs cognition from the conventional world to ultimate liberation. Hence, the 

ultimate liberation, i.e. nirvǕἈa, (the so-called svabhǕva- ŜȊnyatǕ in the PPs) should be 

considered to be the real ultimate reality, and niỠsvabhǕva- ŜȊnyatǕ can be called 

convention-ultimate reality. Moreover, according to the PPs, NǕgǕrjuna also thinks that 

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 above description can be demonstrated in the following chart: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 

200
 Louis de la Vallue Poussin, ed., ñMȊlamadhyamakakǕrikǕs de NǕgǕrjuna avec la PrasannapadǕ 

Commentaire de Candrakǭrtiò (hereafter PsP) Bibliotheca Buddhica  (St-Pétersbourg,1903-1913).  

 

ye ônayor na vijǕnanti vibhǕgam satyayor dvayoỠ /  

 te tattvam na vijǕnanti gambhǭram buddhaŜǕsane//  

vyavahǕram anǕŜritya pἠamǕrtho na deŜyate /  

paramǕrtham anǕgamya nirvǕἈam nǕdhigamyate// 

   

Ultimately: One reality 

 

Teaching: Two realities 
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Non-conceptual wisdom 
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pratǭtyasamutpǕda 
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For BhǕviveka, the two realities are not merely concerned with types of teaching, 

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 say, all things are truly lacking in intrinsic nature, and the 

awakened ones can perceive all things as they are with non-conceptual wisdom. Both 

accurate perception and things perceived accurately together are ultimate reality. On the 

contrary, sentient beings delusively perceive things to have intrinsic existence which is a 

type of reality in the conventional world.  Teachings 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. This so-called ñteachings corresponding to the ultimateò 

serves as a bridge to connect the two realities.  

 

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

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The above three diagrams show that with regard to ultimate reality, these three systems of 
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(nirvikalpaj¶Ǖna), i.e. the svabhǕva ŜȊnyatǕ, is the basic cognition of ultimate reality. 

However, they have some inconsistences concerning conventional reality. There is a 

slight difference between the PPs and NǕgǕrjuna concerning conventional reality. 

NǕgǕrjuna merely locates pratǭtyasamutpǕda in conventional reality while the PPs sets 

both pratǭtyasamutpǕda and niỠsvabhǕva ŜȊnyatǕ in it. However, their basic philosophies 

are not different. According to both NǕgǕrjuna and the PPs, conventional reality lacks 

intrinsic nature, and hence, there is truly no difference between the two realities. 

Meanwhile, BhǕviveka regards the lack of intrinsic nature as the ultimate point of view, 

while in conventional reality, things should be understood as having intrinsic natures. 

Therefore, the uniqueness of BhǕvivekaôs idea of two realities lies in his partitular 

conception of conventional reality.
201

   

 

4.2.3.2 BhǕvivekaôs Status of śȊnyatǕ in the Conventional Reality  

Why does BhǕviveka have to posit intrinsic nature in conventional reality? As 

indicated in chapter two of this dissertation, because of the intensively changing 

environment during BhǕvivekaôs time, there were problems in establishing a particular 

position of MǕdhyamika School. These problems were: (1) the nihilist critique on the 

teaching of ŜȊnyatǕ, and (2) finding a valid debating method to prove the Madhyamaka 

teaching. These challenges were strongly connected with and aimed at one philosophical 

consideration: the notion of intrinsic nature (svabhǕva) which pervaded both Buddhist 

and non-Buddhist schools. In this section, I will  focus on discussing the first notion 

                                                 

201
 Tsong kha pa thinks that BhǕvivekaôs unique concept becomes a criterion to distinguish SvǕtantrika 

from PrǕsagika. (Eckel, ñthe Satisfaction of No Analysisò 190)      
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concerning the accusation of nihilism, and discuss the second problem, a valid debating 

method, in the next chapter.  

As was discussed in the previous section, NǕgǕrjunaôs philosophy of ŜȊnyatǕ in the 

MMK XXIV is accused of being nihilist by SarvǕstivǕdins. In response to this accusation, 

NǕgǕrjuna criticizes his opponents for misunderstanding ŜȊnyatǕ by proposing the idea of 

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

Whatever is pratǭtyasamutpǕda that we call ŜȊnyatǕ / 

That (ŜȊnyatǕ) being dependent designation is itself the middle-path// 

 

In this verse, NǕgǕrjuna does not set any qualifier for his proposition. In other words, he 

does not limit perspectives to argue for his assertion of ŜȊnyatǕ. BhǕviveka in the KTR 

states:  

In (ultimate) reality,
202

 conditioned things
203

are ŜȊnyatǕ like illusions because 

they are pratǭtyasamutpǕda / 
204

  

 

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

are produced from pratǭtyasamutpǕda, and hence, ŜȊnyatǕ. The exception is that 

BhǕviveka inserts the qualifier óultimatelyô to modify NǕgǕrjunaôs proposition to make it 

only valid in terms of ultimate reality. That is to say, the proposition óeverything is 

ŜȊnyatǕô can only be established in ultimate reality but not in conventional reality.  

                                                 

202
 Herein, the true nature is the synonym of the ultimate reality (paramǕrtha). See his following 

explanation.       
203

 saἄskἠtadharma and asaἄskἠtadharma can be translated ñconditioned dharmaò and ñunconditioned 

dharmaò. Edgerton, F. Buddhist Hybrid Sanskrit Grammar and Dictionary. vo. II. (Delhi: Motilal 

Banarsidass Publishers), 1998, 543. In Chinese translation,  (youwei) means ñactiveò. Thus, it can be 

translated as ñactive dharmaò and  (wuwei) ñinactive dharmaò. However, saἄskἠta is a ppp. and is 

derived from saἄ + ãskἠ that means ñput togetherò, ñconstructedò,  or ñcompletely formedò etc. 

Therefore, herein, sa sk ta is translated as ñcompositeò and asaἄskἠta  ñnon-compoundedò. See also, M. 

Monier Williams, Sanskrit-English Dictionary. (New York: Oxford University, 1988), 1120. 
204

 See my translation of the KRT I.2 (T30, 268b21). Not only in the KTR but also in the other two works, 

BhǕviveka always inserts ófrom the ultimate realityô as a qualifier for his argumentation.     
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Although he did not directly state as such, BhǕviveka seems not to have been 

satisfied with NǕgǕrjunaôs response to the accusation of nihilism. This dissatisfaction 

provoked BhǕviveka to modify NǕgǕrjunaôs argument for ŜȊnyatǕ with the qualifier 

óultimately.ô The evidence of this statement can be found in the KTR as well as in other 

works. In the KTR, BhǕviveka encounters the same accusation of nihilism as NǕgǕrjuna 

does in the MMK. For example, those who insist that everything is not empty accuse 

BhǕvivekaôs doctrine of nihilism by stating: 

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

It is like using rabbitôs horns as a perceived object to produce direct experience. 

This is not reasonable at all. Thus, the various direct perceptions of the likeness 

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

appear in each individualôs direct experience. Therefore, your thesis contradicts 

dharma-nature, makes the mistake 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, 

etc. are nothingness.
205

 

 

In this objection, the opponents use direct perception (pratyakἨa) that all ordinary people 

have to accuse BhǕviveka of nihilism. The logic of the accusation is as following: 

 

 

Proposition: All things are empty (nothingness) 

 

 

There are no external objects 

 

 

Direct perception is not produced 

 

 

Objects truly appear in each individualôs direct experience 
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 See my translation of the KTR 2.1.1. (T30, 269a13) 

(Contradiction)  
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In this logical inference, BhǕvivekaôs opponents use common cognition that everyone 

sees or feels things to object to his proposition, and thereby, accuse him of nihilism. In 

response to this accusation, BhǕviveka simply explains: 

If [you consider my assertion] to contradict the conventional direct perception of 

fools and so on, [my thesis] does not reject conventional existence. Hence, [my 

thesis] contradicts nothing.
206

   

 

BhǕviveka has already set the condition ñultimatelyò for his proposition to argue for 

ŜȊnyatǕ. Hence, BhǕviveka is easily able to counter these accusations of nihilism with the 

simple response that he is arguing from ultimate reality and not the conventional. He 

accepts that things possess an intrinsic nature in conventional reality.  

The same method is applied to refute his Buddhist opponents, the SarvǕstivǕdins, 

who argue from a philosophical perceptive in order to accuse him of nihilism because of 

his objection to intrinsic nature: 

You have to accept there is a nature of an eye-faculty because (an eye-faculty) 

possesses activity.
207

 Those who do not possess natures do not have activities, 

such as the son of a barren woman. The eye-faculty has an activity because they 

produce eye-consciousness. Since the reason of activity has been stated, one 

must ascertain eyes to have natures.ò
208

 

 

Again, to this objection, BhǕviveka replies: 

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 established what has been already provedé.. 

Everything such as eyes and so forth included within the worldly conventions 

has self-natures.
209

 

                                                 

206
 Ibid. ñ ̢ò(T30, 269a28)    

207
 The Sanskrit for activity is sakǕritra (Sastri, 43.8). 

208
 See my translation the KTR II.2.1.4 and the above discussion. (T30, 269b27)  

209
 Ibid. 
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All through the KTR, such accusations of nihilism are pervasive and could be considered 

the main objection to BhǕvivekaôs position. Examples include: the KTR 2.1.5- a nihilistic 

accusation of example and reason; 2.1.7- a nihilistic accusation of reason; 2.1.8- a 

nihilistic accusation of the proposition;  2.1.9- 1) a nihilistic accusation of language 

which possesses function for communication, and 2) a nihilist  accusation of the 

proposition.
210

 Although each accusation is different in detail, BhǕviveka bases his 

rebuttals on the same principle that he is arguing from the perspective of ultimate reality 

rather than conventional reality.
211

  

The accusations of nihilism in the KTR, as well as in the PrP and MHK, indicate 

that most of the Buddhist and non-Buddhist schools, including the YogǕcǕra School, 

consider intrinsic nature to be the fundamental element in constructing the experienced 

world, including external objects and mental cognitions. Thus, for these schools, to deny 

intrinsic nature commits the fallacy of nihilism. According to the above analysis, 

BhǕviveka seems to assent to this philosophical approach and say that things which 

ordinary people universally recognize and causes which produce conventional direct 

perceptions are also accepted by his school as conventional reality.
212

 However, 

                                                 

210
 The number is according to my English version. The text is arranged with numbers for the convenience 

of reading.     
211

 The KTR II. 2.1.9, ñThe (Buddha) speaks of the mind as a self in terms of the conventional reality, and 

in terms of the ultimate reality, no-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 ultimate reality, establishes all existences as 

emptiness. Thus, there is no fault in the thesis.ò (T30, 270a29).  
212

 The KTR II. 1.1.1, ñThe existents which ordinary people universally recognize I also accept as 

conventional reality. The causes and conditions which produce the conventional direct perceptions are 

also recognized to exist.
212

 Because the conditioned things such eyes, etc. are subsumed in the 

conventional reality, and people like cowherds, etc. commonly perceive conditioned things such eyes etc. 

to be substantial existence, in order to avoid the contradiction with our own position that direct perception 

is commonly perceived, órealityô is used to restrict the thesis.ò (T30,268c) 
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BhǕviveka is still a MǕdhyamikan and wants to maintain the basic Madhyamaka teaching 

of niỠsvabhǕva. In order to solve this dilemma, BhǕviveka employs the concept of two 

realities, and proposes the idea of ñultimately empty, and conventionally existent.ò In this 

way, he thinks that one can avoid all extremes and achieve the middle path: 

In the present proposition, (the thesis) avoids 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 negating no-intrinsic nature. It avoids two 

extremes by negating both intrinsic nature and non-intrinsic nature. 
213

  

    

Historically, BhǕviveka is not the first person to propose such an unique theory of 

two realities. In fact, a similar idea was conceived by some abhidharma scholars 

including Harivarma, the author of the famous SautrǕntika text SatyasiddhiŜǕstra. 

Harivarma synthesized various theories of two-realities in the AMS as well as in 

MahǕyǕna Buddhism and established his own unique system of two-realities called the 

ñtwo-level of two-realities.ò According to SSH, Harivarmaôs first level of two-realities is 

as follows: 

Moreover, the Buddha preached two-reality: the true and conventional realities. 

The true reality is rȊpa etc. and nirvǕἈa. The conventional reality is 

conventional designation only and without any substance. For example, rȊpa 

etc. as cause and conditions, the pottery is made, and five skandha as cause and 

conditions, the human being is composed.
214

  

 

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 ultimate reality. In the second level, the elements constructing the 
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 The KTR II. 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 reality. Harivarma established his second level of two-realities as 

follows:  

The five skandha are not substantial, and they exist only conventionally. éthe 

so called ultimate reality is that the rȊpa is empty and not existent up to the 

consciousness is empty and not existent.é. moreover, because realizing the 

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

that to realize the truth of nirodha is the ultimate reality and not the five 

skandha.
215

   

 

In this passage, Harivarma thought that the five skandhas are substantially existent and 

thus ultimate reality at the first level of two realities. However, at the second level, they 

are empty and only conventionally existent. The ultimate-ultimate reality is the nirodha 

of the four noble truths, and only with the realization of the nirodha, one is able to obtain 

the noble path. By means of this, one can be called órealizing ultimate reality.ô 

While comparing BhǕvivekaôs two realities theory, it appears that BhǕvivekaôs 

theory of two realities is a synthesis of Harivarmaôs ñtwo-level of two-reality.ò By 

removing the hierarchical distinction between the worldly phenomena and elements, 

BhǕviveka considers the concepts of both realities in the Harivarmaôs first level to be 

only conventional reality.  That is, BhǕvivekaôs conventional reality contains both 

realities of the first level and conventional reality of the second level in Harivarmaôs 

theory. 

                                                 

215
 ̢é ̢ ̢é.

̢  (T32,333a). 
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The above description can be demonstrated into the following diagram. The left 

column is Harivarmaôs two levels of two realities, and the right column is BhǕvivekaôs 

system: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

According to the *SatyasiddhiŜǕstra (hereafter SSs), the establishment of two levels 

of two realities is a skilful means for proceeding toward liberation. Harivarma, following 

what has been explicated in the PPs, insists that the two realities are an expedient means 

to lead people to nirvǕἈa, and ultimately, there is only one reality.
216

 To achieve nirvǕἈa, 

according to the *SSs, there are three steps to go through.
217

 In the first step, one has to 

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

                                                 

216
 ñ é

̢ò(T32, 327a) ñIf there is no conventional reality in the ultimate reality, why did [the Buddha] 

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.ò          
217

 ñ ̡ ̡ ò(T32, 327a) ñ To remove three minds is called  

nirodhǕryasatya which are the minds of convention, dharma and emptiness.ò   
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are conventional and not real, but that the elements and nirvǕἈa are real.
218

 In the second 

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

conventional and not real, and that nirodha is ultimate reality. 
219

 In the final step, one 

has to give up the empty-mind which adopts nirodha as an object and thereby achieve 

nirvǕἈa.
220

  Hence, for Harivarma, to regard the substantial elements to be the ultimate 

reality on the 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 model found in BhǕvivekaôs two realities.  

Moreover, in proposing his theory of two realities, Harivarma states that this theory is 

able to avoid committing the fallacy of nihilism. The SSs says, ñTo preach two realities is 

to avoid falling into the nihilism and eternalismé.The karma and its retribution can be 

established.ò
221

 This is precisely one of the remarkable features of BhǕvivekaôs theory of 

two realities. In consideration of the philosophical similarities between these two, it is 

reasonable to suppose that Harivarma might have had influence on BhǕvivekaôs theory of 

two realities.                              

                                                 

218
 ñ ò (T32, 327a). 

òThe true reality is rȊpa etc. and nirvǕἈa. The conventional reality is conventional designation only and 

without any substance.ò   
219

 ñ ̢ ̢é. ̢ ò 

(T32,333a). ñThe so called ultimate reality is that the rȊpa is empty and not existent up to the 

consciousness is empty and not existent.é. moreover, because realizing the truth of niroda, it is called 

having obtained the path.ò 
220

 ñ ̢é ̢

ò(T32, 333c) The mind perceiving nirodha is called the empty mind. Where is [one] able to 

remove the empty mind? Answer: two places [can one] remove [the empty mind].  Either in the 

contemplation of mindless or in the nirvǕἈa with nothing left wherein [the mental] continuity ceases can 

one remove [the empty mind].ò   
221

 (T32, 317b) 
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According to Chinese sources, Harivarma lived around 250~350 CE, between the 

time of ǔryadeva and Vasubandhu.
222

 His biography states that Harivarma originally 

studied with the SarvǕstivǕda School and later went to south Indian to stay in a 

MahǕsaghika monastery where he learned about MahǕyǕna Buddhism. The biography 

goes on to say that he won debates with other non-Buddhist scholars, and was, therefore, 

respected by the king.
223

  His main work, the *SatyasiddhiŜǕstra, translated by 

KumǕrajǭva was influential in the Qi () and Liang ( ) dynasties around the end of the 

fifth to the middle of sixth century.
224

 I suggest that Harivarma and his work must have 

been so popular in India at that time that KumǕrajǭva, who formally promoted MahǕyǕna 

Buddhism and was kidnapped and brought to China in around 400 CE, was compelled to 

translate Harivarmaôs works. Hence, Harivarmaôs philosophy must have been influential 

in Indian Buddhism at that time. Although there are not enough sources to indicate a 

direct relationship between Harivarma and BhǕviveka, the philosophical similarity, at 

least, reveals that the concept of ñconventionally, existent, and ultimately, emptyò is not 

BhǕvivekaôs exclusive idea. It is reasonable to infer that after NǕgǕrjuna and ǔryadeva, 

the idea of ñconventionally, existent, and ultimately, emptyò had been an effective 

method of explaining the two realities and responding to accusations of nihilism. This 

theory is later adopted and explicitly presented with formal proof statements by 

BhǕviveka.    

 

                                                 

222
 Hirakawa, The History of Indian Buddhism 181.  

223
 Harivarma biography is reserved in Sengyouôs () Chusanchangjiji ( ) (T55, 78~79).     

224
 The document regarding the translation and dissemination of *SatyasiddhiŜǕstra is preserved in 

Chusanchangjiji ( ) (T55, 78a).  
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4.3 Conclusion    

Generally speaking, the perspective BhǕviveka employs to define the two realities 

is epistemological, where non-conceptual wisdom is ultimate reality while ordinary 

peopleôs delusion is conventional reality. That is, when the truth of no intrinsic nature is 

perceived as it is accurately by non-conceptual wisdom, it is ultimate reality. However, 

things mistakenly perceived by ordinary people to have substantial existence is a wrong 

perspective that is considered conventional reality.  

BhǕviveka also skillfully arranges a dual meaning of ŜȊnyatǕ in his system for the 

notion of the ultimate reality where the svabhǕva ŜȊnyatǕ, or non-conceptual wisdom, is 

ultimate reality, while niỠsvabhǕva ŜȊnyatǕ, or non-intrinsic nature, is the ultimate object 

(tathatǕ) perceived by non-conceptual wisdom. According to this notion of ultimate 

reality, the proposition that BhǕviveka states in KRT, ñin reality, conditioned things are 

emptyò (KTR 2.0.0) can be interpreted as follows, ñFrom the perception of non-

conceptual wisdom, all conditioned things lack intrinsic nature.ò According to BhǕviveka, 

such a proposition is a teaching corresponding to ultimate reality, and thus can be 

considered as ultimate reality. 

Although all things lack intrinsic nature in reality, sentient beings delusively 

perceive them to have intrinsic existence (dravyata), which is universally accepted as 

conventional reality. 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 that it is an epistemological consideration that 

BhǕviveka emphasizes for conventional reality. Furthermore, in regard to the notion of 

intrinsic nature, instead of the SarvǕstivǕdin theory of ñreality that exists in three 
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divisions of timeò (҈ҕ ), it appears that BhǕviveka favors the SautrǕntikaôs theory 

of bǭja (seed), which is able to activate and construct phenomena when certain conditions 

are met. Although there is not enough positive evidence to prove BhǕvivekaôs direct 

adoption of bǭja theory, the evidence shows that he does not reject it.         

BhǕvivekaôs unique interpretation of conventional reality becomes a remarkable 

feature distinguishing his doctrine of two realities from other scholars. Non-conceptual 

wisdom is consistently accepted as ultimate reality by the PPs, NǕgǕrjuna and BhǕviveka. 

Conventional reality,  according to the both NǕgǕrjuna and the PPs, lacks intrinsic nature, 

and therefore, there is truly no difference between it and ultimate reality. However, 

BhǕviveka regards the lack of intrinsic nature as the ultimate point of view and that in 

conventional reality, things should be understood as possessing intrinsic nature. This 

interpretation of conventional reality is extraordinary in the Madhyamaka tradition and is, 

therefore, a unique characteristic of BhǕvivekaôs interpretation of two realities. 

 The accusation of nihilism is a common criticism to which almost all 

MǕdhyamikans have to respond. In his own response, BhǕviveka modifies NǕgǕrjunaôs 

proposition, ñall are ŜȊnyatǕ because of pratǭtyasamutpǕdaò by inserting the qualifier 

ófrom the ultimate point of view.ô This modification of the proposition suggests that 

BhǕviveka disagrees with NǕgǕrjuna and is not satisfied with his response to the 

accusation. In this way, he skillfully avoids the nihilistic critique by acknowledeging the 

function of conventional reality.  

Finally, the concept of ñconventionally, svabhǕva, and ultimately, ŜȊnyatǕò is not 

exclusively BhǕvivekaôs idea. In fact, it has been suggested by Harivarma, the author of 

the famous SautrǕntika text SatyasiddhiŜǕstra. For the convenience of ordinary practice, 
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Harivarma establishes two levels of two realities. The second level of the two realities is 

precisely the idea of ñconventionally, svabhǕva, and ultimately, ŜȊnyatǕ.ò   In 

Harivarmaôs theory, this combination of abhidharma and MahǕyǕna philosophy has merit 

in that it can explicitly demonstrate the function of conventional reality without violating 

the MahǕyǕna teaching of ŜȊnyatǕ. Such a synthesis of abhidharma and MahǕyǕna 

philosophy was inherited by BhǕviveka and became the essence of his own philosophy. 

On the basis of this, BhǕviveka further established his typical method of argumentation to 

formulate a soteriological system based on formal inference which I will examine in the 

following chapter.     
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Chapter Five: Formal proof statements and BhǕvivekaôs soteriological theory 

As I have suggested in the previous chapters, BhǕviveka utilizes formal proof 

statements (prayogavǕkya) for soteriological purposes in his works. The present chapter 

will examine BhǕvivekaôs application of the formal proof statements in his soteriological 

theory. The teaching of the secondary ultimate reality according to the Praj¶Ǖpradǭpa 

includes the knowledge of ŜȊnyatǕ obtained from hearing (Ŝrutamayǭ), thinking 

(cintǕmayǭ), and meditating (bhǕvanǕmayǭ). Formal proof statements, i.e. prayoga, 

according to the *Karatalaratna, are a foundational methodology which allows one to 

acquire the knowledge of hearing, and from which the other two types of knowledge can 

be achieved. In addition, a formal proof statement was also a valid methodology for 

debate accepted by different religious schools during BhǕvivekaôs time. As mentioned 

earlier in the previous chapter, BhǕviveka strived to obtain a valid methodology for 

debate in order to establish a Madhyamaka position in the Indian religious 

environment.
225

  Hence, the formal proof statement, for BhǕviveka, serves not only as an 

initial step for his soteriology but also as a valid methodology allowing him to debate 

with other schools.  

In order to validate the function of the formal proof argument, BhǕviveka had to 

assess the function of valid cognition (pramǕἈa) including direct perception (pratyakἨa) 

and inference (anumǕna) both of which are strongly connected with a formal proof 

                                                 

225
 Generally speaking, modern scholars think that MǕdhyamika philosophers contribute more efforts in 

removing rivalsô misconceptions than establishing their own proposition. However, this concept toward 

MǕdhyamika philosophy might be influenced by the PrǕsagika School. For BhǕviveka, the purpose of 

his debates with his rivals was to establish a MǕdhyamika position. Malcolm D. Eckel ñBhavaviveka and 

the Early Madhyamika Theories of languageò Philosophy East and West, Vol.28, No.3 (1978), 324 and 

327.  
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argument.
226

 According to Buddhist tradition, the arising of a perception involves at least 

three basic elements, which are an external object (viἨaya) to be perceived, a faculty 

(indriya) to perceive, and a consciousness (vij¶Ǖna) to cognize. In abhidharma 

philosophy, those elements must have intrinsic natures to activate their own function in 

order to accomplish the process of perception. For this reason, BhǕviveka has to accept 

the intrinsic nature of dharmas in conventional reality, as 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 order to explain BhǕvivekaôs philosophy, I will begin with a discussion of the so-

called secondary ultimate. The secondary ultimate reality is one of the special characters 

that some scholars use to distinguish BhǕvivekaôs system from other MǕdhyamikans, 

such as Candrakǭrti.
227

 The discussion focuses on BhǕvivekaôs purpose of establishing the 

secondary ultimate reality and its connection to the obtainment of wisdom. Next, I will 

proceed to the investigation of the relationship between formal proof argument 

(prayogavǕkya) and wisdom obtained from hearing (Ŝrutamayǭ), particularly, exploring 

the possibility of obtaining Ŝrutamayǭ through prayogavǕkya. Finally, my analysis will 

move to the connection between prayogavǕkya and svabhǕva; that is, how the concept of 

svabhǕva, for BhǕviveka, is able to secure the function of prayogavǕkya.   

                                                 

226
 In his PramǕἈasamuccaya, DignǕga divides inference (anumǕna) into two types: inference for oneôs 

own sake and inference for the sake of others. The first one is the apprehension of an object through an 

inferential mark (liἆga), and the latter one is the formal proof argument. The direct perception and the 

inference for oneôs own sake are the basic elements for the formal proof argument. See M. Hattori. 

Dignaga on Perception: Being the Pratyaksapariccheda of Dignaga's Pramanasamuccaya from the 

Sanskrit Fragments and the Tibetan Versions (Harvard University Press: Oxford University Press, 1968), 

12. See the further discussion in the next section.       
227

 Nagashima 73 and Nasu 47~49.  
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5.1 The secondary ultimate reality  

As previously discussed, BhǕviveka proposes three notions of ultimate reality: 1) 

tathatǕ, 2) non-conceptual wisdom, and 3) the teaching in accordance with non-arising 

and the wisdom obtained through Ŝrutamayǭ, cintǕmayǭ, and bhǕvanǕmayi.
228

  However, 

some scholars have suggested that BhǕviveka had established two categories of ultimate 

realities instead of one in his system.
229

 The first category indicates the true ultimate 

reality, that encompasses the first and second notions, which is the transcendence of the 

worldly experience, languages and so on. The second category refers to the teachings in 

accord with non-arising (ŜȊnyatǕ), which is the vehicle to remove the obscuration caused 

by ignorance and to achieve the ótrueô ultimate reality. Such a vehicle includes 

ˈcultivation (the practice) of the three wisdoms: listening to the Buddhaôs teachings 

(Ŝrutamayǭ); reflection on the Buddhaôs teachings (cintǕmayǭ); and the practice of 

meditation (bhǕvanǕmayi). It is noteworthy that BhǕvivekaós second category of the 

ultimate reality, óthe teachings in accord with non- arisingô or óvehicleô, is what 

distinguishes him from other MǕdhyamikans and can be called the secondary ultimate 

reality.
230

 With BhǕvivekaôs proposing of the secondary ultimate reality, the transition 

from conventional reality to the ultimate reality is feasible. 

The secondary ultimate reality, according to BhǕviveka, serves as a pivot to transfer 

oneôs cognition from conventional reality to ultimate reality. The Madhyamaka concept 

                                                 

228
 See chapter4-2. 

229
 Shotaro Iida, ñSautrǕntika- SvǕtantrika- MǕdhyamika and YogǕcǕra-SvǕtantrika-MǕdhyamikaò in M. 

Sprung. The Problem of Two Truths in Buddhism and VedǕnta (Dordrecht: Reidel, 1973), 68 (64~77).  In 

fact, according to MHK, BhǕviveka himself divides ultimate reality into two kinds. See Malcolm D. Eckel 

ñBhavaviveka and the Early Madhyamika Theories of Languageò Philosophy east and west, Vol.28, No.3 

(1978), 331 (323-337).    
230

 Nagashima 73 and Nasu 47~49.  
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of practice can be summarized into a single prescriptive statement. That is, a path 

regarding how to transfer oneôs cognition from conventional to ultimate reality. 
231

 In the 

transformation, NǕgǕrjuna in the MMK, based on the PPs, indicates that one has to rely 

on conventional reality to realize ultimate reality.
232

  Based on this notion, the 

interpretation of the two realities is a defining feature across all MǕdhyamika 

soteriological theories. According to the MMK and DDs, NǕgǕrjuna tends to understand 

conventional reality from the perspective of vyavahǕra, which only means óconvention,ô 

and thus, in his system of two realities, pratǭtyasamutpǕda is conventional reality, and 

ŜȊnyatǕ is ultimate reality.
233

 According to this system, the proposition of ñrelying on 

conventional reality to achieve ultimate realityò means that as long as one fully realizes 

conventional reality, one is also able to realize ultimate reality because conventional and 

ultimate realities are indistinguishable.
234

  

Contrary to NǕgǕrjuna, BhǕviveka considers conventional reality to be a delusion 

from the epistemological perspective, based on the meaning of saἄvἠti, óto cover totallyô 

or óto obscure.ò
235

 From this perceptive, conventional reality, according to BhǕviveka, is 

a sentient beingsô delusion because the truth is totally covered by ignorance (saἄvἠti). 

Applying this understanding of conventional reality to the soteriological transformation 

will result in a logical conflict as one cannot rely on a delusion to achieve awakening. 

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

                                                 

231
 See the analysis in chapter 4-2.  

232
 See the analysis in chapter4-1-3. 

233
 Ibid. 

234
 Ibid. 

235
 See chapter 4-2. KǾsai Yasui 1970, 158.    

http://www.worldcat.org/search?q=au%3AYasui%2C+Ko%CC%84sai%2C&qt=hot_author
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distinct worlds and leaves a gap.
236

 Ultimate reality is non-conceptual wisdom and is the 

awakened world where awakened ones dwell. In contrast, conventional reality is ordinary 

peopleôs delusion and is the common world we live in. There must be something to 

connect these two worlds. Otherwise, the MǕdhyamika soteriological theory would fail to 

be established. For BhǕviveka, the secondary ultimate reality serves as a bridge to 

connect the gap between the two realities and establish the MǕdhyamika soteriological 

theory.                     

 In fact, the epistemological interpretation applied to both realities is not an 

interpretation exclusive to BhǕviveka. According to available sources, the first 

MǕdhyamikan who adopts this interpretation is Pigala.
237

 His Zhonglun ( / the 

Commentary of MȊlamadhyamakakǕrikǕ) translated in Chinese by KumǕrajǭva states:   

The so-called conventional reality is that all things have empty natures, but the 

delusions produced by the mortalsô reversed (cognition) become the reality in 

the conventional world. Sages truly realize the reverse and thus, realize that all 

things are empty and non-arising. This is the reality [in the point of view of] 

those sages, and thus, is ultimate reality.
238

 

 

The two realities described in this passage are very similar to the illustration in 

BhǕvivekaôs PrP.
239

 Both passages indicate that reality lacks intrinsic nature. When it is 

mistakenly perceived by the common people, it is conventional reality, and conversely, 

                                                 

236
 Gadjin M. Nagao. ͧ  (ChȊgan to Yuishiki/MǕdhymika and YogǕcǕra) (TǾkyǾ: Iwanami 

Shoten, 1978), 148~151. 
237

 In regard to Pigala, see Robinson 29~30.  
238

 ñ ̢ ̢ ̢ ̢ ̢

̢ ̢ò(T30, 32c) 
239

 PrP XXIV: ñThe so-called conventional reality is:  (truly) all things are non-arising and lacking of 

intrinsic nature, and the sentient beings delusively attach to them. This is the reality in convention. The 

sages realize the no-intrinsic nature of all things, ŜȊnyatǕ. This is the ultimate reality for the sages and 

also called the reality.ò ñ ̢

é ̢ò(T30, 125b)  
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when accurately perceived by awakened ones, it is ultimate reality. Not only have 

MǕdhyamikans before BhǕviveka conceived this type of interpretation but 

MǕdhyamikans after BhǕviveka, such as Candrakǭrti, have also interpreted the two 

realities in this way. For Candrakǭrti, the natures of the conventional and ultimate realities 

are totally opposite. Ultimate reality refers to the true nature of things which can be 

perceived only with transcendent wisdom,
240

 whereas, conventional reality refers to the 

obscuring of the true nature of things owing to ignorance.
241

 In summary, there are three 

key facts about BhǕvivekaôs epistemological application 1) the epistemological 

interpretation of the conventional reality is what distinguish the later commentaries from 

NǕgǕrjuna, 2) the epistemological interpretation of two realities must have be widely 

accepted by MǕdhyamikans at that time, and 3) Pi gala lived around the fourth century 

CE, which means that this epistemological interpretation has been applied to 

MǕdhyamika two realities as early as the fourth century.
242

             

The next question to be discussed is how the secondary ultimate reality is able to 

function. The secondary ultimate reality, the teachings in accord with non-arising and the 

three wisdoms, can accomplish the soteriological transformation using conventional 

language as the first step to conveying the teaching of ŜȊnyatǕ (non-arising). This 

transformation can be accomplished because although the teaching of ŜȊnyatǕ and the 

                                                 

240
 PSP XXIV.8. p. 494 line 1: paramaἈaŜ cǕsav arthaŜ ceti paramǕrthaỠ / tad eva satyam paramǕrtha-

satyam / ñSince it is an object and it is ultimate, it is an ultimate object (paramǕrtha). Since that which is 

true, it is an ultimate truth (paramǕrthasatya).ò 
241

 He defines the conventional reality (saἄvἠtisatya) in view of three categories: 1) the obscuration of the 

true nature of things due to ignorance, 2) reciprocal dependence, and 3) social conventions involving 

languages and translations. I. C. Harries, The Continuity of Madhyamaka and YogǕcǕra in Indian 

MahǕyǕna Buddhism 113. 
242

 Robinson 29. 
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three wisdoms are not ultimate reality itself, they are in accordance with ultimate reality 

(the teaching of how to achieve ultimate reality). That is why that are called ñ[secondary] 

ultimate realityò or ñin accord with ultimate reality,ò
243

 and hence, they can be conveyed 

to practitioners through language. They are like an expedient stairway toward ultimate 

reality.
 244

 Therefore, language serves for the first step in the transformation because it is 

able to convey the 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 world able to convey any useful 

information?  As indicated in MMK XXIV-10,
245

 one has to rely on conventional reality to 

achieve ultimate reality. Most scholars interpret the Sanskrit term vyavahǕra 

(convention) as language. As discussed in chapter 4.3 of this dissertation, for NǕgǕrjuna, 

vyavahǕra is not necessarily understood as language only, but can be interpreted as all 

transactional conventions. However, for BhǕviveka, language is the first step in the 

soteriological transformation. BhǕviveka proposes three notions for the idea of 

óconventionô (vyavahǕra): (1) worldly language (especially for the verse MMK XXIV-10), 

(2) ordinary peopleôs perceptions (in the KTR) which are a delusion (saἄvἠti) according 

to the PrP, and (3) the elements which enable peopleôs direct perception in KTR. 

Although ordinary peopleôs perceptions can be interpreted as delusion by following the 

                                                 

243
 The name ósecondary ultimateô reality is addressed according to TarkajvǕlǕ  III -26. M. D. Eckel 

ñBhavaviveka and the Early Madhyamiak Theories of Languageò Philosophy East and West, Vol.28, 

No.3. (1978), 331 (323~337).   
244

 According to MHK, this kind of conventional reality is called ñtathya-samvἠtiò (MHK III -12, 13). See 

the analysis in Kajiyama Yuichi ñBhǕviveka and the PrǕsagika Schoolò the Nava-NǕlanda-MahǕvihǕra 

Research Publication Vol.I (1957). Iida, ñSautrǕntika- SvǕtantrika- MǕdhyamika and YogǕcǕra-

SvǕtantrika-MǕdhyamikaò 64~77.      
245

 Without relying on convention, the ultimate [reality] is not manifested. Without understanding the 

ultimate reality, nirvǕἈa is not realized.//X/ vyavahǕram anǕŜritya pἠamǕrtho na deŜyate / paramǕrtham 

anǕgamya nirvǕἈaἂ nǕdhigamyate// PsP XXIV.8. p. 494lines 12-13. 
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concept of ósaἄvἠtiô, it can also be understood as linguistic and transactional 

conventions
246

 which BhǕviveka considered to be órealityô with an intrinsic nature in the 

KTR. In discussing the secondary ultimate reality and function of language in the 

soteriological transformation, the concept of órealityô is highlighted by BhǕviveka in the 

KTR. From his perspective, language, because it possesses an intrinsic nature in the 

conventional sense, functions to convey information and indicate the misconception of 

the intrinsic nature.
247

  

In other words, in BhǕvivekaôs philosophical system of conventional reality, while 

the term saἄvἠti is considered as delusion, the term vyavahǕra, which contains language, 

human perceptions, and elements, is understood as reality. The above description can be 

depicted into the following chart: 

  

 

                                            

                                             

 

 

 

                                                 

246
 Tillemens indicates that saἄvἠtisatya should not be misunderstood as a purely conventional agreement 

but what is true for the world. Dreyfus, G. B. J. & McClintock, 114, note No.4.           
247

 Eckel has indicated this point in his article ñBhavaviveka and the Early Madhyamika Theories of 

languageò, 333. However, the evidence Eckel used is Tso-kha-paôs works. This dissertation will cite 

passage from the KRT as evidence.     

Conventional reality  1: language 
            Ҩ 

2: Perceptions  
           ҧ 
3: elements 

saἄvἠti     ʤ  Delusion   

 

vyavahǕra ʤ Reality    
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The statement below outlines the conflict, presented in KTR 2.1.9, between the lack 

of intrinsic nature and the function of language:
248

  

If the premise of the argument is that all conditioned things do not have intrinsic 

natures in terms of their true nature, then, the language you use [to establish this 

premise] 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 unsubstantial.  

 

These expressions [you use to establish your premise] invalidate the premise you 

have established, and this logic error is called, ñcontradicting your own 

wordsò.
249

 For example the statement, ñEverything which is said is false.ò If óin 

terms of the reality, all conditioned things are inexistentô is the thesis, then it will 

deprecate all things by considering them to be non-existent. This [premise] will 

be an erroneous conception.ò    

          

BhǕvivekaôs opponents in this passage highlight a dilemma that challenges his 

proposition. The dilemma is that if everything does not have an intrinsic nature, then, 

language, one of the conditioned things used to establish the proposition, must have lack 

of intrinsic nature. If language lacks of intrinsic nature, it cannot activate its function, and 

therefore the proposition cannot be established through language. As indicated in chapter 

four of this dissertation, for most of the abhidharma schools and non-Buddhist schools, 

elements or things must have their own intrinsic nature in order to function. On the 

contrary, if language possesses an intrinsic nature to function, then, the proposition, óall 

                                                 

248
 The KTR II 2.1.9, ñ ̢

̢

̢

ò (T30, 270a20). The same refutation from the 

opponents can be found in NǕgǕrjunaôs VigrahavyǕvartanǭ. See NǕgǕrjuna, Kamaleswar Bhattacharya, E 

H. Johnston, and Arnold Kunst. The Dialectical Method of NǕgǕrjuna: VigrahavyǕvartanǭ ( Delhi: 

Motilal Banarsidass, 1986), 96~97. 
249

 ñ ò is svavacana-virodha in Sanskrit, and means the fault of contradicting oneôs own 

proposition. 
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conditioned things lack intrinsic natureô will be false. Through this dilemma, BhǕvivekaôs 

opponents intend to invalidate his proposition.  

 BhǕviveka responds to this critique with a famous verse: 

The self is the self protector. What other protector could there be? Through the 

proper training of the self, the wise reach heaven.
 250

 

 

After presenting the verse, BhǕviveka explicates this verse according to different 

perspectives of the two realities. From the ultimate, everything has lack of intrinsic 

existence and thus, does not function. However, in conventional reality, things such as 

eye-faculty are certainly able to function. 

This verse speaks of the mind as a self in terms of conventional reality, and in 

terms of ultimate reality, no-self is established. The verse does not contradict its 

own words. The fault of my thesis [that 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 ultimate reality, establishes all existences as 

emptiness. Thus, there is no fault in the thesis. 
251

 

 

Next, BhǕviveka uses an example to prove the function of language: 

 

For example, someone says, ñAll living beings that were born must 

consequently die. The words that the Muni speaks are not false. [The Muni] 

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

separated.ò The thesis he sets up can approve his own return to death. Because 

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

own words.  
252

 

 

The fault [you indicate] in my thesis is the same situation. In the proposition, ñIn 

terms of reality, conditioned things are empty because they arise through 

conditions,ò the words which are used to establish the thesis are empty too, 

because they are produced by conditions. The words are not separate from 

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

                                                 

250
 The KTR II 2.1.9. Sastri (Sanskrit-English translation) 47, note 66.  The Chinese-English translation is, 

ñOne definitely relies on oneself. Who say that (one should) rely on others? A wise one is skillful to 

cultivate (oneself) and thus is able to obtain the happiness of ascending to the heavens.ò ñ 

  ò(T30, 270a20)      
251

 The KTR II 2.1.9 (T30, 270a29) 
252

 The KTR II 2.1.9 (T30, 270b03) 
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themselves are empty in nature. Because the emptiness of words is established 

by the thesis, there is no fault of invalidating my own thesis.
253

    

 

According to his opponentsô argument and the above passages, BhǕvivekaôs response can 

be summarized as being that ultimately, language is empty. This does not imply that 

language is not able to convey ideas from the conventional perspective. That is, language 

itself does substantially exist 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 to establish the proposition, ñIn terms of reality, conditioned things are empty 

because they arise through conditions,ò without contradicting the proposition itself. In 

this way, BhǕviveka is able to solve the dilemma and establish the first step of the path 

towards soteriological transformation.
254

  

To sum up, later MǕdhyamikans including BhǕviveka define the two realities from 

an epistemological perspective. Ultimate reality is things as they are and can only be 

perceived by awakened ones. In contrast, conventional reality is a delusion generated by 

ordinary peopleôs ignorance. With such a definition, the two realities are broken into two 

disconnected worlds, and hence, disable the soteriological transformation from 

conventional to ultimate reality. Being aware of this problem, BhǕviveka establishes the 

secondary ultimate reality, including the teachings in accord with ultimate reality and the 

three kinds of wisdom (Ŝrutamayǭ, cintǕmayǭ, and bhǕvanǕmayǭ), to connect the two 

realities. On the basis of MMK XXIV-10, BhǕviveka establishes language as the first step 

to accomplish soteriological transformation because it is able to convey the teaching in 

                                                 

253
 The KTR II 2.1.9 (T30, 270b06) 

254
 The objects or meanings (Ǖlambana) that language refers to will be further discussed in the next section.   
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accord with ultimate reality (non-arising or ŜȊnyatǕ). The reason that language is able to 

convey information is due to BhǕvivekaôs unique definition of conventional reality where 

language, as well as other conventional things, possesses intrinsic nature and can, 

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

the idea of ñthings are empty in ultimate realityò without contradicting itself.    

 

5.2 Formal proof statements (prayogavǕkya) and wisdom obtained from hearing 

(Ŝrutamayǭpraj¶Ǖ)  

5.2.1  Obtaining Ŝrutamayǭpraj¶Ǖ through formal proof statements 

As mentioned earlier, the teachings in accord with non-arising (conveyed by 

language), through which ultimate reality can be achieved, consist of the cultivation of 

the three wisdoms.  According to the KTR, the initial step in obtaining wisdom through 

hearing, Ŝrutamayǭpraj¶Ǖ, requires logical reasoning, i.e. formal proof statements 

(prayoga.) BhǕviveka further indicates that the purpose of composing the KTR is to 

propagate the knowledge of removing mistaken views and further obtaining non-

conceptual wisdom. After emphasizing the importance of Ŝrutamayǭpraj¶Ǖ, the KTR 

provides formal proof statements to prove that the teaching of ŜȊnyatǕ instigates 

Ŝrutamayǭpraj¶Ǖ.
255

  Hence, for BhǕviveka, a formal proof statement is an initial step to 

realize ultimate reality. The KTR states:
256

      

To obtain the transcendental non-conceptual wisdom, [é] one should rely on 

the wisdom obtained from hearing (Ŝrutamayǭpraj¶Ǖ) which is able to remove 

the perception of intrinsic nature in all objects. Due to this reason, [é] I 

                                                 

255
 Lindtner thinks that what is obtained through prayoga is cintǕmayǭ (Bhavya the Logician 34). However, 

according to KTR, what can be obtained through prayoga is Ŝrutamayǭ.   
256

 The KTR II I.1.2, ñ é. ̢é.

̢ ò (T 30, 268b).   
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composed the Treasure in Hands (Karatalaratna) in order to [enable people to] 

easily realize true emptiness and quickly enter the true nature of things. 

 

 (The formal proof statement)  

Truly,
257

 conditioned existence
258

 is empty, 

because it is causally produced.
259

 It is like an illusion.  

Unconditioned existence possesses no reality, 

[because] it is not produced. It is like the sky-flower. 

 

In the above formal proof argument, there are two points worthy of investigate. The first 

point concerns the relationship between prayoga and Ŝrutamayǭpraj¶Ǖ, and the second is 

how a formal proof statement can 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 hearing (Ŝrutamayǭpraj¶Ǖ), 

wisdom obtained from reflection (cintǕmayǭpraj¶Ǖ), and wisdom obtained from 

meditation (bhǕvanǕmayǭpraj¶Ǖ). The relationship between formal proof arguments 

(prayogavǕkya) and wisdom obtained from hearing (Ŝrutamayǭpraj¶Ǖ) is controversial, 

and hence, worth an investigation. Christian Lindtner indicates that Ŝrutamayǭpraj¶Ǖ 

consists of knowing the scriptures, while cintǕmayǭpraj¶Ǖ consists of logical reflection 

based on ǔgama.
260

  However, according to the above passage from the KTR, it is clear 

                                                 

257
 Herein, the word ótrulyô is the synonym of the ultimate reality (paramǕrtha). The original Chinese  

(Zhenxing) should be directly translated as ótrue-natureô in English. However, this could be confused with 

the concept of self-nature which is refuted by BhǕviveka in the text. Thus, here, this translation employs 

Poussinôs French translation óvurituô (ótruthô in English) for the Chinese (Zhenxing.) See De La 

Vall®e Poussin, Louis , ˈMadhyamaka, II. Lóautheur du Joyan dans la main. III.ớ Mélanges Chinois et 

Bouddhiques (Bruxelles) 2 (1932-33), 70.       
258

 See the previous analysis. 
259

  (yuansheng) means ópratǭtyasamutpanna.ô The Sanskrit term pratǭtyasamutpǕda which is in Pali, 

paticcasamuppǕda and in Chinese, is often translated as interdependent co-arising in English. It 

indicates the casual relationship of relevant existences, and hence, this term is simply translated as 

ócausality.ô Therein, pratǭtyasamutpanna indicate the phenomena produced by means of 

pratǭtyasamutpǕda, and thus, it can be translated into casual productions. See J. Macy, Mutual Causality 

Buddhism and General Systems Theory (New York: State University of New York Press, 1991), 34.  
260

 Lindtner. Bhavya the Logician 34 
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that for BhǕviveka, logical reflection, especially logical analysis and arguments, belongs 

to the content of Ŝrutamayǭpraj¶Ǖ. This assertion may be influenced by the YogǕcǕra 

tradition, especially the YogǕcǕrabhȊmi which could be one of the earliest texts relating 

formal proof statements to Ŝrutamayǭpraj¶Ǖ. 
261

   

In the AMS, while in discussion of what Ŝrutamayǭpraj¶Ǖ is, someone understands 

it as merely accepting, knowing and promoting the scriptures. However, the authors of 

the AMS refer to such knowledge as merely upapatti-praj¶Ǖ (wisdom endowed with 

birth) and define Ŝrutamayǭpraj¶Ǖ as the knowledge of the profound meaning in terms of 

the scripturesô semantics.
262

 The cintǕmayǭ praj¶Ǖ consists of the knowledge of the 

profound meaning both in terms of semantics and beyond semantics, and bhǕvanǕmayǭ 

praj¶Ǖ is the knowledge obtained only from the profound meanings behind language of 

scriptures.
263

 The AMS also defines Ŝrutamayǭpraj¶Ǖ as identifying particulars and 

universals of things.
264

 Following the AMS, the SamdhinirmocanasȊtra and 

AbhidharmakoŜa inherited these definitions for the three wisdoms.             

The YogǕcǕrabhȊmi (hereafter YBh) is the first text among Buddhist technical 

digests (ŜǕstra) that relates the logical argument to Ŝrutamayǭpraj¶Ǖ. In the 

                                                 

261
 V. Eltschinger in his article, ñStudies in Dharmakǭrtiôs Religious Philosophy: the CintǕ-mayǭ praj¶Ǖò 

cites some passages from the óśrǕvakabhȊmiô of YogǕcǕrabhȊmi to prove that the wisdom obtained 

through hetuvidyǕ is cintǕmayǭ praj¶Ǖ. Logic and Belief in Indian Philosophy (Delhi: Motilal 

Banarsidass, 2010), 564. However, his evidence from óśrǕvakabhȊmiô is controversial because the 

passage Eltschinger cites is a discussion over hearing and reflection of dharma and not specifically about 

cintǕmayǭ praj¶Ǖ and logic. The ñŜrutamayǭ-bhȊmiò is the place where the YogǕcǕrabhȊmi specifically 

focus on the discussion on Ŝrutamayǭpraj¶Ǖ and hetuvidyǕ. See the following explanation.     
262

 T 27, 216c.  
263

 Ibid.  
264

 Ŝrutamayǭ which indentifies particulars and universals of all things is also called abhidharmaò (

[é] ) (T27, 3a) 
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ñŜrutamayǭpraj¶Ǖ-bhȊmiò of the YBh, the Ŝrutamayǭpraj¶Ǖ is described as having five 

sciences. The third science is hetuvidya (logical reasoning): 

What is [the level] of the wisdom obtained from hearing (Ŝrutamayǭpraj¶Ǖ-

bhȊmi)? In summary, through language, with intellections, [one] 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 the wisdom obtained from hearing (Ŝrutamayǭpraj¶Ǖ-

bhȊmi.) What are the five sciences (pañcavidya)? They are inner science 

(adhyatmǕvidyǕ), medical science (cikitsǕvidyǕ), logical science (hetuvidya), 

linguistic science (ŜabdavidyǕ), and the science of fine arts and crafts 

(Ŝilpavidya.) 
265

   

  

The śrutamayǭbhȊmi systematically expounds on hetuvidya in great detail. It can be 

considered to be one of the earliest treatises which do so in Buddhism.
266

  In the 

scholastic explanation of hetuvidya, the types of hetuvidya and its component elements 

are noteworthy to highlight. The śrutamayǭ-bhȊmi lists six types of hetuvidya, of which 

the author considers only the last two types to be accurate. The purpose of hetuvidya is to 

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

doubt about Buddhism, and thereby, follow the path to liberation.
267

 This is what 

BhǕviveka demonstrates in order to establish prayoga argument at the beginning of the 

KTR (the passage is cited above).
268

  

                                                 

265
ñ

̢ ̢ ̡ ̡

̡ ̡ ̢ò (T30,345a).  See Apple, 139, footnote 142, for the English translation 

of the five sciences.   
266

 Nanqiang Yao. (Yin Ming Xue Shuo Shi Gang Yao/The Summary of the History of 

Buddhist Logic) (Shanghai Shi: Shanghai san lian shu dian, 2000), 36~40. 
267

 T30, 345a  
268

 There are two passages in the KTR which clearly refer to prayoga argument as Ŝrutamayǭpraj¶Ǖ. The 

first passage is in the introduction of the KTR as cited in the above discussion. The second passage is in 

the conclusion of the KTR. In the KTR, after establishing prayoga argument and refuting all oppositions, 

it says, ñThus, having removed 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. Although the practitioners have realized the emptiness through the power of the wisdom 
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The śrutamayǭ-bhȊmi list eight elements of hetuvidya, which are thesis (pratijña), 

reason (hetu), example (drsἲǕnta), similar locus (sapakἨa), dissimilar locus (vipakἨa), 

perception (pratyakἨa-pramǕἈa), inference (anumǕna-pramǕἈa), and teachings 

(ǕptǕgama-pramǕἈa) .
269

 The first three elements are the three members of prayoga 

formulated later by DignǕga.
270

 The similar locus (sapakἨa), and dissimilar locus 

(vipakἨa) are the conditions to qualify a valid example (see the following analysis). For 

DignǕga, direct perception (pratyakἨa) and inference (anumǕna) are the only two means 

of valid cognition to compose a prayoga argument since DignǕga considered Ǖgama-

pramǕἈa as merely one type of inference.
271

 The old prayoga formula contains 

application (upanaya) and conclusion (nigamana) as the last two members which have 

been removed in the DignǕga prayoga argument.
 
That is, except for Ǖgama-pramǕἈa, the 

remaining elements among those eight are required to compose DignǕgaôs new prayoga 

formula. The three-member-style of prayoga does not only appear in the 

Ŝrutamayǭpraj¶Ǖ-bhȊmi but also in Asagaôs Shunzhonglun ( ) and the 

                                                                                                                                                 

obtained from hearing (Ŝrutamayǭpraj¶Ǖ/) as a stair, they still lack the supreme power of practice so that 

they cannot permanently remove the obstacles which should be removed. Hence, one should diligently 

cultivate the supreme power of the practice.ò ñ

̢ ò 

(T30, 276a03).           
269

 ñ

[ ]̢ò (T30, 356c) 
270

 See the following discussion in 5.2.2.  
271

 See the following discussion in 5.2.2.  
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Abhidharmasamuccaya.
272

 The Shunzhonglun is also the earliest Buddhist text which 

clearly demonstrates the three requirements of a valid reason.
273

     

According to the above analysis, it can be said that, for BhǕviveka, 

Ŝrutamayǭpraj¶Ǖ is an accurate understanding of the profound meaning according to 

scriptures, and a formal proof statement is the methodology that guarantees an accurate 

understanding of the teaching, or Ŝrutamayǭpraj¶Ǖ. The YBh is the first text relating a 

formal proof statement (prayoga) to Ŝrutamayǭpraj¶Ǖ, and thus, gives BhǕvivekaôs 

soteriological theory a great degree of influence. Moreover, the formulation of a formal 

proof statement in ñthe level of the wisdom obtained from hearingò (the Ŝrutamayǭpraj¶Ǖ-

bhȊmi) has conceived the basic idea of the new form of formal proof statements, which 

consists of three members instead of five. It is reasonable to say that Asaga and the form 

of formal proof statements in the śrutamayǭpraj¶Ǖ-bhȊmi gave the later Buddhist 

logicians such as DignǕga and BhǕviveka, a solid foundation to develop their logic 

formula.
274

      

                             

 

                                                 

272
 Shunzhong ( ) (T30, 41c~42a), Dashenabidamojilun ( /Abhidharma-

samuccaya)  (T31,671b).   
273

 Shunzhong ( ) (T30, 42a~c). Tsukamoto, KeishǾ, YȊkei Matsunaga, and Hirofumi Isoda. 

ͭ III (Bongo butten no kenkyȊ/ The Studies of Sanskrit Buddhism ScripturesIII) (KyǾto-shi: 

Heirakuji Shoten, 1990), 355.  
274

 While criticizing the YogǕcǕra theory of the three natures, the three-nature theory BhǕviveka cites is 

from YogǕcǕrabhȊmi. Therefore, we believe that BhǕviveka must be very familiar with this text. See KTR 

(I) 2.2. Asa ga in many of his works demonstrates Buddhist logic in different ways. See Akira, the 

History of Indian Buddhism, 253. Nanqiang Yao. (Yin Ming Xue Shuo Shi Gang 

Yao/The Summary of the History of Buddhist Logic) (Shanghai Shi: Shanghai san lian shu dian, 2000), 

36~45.              
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5.2.2  A formal proof statement and svabhǕva  

The next point to consider is how a formal proof statement (prayoga) operates to 

obtain an accurate perception by means of the idea of svabhǕva. For BhǕviveka, in order 

to avoid being criticized as a nihilist and to establish a valid argument, one has to accept 

that conventional things have their own intrinsic nature.
275

 In other words, the means of 

valid cognition (pramǕἈa) of conventional reality has to be real for a person who has not 

yet realized the true nature of things. Based on BhǕvivekaôs metaphysical theory of 

conventional existences, things have intrinsic natures (svabhǕva). J¶Ǖnagarbha, the later 

commentator and successor of BhǕviveka, in his Satyadvayavibhavἆga (hereafter SDV) 

defends BhǕvivekaôs analysis of ultimate reality (paramǕrtha) by claiming that ultimate 

(paramǕrtha) is indeed ultimate because it is in accord with certain knowledge achieved 

through logically reasoned cognition, which is said to be accurate.
 276

 J¶Ǖnagarbhaôs 

defence of BhǕviveka hints at the relationships between the function of a formal proof 

statement (prayoga), intrinsic nature, and the achievement of ultimate reality.    

In support of BhǕvivekaôs argument, we find that DignǕga is the source for 

BhǕvivekaôs application of formal proof statements.
277

 DignǕga, on the basis of direct 

perception (pratyaksa) and inference (anumǕna), claims that a valid formal proof 

                                                 

275
 See chapter 4-2. 

276
 Ruegg, The Literature of the Madhyamaka School of Philosophy in India 69~70. Nasu, 48 

277
 So far, scholars consider that DignǕga is the source for BhǕvivekaôs application of prayoga because 

there are numerous allusions to DignǕgaôs PramǕἈasamuccaya in BhǕvivekaôs TarkajvǕlǕ and 

Madhyamakaratnapradǭpa. C. Lindtner ñBhavya, the Logicianò Visva Bharati Annals n.s.2 (1990), 45. 

However, as Yasunori Ejima indicates none of these two works can be sure to be composed by 

BhǕviveka. Ejima, ͭ :BhǕviveka  (ChȊgan shisǾ no tenkai : BhǕvaviveka 

kenkyȊ/Development of MǕdhyamika Philosophy in India: the Study of BhǕviveka), 10. See the discussion 

of BhǕvivekaôs works in chapter two of this dissertation.  

http://www.worldcat.org/search?q=au%3AEjima%2C+Yasunori%2C&qt=hot_author
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statement should not be contradictory.
278

 DignǕga in his PramǕἈasamuccaya (hereafter 

PRs), explains the reason why he only allows two kinds of valid cognition: 

There are only two means of valid cognition (pramǕἈa) which are direct 

perception (pratyaksa) and inference (anumǕna). The teachings (ǕptǕgama) and 

analogies (upamǕna) are expediently established as cognition but not real 

cognition. Why are there only two cognitions? Answer: because perceived 

objects are only two kinds which are a particular (svalakἨaἈa) and a universal 

(sǕmǕnyalakἨaἈa).
279

  

The text continues to illustrate how the mind perceives external objects as:    

The mind cognizing the external object by perceiving particulars is called direct 

perception because direct perception is projected [in mind] as an object with a 

particular. The mind conceptualizing the external object by perceiving a 

universal is called inference because inference is projected [in mind] as an object 

with a universal.
280

    

 

  According to this citation, the reasons why only direct perception and inference are 

recognized are based on the idea that there are only two perceived objects: particulars 

(svalakἨaἈa) and universals (sǕmǕnyalakἨaἈa). These two characteristics are exactly 

what Abhidharma literatures emphasize and analyze.
281

 Especially, the particular 

(svalakἨaἈa) in abhidharma scriptures is considered to be synonymous with svabhǕva. 
282
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 Hidenori Kitagawa. ΪϺϐ ͭ : ͭ  (Indo Koten Ronrigaku No KenkyȊ: Jinna 

(dignǕga) No Taikei/ The Study of the Indian Classic Logic: DignǕgaôs System)( TǾkyǾ: Suzuki 

Gakujutsu Zaidan, 1965), 11. A. Hirakawa, The History of Indian Buddhism (Tokyo: Shunjusha, 1979), 

265~270.   
279

 This is my English translation from Chinese version of PramǕἈasamuccaya which was translated from 

Tibetan to Chinese by Fa-zun ( ) in1982. Fa-zun.  (Ji Liang Lun Lue Jie /A translation 

and Summary of PramǕἈasamuccaya)  (Peking: Zhongguo she hui ke xue chu ban she, 1982.), 2. M. 

Hattori. Dignaga on Perception: Being the Pratyaksapariccheda of Dignaga's Pramanasamuccaya from 

the Sanskrit Fragments and the Tibetan Versions 24. 
280

 Ibid.  
281

 ñTo indentify particulars and universals of all things is also called abhidharmaò (

é ) (T27, 03b). 
282

 Yinshun. (Kong Zhi Tan Jiu/ The Investigation of ŜȊnyatǕ) (Taipei:  Zheng wen, 1992), 

124~5. Yinshun,  (Shuo Yi Qie You Bu Wei Zhu Di Lun Shu Yu 

Lun Shi Zhi Yan Jiu/ The Study of śǕstra and śǕstravǕdǭ of SarvǕstivǕda) (Taipei: Zheng wen, 1987), 

87~89. 
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DignǕga further defines direct perception (pratyaksa) as a non-conceptualized perception. 

That is, the direct perception is the various particulars being reflected separately by the 

first five consciousnesses in the mind before they are conceptualized together as things 

with any expression by the sixth consciousness.
283

   

In the same text, DignǕga further demonstrates four types of direct perception 

which are indriya-pratyakἨa, mǕnas-pratyakἨa, svasaἂvedana-pratyakἨa, and yogi-

pratyakἨa. A prayoga argument involves the first two direct perceptions.
284

 The so called 

indriya-pratyakἨa refers to the basic cognitions of the external objects reflected in the 

five consciousnesses. That is, the five consciousnesses (equivalent to the five senses) 

directly perceive the five external particulars (svalakἨaἈa), such as rȊpa, etc., and 

cognize them as rȊpa, etc. in mind without conceptualizing them.
285

 However, according 

to abhidharma theory, as well as DignǕga, while the five consciousnesses perceive the 

external objects, the simultaneous sixth- consciousness
286

 must operate at the same time 

in order to accomplish cognition. The cognition reflected in this consciousness is called 

mǕnas-pratyakἨa. 
287

 In the AbhidharmakoŜa (hereafter KoŜa), the cognition of the five 

particulars (svalakἨaἈa) through the five consciousnesses and the sixth-consciousness-

operating-with- the-five-consciousness are called svabhǕva-vikalpa. 
288

 These two direct 

perceptions are the most basic perceptions in the whole epistemological process.                                   

                                                 

283
 M. Hattori. Dignaga on Perception 25.  

284
 Ibid., 25~28.   

285
 Ibid., 25~26.  

286
  According to  (Chengweishilun/ Doctrine of Mere-Consciousness), the simultaneous sixth 

consciousness ( /wujiyishu) is the sixth consciousness associated with the five consciousnesses. 

(T31, 26a) See Wei Tat, Chôen Wei-Shih Lun, 351.   
287

 M. Hattori. Dignaga on Perception, 27.  
288

 P. Pradhan. AbhdharmakoŜabhǕἨya, 22.  (T29, 8b).  
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Inference (anumǕna) is the synthetic conceptualization of the five external 

particulars and can only be produced by the sixth consciousness.
289

 For example, while 

the five senses are perceiving an external object such as a flame, the five 

consciousnesses, together with the simultaneous sixth-consciousness, can only separately 

cognize the individual characteristics such as colour, sound, smell, and heat, and cannot 

further synthetically conceptualize them as a concept of a flame. In contrast, the sixth 

consciousness is able to conceptualize individual sensory information together into the 

concept of a flame through analysis, comparison, and inference based on previous 

memory. The concept of a flame becomes a universal in the mind at that moment, and is 

called inference or inferential perception (anumǕna-pramǕἈa).
290

  

DignǕga further divides anumǕna into two kinds, an inference for oneôs own sake 

(svǕrtha-anumǕna) and an inference for the sake of others (parǕrtha-anumǕna). These 

two inferences are not differentiated according to their natures but according to their 

different purposes. The inference for oneôs own sake is to apprehend an object through an 

inferential mark (liἆga). The inference for the sake of others is a formal proof argument 

(prayoga), i.e. a logic inference through a statement of thesis (sǕdhya), reason (hetu) and 

example (dἠἨἲǕnta), and it is used for debate with others.
291

  

DignǕgaôs theory of perception is elaborated further in the PRs, in which he 

explains that the five senses perceive the particulars (svalakἨaἈa) from any external 

object. However, the external things that the five senses factually perceive are the 

                                                 

289
 Fa-zun.  (Ji Liang Lun Lue Jie /A translation and Summary of PramǕἈasamuccaya) 30. 

290
 Ibid.  
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aggregation of the atoms and not the individual atom.
292

 According to the 

AbhidharmakoŜa, an individual atom possesses at least eight intrinsic natures including 

the four elements, and four Ǖyatana.
293

 For example, when the eyes perceive a color-form 

from an external thing, what the mind factually perceives is rȊpa-Ǖyatana, an aggregation 

of rȊpa atoms, and not an individual atom.
294

 However, it should be noted that this 

epistemological theory is not unique to DignǕga, but a common theory in abhidharma 

literature.
295

 In his ǔlambanaparǭkἨǕ, DignǕga distinguishes his theory from 

SarvǕstivǕdin epistemology by explaining that the aggregations of atoms are not the 

direct object of perception, but an object of cognition (Ǖlambana), which creates its own 

appearance in cognition.
296

  

Based on DignǕgaôs epistemological theory, BhǕviveka further expounds his theory 

of objects of cognition (Ǖlambana) in more detail in MHK-V. In the text, BhǕviveka 

qualifies an object of cognition (Ǖlambana) as:  

 [we] think that this [combination of atoms] is the object (Ǖlambana), because it 

causes a cognition that has the image (ǕbhǕsa) of that [combination], é  MHK-

V.36.
297

    

The auto-commentary to this verse, i.e. Tj, further comments: 

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

é. we think that a combination of similar atoms, such as a pot, is real (dravya) 

in a relative sense.
298
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 Both SarvǕstivǕdin and SautrǕntika schools agree that only aggregations of atoms can be a perceived 

object.   
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This verse, together with its commentary, provides several hints for us to understand 

BhǕvivekaôs epistemological theory. First, atoms, as the most basic element of material, 

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

aggregation of those eight things. Second, since the atoms are real, the 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 cognition. An 

external object (Ǖlambana) is understood as the cause that produces the appearance 

(ǕbhǕsa).  Furthermore, because this theory is closer to SautrǕntika epistemology than 

SarvǕstivǕda, who considers the perceived objects of the five senses as the aggregation of 

atoms themselves, 
299

 BhǕviveka is identified as SautrǕntika-mǕdhyamika.
 300

  

According to this theory, it follows that direct perception (pratyakἨa) is the 

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

the KTR, BhǕviveka considers this appearance as real and substantially existent in the 

conventional sense. Not only appearance in cognition, but also all causal conditions 

which are able to produce perceptions (including the aggregation of atoms, the external 
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object, and the cognition) must, for BhǕviveka, be substantially existent from the 

conventional perspective.
301

  

Based on the above theory, BhǕviveka further develops his theory of inference 

(anumǕna) with the basic idea that universals, i.e., the perceived objects of inference, are 

real and possessed by external things. BhǕvivekaôs theory of inference is well 

demonstrated from verses 61~65 in MHK, V. When discussing the relationship between 

language and its reference, verse 61 illustrates: 

A word refers to a thing that possesses a universal, because this [thing] causes a 

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

is reasonable for a word to refer to it.
302

   

First of all, BhǕvivekaôs primary idea is that the external thing exists independently from 

the mind. Next, external things themselves possess the universals and are able to cause 

the cognition in which the universals of things appear. This is the difference between 

BhǕviveka and DignǕga. For DignǕga, the universal does not belong to external things, 

but merely a reconstruction of the mind according to the object.
 303

 For BhǕviveka, the 

appearance of universals in 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, universals, are originally the properties of external things. 

In verse 62, BhǕviveka further defines the meaning of a universal with two 

conditions: 
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It is clear that a universal is empty of that which is dissimilar (vijǕtǭyena 

ŜȊnyatvam), because it is the cause of the occurrence of a similar cognition 

(tulyadhǭvἠttihetu) and because it is the similarity (sǕmǕnya) in similar things 

(tulyajǕtǭya).
304

  

According to this verse, a universal is defined as the similarity and the lack of 

dissimilarity. That is, according to 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 

(sǕmǕnya) of ñcowò to a factual cow, i.e., a collection of particulars such as tail, hump, 

hoof, and horn. Anything which possesses this similarity is a cow (a similar thing/ 

tulyajǕtǭya). How can it be so? This is because the similarity of a cow can cause a similar 

cognition of a cow in oneôs mind. 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 (vijǕtǭyena) of a cow.
305

 Since 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 reason in formal proof 

statements (prayoga).
306

            

In verse 5.63, BhǕviveka demonstrates how a universal can be perceived by 

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

A universal is not grasped unless its locus is grasped, because it is grasped when 

that locus is grasped, like a number. This is why a thing that possesses it can be 
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conceptualized and designated by words. [We] do not think that [a universal] is 

different [from the thing itself].
307

   

According to Tj, this verse means that a universal should not be separated from the things 

itself. For example, the ñcowness,ò the universal of a cow, cannot be separated from a 

real cow. A locus (ǕŜraya) is a collection of particulars and is the basis of a universal.
308

 

For example, the locus of the universal of a cow, ñcowness,ò is the collection of tail, 

hump, hoof, and horn. When one tries to grasp ñcownessò, what one really grasps is its 

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.
309

  

According to the above discussion, BhǕvivekaôs epistemology can be summarised 

as the following: external objects are substantially existent because they consist of an 

aggregation of atoms. Since an external object is real in conventional reality, its 

particulars are able to cause immediate perception (pratyakἨa), and its universal, or a 

collection of particulars, is able to cause inference (anumǕna). The basic definition for a 

universal is that it must possess a similar locus (ǕŜraya) and lack a dissimilar locus. 

These two requirements of a universal can guarantee an accurate inference because a 
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external reference is the appearance of a universal in the mental cognition. These two 

requirements of a universal become two of the three requirements for a valid reason in 

formal proof statements. 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 proof statement, supported by the function of language and an 

accurate perception, is able to obtain an accurate result (i.e., inference) by providing a 

sound reason.   

Based on his metaphysical theory that the causes and conditions in the 

epistemological process must exist substantially, the following section will discuss the 

formulation of a formal proof statement (prayoga) which BhǕviveka formally uses to 

establish the MǕdhyamika proposition in the KTR.  

In Buddhism, logic is called óhetuvidyǕ,ô which means óthe science of reasonsô. 

That is, an inferred thesis is established on the basis of valid reasons. Although the origin 

of Buddhist logic can be traced back to the Buddhaôs life time, a formal logic formulation 

did not appear until the second century. NǕgǕrjunaôs *UpǕyahἠdayaŜǕstra is the earliest 

Buddhist text which uses a formal logic formula, or a formal proof statement (prayoga), 

composed of five members (thesis, reason, example, connection, and conclusion) in 

debate.
310

 In the later texts such as the YogǕcǕrabhȊmi, the five members are reduced to 

three members, (thesis, reason, and example) although some other texts still keep the 
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formulation of five members. After DignǕga, the formal proof statement composed of 

three members becomes a standard formula.
311

                            

The three members of formal proof statements are a thesis (pratijña), reason (hetu) 

and example (dἠἨἲǕnta). A thesis has to include a subject (dharmin) and a predicate 

(sǕdhya) 
312

 because 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 reasoning.
313

 For example, 

in the following prayoga: 

Thesis:      the mountain is on fire 

Reason:     because it has smoke 

Example:  like a kitchen stove 

Thesis ñthe mountain is on fireò is what this formal proof statement intends to establish. 

In this thesis, ñmountainò is the subject (dharmin) and ñfireò is the predicate (sǕdhya). 

ñSmokeò is the reason that can connect ñmountainò (dharmin), and ñfireò (sǕdhya). A 

kitchen stove is an example to support the reason. Hence, how to establish a valid reason 

becomes the crucial process in a prayoga argument.        
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According to śakarasvǕminôs (600~? CE) NyǕyapraveŜaka (hereafter NYP), a 

valid reason should fulfill three requirements: 1) the first requirement, pakἨadharmatva, 

is that the ñinferring propertyò (smoke /sǕdhanadharma) has to be present in the subject 

(the mountain in the thesis); 2) the second requirement, sapakse sattavam, is that the 

ñinferring propertyò (smoke) must be a property of whatever (such as a stove) possesses 

the inferred property (fire /sǕdhyadharma). That which possesses the inferred property 

(fire) is classified as the sapakἨa (the similar locus); 3) the third requirement, vipakἨe 

ôsattvam, is that the ñinferring propertyò (smoke) should be absent from that which does 

not possess the ñinferred propertyò (fire), and that which does not possess the ñinferred 

propertyò is called vipakἨa (dissimilar locus).
314

 Any prayoga argument is a valid 

argument as long as it can fulfill the three requirements of the reason.      

The above formal proof statement can be understood to contain the operation of 

two processes of the means of valid cognition ï i.e., inference based on direct perception 

and logic inference (anumǕna) based on other inferences.
315

 Take the following 

proposition for example:  

 

p has/is r because of q, for example s.  

The connection between p and r is derived from the reason q, and thus, the phrase, ñp 

has/is r because of qò is based on pure inference; but the relationship between ñp and qò 

and ñr and qò are based on inference derived from direct perceptions, ð the inference for 
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oneôs own sake. The three requirements of a valid reason prove the relation between p & 

q and the relation between q & r through inference derived from direct perception. The 

first requirement is to promise the truth of the statement óif p then qô (p È q) by means of 

an inference derived from direct perception (the inference for oneôs own sake). The 

second and third requirements establish the promise that the statement óif q then rô is true 

by means of inference derived from direct perception of the example of s (the inference 

for oneôs own sake). Thus, the logical principle is like the Hypothetical Syllogism (HS) in 

modern logic:
316

 

   p È q     (inference for oneôs own sake) 

   q È r     (inference for oneôs own sake) 

\p È r     (logic inference/inference for the sake of others)   

 

Letôs take the proposition, ñthe mountain is on fire because we see smoke, like from a 

stoveò as an example to demonstrate this logic formula. In the formula, ópô represents 

ñsmoky mountainò,  and órô represents ófire.ô óqô  represents ósmokeô and ósô is óa stove.ô 

Then this prayoga can be demonstrated as a Hypothetical Syllogism, except that in 

modern logic the example ósô is not used: 

P (mountain) È q (has smoke) (all people can perceive smoke on the mountain) 

q (smoke) È 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, there must be no fire.   
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P (mountain) È r (has fire) (an inference derived from the above two parts). 

 

In the Hypothetical Syllogism, the first premise ñP (mountain) È q (has smoke)ò is equal 

to the first requirement of the reason of prayoga in which all people can see smoke on the 

mountain. The second premise ñq (smoke) È r (fire)ò contains the second and third 

requirement of the reason of prayoga, and involves the theory regarding a universal, the 

object of an inference. As mentioned, according to BhǕviveka, a universal belongs to a 

thing itself. All similar things must possess this universal and all dissimilar things lack of 

it. In this case, smoke is considered one universal of fire. That is, smoke belongs to fire. 

Hence, anything which has fire must have smoke, just like s, a kitchen stove, and 

reversely, whenever there is smoke, there must be fire. On the contrary, whenever there is 

no smoke, there must be no fire. Therefore, as long as smoke is present, there must be 

fire. That is, as long as the reason fulfills the requirements, it should be a valid argument 

and is able to promise an accurate inference.    

In sum, on the basis of two means of valid cognition, as long as the reason fulfills 

the three requirements, one is able to obtain a decisive result through a formal proof 

statement.  Because it functions as a tool to obtain a decisive result, for BhǕviveka, it can 

also be applied in the argument for Madhyamaka theory to infer ŜȊnyatǕ. 
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5.2.3 The application of formal proof statements in the KTR  

After a brief explanation of BhǕvivekaôs metaphysical theory and its connection 

with formal proof statements, the current section will further examine how BhǕviveka 

applies formal proof statements to prove the teaching of ŜȊnyatǕ in the KTR.    

In the stanzas of the KTR, BhǕviveka proposes two formal proof statements to 

prove that all things are empty whether they are conditioned or unconditioned things:  

I) In reality, conditioned things are 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 to BhǕviveka, all things can be divided into two opposite categories: 

conditioned and unconditioned things, which are discussed in detail by BhǕviveka in two 

chapters (top and bottom) in the KTR.  

First, in the top chapter, BhǕviveka discusses and defends his arguments for the 

claim that all conditioned things are empty.  His argument for this claim is presented as a 

formal proof statement, which can be illustrated in the following structure:      

 

Thesis:      In reality, conditioned things are empty 

Reason:     because they are produced by conditions  

Example:   like illusions 

 

ñIn reality, conditioned things are emptyò is the inference (thesis) that this formal proof 

statement tries to prove. In this formal proof statement, BhǕviveka first explains the 
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qualifier ñin realityò by stating that ñrealityò means ultimate reality. By doing this, he is 

showing that his thesis is established in terms of ultimate reality. This qualifier is 

extremely important for BhǕviveka because it does not only concern BhǕvivekaôs theory 

of two realities but also enables him to establish a valid formal proof statement and 

defend himself from an accusation of nihilism. As previously discussed, ultimate reality, 

for BhǕviveka, is both non-conceptual wisdom and things as they are. In other words, the 

thesis can also be rephrased as: from the perspective of non-conceptual wisdom, 

conditioned things are empty.   

Next, in defining the subject of the thesis, BhǕviveka identifies the subject as the 

conditioned things that are produced by various conditions. In this context, conditioned 

things refer to the twelve sensory spheres except the portion of dharma mediað space 

(kha), analytical cessation (pratisaἄkhyǕnirodha), non-analytical cessation 

(apratisaἄkhyǕnirodha) and thusness (tathatǕ).
317

 Continuing his argument, BhǕviveka 

states that the reason (the second member of a formal proof statement) for the thesis is 

that conditioned things are produced by conditions.
318

 By defining the reason as 

ñproduced by conditionsò it indicates that the reason is qualified as the first of the three 

requirements for a valid reason in the construction of a formal proof statement. As 

mentioned in section 5.2.2, the first requirement (pakἨadharmatva) of a valid reason must 

consist of an inferring property (sǕdhanadharma) that is present in the subject. In the 

case of this formal proof statement, ñproduced by conditionsò is the inferring property 
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that is present in the subject of the thesis, i.e., ñconditioned things.ò Therefore, ñproduced 

by conditionsò fulfills the first requirement of a valid reason.   

With regard to the third member of a formal proof statement, the example, 

BhǕviveka applies illusion as a similar or parallel example to support the reason for the 

thesis that conditioned things are empty. According to BhǕviveka, although various 

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 by men, women, goats, deers, and others. 
319

 As a result, the example of a 

illusion applied here is able to fulfill the second requirement of a valid reason. Again, as 

discussed earlier in section 5.2.2, in order to fulfill the second requirement (sapakse 

sattavam), an inferring property must be a property of something that possesses the 

inferred property. Here, ñproduced by conditionsò is the inferring property, and ñemptyò 

which means the lack of intrinsic nature, or no-substance, is the inferred property. In this 

formal proof statement, ñillusionò is a proper similar example because it is able to 

demonstrate that any conditioned things such as houses, goats, deers, and etc. are 

produced by conditions due to the lack of intrinsic nature.  

Moreover, in a standard formal proof statement, one has to provide a counter 

example that fulfills the third requirement (vipakἨe ôsattvam) of a valid reason. That is, 

the inferring property (ñproduced by conditionsò in this case) must not appear in the 

counter example (ñany conditioned things which possess substanceò in this case). 

However, as BhǕviveka indicates, for this particular formal proof statement, since 
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emptiness is the universal characteristic (sǕmǕnyalakἨana) of all things, nothing can be 

the counter example to emptiness. Hypothetically, the counter example to emptiness is 

something that possesses an intrinsic substance. Since all conditioned things lack an 

intrinsic nature, a counter example cannot be found. Because no counter example can be 

provided, the third requirement is fulfilled.
320

  

After establishing a formal proof statement for conditioned things to be empty, 

BhǕviveka starts to defend himself from various critiques. Defending himself from 

various critiques, BhǕviveka must not only prove that his thesis is accurate but also 

remove his opponentsô ignorance in order to obtain the wisdom obtained from hearing. 

That is, for BhǕviveka, the process of debate possesses a particular function to gradually 

remove a practitionerôs improper view and thus obtain wisdom. BhǕviveka states as such 

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 emptiness through the power of the wisdom obtained from hearing 

as a stairway [é.]
321

 

 

Although the sources of those critiques come from both Buddhist and non-Buddhist 

schools, most of the critiques in the top chapter of the KTR are from non-Buddhist 

schools, most of whom accuse him of nihilism. In the system of formal proof statements, 

there are many possible mistakes which can invalidate a formal proof statement. 

śankarasvǕmin in his NYP categorises all possible mistakes (thirty-three in total) into 
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three groups according to thesis, reason, and example.
322

  The following chart contains 

the thirty-three possible mistakes in establishing formal proof statements and their brief 

explanations.  

I. There are nine possible mistakes in establishing a thesis: 

1. Contradictory 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 contradicts oneôs own religious theory.                                                                 

    

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. Unacceptable thesis: 

 

1) A thesis whose inferred property cannot be understood and accepted by the 

opponents. 

 

2) A thesis whose subject cannot be understood and accepted by the opponents.  

 

3) A thesis which has both of the above two mistakes.  

 

4) A thesis which has been accepted by the opponents.              

 

II. Fourteen possible mistakes in establishing a reason. Those mistakes can be further 

divided into three types:
323

 

1. Unacceptable reason: 
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1) Both the proponent and opponent disagree with the idea that the inferring property 

(reason) is present in the subject of the thesis.   

 

2) The opponent disagrees with that the inferring property (reason) is present in the 

subject of the thesis. 

 

3) The inferring property (reason) cannot be sure to be present in the subject of 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. Inconclusive reason:  

 

1) The inferring property is present in both similar and dissimilar examples. 

 

2) The inferring property is absent in both similar and dissimilar examples 

 

3) The inferring property is present in some similar example and in all dissimilar 

examples.  

 

4) The inferring property is present in all similar examples and in some dissimilar 

examples.    

     

 5) The inferring property could be present in similar example or in dissimilar 

examples.   

 

6) Both of the two contradictory theses 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 the thesis.  

 

3) The inferring property contradicts the subject. 

 

4) The inferring property contradicts the meaning of the subject.  

 

III. Ten possible 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 example possesses 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 proved, and prove what should not be 

proved.     

 

2. Dissimilar example:  

  There are five possible mistakes in using dissimilar example, but since there is no 

dissimilar example in BhǕvivekaôs formal proof statement, I will not demonstrate 

them here.  

Almost all critiques focusing on BhǕvivekaôs formal proof statements can be classified in 

the above categories. Those critiques will be illustrated below in detail according to the 

above categories. 

In reference to BhǕvivekaôs responses to the criticisms discussed in chapter three, 

BhǕviveka employs different strategies toward different opponents. To the YogǕcǕra 

School, BhǕviveka accepts dependent nature (paratantra) and the perfect nature 

(pariniἨpanna) in conventional reality but ultimately denies them by citing the 

Praj¶ǕpǕramitǕ scriptures for support. To the Abhidharma schools, BhǕviveka accepts 

the intrinsic nature of things in conventional reality but denies them from the ultimate 

perspective. The Praj¶ǕpǕramitǕ scriptures are the main sources which BhǕviveka uses 

to argue against those Buddhist schools. To respond to the criticism of his formal proof 

statements, BhǕviveka sometimes defends himself by re-clarifying his thesis, reason and 

example according to different critiques. Other times, he will refer to those criticisms as 
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counterfeit mistakes. Counterfeit mistakes are actually not real mistakes, but they are 

considered as mistakes by his opponent.
324

                       

There are seventeen criticisms in total in the KTR in regard to formal proof 

statements for conditional things being empty, and many of them are from other religious 

opponents. They can be demonstrated as follows:  

 

The number in the brackets shows the types of fallacies according to the thirty-three 

mistakes. For example, (I.1.1) is the fallacy that a thesis which contradicts a direct 

perception  

 
 KTR opponents criticisms BhǕvivekaôs response  

1 2.1.1 

Advocating 

that all are not 

empty 

1. Without external objects, 

there is no direct perception, 

(I.1.1) 

2. The thesis contradicts 

common knowledge. (I.1.2)   

 *an accusation of nihilism.  

1. The thesis is established 

from an ultimate perspective.  

2. All religious theories 

contradict common knowledge.  

2 2.1.2 Unknown 

1. Emptiness cannot be 

established as the subject of the 

thesis(I.2.2) 

2. The inferring property is 

empty; hence, the reason 

cannot be established 

(II.1.2~3).  

*an accusation of nihilism.   

1. Perceivable eyes and so on 

are conventionally able to be 

established as the subject and 

reason.  

 A counterfeit mistake of thesis 

and reason.  

3 2.1.3 NyayǕyika 

The thesis contradicts the 

reason. (II.3.2) 

That is because empty things 

should not be produced by 

conditions.  

*an accusation of nihilism. 

The reason, ñproduced by 

conditionsò and the example of 

illusion are accepted by both 

sides.  

4 2.1.4 SarvǕstivǕdin 
The eye-faculty has intrinsic 

nature because it is functional.   

1. Your thesis establishes what 

has been approved (I.2.4). 

conventionally.(I.2.4) 

2. Ultimately, your formal 

proof statement does not have a 

similar example.
325

  

                                                 

324
 G. Tucci, the NyǕyamukha of DignǕga: the Oldest Buddhist text on Logic (San Francisco: Chinese 

Materials Center, 1976),  55~72.  ñò (T32, 9~10).   
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5 2.1.5 Others 

The reason and example are all 

conditioned things. The 

subject, inferring property and 

example are the same type of 

things. Therefore, your thesis is 

not an inference.
326

     

My thesis will be a mistake as 

you state if it claims that things 

are empty because they are 

inherently empty. However, my 

reason ñproduced by conditionò 

is accepted by both sides. 

A counterfeit mistakes  

6 2.1.6 

The less 

knowledge-

able one 

 

The inferring property should 

be empty because it is 

conditioned. As a result, the 

reason cannot be established 

(II.1.2~3). *an accusation of 

nihilism.   

If your criticism is logical, any 

reason will become invalid.   

Your claim is a counterfeit 

mistakes 

7 2.1.7 Unknown  

1. Empty things cannot be used 

as a reason.( II.1.2~3) 

2. The meaning of ñemptyò is 

not clear.( I.2.1) 

3. The example has no real 

content. (III.1.4) 

*an accusation of nihilism. 

As long as the reason is 

accepted by both sides, it is a 

valid reason.  

8 2.1.8 NyayǕyika 

Thesis: your reason and thesis 

cannot be established 

Reason:  the inferring property 

and the subject are both empty.  

Example: sound produced by 

the son of a barren woman 

(II.2.6) 

*an accusation of nihilism. 

Your reason is an inclusive 

reason because your example 

cannot prove your reason.      

9 2.1.9 Others 

If the language used to 

establish your thesis is empty, 

it cannot establish your thesis. 

*an accusation of nihilism. 

If the language is not empty, it 

denies your own thesis.   

Ultimately, everything is 

empty, but conventionally, 

things have intrinsic nature.  

(This is BhǕvivekaôs central 

philosophy by which he can 

answer all critiques.)  

10 2.1.10 Others 

Emptiness means nothing. That 

is, it is nihilism. 

*an accusation of nihilism.   

The theory of emptiness rejects 

the concept of intrinsic nature, 

but never claims that emptiness 

is nothing.   

A counterfeit mistake of over 

inference.
327

     

                                                                                                                                                 

325
 In ultimate reality, for BhǕviveka, things are not functional. Therefore, there is no similar example 

which can be provided from the ultimate perspective.  
326

 The opponents consider BhǕvivekaôs inference as that A is A because of A, for example A.  
327

 A counterfeit mistake of over inference is that the opponents infer something that the thesis does not 

infer, and based on this over inference, argue against the thesis. In this case, the opponents subjectively 

consider BhǕvivekaôs thesis as that all things are nothing.             
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11 2.1.11 

Those who try 

to hide their 

own fault 

  Imagined postulations  

12 2.1.12 Others 

Is your reason established from 

ultimate or conventional 

reality? Either the former or the 

latter, it is faulty.  

It is a counterfeit mistake of 

discriminating reason.
328

 

13 2.1.13 Others 

1. If things are empty of 

intrinsic nature, there is no 

similar example, and thus, 

thesis cannot be established. 

*an accusation of nihilism. 

2. If things are empty of other 

nature, you establish what has 

been established.  (I.2.4)   

Things whose intrinsic nature 

is empty are used as an 

example to establish thesis. 

(things without intrinsic nature 

does not mean that they are 

equal to nothing)       

14 2.1.14 Others 

Your example is not valid 

because illusory things have 

substance.  

An illusory thing refers to 

something appearing as not 

what they are, and are 

produced by conditions. Hence, 

they do not have any substance.    

15 2.1.15 SǕkhyǕs 

Your reason is unacceptable 

when you claim that things are 

produced from their intrinsic 

nature.(II.1.2) 

It is a common knowledge that 

all things are produced by 

conditions.    

16 2.2 YogǕcǕra 

Ultimately, imagined nature is 

empty but dependent nature 

does exist.  

Ultimately, dependent nature is 

empty as well.  

17 2.3 Others 

1. If language has substance, it 

invalidates your own thesis.  

2. If language has no substance, 

it cannot establish your thesis. 

*an accusation of nihilism.    

1. From the conventional 

perspective, language 

possessing substance is able to 

establish a thesis.  

2.From the ultimate 

perspective, language is empty. 

(same argument with No.9)  

 

From the above description, it appears that although all of BhǕvivekaôs critics target 

his formal proof statement that all conditioned things are empty because they are 

produced by conditions, the actual motive of those critics is all about the accusation of 

nihilism. In other words, all of the schools mentioned above including both Buddhist and 

                                                 

328
 A counterfeit mistake of discriminating reason is that the opponents try to invalid a valid reason by 

illogically discriminating a reason.   
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non-Buddhist advocate that things have substance. However, the problem for those 

schools is that they never explicitly clarify which point-of-view (whether from the 

perspective of ultimate or conventional reality) they are standing from to conclude that all 

things have substance. As a result, their critiques are ambiguous and obsolete as far as 

BhǕviveka is concerned.  

Moreover, the accusations of nihilism can be classified into two types. The first 

type is the direct accusation of nihilism: ñIf things are empty, thené.ò (Such as No. 1, 2, 

3, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 13, 17.)  The main reason of anti-nihilism is because they think that the 

three members of a formal proof statement cannot be established on the basis of 

nothingness.  The second type is an indirect accusation which usually begins with the 

statement, ñThings have substance becauseé.Hence your thesis is wrong.ò (No.4, 14, 15, 

16) That is to say, if BhǕvivekaôs opponent can provide a valid reason to prove that 

things have substance, BhǕvivekaôs thesis will be invalidated. That is because if two 

contradictory theses can be established by fulfilling the three requirements of a valid 

reason, both of the two theses will be invalidated (see II.2.6, the thirty-three mistakes.)  

At the beginning of BhǕvivekaôs response to the first type of accusation, he has set the 

qualifier for his thesis before he starts his elaborate argument. The qualifier of his thesis 

is ñin reality ()ò. His intent of setting a qualifier is to make explicit his point of view. 

That is, he only considers things to be empty from the perspective of ultimate reality. If 

he had not set the qualifier for his thesis, his thesis would have inevitably fallen into the 

fallacy of the thirty-three possible mistakes, and most importantly, it would have 
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contradicted empirical knowledge.
329

 For BhǕviveka, things, including language possess 

substance in conventional reality. Substantial things in conventional reality provide a 

solid ground for establishing formal proof statements, despite the fact that BhǕvivekaôs 

own formal proof statement is to prove ultimate reality.  

In regard to the second type of accusation, because BhǕviveka accepts things to 

have substance in conventional reality, if his opponents try to argue for things to have 

substance in conventional reality, it means they have a logical fault in that they are 

arguing a thesis that has already been accepted. Moreover, if his opponents intend to 

claim things to have substance from the ultimate perspective, as indicated by BhǕviveka, 

they have a difficulty in providing a good reason and example to support their thesis. 

That is because, for BhǕviveka, a conventional inferring property cannot infer the 

existence of an inferred property in ultimate reality.         

In the bottom chapter of the KTR, BhǕviveka discusses and defends his formal 

proof statement for unconditioned things being empty. His statement for the emptiness of 

unconditioned things can be transformed into the following formal proof statement: 

Thesis:      In reality, unconditioned things are not real 

Reason:     because they are not produced  

Example:   like sky-flowers  

                                                 

329
 The KTR II 1.1.1states, ñThe existents which ordinary people universally recognize I also accept as 

conventional reality. The causes and conditions which produce the conventional direct perceptions are 

also recognized to exist. Because conditioned things such eyes, etc. are subsumed in conventional 

reality, and people like cowherds, etc. commonly perceive conditioned things such eyes etc. to be real 

entities, in order to avoid the contradiction with our own position that direct perception is commonly 

perceived, órealityô is used to restrict the thesisò(T30,268c08). 

 



 

137 

In this formal proof statement, the same qualifier ñin realityò is applied again to restrict 

the thesis in terms of the ultimate perspective. The unconditioned things are space (kha), 

analytical cessation (pratisaἄkhyǕnirodha), non-analytical cessation 

(apratisaἄkhyǕnirodha) and thusness (tathatǕ).
330

 These four unconditioned things are 

only conventionally designated as things, but are unreal in ultimate reality. The statement 

ñthey are not producedò is established as a valid reason because it is accepted by both 

sides. BhǕviveka further explains, óunmadeô, óuncreatedô, and óindestructibleô can also be 

a valid reason because óunconditionedô means óunproducedô etc. 
331

 This illustrates that 

the reason óunproducedô can fulfill the first requirement of a valid reason.   

The sky-flowers, which are also not produced, can be used as a similar example to 

support the reason. BhǕviveka states, ñin terms of reality, space has no substance because 

it is not produced. Both the wise and foolish ones commonly know that those which are 

not produced do not have a true nature like the flower in the sky.ò
332

 In Buddhism, the 

metaphor óflowers in the skyô indicates that something does not have an objective basis 

and is only created by eye disease. It is different from illusions which mean that things do 

not appear as they really are. BhǕviveka tries to connect the inferred property ñno 

intrinsic natureò with the inferring property ñunproducedò to fulfill the second 

requirement of a valid reason. In other words, any unconditioned thing which has no 

intrinsic nature must not be produced. BhǕviveka considers this common sense. 

Moreover, because there are no counter things, i.e. unconditioned things which possess 

                                                 

330
 There are only three unconditioned things which are space (kha), analytical cessation 

(pratisaἄkhyǕnirodha), and non-analytical cessation (apratisaἄkhyǕnirodha) according to 

AbhdharmakoŜa. In addition to those three, thusness (tathatǕ) is added in by YogǕcǕra School.  
331

 See the KTR III 1.4. (T30, 273c14) 
332

 Ibid.  
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intrinsic nature, no dissimilar example can be provided. The third requirement of a valid 

reason is fulfilled.                      

After establishing his formal proof statement, BhǕviveka defends himself from 

criticism. The main criticisms are fourteen in total, and they can be demonstrated as 

follows:  

 KTR opponents criticism response 

1 2.1.1 VaibhǕikas 

The contemplation of infinite 

space (ǕkǕŜǕnantyǕyatana) 

will not have a perceived 

object.  

The contemplation of infinite 

space is a conditioned things but 

not an unconditioned thing.  

2 2.1.2 

Both 

Buddhists and 

non Buddhists 

Your thesis means that those 

which are produced are real.    

A counterfeit mistake of over 

inference.
333

  

3 2.1.3 Others  

The example ósky-flowersô is 

not a valid example because 

the sky and flowers both have 

true nature.  

It means that flowers in the sky. 

The metaphor is valid because it 

indicates sky-flowers are not 

real.   

4 2.1.4 VaibhǕikas 

Analytical cessation 

(pratisaἄkhyǕnirodha) should 

be real according to the 

Buddhaôs saying.  

According to Praj¶ǕpǕramitǕ-

sȊtra, even nirvǕἈa is not real.    

5 2.1.5 

NyaiyǕyika 

(or those who 

are not skillful 

in logic)  

If unconditioned things do not 

exist, your thesis is not 

established. Your reason is not 

valid, and your example does 

not exist.   

Because unconditioned things 

are designated as things by the 

force of conception, they are able 

to be qualified as the subject. 

Hence, my thesis can be 

established.    

6 2.1.6 VaibhǕikas Analytical cessation is real.   The same response as no.4 

7 2.1.7 SautrǕntikas 

You establish what we have 

established, ñunconditioned 

things are not realò. (I.2.4)   

Unconditioned things are not real 

only from ultimate reality.
334

   

8 2.1.8 TǕmraŜǕǭyika 

The interval color-form 

between material matters is 

called space and established as 

conditioned things by our 

school. 

Conditioned things have been 

discussed earlier.  

9 2.1.9 YogǕcǕra Thusness (tathǕtǕ) is real According to Praj¶ǕpǕramitǕ-

                                                 

333
 In this case, the thesis only infers that things which are not produced are not real, but not that things that 

are produced are real. Hence, it is considered as a counterfeit mistake of over inference by BhǕviveka.  
334

 SautrǕntikas consider unconditioned things to be unreal even in conventional reality. JunshǾ KatǾ, 

ͭ  (KyǾryǾbu no kenkyȊ/The Study of SautrǕntika), 297~301.     

http://www.worldcat.org/search?q=au%3AKato%CC%84%2C+Junsho%CC%84%2C&qt=hot_author
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sȊtra, even thusness is not real.    

10 2.1.10 VaibhǕikas 

The sixteen noble attributes of 

the four noble truths such as 

suffering, etc are real
335

 

because the practice of the 

path is able to remove all of 

the flame of defilements 

The path of liberation is 

established according to 

conventional reality, and we 

conventionally accept what you 

have said.   

11 2.2.1-1 SǕkhya 

 In our teaching, all things in 

the three realms are 

transformed (from the self-

nature) like sky-flowers, and it 

does not mean óno sky-

flowers.ô Since it (the sky-

flower) is a similar example, it 

does not violate the thesis. 

If all things are sky-flowers, your 

thesis contradicts your own 

teaching.(I.1.3) 

If all things are not sky-flowers, 

there is no similar example. It 

contradicts your own thesis. 

(I.1.5) 

  

12 2.2.1-2 SǕkhya  

Thesis: Those worldly things 

have natures as their causes  

Reason: because they share 

the characteristics (of the 

natures). Those which share 

the same characteristic (of the 

nature) are considered to have 

natures as their causes, 

Example:  for example, a 

slight piece of sandalwood. 
336

 

(If this formal proof statement 

can be established, it will 

spontaneously invalidate 

BhǕvivekaôs thesis. II.2.6)  

1. From conventional reality, 

your thesis establishes what has 

been approved. (I.2.4) 

2. From ultimate reality, your 

reason is not accepted by both 

sides. (II.1.1) 

13 2.2.2-1  VaiŜe ikas  

Thesis: the features such as 

breathing in and out, etc. must 

have inferred features Reason: 

1. From conventional reality, we 

accept the connection of 

inferring property and inferred 

                                                 

335
 In SarvǕstivǕdin doctrine, when practitioners practice four noble truths, there are four perceived objects 

in each noble truth which the practitioners should contemplate in order to achieve liberation. It is called 

ἨoỈaŜǕnityǕdi. They are impermanence, suffering, emptiness, no-self  in the first noble truth, causes, 

origins, production, conditions in the second, cessation, pacification, excellence, renunciation in the third 

truth, and path, suitability, achievement, deliverance in the four truth. Louis de La Vallee Poussin, 

AbhidharmakoŜabhǕἨyam, 1110~1113. Also (T29, 137).            
336

 According to  (a book written by Vasubandhu and translated by Zhen Di regarding the 

doctrine of SǕἆkhyǕ),  (zhong-lei) means the same characteristics of natures. In , it says, 

ñThe self-nature exits 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. Although the MǕha and so on (phenomena) are different, the 

natures of three gua are the same. Because of the same natures, they are known to exist originally. 

Therefore, the self-nature is known to exist.ò ñ é ̢

̢ ̢

̢ò (T54, 1248c).  
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because they are inferring 

features.   

Example: for example, seeing 

smoke.
337

 

property. Hence, you have 

established what has been 

approved.(I.2.4)  

2. From ultimate reality, if you 

try to use conventional inferring 

property to infer the ultimate 

existence, there is no similar 

example.         

14 2.2.2-2 VaiŜe ikas 

The atom and the mind are 

established as unconditioned 

things by us.  

Hence, the reason, óbecause of 

non-arisingô that you use to 

establish your thesis is invalid 

according to your own 

principle.
 338

 (I.1.3) 

If you consider these two as 

conditioned things and 

establish your thesis by the 

reason of óproduced by 

conditionsô, the reason is 

invalid according to our 

principle.
339

 (II.1.2) 

If  I consider atom and the mind 

as unconditioned things 

conventionally, my thesis will 

have the fault you indicate. 

However, they are both 

conditioned things in 

conventional reality.  

                 

According to the above demonstration, BhǕviveka clearly divides the debates of 

unconditioned thing into two parts: those from Buddhist schools (1~ 10), and those from 

other religious schools (11~14). Among Buddhist schools, the VaibhǕikas appear to be 

the main opponents. They are primarily concerned with the path to liberation (analytical 

cessation) because the path to liberation is exactly what the Buddha taught in the early 

Buddhist texts. For BhǕviveka, based on the Praj¶ǕpǕramitǕ scriptures and other 

                                                 

337
 The VaiŜeikas here 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 existence of the self nature (see 

the following paragraph). According to the commentary, in 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).         
338

 That is because BhǕviveka does not agreed that mind and atoms are considered to be unconditioned 

things. 
339

 For VaiŜeika, because atoms and mind (manas) are both ultimate existences, they should be 

unconditioned things (Ka Ǖda, and Debasish Chakrabarty, 99). 
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MahǕyǕna texts, on the one hand, the path toward liberation substantially exists so that 

liberation can be conventionally achieved. On the other hand, from the perspective of 

ultimate reality, even nirvǕἈa is not real, and the path is nothing but an expedient. The 

same strategy is also applied to arguing against YogǕcǕraôs idea of thusness (tathatǕ).   

With regard to the challenge from other religious schools, the SǕkhya and 

VaiŜe ikas are the main opponents. Despite those schools having different opinions about 

what should be classified as unconditioned things, one of their main concerns is that 

unconditioned things should ultimately have intrinsic nature. Again, BhǕviveka responds 

to those criticisms 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 

perspective. For those schools which claim the substantial existence of unconditioned 

things in ultimate reality, the most difficult evidence to support their thesis in the system 

of formal proof statement is to provide a similar example, as BhǕviveka indicates in the 

above criticism number 13.  That is because the examples that those schools provide are 

conventional things such as smoke or a small piece of sandalwood, and logically, 

BhǕviveka considers a conventional inferring property not able to infer the ultimate 

things.          

     

In sum, despite the fact that formal proof statements may be based on conventional 

reality, they function as a tool to obtain a decisive result. Hence, for BhǕviveka, when it 

is used to explicate the teaching of ŜȊnyatǕ, it can remove oneôs ignorance and help 

obtain Ŝrutamayǭpraj¶Ǖ which is considered to be the teachings in accord with non-

arising, the secondary ultimate reality. In defending his formal proof statement for the 
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teaching of ŜȊnyatǕ, he skillfully brings his two realities system into full play. 

Conventionally, BhǕviveka accepts that things have intrinsic nature including language, 

and this attitude enables him to establish formal proof statements and respond to 

accusations of nihilism. However, in ultimate reality, as a MǕdhyamikan, he still 

maintains the perspective that things are empty of intrinsic nature. Therefore, BhǕviveka 

believed that a formal proof argument is the first step in obtaining liberation and is a 

proper interpretation to NǕgǕrjunaôs soteriological process: convention Ÿ ultimate 

(secondary ultimate reality) Ÿ nirvǕἈa (ultimate reality).  
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Chapter Six: Conclusionð Formal Proof Statements as an Initial Step to Liberation  

The relationship between logical inference and Buddhist practice has been a 

controversial topic in Buddhist study. Even within the Madhyamaka School, which is 

often considered by scholars to be the school highlighting logical argument, the 

discussion around the connection between logic and practice is still contentious.  For 

example, although Candrakǭrti criticized formal proof statements as merely a 

methodology for debate without any relevance for oneôs liberation, for BhǕviveka, it was 

not only a methodology for debate but also an initial step toward liberation.   

The Dachengzhangzhenlun (KTR), and other auxiliary sources are used in this 

research in order to elucidate BhǕvivekaôs religious practiceð i.e., formal proof 

statements as an initial step to liberation. The KTR is essential for the academic study of 

BhǕvivekaôs religious practice because the KTR is the only text without either an original 

Sanskrit or Tibetan version, and thus, has been ignored by western scholars. In addition, 

the text itself provides a relatively clear logical path toward liberation as compared with 

the other two texts.     

The Madhyamaka concept of practice can be summarized into a single prescriptive 

statement: it is a path to transform a practitionerôs cognition from conventional reality to 

ultimate reality. This can be substantiated by the statement made from the ninth to the 

tenth verses in NǕgǕrjunaôs MMK, XXIV.9-10:  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 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 ultimate reality and eventually to obtain nirvǕna. In the 
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Madhyamaka School, the process towards liberation comprises three sequential steps: 

conventional Ÿ ultimate Ÿ nirvǕna.   

For BhǕviveka, conventional reality and ultimate reality are co-dependently related 

according to his three-fold explanation. In chapter 24 of the PrP, BhǕviveka defines 

conventional reality as: (1) worldly language, and (2) phenomena that lack intrinsic 

nature and are therefore empty, yet are real for ignorant sentient beings who still have 

perverted views of the world. In the KTR, BhǕviveka further claims that (3) things that 

the mortals mutually experience and accept as reality are conventional existence. In short, 

the reality of the worldly experience, including language, is conventional reality for those 

sentient beings who are not yet awakened, and is derived from their attachments 

produced from ignorance.  

When defining ultimate reality, BhǕviveka, in chapter 24 of the PrP, explicates the 

term óparamǕrthaô in three different ways by means of a linguistic analysis. He first 

clarifies that paramǕrtha (ultimate object) is understood as a karmadhyǕrya compound in 

which both parama (ultimate) and artha (object) refer to the perceived object (viἨya) and 

not to the mind that perceives the object. Secondly, he clarifies that the word paramǕrtha 

indicates a tatpuruἨa compound in which the óultimateô (parama) refers to the subject, 

i.e. the non-discriminating wisdom. The óobjectô (artha) is an object which refers to 

things as they are. Finally, he clarifies that paramǕrtha is a bahuvrǭhi compound that 

functions as an óadjectiveô from which the meaning of ócorrespondence to the ultimateô is 

derived. According to the above description, BhǕvivekaôs understanding of the concept of 

óultimate realityô includes three connotations: 1) from an ontological perspective, the 

term óthe ultimateô or óthe objectô refers to the true nature of things; 2) from an 
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epistemological perspective, the term ónon-discriminating wisdomô refers to how the 

Buddhist sages view reality; and 3) the teachings in accordance with non-arising is the 

ultimate reality.
 
 

From the above analysis, it is obvious that BhǕviveka had established two 

categories of ultimate realities instead of one in his system. The first category indicates 

the real ultimate reality (that encompasses his first and second definitions of the term 

óparamǕrthaô) which transcends worldly experience including languages. The second 

category (the secondary ultimate reality) refers to the óthe teachings in accordance with 

non-arisingò which is the vehicle to remove the obstruction caused by ignorance and to 

achieve the órealô ultimate reality. Such a vehicle includes ñcultivationò (i.e., the practice) 

of the three wisdoms: listening to the Buddhaôs teachings (Ŝrutamayǭ), cognizing 

Buddhaôs teachings (cintǕmayǭ), and the practice of meditation (bhǕvanǕmayi).  It is 

noteworthy that BhǕvivekaôs idea of the secondary ultimate reality óthe teachings in 

accord with non-arisingò or ñvehicle,ò is what distinguishes him from other 

MǕdhyamikans. With BhǕvivekaôs unique interpretations of ultimate reality, the 

transition from conventional reality to ultimate reality becomes feasible. 

As mentioned earlier, the teaching in accordance with non-arising through which 

the real ultimate reality can be achieved consists of the cultivation of the three wisdoms: 

wisdom obtained from hearing (Ŝrutamayǭpraj¶Ǖ), thinking (cintǕmayǭpraj¶Ǖ), and 

meditation (bhǕvanǕmayǭpraj¶Ǖ).  According to the KTR, the initial step in obtaining 

wisdom obtained from hearing (Ŝrutamayǭpraj¶Ǖ) requires logical reasoning, i.e. formal 

proof statements. The KTR further indicates the purpose of its composition is to 

propagate wisdom obtained from hearing by removing the unrighteous view. After 
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explaining the importance of the wisdom obtained from hearing (Ŝrutamayǭpraj¶Ǖ), the 

KTR provides two formal proof statements as a methodology to obtain wisdom obtained 

from hearing (Ŝrutamayǭpraj¶Ǖ).  Hence, for BhǕviveka, a formal proof statement is an 

initial step to bridge the two realities.   

Based on BhǕvivekaôs metaphysical theory of conventional reality, cognition is said 

to be without any contradiction once it is logically reasoned. For BhǕviveka, in order to 

avoid being criticized as nihilist, one has to accept that conventional phenomena have 

their own intrinsic natures. In other words, the means of valid cognition (pramǕἈa) of 

conventional reality has to be real for a person who has not yet realized the true nature of 

things. BhǕviveka, on the basis of two necessary cognitions: direct perception (pratyakἨa) 

and inference (anumǕna) claims that a valid formal poof statement should not be 

contradictory.  

Based upon DignǕgaôs theory of two necessary perceptions, BhǕviveka further 

develops his epistemological theory as follows: external objects are substantially existent 

because they consist of an aggregation of atoms. Since an external object is substantially 

existent in conventional reality, its particulars are able to cause direct perception 

(pratyakἨa), and its universal, i.e., a collection of particulars, is able to cause inference 

(anumǕna). BhǕviveka further defines a universal as that which must possess a similar 

locus (ǕŜraya) and lack a 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. These two requirements of a universal become two of the three 

requirements for a valid reason in the formal proof arguments. 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 universal with 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.   

BhǕviveka skillfully applies this methodology, that a formal proof statement proved 

by a valid reason is able to infer a decisive result, to support the Madhyamaka theory that 

all things are empty. In order to support Madhyamaka theory, BhǕviveka provides two 

formal proof statements for conditioned and unconditioned things. His formal proof 

statements can be illustrated in the following standard structure. The first formal proof 

statement is as follows: 

Thesis:      In reality, conditioned things are empty 

Reason:     because they are produced by conditions.  

Example:   like an illusion 

 

The second formal proof statements: 

 

Thesis:      In reality, unconditioned things are not real  

Reason:     because they are not produced  

Example:  like the sky-flowers  

In his formal proof statements, BhǕviveka inserts óin realityô (i.e., in ultimate reality) to 

clarify his position for the thesis. That is, he only considers things to be empty from an 

ultimate perspective. This qualifier is important because it presents BhǕvivekaôs unique 

system of two realities, óultimately things are empty but substantial conventionally.ô It 

also enables BhǕviveka to establish a valid formal proof statement. As mentioned above, 

for BhǕviveka, things must have intrinsic nature in conventional reality to secure the 

function of the two basic cognitions, on the basis of which formal proof statements are 

constructed. Third, this qualifier, according to BhǕviveka, prevents his thesis from 
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becoming nihilistic. That is because the assertion of things as empty in conventional 

reality contradicts common experience.  

Moreover, according to BhǕviveka, his intention in composing the KTR was to 

remove sentient beingsô ignorance and obtain the wisdom obtained from hearing. To 

provide a thesis with formal proof statements is not sufficient to achieve this. The most 

crucial component is his responses to various criticisms from both Buddhist and non-

Buddhist schools. Defending a thesis for BhǕviveka is not only to prove his thesis but 

also to remove his opponentsô wrong view in order to obtain wisdom obtained from 

hearing. That is, in the process of defending his formal proof statement he also provides a 

pathway to gradually remove oneôs wrong view and obtaining wisdom.  

In the debate, although opponents target their criticisms on different members of his 

formal proof statement, the main accusations are related to nihilism.  According to his 

opponents, BhǕvivekaôs thesis is a nihilistic assertion that all things are nothingness. 

Formal proof statements cannot be constructed on the basis of nothingness because 

formal proof statements have to contain a clear subject of the thesis, a valid reason, and a 

solid example. Therefore, from his opponentsô point of view, BhǕvivekaôs assertion that 

things are empty precludes the construction of formal proof statements.  

In response to those criticisms, BhǕviveka proposes the system of two realities to 

defend his thesis. That is, he only considers things to be empty from an ultimate 

perspective but not from a conventional perspective. In other words, he accepts things to 

have intrinsic nature in conventional reality. In contrast, although his opponents in the 

KTR consider things to have a substance, they never clearly explicate from what point of 

view, ultimate or conventional reality, they propose their theory. Because of this unclear 
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position, BhǕviveka is able to defeat his opponents on the basis of his theory of two 

realities. When his opponents try to directly accuse him of nihilism and invalid formal 

proof statements, BhǕvivekaôs response is that he accepts things to have intrinsic natures 

in conventional reality, and hence, his thesis is able to avoid falling into nihilism. In 

addition to a direct accusation, some opponents try to establish a counter formal proof 

statement to prove that things have intrinsic nature. In response, BhǕviveka considers this 

type of criticism as having ñthe fault of establishing what has been approvedò because 

once again, BhǕviveka accepts things to have intrinsic nature in conventional reality.                                                                

In conclusion, according to NǕgǕrjuna, the Madhyamaka soteriological process is 

the transformation of oneôs cognition from conventional to ultimate reality. BhǕviveka, 

further developed this theory in more detail in his KTR. BhǕviveka considers ultimate 

reality to be both non-conceptual wisdom and the truth of things. On the contrary, 

conventional reality, according to BhǕviveka, is that things which do not have an intrinsic 

nature are mistakenly perceived to be substantial due to ignorance. To make the process 

feasible, BhǕviveka suggests a secondary ultimate reality, the teachings in accord with 

non-arising, to connect these two realities. The teaching in accord with non-arising 

includes the wisdom of ŜȊnyatǕ obtained from hearing, thinking, and meditating. 

Wherein, a formal proof statement is a sufficient methodology to acquire the wisdom 

obtained from hearing. His formal proof statements are established on the basis of the 

two kinds of cognitions (pramǕἈa) which should be substantial in conventional reality to 

secure a decisive inference. In order to make his formal proof statements a valid 

methodology, BhǕviveka accepts the intrinsic nature of things in conventional reality. 

Hence, when his formal proof statements are used to argue the teaching of ŜȊnyatǕ, for 



 

150 

BhǕviveka, they can remove ignorance and help achieve wisdom obtained from hearing 

(Ŝrutamayǭpraj¶Ǖ.) Thus, BhǕviveka believed that a formal proof statement is the first 

step toward liberation.  
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Appendix One: translation of the *Karatalaratna 

  

*MahǕyǕna Karatalaratna (Up Section)  

 

Written by the Bodhisattva BhǕviveka 

  

The Great Tang Tripiaka Dharma Master Xuanzang translated in the honour of the 

emperor
340

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 

340
 The KTR was translated into Chinese by Xuanzang around 647 or 649 CE, eighty years after 

BhǕvivekaôs death. The emperor of this time period is Tangtaizong ( /599~649) of Tang dynasty.   
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I. Introduction  

1. The reason to compose the work  

1.1. For benefiting all sentient beings    

[T30, 268a29] ̢

̡

̢ 

In order to generally benefit all sentient beings, one should aspire after a great vow 

for awakening. To commonly observe the mortal world, [those mortals] are 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,
341

 and 

shot by the poison arrows of immense sorrows. Hence, whatever they do is separated 

from wisdom.            

[T30, 268b04] 
342

̢ 

                                                 

341
 The Sanskrit term saἄsǕra has two common Chinese translations which is  (linhui) , turning the 

wheel around and (shengsi), the cycle of life and death
.
 Here, the later one is used. 

     

342
 The Chinese term  (Ci Lung) is from Sanskrit ñprapa¶caò which possesses a dozen of different 

meanings. Many scholars have studied this term and proposed their own ideas. Because this thesis does 

not investigate the concept of this term, it is simply translated as ñfabrication.ò Stcherbatsky,  The 

Conception of Buddhist Nirvana. Second Revised and English Edition (Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass, 1955.), 

38, 48, 52, 77~84. Murti. The Central Philosophy of Buddhism (London: Allen and Unwin, 1955), 348. 

Robinson, 83. ¤Ǖ ananda, Bhikkhu, Concept and Reality in Early Buddhist Thought (Kandy: Buddhist 

Publ. Soc, 1971), 127~130.  

http://www.worldcat.org/search?q=au%3AN%CC%83a%CC%84n%CC%A3ananda%2C&qt=hot_author
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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 clear sky, my mind is bound by compassion, I 

cannot bear seeing the accumulation of sentient beingsô sufferings.     

[T30, 268b05] 

̢ ̢ 

In order to liberate the strong attachment of defilements in oneôs own and othersô 

[mental] continuums, and to dwell in the resolution satisfied and joyful which is 

irreversible like the diamond wheel, I vow to stay in the ocean of the endless cycle of life 

and death. Without fear of the immense suffering and catastrophes in [the world], I 

generate the non-destroyable effort which is like a diamond.   

 

1.2. The wisdom obtained from hearing (Ŝrutamayǭ)   

[T30, 268b09] ̪

̢

̢

̢̫ 
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In order to attain awakening, one should examine, ñOnly by directly realizing the 

supermundane non-conceptual wisdom
343

 can one realize the distinctions 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 non-habituated defilements which are 

produced in the [mental] continuums of self and others 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.
344

 However, to directly realize super-mundane 

non-conceptual wisdom, one has to constantly apply the eye medicine
345

of the 

unmistaken view of emptiness which is able to completely remove the eye-disease of 

false views. In order to accumulate the eye medicine of unmistaken view of emptiness, 

one should rely on the wisdom obtained from hearing (Ŝrutamayǭ)
346

 which is able to 

remove the self-nature of all perceived objects.ò 

[T30, 268b16] 

̢

̢ 

                                                 

343
 (wufenbiezhi) or (wufenbiehui/nirvikalpapraj¶Ǖ) is translated as ñ non-conceptual 

wisdom,ò  which is the direct insight into true nature of all existences in meditation.   
344

 (das hi/ mahǕsattva) is directly translated as óGreat beingsô in English and is a synonym of 

Bodhisattva. See Kajiyama Y. ñOn the Meaning of the Words Bodhisattva MahǕsattva in Praj¶ǕpǕramitǕ 

Litertureò in Hercus, Luise A, and Jan W. Jong. Indological and Buddhist Studies: Volume in Honour of 

Professor J. W. De Jong on His Sixtieth Birthday ( Delhi: Sri Satguru Publ, 1984) .   
345

  (anshanna /añjana) is a kind of Indian eye medicine.  
346

 (wenhui) is the Chinese translation of the Sanskrit Ŝrutamayǭ- praj¶Ǖ which can be translated as the 

wisdom obtained from hearing. According to C. Lindtner, Ŝrutamayǭ ïpraj¶Ǖ consists in knowing the 

scriptures, and the one which consists in logical reflection based on Ǖgama is cintǕmayǭ. (ñBhavya, the 

Logicianò 30~31). However, in the present text, BhǕviveka thinks that Ŝrutamayǭ which consists in 

logical reflection based on ǔgama instead of cintǕmayǭ. In YogǕcǕrabhȊmi, logical argument is also 

contained in Ŝrutamayǭ. That is, BhǕviveka may have been influenced by the YogǕcǕra tradition to 

understand Ŝrutamayǭ.      
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Due to this reason, for people who have diligently reinforced practice after realizing 

the nature of things
347

 by means of the method of investigating a great amount literature 

and who are tired of the enormous work of the present of investigating the extensive 

literature, or for those who have not yet realized the nature of things and who are 

intelligent, I composed the Jewel in Hands (*Karatalaratna) in order to enable people to 

easily realize true emptiness and quickly comprehend the true nature of things.      

2. Thesis statement: formal proof statements 

[T30, 268b21]        

[I] In reality,
348

 conditioned things
349

are empty like illusions because they are 

produced by conditions,
350

 and  

[II ] unconditioned things are not real because they are not produced like sky-

flowers.
351

  

                                                 

347
  (rufaxing) is literally translated as óentering the nature of existencesô in English. However, it is a 

metaphorical usage and means órealize the nature of existences.ô   
348

 Herein, the true nature is the synonym of ultimate reality (paramǕrtha). See the following explanation.       
349

 saἄskἠtadharma and asaἄskἠtadharma can be translated ñconditioned dharmaò and ñunconditioned 

dharmaò. Edgerton, F. Buddhist Hybrid Sanskrit Grammar and Dictionary. vo. II. (Delhi: Motilal 

Banarsidass Publishers), 1998, 543. In Chinese translation,  (youwei) means ñactiveò. Thus, it can be 

translated as ñactive dharmaò and  (wuwei) ñinactive dharma.ò  
350

  (yuansheng) means óproduced by pratǭtyasamutpǕda.ô The Sanskrit term pratǭtyasamutpǕda which 

is in Pali, paticcasamuppǕda, is often translated as interdependent co-arising in English. It indicates the 

casual relationship of relevant existences, and hence, this terms is simply translated as ócausality.ô See J. 

Macy, Mutual Causality Buddhism and General Systems Theory (New York: State University of New 

York Press,1991), 34. The above analysis of paticcasamuppǕda is based on the following sources: Yang 

Yuwen,  (Ahanyaolüe / The Abstracts of ġg) ( Taipei: Dongchu, 1993), 335. Hirakawa Akira, 

ͭ  (HǾ no Engǭ / The Origin of Dharma. (Tokyo: Shunjusha, 1990), 3~5. Nakamura Hajime, ♫ð

●ðϲξꜚ♫(NǕgǕrjuna) (Tokyo: KǾdansha, 1975), 144~146. 
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[T30, 268b23] 

̢

̢ 

There are many imagined postulations
352

 in regard to conjecturing and discriminating 

in both our own schools (i.e., Buddhist schools) and other schools (i.e., non-Buddhist 

schools). There are two cognizable objects: one is conditioned things and the other one is 

unconditioned things. Foolish mortals 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, 268b27] ̡ ̢

̢ ̢

̢

̢  

For example, an unintelligent painter in the world paints a horror figure of a 

demon
353

or a woman. Because the eyes are trouble and the mind is confused, [the painter] 

                                                                                                                                                 

351
  (konghua) flowers in the sky indicates that something 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

(bianjisuozhi/parikalpita) is directly translated as ñuniversal calculations with attachmentò in 

English by Nagao according to Chinese (Nagao, MǕdhyamika and YogǕcǕra,136). However, here, this 

translation simple translates it as óimagined postulationsô according to Paul Hoornaert 133.      
353

 (yaocha/yakἨa) is a kind of demons.  
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mistakes the painting to be real. Due to such a mistaken attachment, the painter has either 

fears or passions for [the paintings]. [Those fools] make various imagining on those 

objects and increase the nets of the false views. 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 of the [paintings] and thus, is 

different from [the previous painter]. With the net of the false view of the discriminating 

objects of the conditioned and unconditioned things, one wraps oneôs own self like a 

silkworm in a cocoon.
354

 Because those [true natures] do not exist, one is able to 

accomplish the achievement of non-conceptual wisdom.  

II. The empty of Conditioned dharma 

1. The establishment of a formal proof statement           

[T30, 268c06] ̪ ̫

̪ ̢̫ 

In order to clarify that meaning, conditioned things should be expounded first. Since 

worldly [people] produce various conceptions on this object, the proposition has been 

stated as, ñIn reality, conditioned things are empty like illusions because they are 

produced by means of conditions.ò 

1.1 The thesis 

1.1.1 The definition of conventional reality  

                                                 

354
 This analogy is commonly used in Buddhist literatures such as *laἆkǕvatǕrasȊtra (T16, 611a26), 

*MahǕratnakȊἲasȊtra (T11, 482c08), *MahǕparinirvǕἈasȊtras (T12, 373a19), and so on.    
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[T30, 268c08] 

̢

̪ ̫ ̢ 

Herein, the existents which ordinary people universally recognize I also accept as 

conventional reality. The causes and conditions which produce conventional direct 

perceptions
355

are also recognized to exist.
356

 Because conditioned things such eyes, etc. 

are subsumed in conventional reality, and people like cowherds, etc. commonly perceive 

conditioned things such eyes etc. to be real entities, in order to avoid the contradiction 

with our own position that direct perception is commonly perceived, órealityô is used to 

restrict the thesis. 

1.1.2 The definition of ultimate reality  

[T30, 268c12] ̪ ̢̫357
 

̢ ̪ ̫ ̡ ̡

̢ 

                                                 

355
  (xianliang / pratyakἨa) means ódirect perceptionô which is an immediate or direct perception 

approached by the five sense-organs such as eyes, etc. See Th. Stcherbatsky. Buddhist Logic (Delhi: 

Motilal Banarsidass Publishers), 1994, 12~13. S.R. Bhatt & A. Mehrotra have a more detail analysis on 

pratyakἨa in their book Buddhist Epistemology (Westport: Greenwood press, 2000), 25~48. 
356

 This sentence tries to establish the conventional existences of elements (dharmas) such as five skandhas, 

twelve Ǖyatana and eighteen dhǕtus. Those are all the cause and conditions to produce our sensual 

experiences.    
357

 (shengyidi/paramǕrtha) is translated as óthe ultimate realityô in English here. See my dissertation 

chapter four in detail.     
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The true meaning itself is called órealityô; in other words, it is ultimate reality. [The 

thesis is] in terms of ultimate reality: conditioned things are established as emptiness and 

not in terms of conventional reality. Whatever is composed by various conditions and 

fabricated is called óconditioned thingsô and refers to the twelve sensory spheres
358

except 

the portion of dharma media including space, analytical cessation, non-analytical 

cessation, and thusness.
359

 

1.1.3 The exclusion of conventional delusion    

[T30, 268c15] 

̢ ̢

̢ ̪ ̢̫ 

Here, the [discriminating condition] is further to exclude conditioned things which 

are created by delusions such as mirages and are accepted [as delusion] by other schools. 

If those [mirages, etc.] are established as emptiness, the thesis will commit a fault of what 

has already been accepted.
360

 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-

                                                 

358
 This sentence is to define the so-called óconditioned things.ô In Buddhism, the conditioned things are not 

simply referred to the experienced phenomena, instead they are referred to the elements which composite 

the phenomena. Hence, Poussin translated the term saἄskἠta as conditioned elements in English. Karl H. 

Potter. Encyclopedia of Indian Philosophies IX (Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass Publishers), 1996, 385.  
359

 (xukong/kham): space, (zemie/pratisaἄkhyǕnirodhaỠ): analytical cessation, (feizemie/ 

apratisaἄkhyǕnirodhaỠ): non-analytical cessation, (zhenru/tathǕtǕ): thusness. Those four elements 

belong to unconditioned things. 
360

 As indicated before, this mistake belongs to one of thirty-three mistakes. Tom J. F. Tillemans. Scripture, 

Logic, Language: Essays on Dharmakirti and His Tibetan Successors( Boston, Mass: Wisdom 

Publications, 1999), 57  
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media will 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.  

1.2 Example 

[T30, 268c20] ̢

̢ ̢

̢ ̢

̪ ̢̫ ̢  

The various illusory things such males, females, goats, deer, etc. produced by various 

conditions do not have a self-nature but manifest like they possess [a self-nature]. The 

formal proof presented with both the property to be proven and the reason
361

is furnished 

with a parallel example óillusionô.
362

 According to what they correspond to, the property 

to be proven and the reason are conventionally designated to be similar.
363

 Because they 

are conventionally designated to be similar, one should not criticize that the target 

                                                 

361
  (suolifa/sǕdhyadharma) means what to be established. Here, it refers to the thesis, ñall 

conditioned things do not have a self-nature.ò Hereafter, it will be translated as ñthe property to be 

provenò in English.  (nenglefa/ sǕdhanadharma) means what is able to prove. It refers to 

reasoning, ñproduced by causalityò in the proposition. Only a valid reason can prove the valid thesis in 

Buddhist logic. Hereafter, this term will be translated as the reason in English.   
362

 There are two kinds of examples: parallel (similar) and counter (dissimilar) examples. The parallel 

example possesses the same situation with the thesis. On the contrary, the counter example possesses the 

opposite situation from the thesis. A 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.   
363

 Herein, the property to be proven is the thesis, and the reason is the example, óillusions.ô   
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domain should possess the entire character of the source domain.
364

 For example, when 

[someone] speaks of the simile that the womanôs face is beautiful like the moon, others 

should not argue that the womanôs face should possess the entire characters of the moon. 

According to the rule of the ending of the verse, this óparallel exampleô is brought out.
365

 

In such an order, the half verse summarizes [the proposition]; hence, there are no faults.  

1.3 Reason 

[T30, 268c26] ̪ ̫ ̢

( ) ̢

̢ ̢ 

In regard to the proposition that whatever thing is produced by means of conditions, 

in order to establish ñthe reasonò, [I state], ñbeing produced by conditions.ò Because [all 

things] are produced by means of cause and conditions, it is called ñproduced by 

conditions.ò That is, [all things] occur and manifest through conditions. In order to 

remove dissimilar existents, the counterexample should be established.
366

 Because there 

                                                 

364
 Lakoff and Johnson propose the idea that metaphorical language does not highlight all parts of the 

ótenorô, the original subject, which they refer to as the target domain. To explain, some parts of the target 

domain are not used in the óvehicleô, the words and concepts that are invoked by the word, to which they 

refers as the source domain(Lakoff and Johnson 10~13). In the following case, óthe womanôs face is 

beautiful like the moon,ô óthe faceô is the target domain, and ómoonô is the source domain used to 

construct the concept of the face. The part which needs to be highlighted from moon is the meaning of 

beauty, and the parts which are not to be included in the metaphor are the meanings of óroundô or others. 
365

 The old Buddhist logic is composed of five branches: 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 examples (Hirakawa 251~256). This sentence means that in order to 

complete the logic form, the parallel example have to be brought out.    
366

  (yipin/ vipakἨa) means different kinds or counter existences, for example water and fire are 

different kinds.  
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are no dissimilar existents,
367

 the purpose of removing has been accomplished. Hence, a 

[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 inference].
368

  

1.4 The establishment of inference (anumǕnampramǕἈa)   

[T30, 269a02] ̪ ̫ ̢

̢

̢ ̪ ̢

̢̫ ̪

̫369̢ 

Here, how to establish the inference? Answer: in terms of órealityô (i.e., ultimate 

reality), the nature of the eyes-media is empty because it produced by conditions. Things 

which are produced by conditions have an empty self-nature in terms of óreality.ô This is 

a common knowledge shared with cowgirls and 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 belief that the natures of those various illusions 

                                                 

367
 That is because that all conditioned thing are produced by conditions without any exception.   

368
 (biliang/anumǕnam-pramǕἈa) which can be translated as óinferential valid cognitionô or ó 

inference-perceptionô means achieving result by inference or the knowledge obtained by inference.  John 

D. Dunne. Foundations of Dharmakǭrti's Philosophy (Boston: Wisdom Publications, 2004), 25~28.     
369

 (fangyi/ apramǕda) means conscientiousness, mindful.etc. 
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deceiving the fools are not real is not a mistake. Therefore, the BhagavǕn says, ñall 

dharma-natures are not perceived by eyes. All dharmas produced by conditions possess 

no self-nature. The wise knows the nature of things by knowing interdependent arising. 

The one who knows the nature of thing knows emptiness. The one who knows emptiness 

sees the wise-one (i.e., the Buddha).ò He further says, ñThose which are produced by 

conditions are not occurring because they do not produce a self-nature. The proposition 

of conditions is the proposition of emptiness. Those who know emptiness will not be 

loose.ò  

2. Responding to criticism 

2.1 Responding to nihilistic criticism  

2.1.1 Responding to the criticism of destroying conventions  

[T30, 269a13] ̮ ̯: ̪

̢ 370 ̢

̢ ̢

̢̫ 

[Objection:] Here, those people who insist that all are not empty object, ñIf all 

conditioned things are established as emptiness, there will be no forms, etc. It is like 

using rabbitôs horns as a perceived object to produce direct experience. This is not 

reasonable at all. Thus, the various direct perceptions of the likeness of forms should not 

                                                 

370
  (xinliang/ pratyakἨam pramǕἈa) means ñdirect perception.ò  
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be produced. However, those [objects, (i.e. forms)] truly appear in each individualôs 

direct experience. Therefore, your thesis contradicts dharma-nature, makes the mistake 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, etc. are nothingness.ò  

[T30, 269a18] ̮ ̯

̢ ̢

̢ 

[Answer:] those wise men now should eliminate the poison of the sectarian bias and 

think about [this] with the wisdom of the middle. Does the thesis I set up contradict direct 

perception produced in the continuity of oneôs own self or contradict the direct perception 

produced in the continuity of others?
371

 In regard to the bias that [my thesis] contradicts 

the direct cognition produced by the continuity of oneôs own self, [my answer is that] the 

self-natures 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. Hence, my thesis does not contradict direct perception 

produced in the continuity of oneôs own self.  

                                                 

371
  (xiangxu/prabandha) directly means continuity. However, herein, it means the continuity of oneôs 

mind and body. Hence, the continuity of oneôs own self simply means oneôs own self, and the continuity 

of others means other people.    
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[T30, 269a21] ̢

̡ ̡ ̢

̢ 

In regard to the assertion that [my thesis] contradicts the direct perception produced 

in the physical-mental continuum of others, [my answer is that] it will be reasonable to 

say that the extra appearances perceived by the one who has impure eyes, and unreal hair, 

fly, a moon perceived by the one who has a eye-disease, are illusory appearances and 

violate direct perception. Therefore, my thesis does not violate the direct perception 

produced in othersô physical-mental continuum.
372

 

[T30, 269a28] 

̢ ̢ ̢

̢ ̢

̢ 

If [your assertion regarding the contradiction] is commonly referred to the 

conventional direct perception of fools and so on, [my thesis] does not reject 

conventional existence. Hence, (my thesis) violates nothing. Thus, it is not true for [you] 

to claim that [my thesis] violates common perception. If [you] claim that [my thesis] 

violates the common understanding of my own doctrine, it is unreasonable. That is 

                                                 

 
372

 The MHK has the same description as the passage (MHK III.251~252). Malcolm D Eckel. To See the 

Buddha: A Philosopher's Quest for the Meaning of Emptiness (San Francisco, Calif.: Harper San 

Francisco, 1992), 27. 
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because my own doctrine agrees with [my thesis]. 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. If [you] claim that [my thesis] violates 

the common understanding of othersô doctrines, it is unreasonable, too. That is because, 

all theses are produced to refute the common understanding of othersô [doctrines].           

[T30, 269b03] ̢

̢ ̪ ̢̫ ̪

̢̫ ̢

̢

̢ 

If [you] claim that [my thesis] contradicts 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 beings. The VaiŜeἨikas 

claim, ñAll different true color-forms possess different substances.ò
373

 The SǕἂkhyǕs 

claim, ñThe intellect itself is not mental phenomena and substantially existent before its 

occurring and extinction.ò
374

 [According to your objection,] those [theories] and so forth 

which promote the doctrines of their own sects should be considered to contradict 

                                                 

373
According to vaiŜeἨikaôs theory, color-form (rȊpa) being a physical composition belongs to the second 

category (guna-padǕrta) of the seven categories (sapta-padǕrta). Different color-forms are composed of 

different substances (dravya) such as earth, water, light, air and void which are classified in the first 

category (dravya- padǕrta). Radhakrishan. Indian Philosophy (New York: Humanities Press INC, 1971), 

194~195. 
374

According to SǕkhyǕs, Bodhi which is a composition of both material and spiritual substance is the 

basic source of obtaining knowledge. Ibid.,262~263 & 294~297.  
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common cognition. However, we should not consider [their theories to contradict the 

common cognition] because they all examine things in terms of ultimate reality. Thus, it 

(the issue) does not concern with the common cognition of cowherds. 

 Moreover, in the establishment of my thesis, óultimate realityô has been used as a 

discriminating condition to apply to the thesis we have established. Therefore, the 

contradictions you speak of are absurd. Likewise, there is not a contradiction our thesis. 

2.1.2. Responding to certain opponents 

[T30, 269b13]̮ ̯ ̪ ̪

̫ ̢̫ 

̮ ̯ ̢ ̢

̪ ̫ ̪ ̫ ̢ 

[Objection:]Moreover, others say, ñthe proponents of emptiness, in terms of ultimate 

reality, establish that eyes-media, etc. are empty. This has the fault of the thesis having an 

un-established subject as well the fault of having an inferential reason with an un-

established locus.ò 

 [Answer:] This is not reasonable. Because cowherds can commonly know that the 

eyes-media being used as example to accomplish [our thesis] have been established [by 

us] to be the thesis, and thus, [the eyes-media are] the reasoning. [The mistake you 
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indicate] is both a counterfeit mistake of an invalid subject and a counterfeit mistake of 

an invalid reason.  

2.1.3. Responding to the conflict between svabhǕva and pratǭtyasamutpǕda          

[T30, 269b18]̮ ̯ ̪ ̬

̭

̢̫̮ ̯ ̢

̪ ̫ ̢

̢

̢ ̢ 

[Objection:]The contemptible NyaiyǕyika make this criticism,
375

 ñIf in terms of true 

nature, eyes, etc. are all empty because they are produced by conditions, then how 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 contradicting your own proposition.ò  

[Answer :] If this is [your formal reasoning] to indicate and correct the fault of our 

thesis in order to show that our reason does not have a similar example or cannot be 

                                                 

375
 The Chinese term ñò can have two interpretations. The first one is óSome contemptible 

NyaiyǕyika.ô The second one is óSomeone who is not rational.ô ñ ò can be a Chinese translation 

for NyaiyǕyika. However, in abhidharma literature, the SarvǕstivǕdins also address themselves ó

ô which means the rational one in this case. According to Bhavyaôs retort which focuses on rebuking for 

the assertion that the words (sound) are permanent, the opponents should be someone from MǭmǕsǕ 

School. Thus, óSomeone who is not rational may be a better translation for this Chinese term here. Sastri 

in his reconstruction adopts the first interpretation óNyaiyǕyikaô(Sastri 8). 
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established, [your thesis has the same problem.] For example, [you] claim, ñsound is 

eternal because all existences other [than sound] are impermanent.ò This is to show that 

[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 does not have a parallel 

example. How can anything be both permanent and not included in all existence? This is 

not reasonable. [In my thesis,] since óarising through conditions,ô the reasoning and the 

example of illusion are things that are generally understood. Therefore, the reasoning and 

example are both established. In this case, your criticism cannot satisfy intelligent people.  

2.1.4 Responding to the proponents who advocate self-nature                

[T30, 269b27]̮ ̯ ̪ ̢

̢ ̢

̢̫ 

[Objection:]The proponents of [the idea] of self-nature, moreover, state the following 

objection, ñYou have to accept there is a nature of an eyes-faculty because [an eyes-

faculty] possesses activity.
376

 Things that do not possess natures do not have activities, 

such as the son of a barren woman. The eyes-faculty has an activity because they produce 

eye-consciousness. Since the reason of activity has been stated, one must ascertain eyes 

to have natures.ò
377

 

                                                 

 
376

 The Sanskrit for activity is sakǕritra (Sastri, 43.8) 

 
377

 According to the description, the opponents here could be SarvǕstivǕdins. See chapter 3-2 of my 

dissertation.     
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[T30, 269c01]̮ ̯

̢ ̢

̪ ̢

̢̫ ̪ ̫

̢  

[Answer:] 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 established what is already proved. If it is established 

according to ultimate reality, there are no similar examples. You only establish the 

intended object through negation of heterogeneous instances. This does not make sense. 

For example, those who support the permanence of sound say, ñsound is permanent 

because it has the nature of being heard. A vase and so forth is impermanent because it 

has no nature of being heard. Since sound is heard, its nature is permanent.ò According to 

the parallel examples that can be known conventionally, [their] reason, óbecause of 

possessing activityô is a mutually contradictory cause.
378

 Therefore, everything such as 

eyes and so forth included within worldly conventions has self-natures.  

2.1.5 Responding to criticism of reason and example  

                                                 

378
 The logic of this argument could be as following: according to those who support the permanence of 

sound, a vase, even it possesses a function, is not permanent because it cannot be. Thus, ópossessing 

functionsô is a mutually contradictory reason because someone uses to support a self-nature, on the 

contrary, others use to support impermanence.          
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[T30, 269c08]̮ ̯ ̪ ̡

̢̫ 

̮ ̯ ̢

̢ ̢

̢ ̢

̢ 

[Objection:] Others again object, ñThe reason and the example are all included in the 

thesis, óconditioned things are empty.ô Because they are in the same category, [the thesis] 

has the fault of the lack of inference.ò  

[Answer :] this verse speaks in a general manner of the cognition as the effect. 

Within the observation and establishing formal proof statements, eyes 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 establish the main thesis that all conditioned things are 

empty. The reason óproduced by conditionsô is accepted by both sides;
379

 thus, it is not 

invalid. If [I said], ñeyes are empty because their natures are empty,ò such a reason 

possesses a fault. [My thesis] does not lack an example. Illusions are [examples]. If the 

example, illusions, was established as thesis, I 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 objects, ñFor the thesis that all 

conditioned things are empty in their natures, since the óreasoningô is also a composite 

existence, its nature is also empty. Thus, the reason has the fault of being 

unestablished.ò
380

 

 [Answer:] [According to your rejection,] my [óreasoningô] seems to be 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, 

ñbecause the causes are contained in all formations, and hence do not have self-natures, it 

has the fallacy of unestablished [reason].ò  

                                                 

380
 This sentence means that because the reasoning is also empty, it cannot have the function to support the 

thesis.  
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The SǕkhyas set up the thesis that the three guἈas i.e. rajas, sattva, and tamas are 

the nature of all things because they are different from mental phenomena.
381

 Someone 

objects, ñThe reason ómental phenomenaô is also included in the things and uses sattva, 

etc. as its nature. Thus, there is the fallacy of an unestablished [reason].ò  

Moreover, the VaiŜeikas set up the thesis that sounds are impermanent because it is 

produced. Someone objects, ñThe óreasonô employs sounds as its substance and is 

impermanent, too. It has the fallacy of unestablished [reason].  

Although the opponents of these various theses like the above seek the faults of these 

philosophers, according to what has been stated above, they consequently cannot 

invalidate othersô theories. If their reasoning [to oppose othersô theses] is valid, where 

can one establish an influence to invalidate the theory that I desire to state?
382

   

2.1.7 Responding to nihilistic argument of the reason  

[T30, 269c27] ̮ ̯ ̪ ̫ ̪ ̫

̪ ̫ ̢ ̪ ̫ ̢

̪ ̫ ̪ ̫ ̢ ̪ ̫

̢ ̪ ̫

                                                 

381
 Radhakrishan, Indian Philosophy 262~265. 

382
 That is because any reasoning people provide will be self invalid according to the argument proposed by 

those who have little wisdom.  
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̢

̢̫ 

[Objection:]Again, someone objects, ñIf óbecause of arising by condition,ô [is the 

reasoning], the óreasoningô cannot support what should be established because of its 

empty nature, for example, the sound made by the son of a barren woman. This reason 

has a problem of self-invalidation. If [you] say that [the reasoning] is recognized by the 

opponent sects as a valid reasoning, it is also not logical. That is because in terms of the 

opponent sects, [the reasoning,] óbecause of the empty-natureô does not have a clear 

object.
383

 If ónon-objectô could be adopted as reasoning, the reasoning would be invalid 

because there is no non-existence.
384

 If the object manifested by illusions could be the 

reasoning, [it will be invalid because] the sound of the son of a barren woman does not 

exist. This example has nothing to support. Moreover, the sound made by a magic 

manifestation has the problem of instabilities because it can accomplish infinite matters 

of pleasures for sentient beings. It is not that a reason can be established as reasoning 

only with the opponentsô promise. Either the establishment [reasoning] or the established 

[thesis] cannot be accomplished. It is like the invalid reasoning in other sects because it is 

destroyed by contradicting inference. Hence, a big mistake always follows. 

                                                 

383
  (yi/ artha): An object or meaning.  

384
 This sentence means that non-existence cannot be considered to be a type of existences, and hence, it 

cannot be a reason to support a thesis.     
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[T30, 270a07] ̮ ̯ ̢

̢ ̢

̢ ̢ ̢ 

[Answer :] for example, [in Buddhism] knowledge
385

 is classified into the category 

of factors disassociated from thought because it is subsumed in the factor of formation 

like the name-form.
386

 [In the VaiŜeika school], space is impermanent because it is 

dependent upon guἈas. For example, [in the Sa khyǕ school], the self is established on 

the basis of earth, etc. but not on thought, because thought which is ultimately existent is 

not an experiential thing. Such kinds of arguments invalidate all theses [they desire to 

propose] because mistakes always follow. Hence, the reason which must be accepted by 

both parties [of a debate] can be called reasoning. According to this logic, [my thesis] 

does not have the fault that you accused.  

2.1.8 Responding to criticism on the proposition         

[T30, 270a13]̮ ̯ ̪

̡ ̢ ̢

̢̫ 

                                                 

385
 (feixinxiangying/cittaviprayuktasaἄskǕra) means the factor disassociated from thought. 

(hui/praj¶Ǖ) in the Buddhist systems of classifications of existence such as  AbhidharmakoŜa and 

Pañcaskandhaprakara is classified into the category of mental factors (caittasikǕ). However, herein, it is 

classified into the category of cittaviprayuktasamskara (factors disassociated from thought). This 

sentence should be re-examined. 
386

(mingshen/nǕmakaya) is one of the cittaviprayuktasaἄskǕra and means name-form.  
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̮ ̯ ̢

̢ ̢ ̢ 

[Objection:] Some others who are not skilful in logical argument, in order to show 

the fault of our thesis, further state the following criticism, ñIf all self-natures are empty, 

the property to be proved (sǕdhya) and the reason (sǕdhana) cannot be established, for 

example, like the sound produced from the son of a barren woman. Because the reason is 

subsumed within conditioned things, [its nature] which is the same as the property to be 

proved is also empty. Because the property and the reason are both empty, they are not 

established.ò  

[Answer:] The accusation of things in [our] thesis and reason focuses on the self-

nature of things in order to show the fault of our thesis. Their reason [against us] is not 

accepted by both parties and inconclusive. Their example is invalid. Those accusations, 

just like what have been explained before, do not make sense. Although they propose 

these accusations [against us], they cannot conceal the mistakes of 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 other arguments to conceal the faults of their theses, and 

say thus, ñThe meaning of the thesis, i.e., the so-called emptiness of conditioned things in 

terms of the true nature has not been fully explained. If óall conditioned things are empty 

in terms of the true natureô is the thesis, the statement you use [to establish your thesis] is 

also subsumed within 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 expressions [you use to establish your thesis] 

invalidate the thesis you have established, and this fault of thesis is called, ñcontradicting 

your own words.ò
387

 For example, the establishment of the thesis, ñEverything which is 

said is false.ò If óin terms of the reality, all conditioned things are inexistentô is the thesis, 

then it will deprecate all things by considering them to be inexistent. That will become a 

false view.ò  

[T30, 270a20] ̮ ̯  

    

[answer:] Here, for example, it is said: 

                                                 

387
 ñ ò (Svavacanavirodha) is, as mentioned before, the mistake of that the thesis 

contradicts oneôs own assertion.   
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One definitely relies on oneself. Who says that [one should] rely upon others? 

A wise one is skillful to cultivate [oneself] and thus is able to obtain the 

happiness of ascending to the heavens.
388

   

[T30, 270a29] ̢

̢ ̪

̢̫

̢

̢ ̢

̢ ̪ ! ̢̫ ̪

̢̫

̢ 

This verse speaks of the mind as a self in terms of conventional reality, and in terms 

of ultimate reality, no-self is established. The verse does not contradict its own words. 

The fault of my thesis [that 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 

ultimate reality, establishes all things as emptiness. Thus, there is no fault in the thesis.  

For example, someone says, ñAll living beings that are born must consequently die. 

The words that the Muni speaks are not false. [The Muni] himself having been born must 

                                                 

388
 Sastri English translation is, ñthe self is the self protector. What other protector could there be? Through 

the proper training of the self, the wise reach heavenò (Sastri 47, note 66).      
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consequently die because life and death are not separated.ò [Here,] the thesis he sets up 

can approve his own return to death. Because [his return to death] is established by the 

thesis, there is no contradiction in his own words. The fault [you indicate] in my thesis is 

like the same situation. In the proposition, ñIn terms of reality, conditioned things are 

empty because they arise through conditions,ò the words which are used to establish the 

thesis are empty as well because they are produced by conditions. The words are not 

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

words themselves are empty in nature. Because [the emptiness of words] is established by 

the thesis, there is no fault of invalidating my own thesis.  

[Likewise,] a Brahman says, ñBhagavǕn! I do not recognize any theses.ò The Buddha 

says, ñBrahman! Do you accept your own thesis or not?ò Herein, the Brahman accepts his 

own thesis and says, ñI do not recognize any theses.ò Because his words contradict his 

own thesis, he has the fault of invalidating his own words. The fault does not happen in 

all such causes.
389

 

[T30, 270b13] ̪ ̢̫ ̪

̢̫ ̢

̢ ̪ ̫ ̢ ̪ ̫

̢ ̢

̪

                                                 

389
 This is a very famous story from the ǔgama and cited again and again by the later texts (T2,449a).  
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̢ ̢̫ ̢

̢ ̢ 

On some occasions, the BhagavǕn says, ñAll formations are selfless,ò and on other 

occasions he says, ñAll formations are impermanent but have properties of arising and 

cessation.ò If it was not like the explanation above, the Buddha should have the same 

fault when he says, ñall phenomena are no-self and impermanent.ò However, he does not 

have such fault because [the thesis] negates both the natures of self and permanence of 

formations.  

The thesis intends [the principle] of óno-selfô to be permanent. The same situation 

happens in my thesis. The words óthe emptiness of conditioned thingsô of the thesis also 

promises an empty-nature. 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, [another] example is that SǕkhyǕs consider sattva, etc. the nature of all 

phenomena. Someone may object, ñIf sattva, etc. is the intrinsic nature of all phenomena, 

the expression to establish their thesis should also have sattva, etc. to be its nature. If 

those [sattva, etc.] are not the nature of the words of the thesis, they should not be the 

nature of all phenomena.ò
390

 However, there is no such fault in the thesis.  

                                                 

390
 According to the philosophy of SǕkhyǕs, all phenomena are composed of three substances which are 

Sattva, rajas, and tamas. Radhakrishan, Indian Philosophy 262~265.  
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Just like (in the Buddhaôs teaching), the thesis which establishes no-self and 

impermanence of conditioned things does not have the fault those opponents indicate. 

This thesis does not have such a fault because it has been established.  

(T30, 270b25)̮ ̯ ̪

̢̫̮ ̯ ̢

̪ ̢̫

̢ 

̮ ̯ ̪

̢̫̮ ̯

̢ 

[Objection:]Furthermore, those theorists, instead of saving their own thesis, object, 

ñIf in terms of reality, conditioned things are unreal, the language that demonstrates the 

non-reality of conditioned things should be unreal as well.ò  

[Answer:] This reproach cannot cover the fault of your own thesis by misleadingly 

indicating the fault of othersô theses. It is like that a fool thief who has been caught 

cannot prove his guiltlessness, but accuses others, ñYou are a thief, tooò instead. This is 

not a speech through a careful consideration.  

[Objection:]They further state, ñIf the proposition that in terms of reality, all 

conditioned things are inexistent is the thesis, it will deprecate all things by considering 

them to be inexistent. That will become a false view.ò  
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[Answer:] Here, the meaning of my thesis has been fully demonstrated before. That 

is, there is a difference between empty, the lack of intrinsic nature, and false appearances. 

Not all existences are considered to be inexistent. You should not make such an 

objection.   

 

2.1.10 Responding to theorists who are clever and arrogant 

[T30, 270c06]̮ ̯ ̪

̢̫ 

[Objection:]Moreover, some other theorists who are clever and arrogant state the 

following objection, ñIf all conditioned things, in terms of ultimate reality, are like 

illusions which are empty and possess no self-nature, this means that they are inexistent. 

The attachment to inexistence becomes the view of non-existence.ò    

[T30, 270c08]̮ ̯ ̢

̢ ̪ ̫ ̢

̪ ̫ ̢

̪ ̫ ̢̪ ̫

̡ ̡ ̢

̢

̢ ̢
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̢ ̢

̢ 

[Answer:] They are willing to conceal the fault of their own thesis by establishing 

this reproach. [The thesis and the reproach] both possess faults. The thesis established by 

the theorists of non-emptiness slanders ultimate reality and hence, possesses a great fault. 

The empty my thesis brings out is to highlight the side of negation, and the óinexistenceô 

is only used to negate ósubstance.ô Beyond this function, there is no other function to 

demonstrate other meanings. For example, when one conventionally says, ñNot white silk 

fabric!ò, [others] should not interpret this proposition to express black silk fabric and by 

means of this interpretation even indicate the speakerôs fault of his proposition. The 

[function] of the words, óNot white silk fabricô is only to negate white silk fabric, and 

beyond this function, there is no other faculty to express black, red, or yellow silk fabric.  

In the present proposition, [the thesis] avoids eternalism regarding conditioned things 

in terms of ultimate reality by negating intrinsic nature, and in the same manner, 

regarding [conventional reality], [the thesis] avoids the view of nihilism by negating no-

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 negated.
391

 When the objects [the mind works on] cease, the mind 

itself immediately ceases.  

                                                 

391
 The Chinese term óô is savacittagocara in Sanskrit which means the object on which the 

mind works.  
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[The Buddha] on one occasion told ǔnanda that attachment to a nature would fall to 

eternalism, and the attachment to non-nature would fall to nihilism.
392

 On another 

occasion, [the Buddha] told KǕŜyapa that existence was one extreme, and inexistence was 

another.
393

 According to the ǔgama and those reasons which have been stated, the thesis I 

establish does not have the fault of view of nihilism, which is defiled by excrement.  

2.1.11. Responding to the people who cannot endure a mass of faults their 

thesis 

[T30, 270c24]̮ ̯ ̪

̡ ̢

̢̫̮ ̯ ̢ 

[Objection:]The people who cannot endure a mass of faults assembling at their 

thesis, in order to cover up [their mistake], again, make the following statement, 

ñAlthough the theorists of emptiness frequently seek non-conceptual wisdom, they 

always discriminate the empty nature of composite and unconditioned things. Because 

that [discrimination] becomes an imagining postulation with attachment, they destroy the 

thesis they intend. [Answer:] this argument has been rebutted, and hence, [my thesis] has 

no such fault. 

                                                 

392
 In Tsaahan ( ) no.193, The Buddha states, ñǔnanda! The assertion of the existence of self falls in 

the eternalism, and the assertion of the inexistence of self falls in nihilism. The Buddhaôs teaching is free 

from those two extreme and corresponds to the middle path.ò (T2, 444c)     
393

 The ordinary people depend on two kinds of bases ˈ i.e. they are attached to what is to be contacted as 

existing or non-existing. Because they are attached to what is to be contacted, [there results the views of] 

existence (eternalism) or non-existence (nihilism) (T2, 85c).  
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2.1.12. Responding to some other opponents 

[T30, 270c27]̮ ̯ ̪ ̡

̢̫ 

̮ ̯

̢ ̢ ̪

̡ ̢̫

̡ ̢ ̪ ̡

̢ ̢̫

̢ ̢ 

[Objection:]Others further argue, ñIs the reasoning of emptiness you argue for from 

the perspective of the ultimate or the conventional existences? The reasoning cannot be 

valid both from your own side and the opponentsô.ò 

[Answer:] The [reason] that 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 logic.
394

 Hence, our thesis you object seems to have the fault of being 

unestablished, but it is not really unestablished. For example, the VaiŜeikas set up the 

thesis that sounds are impermanent because they are produced.
395

 The proponents of 

eternal sound indicate their fault by saying, ñ[They] discriminate the reasoning [for their 

thesis] by asserting that [sounds] are produced by a throat or sticks, etc. Thus, the 

                                                 

394
 The Chinese term ñò directly means óthe one who understand the logic instead of the school of 

NyaiyǕyika.    
395

 Nandalal Sinha. trans. The VaiŜeἨika SȊtras of KaἈǕda (Delhi: Sudhidra Nathbasu, M.B., 1986), 97~99. 
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explanation for the reasoning is not successful.ò
396

 The SǕkhyas consider that the five 

sentient faculties such as the ability of smelling, etc. are not composed of color-forms 

because they are the basic faculties like the mental faculty.
397

 The opponents argue, ñThe 

reason that those faculties can be the reason is because they are basic faculties like the 

five great elements or sattva, etc. Such reasoning cannot be established for both their own 

and opponentsô sides.ò Those two theses do not seem to be successfully established, but 

they are not really unsuccessfully established. The present situation is like this.  

2.1.13. Responding to the critique of the example      

 [T30, 271a09]̮ ̯

̪

̢ ̢ ̢

̢̫ 

[Objection:] Other theorists, because their minds are confused by arrogant 

intelligence and the cupidity of their own thesis, 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 example of our proposition, ñthe various forms such as 

elephants, horses, rabbits, etc. which are transformed and manifested from matters such 

as flowers, fruits, rocks and so on by magic mantra and medications are not considered to 

                                                 

396
 Since both sides (the VaiŜeikas and their opponents) accept the same reason (sound are composed), for 

each of them, there is no any reason to indicate the otherôs fault.  
397

 According to the SǕkhyǕs, the five organs of perception (j¶ana-indriya) such as the functions as sight, 

hearing, etc. are not composed of physical elements. Radhakrishan,  Indian Philosophy 270~271.       
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be empty in nature by our school.
398

 Hence, the example is missed because there is 

nothing to be established. If [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 manner.
399

 If those which do not 

possess other natures are considered to be empty, the thesis has a fault. As soon as the 

thesis is established, [the fault] is accomplished.ò   

 [T30, 27a16]̮ ̯

̢ ̪

̢ ̢̫

̢ ̢ ̢

̢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 

and medicines. Because those elephants, horses and so on are empty in nature, they can 

be used as examples. The meaning [of the example] is successfully established.  

                                                 

398
 That is because flowers and fruits are existent.  

399
 This argument means that although eyes-source does not possess othersô nature, it possesses its own 

self-nature. Hence, it should not be considered to be empty.   
400

 The contrast between the conventional things and the magical appearances can be found in the verse 77 

of MHK. P. Hoornaert. ñAn Annotated Translation of MadhyamakahdayakǕrikǕ/TarkajvǕlǕ V.69-84ò 

Kanazawa Daigaku Bungakubu ronshȊ. KǾdǾ kagaku, tetsugaku hen No.22 (2002), 128.     
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If you further object, ñEven though these elephants and horses, etc. produced by 

magic do not possess the nature of those real elephants and horses, etc., it is wrong to 

infer that the nature of these [real elephants etc.] are empty because the nature of those 

[magic elephants etc.] are empty. Donôt [you see] that if something appears as a certain 

figure, the nature of this certain figure must exist. The example will be the flowers and 

fruit that you accept.ò 

 If thus, the forms [such as elephants, horses, etc.] produced by magic should possess 

the nature of those real elephants and horses. In fact, they 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 established since our thesis is that conditioned things such 

as eyes etc. are empty in terms of their intrinsic natures. 

2.1.14 Responding to someone who insists upon a different idea from ŜȊnyatǕ             

[T30, 271a27]̮ ̯ ̪

̢ ̢

̢̫ 

̮ ̯ ̪ ̫ ̪ ̢̫

̢

̢ ̢ ̢ 
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[Objection:]Moreover, some others who possess the knowledge different from 

ŜȊnyatǕ manifest the fault of the example from a different [point], ñEven though those 

illusory people are not real people, and hence, they are considered to be empty, the nature 

of those illusory people are not empty. That is because there are the figures of those 

illusory people manifesting. According to this reason, the thesis you set up is invalid 

because the example is not valid.  

[Answer:] Now, we should question them, ñAre those figures of the illusory people 

produced from conditions or not?ò [The opponents] answer, ñYes, they are produced 

from conditions.ò [The author responds] ñIf so, what is delusion? [Delusion is that] 

something does not exist as what it appears. Donôt [you see] that eyes, etc. are produced 

from conditions and do not exist as they appear. The example is valid, and thus, the thesis 

of non-nature is valid. You have to accept.ò  

[T30, 271b05]̮ ̯ ̪ ̢

̢

̢̫ 

[Objection:]They answer, ñWe should not accept because those illusory people are 

not real people. Through a careful analysis, relative the real people, these [illusory 

people] 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 careful analysis, relative to those [composite existence of eyes], these [eyes] 

are considered to be empty in nature. In such a situation, it can be accepted.ò  
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[T30, 271b09]̮ ̯

̢ ̢ ̪ ̫

̢ ̪ ̢̫

̪ ̢

̪ ̫ ̢

̢ ̪ ̫ ̢ ̢ 

[Answer:] Although there is no other eyes, etc. which separate from the eyes we 

mention, those things are produced by conditions with an empty nature. Due to this 

reason, the sǕdhya (property to be proved) and the reason are both established. By means 

of this example, it is enough to prove the meaning of the example. If you now 

differentiate qualities of the subject from the example, it leads to the fault of 

differentiating similarity.
401

 That will reveal the little knowledge of the opponents. For 

example, the VaiŜeikas insist that sound is impermanent because it is composed, like a 

pot. Those opponents should not object, ñA vase is made by a mass of mud, wheels, etc. 

Because it can be burned, 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 similarity. Therefore, you should accept the empty nature of eyes, etc. 

                                                 

401
In The Reinterpretation of NyǕyapraveŜa ( ), ̪ ̫ (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. However, the opponents attack the thesis by 

differentiating them (X53, 855).             
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because empty of intrinsic nature is not separate from the basic reason of dependent 

arising. Furthermore, the idea that figures which appear must have natures has been 

negated previously. Here, it would be the same situation. Therefore, what you say cannot 

save the fault of your own school.    

2.1.15 Responding to SǕkhyas  

[T30, 271b20]̮ ̯ ̪ ̢̬

̭ ̬ ̭ ̢

̢ ̢̫ 

[Objection:] Some SǕkhyǕs make such objection, ñWe establish that the 

congregation of transformers such as Mahat, etc. is something to be manifested.
402

 

óBecause of causal productionô cannot be established as the reasoning. All existences 

possess all natures (prakἠti). Every substance (prakἠti) pervades in all existences. Those 

illusory people also have this nature (prakἠti). If this is considered to be empty in nature, 

there is no parallel example.ò
403

   

[T30, 271b23]̮ ̯ ̢

̢ ̢

                                                 

402
 In SǕkhya philosophy, all phenomena are composed of the twenty-five substances. Herein, puruἨa 

(spiritual self) and prakἠti (self-nature) are the even more fundamental substances which can transform 

themselves (pariǕma) into other elements. Thus, these two elements pervade in all existences. 

Radhakrishan, Indian Philosophy 266~276.             
403

 Since nothing is not pervaded by prakἠti even an illusion, there is no parallel example for the thesis of 

empty-nature.  
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̢

̢

̢ ̢ 

[Answer :] Here, the senses of colors-forms (rupa) will be taken as an example to 

observe [your theory]. The senses of color-forms are not simple reflected by perceived 

objects. [The senses] are different according to different conditions. For example, 

according to the different conditions such as the mass of mud, wheels, sticks, pottersô 

willingness, etc., there are different pots such as big or small sizes. Thus, according to the 

different conditions such as eyes and etc., the senses of color-forms change differently. 

According to the sensitivity of eye-sense 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 manifested by a lamp, medicine 

beans, and sun. The sense of color-forms is different [from that]. Just as the observation 

of the sense of colors, eyes etc. are the same. This meaning is really a conventionally 

universal understanding. Hence, there is no any fault of not being established in the 

reason.  

[T30, 271c03]

̢

̢ ̢

̢
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̢

̢ 

Moreover, relying on manifested matters or non-manifested matters, do you mean, 

ñAll matters possess all naturesò? If in terms of manifested matters, you hold that all 

matters possess all natures, the manifested matter of a vase does not only exist in a vase 

but also pervades in a sink bowl because the manifested matter of a vase pervades all 

matters. Thus, a vase should pervade countless hundred thousands yojana places. In a 

vase, there should be the manifested matter of a sink bowl. Not only the manifested 

matter of a vase has been reflected but also 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 obtained in anytime and anyplace. Therefore, it is not logical for your 

school to hold the idea that all matters possess all natures in terms of manifested matters.  

[T30, 271c12]

̢

̢ ̢ ̢

̪ ̫ ̢

̢ ̢ ̢ 

If you hold that all matters possess all natures in terms of non-manifested matters, 

such an attachment has to be examined through an extensive observation in order to know 
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its accuracy. It 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 have a fault, and 

the meaning of empty-nature we set up is valid. You SǕkhyǕs depend on no basis [to 

criticize my thesis]. It is not that every substance pervades in all existences because each 

one must have a cause, i.e., the basis that a substance can rely upon. Thus, the theory that 

the substance (prakἠti) is the cause to produce sattva, rajas, tamas, mahat and other 

elements should be extensively expounded. Due to the destruction of the assertion that 

every sense-faculty pervades in all sense-objects, there is no the substance of sense-

faculties in 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 on paratantra in YogǕcǕra School  

2.2.1 The YogǕcǕrin interpretation of ŜȊnyatǕ    

[T30, 271c22]̮ ̯ ̪ ̢

̬ ̢̭

̢̫ 

[Objection:]According to YogǕcǕra-theorists, there is an assertion, ñYou consider 

conditioned things to be empty in terms of the reality because [they] are produced from 

conditions. If this statement means, óAll conditioned things are produced from conditions 

and not automatically produced. Hence, they are considered to be empty in the sense that 
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[they] do not have intrinsic nature with regard their origination,ô
404

 [Your statement 

corresponds with the YogǕcǕra assertion and conforms to the right doctrine.ò               

[T30, 271c25] ̪ ̢

̢̫ ̪ ̢

̢

̢̬ ̭ ̢̬ ̭ ̢

̢ 

They further say, ñThat on the basis of which [there is] emptiness is exactly 

inexistent. This on the basis of which there is emptiness is really existent. Such emptiness 

is what the teacher of gods and men [the Buddha] exactly taught.ò
405

  

This teaching intends to state that on the basis of dependent nature
406

, the imagined 

nature (parikalpita) is inexistent because [the dependent nature] does not have [the 

imagined] own nature.
407

 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 not like that on the basis 

                                                 

404
 (shengwuxing/utpattiniỠsvabhǕvata) is translated as that (they) do not have intrinsic nature with 

regard their origination in English. It is one of the three non-nature doctrine of YogǕcǕra. In order to 

interpret the doctrine of ŜȊnyatǕ in the Praj¶ǕpǕramitǕsȊtra as well as avoiding nihilism, YogǕcǕra-

theorists proposed the teaching of three natures and three non-natures. SaἂdhinirmocanasȊtra (the 

chapter of all dharma characteristics) (T16, 693a~b).   
405

 The sentence, ñOn the basis of that, (there is) emptiness. That is exactly inexistent. On the basis of this, 

there is emptiness. This is in fact existentò is originally from YogǕcǕrabhȊmi 36 (T30, 488c). Its Sanskrit 

is, ñyena hi ŜȊnyaἄ tad asadbhǕvǕt. yac ca ŜȊnyaἄ tad sadbhǕvǕc.ò The Sanskrit-English translation is, 

ñThat by means of which there is an empty is inexistent, and that which is empty is existent.ò Also see J. 

D. Willis. On Knowing Reality : The Tattvartha Chapter of Asavgaôs Bodhisattvabhumi : Translated with 

an Introduction, Commentary, and Notes, (Delihi: Motilal Banarsidass, First Indian Edition,1982), 115.         
406

  (yitaqi/paratantra) is translated as dependent nature in English and is the second nature of the 

three natures.  
407

 The sentence means, ñThe dependent nature does not have the same nature as the imagined.ò Paul 

Hoornaert, ñbecause the dependent nature does not have that [imagined] natureò (81).    
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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. The so-called óthat on the 

basis of which, [there is] emptinessô is the illusively discriminated things, and they do not 

have a self-nature. The so-called, óOn the basis of this, there is emptinessô is things 

originating from conditions, and they have self natures. If [the dependent nature] does not 

exist, it will become nihilism.
408

 

[T30, 272a03] ̡

̡ ̢ ̢

̢ ̢ ̢

̢ ̬ ̭

̢̫ 

 On what basis, what is considered to be empty? Things originating from conditions 

are called the other-dependence 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 [other-dependent nature] is considered to be inexistent, the conventional existences 

are inexistent. It becomes the view of nihilism. We should not talk to and dwell with [the 

                                                 

408
 The same passage can be found in MHKand Tj V-4. Paul hoornaert. ñAn Annotation of 

Madhyamakahrdayakarika/Tarkajvala V.1-7ò Kanazawa University Repository for Academic Resource 

19 (1999), 133, 140.   
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one who asserts such nihilism.] The one will descend into a lower realm and cause other 

to descend [into a lower realm.] 
409

  

According to the [above] explanation, it can be established that the nature of 

imagined postulations is empty, and the nature of other-dependence is existent. It 

corresponds with the right principle. If this means, óBecause the dependent nature is also 

nothingness, the emptiness is established,ô you fall into the deep pit of faults expounded 

above, and also commit a fault of slandering the Buddhaôs holy teachings.  

2.2.2 Responding to YogǕcǕrin interpretation  

2.2.2-1 Questioning the YogǕcǕrin interpretation   

[T30, 272a10]̮ ̯

̢ ̨ ̩

̢ 

[Answer:]Herein, [I] even extensively debate with those who generate the vow in 

other vehicles and other religions in order to obtain the good teaching and be free from 

stinginess and jealousness, let alone with those in the same vehicle. Because it is time to 

debate, and [the debate] should be discussed in short. The extensive argument has been 

                                                 

409
 The same description of this statement can be found in verses 82 and 83ab in MHK. ñIf things have no 

inherent nature, conventional designations also will not exist. He [who propound this] is a nihilist to 

whom one should not talk and with whom one should not dwell togetherò(82) ñNot only is such a 

[nihilist] himself destined for an unhappy existence, but he also leads others to miseryò(83as).  Hoornaert, 

ñTarkajvǕlǕ V.69-84ò 131. The original content is from BBH 46 (T30, 488c).      
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given in the chapter of Enter into the True Ambrosia (of Heart of the Middle Way).
410

 I 

will not repeat [them all] because those who are afraid of extensive writings will be 

unhappy. 

[T30, 272a14]

̪

̫ ̢ 

̢ ̢

̢

̢ ̢

̢ 

What do [you] mean [when you] say that because conditioned things are produced 

from conditions and do not automatically occur, they are considered to be empty in terms 

of the lack of intrinsic nature with regard to their origination? If you intend to say, ñThe 

conditioned things such as eyes, on the basis of other-dependence (paratantra) do not 

occur from causes, and thus, they are permanent and imperishable. Eyes, etc. are called 

emptiness because their self-nature does not exist.ò You establish what is identical with 

the schools of SǕkhya, VaiŜeika and so on because they all accept this assertion?  

                                                 

410
 According to Chinese commentaries such as̨ ̩ (The Commentary of 

SaἂdhinirmocanasȊtra)(X21,240b),̨ ̩(The Light to Understanding the 

Accomplishment of YogǕcǕra) (T,733b) ̨ ̩(Enter into the True Ambrosia) is one of the  

chapter of the Heart of the Middle Way(Madhyamaka-hἠdaya-kǕrikǕ). 
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However, eyes, etc. are not caused to be empty instead they are empty in their own 

nature. You should say that they are empty because of non-origination and lack of 

intrinsic nature, and should not say that in the sense of lack of intrinsic nature with regard 

to their origination, they (eyes etc.) are considered to be empty.  

Suppose that when they occur, they occur from intrinsic-nature in the ultimate sense, 

how can they be called ólack of intrinsic nature with regard to their originationô? If they 

are truly non-originated, [you] should not insist the existent of the true nature of 

consciousness because of lack of substance.
411

 If thus, there is a fault of negating your 

own thesis.  

If because [things] are automatically originating on the basis of other- dependence, 

they are empty and non-existent, they are considered to be empty, this [assertion] still 

commits a fault of establishing what is proved. If you insist that all things depend on 

other conditions (i.e., dependent nature), they are not really empty. They should not be 

called emptiness. It is different from ours. How can my assertion correspond with 

YogǕcǕra-theoristsô assertion?  

2.2.2-2 Reinterpretation of paratantra  

[T30, 272a26] ̪ ̢̫

̢

                                                 

411
InVasubandhuôs TriἂsikǕ-vij¶aptimǕtratǕsiddhi, in expounding the perfect-nature, it describes it as, 

ñThe ultimate reality of all dharma is tatathatǕ which is always in accord with its own nature, i.e. 

vij¶Ǖnamatra- bhȊtatathatǕ (T31,61a). Hence,  (weizhishixing/ vij¶ǕptimǕtratǕ- bhȊtatathatǕ) 

is the perfect-nature (pariniἨpanna) which means the ultimate reality.  
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̪ ̫

̢ 

Furthermore, in regard to their statement, ñThat on the basis of which [there is] 

emptiness is exactly inexistent. This on the basis of which there is emptiness is really 

existentò, [the meaning is as the following :] things such as eyes and so forth that 

originate from conditions are conventionally considered to be real. They are the objects 

(gocara) perceived by common peopleôs cognitions and appear as if they have the 

intrinsic-nature in the conventional reality. If we examine them with the superior wisdom 

from the ultimate reality, they are the same as the illusory people and possess no true 

nature. Hence, it is said, ñThat on the basis of which [there is] emptiness is exactly 

inexistent.ò That is to avoid falling into the fault of eternalism.
412

 

[T30, 272b02] ̢

̪ ̢̫ ̢

̢

̢ 

Just in the same manner as the above assertion that óthatô is considered to be 

inexistent in order to avoid falling into the fault of eternalism, óthisô is considered to be 

existent in order to avoid falling into the fault of nihilism. That is to say, things such as 

                                                 

412
 Hoornaert, ñTarkajvǕlǕ V.69-84ò 124, footnote 1.  
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eyes and so forth produced from conditions are subsumed in conventional reality and 

hence, their intrinsic natures do exist. Unlike flowers in the sky which are completely 

non-existent, they are only established as emptiness in terms of [ultimate] reality. 

Therefore, it is said, ñThis on the basis of which there is emptiness is really existent.ò 

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 self-nature is 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 exist.
413

  

2.2.2-3 Paratantra as the conventional reality 

[T30, 272b10] ̪ ̢̫

̢ ̢

̢ ̢

̢ 

However, they further say, ñIf this is considered to be inexistent, the conventional 

existences are inexistent. It becomes nihilism. We should not talk to [those who assert 

such nihilism.]ò Such a fault [they indicate] is not true. If the nature of other-dependence 

is established as existence in terms of conventional [reality], you establish what is already 

proved. If it is established as existence in terms of ultimate [reality], there is no parallel 

                                                 

 
413

 See Sastri, 59 (footnote 121).  
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example.
414

 Just like that the attachment of decisive nature has been removed, the 

attachment of decisive non-nature should be removed, too. Hence, [you] should not 

accuse us of increasing or decreasing other-dependence. 

[T30, 272b15] ̪ ̫

̢ ̢

̢ 

If [they] say, ñ[Even though] óthe ineffable true nature separating from languageô of 

illusions established by our doctrine does not have a parallel example, it does not mean 

that the principle of the true-nature separating from language, i.e., the establishment is 

invalid.
415

 Hence, it does not have the fault.ò [Answer:] If so, who is able to destroy the 

attachment of the true-nature separating from language proposed by other religious sects? 

That is because those [religious sects] also propose the true-nature which is not the object 

perceived by our intellect and language. 

[T30, 272b19]

̢ ̢ ̡

̢ ̢ 

                                                 

 
414

 Parallel texts is the verse 71 in the MHK, ñif [this is argued] with reference to the conventional [truth], 

[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. Hoornaert, ñTarkajvǕlǕ V.69-84ò 122.      

 
415

 According to BodhisattvabhȊmi of YogǕcǕrabhȊmi,  (liyanshixing/ nirabhilǕpya- svabhǕva) 

which is translated as óthe true-nature separating from languageô is the ultimate nature which is different 

from the conventional nature expressed by language (30,488c).  
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If other-dependence by means of which all existences produced by conditions 

possessed a self-nature in terms of ultimate reality, the illusory people should have the 

self-nature of real people. If they are supposed to possessed other-nature, 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 non-function, true and untrue existences, and 

nature and no-nature are both subsumed by [dependent nature] does not have a similar 

example; or it will be defiled by two faults after it has been established. Hence, it is not 

logical. 

[T30, 272b24] ̢

̢

̢ ̢ 

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 composed] approves the emptiness of the nature and removes the existence of 

the nature, the thesis you establish contradicts inference. What have been produced by 

conditions is commonly known as existences with a nature conventionally. If those 

[natures] are decisively considered to be ultimate existent, one should use this logic to 

destroy 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, 272c02] ̪ ̫

̢ ̪

̢̫ ̢ 

In regard to what you say, ñIt is not like that on the basis of what can expound, that 

which is expounded exists, and it is also not like that on the basis of that which is 

expounded, that which can expound existsò, those opponents [other religious schools] 

do not have any doubt about this. Hence, this saying has to be removed. It has a fault to 

establish [this thesis]. Furthermore, in regard to what has been said, ñOn the basis of the 

nature of other-dependence, the self-nature of the imagined postulations does not existò, 

this thesis also belongs to the [opponentsô] thesis. They do not have any critique on this 

thesis. Hence, this saying has to be removed. It has a fault to establish [this thesis]. 

[T30, 272c04] ̪ ̫

̢

̢

̢ ̢ 

If they assert, ñBecause the nature of the imagined postulations which bases on the 

attachment of what is able to expound and what is expounded has the capacity to 

produce various defilements, it should be removedò, this is not acceptable. Those 

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 the empty of the imagined 

nature only benefits a small part [of people] and does not pervade all. Thus, I do not 

establish it only 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. Responding to some theorists 

[T30, 272c12]̮ ̯ ̪

̪ ̫ ̢ ̢̫ 

[Objection:] Some other scholars object, ñIf the language which is able remove 

self-nature is really existent, you lose your thesis. That is because the reasoning 

becomes undecided. If is not really existent, it has no self-nature. It is not able to destroy 

[self-nature. ] 

[T30, 272c14]̮ ̯ ̢ ̪ ̬

̭ ̢̫ ̡

̢ ̢ 

[Answer:] This is not true. For example, the BhagavǕn has said, ñBrahmin! You 

should know that all that have been pronounced, ótruth or untruthô I declared that they 

are neither true nor false.ò According to such a noble teaching and the reasons which 

have been expounded and will be expounded, in terms of ultimate reality, the true and 

untrue both cannot be established. Therefore, there is no such fault like what you say.   
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[T30, 272c17] ̢

̢ ̢

̢ ̢ 

Moreover, to respond to what you mean and the reason you say that because the 

negated does not exist, the negating does not exist as well. 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 does not 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, ñA Bodhisattva does not make things empty through 

emptiness. All things are themselves empty of intrinsic nature, and so on.ò
416

  

[T30, 272c22] ̪ ̫ ̪ ̫ ̪

̫ ̪ ̢̫ 

Again, for example, when the perceiver perceives the object, it should not be said 

that because the perceived object such as a pitcher, 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, 272c24] ̡ ̡ ̢

̢ ̢

                                                 

416
 This assertion is from KǕŜyapaparivarta. See Sta±l-Holstein, Alexander B. The KǕ­yapaparivarta: A 

MahǕyǕnasȊtra of the RatnakȊἲa Class. Ed. in the Original Sanskrit, in Tibetan and in Chinese by Baron 

A[lexander] Von Sta±l-Holstein (Shanghai: Commercial 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 and proof, you violate your own thesis. The 

expression which is able to negate is not able to prove because [the expression] does not 

have a true nature, just like the sound made by the son of a barren woman. If you allow 

that [the expression] is able to prove the inference, I 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, 272c29] ̪

̫ ̢ ð̪ ̫ ̢

̢

̢ 

Therefore, the inferential perception mentioned above does not have those obstacles. 

Hence, the established thesis, ñThe eyes are empty in nature in terms of the true natureò 

should be logically valid. Furthermore, regarding the so-established reasoning, ñbecause 

of produced by conditionsò is a brief example used to remove the so-called self-nature 

of eyes. There are other reasons [which can be the reasoning] such as ódestructibleô, 

ódifference because of conditionsô, óproducibleô, and ówrong and right views occur 



 

222 

occasionally.ô On the basis of those reasons, according to what [those reasons] should 

respond to and treat with, [those unrighteous views] should be destroyed.  

[T30, 273a06]̮ ̯ ̪

̢ ̢̫ 

̮ ̯ ̢

̢ 

[Objection:] Moreover, someone says, ñEyes really have a nature because their 

figures, causes and effects are all existent. Those which are empty in nature cannot 

manifest the existences of figures and so on. The eyes and figures immediately 

perceived are presenting right now. Therefore, eyes, etc. are not empty in their true 

nature.ò  

[Answer:] If this thesis is based on ultimate reality, because it does not have parallel 

example, the nature cannot be established. 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. Sub-conclusion 

3.1 The emptiness of all dharma    

3.1.1 The emptiness of the twelve Ǖyatana  
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[T30, 273a12] 

̢ ̢ 

Just as the eyes-media are empty in nature in terms of true nature, in the same 

manner, the faculties 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 emptiness of all other dharmas  

[T30, 273a14] ̡ ̡ ̡ ̡ ̡ ̡ ̡

̡ ̡ ̡ ̡ ̡ ̡ ̡ ̡ ̡

̢ ̢ 

Moreover, in terms of true nature, those such as aggregations, elements, conditions, 

mindfulness, thorough abandoning, supernatural powers, faculties, powers, branches of 

enlightenment, perfections, concentrations, mnemonic formula , various knowledge, ten 

mightiness, fearlessness, exclusive dharma, omniscience etc. should be generally and 

individually considered to be empty in nature. The one who practices meditation should 

thus realize the empty nature. 

3.1.3 The emptiness of the assertions in other religions  

[T30, 2723a18] ̡ ̡ ̡ ̡ ̡ ̡ ̡

̢ ̢ 
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Also, the imagined postulations of other religions such as greatness, self-attachment, 

subtle elements, fundamental element, qualities, truth, virtues, actions etc. are all 

subsumed in the twelve -source because their characteristics belong to [the twelve ï

source]. The one who practices meditation should thus realize the empty nature. 

3.2 The wisdom obtained from meditation (BhǕvanǕmayǭ) 

[T30, 273a22] 

̢

̢ 

Thus, even though 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 have eye-disease, because they take eye-

medicines, will purify their eyes and obtain the state of clear vision which is free from 

rough hairs, mosquitoes and flies. 

3.3 The non-conceptual wisdom           

[T30, 273a25] ̢

̢ ̡

̡

̢ ̡ ̢ ̢

̡ ̡ ̡ ̢ ̢ 
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Thus, because of diligently cultivating the strength of practice, one is able to remove 

the indecisive and wrong knowledge which attach to the figures of conditioned things. As 

long as the cultivation of the true meditation presents, one receives subtle joys and 

happiness without relying on other conditions because of attaching to no figures. 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 

spheres,
417

 one is able to diligently collect the two-fold countless accumulation of merits 

and wisdom. One never seeks for present and non-present rewards and never desires the 

reward caused by the current events. When serving and offering [things to] the beloved 

deities, [one should] not mistakenly consider virtue as the doer, self as doer or attach to 

the lord of gods, atoms and so on. One always practices great giving.      

[T30, 273b05] ̡

̢ ̪ ̢̫

418
 ̪ ̢̫419 ̪

                                                 

417
 The first three-spheres (trimaἈỈala-pariŜuddhi) are gifts, givers, and recipients, and the second three-

spheres are givers, recipients and the reward of giving.    

 
418

 The idea of ñA bodhisattva should not attach to various things to perform donationò can be found 

everywhere in Praj¶ǕpǕramitǕ scriptures. The best example is the VajracchedikǕ where the Buddha 

expounds that one should perform all deeds without any attachment. See F. M. Müller. In Buddhist 

MahǕyǕna SȊtras (SEB, vol.49, 1894), 111~144.        

 
419

 The idea of ñThe bodhisattva who holds the concept of sentient beings in mind should not be called a 

real bodhisattvaò can be found in Praj¶ǕpǕramitǕ scriptures. The followings are some references (T7, 

825b) and (T7, 1017a).     
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̫

420̢ 

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 dharma-nature. For example, the 

BhagavǕn has said, ñA bodhisattva should not be attached to various things when giving. 

[A bodhisattva] should perform giving without any attachment. éò The BhagavǕn 

further said, ñThe bodhisattva who holds the concept of sentient beings in mind should 

not be called a real bodhisattva.ò The BhagavǕn further said, ñThere is nothing that one 

can call a vow for the bodhisattva-vehicle. Bodhisattvas do not even diligently practice 

noble actions to desire parinirvǕἈa, let alone have a desire for the cycle of birth-death in 

the three realms.  

[T30, 273b12] 

̢

̢ ̪ ! ̫

̪ ! ̢̫ ̪ ̫ ̪ ! 

̢̫421 ̢ 

                                                 

420
 The idea of this citation can be found in VajracchedikǕ. F. M. Müller, In Buddhist MahǕyǕna SȊtras 

111~144.   
421

 The entire conversation can be found in Da Po Ro Jing ( ) No.574 translated by Xuan zang (

) (T7, 964). 
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After having cultivated the view of the empty nature of conditioned things, [a 

Bodhisattva] should further observe that the empty nature means non-occurring, and due 

to non-occurring, there is no past, present, and future. [A Bodhisattva] will not be 

obstructed by the three divisions of time through properly observing the pure 

characteristics of all three divisions of time. [A Bodhisattva] according to the non- 

reversed reasons mentioned above will achieve the great awakening to the purity of the 

three spheres. For example, someone asks, ñMañjuŜrǭ! How can a Bodhisattva achieve 

the great awakening?ò [Ma¶juŜrǭ] responds, ñBrahmin! Be correspondent with 

awakening.ò Someone further asks, ñWhat is called awakening?ò [Ma¶juŜrǭ] responds, 

ñBrahmin! There is no past, present, and future.ò Therefore, a Bodhisattva should observe 

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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III. The emptiness of unconditioned dharma 

1. The establishment of a formal proof statement 

(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 unconditioned things has not been 

introduced. Without an explanation, there is no access for realization. Without realization 

of non-conceptual wisdom, the capacity for achieving [awakening] cannot be obtained.  

In order to explain, I have further stated, ñUnconditioned things do not have any 

essences
422

 and, hence, are not arising
423

 like the flower in the sky.                 

1.1 Subject: definition of unconditioned dharma 

[T30, 273c03] ̢

̢ ̡ ̡

̢ ̢ 

                                                 

422
 The Chinese term ñò(shiyou) or ñò(shiwuyou) means ñreal or substantial existenceò.  

According to Hirakawa Akira, II (Kusharon SakuinII/ The Index of KoŜa II) (Tokyo: Daizo, 

1977), 430, in Xuan Zangôs Chinese translation, its Sanskrit is ñdravyatasò which means ñas a 

substanceò, ñas a thingò, ñas an objectò, ñas an elementary substance.ò Also see Monier Williams 501. 

This term is connected with the concept of svabhǕva by SarvǕstivǕdin. Here, óô (wu shi/ no 

essences) exactly has the same meaning of emptiness which is to deny the concept of self-nature.       
423

 In MHK, there is the similar argument. Eckel BhǕviveka and His Buddhist Opponents,  294.  (bu 

qig) directly means ónon-arising.ô That is because the sky-flowers are merely a delusive creation of an ill-

eyes, and they do not even exist conventionally. That is different from mirage. The sky-flowers are a 

simile to explain that the non-composite dharmas do not even arise.         
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Herein, the expression for a distinguishing condition of the thesis is óin realityô 

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 nature and 

not [in terms of] conventional reality. Unconditioned things are called ónon-compositeô 

because they are not conditioned things. Unconditioned things are the opposite of 

conditioned things and include space, analytical cessation, non-analytical cessation and 

tathatǕ.
424

  This is to single out a portion of the dharma-source of [the twelve-sources] 

mentioned above.         

[T30, 273c06] ̢

̢

̢ 

The realization of the empty nature of space will be indicated first because it is easy 

to explain.  The space which is not occupied by any material matters is conventionally 

and universally established as so-called óspace.ô In this manner, it serves as a doorway for 

realization of the empty natures of other conditioned things.  The space conventionally 

perceived is empty without any substance in terms of true nature. This is the 

establishment of the thesis.        

                                                 

424
 In different Buddhist texts, the classifications of dharmas are different.  In AbhidharmakoŜa, there are 

only three unconditioned dharmas which are space, analytical cessation, and non-analytical cessation. 

Poussin trans., AbhidharmakoŜabhǕἨyam 59. MahǕyǕnapañcaskandhaprakaraἈa has four which are 

exactly same as what this text lists, i.e. space, analytical cessation, non-analytical cessation and tathatǕ 

(T31, 850a). However, in  (the Demonstration to the Gate by One Hundred Dharma), there 

are six non-composite dharmas: space, analytical cessation, non-analytical cessation, Ǖni¶jya, 

saἂj¶Ǖvedayitanirodh, and tathatǕ (T31, 855c). These three texts were all composed by Vasubandhu.            
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1.2 Reason 

[T30, 273c10] ̪ ̫ ̪

̫ ̢ 

According to this establishment, in terms of the true nature, there is no true space 

because both [of the proponents and opponents] accept that [it is] ónon-arisingô or 

óconventionally established as non-arising things.ô This is called óthe reason.ô        

1.3 Example 

[T30, 273c12] ̢ ̢

̢ 

Because flowers in the sky have no essence and are not arising, it is established as a 

parallel example. There is no need to remove the different kinds, and hence, there is no 

counter example. It should be known as [discussed] above.   

1.4 The establishment of inference 

[T30, 273c14] ̪

̢̫ ̪ ̫ ̪ ̫ ̢

̪ ̡̫̪ ̡̫̪ ̢̫

̢ ̪ ̫

̢ 
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Here, how to establish the inference? Answer, ñIn terms of reality, space has no 

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 

established reason ónon-arisingô is just a listed example. There are other reasons such as 

óunmadeô, óuncreatedô, ónon-destroyableô and so on. Those reasons are able to negate the 

so-called nature of unconditioned things.  Therefore, according to how they respond, they 

are all considered to be reasons. For example, one says, óYou should guard the curd from 

the crows.ô The purpose is to guard [the curd] from damage by [animals] including cats, 

rats, etc.              

2. Respond to Objections   

2.1 The unconditioned dharma in Buddhist schools 

2.1.1 Respond to VaibhǕikas  

[T30, 273c21]̮ ̯ ̪ ̢

̬ ̭ ̢ ̢̫ 

[Objections]: The VaibhǕikas
425

 object, ñIf the thesis, óunconditioned things do not 

have any essencesô that you have established means ónothingnessô, the ócontemplation of 

                                                 

425
 VaibhǕikas was usually referred to the main stream scholars of SarvǕstivǕdin. Yin-sun, The 

Study of the śǕstras and Theorists of SarvǕstivǕdin (Taipei: Zheng-wen, 1968), 4. 
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infinite spaceô will not have a perceived object.
426

 How can this contemplation exist?   

However, the unobstructed is the characteristic of space.ò
427

         

[T30, 273c23]̮ ̯ ̪

̢̫

̢ ̢

̢ ̢

̢ ̢ 

[Answer]: If this is a means to establish the inferential argument, ñThe contemplation 

of infinite space really has a perceived object, or the real object is [the essence of] the 

contemplation, or because of such a perceived object, there is such a contemplation like 

other contemplations or their perceived objects,ò it does not have any parallel examples 

which has been argued for its empty nature [above] because other contemplations and 

their perceived objects are conditioned things. [The current argumentation] is to argue the 

characteristic of space from ultimate reality. From the conventional establishment, space 

is not real existence as well because it does not occur like the flower in the sky.  

According to this inference, the substantial existence they establish is not valid. 

Moreover, due to the same reason I just mentioned, the reason you propose, ñbecause of 

                                                 

426
 ǕkǕŜǕnantyǕyatana (contemplation of infinite space) is one of the of the four formless 

contemplations. The practitioners take the space as their perceived object to practice this contemplation.      
427

 This is the definition that the SarvǕstivǕdin gave to space. In AbhidharmakoŜabhǕἨyam, it says, ñSpace 

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 matter.ò Louis de La Vallee Poussin, 

AbhidharmakoŜabhǕἨyam (California: Asian Humanities Press, 1988), 59.         
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such a perceived object, there is such contemplationò definitely has the fault of 

contradiction.
428

 Hence, the thesis I establish has no obstacle.  

2.1.2 Respond to the criticism of a similar locus       

[T30, 274a03] ̮ ̯ ̪ ̬ ̭

̬ ̢̭ ̬ ̭

̢̫ 

[Objection:] In both our school and other schools, someone argues, ñThe meaning of 

the assertion óin terms of reality, space is not real because it is not arisenô promises that 

wherever arises must be real. If [you] assert that what arises is also not real, the reason 

does not pervade in a similar locus.
429

 Therefore, the reason is not established.         

                                                 

428
 In fact, there are two different concepts for space for SarvǕstivǕdin: space (nabhas) and space (ǕkǕŜa). 

The space which the eye-consciousness can perceive is nabhas and belongs to the category of form 

(rupa). Contrary to nabha, ǕkǕŜa is an unconditioned dharma. (T 29, 2b). The perceived object of the 

contemplation of infinite space is nabha but not ǕkǕŜa. It is certainly unreasonable to use the perceived 

object of the contemplation of infinite space to establish the existence of ǕkǕŜa.               
429

 In the Buddhist logic, a valid reason must satisfy three requirements which are called three 

characteristics of reason. 1) the ñinferring propertyò (sǕdhanadharma) has to be present in the subject of 

the syllogism, 2) it has to be present in another subject that possesses the inferred property 

(sǕdhyanadharma), 3) and it has to be absent in any subject that does not possess the inferred property. A 

ñsubject that possesses the inferred propertyò is called a sapakἨa or ñsimilar locus.ò M.D. Eckel, 

BhǕviveka and His Buddhist Opponents (Cambridge: Harvard University, 2008), 54.    



 

235 

̮ ̯ ̪ ̫ ̢ ̪ ̫

̪ ̢̫ 430

̢ 

[Answer:] This is the fault of mistakenly interpreting a thesis.
431

 [My] Expression is 

to confirm, ñEverything which is not produced is unrealò but not to confirm, ñEverything 

which is not real does not arise.ò Things produced immediately with human effort, 

though it does not pervade all similar locus, can still be a valid reason.
 432

  Hence, there is 

no fault in my thesis.            

2.1.3 Respond to the criticism of example 

[T30, 274a10] ̮  ̯ ̪ ̢

̢ ̡ ̢ ̢̫ 

[Objection:] Someone objects, ñSpace has a nature because all people conventionally 

know that.  A flower has a nature, for example, the blue lotus which cannot be seen in the 

                                                 

430
 The Chinese term  (prayatnǕnantarǭyakatva) means ñproduced with human effortò 

according to śakarasvǕminôs NyǕyapraveŜaka. (T 32, 11b~12a) For example, a pot and thunder are both 

produced. A pot is produced by human effort but not thunder.     
431

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 by mistakenly interpreting the thesis. Here, BhǕviveka tries to say 

that his proposition should not be twisted. 
        

432
This is an exception that a valid reason can be established. Commonly, a valid reason should be able to 

be applied to all similar loci. However, the reason of human effort cannot be applied to all similar loci. 

For example, a pot and thunders are similar locus because 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 reason. (see  śakarasvǕminôs NyǕyapraveŜaka, T 32, 11b).    
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world.
433

 Although these two kinds, i.e., space and a flower are not relevant, that does not 

mean that they do not have a self-nature. Hence, the example of a flower in the sky is not 

valid.   

[T30, 274a12] ̮ ̯ ̢

̢ ̪ ̫ ̢ ̢

̢ 

[Answer:] This critique is not reasonable. The example of the compound kha-puἨpam 

(sky-flower) should be interpreted according to the sixth rule of tat-puruἨa.
434

 The flower 

in the sky (khasya puἨpam) is called sky-flower.  Because [the sky-flower] 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-

conditioned things, i.e., analytical cessation and so forth.      

2.1.4 Respond to the criticism of VaibhǕikas  

                                                 

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 lotus. See, Ḵ , ñ

Ԑ Ȃ (T41, 616b).  Ḵ , ñԐ Ȃ ℗

ò(T41, 187a). ñ : ҉ Ԑ ῒ ֲ

Ҭ ᾄ ỹ ѿӞò (T54̆324b). 
434

In Sanskrit grammar, there are six ways to interpret a compound. The first one is called tat-puruἨa which 

is the text indicates here. The Chinese term ñò (Yi shi xun) is the translation of tat-puruἨa. In the 

interpretation of tat-puruἨa, the pre-word is the cause for the post-word 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 sky should be in locative case, and the compound should be interpreted as the flowers in the 

sky.         
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[T30, 274a17] ̮  ̯ ̪

̢ ̢ ̬

̢̭  

[Objection:] The VaibhǕikas cannot support the refutation of the unconditioned 

[dharma] of analytical cessation,
435

 and object, ñThe Buddha taught analytical cessation 

to counteract conditioned things. It is called renunciation [of the world]. If it is slandered 

to be inexistent, you commit the fault of conflicting with our teaching. Moreover, the 

Bhagavan said, óthe eradication of craving accompanied by joyful desire is called 

nirvǕἈa, peaceful and subtle.ô
436

 How can you say it is not so?ò  

[T30, 274a20] ̮ ̯

̡ ̡ ̡ ̡ ̢

̢ ̢ ̢ ̪

̢̫ ̪

̢̫ 

[Answer:] Herein, the BhagavǕn, in order to make the cultivated [sentient beings] to 

diligently practice the renouncement from the conditioned objects and desire the 

                                                 

435
 The Sanskrit is pratisaἄkhyǕnirodha. 

436
 This textual evidence that SarvǕstivǕdin provided is from ǔg. In the ǔg, it states, ñNirvǕἈa is that the 

greed is eternally exhausted, the hatred is eternally exhausted, the ignorance is eternally exhausted, and 

all of the various defilements are eternally exhausted. This is called nirvǕἈaò ñ ̡

̡ òTs No.490 (T 2, 101b). Also, ñThe even more 

profound, difficult to perceive, is said to be the freedom from all attachments, the extinction of cupidity, 

the non-existence of desire, calm, [in short] NirvǕἈa.ò ñ ̡ ̡ ̡

̡ ̢ò Ts No. 293 (T 2, 83c). 
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unconditioned objects, taught the analytical cessation, renouncement, nirvǕἈa, calm, and 

subtlety in term of conventional reality. For example, the Buddha said there are sentient 

beings born by transformed (aupapǕdaka) and with the same manner, [the Buddha said] 

there is unconditioned nirvǕἈa. To agree with its existence does not conflict with our 

teaching. The [unconditioned dharma of] analytical cessation is refuted from reality. For 

example, the BhagavǕn said, ñThose who seek the nature of the unconditioned nirvǕἈa 

are considered by me to be the fool disciples of other religions, and so forth.ò He also 

said, ñThe tathǕgata does not see saἄsǕra and nirvǕἈa.  The so-called nirvǕἈa is 

conventional designated by the tathǕgata. There is no the self-nature of nirvǕἈa at all, 

and so forth.ò
437

      

  

[T30, 274a23] ̢ ̡ ̡ ̡

̡ ̢ ̢

̢ 

[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 ultimate non-arising of 

joy and suffering, [and there are] renouncement, nirvǕἈa, calm, and subtlety. It is non-

reversal. It is not demonstrated from the ultimate reality that there is the ultimate non-

                                                 

437
 The textual citations that BhǕviveka uses to retort are from MahǕyǕnasȊtra, especially, 

prǕj¶apǕramitǕsȊtras. In MǕhaprǕj¶apǕramitǕsȊtra , it says, ñBhagavǕn! Those who practice the 

profound prǕj¶apǕramitǕ neither detest the faults of the saἄsǕra nor desire for the merits of nirvǕἈa. 

Why? Those who practice this teaching do not even see saἄsǕra so that they do detest. They also do not 

even see nirvǕἈa so that they will not desire.ò (

̢ ) 

 (T7, 965a).  

file:///C:/Users/ruyuan/AppData/Local/Temp/cbrtmp_sutra_&T=229&B=T&V=07&S=0220&J=574&P=&112466.htm%230_0
file:///C:/Users/ruyuan/AppData/Local/Temp/cbrtmp_sutra_&T=229&B=T&V=07&S=0220&J=574&P=&112466.htm%230_0
file:///C:/Users/ruyuan/AppData/Local/Temp/cbrtmp_sutra_&T=229&B=T&V=07&S=0220&J=574&P=&112466.htm%230_0
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arising of joy and suffering, and the quiescence by nature is called ñtruth of cessation.ò 

438
 According to the noble teaching and the principle expressed by it, in terms of ultimate 

reality, there is not any fault to assert that there is no analytical cessation.            

2.1.5 Respond to NyaiyǕyikaôs criticism of nihilism   

[T30, 274b04] ̮ ̯ ̪ ̢

̢ ̢ ̡ ̡ ̢̫ 

[Objection:] Someone who is not skilful in logical argument objects thus, ñIn regard 

to the thesis you establish, because óthe non-conditioned things are not real,ô non-

conditioned things do not exist, the [thesis] you establish cannot be established and the 

reason you rely on also cannot be valid. Because a sky-flower does not exist, the example 

is invalid. The thesis, reason, and example all have faults.ò            

[T30, 274b06] ̮ ̯ ̪ ̫ ̢

̢ ̢

̢

̢ ̢ ̢

̡ ̢ ̢

̢ ̢ 

                                                 

438
 Truth of cessation is a English translation of the term  (mie di/ nirodha-Ǖryasatya). It is the third 

noble truth of the four noble truths in early Buddhist teaching. According to this explanation, BhǕviveka 

thinks that the 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 conception. Only the non-arising of the defilements is 

established as analytical cessation through analysis of wisdom. Only the non-arising of 

anything is established as non-analytical cessation due to the lack of various conditions. 

Only the non-attachment to all things is established as true thusness. Because space and 

so forth are conventionally expressed by the conventional strength of conception,
 439

 there 

is not any difference between [you and me] in regard to the inferring property which is 

commonly established by our consensus. My proposition which is different [from yours] 

and cannot be understood by you is to negate your disagreement and thus, established as 

thesis.
440

 The non-occurring of those [non-conditioned things] which are commonly 

known are established as the reasoning. Hence, there is no any fault in both the thesis and 

reasoning.  Although the so-called sky-flower does not have any substance, it possesses 

same the nature, i.e. no-substance as the content of the non-arising existence.
441

 By 

                                                 

439
According to YogǕcǕryabhȊmi, in Xuan Zangôs translation, the various Chinese terms such as , 

, , and so on are the Chinese translation of the Sanskrit prajñapti which could be 

translated as, convention, designation, or conventional designation.  See: Jaidev Singh, An Introduction to 

Madhyamaka Philosophy (Taipei: ShinWun Fong,1990),135. Thomas E. Wood, NǕgǕrjunian 

Disputations A Philosophical Journey through an Indian Looking-Glass (Delhi: Sri Satguru 

Publications,1995), 296. D. J. Kalupahana,  MȊlamadhyamakakǕrikǕ of NǕgǕrjuna (Delhi: Motilal 

Banarsidass Publishers, 1996), 339. 
440
According to the commentary, the thesis, ñthe non-composite existences are not substantialò cannot be 

understood by others who consider the non-composite existences to be substantial.  This is called 

difference. Since the author uses his thesis to negate othersô theory, this is called ñnegating your 

disagreement.ò ( ̪ ̫ ̪ ̢̫

̢ ̢ ) 

(X87, 545a) 
441

According to the commentary, the author means that the sky-flower does not have any object substance, 

i.e., it never occurs because it is only produced by an eye-disease. Non-composite dharma which is not 

occurring has the non-nature as its nature. From the perceptive of non-occurring, the sky-flower can 

function as an example to support both reason and thesis.   ñ ̢

̢ ̢ ̢ ̢ ò(X87,545b ).  
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means of this, the establishment and the established are accomplished.  Therefore, there is 

no fault of lack of subject matter [for the example].               

2.1.6 Objection of VaibhǕikasô analytical cessation  

[T30, 274b16]̮ ̯ ̪

̢ ̢̫ 

[Objection:] The VaibhǕikas further state, ñThis [negation of analytical cessation] is 

not reasonable. The analytical cessation exists substantially because it is the perceived 

object of the path and opposes the defilements. Not any unreal existence can have those 

functions.ò
442

      

[T30, 274b17]̮ ̯ ̢  

̢ 

[Answer:] This proposition can only remove the different locus of examples. [It can 

be] negated like the negation of the substantial existence of space.
443

 This argument has 

been rejected before and, it should not be apprehended in this way again.       

                                                 

442
 According to the Commentary of Karatalaratna, in the VaibhǕikasô proposition, the reason such as the 

violation of the defilement that the VaibhǕikas 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 because the reason violates 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 (X87, 545b).                    
443

 The 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-composite existence.    
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2.1.7 Response to SautrǕntika criticism about space   

[T30, 274b20]̮ ̯ ̪

̢̫ 

[Objection:] The SautrǕntikans say, ñIn regard to the [thesis] that space and so forth 

do not exist substantially; this inferential perception commits a fault as soon as it has 

been established.ò 

[T30, 274b21]̮ ̯ ̬ ̭  ̢

̪ ̫ ̢ 

[Answer]: If your thesis means, ñthe nature of [space] is the nature of the lack of 

material matters,ò it is spontaneously valid. That is because you argue for its non-

existence.
444

  The expression of my thesis, óunconditioned things have no substanceô 

primarily removes the attachment of substance and secondarily, removes the attachment 

of true non-substance.
445

    

2.1.8 Respond to TǕmraŜǕǭyikas objection of the emptiness of space    

                                                 

444
 SautrǕntikas claim that the three non-composite existences do not have any substance. In 

AbhidharmakoŜa , it says, ñThe SautrǕntikas affirm that three types of unconditioned things are not real. 

Three dharmas that it refers to are not distinct and real entities like color, sensation, etc.ò  Louis de La 

Vallee Poussin, AbhidharmakoŜabhǕἨyam, 280. Also(T29, 34). 
445

 According to the commentary of Karatalaratna, this sentence is showing the difference between 

BhǕviveka and SautrǕntikas.  For BhǕviveka, the non-composite existences 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 non-composite existences, SautrǕntikans do not have such 

distinction (X87, 548b).     
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[T30, 274b24] ̮ ̯ ̪

̢ ̢̫ 

[Objection:] The TǕmraŜǕǭyikas say, ñThe interval color-form between material 

matters is called space and established as conditioned things by our school. You consider 

it to be non-conditioned things and criticize. Hence, you have a fault.      

[T30, 274b0625] ̮ ̯ ̢ 

[Answer:] The self-nature of conditioned things has been removed as above, and 

hence your argument is not reasonable.  

̢ 

VaibhǕikas and VǕtsǭputrǭyǕs hold the same ideas. Thus, they can be rejected by the 

same argument.   

2.1.9 The critiques on pariniἨpanna of YogǕcǕra  

 [T30, 274b23]̮ ̯ ̪ ̬ ̭

̢ ̢

̢ ̢̫ 
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[Objection:] The YogǕcǕra-theorists make such an assertion, ñBeyond the ultimate 

reality, there is no other ultimate reality. TathatǕ is the ultimate reality of all things.
446

 

Hence, in terms of ultimate reality, TathatǕ is considered to be empty. This assertion is 

reasonable. The assertion that TathatǕ does not truly exist is not reasonable. [If your 

thesis is true,] how can the supermundane non-conceptual wisdom and the subsequently 

attained pure mundane wisdom have nothingness as their object? Therefore, [our 

assertion] should be reasonable.ò
447

            

[T30, 274c03] ̮ ̯ ̢

̢ ̢

̢ ̢ 

[Answer:] [Your assertion] is 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 reasonable. It is not that the assertion that TathatǕ is substantial is reasonable 

because this substantial nature is very difficult to prove. The wisdom that has the TathatǕ 

as its object is not the real supermundane non-conceptual wisdom because [it] has had an 

object and because [it] has been conditioned, just like any other knowledge which can 

perceive [is not the supermundane non-conceptual wisdom].  

                                                 

446
 In TriἂŜikǕvij¶apti, the 25

th
 verse has the same affirmation. It says, ñIn all existence the ultimate reality 

which is TathǕtǕéò (dharmǕἈǕἂ paramǕrthaŜca sa yatastathatǕpi) . Tao-hui  Huo ( ), 

Sthiramatiôs Commentary on TriἄŜikǕvij¶aptibhǕἨya: A Chinese Translation with Notes and 

Interpretation (Hong Kong: The Chinese University of Hong Kong, 1978), 203.   

 
447

 The discussion that the reality should not be treated as an object can be found in MHK 5.9. See Eckel, 

BhǕviveka 286~7.     
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[T30, 274c07] ̪ ! ̬ ̢̭̫

̪̬ ̭ ̬ ̢̭̫

̪̬ ! ̢̭̫ ̪ ! 

̬ ̢̭̫ ̢ 

Therefore, the sȊtra says, ñóMa¶juŜrǭ! What do wisdom-eyes see?ô Answer: óthey see 

nothing,ôò and says, ñówhat is ultimate reality?ô Answer, óHerein, even knowledge does 

not operate, let alone those names,ôò
448

 and further says, ñBrahmin! The enlightenment of 

the TathǕgata cannot be observed directly.ò Moreover, the sȊtra says, ñóMañjuŜrǭ! What 

does it mean to realize reality?ô Answer, óHerein, there is nothing to be realized.ôò Those 

sȊtras do not allow non-conceptual wisdom to be the one which can directly take TathatǕ 

as an object to perceive.              

[T30, 274c12] ̢ 

Moreover, that TathatǕ is not the true ultimate reality because it is an object of 

perception like color and so forth.  

[T30, 274c14] ̪ ̫

̢ ̢ 

                                                 

 
448

 This citation is from  (Dabaojijing/*RatnakȊἲasȊtra), ñUltimate reality is not something on 

which the mind can work, let alone can be interpreted by language.ò (

. T11, 300c).  Also, Braarvig, Jens. AkἨayamatinirdeŜasȊtra: Vol.2 (Oslo: Solum 

Forlag, 1993), 73.  
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In regard to your statement, óthere is no other ultimate reality upon ultimate reality 

and so forthò, [if you mean that] because there is emptiness of this upon this, it is called 

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, óthere is another ultimate reality upon the ultimate realityô have 

never been found. Hence, emptiness is not taught to refute a view like that.    

[T30, 274c19] 

̢ 

Again, that thusness (bhȊtatathatǕ) does not have a true nature because it violates the 

inferential perception mentioned above. For example, it is mentioned [in the sȊtra] that 

the tathǕgata does not see birth-death and nirvǕἈa.   

[T30, 274c20] ̢

̢ 
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[One] has realized that the nature of the defilement produced by the 

misunderstanding of the non-existence ultimate does arise. Thus, the ultimate realization 

of the nature [of the defilement] is neither realization nor non-realization.  

[T30, 274c23] ̢

̢

̢ ̢ ̢

̢ ̪ ! 

̢̫ 

According to this noble teaching, it should be known that TathatǕ is merely the 

permanent cessation of all discriminations and does not really have a nature. It is neither 

non-existent nor existent. The reality of TathatǕ has transformation of the basis as its 

feature.
449

 The dharma-body has been obtained. Relying on the true path which is able to 

remove (defilement) by realizing emptiness, the seeds of the discrimination in the 

consciousness of transforming maturation (vipǕkavij¶Ǖna) which is basis of the seeds of 

imagined postulations of the all discriminations have been removed permanently without 

any left. Because of the lack of causes and conditions, [those seeds] never occur 

thoroughly. The original nature of the [TathatǕ] is non-occurring and permanently stable. 

It is called the dharma-body of the transformation of the dependence of tathǕgata. For 

                                                 

449
 The concept of ñthe feature of the true TathatǕ is the transformation of the dependenceò can be found in 

TriἂŜikǕvij¶apti from 25
th
 verse to 29verse. Tao-hui  Huo, 46~47. Herein,  (transformation of the 

basis) which is ǕŜrayasya parǕvἠttis in Sanskrit means that Ǖlayavij¶Ǖna as the basis has been transformed 

into dharmakǕya. In detail see: L. Schmithausen, ǔlayavij¶Ǖna: on the Origin and the Early Development 

of a Central Concept of YogǕcǕra Philosophy (Tokyo: the International Institute for Buddhist Studies, 

1987), 197~207.        
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example, the sȊtra says, ñMañjuŜrǭ! The word tathǕgata is a designation of the 

thoroughly and originally non-produced. The dharma of the eternally unproduced is 

called tathǕgata, and so on.ò   

[T30, 275a01] ̪ ̫ ̢

̢

̢ ̢

̪ ̢ ̢̫ 

If you say, ñTathatǕ, though it separates from language, is a real thing,ò
450

 it means 

that the óselfô in other religions, though the terms are different, is considered to be 

TathatǕ. In regard to your [idea] of TathatǕ, though it exists essentially, in terms of 

ultimate reality, it cannot be classified into either existence or inexistence. The self is in 

the same manner. [Other religious believers] also consider that although the self is 

essential existence, pervading, permanent, a doer, and a receiver, it is separated from 

discrimination.  Because it is not the object that a language is able to operate on and not 

perceived by knowledge, it is called óseparating from discriminationô.  In their doctrines, 

it says, ñBecause language cannot work on it and the mind cannot perceive it, it is called 

óselfô.ò 

                                                 

450
 In the 25

th
 verses of TriἂŜikǕvij¶apti, it says, ñTathatǕ exists as thus at all time.ò (sarvakǕlaἂ 

tathǕbjǕvǕt tathatǕ. ) Tao-hui  Huo  203.    
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[T30, 275a07] ̮ ̯ ̪ ̢̫̮ ̯

̢ ̢

̢ ̢ 

[Objection:] They further respond, ñIt is able to achieve liberation to perceive the 

knowledge of TathatǕ and not self.ò  

[Answer]: What is the difference [between TathatǕ and self?] [You assert,] ñThey 

are both separated from language and substantial.ò Only the one who attaches to a clique 

will say those words. Hence, I cannot accept this TathatǕ which is similar to the self. 

They essentially exist but do not exist in language. It is time to stop the extensive debate 

because those who hate the extensive literatures have difficulty to accept and keep it. The 

argument has been clarified in the chapter of Enter into the True Ambrosia (of Heart of 

the Middle Way).
451

   

2.1.10 Respond to SarvǕstivǕdin soteriological path                                   

[T30, 275a12] ̮ ̯ ̡ ̪ ̡

̢

̢̫ 

[Objection:] There are other practitioners in the same vehicle and the [opponents 

from the] small vehicle making such an assertion, ñThe conditioned and unconditioned 

                                                 

451
 See top section of the translation: 2.2.2-1.  
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things subsumed in the twelve source-medias must have a self-nature because there are 

sixteen noble attributes of the four noble truths such as suffering, etc.
452

 The 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 eliminated by the [two 

paths of] vision and cultivation, and is able to make the various sufferings in the three 

realms stop.ò          

[T30, 275a16] ̮ ̯

̢̪ ̢̫ ̢

̢

̢̪ ̫

̢ ̢

̢ ̢ 

[Answer]: If [the Buddha] did not teach the emptiness of all dharmas, who could 

renounce those faults and who could practice those virtues? (The opponents respond,) 

ñAlthough there are differences of accumulations, natures, and intelligence among [the 

practitioners] of the three vehicles, the insight into the noble path should not be 

different.ò I believe in all of what you have said. However, in order to remove the 

                                                 

452
 In SarvǕstivǕdin doctrine, when practitioners practice the four noble truths, there are four perceived 

objects in each noble truth which the practitioners should contemplate in order to achieve liberation. It is 

called ἨoỈaŜǕnityǕdi. They are impermanence, suffering, emptiness, no-self  in the first noble truth, 

causes, origins, production, conditions in the second, cessation, pacification, excellence, renunciation in 

the third truth, and path, suitability, achievement, deliverance in the four truth. Louis de La Vallee 

Poussin, AbhidharmakoŜabhǕἨya, 1110~1113. Also (T29, 137).            
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defilement as obstacle, in terms of the conventional principle, there are different paths. 

[In fact] the one who is apart from achieving the feature of no-self of dharma should 

never remove the obstacle of knowledge, and hence, the great master (i.e., the Buddha) 

could have only achieved a small part of liberation. [The opponents respond,] ñHavenôt 

you ever heard [the scripture] which says that [a Buddhaôs] liberations and [an Arhatôs] 

liberations are never different?ò There are exactly such words [in the scriptures.]
453

 

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, though they share with the same nature, are indistinct. 

If it was not so, [the Buddha] would not be able to generate the ubiquitous supernatural 

power which is the function of the surpassing fruit. His achievement is not truly ultimate. 

It is the time to stop the sub-argument and go back to the main argument.  

 

2.2 The Objection to unconditioned dharma in non-Buddhist schools                      

[T30, 275a27] ̡

̡ ̡ ̡ ̡ ̡ ̢ 

The practitioners of meditation who have realized the emptiness of non-conditioned 

things such as space, etc. in our religion should also realize the emptiness of those 

                                                 

453
 According to the early Buddhist texts such as ǔg, SarvǕstivǕdin thought that the liberations between a 

Buddha and arhats are not different. In MǕhavaibhǕἨika, it says, ñHow do you understand the sȊtra which 

says that  there is no difference between the Buddhaôs liberation and other arhatsô liberationò (

̢) (T27, 161c).   
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categories such as self-nature, person, atom, sovereign, time, space, life of other 

religions.
454

    

2.2.1-1 The Objection to SǕkhya philosophy                      

 [T30, 275b01] ̮ ̯ ̪

̢ ̢̫ 

[Objection:] Herein, the theorists of the Self-nature and Person make such an 

objection, ñIn our teaching, all existences in the three realms are transformed [from the 

self-nature] like sky-flowers, and it does not mean óno sky-flowers.ô Since [the sky-

flower] is a similar example, it does not violate the established.          

̮ ̯ ̪ ̬ ̭

̫ ̪ ̫ ̢ ̪

̫ ̢ 

[Answer:] now we should interrogate, ñYou say that all in the three realms are 

transformed like sky-flowers. Are such existences in the three realms sky-flowers or not 

sky-flowers?ò  If the answer is that those in the three realms are sky-flowers, it is not 

reasonable because it violates your own doctrine and common perception. If the answer is 

that those in the three realms are not sky-flowers, it will cause no parallel example and 

thus, you fail your own principle.           

                                                 

454
The theories of  prakἠti (self-nature) and puruἨaỠ (person) belong to SǕkhya School, and 

aἈu, ǭŜvara, kǕla, dik, and jǭvita belong to VaiŜeika School.  
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[T30, 275b07] ̪ !̬ ̭ ̫ ̢

̪ ̫ ̪ ̫ ̢ ̪ ̫

̪ ̫ ̢ ̪ ̫

̪ ̢̫ ̢ ̢

̢ ̢ 

The [opponents] respond, ñWe do not fail because the óno sky-flowersô which is 

expressed by the speech has a [self] nature [like others] in the three realms,ò this response 

should be examined.  Do you mean that the óno sky-flowersô I said is a parallel example 

or the ósky-flowersô I said is a parallel example? If you mean that I said óno sky-flowers 

are a parallel,ô it is a terrible understanding because what I have said is óa sky-flower is a 

parallel example.ô If the sky-flower is considered to be a parallel example, it does not 

belong to the three realms, and thus, [you] should not say, óbecause others in the three 

realms have a self-nature, it should have a self-nature, too.ò Such a speech shows your 

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 functions and does not have any 

capacity to distinguish what it has negated. Such kind of objections has been fully 

explained in the above. Hence, it cannot be accepted by the intellectualsô mind.                  

2.2.1-2 The objection to SǕkhya: PuruἨa       
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[T30, 275b16]̮ ̯ ̪

̢ ̢

̢ ̢ 

[Objection:] The SǕkhyas state, ñAlthough we cannot directly establish the 

supreme person (puruἨa),
455

 by means of the assembly of transformation
456

 which is 

commonly known, it is expediently established. Its existence is substantial. Those 

phenomena have natures as their causes because they share the characteristics [of the 

natures]. Those which share the same characteristic [of the nature] are considered to have 

natures as their causes, for example, a slight piece of sandalwood. 
457

 Because those 

phenomena are contained in the categories, they have natures as their causes. 

[T30, 275b20] ̢

̢ ̢ ̢̫ 

                                                 

455
 For those SǕkhyǕs, the supreme person is a metaphysical existence and not something which can be 

directly perceived by our sense-organs.  That is why it cannot be directly proved. The Sanskrit puruἨa can 

be translated as supreme person or pure consciousness. See W. Chikafumi, ñA translation of the 

MadhyamakahdayakǕrikǕ with the TarkajvǕlǕ III. 137-146ò Journal of the International Association of 

Buddhist Studies v. 21.1(1998), 130 & 148 footnote 28. Because this translation is based on Chinese 

version and the Chinese term  (Sifu) means person, instead of consciousness, the word person is 

adopted to translate puruἨa.          
456

 (bian-yi/ transformation): According to SǕkhyǕ, all phenomena are transformed (/pariἈǕma) 

from the primary self-nature (prakἠti).  
457

 According to  (a book written by VǕsumandu and translated by Zhen Di regarding the doctrine 

of SǕἆkhyǕ), herein,  (zhong-lei) means the same characteristics of natures. In , it says, 

ñThe self-nature exits 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. Although the MǕha and so on (phenomena) are different, the 

natures of three gua are the same. Because of the same natures, they are known to exist originally. 

Therefore, the self-nature is known to exist. ( é ̢

̢ ̢

̢) T54, 1248c.  
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Such phenomena have someone as their consumers because they can be consumed. 

All which can be consumed should have their consumers to be seen.
458

 For example, 

those food and drinks which are consumed by the BrǕhmaἈas. If those phenomena are 

something to be consumed, there should be a consumer. Your previous thesis is damaged 

by the opponentsô reasoning.
459

                

[T30, 275b23]̮ ̯

̢ ̢ ̢

̪ ̫

̢ 

[Answer:] In terms of the conventional 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 proved.
460

 If sattva, etc. are 

established to be the causes of all phenomena, there is no any parallel example. The 

causes cannot be valid because sattva, etc. are not commonly accepted. If you try to use 

inference to establish [sattva, etc.] as the causes by asserting, ñThe natures of the four 

aggregations are suffering, happiness and ignorance because they are the nature of the 

aggregations, for example, the aggregation of feeling,ò [My rebuttal is that] the so-called 

                                                 

458
 Herein, the SǕkhyǕs try to use the existence of the three guἈa to prove the substantial existence of all 

phenomena, and then, further use the existence of phenomena to establish the existence of the supreme- 

person.   
459

 That is ñthe thesis that unconditioned things do not substantially exist is destroyed by the thesis that 

unconditioned things exist substantially.ò   
460

 BhǕviveka accepts that all phenomena have their own natures in conventional reality. However, for 

SǕkhyǕs, the three guἈas are ultimate reality. 
 
That is why BhǕviveka has to deny them. 
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ignorance is not subsumed in the aggregation of feeling and hence, there is no parallel 

example. 

[T30, 275b28] ̢

̢ ̢ 

 Moreover, your [supreme] person which are multiple and pervading has the meaning 

of accumulation which means aggregates. Due to this reason, the cause of the supreme 

person is not determined. Furthermore, your sattva, etc. cannot function individually. 

Hence, the nature of the aggregations cannot be established as the causes.        

[T30, 275c02] ̢

̢ ̢

̢ ̢

̢ ̢ 

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 that there should be 

a receiver. If you established that those phenomena have a intrinsic receiver which is 


