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PREFACE

This outline of the philosophical literature of the Indian Madhyamaka
school is based on the Sanskrit sources to the limited extent they are now
available to us. The major part of this literature is unfortunately not extant in
the original and must be presumed lost. However, this loss is at least partly
compensated for by the fact that a very large number of important works of
this school were translated into Chinese and Tibetan; and for the purposes of
the present publication use has been made chiefly of the translations contained
in the Peking edition of the Tibetan bsTan-gyur in the facsimile reprint of
the Tibetan Tripitaka Research Institute (Toky5-Kydto, 1958). The fact that
we possess few good modern editions of the surviving Sanskrit texts and the
very nature of our translated sources inevitably raise important philological
and exegetical problems which it has not always been possible to pursue in the
space available.

Limitations of space have moreover allowed the inclusion of short and hence
selective summaries of only some of the most fundamental texts from the 1000-
year history of the Indian Madhyamaka. The majority of the works from this
vast literature have had to be mentioned simply by title, with brief indications
being given as to the contents of some of the more important ones. A com-
prehensive historical treatment and systematic analysis of the Madhyamaka in
its entirety will thus have to await much larger publications. Here an atvempt
has of course been made to determine the relative—and whenever possible also
the absolute—chronology of the Madhyamikas; but the same name has not
infrequently been borne by more than one person, and in a number of cases
the attribution of a work to an author as well as even its precise Sanskrit title
remain doubtful and will have to be the subject of future investigation. Be-
cause of the paucity of reliable historical materials and disagreements between
some of our sources many questions may remain open indefinitely ; furthermore,
the fact that most of our texts are now available only in translations into
Chinese and Tibetan makes certain essential kinds of historical, literary and
sometimes even philosophical analysis exceedingly precarious if not quite im-
possible. Since relatively few texts and masters of the Madhyamaka school have
hitherto been the subject of monographic study, the present work will in many
cases be a preliminary exploration in well-nigh uncharted territory.

Further research’ will also be needed in order to establish the relation of
the Madhyamaka with other schools of Indian thought, non-Buddhist as well
as Buddhist. If this has not been done extensively in the present book (on
earlier connexions with non-Buddhist schools see nevertheless p. 6 note 11),
this is because of the complex historical and methodological questions posed
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by such an investigation and the lack of space to pursue such problems; it is
not because we would subscribe to the view that the schools of Indian philosophy
are to be kept apart according to the particular religion of their representatives:
Buddhist (and Jain) philosophers are surely as much part of the history of
Indian philosophy as ‘orthodox’ Hindu philosophers. It can at least be pointed
out here, however, that in his Khandanakhandakhadya the twelfth-century
Vedantin Sriharsa—who admits the vitandd procedure (see § 168; cf. §§ 14—16)—
has throughout regularly employed a method of reasoning based on what he terms
khandanayukti, which is very close to the Madhyamika’s form of argument in
the prasanga-type of reasoning. At a much earlier period of the Vedanta also
the links between the Gaudapadiya- or Mandikya-Karikas (c. 500?) and
Buddhist thought are well-known. Moreover, the continuous debates carried
on between Brahmanical, Buddhist and Jain thinkers led not only to a sharp-
ening of minds and a refinement of argument on all sides but also to commonly
recognized methods in philosophical discussion; but the precise history of
these developments still remains to be traced in detail.

In writing a work of this kind there arises the question of the extent to
which the secondary literature in Asiatic languages can be included by a
single writer and in a limited space. Scholars from East and Central Asia in
particular have in fact devoted themselves over the centuries to translating,
commenting on and explaining the Madhyamaka literature. (In Tibet for
example there has existed for over a millennium a tradition of study of a very
considerable portion of Indian literature, including even works that are not
specifically Buddhist; and with a view to both translation and exegesis Tibetan
scholars developed remarkable philological and interpretative methods that
could well justify us in regarding them as Indologists avant la lettre.) The
sheer bulk of the secondary literature in Chinese, Japanese, Tibetan, and
Mongolian relating to the Madhyamaka is, however, so great that it will have
to be the subject of separate publications.?

1 Although the Tibetan secondary literature to which it has been possible to
refer in this book cannot pretend to be representative of all schools, the works
used are all of the highest interest. Among historical sources these are mainly the
rGya‘garchos”’byun by Taranatha (born in 1575) edited by A. ScHIEFNER (St.
Petersburg, 1868), the well-known Chos’byun by Buston (1290—1364) in the Zol
edition reprinted by LoreEsH CEANDRA (New Delhi, 1971) with page references
also to E. OBERMILLER’S incomplete English translation (2 parts, Heidelberg,
1931—32), and the Deb'thersfion'po by ’Gos'gZon'nu-dpal (1392—1481) in the
Kun-bde-glin edition reprinted by LogkEsH CHANDRA (New Delhi, 1976) with page
references also to G. N. RoericE’s English translation (The Blue Annals, 2 volumes,
Calcutta, 1949—53); hagiographies of several Madhyamaka masters are also to be
found collected together in the Byan-chub-lam'gyirim‘pa’i‘bla'ma-brgyud-pa’i-
rnam-par-thar-pa by Ye'Ses'rgyal'méhan (1713—93) reprinted by NeAwANG GELEK
Demo (New Delhi, 1970). From the rich mine of Tibetan exegetical and doctrinal
literature reference has been made principally to the Legs'bSad'sfiin'po (in the
1Harsa edition of the gSun~’bum) and the Lam'im'chen'mo (in the old bKra-is'-



Preface IX

The above-mentioned considerations of a philological, bibliographical and
material nature will explain why the present work differs in certain respects
from many of the other volumes appearing in the same series. Some attempt
at a connected account treating this body of literature, however tentative, is
clearly a desideratum at the present time.

Thun'po edition, reprinted by Neawance GELEx Demo, New Delhi, 1977) by
Conkha'pa (1357—1419); to the sTorn-thun-chen'mo (in the 1Hasa edition of the
gSun-’bum) and the rGyud-sde‘spyi'rnam (in the edition by F. D. Lessing and
A. Waymawn, Fundamentals of the Buddhist Tantras, The Hague, 1968) by
mKhas'grub'dGe‘legs'dpal-bzan (1385—1438); and to the invaluable doxographical
works (Grub'mtha’) by ’Jam'dbyafls'biad'pa'Nag‘dbafrbrc’on"grus (1648—1722)
reprinted by Neawane GELEK DEmo (New Delhi, 1973), and by 1Can'skya'Rol'-
pa’i'rdo'rje (1717—86) reprinted by LoxuseE CEaANDRA (New Delhi, 1977).

As for the extensive and important modern secondary literature from Japan,
references have had to be limited mainly to one of the few generally available
Japanese publications, the Indogaku bukkydgaku kenkya (Journal of Indian and
Buddhist studies, abbreviated IBK). Useful bibliographical surveys of this litera-
ture are to be found in the publications listed on p. 4 note 9.



INTRODUCTION: THE NAME MADHYAMAKA

The Madhyamaka school of Mahayana Buddhism goes back to Nagarjuna,
the great Indian Buddhist philosopher who is placed early in the first mil-
lennium P.C.2

The school derives its name of Madhyamaka, i.e. ‘middlemost’ (Chinese
chung, Tibetan dbu ma), from the fact that Nagarjuna and his followers
developed a particular theory which avoids the twin dogmatic extremes of
eternalism ($@svatavida) and annihilationism (ucchedavada) rejected by the
Buddhist tradition and keeps to a philosophical via media in a specific and very
interesting manner. While all Buddhists would of course observe the Middle
Way (madhyama pratipat) in their theory and practice, the philosophers of
this school especially have therefore come to be known as Madhyamikas or
‘followers of the middle’ (Tibetan dbu ma pa).® Similarly, the advocates of the
other great Mahayanist school, the Yogicara/Vijiidnavada, are known as
Yogacarins although other Buddhists are of course also practisers of Yoga;
and Aryadeva’s Catuhsataka, an early treatise of the Madhyamaka school,
indeed makes specific reference in its chapter-colophons to the follower of the
Madhyamaka as a Yogicara. In the Sino-Japanese Buddhist tradition the
Madhyamaka is frequently referred to as the Three Treatises (San-lun/Sanron)
School after its three basic sources—the Chung-lun (Madhyamakagastra),

2 On Néagéarjuna’s date see below, p. 4. %

3 The use of the terms madhyamaka(-darsana) and madhyamika as designations
for the school and its followers was perhaps a somewhat later development. At
least they do not seem to be found in the body of early works—e.g. the Malamadhya-
makakarikas (MMK) of Nagarjuna and the Catuhsataka of Aryadeva. They appear
in the oldest available Sanskrit commentary on the MMK, Candrakirti’s Prasan-
napadd Madhyamakavrttih. Buddhapélita’s earlier commentary (unavailable in
Sanskrit) seems to have also had the title Madhyamakavrtti; and Bhavaviveka’s
great treatise was entitled Madhyamakahrdayakéarikda. The Chinese translations
point to a quite early origin for the terms (cf. Chung-lun = Madhyamakasastra).
As for the title Malamadhyamakakarikas, it was adopted by L. de La VALLER
Poussin in his classical edition, apparently on the basis of the title given in the
Tibotan bsTan gyur (Prajfianamamilamadhyamakakariki = dBu ma réa ba’i
¢hig le’ur byas pa Ses rab ces bya ba); this title has been retained by J. W. pE JoNg
in his new edition (Adyar, 1977). This text is actually available in Sanskrit only in
the version embedded in Candrakirti’s Prasannapada Madhyamakavrttil; in this
commentary no title is in fact indicated (and Candrakirti occasionally speaks of the
medhyamaka $astra, p. 40. 7; cf. p. 548. 5). In the Madhyamakaséastrastuti (see
below, p. 8) this text is referred to as $astragadita-karikas.

¢ The Chung-lun (Madhyamakasastra, Taisho 1564) consists of Nagarjuna’s verses
(karika) together with the commentary of Ch’ing-mu (see below, p. 48).
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Nagarjuna’s Shih-erh-men-lun (*Dvadasamukhagastra) and Aryadeva’s Pai-
lun (Satasastra)—which were translated into Chinese by Kumarajiva at the
very beginning of the fifth century.

Because of his basic doctrine that all factors of existence (dharma) and all
entities (bhdava) are empty of own being (svabhdva-sianya ) and non-substantial
(nihsvabhava )—i.e. not ultimately real substantial entities—the Madhyamika
is also known as a Siinya(td)vadin and Nihsvabhavavadin.’ And the Madhya-
maka theory is designated as the Sinya(td)vada, Sinyatadarsana and
Nihsvabhavavada.®

Over the past half-century the doctrine of the Madhyamaka school, and in
particular that of Nagarjuna, has been variously described as nihilism, monism,
irrationalism, misology, agnosticism, scepticism, criticism, dialectic, mysticism,
acosmism, absolutism, relativism, nominalism, and linguistic analysis with
therapeutic value. With the exception of the first five which are hardly ap-
propriate in any context and become quite misleading when taken in their
usual senses, such descriptions no doubt correspond to some aspect of Madhya-
maka thought.” Also, as the Sunyavdda par excellence, the Madhyamaka has

5 In the course of the discussion and refutation of it in the MMK and the rest
of the Madhyamaka literature, svabhava ‘own being, self-nature, aseity’ has been
defined as some thing unproduced (akririma) which is independent of all other
things (nirapeksah paratra; see MMK xv. 2 and xxiv. 33); those who postulated a
svabhava have indeed conceived of it as not produced through causal conditioning
(see i. 3 and xv. 1). Now, the onto-logical correlate of a svabhdva is a parabhdva
‘other being’ (cf. 1. 3; xv. 3 sq.); and the pair comprised of svabhdva and parabhdva
is then described as necessary for establishing any (postulated) bhdva ‘substantial
thing, entity’ having a svabhdva or self-nature and distinct from everything else.
But according to Néagarjuna neither really exists; and in their absence there can
be no bhava (xv. 4: svabhdvaparabhdviabhydm rte bhavah kutah punah| svabhdve
parabhave va satt bhavo hi sidhyati). Nagarjuna has furthermore stated—paradoxically
and perhaps by oxymoron—that whatever exists in dependence (pratitya) is still
($anta) ‘by nature’ (svabhavatah, vii. 16); it is clear from the doctrinal context that
what is so must be precisely without the svabhava postulated by his opponents.
Cf. MMK xviii. 10 (below, pp. 38sq., 43).

¢ The words Sunyatadarsana, attested in Candrakirti’s Prasannapada (PP)
xviii. § and xxiv. 13, and $inyatdvadae have to be distinguished from the term
Sunyatadrsti, which denotes a speculative view that hypostatizes emptiness (see
MMK xiii. 8; cf. also the Sunyatdkot: in PP xxiii. 14). The word Sunyatdvadin
‘maintainer of the philosophy of §anyatd’ is found e.g. in Nagarjuna’s Vigrahavya-
vartani 69 and Vaidalyaprakarana 1.

7 In an article in RO 10 (1934), p. 21 note 1, TH. STCHERBATSKY defended his use
of the term monism by taking it to mean not a ‘monistic reality’ (svabhdva), but a
single ‘Erklarungsprinzip’ that excludes any real plurality, in the sense of monistic
knowledge. But this usage is hardly usual and employment of the term monism
can therefore easily mislead.

As for scepticism (or Pyrrhonism) as a valid description of the Madhyamaka, the
term would have to refer to the Sceptics’ epoche or methodically motivated with-
holding of judgement and to their aporetic (as opposed to dogmatism and speculative
metaphysics). See e.g. 8. ScHAYER, Ausgewéahlte Kapitel aus der Prasannapada
(Krakow, 1931), pp. xxx—Xxxxiil.
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been neologistically termed a ‘zerology’, the reference being to a philosophical
rather than to a mathematical feature.® Yet, since none of these descriptions
defines fully and adequately this school of thought, it will probably be pre-
ferable simply to retain the established term madhyamaka that came to be used
by the school itself; for by emphasizing the theoretical and practical ‘middle’
on the gnoseological and soteriological levels it fits very well the main concerns
of the school.

Considering then all dharmas to be as it were ‘ciphers’ empty ($anya) of
substantial own being (svabhdva ‘self-existence, aseity’), the Madhyamikas
refrain from taking up any speculative or dogmatic position definable in terms
of dichotomizing conceptual thinking polarized into binary (e.g. positive/
negative, identity/difference) or quaternary (e.g. positive/negative/positive-
cum-negative/neither-positive-nor-negative, or conditioned production/non-
conditioned production/both/neither) sets of constructs, and from postulating
any absolutely (paramdarthatas) real bhdva ‘entity’ in terms of these positions.
Although they did not therefore propound any thesis in support of such views,
the Madhyamikas nevertheless regarded themselves as a philosophical school
(vida = dardana) devoted to upholding and explicating what they considered
to be the teaching of the Buddha. Accordingly, the Madhyamaka can properly
be said to have a philosophical theory (darsana )--as distinct from a speculative
view or dogmatic opinion (drsts)—albeit not one founded on any conceptually
constructed hypostatizing of some kind of entity, be it positive, negative, both,
or neither.?

8 The expression ‘zerology’ has been employed by L. Mirr, Une approche
possible du Sanyavada, Tel Quel 32 (Hiver 1968), p. 54 sq.—Although the arith-
metical zero and a knowledge of place-value were no doubt current in India in
Nagarjuna’s time, there is no evidence to slfow that he was actually employing the
term $unya in its mathematical sense. In Madhyamaka usage sunya refers to the
fact that dharmas are ‘empty’ of own being (svabhava-sanya); the idea is therefore
the philosophical one of the onto-logical null value of all dharmas as so to speak
ciphers without independent and ultimate existence (see below).—Sunya is an
epithet of all dharmas; and $unyatva designates emptiness as the quality charac-
terizing all dharmas. Sanyaia on the other hand is the fact, or truth, of the emptiness
of all dharmas. Thus the words §unya and Sunyatva pertain to the conventional
surface level of samurt:; while Sinyata is used to indicate or point to the level of
ultimate reality (paramdrtha) (to the extent that this is at all possible in terms of
language and discursivity).

The use of the word §anya to designate the arithmetical zero is almost certainly
later than Nagarjuna (at whose time the usual terms seem to have been kha and
bindu); in any case, it is clearly later than the early uses of §éinya in the canonical
literature of Buddhism, where the reference is to something empty. On this question
see D. SEYFOorRT RUEGG, Mathematical and linguistic models in Indian thought: the
case of Sunyatd, WZKS 22 (1978), p. 174 sq:

® For bibliographies of the Madhyamaka see X. LAMOTTE, Le traité de la Grande
Vertu de Sagesse (five volumes, Louvain, 1944, 1949, 1970, 1976 and 1980); J. May,
Candrakirti: Prasannapadd Madhyamakavrtti (Paris, 1959), pp. 23—45; R. H.
RosBiNsoN, Early Madhyamika in India and China (Madison, 1967), pp- 321—8; and



THE EARLY PERIOD:
THE FORMATION OF THE MADHYAMAKA SCHOOL

Nagarjuna

According to a tradition of Indian origin reported by several of the Buddhist
historiographers and doxographers of Tibet, Nagarjuna had as his immediate
predecessor and teacher a certain Rahulabhadra, to whom is ascribed a well-
known hymn to the Prajiiaparamita. But according to another (probably more
accurate) tradition known from both Chinese and Tibetan sources, this Ra-
hulabhadra was a follower of Nagirjuna.® No master is therefore known to
have preceded Nagarjuna at the head of the Madhyamaka school in the strict
sense. At all events it is Nagarjuna who in the present state of our knowledge
has to be considered the source or originator of this school; and this is the way
he has in fact been regarded by modern historians, as well as by the Madhya-
mikas themselves including even those who make Rahulabhadra his master.

Nagarjuna is generally believed to have been born and to have worked in
South-Central India (South Kosala or Vidarbha ?) early in the first millennium
P.Cu

F. StrENG, Emptiness (Nashville, 1967), p. 237 sq. (in which publications most of
the Western literature on the subject has been listed). See also K. PorTER, Encyclo-
pedia of Indian philosophies, i (Bibliography). A survey of S. Yamaguchi’s important
publications is given by J. W. de Jow~a, IIJ 19 (1977), 99—103. Brief accounts of
modern Japanese work on the Madhyamaka are given by H. NARKAMURA, Acta
asiatica 1 (1960), p. 56 sq., and G. Nacao, Acta asiatica 29 (1975), p. 111 sq. A
general bibliographical survey of studies on Madhyamaka literature with special
reference to Japanese publications is given by H. NARKAMURA, Journal of inter-
cultural studies no. 4 (1977), pp. 77—94, 126—31.

Detailed bibliographies relating to both editions c¢f and studies on Madhyamaka
texts are given by Y. EJjima in the prefaces to: The sDe dge Tibetan Tripitaka—bsTan
hgyur preserved at the Faculty of Letters, University of Tokyo (Deruge-ban
Chibetto Daizokyd, Ronsho-bu, Tokyo Daigaku Bungaku-bu shozo; Sekai seiten
kanko kyokai, Tokyo, 1977—79).

10 On Rahulabhadra and the question whether he preceded or followed Nagarjuna
see below, p. 54.

11 Nigarjuna has been variously placed at the end of the first century P. C.
(S. L#vi, JA 1936, pp. 96, 103 sq.; D. SHACKLETON BarLey, Satapaficiéatka of
Matreeta [Cambridge, 1951], p. 9); in the second century (M. WINTERNITZ, History
of Indian literature, ii [Calcutta, 1933], p. 342; E. LaMorrTr, Traité de la Grande
Vertu de Sagesse, i [Louvain, 1944], p. x; T. R. V. Murri, Central philosophy of
Buddhism [London, 1955], p. 87); and in the third century (M. WALLESER, Life of
Nagarjuna, in Asia Major, Hirt Anniversary Volume [1923], p. 423). E. Fravu-
WALLNER has placed him c¢. 200 (Die Philosophie des Buddhismus [1969], p. 170);
but 1. LamorTE opted for the chronology adopted by Kumarajiva’s school which
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Nagarjuna’s writings are the first philosophic treatises (é@stra) known to us
in which an attempt has been made to give a systematic scholastic exposition

places Nagarjuna and his disciple Aryadeva in the eighth century after the Buddha'’s
Nirvana, i.e. in the third century P. C. (L’enseignement de Vimalakirti [Louvain,
1962], pp. 74—77; cf. Traité, iii [Louvain, 1970], p. li sq.).

For discussions of the synchronism between Nagarjuna and a Kanigka and also a
Satavahana monarch, see S. LEvi, loc. cit.; K. VENkKATA RAMANAN, Nagarjuna's
philosophy (Rutland and Tokyo, 1966), pp. 27—30 (who identifies the Satavahana
as Gautamiputra Satakarni) ; and the contributions by A. K. WARDER, F. WILRELM
et al. in A. L. Basgam (ed.), Papers on the date of Kanigka (1960) (Leiden, 1968),
pp. 328—31, 334—6, 342—3, 427—8, 433 (according to Warder, p. 334, the Satava-
hana in question would be Pulumayi IT [Vasigsthiputra]; see in addition A. K.
‘WARDER, Indian Buddhism [Delhi, 1970], p. 375, and Indian K&vya literature, ii
[Delhi, 1974], pp. 183—4, 213—14, 230). Cf. also E. LamoTTE, Sur la formation du
Mahayana, in Asiatica (Festschrift F. Weller, Leipzig, 1954), pp. 386—8, 391—2, and
Traité, iii, p. ix sq.; P. S. Sastri, ITHQ 31 (1955), p. 198; below, p. 26 note 59. In
Kalhana's Réajatarangini i. 173 the Bodhisattva Négarjuna is associated with the
Sadarhadvana (Harwan) in K&$mir at the time of the Turuska kings Huska, Juska
and Kanigka. Even in recent studies the first regnal year of Kanigka is variously
dated by different scholars between 78 (e.g. G. FussManN) and 238 (R. G6BL); two
recent writers have opted for 200 (H. PraEscHRKE and Th. DamstEEGT). For a
survey of the problem see Th. DamsTEEGT, Epigraphical hybrid Sanskrit (Leiden,
1978), p. 10 sq.—On the other hand, in Bana’s Harsacarita (Chapter viii) Nagarjuna
is linked with a Satavahana king. A Bhadanta Nagdrjunacarya is furthermore
mentioned in an inscription discovered near the Jaggayyapeta Stipa; see J. BURGESS,
Notes on the Amaravati Stapa (Madras, 1882), p. 57, and The Buddhist Stapas of
Amaravati and Jaggayyapeta (Archaeological Survey of South India, i, London,
1887), pp. 111—12 (who dates the writing of the inscription to ¢. 600; but G. Tuccr,
Minor Buddhist texts, ii [Rome, 1958], p. 284, suggests the dating 450—500); T. N.
RAMACHANDRAN, Niagarjunakonda 1938 (Memoirs of the Archaeological Survey
of India 71, Delhi, 1953), pp. 28—29 (who thinks the inscription relates to the
Tantrik Siddha Négérjuna). Conecerning Nagarjunakonda and its inscriptions see
also J. Ph. Voger, EI 20 (1929); N. Durr, THQ 7 (1931), p. 633 sq.; A. H.
LoxcHURST, The Buddhist antiquities of Nagarjunakonda (Memoirs of the Archaeo-
logical Survey of India 54, 1938).

On the life and legend of Négarjuna see, e.g., 8. BEAL, Si-yu-ki: Buddhist re-
cords of the western world (London, 1906), ii, p. 210; T. WATTERS, On Yuan
Chwang’s travels in India, ii (London, 1905), p. 200 sq.; J. TAkARUSU, Record of the
Buddhist religion by I-tsing (Oxford, 1896), p. 158 sq. (on *Jantaka/*Jetaka and
Satavahana); M. WaALLESER, The life of Nagarjuna from Tibetan and Chinese
sorces, Asia Major, Introductory Volume (Hirth Anniversary Volume, Leipzig,
1923), pp. 421—55; P. DEMIEVILLE, Sur un passage du Mahameghasitra, BEFEO
1924, pp. 227—8; G. Tuccr, JPASB 26 (1930), p. 138 sq. (= Opera minora, i [Rome,
1971], p. 209 sq.); S. K. PaTrax, Life of Nagarjuna, IHQ 30 (1954), pp. 93—95;
P. S. Sastry, Nagarjuna and Aryadeva, THQ 31 (1955), pp. 193—202; K. VENRATA
RamanaN, Nagarjuna’s philosophy as presented in the Maha-Prajfidparamita-
Sastra (Rutland and Tokyo 1966), p. 25 sq.; R. H. RoBinson, Early Madhyamika
in India and China (Madison, 1967), p. 21 sq.; D. SEYFORT RUEGG, Le Dharmadhatu-
stava de Nagarjuna, in Etudes tibétaines dédiées & la mémoire de Marcelle Lalou
(Paris, 1971), p. 448 sq.; J. FrLrrozat, Yogasataka (Pondicherry, 1979), pp. iv—xix
(who proposes, p. xviii, explaining I-ching’s Shi-yen-te-ka/*Jantaka as *Sa(m)-
taka(ni), i.o. Satakani/Satakarni).

On the relation between the Madhyamaka and the great philosophical Satras of
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of the theory of emptiness ($@nyatd) and non-substantiality (nihsvabhdvata)
not only of the self (@man) or individual (pudgala) but also of all factors of
existence (dharma), one of the most fundamental ideas of the Mahayanasiitras.
In Buddhist tradition Nagarjuna is linked especially closely with the Prajiia-
paramitasiitras, the Mahayanist scriptures that devote much space to this
theory; and he is indeed credited with having rescued parts of them from
oblivion.?

Nagarjuna has accordingly been regarded by the Buddhist traditions, and
also by most modern scholars, as one of the very first and most original think-
ers of the Mahayana.’® A verse of the Milamadhyamakakarikas (MMK xiii. 8)
appears clearly to presuppose a section of the Ratnakiita collection, the
Kasyapaparivarta; and Nagarjuna’s doctrine based on the analysis of dichot-

the Brahmanical tradition, see the older discussion by H. Jacosi, JAOS 31 (1911),
pp.- 1—29. Concerning the relation between Nagarjuna (and the early Madhyamikas)
and other schools of Indian philosophy see more recently, for the Samkhya, W.
LIEBENTHAL, Satkédrya in der Darstellung seiner buddhistischen Gegner (Stuttgart,
1934); E. H. JoHNSTON, Early Samkhya (London, 1937), pp. 66—67; N. ArvAswaMI
SastrI, Sino-Indian studies 4 (1951), pp. 47—50; and E. FRAUwALLNER, WZKSO 2
(1958), p. 131. For the Nyaya see W. RUBEN, Die Nyayasiitras (Leipzig, 1928);
S. YamacucHs, JA 1929, ii, p. 62 sq.; G. Tuccl, Pre-Dinindga Buddhist texts on
logic (Baroda, 1929), p. xv sq.; E. H. JoaNsTON and A. KUNST in the introduction
to their edition of the Vigrahavyavartani, MCB 9 (1951), p. 106; G. OBERHAMMER,
WZKSO 7 (1963), p. 64 sq.; B. K. MaTiLaL, Epistemology, grammar and logic in
Indian philosophical analysis (The Hague, 1971); K. BHATTACHARYA, Journal of
Indo-European studies 5 (177), p. 265 sq., and The dialectical method of Nagarjuna
(Delhi, 1978). For the Vaisesika see G. Tucci, op. cit., pp. xxiv—xxvii; G. OBER-
HAMMER, loc. cit., p. 70. The relation between Nagarjuna on the one hand and on
the other the Carakasamhité, the Vaidesikastitras and the Nyéayasiutras and Bhasya
has been touched on by A. K. WARDER in A. L. BasuHam (ed.), Papers on the date
of Kaniska (Leiden, 1968), p. 330—1. With reference to the Ta-chih-tu-lun see
E. LamortE, Traité, iii, p. xxv—xxvii; K. VENRATA RAMANAN, op. cit., passim.
See also P. S. Smastri, ITHQ 31 (1955), p. 199—201; R. H. RoBINsON, Early
Madhyamika, p. 68 sq.—On parallels between Madhyamika thought and Bhartrhari
(fifth century), see H. NAKAMURA, Journ. Ganganath Jha Kendriya Sanskrit
Vidyapeetha 29 (1973), p. 367 sq.

12 See for example Candrakirti, PP i, p. 2—3. Cf. R. H. RoBIinsonN, Early Madhya-
mika, pp. 61—63, 177—80.—Contra: A. K. WARDER, Indian Buddhism, p. 388—9.

13 Recently it has been suggested that Nagarjuna was not a Mah&ayanist in the
strict sense since his MMK and the other most closely related works nowhere
mention the Mahdyina and make no explicit reference to Mahéyanist texts; see
A. K. WARDER in M. SPRUNG (ed.), The problem of the two truths in Buddhism and
Vedéanta (Dordrecht, 1973), p. 78 sq.—It is indeed true that no Mahayanist text has
been mentioned explicitly in the MMK—the only text named therein (xv. 7) being
the Katyayanavavada, a text of the Samyuktagama (cf. Samyuttanikaya, ii, p. 17)
that deals with the two extreme views of eternalism and annihilationism— and that
the MMK allude, in order to criticize them, chiefly to Abhidharmika doctrines.
However, given the implicit reference to the Ratnakuta (see below) as well as the
elaboration of doctrines characteristic of the Mahayana in the MMK and the
related works, this view seems extremely difficult to maintain. The Ratnavali as
well as several other works ascribed to Nagarjuna refer at length to the Mahayana.
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omously opposed pairs of concepts is characteristic of this work also. In sum,
in view of his place in the history of Buddhist thought and because of his
development of the theory of the non-substantiality and emptiness of all
dharmas, it seems only natural to regard Néagarjuna as one of the first and most
important systematizers of Mahayanist thought.

Niagarjuna at the same time explored philosophical topics known to the old
Canon as well as to the schools of the Sravakayana.! In particular, he was well
acquainted with doctrines taught by the Sarvastivadins.’> And even the
doctrine of dharma-nairdtmya and emptiness which Néagarjuna contributed so
much to explicating was certainly not unknown to the canonical texts and
treatises of the Sravakayana.1®

The Mahayanist canonical sources of the Madhyamaka school are chiefly (if
not exclusively) the Prajfidparamitd, Ratnakiita and Avatamsaka literature.
And the Ta-chih-tu-lun (*Mahaprajfiaparamitopadesa), which is ascribed to
(a) Nagarjuna and is formally a commentary on the Paficavim$atisahasrika
Prajfiaparamita, cites among other scriptures the VimalakirtinirdeSa, the
Stramgamasamadhi, the Saddharmapundarika, the Dasabhiimika, the Aksa-
yamatinirde§a, the Tathagataguhyaka, and the-Kas§yapaparivarta. Most of
these Siitras continued to be regularly quoted by the later Madhyamikas. In
two works by Candrakirti (seventh century) for example, the Prasannapada
and the Madhyamakavatara, among Sutras cited in addition to the Prajiia-
paramitd (Astaséhasrikd, Dvyardhaéatikd and Vajracchadikd) we find the
Aksayamatinirde§a, Anavataptahradapasamkramana, Upalipariprecha, Kas-
yapaparivarta, Gaganagafija, Tathagataguhya, Dagabhiimika, Drdhadhyasaya,
Dharani§vararaja, Pitdputrasamagama, Mafijuéripariprecha, Ratnakiita, Rat-
naciidapariprechd, Ratnamegha, Ratnakara, Lankavatara, Lalitavistara,
Vimalakirtinirde§a, Salistamba, Satyadvayavatara, Saddharmapundarika,
Samadhirdja (Candrapradipa), and Hastikakgya.

Central philosophy of Buddhism, p. 50 sq.; K. VENkATA RAMaNAN, Négarjuna’s
philosophy, p. 46 8q. Cf. also A. Bareau, L’absolu en philosophie bouddhique:
Evolution de la notion d’asamskrta (Paris, 1951), pp. 174—86.—On ‘proto-Madhya-
mika’ elements in the Pali canon see L. Gémrez, PEW 26 (1976), p. 137 sq.

15 The relation between the author of the Ta-chih-tu-lun (*Mahé&prajhidparamito-
padesa, attributed to Nagarjuna) and the Sarvastivada has been studied in some
detail by K. VENKATA RaMaNaN, Nagarjuna's philosophy, pp. 28 sq. and 57 sq.,
and by E. LamorTE, Traité, iii, p. xiv sq. But on the question of the authorship of
this treatise see below, p. 32.

1¢ The Madhyamikas do not themselves claim that the dharmanairatmya was
their own discovery and that it was unknown to the Sravakas. See for example
Candrakirti, Prasannapada on MMK xviii. 5 and Madhyamakavatéara i. 8 (below,
p.- 74).—For the canonical formula sabbe dhamma anattd see Majjhimanikaya i,
p. 227—8; Samyuttanikéya iii, p. 132—4, and.iv, p. 401; Anguttaranikaya i, p. 286.
Compare Vasubandhu, Abhidharmakosabhésya vi. 14d. This formula is one of the
‘characteristics’ or ‘seals’ of the Dharma (together with sabbe sankhdrd anicca, and
in Anguttaranikaya i, p. 286 sabbe sankhara dukkha). See also Bodhisattvabhaimi,
Chapter xvii (p. 276—17).
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Any attempt to trace the history of the Madhyamaka school is beset by the
numerous problems that result from the obscurity in which the lives, work and
chronology of so many of its masters remain shrouded. Only if this obscurity
can be dispelled by the extensive historical, philological and philosophical
study that is still required will it eventually become possible fully to elucidate
these problems. Of primary importance is the still embroiled question of the
figure of Nagarjuna as a person and the author of certain works, and of the
relationship between the various compositions ascribed to the masters who
have borne this great name; for it is hardly to be doubted that there lived in
India more than one person having this name and belonging to different
periods in the history of the Madhyamaka.1?

The Madhyamakasastrastuti attributed to Candrakirti has referred to eight
works by Nagarjuna: the (Madhyamaka)karikas, the Yuktisastika, the Sin-
yatasaptati, the Vigrahavyavartani, the Vidala (i.e. Vaidalyasttra/Vaidalya-
prakarana), the Ratnavali, the Siutrasamuccaya, and Samstutis.’® This list
covers not only much less than the grand total of works ascribed to Nagarjuna
in the Chinese and Tibetan collections, but it does not even include all such
works that Candrakirti has himself cited in his writings. It is of particular
interest also to note that Samstutis or hymns are included in this list since
some at least of the hymns ascribed to Nagarjuna pose difficult problems of
authorship owing to the fact that their doctrines sometimes appear to differ
appreciably from those of the theoretical scholastic treatises; unfortunately,
however, this list does not give the titles of the hymns its author had in mind,
but quotations from at least some hymns ascribed to Nagarjuna are to be found
in Candrakirti’s works (see below, p. 31).

The first six works enumerated above correspond to the six well-known
theoretical scholastic treatises of Nagirjuna—the so-called Yukti-corpus (rigs
¢hogs) of the Tibetan tradition (except that for the Ratnavali a certain non-
extant *Vyavaharasiddhi is often substituted). Beside them the Tibetan
sources place a collection of hymns—the Stava-corpus (bstod ¢hogs)—as well
as a body of tracts and epistles—the Parikatha-corpus (gtam chogs)—which in-
cludes the Suhrllekha, sometimes the Rajaparikathi-Ratnavali, and some
minor works.

In view of the above-mentioned opacity and confusion in the records as well
as the uncertainty concerning the authorship of several works ascribed to
Nagirjuna, it will be convenient for the historian of the Madhyamaka to take
as his point of departure the treatise universally considered as the Madhyamaka-

17 It is important to observe that even if the Tibetan historiographers and
doxographers have ascribed a variety of doctrinally distinct works to Nagéarjuna,
they generally differentiate clearly between different phases in his doctrines,
assigning these works to distinct periods in a miraculously long life. See D. SEYFORT
Rurca, Le Dharmadhatustava, in Etudes tibétaines dédiées a la mémoire de M.
Lalou (Paris, 1971), pp. 448—53.

18 Edited by J. W. de Joxg, OE 9 (1962), p. 49 sq.
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sastra par excellence—mamely the MMK—together with any other texts ascrib-
able to the same author that are doctrinally related, and to regard this textual
corpus as a standard of reference when describing Nagarjuna’s philosophy. In
this way a relatively homogeneous body of literature can be used as the basis
for the discussion of the earliest period of Madhyamaka thought and also as
one criterion for determining what other texts might be attributed to Nagar-
juna, the originator of the Madhyamaka school.

The Mila-Madhyamakakarikas

The extant Sanskrit text of the MMK is embedded in the Prasannapada
Madhyamakavrttih, a commentary written by Candrakirti perhaps half a
millennium after the time of Nagarjuna. This work is now available to us in
three manuscripts—all mediocre copies of an original which was apparently
not faultless—used by L. de La Vallée Poussin for his edition of 1903—13 and
in a fourth manusecript used by J. W. de Jong for his edition of 1977. This text
of the MMK has to be compared with the text contained in other commentaries
on the MMK, which are now accessible only in Chinese and Tibetan, and in
quotations in the exegetical literature of the Mahayana.1?

Our MMK number 447 or 449 verses according to whether the two intro-
ductory stanzas to the Awakened One, the best of philosophers who taught
origination in dependence (pratityasamutpida) free of eight limiting qualities,
are included or not in the count. These verses are divided into 27 chapters.

+  The first chapter of the MMK takes up the topic of the dependent origination
of things in the process of conditioning.?® Things (bhdva ‘entity’), Nagarjuna
states, are never found anywhere produced from themselves, from others, from
both themselves and others, or from no cause at all (1). Now, in principle, the
production of things would have to take place in dependence (pratitya) on
conditions (pratyaya); and Nagarjuna enumerates the four kinds of condition
known to Abhidharma philosophy, namely the causal condition (hefu), the
objective one (alambana), the immediz;tely preceding one ([sam Janantara),
and the governing one (adhipati) (2). However, it is not to be supposed that
in these conditions a specific and independent nature (svabhiva ‘own being,
aseity’) of the thing is to be found; and in the absence of such own being the
correlative and complementary category of ‘other being’ (parabhava ‘alterity’)
cannot exist either (3).2! Moreover, mention has been made of conditions on

12 For a brief comparison of the Sanskrit version of the MMK with the Chinese
see R. H. RoBinsoN, Early Madhyamika, p. 30—31. On the title ‘Malamadhyamaka-
karika’ see above, note 3.

20 Tn the following résumé, the chapter titles of the MMK as found in Candrakirti’s
Prasannapada have been t-ken as a basis. In the Tibetan translations of Buddha-
pélita’s and Bhavaviveka’s commentaries on the MMK, the chapter titles differ in
some places.

21 See also MMK, Chapter xv.
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the ground that we speak of production in dependence on them; but as long
as no entity is actually produced, in the last analysis one must allow that no
conditioning entities exist either (5). In fact, for either a real or a non-real
thing no condition is possible; that is, an existent thing (sat) needs no ad-
ditional condition to make it what it already is by definition, whereas no con-
dition could effectively relate to a non-existent thing (asat) (6). If no factor
(dharma) is produced as real, non-real or a combination of both, there can
then be no cause producing it (nirvartako hetuh) (7); and the same holds,
mutatis mutandis, for the other three kinds of pratyaya (8—10). Finally, when
a product is not present in conditions taken either singly or all together, what
is not present in conditions could not be produced from them (11). Now, were
a non-existent (asat) product to proceed from conditions, why, being non-
existent, should it not proceed equally from non-conditions (12)? A product
is by definition a result of its conditioning factors, whereas conditions are not
made up of themselves; but a product supposed to be made up of such (in
fact non-substantial) conditions could not in fact really be their product (13).
Here Nagéarjuna's critique is intended to reveal the antinomies and paradoxes
in a notion of causation that presupposes the existence of a number of sub-
stantial and self-existent entities; and it thus covers both the Abhidharmika
concept of origination in dependence (pratityasamutpada) of dharmas as factors
each possessing a specific characteristic property, and also doctrines such as
those of the Samkhya and VaiSesika. And the conclusion then is that there
exists no substantive product issuing from a real causal nexus with substantive
conditions (or, indeed, non-conditions, 14), each conceived of as an entity
(bhava) possessing a positive (or even a negative) own being (svabhdva).
Nagarjuna’s analysis thus serves to relativize and deconstruct our artificially
posited entities with their respective conditions, which are thus annulled
(‘zeroed’) both as substantial entities and ulimately valid philosophical cate-
gories.

Chapter ii is devoted to a critique and deconstruction of the category of
movement over space in time, as situated in either the two aspects of traversed/
past (gata = son ba) and untraversed/future (agata = ma son ba: andgata)
space-in-time (: adhvajgta) or in a third aspect apart from (and between)
these two which might be supposed to be in process of being moved over
(gamyamana = bgom pa) (1).22 Now going (gati) cannot in fact attach to the

22 For a discussion of the philosophical problem taken up in Chapter ii of the
MMK, see M. SiperiTs and J. D. O’BRrIEN, Zeno and Négarjuna on motion,
PEW 26 (1976), pp. 281—99, who propose a ‘mathematical’ interpretation of
Nagarjuna’s analyses in addition to the ‘conceptual’ interpretation. The authors
draw a parallel with Zeno’s paradoxes on the grounds that Nigérjuna was arguing
against a concept of motion that postulated spatial and temporal minims (‘atoms’
and ‘instants’) in the frame of a theory that reified the terms analysed and assumed
a language-reality isomorphism and a correspondence theory of truth.

The commentary on this chapter of the MMK in Con-kha‘pa’s Rigs‘pa’i'rgya mého
has been translated into English by J. Horkins and NeAwANG LENGDEN, Chapter
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first two aspects because there is no movement (cegtd@) in them (2). Nor can
it be superadded, as an additional action of going, to the third aspect mentioned
above because movement in process devoid of movement (wvigamana) to begin
with does not apply (3). Also, when going (gamana) is postulated for this third
aspect there would ensue (prasajyate) the existence of movement in process
without an agent (gantr ‘goer’) (4). Since in the absence of a goer there is in
fact no going, the occurrence (prasatnga) of two gamanas would entail the
occurrence of two goers for each movement, something that does not apply (6).
It is moreover pointed out that there is neither going of an independent goer
nor going of a non-goer (agantr); but there exists no third possibility (¢rt?ya,
tertium non datur) (8; cf. 15). A proposition (paksa) asserting: ‘the goer goes’
and involving gamana and gantr as two distinct entities would entail (: prasaj-
yate) for him who maintains it a goer without movement (10), something that
has been seen not to apply (9). Since no undertaking (@rambha) of going can
be found located in any of the three spatio-temporally defined phases of move-
ment, the latter are nothing but the product of dichotomizing conceptualiza-
tion (vikalpa, 14). Thus, through conjoined linguistic and conceptual analysis,
the category of movement is relativized and annulled (‘zeroed’) with respect
to its conceptually interrelated and imaginarily constructed components—viz.
the action of going (gati, gamana) and its agent (gantr )—and also with respect
to its opposed correlate (pratipaksa) of stationariness and one who stands
(i.e. desists from movement) (15—17). In addition, it is shown that (the cate-
gories of ) the action and agent of going cannot ontologically stand in a relation
of either oneness (ekibhGva) or difference (nandbhava) (18—21); they are
merely the product of dichotomizing conceptualization (20). Agent and action
of movement cannot then be hypostatized as independent entities having the
ontological status of real, unreal or both-real-and-unreal (24). It is therefore
concluded that the posited factors making up the triad of agent, action and
object (karman, i.e. gantavya) of movement do not exist per se (25cd; cf.
Prasannapada ii. 6). It is to be notedsthat Nagarjuna’s analysis here lends
itself to interpretation in terms of grammatical categories; and Candrakirti
in fact introduces the concept of s@dhana or kiraka as a Sakti in his comment
(PP ii. 6).

In its method of argument founded on dialectical cancellation and analytical
deconstruction of the concepts and categories of discursive thinking and
ordinary language through prasanga-type reasoning, Chapter ii of the MMK
serves as a model for the discussion of other concepts and categories in the
sequel. Since such discussion is essentially analytical and seeks to deconstruct
dogmatically posited conceptual entities issuing from dichotomizing construc-
tion, Nagarjuna’s procedure can hardly be regarded as mere sophistical argu-

two of the Ocean of Reasoning (Dharamsala, 1974) ; an English translation of MMK
ii with the Prasannapada has also been made by them: Analysis of going and
coming (Dharamsala, 1976).



12 David Seyfort Ruegg - The Literature of the Madhyamaka School

ment employing deceptive devices or fallacious means to construct some
(counter)dogma.

Chapter iii subjects to a critique the category of the sense faculties (indriya)
—viz. the five internal sensory bases of the visual, auditory, olfactory, gusta-
tory, and tactile, and the mental base?3—founded on the idea of a triad of factors
comprising a sensory function (e.g. sight), an agent (e.g. the seer) and an object
(e.g. a visible thing). All are shown by Nagéarjuna to be interdependent con-
ceptual factors, not substantial and independent entities having own being
(svabhava) as was supposed by other schools of thought.

Subsequent chapters are devoted to similar analyses of other categories (the
succeeding one, according to Candrakirti, often being introduced by an oppo-
nent in the belief that it presupposes and therefore establishes the reality of
the preceding category that had just been criticized). In every case Nagarjuna
demonstrates that each new category is itself an unreal construct having only
a limited conventional and transactional validity on the surface level without,
however, constituting an entity having own being.

The following concepts/categories are thus analysed and the antinomies
involved in their postulation are revealed. (iv) The five groups (skandha, i.e.
the physical and mental factors, which entail the existence of the indriyas
because, if the skandhas in which they are included exist, the indriyas must
exist). In this chapter Sinyatd is referred to together with some fundamental
principles of Madhyamaka thought in connexion with problems raised in
philosophical argument and explication. Thus: ‘When a disputation is con-
ducted by means of $anyati, should [an opponent] state a reply (parihara)
nothing will serve him as a reply: there emerges a sameness with what is to be
established (samam sddhyena); when an explication is made by means of
$unyatd, should someone [a quasi disciple ($isyadesiya) according to Candra-
kirti] state an objection (updlambha) nothing will serve him as an objection:
there emerges a sameness with what is to be established’ (8—9). That is, the
substantial reality of vedand or whatever other thing is adduced as a counter-
instance in a reply or objection intended to establish the reality of e.g. rapa—
the s@dhya—inevitably itself falls within the scope of Sinyata; and it cannot
therefore be used to invalidate the emptiness of own being of any dharma
(rapa, etc.).2*—(v) The elements (dhatu)—earth, water, fire, air, Gkdsa, and
vijiidna—are next introduced (on the supposition that since they at least have
not been negated they would have the ontological status necessary to establish
the preceding category by analogy). The discussion excludes the idea that these
elements could really be characterized things (laksya ‘marked’, i.e. bhavas) in
relation to their (supposed) characteristics (laksana ‘mark’ or specific prop-

23 In Buddhapalita’s and Bhavaviveka’s commentaries and the *Akutobhaya,
Chapter iii is entitled ayatana.

24 Cf. Aryadeva’s Catuhsataka viii. 16: bhavasyaikasya yo drastd drasta sarvasya sa
smrtah| ekasya sanyatda yaiva saiva sarvasya Sanyata)/—On sadhyasama cf. below,
note 49.
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erty).—(vi) Passion and the subject of passion (rdga-rakta) (presupposing the
existence of the skandhas, Gyatanas and dhdtus as the basis of such samklesa).
The discussion involves in particular an examination of the applicability here
of the relational concepts of oneness (ekatva) and difference (prthaktva)—the
two conditions under which any real entity might be supposed to exist—which
constitute fundamental modes of analysis employed by the Madhyamika to
show that an entity having own being can exist under neither of these condi-
tions.?5—(vii) Production, insofar as it is conditioned (samskrta), has three
phases, namely origination, duration with change, and decay (i.e. the three
characteristics of the conditioned—samskrtalaksana—which might be thought
to belong to, and hence entail the existence of, the skandhas, dyatanas and
dhatus).?® But when applied to a conditioned entity, precisely, these three
laksanas are shown to involve the fault of infinite regress (anavastha, 3).** If
on the other hand production were unconditioned, it could present no samskrta-
laksana. Here are also discussed problems arising from the notions of the de-
pendently produced (utpddyamdnam pratitya, 15) and the production of an
already existing entity, a non-existing one, and one that is both (20), as well
as from the notions of duration (22) and destruction (26). In sum, because
production, duration and decay are not themselves to be established as real,
the conditioned (samskrta) cannot exist. And being complementary to the
samskrta how then could an unconditioned (asamskrta) thing be establish-
ed ? (33) The three samskrtalaksanas are thus like illusions (34).—(viii) Action
and its agent (karma-kdraka) (the ‘causes’ entailing the existence of vijfidna
and the other conditioned factors).—(ix) The pre-existent (piirva) (i.e. the
appropriating subject, or upddatr, supposed to be the precondition for per-
ceptions and sensations, and assumed under the name of pudgala by the
Sammatiyas amongst the Buddhists).?®—(x) Fire and fuel, the relation between

25 See below, p. 38 sq.

26 The three samskrtalaksanas—utpdda ‘origination’, sthitv ‘duration’ (or sthity-
anyathdtva ‘alteration in duration’: Candrakirti, Prasannapada vii. 11) and vyaya =
bhanga ‘decay’—are referred to in the title of Chapter vii as found in Buddhapalita’s
and Bhévaviveka’s commentaries, as well as in the *Akutobhaya. For the three
(or four) lakgsanas of the conditioned, see Vasubandhu’s discussion in his Abhi-
dharmakosabhéasya ii. 45.

27 For an example of this anavasthd ‘regressus in infinitum’, see MMK vii. 18—19
on the production of production of ... production. In other words, if origination
as an entity is assumed, then the origination of the entity origination has also to
be assumed, and so on ad infinitum. See also Négarjuna’s Vigrahavyavartani 32,
where the problem of infinite regress is shown to arise in connexion with the
establishment of an object of correct knowledge (prameya) by means of something
else known as the means of correct knowledge (pramana), which then itself requires
to be established by still another pramdna, and so on infinitely.— The aparyavasana-
dosa ‘fault of infinite regress’ is noticed by Candrakirti (Prasannapada vii. 3), as
well as by Vasubandhu (Abhidharmakosabhégya ii. 45—46) who, following the
Sautrantika view, points out the problem posed by the notion of jatijaie, ete.

28 The upddatr and wpadana are mentioned in the title of Chapter ix in Buddha-
palita’s and Bhivaviveka’s commentaries, and in the *Akutobhay3a.
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which is analysed in terms of that between an appropriator (updaddtr) and the
appropriated (upadana). This relation raises the question of oneness or dif-
ference and of the five forms of relation between fire as appropriator and the
appropriated fuel.2?

The next chapters take up the Buddhist’s own soteriological and gnoseo-
logical categories of samsdra and nirvina and their putative experiencing
subjects. Thus we have critiques of the following topics. (xi) The prior and
posterior limits (%ofi) of samsdra®® (the existence of which might be thought
to entail the existence in it of some transmigrating experiencer [samsartr] or
appropriating self [atman ]).—(xii) Suffering (dubkha, the existence of which
might be thought to entail the existence of an d@tman or pudgala to experience
it). It is shown how an experiencing entity cannot serve as a base for the
experience of suffering.—These points are reinforced by a critique of (xiii) the
conditioned (samskara = samskrta), defined as false and delusive (1).3! Now
an opponent might hold that bhdvas are not without own being because of
their sanyata (3). But: ‘Were there some thing not empty (adianya) there might
be some thing empty; since there is nothing that is not empty how could there
be some thing empty ?’ (7, a reasoning founded on the interrelatedness of all
dichotomously opposed but still complementary categories and concepts which
serves to do away with the idea that there might exist some thing qualifiable
as empty).’? Sanyata is in fact release from (or: the expeller of, niksarana)
all speculative views (drsti); and it is not to be resorted to as a surrogate third
dogma or speculative position replacing the binary set of extremes that have
been rejected (8).—(xiv) The conceptual category of contact (samsarga, e.g.
between the object seen, the seer and sight, contact between which might be
thought to entail the existence of these factors as entities having own being).
This discussion raises the question of the ontological and logical status of
otherness (anyatva) in the frame of the principle of origination in depend-
ence.—(xv) Own being (svabhdva, ‘aseity’, which would be entailed by the
causality of hetu-pratyayas). This notion is subjected to a critique showing
that it is not compatible with the idea of production by causes and conditions
because by definition svabhdva should be independent of any other thing
causing or conditioning it; it is therefore not produced.?®* Nor can there be
‘other being’ (parabhdva) since this would involve an own being in relation to
which it is to be established. This being so, how could there be any kind of
entity (bhiva)? And in the absence of bhdva there can be no ‘non-entity’

2 x. 14. This investigation (vicdra) concerns five points, on which see below, p. 40.

30 Samsara is the title of Chapter xi in Buddhapalita’s and Bhavaviveka’s
commentaries, and in the *Akutobhaya.

31 Tattva is the title of Chapter xiii in Buddhapalita’s and Bhavaviveka’s com-
mentaries, and in the *Akutobhaya.

32 Cf. Aryadeva, Catuhsataka xvi. 7.—This does not seem to be the case of the
logical error of negation of the antecedent since we do not in fact have a hypothetical
syllogism here. .

33 On MMK xv. 1—2 cf. Candrakirti, Madhyamakévatara vi. 181—183a.
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(abhdva ) either.34+—(xvi) The twin categories of bondage and release (bandhana-
moksa, the existence of bondage—or samsd@ra—entailing the existence of some
svabhava in things and of a transmigrating pudgala, as well as the idea that the
correlative category of release—or nirvana—is an opposed entity in a binary
set).—(xvii) Action and its result (karma-phala, which would entail the existence
of an entity termed ‘samsdara’).—(xviii) The category of a self (Gtman) as the
appropriating subject to which actions, their fruits and the associated defile-
ments attach as things belonging to it (@tmiya); whereas once appropriation
(upadana) has ceased birth, ete. also come to a stop (4).3—(xix) Time present,
past and future (the existence of which might be thought to presuppose the
own being of things that, in their various states of temporal being, make time
knowable since it is their support).—(xx) The complex aggregate (s@magri) of
causes and conditions (which would together bring about, in a subsequent
moment of time, the production of a result whereby the existence of time as a
cooperating cause—sahakarikdrapa—might be supposed to be established). The
discussion here raises once more the question of the two conditions—oneness
(ekatva) and difference (anyatva )—in which a cause might be supposed to stand
in relation to its putative effect if they are conceived of as entities (19).36—
(xxi) Production and destruction (sambhava-vibhava, which might also be
thought to presuppose time as the continuum in which they would successively
take place). As entities they are shown to be in fact inapplicable categories.—
(xxii) The tathdgata (in virtue of whose continuing existence through aeons a
continuity of existence—bhavasamiati—in time might be entailed). The dis-
cussion includes an investigation of five modes of relation between a tathagata
and ‘his’ appropriated skandhas.3’—(xxiii) Error (viparyisa) and defilement
(klesa, viz. passion, hate and confusion) (which might entail a continuity of
existence in time by being its ultimate cause). Special consideration is here
given to the kledas (passion and hate proceed from erroneously grasping
something as agreeable or disagreeable, and confusion proceeds from er-
roneously taking something to be what it is not—e.g. the impermanent as
permanent). In the absence of any atman it then appears that the klesas are
themselves not things which could be regarded as real entities to be eliminat-
ed (3). And just as there is no entity called error and hence nothing real to be
eliminated, there is no correlative non-error to be grasped (16), the binary
category of error and non-error as well as ignorance (avidya) and the sam-
skaras (23) being thus annulled. Indeed, there could be no real elimination of
defilements that are either existent (bhifa ‘real’, 24) or non-existent (abhita, 25).

3¢ Bhavabhdva is the title of Chapter xv in Buddhapalita’s and Bhavaviveka’s
commentaries, and in the *Akutobhaya.

35 In this chapter the relation of an Gtman to the skandhas is discussed in terms
of the investigation (vicdra) in five points. See below, p. 40.

38 Hetuphala is the title of Chapter xx in Buddhap4ilita’s and Bhavaviveka’s
commentaries, and in the *Akutobhay4.

37 See below, p. 40.
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When an investigation of the above-mentioned categories has revealed the
paradoxes and antinomies that attach to their (postulated) existence, and once
they have been relativized and ‘zeroed’—both as entities through the principle
of origination in dependence (pratityasamutpida ) as understood by the Madhya-
mika, and as logical categories through a process of analysis and deconstruc-
tion that shows them to have as their foundation nothing but pairs of dichot-
omously opposed complementary concepts—and have been seen to be empty
of own being, such basic principles of Buddhism as the four noble truths
(a@ryasatya )—namely suffering which is to be known, its origination which is
to be eliminated, its cessation which is to be realized, and the path to cessation
which is to be cultivated—are themselves relativized ; for it becomes plain that
they belong not to ultimate reality (paramdrtha) but, semantically, to the
surface level of dichotomizing conceptualization and, pragmatically, to trans-
actional usage. Moreover, in the absence of the four noble truths the four
fruits of sainthood would also not exist as real entities, so that there could be
no saints (drya ), and hence no community (samgha), no dharma and no buddha
existing as real entities. The question then arises: Have these basic principles of
Buddhist thought been rejected or abolished by Nagarjuna (either by in-
advertence and a failure to foresee the power of the critical analysis he was
employing, or intentionally out of a bent towards nihilism) ? In his considered
and acute reply in Chapter xxiv, Nigarjuna sets out several of the key prin-
ciples of the Madhyamaka. To begin with, it is observed that an opponent who
raises the above question merely reveals his own ignorance of the sense of
emptiness ($anyatd, 7). One must first distinguish between the two levels to
which the Buddha’s teachings relate: the ‘worldly surface truth’ (lokasamorti-
satya) and truth as ultimate reality (satyam ... paramdrthatah, 8); for the
person who cannot distinguish between them simply does not understand the
deep reality (tattva) of the teaching (9). Now, there can be no communication
of ultimate reality (paramartha) without resorting to transactional usage
(vyavahdra); and without comprehending the paramdrtha, nirvana is not to
be attained (10).3® Emptiness may then be likened to a dangerous serpent
because it destroys foolish people who do not grasp it correctly; and this
indeed accounts for the Teacher’s initial hesitation to teach (11—12). Nagarjuna
furthermore observes that the criticism levelled against §anyat@ by the op-
ponent does not fault it because this criticism has no applicability to the
empty: the opponent is in fact only attributing his own errors to another
(13, 15). In the Madhyamaka the word $unyata is used as a term for origination
in dependence (pratityasamutpdda), and it is a conditional (pragmatic) designa-
tion (prajiiaptir upaddaya); this is the middle way (pratipat madhyama, which

3 gnagamya is rendered here as ‘without comprehending’ following Candrakirti,
who glosses anadhigamya, and the Tibetan translation. The word is sometimes also
understood as meaning ‘without having recourse to’, as in the Tibetan translation
(ma brten pas) of this verse as quoted in the Madhyamak&vatira vi. 80. And in
MMK xxvi. 3 dgamya certainly means ‘in dependence on’ (brten nas).
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falls neither into annihilationism by denying what originates in dependence,
nor into eternalism by hypostatizing as real what are constructs and designa-
tions originating in dependence and, consequently, empty of own being) (18).3°
Indeed, only when $iinyaid is found to be applicable does everything become
applicable (‘fitting’) (14);4® were everything on the contrary non-empty nothing
could either arise or cease, and it is this (rather than the theory of sinyatd)
that has as its undesired consequence the non-existence of the four noble
truths (20). For how could there be suffering if a thing were independently
produced, since the impermanent which by definition is painful would not be
present when something has own being in virtue of its own independent exist-
ence (21)? With respect to the second noble truth, to deny $anyatd involves
one in a position where origination could never take place because anything
existing by own being will clearly not require to be produced in order to
exist (22).4! Nor could there be cessation (mirodha) of suffering existing by
own being, so that it is just by holding to own being that one rejects the third
noble truth (23). Finally, were the path to possess own being its cultivation
would not be possible (24). And if the first three noble truths did not exist,
what kind of path is it that would have the function of leading to attainment
in virtue of the fact of the cessation of suffering (25) ? Moreover, even actions
can appertain only to the empty—i.e. to what is without own being—because
nothing is to Le effected for any thing that is not empty; own being is not
effected (33). To reject §anyald residing in the principle of origination in inter-
dependence?? is therefore to reject all worldly transactional usages (vyavahdra,

3 The pronoun sa@ in MKK xxiv. 18¢ might refer either to pratityasamutpada in
the first quarter, or to $anyatd@ in the second quarter; and Candrakirti gives an
explanation that in fact takes into account both these possibilities.—Bhavaviveka
(za, fol. 287b6) speaks of Sanyatd called pratityasamutpdda which is upadaya
prajriaptih and also (fol. 288 b 3) madhyama pratipat. In Buddhapalita’s commentary
(tsa, fol. 306b) the pronoun would seem ¢o refer only to pratityasamutpada (but the
Sanskrit construction naturally does not come through altogether unambiguously
in the Tibetan translation).

Compare the expression pratityasamutpddasunyatd in MMK xxiv. 36c. See also
PP xxiv. 13 (§unyatartha is pratityasamutpadartha), 40 (sarvadharmapratityasamut-
padalaksana svabhdvasinyatd), and xxvi. 1 (p. 542. 6). In Nagéarjuna’s commentary
on his Vigrahavyavartani 70 there is the verse:

yah $anyatam pratityasamutpadam madhyamdm pratipadam cal
ekdartham nijagada pranamami tam apratimabuddham])
See also Vigrahavyavartani 22.
s yujyate = Tib. run ba. Cf. Vigrahavyavartani 70:
prabhavati ca Sanyatéyam yasya prabhavanti tasya sarvarthah)
prabhavatt na tasya kimcin na prabhavat Sunyatd yasyall
where prabhavatt is translated into Tibetan by sri¢d pa. For the idea see also MMK
xxiv. 36; and below, p. 23 with note 51.

41 See also Chapters i and xv, and below, p. 60.

43 Pratityasamutpdda-sanyatd, an appositional (karmadhdraya) compound. See
also above, note 39.
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36). He who recognizes pratityasamutpada according to the Madhyamaka—that
is, in the perspective of diunyata (18)—alone really recognizes the four noble
truths (40).

Chapter xxv then turns to the unconditioned (asamskria) par excellence—
nirvapa—and examines its status both ontologically and logically. Earlier it
was said that, to the extent that an asamskria is posited as an entity in relation
to its complementary opposite (samskrita), it cannot be established because
the samskrta is not established (vii. 33). It is now shown that if nirvana is no
thing (bhava ‘existence’) it is equally not no thing (abkdva ‘non-existence’);
it cannot be posited ontologically or logically in terms of any of the four
imaginable positions of the ‘tetralemma’ (catuskoti), viz. bhdva, abhdva, both
bhava and abhava, and neither bhgva nor abhgva. It is no empirical or conceptual
entity, existent or non-existent, and relatable to a person thought of as at-
taining it (17—18; cf. xvi. 4 sq.). Given the fact that nirvana as well as all the
factors (dharma) pertaining to samsdra are accordingly empty of own being,
it may be said that there is no differentiating property (videsana) between
samsdra and nirvana (19; cf. 9). And there is nothing whatsoever between the
terminal (kofi ‘limit’) of samsdra and the terminal of nirvana (20). In the final
analysis, then, no dkarma has ever been communicated anywhere to anybody
by a Buddha; such is the stilling of all objectification (saropalambhopasama),
the peaceful stilling of all discursive development (prapaficopasama) (24). As
observed earlier by Nagéarjuna, the object of designation (abhidhdtavya) comes
to a stop as the domain of thinking (cittagocara) comes to a stop, dharmata like
nirvana being unproduced and undestroyed (xviii. 7); and the characteristic
of reality (tattva) is to be not dependent on another (i.e. not to be communicat-
ed), still, not discursively developed through discursive developments (‘pra-
pafica), without dichotomizing conceptualization (vikalpa), and free from
differentiation (xviii. 9).

The last two chapters of the MMK deal with the twelve members (arnga)-—
viz. the conditioning ‘occasions’ (niddna)—of origination in dependence (xxvi)
and the sixteen speculative views (drsti) that stand in the way of the correct
understanding of pratityasamutpada and Sunyat@ (xxvii), the good dharma being
taught with a view to eliminating all such views (30). Although these two
chapters add little that is philosophically essential to Madhyamaka doctrine as
expounded in the preceding chapters of the MMK, they deal with topics that
are traditionally of importance in the history of Buddhist thought.

Together the chapters of the MMK explicate the terms and ideas mentioned
in the two introductory verses placed at the head of the treatise: ‘I pay homage
to the best of teachers, the perfectly awakened one (sambuddha) who has
taught origination in dependence (pratityasamutpida ), the stilling of discursive
development (‘prapaficopasama) and peaceful ($iva ), which is without destruc-
tion and production, not annihilated and not eternal, neither undifferentiated
nor differentiated, and without both coming and going’.
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Nagarjuna’s ‘Minor’ Treatises and Commentaries

About five other works, four of which are more or less minor at least with
respect to their extent when compared with the MMK, may be regarded as
belonging to the same category of scholastic texts as Nagarjuna’s great
Madhyamaka-Sastra.

The Yuktigastika, a verse-text taking its name from the principle of reason-
ing (yukti) applied in the Madhyamaka, deals with the non-apprehension
(anupalambha) of both positive and negative entities, and with the under-
standing of pratityasamutpida free from the twin extremes of existence and
non-existence which leads to final release.®® Once the idea of nihilistic non-
existence, the source of all faults, has been eliminated—for in the search for
reality (tattva) one has in fact to start with the principle ‘All exists’ (sarvam
asti, 31) even though it is certainly not to be made the object of conceptual
attachment (41)—this yukii is specified as that by which existence also is
excluded (3). Release is then to be defined in terms of neither existence nor
non-existence of any entity whatsoever (5); it is rather stoppage of all im-
purities (10). All dharmas are in fact to be realized as empty ($@nya), non-
substantial (andtman) and ‘isolated’ (vivikia, 26) (cf. 31—32, 57, 60). Thorough
penetration (‘parijiana) of existence is indeed termed ‘nirvana’ (7); and this
involves comprehending the cessation (nirodha) of what appeared, in the way
of an illusion (madyd ), as production of an entity (8). Ignorance (avidyd) is the
origin of all; but through exact knowledge (samyagjfidna ) no birth and destruc-
tion whatsoever is apprehended (11). This is then what is known as nirvina
in the present (drstadharma) (12). Whereas in truth neither birth nor destruc-
tion of an entity is found, references in the teaching to birth and destruction
have as their motivation the fact that through knowing birth one comes to
know destruction, through knowing the latter one comes to know imperma-
nence, and through knowing the latter one will understand the Law (dharma)
(22—23). However, in truth pratityasamutpida excludes the real birth or de-
struction of any thing ; and knowing thie one crosses the ocean of existences (24).
Ordinary worldlings (‘prthagjana) assuming the existence of substantial entities
fall into error concerning existence and non-existence; and being under the
influence of klesa they are deceived by their own minds (25). Not only the
teaching concerning the results of acts (karmaphala) and states of existence
(gati) (33), but also its references to a self (@tman) and what belongs to a self
(dtmiya) as well as to the skandhas, dhdtus and dyatanas are all well-motivated
(34). Still, nirvana alone is true (36). Entities originating in dependence are like

42 The numbering of the verses of the Yuktisastikd here follows the Tibetan
version in the bsTan'’gyur. For a translation of Shih-hu’s Chinese version see
P. ScHAEFFER, Yukti-sagtika, die 60 Sitze des Negativismus (Materialien zur Kunde
des Buddhismus 3, Heidelberg, 1924). A very few fragments of the Sanskrit text
survive in quotations. See also S. Yamacucaiz, Chiigan bukkyd ronkd (Tokyo, 1965),
p- 29 sq.
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the moon reflected in water, i.e. neither real nor altogether unreal; knowing
this one is not carried away by dogmatic views (46). The postulating of entities
is in fact the cause of holding to dogmatic views that entail attraction, repulsion
and disputes (47); whereas in the absence of dogmatic views no klesa will
occur (48). Attachment is the source of grasping the untrue as true and of
disputing about it, under the influence of false knowledge (mithydjiiana) (50).
But those who give up disputes maintain no unilateral thesis (paksa, i.e. one
seeking to establish some kind of thing as ultimately true); consequently,
being without a thesis of their own, they do not lay themselves open to another
counterthesis (parapaksa) (51). It is, then, by freeing the mind from fixation
on any unilateral position with all the accompanying klesa that release is
attained (52 sq.). And since a great being (mahdatman, cf. 5) sees with the eye
of gnosis (jfiGnacaksus) that entities are like mere reflections (pratibimba ), he
does not stick in the mire of sense objects (visaya) (55). Beings can be divided
into three classes: the childish (b@la) who are attached to sense objects such
as visible form (ripa), the middling who become free from passion in this
respect, and those of superior intelligence who are released through knowledge
of the nature of rapa (56). The first class remains attached to what it finds
attractive, the second frees itself from this attachment, and the third sees that
things are vivikia, like a man projected in a magical show (mayapurusa) (57).4

The Stinyatasaptati, a treatise in verse accompanied by a prose commentary
ascribed to Nagarjuna himself, establishes emptiness on the ground of pratitya-
samutpdda, the principle of origination in dependence that excludes the idea
of any independent substantial entity. In particular, it discusses the non-
substantiality of the twelve members of origination in dependence (avidyd,

44 The Yuktigastikd contains a verse (35) stating that the four elements (mahda-
bhuita) are contained in vijiidna: byun ba che la sogs bdad pal [rnam par des su yan
dag ’du/ |de des pas ni *bral gyur na/ [log par rnam brtags ma yin nam|| (The Sanskrit
of this verse seems to be equivalent to Jiidinaérimitra, Sakérasamgrahasitra 3. 27
[p. 545]: mahabhatads vijiiane proktam samavarudhyate/ tajjiiane vigamam yats [read :
yadi] nanu mithya vikalpitam/|[). Later advocates of a Yogacéra-Madhyamaka
synthesis have cited this verse in support of their doctrine; see e.g. Santaraksita,
Madhyamakalamkaravrtti 92 (fol. 79b); and Ratndkarasanti, Prajiiaparamito-
padesa, fol. 161b—162a, 169b.

Just before this verse, and after a quotation from the Lankéavatarasatra (x.
256 sq.), Santaraksita has quoted a verse that seems to correspond to Yuktisastika
22, except that the Tibetan translation has des pa (instead of dgos pa as in the text
of the Yuktisastika): *di la skye ba ct yan med| ['gag par *gyur ba ct yar med| |skye ba
dan ni ’gag pa dag| |$es pa ba’ Zig kho na’o/| (Madhyamakalamkaravrtti 92, fol. 79b).
And Ratnakarasanti has then cited this verse together with verse 35 in favour of
his ‘Vijiiapti-Madhyamaka’ theory (see below, Appendix II). However, Kamala$ila
evidently considers this verse to be taken from the Lankavatarasitra (see his
Madhyamakalamkérapaiijikd ad loc., fol. 138a—b); cf. also Vidyakaraprabha,
Madhyamakanayasarasamasaprakarana, fol. 52a 1. Ratnakarasénti’s interpretation
has been criticized by Conkha'pa, Legs-bSad siiifi'po, fol. 56a.
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samskara, ete.), as well as kleda, karman, agency, and the four erroneous con-
ceptual inversions (viparyasa). The canonical statement ‘Everything is im-
permanent (anitya)’ shows that all (conditioned) things are impermanent; but
it is not to be interpreted as admitting entities having the property of im-
permanence (58). Paramartha is then nothing but pratityasamutpada; still,
having recourse to worldly transactional usage (vyavahira), the Buddha has
given a true construction of the world of manifoldness (69). Thus the teaching
of a dharma on the worldly level has not been simply destroyed, but in truth no
dharma at all is taught; those who fail to comprehend this teaching, however,
fear the Buddha’s faultless declaration (70). The worldly principle ‘This arises
in dependence on that’ is accordingly not simply cancelled (71). A person
endowed with clear receptivity of mind (§raddha ‘faith’) who searches for
reality (tattva) will investigate through correct analytic reasoning (yukti) the
principle of dependent origination ; and having thereby eliminated the idea of
any positive or negative entity he achieves tranquillity (72).45

The Vaidalya-‘Stitra’ with its accompanying Prakarana is a prose work
dealing with eristic (vdda). It subjects to a critique the sixteen categories
(padartha) accepted by other philosophers who maintain the substantive
reality of a self and of entities in the world.4¢

The Vigrahavyavartani, a work in seventy verses accompanied by an auto-
commentary, contains a very important discussion of the objections raised
against the Madhyamaka theory of the non-substantial (niksvabhava) and
hence empty ($@nya) character of all dharmas together with Nagarjuna’s
replies, a searching critique of the opponents’ own logical and epistemological
assumptions, and a demonstration of the validity of the Madhyamika’s theory

5 The verses of the Stinyatisaptati are to be found in the bsTan*’gyur in three
separate, and often diverging, versions, viz. the karikds alone, the verses with a
commentary ascribed to Nagirjuna, and the verses with Candrakirti’s Vrtti; the
variations between these versions pose” a number of philological and historical
problems. On the Tibetan tradition of this text see Gos'gZonnu'dpal, Deb-ther*
snon-po, cha, fol. 7b.—The version accompanying the Tibetan translation of
Candrakirti’s commentary, and hence this commentary itself, differs from the
version accompanying the commentary ascribed to Nagarjuna; and the question
arises as to whether Candrakirti knew this commentary or recognized it to be by
Nagarjuna. The Sunyatasaptati is not included in the Chinese canon. On it see
S. YamaceucHr, Bukkyogaku bunshi, i (Tékyd, 1972), p. 5 sq.

46 The sixteen paddrthas of Indian philosophy are: pramdana, prameya, samsaya,
prayojana, drstinta, siddhanta, avayava, tarke, nirnaya, vida, jalpa, vitanda,
hetvabhasa, chala, jati, and nigrahasthina; cf. e.g. Nyayasttra I.1. 1.

Amongst the philosophers referred to in the Prakarana (section 8) we find Kapila,
Mathara, Ulaka, and Vyasa.—On the Vaidalya see S. Yamaguca, Chigan bukkyd
ronkd (Tokyo, 1965), p. 111 sq.; Y. Kasivama, Miscellanea Indologica Kiotiensia
6—7 (1965), p. 134 5q., and IBK 5/1 (1957), pp. 192—5; P. WitLiams, JIP 6 (1978),
p. 287 sq.
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and method.*” This treatise is especially noteworthy for its critique of the forms
of correct knowledge (pramdana, viz. pratyaksa, anumana, Ggama, and upamana)
current at the time and of their objects (prameya) (30—51). Attention is called
in particular to the infinite regress (anavasthd) involved in attempting to
establish prameyas by means of pramanas, which would then require further
pramdnas to establish them, and so on ad infinitum (32 sq.). Nagarjuna explains
furthermore that it is not the Madhyamika’s statement (wvacana) ‘All things
(bhava) are without own being’ that makes things so; the statement simply
serves to make it known that they are empty (64). Thus the opponent’s con-
tention that, on the assumption of $inyata, the Madhyamika’s own statements
will be as empty as everything else and hence unable to establish the non-
substantiality of things merely reveals the opponent’s failure to understand
the sense of $@nyatd and his misapprehension concerning what the Midhyamika
is in fact about (21 sq.); and it cannot be used as an argument to invalidate the
communicative (jfidpaka) function of the statement in philosophical practice
(cf. 64).4¢ The Madhyamaka, based as it is on the §éinyatd theory and the prasanga
method, is indeed unassailable; for not only does a Madhyamika restrict him-
self to a kind of philosophical deconstruction—and therapeutic dehabituation—
with respect to dichotomizing conceptualization while refraining from pro-
pounding any propositional thesis (pratijiia, 29 and 59) of his own, but any
argument adduced to combat and refute the theory of $@nyatd is devoid of
cogency, and falls into line with and reinforces the Madhyamaka theory, since
all things can be shown to be equally non-substantial (28).4* Accordingly, just
as the Madhyamika is not adopting an antiphilosophical stance when he states
that he has no thesis, so he is not taking up an antirational position when he
observes that Madhyamaka theory isimmune from refutation. In sum, while the
Madhyamika’s statement (vacana) is not supposed to establish some entity

17 See K. BEATTACHARYA, The dialectical method of Nagarjuna (Delhi, 1978), for
an English translation of the verses and autocommentary. The Sanskrit text has
been edited by E. H. JornstoN and A. Kunst, MCB 9 (1949—51), pp. 108—51,
reprinted in K. Bhattacharya’s book just cited. See also S. YamacucHI, Bukkydgaku
bunsht (Tokyd, 1972—3), i, pp. 1—86; ii, pp. 5—33.

48 FElsewhere it is explained that §unyatd does not have the function of making
dharmas empty since this is what they are; a sentence concerning sunyata therefore
serves to make this fact known (see Kasyapaparivarta §§ 63—64; cf. Candrakirti,
PP xiii. 8 and Madhyamakéavatara vi. 34). Candrakirti (PP iv. 8) has also referred
to Sanyatd as an instrument (karane) revealing that rapa is nihsvabhdva. (Cf. the
notion of the vyafijaka-hetu). See also Paficavimsatisdhasrika (ed. N. DurT), p. 37—38.

4 Here the word sddhyasama apparently does not refer to the logical fault of
circularity or petitio principii so named. On s@dhyasama see also Vigrahavyavartani-
Vrtti 69, and MMK iv. 8—9 (above, p. 12).—Moreover, the fault that an opponent
may allege with respect to $iunyatd does not touch the Madhyamika since, in the
case of what is empty, it simply does not apply (MMK xxiv. 13; above, p. 13); cf.
Vigrahavyévartani 59 (and Aryadeva, Catuhsataka xvi. 25).—On sddhyasama as a
fallacy in Nyaya and in Buddhist usage cf. B. K. MaTILAL, JTP 2 (1974), pp. 21124,
and K. BHATTACHARYA, ibid., pp. 225—30. )
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as being non-substantial in the manner of either a syllogism or a propositional
thesis with probative force, it retains its function as a sentence and statement
having communicative (jfidpaka) force; and the Madhyamika does not hesitate
to uphold it as expressing a doctrine of Buddhism. As for the immunity of
Madhyamaka theory against refutation, it evidently stems from the fact that,
once the concept of an entity endowed with own being has been criticized and
deconstructed through the understanding of non-substantiality and emptiness,
not only is no position postulating such an entity to be maintained by the
Miadhyamika himself, but also no refutation from a counterposition can be
successfully made by an opponent in the frame of any of the current philo-
sophical positions based on the postulation of some sort of entity. The Madhya-
mika does not therefore turn out to be trying to devise a strategy of immuniza-
tion to make his theory empirically and logically unassailable ; for the immunity
of Madhyamaka theory is the consequence of the annulment (‘zeroing’) of all
hypostatized and dichotomously structured concepts, and it pertains only to
the domain of an entity conceived of in terms of a conceptual dichotomy: the
Madhyamika simply postulates no entity which could become the object of
conceptualisation involving alternative speculative views and hence of debate.
But, as already noted, the Madhyamika still does have a theory and doctrine—
a dardana and vada—which he takes to be that of the Buddha (see above,
pp. 2-3); and his doctrine then requires validation and eventually defence
against attempts to falsify and refute it, something that the successive masters
of the Madhyamaka have sought to supply.® The VV then concludes with the
observation that for someone for whom $anyata applies all applies, whereas
nothing can apply for someone for whom $anyatdi does not apply (70).5*
Although basically concerned with the logical and epistemological implications
of the $unyatd theory, this work does not fail to say something also about
soteriology and the religious life (brahmacarya) (54—56, 70).52

The Ratnéavali, a treatise in some 500 verses divided into five chapters, has
also been customarily regarded as a minor work of Nagarjuna despite the fact
that it is actually longer than the MMK } this is probably because it is somewhat
less philosophically incisive and comprehensive than the latter treatise.’® It

50 Absence of thesis and immunity from refutation as twin features of Madhya-
maka theory require further historical study and philosophical analysis.

51 Compare MMK xxiv. 14 (above, p. 17), where the correlative pronouns
yasya . . . tasya could grammatically be interpreted as referring not to a person but
to a thing. However, the gloss to the PP which equates yujyate, rocate and ksamate
can apply only to a person. The purport of Candrakirti’s explanation supports this
interpretation also; and Bhavaviveka in his Prajfiapradipa (za, fol. 285a—286Db)
indicates that the pronouns in the first hemistich refer to persons, namely those
Buddhists who do not accept fanyata.

52 Compare the first part of Chapter xxiv of the MMK.

53 Tt has not been included in the Madhyamaka section of the bsTan-’gyur but
in the sPrin-yig section of epistles etc. On its inclusion in the Parikatha-corpus see
above, p. 8.
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takes the form of a partly paraenetic discourse addressed to a king, usually
identified as a Satavahana monarch, whence its subtitle of rdjaparikatha.’*
The first two chapters are concerned chiefly with the temporal good (abhyudaya)
to be gained through salutary deeds and with the summum bonum (naihéreyasa)
achieved through knowledge; they accordingly deal with ethics (e.g. the ten
salutary karmapatha, i. 8—24) and discriminative understanding (prajiid).
Prajiida is supreme and through it one understands reality (fattva); but faith
($raddhid) is a necessary preliminary by which one as it were ‘participates’
(bhaj-) in dharma (5; cf. ii. 27). Philosophical egoism (ahamkdra ‘self-grasping’)
along with the positing of things belonging to the self (mama) are founded on
error and are eliminated by exact knowledge (yathabhiitaparijiidna, 28); so
long as they have not yet been removed they are the source of acts (karman)
binding one to the round of existences and hence to birth (356—37; cf. ii. 24).
The five psycho-somatic groups (skandha) proceed from ahamkara (29), which
is itself perceived on the basis of the skandhas (32ab); but in truth ahamkara
has no reality and is like a reflection (pratibimba) in a mirror (32cd—33).
Knowing the skandhas to be ultimately not true (asatya) one eliminates
ahamkara, and as a consequence the skandhas do not arise again (30). The round
of existences proceeding from mutual causal conditioning has no more substance
than a wheel of flames formed by a rotating firebrand (alatamandala, 36). As
for nirvana, while it is absence of all that makes up samsdra it is not to be
regarded as either non-existence or existence: it is cessation of the postulation
of both existence and non-existence (bhdvibhdavaparamarsaksaya) (42). Yet, as
an ethically valid theory, astitddrsti consists in accepting that acts bear fruit;
and this leads to favourable states of existence (sugati) (44). By the stilling
($anti) of the ideas of existence and non-existence in gnosis both sin and merit
are transcended (papapunyavyatikrama), and there is release from good and
evil states of existence (of which five are enumerated in 23) (45). Knowing
conditioned production one goes beyond nihilism (ndstit@), and understanding
arrest (mirodha) one does not become involved in existence (astitd) (46).
A cause that is either antecedent or simultaneous in relation to its effect is in
fact no cause at all;% and production (utpaiti, of self-existent entities) is ac-
cordingly not understandable in terms of either conventional designations
(prajiiapti) or ultimate reality (tattva) (47). The canonical formula for con-
ditionship ‘This being that is’ (asmin satidam bhavati) does not then imply
self-existence (svabhava); it refers rather to conditioned relation, as between
the long and the short (48—49; cf. 92, 95). The same applies to the canonical
formula for a causal relation, e.g. between a lamp and light (48—49). Because
he resorts to neither existence nor non-existence he who is not fixed in duality

54 The identification with King bDe'spyod is made by the commentator Ajita-
mitra, whose work is contained in the bsTan*’gyur. Cf. below, note 59.
55 Because an antecedent cause could not enter into immediate connexion with
its supposed effect, and a cause existing simultaneously with its supposed effect
would be redundant.
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(advayanisrita) is released (51, 57). On the contrary, if one erroneously takes
the world —which is at the same time causally conditioned and mirage-like
(maricipratima)—to be either existence or non-existence of some thing (like
water in a mirage), one is not released (55—56).5®¢ Moreover, by the denial of
existence non-existence would be implied (@ksip-), and vice versa (58—59).
But for those taking recourse in bodhi, there is really no propositional thesis
(pratijfid ), no conduct, no citta relating to nihilism; and one cannot therefore
speak in this case of nihilists (60, i.e. persons bound for a durgati, 57, the
nastitddrsts consisting besides in denying that deeds bear fruit, 43). The fol-
lower of the Madhyamaka differs from such people as the Samkhya, Vaisesika(?)
and Nirgrantha, as well as from a Pudgalavadin, by transcending all positions
based on existence opposed to non-existence (61): the quintessence of the
Buddha’s teaching lies precisely in the fact that it transcends any such posi-
tion (62). The idea of a thing being either permanent or momentary is illogical
too (66—70); and the idea of an atomic substance is antinomic (71). A thesis
(paksa) implies a counter-thesis (pratipaksa), but neither obtains in fact
(ii. 4; cf. i. 72); this world is thus in truth (paramarthatak) beyond truth and
falseness (satyanrtatita), and neither existence nor non-existence really ap-
plies (5). Now, since anything that is altogether ‘not so’ (néti)?? cannot be
stated (in some determinate manner in terms of a logico-ontological position)
by the omniscient Sage, the teacher has refrained from stating that the world
(loka) has a (posterior) limit, does not have one, both has and does not have
one, and neither has nor does not have one (6).5® That the world is like a magical
show (maya) is indeed the quintessence of the Buddha’s teaching (9). An end
of birth there may be, just as the magician’s magically projected elephant
comes to an end ; but at no stage is it some thing that is real (10—11). To main-
tain that some thing is or is not is then nothing but transactional usage
(vyavahdra) (14). Hence the four conceivable positions (within a catuskoti)
relating to the end of the world have been left unexplicated (avyakrta) by the
Buddha (15) (cf. i. 73 on the silence of the Buddha). And it is this very subtlety
and profundity of the dharma realized hy him that accounts for the Buddha’s
initial hesitation to teach (18). Rejection and nihilism are to be avoided (23).
So long as the dkarma putting a stop to ahamkdra has not been fathomed, one
must observe the dharma that consists in liberality, ethics and patience (25).
Truth (satya) lies not in agreement (or correspondence: avisamvadavat) but in
total altruism (paraikantahita); and the false (mrs@) is comprised of non-
beneficialness (ahitatva) (35). Truth, liberality, tranquillity, and discriminative
understanding also make up the four virtuous qualities of a king (39). This
chapter also contains a section on the impure nature of the body of a woman
(a theme developed in Chapter iii of Aryadeva’s Catuhéataka) and by the same

56 Cf. Vigrahavyavartani 65—68 for the mrgatrsnd simile, and also MMK xviii.
8—9.

57 Cf. MMK xviii. 8.

38 Cf. MMK xxii. 12 and xxv. 21—23.
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token of that of a man (48—70); and a section on the 32 marks and 80 signs
common to the Cakravartin and the Buddha (77 sq.), although there is really
no commensurability between these two beings (99—100). Chapter iii is devoted
to the collections (sambhira) of merit and gnosis, from which proceed respec-
tively the rdpakdya and dharmakdya (10—12). Chapter iv is entitled ‘An instruc-
tion on the conduct of a king’, the maintainer of the dharma, on whom rest in
large part the economic and political dimensions of a religious foundation
(dharmaspada). In addition this chapter deals with the senses, their objects
and the mind (50—65), the two sambhdras (66sq.) and the six pgramitas (80 sq.).
It includes also a defence of the Mahayana which—though not incompatible
with the Vehicle of the Auditors ($ravakayana) (cf. 86cd and i. 40—41)—differs
from it by expounding the vow (pranidhi) and conduct of the Bodhisattva
and his dedicatory transfer of conduct (caryaparinamand) (cf. v. 84), so that
only in the Mahayana does the Bodhisattva ideal come to realization (90—91).
Furthermore, whereas for others §anyat@ may be destruction of some thing, in
the Mahayana it is rather non-production (anutpida) (86ab). As between the
teaching of the one Vehicle (ekayana) and of three Vehicles one has to guard
oneself with impartial equanimity (wupeks@), for no demerit accrues from this
equanimity while evil results from aversion; indeed, it is not easy to penetrate
the intentional utterances (abhisamdhyoktiani) of the Tathagata (88—89). The
question further arises as to how the fruit of buddhahood is supreme if it
comes from a path that is entirely common with the Srivaka’s (92); but the
difference lies in the Mahayana’s proclamation of the Bodhisattva’s ideal (93).
Finally, because of the harsh injustice (vaidkarmya; Tib. mi bsrun) prevailing
in the world (whereas dharma is essentially compassion, 99), it is truly hard for
a king to exercise his rule according to dkarma,; hence, with a view to dkarma
and glory (yasas), he may enter the life of religion (pravrajya) (100). While
still a householder (grhastha) one remains characterized mainly by liberality,
ethical discipline and patience (99, qualities which permit one to achieve one’s
own and others’ benefit, 81). Chapter v treats of renunciation and the religious
life, and especially the ethical practices and the ten stages (bhéimi) of the
Bodhisattva, the Buddha-stage, and the Bodhisattva’s vow. It is observed
that the precepts taught in the Ratnavali are useful not only to a king but to
all beings (98).

These five works represent, together with the fundamental MMK, Nagar-
juna’s above-mentioned theoretical scholastic treatises that have been referred
to by both Candrakirti and the Tibetan lists of the Yukti-corpus (rigs ¢hogs,
where the Ratnavali is, however, often replaced by the now unvailable *Vyava-

harasiddhi).

The Suhrllekha is also reported to have been addressed by Nagarjuna to a
king, just like the Ratnavali.*® A homily dealing largely with ethical matters,

% In verse 14 the king’s name is given as bDe'byed. The Suhrllekha is
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it touches on some basic philosophical topics too; and it refers to Amitabha
and his pure field. Evidently intended to be a compendium of the ethico-
philosophical ideas common to the Buddhist traditions, it contains little of
what may be regarded as Nagarjuna’s particular contribution to the explica-
tion of Buddhist philosophy.é®

Three collections of stanzas on the virtues of intelligence and moral conduct
aseribed to Nagarjuna are extant in Tibetan translation. Included in the section
of the bsTan’gyur containing works on good conduct and polity (niti), they
are entitled Prajfidsatakaprakarana, Nitidastra-Jantuposanabindu and Niti-
§astra-Prajiiadanda.®? In Buddhist tradition Nagirjuna has indeed been
reckoned as one in a group of ‘ascetics concerned with affairs of the realm’
(yatayo rajyavrttinah); but it is uncertain which of these works, if any, are
actually by the author of the MMK.

Another important text ascribed to Nagarjuna is the Shih-erh-men-lun or
‘Twelve-topic treatise’ (*Dvadadanikaya® or *Dvadasamukha-$astra ?); one of
the three basic treatises of the Chinese Madhyamaka school, it is extant only

connected with King bDe'spyod (cf. above, p. 24 note 54) by the com-
mentator Mahamati, whose work is included in the bsTan-gyur. Cf. S. Lfvr,
JA 1936, pp. 103—10; E, Lamorrs, Traité, iii, p. lii—liv (referring to
Udayana and *Jantaka!), and i, p. xii—xiv (referring to Yajiiasdri). The name
bDespyod (bzan'po) has been identified with Udayana(bhadra) ~ Satavahana (or
Sata°) ~ *Antivihana/mThar’gro-zon; see e.g. P. CorDIER’S Index to the Peking
bsTan-’gyur, mDo-’grel, vol. gi, no. 32 (Suhrllelka), and vol. ne, nos. 27 and 35
(Suhrllekhatika) ; Bu'ston, Chos’byun, fol. 100b (ii, p. 127); Taranatha, rGya‘gar
chos’byun, pp. 55—60, and bKa’-babs'bdun-gyi-rnam-thar, fol. 181b sq. Cf. also
Bana, Hargacarita, Chapter viii as well as Kutthala, Lilavai 1008, and the later
Jaina tradition; J. TARaAxUsv, Record of the Buddhist religion by I-tsing (Oxford,
1896), p. 158; A. K. WARDER, Indian Kavya literature, ii (New Delhi, 1974),
pp- 183, 213—14; J. W. de JonNg, I1J 20 (1978), p. 137; above, p. 5 note 11.

8¢ On the concept of the Pure Land in Nagarjuna’s doctrine see S. YAMAGUCHI,
EB 1 (1966), pp. 34—47 (with special reference to the Dasabhtimikavibhasasastra,
on which see below, p. 29). Both the Lankavatarasatra (x. 166) and the Mafijusri-
mulakalpa (liii. 451) mention that Nagarjuna is to be reborn in the Sukhévati.
(On Amitdyus in the Dharmadhéatustava see below, p. 32). A link between the
doctrine of sunyata and Amitdabha is to be found in the Pratyutpannabuddhasam-
mukhéavasthitasamadhisatra for example.

English translations of the Suhrllekha have been made from the Tibetan version
by H. WeNzEeL, JPTS 1886, pp. 132, S. BEYER, The Buddhist experience (Encino
and Belmont, California, 1974), pp. 10—18, and L. KawaMuRA, Golden Zephyr
(Emeryville, 1975); and from the Chinese version by S. BeAL, The Suhrillekha
(London, 1892). .

81 The Prajiiadanda (Lugs'kyi‘bstan-bcos-Ses'rabsdon-bu/po) was published and
translated by W. L. CampBELL, She-rab Dong-bu or Prajnya Danda (Calcutta,
1919). As for the Prajfiddatakaprakarana, it is included in the Madhyamaka section
of the bsTan"’gyur also.
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in Kumarajiva’s Chinese translation (Taisho 1568).62 It has a number of verses
in common with the MMK. This treatise deals with twelve topics: origination
in dependence (pratityasamutpida, understood as the ‘outer’ co-operating
hetu-pratyayas in conditionship as well as the twelve ‘inner’ members or angas
beginning with avidya), the theory of the pre-existence of an effect in its cause
(satkdrya) and the opposite (asatkarya) theory, conditions (pratyaya), the
characteristics of conditioned things, the characterized and uncharacterized,
oneness and. difference, existence and non-existence, own being (svabhiva),
cause and effect, the agent, the three times (viz. past, present and future), and
birth. The commentary on this work, also available in Chinese only, is ascribed
sometimes to Nagarjuna himself and sometimes to Ch’ing-mu.

Also attributed to Nagarjuna are the Pratityasamutpadahrdayakarikas
with a Vyakhyana, which deal with the twelve members (a7nga) of origination
in dependence divided into the categories of klesa (comprising avidya, trsna
and updadina), karman (comprising samskdra and bhava), and dubkha (i.e.
vip@ka, comprising the remaining seven members). All these factors are shown
to be empty of own being, so that in reality there is no sattva. The final verse (7)
has a parallel in the Ratnagotravibhaga (i. 154) and the Abhisamayalamkara
(v. 21), and partially in A§vaghosa’s Saundaranandakivya (xiii. 44).* The
basic text and commentary take up the question of transfer (samkranti) from
one existence to another and deny any real transmigration of a being at the
time of reconnexion (pratisamdhi) of the skandhas.

The Bhavasamkranti, another short treatise ascribed to Nagarjuna, does not
actually deal with this transfer despite its title. It treats five topics: (i) the
absence of birth of entities and dharmata; (ii) vikalpa as the source of the loka
and thinking (citta), which is by nature without vikalpa, and the emptiness
of the five skandhas; (iii) the non-existence of the dharmas given the ultimate
non-existence of citta, non-duality (advaya) and prajiia; (iv) the paramitas as
means; and (v) the twin principles of updya and prajiid, the fact that things are
‘mere designation’ (n@mamdatra, the division between expressions and what

52 See N. ArvaswamI SAsTrI, Visvabharati Annals 6 (1954), pp. 165—231; R. H.
RosinsoN, Early Madhyamika, pp. 32—33; R. Garp, IBK 2/2 (1954), p. 717.

A text entitled sTon‘pa-fiid-kyisgo'bcu‘giiis'pa is listed in the 1Dan‘dkar‘ma
Catalogue (no. 595), but it is not found in the existing editions of the bsTan’gyur.
Bu-ston in fact notes that the sTon'pa-ilid-kyi'sgo-bcugfiis'pa‘réa-’grel were not
available to him (Chos"’byun, fol. 159a7).

8 See L. de La VarLrEe PoussiN, MCB 1 (1931—2), p. 394—5; D. SEYFORT
Rurea, La théorie du tathagatagarbha et du gotra (Paris, 1969), pp. 313—36.—
Karika 5 is quoted and ascribed to Néagarjuna-pada in the Prasannapada xxi. 21
and xxvi. 2 (both passages are missing in the Tibetan translation of the PP).—See
V. V. GoxHALE, Studia Indologica (Festschrift W. Kirfel, Bonn, 1955), pp. 101—6;
C. DracoNETTI, WZKS 22 (1978), pp. 87—93 (who argues against Nagarjuna’s
authorship).
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they express being merely conventional), and the two truths.t¢ — On this work
there is a commentary by the Pandit Maitreyanatha, who quotes Santideva’s
Bodhicaryavatara.

Causation and the twelve ‘inner’ angas are also explained briefly in the
Salistambakarikas ascribed to Nagarjuna, who is in addition credited with a
Tika on the Salistamba(ka)siitra.®s

Works on Madhyamaka practice and the path of the Bodhisattva are also
ascribed to Nagarjuna. The *Bodhisambhara-§astra treating of the Bodhi-
sattva’s equipment conducive to Awakening (bodhi) was translated into
Chinese by Dharmagupta in the early seventh century (Taisho 1660), this
being the only version of the work now extant. It is quoted by Candrakirti in
his commentary on the Catuh$ataka.%

An important commentary on the Dasabhiimikasitra dealing with the stages
(bhami) of the Bodhisattva is attributed to Nagarjuna. It contains quotations
from the *Bodhisambhira-§astra, on which it appears to be based.®?

Nagarjuna is furthermore credited with an extensive anthology of canonical
texts, the Statrasamuccaya. As already noticed above, it is included in the
Madhyamakagistrastuti’s list of the master’s works.

Certain other minor works attributed to him by the Chinese or Tibetan
traditions are of uncertain authorship in view of their doctrinal contents. The
Mahayanavimsika®® for example not only speaks of cittamdatra (18)—something

84 The treatment of these topics (if not the topics themselves) could suggest that
this treatise may be by a later author.—On this problematic work cf. N. Arvaswami
SasTtri, Bhavasankranti Sttra and Nagirjuna’s Bhavasankranti Sastra (Adyar,
1938).

%5 Compare MMK, Chapter xxvi.—For a Madhyamaka version of this Sttra see
V. V. GorHALE in Mahayé@nasiitrasamgraha i (ed. P. L. Vaipyva, Darbhanga, 1961),
pp. 107—16.

8¢ Catuhdatakatika, ya, fol. 103a2.—On the Bodhisambhéarasastra cf. UryTzU
Rytshin, IBK 17/2 (1969), pp. 513—9; J. W. de Jo~a, AM 17 (1971), p. 109.

87 The authorship of this work available only in Kumarajiva’s Chinese translation
(Taisho6 1521) has been questioned by A. HiRakawa, IBK 5/2 (1957), p. 504 sq. But
see R. Higara, Suvikrantavikrami-Pariprechd Prajfiaparamita-Satra (Fukuoka,
1958), pp. lii 8q., Ixxii sq., where the following sequence of works by Nagarjuna is
suggested: MMK, Ta-chih-tu-lun, *Bodhisambhérasastra, *DaSabhimika(sttra)-
vibhaga. See also 8. YamacucHI, Eastern Buddhist 1 (1966), pp. 45—47.—An earlier
Chinese translation of the *Dadabhiimikavibhéaga is reported to have been made by
Dharmaraksa, who worked at Ch’ang-an between 265 and 313. According to E.
LaMotTE, L’enseignement de Vimalakirti (Louvain, 1962), p. 76, this could mean
that a work by Négérjuna reached China by the year 265, long before Kumarajiva.—
On the critique of Vedic and Upanisadic doctrines in this work see H. NAKAMURA,
HJAS 18 (1955), pp. 89—92.

¢ This work has been assigned to Nagarjuna in Dipamkaraérijiiana’s Bodhi-
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a Madhyamika might well do in the sense the expression has in the Dasa-
bhimikasiitrat®—but it also denies the existence of external objects (19), a
doctrine characteristic of the Vijiianavida that does not seem to have been a
tenet in the pure Madhyamaka school and which made its appearance only much
later in the Yogacara-Madhyamaka synthesis.’® The Svabhavatrayapravesa-
siddhi,”* the text of which is in any case closely related to Vasubandhu’s
Trisvabhavanirde$a from which it differs only in some details, can scarcely be
by Nagarjuna I (i.e. the author of the MMK) because it concerns the three
svabhavas of the Vijiidnavada school.”

The *Ekaslokagistra, extant in a Chinese translation by Gautama Prajiia-
ruci (Taisho 1573), explains in a single stanza the sense of non-substantiality.”

Nagarjuna is also credited with a refutation of theism (7svara).7?2

The Aksara$ataka although sometimes ascribed to Nagirjuna is likely to be
by Aryadeva.

margadipapafijikd (fol. 324a).—Cf. V. BHATTACHARYA, Mahdyanavimsaka of
Nagarjuna, Visvabharati Studies, I (Calcutta, 1931); S. YamacucHI, Eastern
Buddhist 4 (1926), p. 56 sq.; (1927), p. 169 sq.; G. Tuccl, Minor Buddhist texts, I
(Rome, 1956), pp. 201 sq. The work exists in two Tibetan translations, and in a
Chinese one (Taishd 1576).

8 Dasabhtumikasatra, Chapter vi (E) : cittamatram idam yad idam traidhatukam; cf.
Candrakirti, MA vi. 68 (below, p. 73).

70 Cf. Santaraksita, Tattvasamgraha, Chapter xxiii, with Kamalasila, Pafijika i. 6
(p- 18).

1 See S. YamagucHI, Shikyo kenkyt, 1931; L. de LA Varrke Poussin, MCB 1
(1932), p. 404; 2 (1933), pp. 147—61.

2 The fact that three (at least partly) comparable notions are found in some of
the Prajiiaparamita-Statras does not seem to stand against this estimation since the
conception in these Siitras is perhaps at the most a forerunner of the developed
Yogacara/Vijiianavada theory of the three natures, which is reflected here in the
Trisvabhavanirdeda. On the Prajfidparamita-Statra version of the doctrine see
E. ConzE and S. Itpa, Mélanges Louis Renou (Paris, 1968), pp. 229—42; D. SEYFORT
Rukaq, Théorie du tathagatagarbha et du gotra, pp. 147—8, 325—6. See however
N. Hagamava, IBK 24/1 (1975), pp. 20—30.

8 Translated by H. R. Rancaswawmi IveNcar, Mysore University Journal for
Arts and Science 1 (1927), no. 2.—A Tibetan version, apparently not included in the
bsTan*’gyur, is in the Stein collection in London (no. 595 of L. de LA VALLEE
PoussiN, Catalogue of the Tibetan manuscripts from Tun-huang in the India
Office Library, Oxford, 1962).

738 The *I§varakartrtvanirakrtih, Visnor Ekakartrtvanirdkaranam included in
the bsTan ’gyur, the Sanskrit text of which has been published by ¥. W. TrHOMAS,
JRAS 1903, pp. 345—9 and 703, and Th. STcHERBATSKY, A Buddhist philosopher
on monotheism, in H. C. GupTA, ed.-transl., The papers of Th. STcHERBATSKY (Cal-
cutta, 1969), pp. 1—16 (translated from the original Russian published in Zapiski
vostok. otd. Imp. Rusk. Arkheol. Ob., St. Petersburg, 1904, vol. 16 no. i, pp. 058—
074). See also Nagarjuna’s Shih-erh-men-lun, Chapter x; E. LaMorTE, Traité de la
Grande Vertu de Sagesse, i, pp. 137, 141.—Cf. H. Jacosi, Die Entwicklung der
Gottesidee bei den Indern (Bonn, 1922), pp. 39, 63; H. NAKAMURA, HJAS 18
(1955), p. 84 5q.; G. CEEMPARATHY, WZKSO 12—13 (1968—69), pp. 856—100; H. von
GLASENAPP, Buddhismus und Gottesidee (Akademie der Wissenschaften und der
Literatur, Mainz, 1954). ’
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The Hymns

Another important category of works ascribed to Nagarjuna consists of
hymns (stava ). They are mentioned under the generic name of samstuts in the
Madhyamakagistrastuti;’* and in the Tibetan tradition they are known col-
lectively as the hymnic corpus (bstod chogs, as opposed to the rigs éhogs or
scholastic corpus).”®

Prajiidkaramati has referred in particular to a group of four hymns, the
Catuhstava, in his Pafijikd on the Bodhicaryavatara (ix. 76 which quotes the
Niraupamyastava, and ix. 108 which quotes the Lokatitastava). Our sources
do not however make clear which of the hymns ascribed to Nigarjuna actually
make up this quartet; and they have been variously identified as the Niru-
pama® or Niraupamya®, Lokatita®, Cittavajra®, and Paramartha-stava,’® as
the Nirupama®, Lokatita®, Acintya®, and Stutyatita©®,’” and as the Lokatita®,
Niraupamya®, Acintya®, and Paramartha® (this last identification follows the
commentator Amrtakara).”®

In several of the hymns we find a positive conception of absolute reality
(paramdrtha) and a cataphatic approach to it, and these features distinguish
the hymns philosophically from the apophaticism which characterizes the
theoretical scholastic treatises comprising Nagarjuna’s Yukti-corpus. The
Niraupamyastava speaks of the Buddha’s being perceived by the faithful
(bhakta) and those who are devoted (lalasih — mos rnams) to the idea of
the deeds accomplished by the Bodhisattva and Buddha (23). The Paramartha-
stava also alludes to praise bestowed with bhakti by the devotee on the guru,
i.e. the buddha who, though beyond speech, is praised by the devotee’s use
of expressions belonging to ordinary linguistic usage. But in the final analysis
who/what is the object of praise when all dharmas are in reality empty ($anya)?
Philosophically the Niraupamyastava is remarkable for its reference to the
non-differentiation of the dharmadhatu, which justifies the non-differentiation
of the vehicles (yana) and thus establishes the One Vehicle (ekaydna); the three
separate yanas have been taught merely as a means to introduce living beings
to the teaching (21).7? This hymn adds that the dharmamaya kdya is permanent
(nitya), stable (dhruva) and peaceful ($iva) (22). On these two points in
particular the Niraupamyastava is not far removed from the theory of the
absolute expounded in the doctrine of the tathdgatagarbha (to be found in

74 In his PP and Madhyamakavatira Candrakirti quotes verses from the Nirau-
pamya- and Lokatita-stava.

75 Cf. D. SEyForT RUEGG, Le Dharmadhatustava, in: Etudes tibétaines dédides
a la mémoire de Marcelle Lalou (Paris, 1971), p. 448 sq.

76 L. de LA VarLEE PoussiN, Muséon 14 (1913), pp. 1—18.

7 P. PaTeL, THQ 8 (1932), pp. 316—31, 689—705; 10 (1934), pp. 82—89.

78 (. Tuccr, Minor Buddhist texts, i (Rome, 1956), pp. 235—7.—In his Traité de
la Grande Vertu de Sagesse, iii (Louvain, 1970), p. xliii, E. Lamorte opted for La
Vallée Poussin’s identification.

7 Cf. Ratnavali iv. 88 (referred to above, p 26).
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certain Mahayanist Stitras and in the Ratnagotravibhiga) and the prakrtistha-
gotra (to be found in the Prajiiaparamita literature).

Still closer to the tathdgatagarbha/tathagatadhdty theory, and even more
consistently cataphatic in approach, is the Dharmadhatustava®® which, though
not included in the Catuhstava collection, has been ascribed to Nagarjuna both
by the Buddhist traditions and by a number of modern scholars.®! At first
sight this hymn would perhaps seem to be by a later Nagarjuna (there are
indeed traces in it of ideas associated in particular with Tantrik thought); but
in the present state of our knowledge the possibility cannot be altogether
excluded that at least the kernel of this work is an early production of the
Madhyamaka school, if not a work by Nagirjuna I. While the Suhrllekha
(like the commentary on the Dadabhiimikasiitra) contains a reference to
Amitabha, the Dharmadhatustava alludes to Amitayus (56 sq.).82

The *Mahaprajiidparamitopadesa

The Ta-chih-tu-lun (*Mahaprajiiaparamitopade$a, Taisho 1509), a most
extensive treatise of encyclopaedic scope ascribed to Nagirjuna, is formally a
commentary on a large Prajiidparamitasttra (the Paficavim$atisahasrika). Its
authorship has been the subject of recent discussion, and it has been argued
that it is the work not of the author of the MMK (Nagarjuna I) but of an author
(a Nagarjuna IT)—or authors—who lived in northwestern India or K&$mir not
earlier than the beginning of the fourth century, i.e. at least a century later
than Nagirjuna I who is besides considered to have been a South Indian.®
Remarkably, this treatise is unknown to the Indian and Tibetan traditions;
and it is available only in the Chinese version made at the beginning of the
fifth century by Kumaérajiva, a scholar and translator from Ku&i who had
studied in Kaémir, and his Chinese collaborators.?* It is in fact not certain
exactly how much of the work we now have goes back to an Indian original,
which Kumarajiva is stated by his disciple Seng-jui to have used in his work
of translation, and how much of it might be the product of Central Asian (or

80 See D. SeyrorT RUEGG, Le-Dharmadhéatustava de Nagarjuna, p. 448 sq.

81 §. ScHAYER, OLZ 1935, col. 402, 406; C. REGaAMEY, Three chapters from the
Samaéadhirajasatra (Warsaw, 1938), p. 25; K. VENkATA RamManNaN, Négérjuna's
philosophy as presented in the Maha-Prajfidparamité-Sastra (Rutland and Tokyo,
1966), pp. 35, 37, 368a; R. H. RoBinsoN, Early Madhyamika, p. 27.

82 Cf. Le Dharmadhéatustava de Nagarjuna, p. 468 note 103.

83 K. LAMOTTE, Traité de la Grande Vertu de Sagesse, iii (Louvain, 1970), and
iv (1976). See also A. K. WARDER, Indian Buddhism (New Delhi, 1970), p. 388—9.
But J. W. pE JoNGg, AM 17 (1971), p. 105 sq., was not convinced by all of Lamotte’s
arguments.

8 On Kumarajiva (344—413 or 350—409 ?) see J. NoBEL, Kumarajiva, Sitzungs-
berichte der Preussischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, Philos.-hist. Kl. (Berlin,
1927), pp. 206—33; R. H. RoBiNsoN, Early Madhyamika in India and China
(Madison, 1967), p. 71 sq.; and E. LaMoTTE’S translation of the Ta-chih-tu-lun: Le
traité de la Grande Vertu de Sagesse (Louvain, 1944 sq.).
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Serindian) scholarship in the fourth century, and also of Chinese exegetical
activity at the beginning of the fifth century.®® At all events there is much in
the treatise that speaks in favour of the hypothesis of multiple or collective
authorship. In addition to explaining a Prajiidparamitasiatra the *Upadesa
refers to a large number of other Mahdyanist Sttras; and it quotes also the
Prajfiaparamitastotra of Rahulabhadra, evidently a contemporary and follower
of Nagarjuna I (see below), as well as Aryadeva.? It constitutes furthermore
a very valuable source concerning Sravakayanist doctrines, especially those of
the Sarvastivida which it discusses at length; and it thus makes possible a
comparison of an important current of early Mahayanist thought and a leading
school of the Sravakayana.

Kumairajiva's version consists of two parts. The first, which is said to have
been translated in extenso into Chinese, corresponds to pp. 1—34 of the Pafica-
vim$atisdhasrika (in N. DuTt’s edition) and contains 52 chapters (translated
by E. LaMOTTE, Traité de la Grande Vertu de Sagesse, volumes i—v [Louvain,
1944—80], pp. 1—2371). The second part, which is presented as an abridgement
of the original, contains 89 chapters (of which only Chapter xx dealing with the
Bodhisattva’s entry in the Mahayana and the seven ‘common’ and ten ‘special’
bhamis has been translated by LamortE, Traité, v, pp. 2373—2445).

Especially noteworthy are the references found in the *Upadesa to a positive
theory of reality (dharmata, tathatd, dharmadhdtu, bhitakoti).®

Some methodological and theoretical issues in Nagarjuna’s philosophy

The procedure (mentioned above, p. 9) that consists in regarding the MMK
and related texts of the same category attributable to Nagarjuna as providing
the criterion for establishing the genuineness of a text and defining the earliest
stage of Madhyamaka thought, however appropriate and indeed necessary it
is, clearly does not finally and decisively resolve all the problems that confront
the historian who attempts to establish the authenticity of a work traditionally
ascribed to Négirjuna and to determine the characteristic features of his
philosophy. Not only is it possible that N&garjuna’s philosophy underwent
development and change in the course of his life, but he might even have
adopted more than one single approach to certain problems. In the works
ascribed to him we in fact find both a negative theory and apophatic treatment
and a positive theory and cataphatic treatment of the paramartha. And we

85 Cf. P. DemigviLLE, JA 1950, p. 380 sq.; R. Hikara, Suvikrantavikréami-
Pariprecha, p. lii sq.; Lamorte, Traité, iii, p. xlv sq.—In these circumstances, the
fact that the Ta-chih-tu-lun quotes Rahulabhadra or Aryadeva (see below) cannot
be considered as conclusive proof that its author is a second Nagarjuna.

8 Whether it also refers to a chapter of Aryadeva’s Catuh$ataka, as has been
supposed by LamorTE (Traité, iii, pp. x1, 1370 note), has been discussed by DE JoNgG,
AM 17 (1971), pp. 107—8, whose conclusion is that it does not. See now LAMOTTE,
Traité iv, pp. xiii—xv.

87 Cf. K. VENEATA RAMANAN, op. cit., pp. 16, 44—45, 251 sq.
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also meet an approach (that might perhaps be compared with the epoché)
according to which only silence—a philosophically motivated refraining from
the conceptualization and verbalization that belong to the discursive level of
relativity and transactional usage—is considered to correspond in the last
analysis to the paramdartha, which is as such inconceivable and inexpressible
in terms of discursivity. While no doubt related to apophaticism, this latter
approach goes beyond a negative as well as a positive theory; and in the
Madhyamaka it is distinguishable from apophaticism as well as cataphaticism.

The MMK and the other related theoretical scholastic treatises which do not
employ such terms as dharmadhdtu, dharmakiya, tathatd@, etc. are mainly
apophatic in their approach to reality. On the contrary, several of the hymns
ascribed to Nagéirjuna are cataphatic in approach, mention the dharmadhatu
and tathatd, and even qualify the dharmamaya-kiya positively. As for the
‘epochistic’ approach, it is exemplified in the MMK by the statements that no
dharma was ever taught by the buddha to anybody anywhere (xxv. 24cd)s®
and that on the level of absolute reality designata and discursive development
have come to a stop (xviii. 7 and 9; xxii. 15; xxv. 24ab), as well as in hymns
such as the Paramarthastava (1—2ab, 9—10) and the Niraupamyastava (25a).
This theory was fulfilled in the idea of the silence of the Arya (@rya-tasnifm]-
bhava ).%°

The negative and positive theories of absolute reality together with the apo-
phatic and cataphatic approaches to its description have often been represented
as opposed doctrines. For some Tibetan exegetes the difference between the
two was indeed at the root of the opposition between the doctrine of emptiness
of own being (ra# stori) and that of the emptiness only of heterogeneous factors
that are not constitutive of the absolute (gZan stor). The advocates of the
géan ston theory of an absolute that is not empty of certain constitutive
factors—which they developed partly an the basis of the tathdgatagarbha
doctrine—have then connected what they hold to be the opposed and uni-
laterally negative theory with Candrakirti’s Madhyamakavatara and Prasanna-
pada; and they have gone so far as to describe it as nihilistic emptiness (chad
stor).20 However, the fact remains that works connected with both theories
have been ascribed to Nagarjuna even by the Tibetan gZan stort tradition that
contrasts them by assigning them to two distinct literary genres (the scholastic
rigs ¢hogs and the hymnic bstod éhogs) as well as to quite different periods in

¢ Cf. Stnyatasaptati 70.—In MMK xxvii. 30 it is said that Gautama taught the
dharma for the purpose of eliminating all dogmatic views (drste; cf. xiii. 8).

8 See Ratnavali i. 73 and Candrakirti, PP i, p. 57. 8. Cf. G. M. Nagao, The
silence of the Buddha, in: Studies in Indology and Buddhology (Fests. S. Yama-
guchi, Kyato, 1955), p. 137 sq.; and E. Lamorrr, Traité, i, p- 30n. 2;iv, pp. 2021—7;
L’enseignement de Vimalakirti (Louvain, 1962), pp. 109—10, 317—18.

90 Cf. D. SeyrorT RUEGG, The Jo nan pas, JAOS 83 (1963), pp. 73—91; La
théorie du tathagatagarbha et du gotra (Paris, 1969) ; and Le traité du tathdgatagarbha
de Bu ston Rin chen grub (Paris, 1973), indexes s.v. gZan ston.
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Nagarjuna’s life.®? Furthermore, it has not so far proved possible to demon-
strate that a hymn such as the Niraupamyastava with its more positive
theory of reality was composed by a writer different from the author of the
MMK. In these circumstances it may be appropriate to consider whether the
two approaches are not coordinate on the literary level (where a hymn may be
contrasted with a scholastic treatise) and complementary on the philosophical
and religious levels (where the two theories, though contrastive are not neces-
sarily incompatible). This would appear to be consonant with the basic Maha-
yanist theory that ultimately reality is not verbalizable and discursively con-
ceptualizable, and that it can be known only directly and immediately, i.e.
beyond vikalpa and prapafica. And it would conform with the idea that only
an as it were semioticized silence could adequately correspond to reality. In
sum, on the level of discursive thinking and language, the positive and negative
lines of approach (comparable respectively with the via eminentiae and via
negativa), though ‘asymptotic’, would be regarded as valid complementary
approximations to reality, for which the silence of the Arya is a still more
adequate ‘signifier’.?2

Consequently, to characterize Nagirjuna’s philosophy as exclusively nega-
tivistic and his method as only apophatic on the basis of numerous statements
in the MMK and other closely related treatises, to take this view as the single
doctrinal standard by which the authenticity of any work ascribed to Nagar-
juna has to be judged, and to conclude that a work that does not conform to
this standard cannot be by (the same) Nagarjuna is a procedure that poses at
least as many problems as it is supposed to solve. It is moreover circular in-
asmuch as it would attempt to settle the problem of the authenticity of a text
on the basis of a doctrinal criterion which can itself, however, only be estaklished
on the basis of the entire corpus of Nagarjuna’s writings. In the present state
of our knowledge it is therefore only proper to concede that we possess no

°1 Cf. D. SeyrorT RUEGGE, Le Dharmadhatustava de Nagéarjuna, p. 448 sq.

22 Silence as refraining from verbalization and as philosophically motivated
aposiopesis is not mere absence of semiosis on the pragmatic level. And it can
therefore be regarded as a semiotic sign in its own right, even though it abolishes
the ordinary processes of the semantic level.—It would also seem to be in some
respects comparable with ‘learned ignorance’, the docta ignorantia of Nicholas
Cusanus (Nicolaus of Cues). The complementarity referred to above should, however,
probably not be regarded as a coincidence of opposites (coincidentia oppositorum)
if opposed qualities are thereby thought of as converging in a supreme entity. For
the Madhyamika, reality is certainly not to be represented in terms of the third
position of the catuskoti, where an ‘@’ is conceived of as both ‘4’ and ‘A’; and he
refrains from hypostatizing the paramartha. Unlike Cusanus, therefore, the
Madhyamika does not develop an idea like complicatio in contrast to ewxplicatio
{though comparable ideas are perhaps latent in the Mahay&ana and were elaborated
in the Stuitras and Sastras dealing with the tathagatagarbha, and then especially in
the gZan stor tradition). (In Buddhist canonical literature, silence (Pali tunhibhdva)
was a sign of consent or affirmation regularly used by the Buddha. For Vedic links
between silence, the unexpressed (anirukta) and the brahman, see L. RENoU, La
valeur du.silence dans le culte védique, JAOS 69 (1949), p. 11 sq.).
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philologically decisive or doctrinally binding criterion by which to determine
whether, in addition to the MMK and the treatises closely related to it, at least
some of the other works ascribed to Nagarjuna are by the author of the MMK.
Accordingly, it will be preferable to speak here of texts and philosophical
structures while for the time being reserving the question of the authorship of
some of these works, and without seeking to represent one single body of doc-
trine as the philosophy of Nagarjuna.

The following sketch of some salient points of philosophical interest in
Niagarjuna’s thought is based mainly on the MMK, the principal theoretical
work and the chief scholastic treatise of the Madhyamaka school.

On the methodological side several points deserve special mention. First,
starting with Nagarjuna the Madhyamikas have employed a form of philo-
sophical argument based on pointing out an eventuality or consequence
(prasanga) that results from any proposition or thesis operating with the idea
of the real existence of an entity (bhava), this prasanga being unacceptable to
the advocate of the proposition himself. This method is used to reject and annul
any and all speculative views (drsti), whatever their source, that involve the
hypostatization of some entity possessing positive or even negative own being
(svabhdva). The Madhyamika’s prasanga reasoning is evidently not strictly
speaking an apagogic proof because he does not seek to establish a contrario
something that is the reverse of what has been rejected. And it is to be regarded
a8 comparable with a reduction ad absurdum—a procedure ordinarily used to
prove a proposition by deducing a contradiction from the negation of that
proposition taken together with other propositions explicitly or implicity
accepted—only on condition that it is clearly understood that propositions
postulating the substantial own being of some entity are the opponent’s
exclusively, and also that the negated proposition stated by the Madhyamika
is not meant by him to express or imply a dogmatic counter-view intended to
supersede the rejected proposition in a dichotomously structured set of alter-
natives according to the semantic principle of bivalence. At the same time the
logical principle of the excluded middle is frequently evoked in Nagarjuna’s
reasoning.®?

% See Candrakirti, Prasannapada i, p. 24. 3 sq.: mthsvabhdavabhavavading
sasvabhavabhdavavadinah prasanga apadyamdne kutah prasangaviparitarthaprasangita/
. . . satyam Saktau vakitur vivaksam anuvidhiyante| tatas ca parapratijiidpratisedhama-
traphalatvat prasangapadanasya ndsti prasangaviparitarthapattih] “When the advo-
cate of the doctrine that entities are without own being adduces a prasanga against
the advocate of the doctrine that entities have own being, how could there exist
[for the former] the occurring of some thing contrary to the prasanga? ... When
they have semantic capacity [words] conform to the intention of the speaker.
Therefore, because the application of the prasanga results exclusively in the negation
of the opponent’s thesis, there can arise nothing that is contrary to the prasanga.’

Since all views postulating anything of any kind of entity (bhdva) are thus

excluded by the Madhyamika, even though he is seen to have a philosophical theory
(darsana or vada) his prasanga method has therefore to be distinguished from the
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What came to be known later in the Madhyamaka school as prasajyaprati-
sedha—i.e. non-presuppositional and non-implicative absolute negation as
opposed to paryuddsapratisedha or presuppositional and implicative relative
negation—is accordingly of fundamental importance for the Madhyamika
because it does not commit him to maintaining the contradictory of the pro-
position he has negated, which he would indeed consider to be no less faulty
than the one negated. This prasajya-negation will be discussed below in con-
nexion with Bhavaviveka, who appears to be the first Madhyamika to make
use of the term, and Candrakirti. Suffice it to say here that by, for example,
denying by prasajya-negation that an entity is produced in a certain way (see
e.g. MMK i. 1 and xxi. 13) the Madhyamika is not committed to asserting the

indirect proof (avita ~ Sesavat) by residue (parisesa) in which one thesis about
an entity is established by eliminating all others as impossible. The parisesa
has been defined in the Nyéayabhasya I.i. 5 as follows: prasaktapratisedhe saty
anyatrdprasangac chisyamane sampratyayah. The Madhyamika’s prasanga method
thus differs also from the vitanda ‘cavil’—defined in the Nyayasttra L. ii. 3 as jalpa
or specious argument lacking the assertion of a counter-thesis (pratipaksasthapana)
in the place of the opponent’s paksa being rejected—to the extent that, according
at least to Vacaspatimiéra’s definition in his Nyayavarttikatatparyatika, the
vattandika is one who seeks to establish his own paksa by the method of residue
(parisesya). Following this definition, then, the vaitandika too has a paksa even if
he does not attempt to establish it directly, but only indirectly by eliminating other
paksas (tasmad asti vaitandikasya paksah, na tu parapaksapratisedhad anya sthapand/
tendsya pakso ’sti, ndsti tu paksasthapand). In sum, the prasanga method as used by
the Madhyamika would differ from the pariesa-anumdna because the latter
consists in eliminating in a finite number of alternatives all the paksas belonging to
opponents, the residual paksa being then maintained as one’s own without it being
thought necessary to establish it. But for the Madhyamika reality (paramdrtha,
tattva, etc.) cannot be one alternative, even a residual one, in a number of alter-
natives since it is not an entity about which a paksa or pratijiid can be stated within
the frame of complementary and dichotomous opposites.

Terms used in Madhyamaka literature to denote a complementarily opposed
concept or category are: pratidvandvin (Tib. 'gran zla, ’gal zla; see o.g. PP1ii. 17, xv. 5,
xvi. 4, and xx. 21), pratibandhin (Tib. ’gal zla; see e.g. PP xxiii. 21), and also
sometimes pratipaksa (see e.g. PP ii. 14, 17, vii. 33, xiii. 7), these expressions
being usually found in the course of the discussion of opponents’ views. In the
Ratnavali (i. 72 and ii. 3—4) the word pratipaksa is used virtually in the same sense.
—On the principle of the solidarity of complementary opposites cf. J. May, Candra-
kirti, Prasannapada Madhyamakavrtti, p. 16 and notes 68 and 80.

It does not seem that a prasanga-type argument is to be reduced to a hypothetical
syllogism in the tollendo tollens mode (‘if p then ¢; but §¢; .. #’); and according to
the Madhyamika no real entities actually correspond to the variables of the formula.
In any event, Nagarjuna’s procedure in the case of prasanga-type reasoning does
not appear to involve the use of the hypothetical syllogism. Cf. D. SEvrort RUEGG,
JIP 5 (1977), pp. 55—56.

Concerning other early uses of the word, it'is to be recalled that in the terminology
of the Indian grammarians prasanga meant ‘occasion, [provisional] application
{of a rule].” And in scholastic usage prasanga = prapti and prasajyate = prapnoti
‘occurs, applies’; cf. PP vii. 3 where prapta is glossed as prasakta.—Cf. also D.
SevyrorT BUrce, WZKS 22 (1978), p. 177 sq.
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contradictory proposition that an entity is produced in the opposite way, as he
would be if the negation were of the implicative paryuddasa kind; similarly, by
denying that nirvana is a positive entity (bhdva, see e.g. MMK xxv) he is not
committed to asserting the contradictory proposition that it is a negative
entity (abhdva).®*

Nagarjuna’s regular way of analysing and deconstructing (that is, ‘emptying’
or ‘zeroing’) any postulated entity is first to show that its substantial self-nature
has been constructed and posited in terms of sets of related terms.

In the MMK we meet with binary sets such as origination/destruction
(utpada/nirodha), own being/other being (svabhdva/parabhiva), existence/non-
existence (bhavajabhdva), conditioned/unconditioned (samskria/asamskria),
defining mark/defined thing (laksana/laksya), and identity/difference.®® An-
other binary set, that of agent and action (e.g. gantr ‘goer’ and gati ‘going’),
may appear expanded into a ternary set, an example being the goer, the action
of going (gati or gamana, i.e. gatikriya), and that which is to be gone over or
traversed (gantavya as karman), which can in its turn be trichotomized as
(already) traversed (gata), (still) untraversed (agata) and in process of being
traversed (gamyamana) (Chapter ii). A further such set is made up of a seer
(drastr), seeing (darsana, i.e. dréikriya ‘action of seeing’) and the object to be
seen (drastavya ), which can in its turn be trichotomized into the (already) seen
(drsta), the (yet) unseen (adrsta) and what is in process of being seen (drsya-
mana: see Prasannapada iii. 3; cf. MMK, Chapter xiv). Other comparable sets
are made up of the impassioned person (rakia), passion (rd@ga) and the object
of passion (rafijaniya) (Chapter vi; cf. Chapter xiv); the bound (baddha)
person who has to be liberated and the unbound (abaddha) one, together with
the one becoming bound (see Prasannapada xvi. 7); and the person in error

%4 Cf. Candrakirti, Prasannapada i, p. 13: nanu ca: naiva svata utpannd ity
avadhdryamane parata utpannd ity anistam prapnoti/ na prapnoti] prasajyaprati-
sedhasya vivaksitatvat parato 'py utpadasya pratisetsyamdanatvat/ This procedure is
not to be understood as ignoring or rejecting the principles of non-contradiction
and the excluded middle; see below, pp. 39, 41, 60, 65, 68, 79, 83n., 109.

The difference between these two forms of negation is in some respects parallel
to that between weak and strong negation, although it does not seem that they can
be wholly equated with these two kinds of negation in modern logic in view of the
special use of prasajya negation in Madhyamaka thought.—In the usage of the
Indian grammarians, prasajyapratisedha is verbally bound predicate or sentence
negation, and paryudasapratisedha is nominally bound term negation. The difference
between prasajya and paryuddsa negation was also known to the Miméamsa school.
Cf. D. SeyrorT RUEGG, JIP 5 (1977), p. 3 sq. (with bibliography).

% The terms used for identity and difference are: eka(tva)/anya(tva) (see e.g.
MMK x. 1), ananyalanya (xiv. 7), eka(tva)|prthak(tva) (e.g. vi. 4 and xx. 20),
ekibhava/nanabhava (ii. 21 cf. xviii. 10 and xxi. 10), and tattva/anyatva (xxii. 8, cf.
xviii. 10—11). These relata can be thought of as being in a relation of cause and
effect (e.g. in xx. 20).—Cf. Candrakirti, PP iv. 8, xxii. 1 (p. 435), 5; xxvii. 6;
Madhyamakéavatéara vi. 143 on tattvanyatva.
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(viparita), the one not in error (aviparita) and the one in process of entering
into error (viparyasyamana) (xxiii. 17—18).

Nagarjuna shows that since these sets are made up of interrelated and hence
dependent concepts or categories, no term can be posited as a real entity
possessing independent and substantial svabkdva or ‘aseity’; for the postulated
svabhdva is by its very definition unable ontologically to exist within the
above-mentioned sets of correlates. Thus goer and going are said to be neither
one nor different (ii. 18); that is, they lack the postulated svabhava of an entity.

The theory of emptiness of own being or non-substantiality of all entities
has also been explicated by means of the negation of the positions (kof¢) in
terms of which an entity may conceivably be posited, viz. a positive one (I), a
negative one (II), a conjunction of the positive and negative ones (III), and an
indeterminate one consisting in the bi-negation of both the positive and negative
positions (IV).?8 Analysis by means of the negation of this fourfold set of
positions is a further feature characteristic of Nagarjuna’s philosophical method.
It is employed in his discussion of the absolute non-occurrence of a bhdva pro-
duced from itself (I), from another (IT), from both itself and another (IIT), and
from neither (i.e. without a cause; i. 1; xxi. 13), as well as in his discussion of
the tathdgata as neither $anya (I), asanya (IT), both (ITT) and neither (IV) and
of nirvana as neither bhdva (1), abhdva (IT), both (ITI) and neither (IV) (Chapters
xxii and xxv). This mode of analysis is founded on the consideration that an
entity and its qualifier can be conceptually related only in terms of these four
limiting positions, which together exhaust all conceivable relationships be-
tween a subject and its predicate; at the same time these positions stand in a
relation of complementarity in the frame of dichotomizing conceptualization
(vikalpa) and discursive development (prapafica), the one therefore both
depending on and evoking its conceptual correlate. Now, the things in question
are in fact found not to exist at all as self-existent entities since it has been
shown in Nagarjuna’s analyses that severally or all together the four positions
do not apply. Moreover, the negation of a proposition expressing one position
does not imply the affirmation of the contrary one because the negation here is
non-presuppositional absolute prasajya-negation, so that all four positions are
annulled (‘zeroed’).®?

%8 The term catugkott has not actually been employed in the MMK, Aryadeva’s
Catuh$ataka and Candrakirti’s Prasannapada. In Prajfidkaramati’s Bodhicaryava-
tarapafijikd ix. 2 it is found in connexion with a quotation taken from a later
Madhyamika master (identified as Saraha).—On the uses of the catuskoti in the
Madhyamaka and other schools of the Mahayana, see D. SEvForT RUEGG, JIP 5
(1977), pp. 1—71. And on the two distinet uses of the ‘neither . . . nor’ formula, one
of which presupposes an ineffable entity in position IV whereas the other does not,
see ibid., pp. 16—20. .

7 In his analyses Nagérjuna has not in every case made use of all four positions
of the catuskoti, and in many passages we find mention of positions I and II only.
The ‘tetralemma’ is of course itself based in the last analysis on a binary set of
two opposed terms, in conformity with the principles of contradiction and excluded
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A further form of analysis in five points investigates the causal relation be-
tween two things, e.g. fire as one with its fuel (I), different from its fuel (IT),
possessing fuel (III), the locus of fuel (IV), and located in fuel (V) (x. 14). It is
explained that the relation between fire and fuel is one of appropriator (upd-
datr) and appropriated (upidana), which is thus analogous to that between a
self (atman) as appropriator and the five psycho-physical groups that are
appropriated (upddana-skandha, x. 15).2¢ Nagarjuna then demonstrates that
none of these five relations can obtain between the two relata so long as the
latter are supposed to be entities possessing independent and substantial own
being. Factors sustaining such relations since they have originated in depend-
ence can, therefore, be shown to be without own being and empty.—As sug-
gested by the reference to the relation appropriator/appropriated, this form of
analysis in five points evidently derives from a form of analysis used in the
Buddhist canon to investigate a designational entity with respect to the factors
(dharma) on the basis of which it is imaginarily constructed. Thus the concept
of an d@tman or individual (pudgala)—which Buddhist thinkers have regarded
as a fictional construct superimposed on the five skandhas—was analysed with
respect to whether it is identical with the skandhas (I), different from the
skandhas (IT), the locus of the skandhas (ITI), located in the skandhas (IV), and
possessing the skandhas (V); and in each case the relation postulated has been
shown to be untenable, so that no atman or pudgala can find a place among the
dharmas which are accepted as the only valid and real factors for the purpose
of philosophical analysis.?*—The vicdra in five points has also been applied to
the fathdgata’s relation to the skandhas (MMK xxii).100

middle; the full quaternary set is then meant to cover exhaustively all conceptually
imaginable positions in which a putative entity might be postulated.—In MMK ii—
and in the parallel analyses in Chapters iii and xvi as summed up in the verses in
Prasannapada iii. 3 and xvi. 7—the analysis rests only on positions I, IT and IV;
cf. ii. 8 and 15, with the Prasannapada, where the principle of excluded middle is
evoked (Buddhapalita evidently differs here and supposes the ‘third’ to correspond
to position IIT). In xxv. 15—16 we find positions I, IT and IV. Elsewhere—e.g. in

1.7, 11 24—25, vii. 20, viii. 9—10, xxiii. 20, and xxv. 11—-13—Nagéarjuna’s analysis
rests on positions I, IT and IIT only. (It is to be noted that in xxvii. 17 and 27 the
subject is distributed between each predicate—‘partly ... partly’—in the case of
position III, and the proposition is negated by Négarjuna.)

In MMX xviii. 8 a fourfold set of unnegated predicates—‘so’ (tathya, the antonym
of mrsa ‘false’ according to Candrakirti), ‘not so,” ‘both so and not so,” and ‘neither
so nor not so’—is applied to all (conditioned) things (sarva = samskrtadharmas
according to Candrakirti) in conformity with the Buddha’s graded and successive
teachings (anuddsana). And in MMK xviii. 6 the question of an dtman is taken up
under the unnegated positions I, IT and IV. But in neither case is Nagarjuna stating
a view held by the Madhyamaka school; on the interpretation of these two passages
see D. SevyrorT RUERGG, JIP 5 (1977), pp. 5—9, 37—39.

9 Cf. Prasannapadd xxvii. 26.

9% See MMK xvi. 2 on the pudgala in relation to the skandhas (and xxiii. 5 on the
kligta in relation to the klesas). Only identity and difference between an atman and
the skandhas are considered in xwviii. 1.

A difference between these modes of fivefold analysis lies in the fact that the first
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A close examination of language and its categories thus reveals the ground-
lessness and untenability of the conventional notions of an entity possessing a
svabhdva and existing in a nexus of conceptual construction or causality. All
things are in fact ultimately non-substantial (nihsvabhdva) and empty of own
being (svabhdvasinya).

When it appears from Néagarjuna’s discussion that he considers that no thing
is to be posited in terms either of the above-mentioned binary, ternary or
quinary sets of relations or of the four positions—in short, that no entity
possessing a svabhdva of any kind is to be postulated—there can be no ground
for supposing that he has either neglected or rejected the principle of the
excluded middle in ‘classical’ two-valued logic by positing an ‘2’ that is neither
‘4’ nor ‘A’. Nor is there then any reason to feel the need to suggest that as a
rational thinker he was using some kind of three-valued logic;!ot for in the
MMK and his related treatises Nagarjuna has carefully refrained from postulat-
ing the existence of an indeterminate value for a real entity.102

Also, in his analysis and criticism of concepts and categories, Nagarjuna’s
reasoning is clearly based on the principles of contradiction and exclusion.103

mentioned mode concerns two causally related entities (fire and fuel, for example)
which have the same ontological and epistemological status, whereas the following
mode relates to a designational entity (@tman or pudgala) imaginarily constructed
on the basis of dharmas, viz. the five skandhas which possess an accepted validity
in the Buddhist tradition, even though the Madhyamika does not allow them
ultimate reality. It seems likely that the latter served as a model for the application
of the fivefold analysis to the relationship between dharmas on the same level, and
basically it goes back to the canon; see e.g. Samyuttanikaya iii, p. 44, and iv, p. 287
on the fourfold investigation (i.e. r@pam [or: vedanam . . . vifiianam] attato samanu-
passati, ripavantam va attdnam, attani va rapam, rapasmim va attanam). (Like the
canonical passage just mentioned, the Mahavyutpatti § 209 also enumerates four
rather than five points).—On the twenty forms of satkayadrsti eliminated by this
form of analysis, see Candrakirti, Madhyamakavatara vi. 144.—Concerning the
total of five rather than four, it is reached by that mode of counting which enu-
merates a covering item in addition to the items included under it. That is, we have
basically the two items of identity and difference (see MMK xxii. 8 and xviii. 1),
with difference then subdivided into three items; and the total can be regarded as
consisting in five or four items according to whether the covering item (difference)
is counted separately or not.

100 The word tathdgata is in this context interpreted as referring to the buddha
(MMK xxii. 15) or bhagavant after nirodha (i.e. in nérvana) (xxv. 17). (Elsewhere
however, e.g. in the context of the avyakrtavastus, tathagata can refer to any individu-
al. Compare Candrakirti’s PP xxii. 1, where mention is made also of atman).

101 Cf. for example F. STaar, Exploring mysticism (Berkeley, 1975), p. 39 sq.

10z For the principle of excluded middle, see e.g. MMK ii. 8, 15 (cf. xvi. 8, xxi. 14
and xxv. 15—16); Sanyatasaptati 72. See also Candrakirti, Prasannapada v. 6, xv. 7
and xxiii. 14.

Concerning the special use of a formula corresponding to the (unnegated) fourth
koti—namely the ‘neither ... nor’ formula—in connexion with ultimate reality
which is no entity of any kind (e.g. in MMK xxv. 10, where nirvana is said to be
neither entity nor absence of entity), see our discussion in JIP 5 (1977), pp. 16—20.

103 See 0.8 MMK v. 6, vii. 30, viii. 7, xxi. 10, and xxv. 14. Cf. MMK xxvii. 22 and
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In view of his radical critique of conceptual entities and categories as
grounded in the discursivity of thinking and language, and because of his
method of argument based on prasariga-reasoning which points out the unten-
ability of a view without implicitly postulating the counter-view, Nagarjuna’s
theory in his scholastic works can no doubt be properly described as largely
negative, as already observed above. But this carefully worked out via negativa
is not nihilistic, nihilism being the extreme of the ucchedavada which Nagarjuna
and his followers have avoided as strictly as its opposite, the eternalist extreme
of the édsvatavada. Nor can his procedure be dismissed as mere sophistry, hair-
splitting and fault-finding contentiousness. Its rationale lies on the one hand
in a philosophically elaborated theory of the non-substantiality of any entity
posited in the dichotomous structure of discursive thinking and language, and
on the other hand in the principle that ultimate reality (tattva) cannot be
expressed or conceived in the frame of vikalpa and prapafica (xviii. 9). For the
same reasons Nagarjuna’s procedure cannot be described as anti-philosophical
even if he maintains no propositional thesis (pratij#ia) intended to establish a
speculative metaphysical system.

Of fundamental importance in Nagarjuna’s philosophy are the two truth-
levels, that of worldly surface-convention (lokasamurt;) and that which is true
ultimately (satyam paramarthatah, xxiv. 8). The latter is of course the sole
truth, corresponding as it does to reality (tattva) characterized as still ($@nta),
without discursive development and free from dichotomizing conceptualization
and multiplicity (xviii. 9; cf. xxv. 24). Yet the relative level is not simply to
be dispensed with, for it is on the basis of transactional usage (vyavahdra) that
the paramartha is indicated (desyate; xxiv. 10); in order to penetrate the pro-
fundity of the teaching, therefore, one must understand the distinction between
the two satyas (xxiv. 9). The proper use of vyavahdra indeed makes it possible
to deal with the factors of relative existence and philosophical analysis, such
as the four truths (@ryasatya, xxiv. 1-3), the three jewels of the buddha, dharma
and samgha, and the eight kinds of persons who cultivate the path (xxiv.4—5ab),
all of which are recognized by the Buddhist tradition. It would be altogether
mistaken to suppose that $anyatd destroys (pratibadh-) these factors along
with the existence of karmic fruits, dharma and adharma, and the totality of
worldly usages (xxiv. 5cd—86).10¢ And since §@nyatd could harm an unintelligent
person who has incorrectly grasped it (xxiv. 11),195 in order not to be ruined
one must understand Sinyatd according to the principle of dependent origina-

25; Candrakirti, Prasannapada i. 7, xv. 7, and xviii. 6; D. SEyrorT RUEGG, JIP 5
(1977), pp. 18, 48—49, 54—55.

104 The unconditioned (asamskrta) as well as the conditioned dharmas and factors
belonging to the surface level of transactional usage are accordingly not without a
certain ‘as if’ validity, although they are in reality (paramarthatah) all without own
being (cf. H. Vaihinger’s ‘Als ob’ theory of fictions). This does not involve a rejection
of samorti and vyavahdra: the phenomena are indeed ‘saved.’

105 Cf. Ratnavali ii. 20—22.
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tion and non-substantiality in its non-nihijlistic sense along with the motive
(prayojana) determining the teaching of emptiness (i.e. the stilling of all
discursive development, according to Candrakirti) (xxiv. 7).

Nagarjuna’s philosophy is conceived with the purpose of revealing the con-
vergence of $anyatd, pratityamutpida and the Middle Way (madhyamd prati-
pat)_los

As set out in the MMK, the idea of origination in conditioned dependence
(pratityasamutpada) is two-faceted since it evidently relates to both truth-
levels, that of the surface (samuvrti) and transactional usage (vyavahara) and
that of ultimate reality (paramartha). Inasmuch as origination in dependence
embraces all the conditioned factors of the world, it clearly pertains to the
transactional level of surface truth.1” Now, since whatever dharma originates
in dependence on another is neither identical with it nor different from it
(xviii. 10), it might be said that for Nagarjuna this level is both unamenable
to ontological construction and antinomic—and perhaps even that it is char-
acterized by causal indeterminism.1® Pratityasamutpida does not then imply,
as it did for the Abhidharmikas whom Nagarjuna criticizes, that a dharma
defined as a factor bearing its own specific characteristic (svalaksana) is born
from other such dharmas known as its cause(s) and condition(s).1*® Rather, it
refers to interdependent dharmas in a field of conditionship which have trans-
actional validity on the surface level, but whose nature consists precisely in
being non-substantial and hence empty of own being in virtue of the fact of
their dependent origination: they are as it were ciphers having no independent
ontological status as positive, negative, both positive and negative, or in-
determinate entities.

What arises in conditioned dependence is therefore in the last analysis still
‘by nature’ ($dntam svabhgvatah, vii. 16). Now, looked at in this manner,
pratityasamutpidda pertains to the fact or truth of dependent origination, i.e.
to the reality of all conditioned dharmas. And as the true state of affairs con-
cerning these dharmas, which are thus empty of own being, pratityasamutpida

108 MMK xxiv. 18, and Vigrahavyavartani 22 with Vrtti on 70. Cf. MMK xxiv. 36,
and Candrakirti, Prasannapadéa xxiv. 40.

107 Cf. Candrakirti’s expressions samurta-pratityasamutpada (PP i, p. 10—11) and
laukika-tattvalaksana (PP xviii. 10).

108 See Candrakirti’s remarks in PP i, pp. 9, 26, and Madhyamakavatara vi
(discussed below, pp. 72—78). This indeterminism is referred to by Nagirjuna as
‘stillness by nature’ in MMK vii. 16 quoted below (compare the expressions
prakriisanta and prakrtivivikta). Compare also Ratnévali i. 47, where it is stated that
production (utpatts, i.e. of a bhava) is understood neither in terms of reality (tat-
tvatas) nor even in terms of designation (prajfiapti).

108 Cf. Candrakirti, PP xv. 2 (p. 261. 6) on the samorta-svar@pa of the Abhidharma.
—TFor the definition of a dharma as bearing a specific characteristic (svalaksana-
dharana ), see Vasubandhu, Abhidharmako$abhasya i. 2 (ed. Pradhan, p. 2. 9). In
the Abhidharma, dharmas are regularly determined with reference to their charac-
teristic natures.
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may then be termed emptiness (§@nyatd, xxiv. 18).110 In the introductory verses
to the MMK the pratityasamutpdda is moreover described as not annihilated
and not eternal, undestroyed and unborn (just like nirvdna in xxv. 3), and as
without multiplicity and tranquil (just like ultimate reality, tattva, in xviii. 9).

The complexity of the idea of pratityasamutpada is further brought out when
Nagarjuna states that he who recognizes it sees not only the characteristic
feature and the conditioned processes of the world—viz. ‘suffering’ (duhkha )11
and origination (samudaya ) respectively, i.e. the first two aryasatyas—but also
unconditioned cessation (nirodka), the third truth, and the path (mdrga), the
fourth truth that as it were leads from the first two truths to the third (cf.
xxiv. 40).

It would seem that the above-mentioned ambivalence of origination in
dependence as pertaining either to the dependently produced conditioned fac-
tors (pratityasamutpannd dharmdh) or to the fact (or truth) of dependent
origination (pratityasamutpdde) is paralleled in the terminology used to
express the theory of emptiness. Thus, as already noted, the term $unya
‘empty’ is an epithet of all dharmas; and $@nyatva is then the state or property
of emptiness of all dharmas.12 On the other hand, the term Sinyat@ tends to be
reserved for this fact or true state of affairs; and it is accordingly a term that

110 The two aspects of pratityasamutpada might perhaps be clarified by saying
that as including (extensionally) all conditioned factors originating in dependence
(pratityasamutpanna) whose nature is to be empty ( : Sanyatva), pratityasamutpada
belongs to the samwrti level. But as the fact or true state of affairs of dependent
origination that relates (intensionally) to all conditioned factors, pratityasamutpada
concerns the ultimate reality or truth of their emptiness ($anyatd); and it accord-
ingly pertains to paramartha (cf. PP vii. 15, p. 159. 6). (Because the asamskrta,
which is paramarthika, is also svabhdvasianya, Sinya and samskrta are of course not
coterminous). Since pratityasamutpada thus pertains, in the one way or the other,
to both the samwrta and paramarthika levels, it is equivalent in its range to $iunyata.
The two terms are not exact synonyms, however, and they have distinct spheres of
use even if essentially they have a common (nominalistic) reference (updddaya
prajfiaptih).—Compare the old controversy as to whether pratityasamutpada is
samskrta or asamskrta. See also Abhidharmakos$abhagya iii. 28. The old canon
already attests the application of the term dharmatd to the principle of pratityasa-
mutpada comprising the twelve members of origination in dependence ; see Samyut-
tanikaya ii, pp. 25—26, and Nidanasamyukta (ed. C. TripaTHI, Berlin, 1962),
pp. 1479, 164 (cf. Candrakirti, PP i, p. 39—40), where this description is found
with the key formula ... utpadad va tathagatanam anutpaddd va sthitd eveyam
dharmata dharmasthitaye dhdtuh. Then in the Dadabhamikasttra (8 G = p. 136) this
dharmata is described as sarvadharmasinyatd (and sarvadharmanupalabdhi). The
meaning of the word dharmata has of course developed during the history of
Buddhist thought, and it is in the Mah&yana that the link between $unyata and
dharmatda has been worked out; but the connexion between pratityasamutpdda and
sanyata is found already e.g. in the Niddnasamyukta, p. 153.

11 Cf. PP xxiv. 1.

112 See o.g. MMK xxvii. 29; Vigrahavyavartani 21—22, 57, 59, 61 with Vrtti.—
‘Empty’ is of course not to be understood here as the complementary opposite of
‘not empty’ in the binary set §inya/asunya (see MMK xiii. 7; cf. vii. 33 on samskria/
asamskrta as a dichotomous pair).
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relates to the paramartha (although as a name it belongs, like any designation,
to the transactional surface-level of samuort), 113

The twin principles of pratityasamutpada and $unyatd thus found a philo-
sophical Middle Way that eschews both the extremes of annihilationism
(ucchedaviada) and eternalism ($asvatavida). The Madhyamaka takes account
of ‘phenomena’—the manifoldness of dharmas on the samurti level—and reality—
the paramartha—while refraining from presenting them as opposed factors. And
instead of postulating either a pluralism of entities or a single monistic entity
it operates with the principle of non-duality.

‘What has been tentatively referred to above as the causal indeterminism of
the factors within the process to which the truth of pratityasamutpida applies
is inseparable from $@nyatd both as emptiness of own being making everything
possible!t and as release from (or: expeller of) all speculative dogmatic views
(xiii. 8). And the ‘stillness’ in question is characteristic of both paramdartha
(gnoseologically speaking) and nirvana (soteriologically speaking).

Both gnoseological and soteriological aspects are combined also in pratitya-
samutpdda because, when ignorance (avidyd ‘misknowledge’, the first of the
twelve members of origination in dependence) has come to a stop, there is no
more possibility for the conditioning factors (samskara, the second member of
this set) to arise (xxiii. 23). This stoppage of avidya is achieved through gnosis
(77iana ), as a result of meditative realization (of pratityasamutpiada) (xxvi. 11).

Cessation of origination or birth may be said to result, according to Nagar-
juna, also from the cessation of the notions of self (akam/[kara]) and every-
thing belonging to self (mama) which lead to appropriative clinging (upddana,
xviii. 3—4). Release thus follows from the cessation of action (karman) and
the defilements (kleda) issuing from dichotomizing conceptualization (vikalpa),

113 Tn the Vigrahavyéavartani-Vrtti 22, pratityasamutpannatva is given as the
reason for a thing’s having no own being (nihsvabhava), which in turn is given as
the reason for a thing’s being empty (s$tinya) in VV-Vrtti 21. In Prasannapada
xxvii. 29, Candrakirti has given pratityasamutpannatva as the reason for anyatva;
cf. xxiv. 19 (p. 505. 16) on pratityasamutpanna and $tinya.—Concerning the difference
in use between $inyata and Sunya(tva), it is true that inconsistencies are encountered
in our texts, where Skt. §tinya has on occasion been translated by Tib. stor pa 7fitd
instead of stor pa (examples are to be found in PP xxiv. 1, p. 475. 6, 8; conversely,
in the Sanskrit text of PP xxiii. 13 [p. 461. 15—16] we find svabhavasunyatva where
the Tibetan has ran bZin gyis ston pa). And it is also true that the situation is
further complicated by the fact that Tib. ston pa 7itd renders both Sunyatd and
Sunyatva. Yet, as a rule, the Tibetan exegetes have distinguished between Sunya =
storr pa as an adjective modifying all dharmas (chos), and ston pa #iid (= Sanyatd).
(In a case where the Madhyéantavibhéaga i. 13 refers to Sinya when S$anyata is the
topic in question, Sthiramati explains in his commentary that the suffix of state
[bhavapratyaya | has been ‘elided’ [lupta | metri causa). According to the Prajfiapara-
mitd literature and the Madhyamaka, §inyata is itself empty of own being (and
Sthiramati has pointed out in the same place that §inyatd is no more different from
what is empty than are duhkhatd from what is painful or anityat@ from what is
impermanent, for it is the dharmata of dharmas).

114 MMK xxiv. 14 and Vigrahavyiavartani 70; cf. MMK xxiv. 36.
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which in its turn proceeds from discursive development (prapasica). Prapaiica
itself comes to a stop in $iinyatd.1rs Release is, however, not to be reified as one
term in a binary set made up of bondage/release ; for bandhana/moksa belongs—
like sanyajasinya, samskriajasamskria or any other set of dichotomously
opposed complementary concepts or categories—to the realm of vikalpa.

On the level of paramdrtha, there is neither superaddition of nirvdna nor
removal of samsdra as opposed entities (xvi. 10). Furthermore, the state of con-
tinuous interrelated and dependent coming-and-going (@javamjavibhiva, in the
round of existences) comes, once stoppage of such interrelatedness and depend-
ence is achieved, to be designated as nirvina (xxv. 9). In this way there is really
no differentiating property!1® between samsdra and nirvdna; and there is no
difference, however subtle, between a terminal limit of nirvdna and a terminal
limit of samsdra (xxv. 19—20).127 Similarly, the tathagata and the world of
living beings (jagat) have the same ‘nature’ (svabhdva), i.e. both are precisely
without own being (néhsvabhava, xxii. 16). Nirvana—which as already observed
is not an entity to be posited in terms of the four positions (xxv. 4)—is also said
to be free from elimination and acquisition, and to be undestroyed and non-
eternal, neither stopped nor produced (xxv. 3), so that it has been ‘defined’
in much the same way as the pratityasamutpdda in the introductory verses to
the MMK.

The characteristic of reality (tattva-laksana) is then to be free from dichoto-
mizing conceptualization and, accordingly, to be without multiplicity, still and
undeveloped in discursive development (xviii. 9; cf. xxii. 15 and xxv. 24). On
this point too Nagarjuna’s soteriology is closely linked with gnoseology. Reality,
the level of paramadrtha which is simply shown—and as it were plotted through
philosophical analysis of the ‘zeroed’ dharmas—is never hypostatized as an
entity of any kind whatsoever.

As noted above, terms to designate reality such as dharmadhatu, dharmakdaya
and tathatd employed elsewhere in the Mahayanist literature of the Satras and
Sastras, including even some works connected with the Madhyamaka school,
do not occur in the MMK. To indicate reality Nagarjuna has there confined
himself—apart from the well-established words nirvina and $ianyatd—to the
terms paramarthe (xxiv. 8, 10), taitve (xviii. 9 and xxiv. 9) and dharmatd

18 $anyatayam, MMK xviii. 5. (There is the variant ston pa 7iid kyis = $anyataya
‘by emptiness’). Candrakirti here explains prapafica in terms of objectification
(upalambha) of a vastu (PP xviii. 5, p. 350. 18); cf. PP xxii. 15 (vastunibandhana hi
prapaficih), xxv. 24 (where prapasica is glossed as némitta), xviii. 5 (p. 350. 15),
and 1, p. 11. 6 (where prapafica is said to have the characteristic of a designatum,
ete.: abhidheyadilaksona). In MMK xxv. 24 upalambhopasama and prapaficopasama
figure side by side. But in PP xviii. 9 (p. 373. 9) prapadica is said to be vdc, which
‘develops’ arthas; and what is undeveloped in discursive development is unexpressed
by words {prapaiicair aprapaficitam vagbhir avyahrtam).

s ypifesana (Tib. khyad par) = visesa ‘difference’ according to Candrakirti.

117 Candrakirti speaks of the imaginary construction of a prior and posterior
limit (parvaparakotikalpand), which is in fact impossible (PP xxv. 21 avataranika;
of. xi. 1).
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(xviii. 7).118 T'o be recalled here also is Nagarjuna’s rejection of an asamskria
opposed within dichotomizing conceptualization to the samskrta (vii. 33), of a
$unya opposed to the asunya (xiii. 7), and even of absence of defilement opposed
to the state of defilement (cf. xxiii. 25).

The philosophy of the MMK and the related treatises differs from that of the
Abhidharmikas in that Nagirjuna moved from the taxonomic and constructive
inventorization of a plurality of dharmas conceived of as individually specifiable
and analytically independent entities, with causal laws connecting them, to a
theory of dharmas operating as non-substantial factors arising in the functional
interdependence of conditionship. This theory is described by Nagarjuna in
terms of dependent origination, absence of own being and emptiness. Unlike
that of so many other philosophers, Nagarjuna’s philosophical theory is not
made up basically of a system of propositional judgements with accompanying
categorical and hypothetical syllogisms; and it takes on not only a dialectical
but a structural character, its terms being conceptually, logically and lin-
guistically interrelated—but nevertheless metaphysically non-substantial—
dharmas. The name of the basic principle of the theory—éanyatd—is itself non-
referential, for Nagarjuna refrains from positing an absolute in the frame of any
conceptual position that would involve its hypostatization as a positive, nega-
tive or indeterminate entity.

Nagarjuna was thus engaged in a radical rethinking of the philosophical
endeavour, that is, of the very idea of philosophy and the terms in which it is to
be pursued. And by turning away from the construction of a speculative doc-
trine involving the postulation of entities having some kind of self-nature he
clearly sought to keep strictly to the Middle Way indicated by the Buddha in
the only manner he found commensurate with it.

It was left to Nagarjuna’s Madhyamika successors to elaborate his philo-
sophy and pursue in particular the refutation of the speculative views and
dogmas of both non-Buddhist and Buddhist philosophers (his pupil Aryadeva
was especially renowned for excelling in this task), and then to apply their
master’s theory by undertaking the systematization of Madhyamaka philo-
sophy in its three main schools (those of Bhavaviveka, Buddhapalita/Can-
drakirti and Santaraksita).

Commentaries on Nagarjuna’s works
]

Commentaries on Nagarjuna’s theoretical scholastic works, and in particular
on the MMK, are numerous. The *Akutobhaya was traditionally regarded as

18 The terms dharmadhatu and tathatd do appear in Candrakirti’s Prasannapada,
in quotations and discussions of Mahayéanist doctrine. On the usage of the hymns
ascribed to Nigarjuna see above. (On the absence of dharmakdya and dharmadhdtu
in early Chinese versions of the Prajfiaparamita-Stutra see L. LANCASTER, Eastern
Buddhist 8 [1975], p. 36 sq. And on the usage of the MMK see R. H. ROBINSON,
Early Madhyamika, p. 63.)
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Nagarjuna’s own commentary on his MMK ;119 but for some time this ascription
has been questioned.12¢ It has been observed that a close connexion exists be-
tween this work and Aryadeva.!2! It has also been suggested that it is related
to the commentary, available only in Chinese (Taishd 1564), attributed to a
certain Ch’ing-mu??2, an Indian master who was known in addition by a name
that appears in Chinese transcription as Pin-lo-chieh but whose identity re-
mains to be elucidated.’?® This Pin-lo-chieh has even been identified with
Aryadeva.124 At all events both the *Akutobhaya and Ch’ing-mu’s commentary
show familiarity with Aryadeva’s work. Ch’ing-mu has also sometimes been
credited with the commentary preserved in Chinese on Nagarjuna’s Shih-erh-
men-lun, a work otherwise ascribed to Nagarjuna himself,123

119 A German translation of this work was published by M. WaLLEsER, Die
mittlere Lehre des Nagérjuna, nach der tibetanischen Version iibertragen (Die
buddhistische Philosophie in ihrer geschichtlichen Entwicklung, 2. Teil, Heidel-
ber, 1911).

120 Because the *Akutobhaya (chapter xxvii, fol. 113a2) quotes a verse (fian pa
po dan miian bya dan| [smra po byun ba §in tu dkon| |de phyir mdor na 'khor ba ni/
|mtha’ yod ma yin mtha’ med min/[) that is found in Aryadeva’s Catuhsataka (vii. 5).
(Cf. mKhas'grub-dGe-legs-dpal'bzan, sTor-thun‘chen‘mo, fol. 37b—38a; E. OBER-
MILLER, AO 11 [1933], p. 4 note 9.) The IDan'dkar'ma Catalogue lists the *Akuto-
bhayéa after both Bhavaviveka’s and Buddhapalita’s commentaries on the MMK.
Moreover, the main earlier Indian commentaries—Buddhapalita’s Vrtti, Bhavavi-
veka’s Prajfidpradipa and Candrakirti’s Prasannapadd—do not appear to mention
the *Akutobhaya. (At the same time, there exist numerous similitarities between
the Tibetan version of the commentary of Buddhapélita on the MMK and
the *Akutobhaya). On the relation of the *Akutobhayd to the Chung-lun
and references to it in the Chinese tradition, see M. WALLESER, Die mittlere Lehre
des Nagarjuna nach der chinesischen Version tibertragen, Die buddhistische Philo-
sophie in ihrer geschichtlichen Entwicklung, 3. Teil (Heidelberg, 1912), p. ix sq. On
its authenticity see also C. IREDA, Anesaki Commemoration Volume (Tokyo, 1934),
pp. 291-3.

121 See J. W. DE JoNGg, AM 17 (1971), p. 109.

123 Of, E. LamMorTE, Traité, iii, p. 1373; J. W. pE Jong, loc. cit.—A German
translation of this work was published by M. WALLESER, Die mittlere Lehre des
Nagarjuna, Die buddhistische Philosophie (see above, n. 120), 3. Teil (Heidelberg,
1912). Cf. R. A. Garp, IBK 3/1 (1954), pp. 376—370. '

123 The Chinese transcription Pin-lo-chieh has been interpreted as Pingalaksa
(= Pingalanetra, Pingalacaksus); see E. LamoTTe, Traité, iii, p. 1373. Ch’ing-mu
would correspond in meaning to something like Nilanetra.-—— Cf. R. H. RoBINSON,
Early Madhyamika, p. 29, who gives Vimaldksa; N. P#ri, BEFEO 1911, p. 366
note; M. WALLESER, Die mittlere Lehre, 3. Teil, p. x sq. (It may be noted that a
Pingala of the Brahmanical tradition, the supposed author of the Chandahsitra,
was regarded as a nagardja; cf. A. WEBER, Indische Studien [Berlin, 1863],

. 157 sq.).
P 12¢ K, LamorTe, Traité, iii, pp. xxxix, 1373. Cf. P. DEMIEVILLE in L. RENOU et
J. Firiozar, L’Inde classique, ii (Paris, 1953), § 2137. 1. The identity of Aryadeva
and Ch’ing-mu was rejected by G. Tucci, Pre-Dinnaga Buddhist texts on logic
(Baroda, 1929), p. xvii.

123 Cf. R. A. Garp, IBK 2/2 (1954), pp. 747—742; P. DEMIEVILLE, op. cit.,
§ 2137. 2; N. AtvaAswaMI SASTRI, Visvabharati Annals 6 (1954), p. 166.
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For the developed Madhyamaka school in its two main classical bran-
ches the commentaries on the MMK by Buddhapalita and his follower
Candrakirti and the one by Bhéivaviveka are of fundamental importance
(see below).

It is to be noted that among the earlier commentaries on Nagarjuna’s writ-
ings there are some by important masters of the Yogacarin/Vijiianavadin
school. A portion of a commentary ascribed to Asanga on the beginning of the
MMK is preserved in Chinese (Taishd 1565, translated in 543); it refers to
Rahulabhadra and comments also on the preliminary stanzas to the MMK con-
cerned with the eight negative epithets applied to pratityasamutpada.12s
A commentary by Sthiramati is also preserved in Chinese (Taishé 1567, trans-
lated about 1000); it evidently knows Bhéavaviveka’s commentary on the
MMK .12 In addition, a commentary by Sthiramati’s master Gunamati which
is no longer extant is known to tradition; it seems to have been known to
Bhavaviveka. The existence of such commentaries on the MMK by leading
authorities of the Vijfianavada clearly indicates that Nagarjuna’s work was
not considered to be the exclusive property of the Madhyamikas in the narrow
sense of a particular school, and that it was regarded as fundamental by
Mahayanist thinkers of more than one tendency.

Commentaries on the MMK are also reported to have been composed by
Devagarman,!?8 Gunasri’?® and Rahula(bhadra).130

There are commentaries on the Sinyatasaptati and the Yuktisastika by
Candrakirti, one by Ajitamitra on the Ratnavali (above, p. 24), one by Maha-
mati on the Suhrllekha (above, p. 26), and one by a certain Maitreyanatha on
the Bhavasamkranti (above, p. 29).

On the hymns ascribed to Nagarjuna, although some of them are referred to
and quoted for example by Candrakirti, the only commentary available in
Sanskrit is one by Amrtéakara on the Lokatita®, the Niraupamya®, the Acintya®
and the Paramartha-stava,131

126 Cf. P. DEmMitviLLE, L’Inde classique, § 2138.

122 Cf. H. NARKAMURA, Journal of Intercultural Studies no. 4 (1977), p. 79—80;
Y. Kasivama, WZKSO 12—13 (1968), p. 198. (The Taishé edition contains only
Chapters i—xiii).

128 Devasarman is referred to by Avalokitavrata in his Tikd on Bhavaviveka’s
Prajfidpradipa, chapter i (wa, fol. 225a—226b), where the title of his commentary
is given as dKar'po-’char-ba.

122 He is referred to by Avalokitavrata, op. cit., fol. 85a.—For a list of eight
commentaries—those of Négérjuna himself (i.e. the*Akutobhays), Buddhapalita,
Candrakirti, Devasarman, Gunasri, Gunamati, Sthiramati, and Bhavaviveka—see
the colophon to the *Akutobhaya (fol. 114a). (In his Bodhiméargadipapaiijika, fol.
324b, Dipamkarasrijiiana has substituted a commentary by Gunadatta for Deva-
sarman’s, which he stated is on the Prajfidpradipa of Bhavya).

130 His commentary is said to have been translated into Chinese by Paramaéartha
(500—569) ; see E. LamoTTE, Traité, iii, p. 1374.

131 See G. Tucci, Minor Buddhist texts, i (Rome, 1956), pp. 235—46.
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Aryadeva

The master usually considered to be next in importance after Nagarjuna in
the early undivided Madhyamaka school is Aryadeva, whom the sources
represent as a direct disciple of Nagirjuna.:s2 He was especially famed for his
skill in argument, notably against the representatives of schools such as the
Samkhya and Vaidesika concerning whose doctrines at this time his work
provides important information.1?3

According to Candrakirti, Aryadeva was born in the ‘island’ (glin) of Singa-
la (Simhaladvipa) as the son of a king; but he renounced his station as prince,
left the world and came to South India where he attended on Nigarjuna as his
master.:*¢ This Simhaladvipa has often been identified with Sri Lankai®s—a
location which has been considered confirmed by references in the Dipa-
vamsa (xxii. 41 and 50) and Mahavamsa (xxxvi. 29) to a certain Deva, whom
these sources place in the second half of the third century when the
Vetullavida was wide-spread in Sri Lanka; but this identification has been put
in question.138

The commentary on the Madhyamakagastra ascribed to Pin-lo-chieh has, as
already mentioned, been considered an authentic work by Aryadeva since
Pingala appears as an epithet of his.?3” But this attribution has been ques-
tioned. 138

Aryadeva has traditionally been credited with the authorship of the Sata(ka)-
sastra (Pai/Po-lun) extant only in Kumarajiva’s Chinese translation of the
early fifth century (Taishd 1569).12* The problem of the connexion between
this work and the Catuh$ataka (available in Sanskrit fragments and in a Tibetan

132 Aryadeva is said to have been known also under the names Kéanadeva,
Nilanetra, Pingalanetra, etc. (cf. E. LaMoTTE, Traité, iii, p. 1373 note; above, p. 48).
As for his date, it has to be determined in relation to Nagérjuna’s, whose direct
disciple he is considered to be. There is a quotation from Aryadeva’s Catuhdataka
(ii. 8) in Chapter ¢v of Harivarman’s Tattva/Satyasiddhisastra (cf. the Sanskrit
translation by N. Arvaswamr SasTri, Baroda, 1975, p. 252).

133 See M. HoNDa, IBK 23/1 (1974), pp. 7—12, and E. FRAUWALLNER, WZKSO 2
(1958), p- 131 for the Samkhya; G. Tuccr, Pre-Dinnaga Buddhist texts on logic,
pp. xiv—xxx for the Vai$esika and Nyaya.

134 Candrakirti, Catuhsataka-tika, fol. 34b. Cf. T. WarTERS, On Yuan Chwang’s
travels in India (London, 1904—5), i, p. 320—1; ii, p. 200sq.

135 B, LAMOTTE, Traité, iii, p. 1373 note. Cf. Vidhushekhara BEATTACHARYA, The
Catubsataka of Aryadeva (Calcutta, 1931), p. xix.

136 See N. Durt, IHQ 10 (1934), pp. 137—42, who places Simhapura in Northwest
India. P. S. Sastri, IHQ 31 (1955), p. 196 sq., takes Andhra to be Aryadeva’s
birthplace.

137 B, LamorTE, Traité, iii, p. 1373.

138 See J. W. pE Jowa, AM 17 (1971), p. 109.

130 For the Sata(ka)éastra see G. Tucer, Pro-Dinnaga Buddhist texts on logic
(Baroda, 1929), p. xiii sq. Cf. G. Tuccr, La versione cinese del CatuhSataka di
Aryadeva confrontata col testo sanscrito e la traduzione tibetana, RSO 10 (1923),
pp. 522.—This text seems to be listed in the IDan'dkar'ma Catalogue (ed. M. Lalou,
JA 1953, p. 335, no. 677) ?
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translation as well as in a partial Chinese version)40 is complicated. The two
texts have much in common as to their contents, but they are not identical
either in the total number of their verses or with respect to the treatment of
their subject-matter; and the authenticity of the shorter work has even been
queried.1#! This uncertainty is compounded by the fact that the Catuhsataka
is itself frequently referred to simply as Sataka, for example in Candrakirti’s
Prasannapada. In his commentary on the Catuhsataka (fol. 34b) Candrakirti
furthermore observes that the word cafub had sometimes been (tendentiously)
omitted; and he states (fol. 34a) that when Dharmapila, the master of the
Nalanda school of the Vijiidnavada, commented on the work, he in fact broke
it up into two parts, one dealing with an exposition of the Dharma and the
other with critical discussions of controversial topics, and then commented only
on the latter part. The second half of the Catuh$ataka was translated into
Chinese together with Dharmapala’s commentary in 650 by Hstian-tsang (Taisho
1570—1).142

The ten chapters (in 50 ‘Slokas’ or 32-syllable units) of Kumarajiva’s Chinese
version of the first half of the Sata(ka)$astra are: (i) Renunciation of sin and
merit, (ii) Refutation of the @iman, (iii) Refutation of unity, (iv) Refutation of
diversity, (v) Refutation of sense-perceptions, (vi) Refutation of their objects,
(vii) Refutation of the existence of the effect in the cause, (viii) Refutation of
the non-existence of the effect in the cause, (ix) Refutation of permanence, and
(x) Critique of the empty. These chapters accordingly deal with approximately
the same subjects as the 200 verses of the last eight chapters of the CS, though
in different words. This text is accompanied by a commentary ascribed to Vasu
(certain passages of which follow almost verbatim the Ta-chih-tu-lun).143

Aryadeva’s major work is the Catuhsataka, which is available in fragments
in Sanskrit, in Hsiian-tsang’s above-mentioned Chinese translation of the
second part only, and in a Tibetan translation.14 The work consists of the follow-

120 See below.

11 See J. W. pE Jong, AM 17 (1971), p. 110. Cf. R. Garp, IBK 2/2 (1954),
pp. 751—-747.

12 See B, LaMoTTE, Traité, iii, p- 1371-72; G. Tucer, RSO 10 (1923), p. 523 sq.,
and Pre-Dinnaga Buddhist texts on logic. Cf. R. H. RoBiNsoN, Early Madhyamika,
pp. 27, 33; P. DEMIEviLLE, L’Inde classique, ii, § 2137. 3.—See also E. Frav-
WwALLNER, Candramati, in Studia Indologica (Festschrift W. Kirfel, Bonn, 1955),
p. 66 sq., on Dharmapéla’s commentary and the Vaisesika.

143 On Vasu see N. P&ri, BEFEO 1911, p. 361 sq.; G. Tucci, Pre-Dinnaga
Buddhist texts on logic, p. xiv; E. FRAUWALLNER, On the date of the Buddhist Master
of the Law Vausubandhu (Rome, 1951), pp. 35—38, 48—49 (who identifies this Vasu
with his Vasubandhu I); R. H. RoBiNsoN, Early Madhyamika, pp. 33, 211. On this
Vasu’s knowledge of the Samkhya see E. FRAUwALLNER, WZKSO 2 (1958), p. 131.

144 See HARAPRASAD SAsTRI, Memoirs of the Asiatic Society of Bengal, vol. iii,
no. 8 (1914), pp. 449—514; P. L. Vaipva, Etudes sur Aryadeva et son Catuhsataka
(Paris, 1923) ; G. Tucci, RSO 10 (1923), pp. 521—67; V. BEATTACHARYA, Proceedings
and Transactions of the Fourth Oriental Conference, Allahabad (1926), pp. 83171,

and The Catuh$ataka of Aryadeva (Calcutta, 1931); S. YamagucHt, Chigan bukkyo
ronkd (Té'ky('), 1965), p. 197 sq.
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ing 16 chapters. (i—iv) Elimination of the erroneous positing of things as per-
manent (nitya), pleasant (sukha), pure ($ubha or $uci),4* and self (atman)
(according to Candrakirti these four chapters which dispel the four viparyasas
explain the nature of mundane things so that they may be abandoned and
buddhahood may be achieved). (v) The Bodhisattva’s practice (which makes
it practically possible to achieve Buddhahood). (vi) Elimination of the defile-
ments (klesa) which hinder the preceding. (vii) Elimination of attachment to
the enjoyment of seemingly desirable sensory objects (visaya), which causes
the defilements to arise and increase. And (viii) the practice of the disciple. The
first eight chapters of the CS are thus concerned with the preparation of those
who practise the path. The last eight chapters then explain the non-substan-
tiality of the dharmas. They deal in turn with the negation (‘pratisedha) of (ix)
permanent entities, (x) self (a@tman), (xi) time, (xii) dogmatic opinions (drsti),
(xiii) sense-faculties and their objects, (xiv) the positing of doctrinal extremes
(antagraha, e.g. existence, non-existence, both, and neither) with special
reference to identity and difference, and (xv) the positing of conditioned
(samskrta) things as real. Finally chapter xvi, entitled ‘An exposition of the
cultivation of ascertainment for master and disciple’, is devoted to a con-
sideration of logical and epistemological problems in the doctrine of §anyata.
In particular, it is pointed out (in conformity with Vigrahavyavartani 29—30)
that he who does not maintain a thesis (paksa) based on the positions of
existence (saf), non-existence (asat), and both cannot be attacked in logic by
an opponent (xvi. 25).

The titles of the chapters of the CS differ slightly in the Tibetan translations
of the basic text and of Candrakirti’s Tika, the latter adding the word bsgom pa
(bhavand) where it is lacking in the former (e.g. Chapter xvi); this emphasis
on meditative realization (and on bhavandsamdadhi in the Tika version of
Chapter ix) accords with the reference to the Bodhisattva’s yoga-practice in the
full title of the work, which in the bsTan"gyur version is Bodhisattvayoga-
caryaéastra-Catuhsataka-Karika (the Sanskrit fragments have yogdcara). It is
noteworthy that the term yogéacara/yogacarya is here applied to a work dealing
largely with a form of bhdvana directed towards philosophical analysis and the
critical treatment of controversial points. The use of this term is remarkable
since it came to be usually associated with the school of the Yogéacarins/Vijiia-
navadins established subsequently by Asanga and appears already in the title of
one of their basic sources, the Yogacarabhimi (known in the bsTan-’gyur version
as Yogacaryabhlimi). Some kind of close relation may well have existed between
Aryadeva and early masters of the Yogacarin school; for not only has the
Hastavalaprakarana, a work by Dignaga, been ascribed to him by an Indo-
Tibetan tradition but, as already mentioned, the Yogacarin Dharmapala wrote
a commentary on the second portion of the CS as late as the sixth century.1s

145 See e.g. Ratnavali ii. 48—70.
us There also exist, as mentioned above, some important commentaries on
Nagarjuna’s MMK by masters of the Yogéacarin/Vijfianavadin school.—The Chinese
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Yet the reference in the title of the CS to yogacdra/yogacaryd could hardly have
been intended to express any specific connexion between it and the school of
the Yogacarins/Vijidnavadins; and it appears that the word was then still
being used as a general term to denote practisers of the Buddhist spiritual and
intellectual disciplines without reference to a particular philosophical school.14?
In addition to Dharmapéala’s above-mentioned commentary on the second
part of the CS, there is a complete Tika by Candrakirti, now available only in
Tibetan. In it (fol. 35a) reference is made to examples (dpe = drstanta) relating
to the first eight chapters which had been supplied earlier by Dharmadasa.!s

The Aksaraataka and its Vrtti have been ascribed to Nagarjuna by Dipam-
karaérijianat¢® and the Tibetan tradition, but to Aryadeva by the Chinese.1s0
This work, which is mainly directed against Samkhya and VaiSesika type
theses, discusses inter alia the formal objections against establishing the
existence of entities by means of an inference (anumdana) comprising a thesis
and logical reason, as well as the epistemological difficulties involved in postu-
lating their production, duration and destruction. In conventional trans-
actional usage (vyavahdra) entities (bhdva) are said to be comparable to a
dream; that is, they lack the characteristics of existence, non-existence and
both existence and non-existence, and they are also not uncaused because they
arise through effort. It is quite possible to speak conventionally of the existence
of things, but not from the point of view of ultimate reality; and it is altogether
impossible to deduce the existence of a thing from its name (Vrtti, fol. 164b—
165a).

As for the Hastavalaprakarana and its Vrtti, although ascribed to Aryadeva
by an Indo-Tibetan tradition, they are probably by Dignaga, who is named as
their author in the Chinese tradition.1s*

canon has preserved the above-mentioned commentary on the Sataka by the
Bodhisattva Vasu translated, together with the basic text, by Kumarajiva (Taishd
1569); but it is uncertain whether this person is the same as the Vijiidnavadin
Vasubandhu.

147 The fact that the term Madhyamaka is still not used could perhaps be under-
stood as indicating that this term also was not yet in (regular) use to designate a
particular school of thought.

148 A certain Dharmadasa, clearly another Vijidnavadin, is known (along with
Dignéga) as a master of Dharmapala; see Taranétha, rGya‘gar-chos'’byun, p. 124,
and Sum-‘pa-Ye'Ses'dpal-’byor, dPag-bsam'ljonbzan (ed. S. Ch. Das), pp. 99, 102.
Taranétha has also mentioned Dharmadasa as a direct pupil of Asanga and Vasu-
bandhu (p. 105), and as a teacher of Arya Vimuktisena (p. 108). (Is this the Dharma-
dasa mentioned as its author in a manuscript of the Vrtti on the Candra-Vya-
karana ?)

149 Bodhimargadipapafijika, fol. 324b.

150 See V. V. GorHALE, Aksara-Catakam, the hundred letters (Heidelberg, 1930),
who points out that the introductory verse indicates that the commentary was
composed by a pupil of (Arya-)Deva; S. Yamacucnur, Otani gakuhd 9 (1930),

p. 191 sq.
151 See E W. TaOMAS and H. Ui, JRAS 1918, pp. 267—310; E. FRAUWALLNER,
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The bsTan-’gyur also contains two very short works attributed to Aryadeva,
the *Skhalitapramathanayuktihetusiddhits? and the *Madhyamakabhrama-
ghata. In the Chinese canon there is found a treatise attributed to the Bodhi-
sattva Aryadeva on explanations of nirvdna given by twenty sectarian teachers
mentioned in the Lankavatarasitra (Taishd 1640, translated in the first part
of the 6th century by Bodhiruci).'s® Another work ascribed to him is a refuta-
tion of four Hinayanist schools mentioned in the Lankavatarasatra (Taisho
1639, also translated by Bodhiruci).

On the Jhidnasarasamuccaya, which may be by a later author named Arya-
deva, see below on the Madhyamaka-Vajrayana synthesis.

Rahulabhadra

In the early Madhyamaka, in addition to the Stavas and Stotras ascribed to
Nagarjuna, the hymnic genre is represented by the Prajiiaparamitastotra of
Rahulabhadra.134 A Tibetan tradition has taken him to be the master of Nagar-
juna (perhaps owing to a confusion with a later Nagarjuna whose master Sa-
raha was otherwise known as Rahulabhadra). But according to other Tibetan
and the Chinese traditions, including one recorded by the Madhyamika master
Chi-tsang (549—623), he is regarded as a contemporary and follower of Nagar-
juna. In other sources again he is regarded as a successor of Aryadeva.1ss The

WZEKSO 3 (1959), pp. 128—30, 152—6; M. Hatrori, Digniga on perception
(Cambridge, Mass., 1968), p. 7.—THOMAS and T. R. V. MurTI, Central philosophy
of Buddhism (London, 1955), p. 94, ascribe the work to Aryadeva.

152 English version by R. W. CLARk and LozaNg JamspaL, Tibet Journal 4/2
(1979), p. 29 sq.

153 On this work see G. Tuccr, Un traité d’Aryadeva sur le “Nirvana’ des
hérétiques, TP 24 (1926), pp. 16—31; H. Nakamura, HJAS 18 (1955), pp. 93—102.

15« Ed. R. Higara, Suvikrantavikrami-Pariprechd Prajhiaparamita-Sitra, pp.
1—2. This stotra is also found at the beginning of the Astasahasrika and Paficavim-
4atisahasrika Prajna,paramité, (ed. N. Durtr), as well as in part in the Ta-chih-tu-lun
(cf. LamMoTTE, Traité, ii, pp. 1061—5).

155 See Bu'ston, Chos*’byuri, fol. 99a (OBERMILLER, ii, p. 123) ; *Gos'gZon nu*dpal,
Deb-ther'snion‘po, ka, fol. 18a (ROERICH, i, p. 35); Taranatha, rGya‘gar:chos:’byun
(ed. SCHIEFNER), pp. 53 8q., 83, and bKa’-babs'bdun'gyi'rnam-thar, fol. 181 sq.
(GRUNWEDEL, p. 10 sq.), who also makes Rahulabhadra the master of Nagarjuna.—
But elsewhere in his rGya‘gar‘chos’byun (pp. 68, 73) Taranétha makes Rahulabha-
dra a successor of Nigarjuna and a disciple of Aryadeva. And Bu'ston also quotes a
lineage in which Rahula follows Aryadeva (Chos~’byun, fol. 94a1 [OBERMILLER, ii,
p. 109, has Bahula, which is presumably a misreading or misprint for Rahula]; cf.
Sum‘pa'mkhan-po, dPag'bsam-ljon'bzan, (ed. S. Ch. Das), p. 90).—Cf. G. Tuccr,
JPASB 26 (1930), p. 141 (= Opera minora, i, p. 212 sq.), and E. LAMOTTE, Traité,
iii, p. 1374 note (who refers to the remark of Chi-tsang that Rahula was a contem-
porary of Nagarjuna, and to the information given by Chan-jan [711—782] according
to which Rahulabhadra composed a commentary on Nigarjuna’s work). J. W. pE
Jowe, AM 17 (1971), p. 107—8, seems to incline to the view that Rahulabhadra
preceded Négarjuna. H. NaAxaMURA, Acta Amatwa, 1 (1960), p. 63, placed him in
the third century, after Aryadeva.
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Madhyamakasastrastuti of Candrakirti speaks of Nagarjuna’s being accom-
panied (sahita) by Rahulabhadra. Writings attributed to Rahulabhadra are
quoted in the Ta-chih-tu-lun (chapter xviii), as well as in Asanga’s commentary
on the Madhyamakagdastra (Taishé 1565) and *Saramati’s *Mahayanavata-
radastra (Taisho 1634).158

In the Prajfidparamitastotra the prajfiaparamitd is described as beyond
dichotomizing conceptualization (nirvikalpi) and discursive development
(nisprapadicid ). Rahulabhadra writes: He who sees thee as thou really art (or:
devotedly)s” sees the tathdgata. The Buddhas are thy beloved sons, and thou
art thus the tender progenetrix of all Heroes devoted to the weal of others.
Though one, thou art praised under various appellations by the tathagatas, who
thus make thee accessible to their disciples. Also, when thou art reached, faults
and disputes raised by polemists vanish. Thus thou terrifiest the foolish whilst
thou comfortest the wise. Not coming from anywhere and not going anywhere,
thou art not made into an object of perception (népalabhyase) by the wise;
however, those who see thee not but do truly (or: devotedly, bhdvatah) take
recourse (prapad-) to thee are released as soon as they have done so: this is a
great marvel! By the Protectors of the world (lokandtha) who, for the sake of
conventional communication (prajiaptyartham) with incarnate beings, adopt
transactional linguistic usage (vyavahdra) thou art expressed out of compas-
sion—without being [really thus] expressed. Indeed, who is able to praise thee
who art without phenomenal mark (nirnimittd) and pure (nirafijand), who
transcendest the entire realm of words, and who art not fixed anywhere ?
However, we who have praised thee who art not to be praised according to
convention (samorti) are fulfilled through verbal expressions.

This hymn, besides containing ideas expressed also in some of the hymns
ascribed to Nagarjuna, is remarkable because it employs (though no doubt in a
different and still unsystematic way) terms such as prapad-, bhavae, ddaya, and
bhakti that were to become 80 usual in the works of the bhakii movements. As
for the conception of the prajfigparamita—both transcendent and immanent,
and the ground of both bondage and release for all beings whether they see
her or not (15)—it is in certain respects comparable with the tathdgatagarbha/
tathagatadhaty theory of the Ratnagotravibhiga Commentary.1s8 And the
question arises as to whether Rahulabhadra represented a related trend in
early Madhyamaka thought. He also composed a hymn to the Saddharma-
pundarika,’s® a Sitra devoted in large part to the theory of the One Vehicle
(ekayana) which is closely connected with the tathdgatagarbha doctrine of the

158 See K. LAMOTTE, Traité, ii, p. 1060; iii, p. 1374; H. Ur, ZII 6 (1928), p. 223—4;
G. Tuccr, JRAS 1930, p. 612 (= Opera minora, i, p. 240).

157 bhavena, ‘really, truly’ or ‘resolutely, devotedly, affectionately’.

158 Ratnagotravibhaga Commentary i. 149—52.

159 Ed. WociHARA and TSUCHIDA in their edition of the Saddharmapundarika
(Tokyo, 1934—5), Introduction, pp. 37—39. This hymn is included in the Kashgar

Ms. of the Saddharmapundarika from the Petrovskij collection (tentatively dated
to betweep the sixth and ninth century).
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Ratnagotravibhdga (which in fact cites the Saddharmapundarika in ii. 58).
Moreover, as already observed, he is quoted by *Saramati, the master of the
tathagatagarbha doctrine and the Ratnagotravibhaga, in his *Mahayanavatara-
sastra (Taisho 1634).1¢°

Rahulabhadra thus represents a fairly distincet current in early Madhyamaka
thought that was not elaborated in the theoretical scholastic texts of the clas-
sical school based on the MMK, but which is reflected in the hymns ascribed to
Nagarjuna. Still a commentary on the MMK by Rahulabhadra is said to have
been translated into Chinese by Paramaértha (see above, p. 49); but this work
is not extant.

‘Naga’

A certain Nagahvaya—literally ‘the one named Naga’—is mentioned in the
Lankavatarasiitra in the context of a prophecy (wydkarana) where he is
evidently identified with Nagarjuna himself.16? ‘Naga’ is, however, elsewhere
spoken of together with Aryadeva as a pupil of Nagarjuna.1e2

Nagahvaya has then been taken as a proper name and identified with a
certain Tathagatabhadra by Taranitha, who adds that he was the author of
hymns to the trikdya®® and on the (tathagata ) garbha'®t and that the verses of
the Tathagatagarbhasiitra were thereupon widely sung in the South. This
master is thus linked with the so-called Vijfiapti-Madhyamaka,1%5 a theory
associated with the tathigatagarbha doctrine and the positive interpretation of
ultimate reality as empty only of the heterogeneous.!®® The historical and

160 According to Taranatha (rGya-gar-chos:’byun, p. 68), Rdhulabhadra received
the meaning of the (fathagata)garbha from Aryadeva in the neighbourhood of
Karfici! :

161 Lankavatarastatra x. 165—6 (where Nagahvaya is translated into Tibetan as
Klu‘zes'bod'pa); cf. Candrakirti, Madhyamakavatara vi. 3 (p. 76). See also Maii-
juérimilakalpa liii. 449—50 (ed. Ganapati Sastri, iii, p. 616—17; K. P. Jayaswal
and R. Samkrtyayana, Imperial History of India [Lahore, 1934], p. 35—36], where
Nagahvaya is said to be an adept of the mayuri vidya as well as nihsvabhavarthatat-
tvavit. Cf. G. Tuecer, JPASB 26 (1930), p. 142 (= Opera minora, i, p. 212); N. DuTr,
THQ 7 (1931), pp. 633—9.

162 Tarandtha, rGya'gar-chos-’byun, p. 68 (where SCHIEFNER’s edition reads
Klu-bos).

163 gKu'gsum-la‘bstod'pa (*Trikayastotra/stava or *Kayatrayastotra/stava ?).
A hymn to the three kdyas has been published by A. von Sta¥r-HorsTEIN, Bull. de
I’Académie Impériale des Sciences de St. Pétersbourg, no. 11 (1911), pp. 837—45;
this work is quoted by Nadapada (Naropa, Sekoddesatika, p. 57—58) and is found at
the beginning of Gos'gZonnu‘dpal’s Deb-thersnon'po. But in the bsTan’gyur a
Kayatrayastotra the first three verses of which correspond to the first three of the
Sanskrit text just mentioned is ascribed to Nagarjuna himself.—Compare the
*Kayatrayavatara ascribed in the bsTan~’gyur to Nagamitra (Klu’i-bSes-gfien).

184 57145 po’s bstod pa (cf. Sum'pa'mkhan‘po, dPag-bsam-ljon-bzan, ed. S. C. Das,

. 90).
P 165 rnam rig g¢ dbu ma (Taranatha, op. cit., p. 68).

166 gZan ston; see above, p. 34. As already noticed, Rahulabhadra is also linked
with this current of thought (see above, p. 55).
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doctrinal context in which the information available from our sources is
embedded often evokes the later Madhyamaka-Vajrayana synthesis, rather
than the early period of the Madhyamaka school.18” Yet at least certain of the
allusions appear to refer to an earlier time, indeed even to a period prior to the
author of the MMK.1#8 Taken together the available information points to
some (possibly quite early) doctrinal trends of considerable interest with which
certain currents in the Madhyamaka may have on occasion converged, although
in its classical period and going back as far as the MMK the pure Madhyamaka
school was characterized by apophaticism and appears to have had practically
nothing to do with the tathagatagarbha doctrine.

Since the references in our sources to ‘Naga’ remain obscure and the history
of this period of Buddhist thought is very imperfectly known to us, considerable
further research is required to untangle the skein and reveal the literary,
philosophical and religious movements that stand veiled behind these allu-
sions. 169

Another figure whose name contains the word Naga and who is associated
with Nagarjuna is Nagabodhi. He is known to some sources as having lived on
the Sriparvata. It is not certain whether this shadowy and elusive figure is the
same as the Tantrika Nagabodhi, the disciple of the Tantrika Arya Nagarjuna-
pada (see below, p. 104),170

167 See Taranatha’s rGyagar-chos-’byun, pp. 66—68.

168 A Sthavira named Naga is connected with a certain ‘Bhadra’ (:Mahadeva)
and the five points (g% lna) at issue at the Council of Pataliputra, and also with a
certain Yid'brtan'pa (Sthiramati/*Sthitamati/*Saramati?); see Bhéavaviveka,
Tarkajvala, fol. 162b—163a (= Nikayabhedavibhangavyakhyéna, u, fol. 179a8).
Cf. B. Lamorte, Histoire du bouddhisme indien, i {Louvain, 1958), p. 308; D.
SEYFORT RUEGG, La théorie du tathdgatagarbha et du goira (Paris, 1969), p. 47.

189 For a brief discussion of some possible interpretations of the information
available to us on these persons and on the doctrinal connexions see D. SEYFORT
RUEGG, op. cit., pp. 46—50.

170 Tt has been suggested that Naga(bodhi) was the author of the Ta-chih-tu-lun
(see A. K. WARDER, Indian Buddhism [Delhi, 1970], p. 388).—As for the Téantrika
Nagabodhi, he is reported to have been the teacher of Vajrabodhi (c. 671—741),
a master of the Tattvasamgraha-Tantra, and Amoghavajra (¢. 705—774). On him see
G.Tuccr, JPASB 26 (1930), p. 142 (= Opera minora, i, p. 212) ; Bu'ston, Chos*’byun,
fol. 102a (Obermiller, ii, p. 132); ’Gos'gZon'nu'dpal, Deb-thersnion‘po, ja, fol.
4b—5a (Rgerich, i, p. 360—1); Taranatha, rGya‘gar-chos’byun, p. 68—69.



THE MIDDLE PERIOD:
THE SYSTEMATIZATION OF THE MADHYAMAKA SCHOOL

By the middle of the sixth century the Madhyamika followers of Nagarjuna
had not only formed into a distinet school known as the Madhyamaka, but
they were dividing into two branches with Buddhapalita (c. 470--540 ?) at the
head of one and Bhavaviveka (Bhavya, c. 500—570 ?) as the chief exponent of
the other.

Historians have used the term Prasangika to designate Buddhapilita’s
school because it restricted itself to the prasanga-type reasoning already used
by Nagarjuna, and the term Svatantrika to designate Bhavaviveka’s school
since it introduced independent (svafantra) inferences into its process of
reasoning. The terms Svatantrika and Prasangika—which do not seem to be
actually attested as the names of the two branches of the Madhyamaka in the
Sanskrit sources now accessible to usi?’’—correspond respectively to the Tibetan
terms Ran-rgyud-pa and Thal-’gyur-ba, which have been regularly employed by
Tibetan scholars to designate the two sections of the pure Madhyamaka school.

In his commentary on the Tattvasamgraha Kamaladila (eighth century)
speaks simply of undifferentiated Madhyamikas, while for the Vijiianavadins
he adopts the distinction between Sakaravadins and Nirdkaravadins.??’2 In his
commentary on the Jfidinasarasamuccaya (fol. 51b) Bodhibhadra (c. 1000)
mentions as the two schools of the Madhyamaka only Bhavaviveka’s and
Santaraksita’s.’”® And in the eleventh century Advayavajra divides the
Madhyamikas into Miyopamidvayavadins and Sarvadharméapratisthana-
vadins.1?*

171 In most of our sources the protagonists of the various branches are referred
to either by name or simply by general expressions such as eke ‘some’ /apare ‘others,’
svayithyae ‘[a master] of our own school,’ @acarya ‘master,’ ete. (The word prasangika
appears in another sense in Kamaladila’s Tattvasamgrahapaiijikd 3308 and Prajfia-
karamati’s Bodhicaryavatarapaiijika ix. 27 for example, but not in Candrakirti’s
Prasannapada.) )

172 See for example Kamaladila’s Tattvasamgragapafijikd 1916—17. For a similar
terminology cf. Ratnékarasinti, Triyanavyavasthana, fol. 114a sq. (kun rfob Jes
pa’i rnam par smra ba and Ses pa rnam pa med par smra ba); see below, p. 122 sq.

173 In its Tibetan version Bodhibhadra’s Jiianasarasamuccayanibandhana dis-
tinguishes, with regard to the analysis of samurti, between masters like Bhavya
who do not take a cognitive image (abhasa) as the object of valid cognition (snan
ba la mi ’jal ba ), and masters like Santaraksita who hold that inner cognition alone
appears as various (citra, vicitra), whereas things so appearing are not real (snarn
ba't drnos po ji lta ba ma yin gyi nan gt Ses pa kho na sna éhogs su snan bar smra ba)

fol. 51b).
( 17¢ Tattvaratnavali, pp. 14, 19 sq. (That is, the school of Santaraksita and
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Among Tibetan scholars the appellations mDorsde'pa’i‘dbu'ma/mDorsde
spyod-pa’i‘dbu'ma (= Sautrintika-Madhyamaka) and rNal’’byor-spyod-pa’i:
dbu'ma (= Yogacara-Madhyamaka) were current by the end of the eighth
century.1”s They are found in two of the earliest known Tibetan doxographical
treatises, the 1Ta‘ba’irim'pa’i'‘man-nag written by dPal-bréegs (end of the
eighth century) and the 1Ta'ba’i-khyad-par written by Ye-fes'sde (c. 800), two
renowned scholars and translators who worked during the first diffusion of
Buddhism in Tibet.17¢ These two appellations distinguish between the Madhya-
mikas according to whether they maintain or reject the existence of an external
object (bahyartha) on the surface-level (samurti or vyavahdra). On the other
hand the appellations Thal’gyur-ba = Prasangika and Ranrgyudpa =
Svatantrika seem to appear only somewhat later in Tibet, towards the beginning
of the second diffusion of Buddhism in the eleventh century, when the Prasan-
gika school became established there.

In the following pages Prasangika and Svatantrika will be employed as
convenient designations for the two main divisions of the pure Madhyamaka
school going back respectively to Buddhapalita and Bhavaviveka although
these terms refer to a single feature of each of their doctrines, namely their
methods of ascertaining reality through reasoning.l”” And the name Yogacara-
Madhyamaka will be used, in accordance with earlier usage, to designate the
synthesizing school of Madhyamikas whose foremost representative was
Santaraksita.17s

Haribhadra and the school of Candrakirti respectively according to mKhas grub*
dGerlegs'dpal-bzan, sTon thun-chen'mo, fol. 41a—b. See also 'Jam-dbyans-bzad pa
Nag-dban-bréon-’grus, Grub'mtha’*chen'mo, ii, fol. 131b6 and 142b6; 1Can'skya
Rol'pa’i'rdorje, Grub'mtha’, kha, fol. 11b.) For the apratisthanavada, reference may
be made also to the Paramarthabodhicittabhavanakrama ascribed to A$vaghosa/
Sira (gi, fol. 156b2—3).—In his 1Ta'ba’irim'pa’i-man-nag, however, dPal bréegs
appears to apply a similar terminology differently (fol. 140a—b, where he is speaking
of the Sautrantika-Madhyamikas and Yogacara-Madhyamikas).—Corresponding
Tibetan terms are sgyu ma rigs grub pa and rab tu mi gnas pa. According to Con‘kha-pa
(Lam'rim'chen'mo, fol. 342a—b), these two appellations were (inappropriately)
given by some scholars to the two branches of Madhyamikas with reference to their
respective theories of the paramartha. Conkha'pa refers to Bloldan-$esTab’s
stricture against attempts to make such distinctions with respect to the Madhyami-
kas’ theories of the paramdartha.—On the term ’jig rten grags sde spyod pa’t dbu ma
(pa) for the Prasangika school see below, note 259.

175 Bodhibhadra has stated that Sautrantikas too may be regarded as Mahaya-
nists. And he notes that the expression Sautrantika has been explained as the name
given to those who accept literally the text of the Sanmukha and Bhadracaryésttra
(Jhianasarasamuccayanibandhana, fol. 49a—Db).

176 sKa'ba'dPal-bréegs, 1Ta‘ba’irim'pa’i'mannag, fol. 140a—b; Ye'Ses'sde,
1Ta ba’i"khyad-par, fol. 252b (cf. Manuscrit Pelliot tibétain 814, fol. 5a sq.; see also
Manuscrit Pelliot tibétain 116, p. 112 sq.). -

177 These terms may also refer to the manner of the generation in the mind
(samtana) of the theory ascertaining paramarthika-sanyata; see Conkhapa, op.
cit., fol. 343a4.

178 For further details see below, p. 87 sq.
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Buddhapalita

Concerning Buddhapalita’s life little is reliably known except that he
flourished about the year 500.17° His extensive commentary (Vrtti) on the
MMZK is now available only in a Tibetan translation ;18 but his great importance
for the history of the Madhyamaka is amply vouched for by his follower
Candrakirti.

Buddhapailita represents a conservative current in Madhyamaka thought
that resisted the adoption of the logico-epistemological innovations which
were at the time being brought into Mahayanist philosophy (e.g. by Dignaga,
c. 480-540). Thus he did not make use of independent inferences to establish
the Madhyamika’s statements; and he employed the well-established prasarga
method, which points out the necessary but undesired consequence resulting
from a thesis or proposition intended to prove something concerning an entity.
From the Madhyamika’s standpoint this method has the advantage of not
committing the critic who uses the prasanga to taking up a counter-position
and maintaining the contradictory of what he has denied, which as a Madhya-
mika he would consider to be just as faulty as the position he has negating.18?
Buddhapalita’s procedure appears accordingly to be in keeping with Nagar-
juna’s as expressed in the MMK and the Vigrahavyavartani.

‘With respect to the Madhyamika’s statement ‘Things are not produced from
themselves’ (cf. MMK i. 1), Buddhapalita points out that such production of a
thing having own being from itself would be quite useless because it would
already exist in virtue of the own being it is supposed to have; in addition,
such production would involve the fault of over-extension (atiprasarnga), for
a thing already existing by own being would, on this assumption, never cease
being produced. Regarding the second negative statement ‘Things are not
produced from an other’, Buddhapalita observes that if they were so produced
the consequence would necessarily be that all things could be produced from
all things (sarvatah sarvasambhavaprasargah). With respect to the third
negative statement ‘Things are not produced from both [themselves and an
other]’, Buddhapalita points out that the faults attaching to the two preceding
alternatives would combine in this third one (ubhayadosaprasanga). Finally,
concerning the fourth negative statement “Things are not produced from no
cause’, Buddhapalita also observes that were they so produced the consequence
would necessarily be that all things could always be produced from all things
(sadd ca sarvatasd ca sarvasambhavaprasangah ). 182

17 Cf. Y. Kasivama, WZKSO 12—13 (1968—9), p. 194, quoting H. Uz, who gave
470—540; D. SEYrorT RUEGG, ibid., p. 306; H. NAKAMURA, Journ. of Intercultural
Studies 4 (1977), p. 126. E. FRAUWALLNER, Philosophie des Buddhismus (Berlin,
1956), p. 221, put him a little earlier, in the fifth century.

180 On Chapter ii cf. M. TAcHIKAWA, A study of Buddhapalita’s Malamadhyama-
kavrtti, Journal of the Faculty of Literature, Nagoya University, No. 63 (1974).

181 See above, p. 36—38.

182 Cf. MMK and Prasannapada i. 6 sq.; vii. 18 sq.; Sanyatasaptati 4—5. It is to
be recalled that all these statements contain prasajya-negations.
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In many passages Buddhapalita’s Vrtti is closely related to or identical with
the *Akutobhaya. The precise relationship of these two works has yet to be
fully clarified, especially in view of the fact that the Tibetan texts of the last
five chapters of both works (translated by Jiianagarbha and Cog-ro-Klu’i:
rgyal'méhan) are practically identical.

Bhavaviveka

Bhavaviveka (¢. 500—570 ?) was born probably in South India. He was also
known as Bhavya and Bhaviveka 18

Bhavaviveka took up a position radically opposed to Buddhapilita’s on the
matter of the logical establishment of the Madhyamika’s philosophical position
in general and of the negative statements in particular. In his view the neces-
sary co-ordination with scripture (@gama) of an adequate logical method of
reasoning (yukti) requires more than prasariga arguments because, to establish
the Madhyamika’s position, there is needed in addition an independent
(svatantra) inference (anumana), which can also be embodied in a proper
‘syllogism’ (prayogavikya). And it is from this characteristic use of a svatantra-
numdana that Bhavaviveka’s school has received its name of Svatantrika. This
school is also known as the Sautrantika-Madhyamaka, in contradistinction to
the synthesizing Yogicara-Madhyamaka.184

In thus seeking to establish the Madhyamika’s doctrinal position by means
of logically elaborated inferences and ‘syllogisms’, rather than by the prasanga
method only, Bhiavaviveka evidently wished to utilize methods developed by
the Buddhist logico-epistemological school headed by his elder contemporary
Digniga, who has been regarded as belonging to a branch—the Satyakaravada
or Sakaravada—of the Vijiidnavada school while at the same time continuing
Sautréntika tendencies.

Bhavaviveka’s views on the philosophical status of the two truth-levels
(samorti® and paramartha-satya) and on the formulation of logical proofs made
him, however, the target of criticism by masters of the Vijiianavada: Sthira-
mati (c. 510—5702) of the Valabhi school, who commented on Nagirjuna’s
MMK apparently after Bhavaviveka, and Dharmapala (c. 530—561 ?) of the

132 The name Bhavaviveka is attested in Candrakirti’s Prasannapadé. The form
Bhavya is found in the Mahdvyutpatti (no. 3495: sKal'ldan). And the form Bhavi-
veka is presupposed by some Chinese transliterations as well as by the Tibetan
translation sNan'bral (compare the name Bhavivikta, a Naiydyika of the sixth
century ?). In the Madhyamakasastrastuti of Candrakirti (11) we find also Bhavin.—
On him see L. de LA Varrte Poussin, MCB 2 (1932—3), p. 60 sq.; S. Impa,
Reason and emptiness (Tdkyo, 1980), p. 5 sq.

18¢ In the Tibetan doxographical literature the two schools are then known
respectively as the mDorsde'[spyod:]pa’i:dbu'mar[ran'rgyud-pa] = Sautrantika-
[Svatantrika-]Madhyamaka and the rNal’byor'spyod-pa’i‘dbu'ma[ran-rgyud-pa] =
Yogicasa-[Svatantrika-]Madhyamaka.,



62 David Seyfort Ruegg - The Literature of the Madhyamaka School

Nalanda school, who commented for example on Aryadeva’s Catuhs$ataka, 185
As understood by his commentator Avalokitavrata, Bhivaviveka has referred
critically to a commentary on the MMK written by Sthiramati’s teacher
Gunamati.’® On the contrary, Bhavaviveka has quoted Devasarman’s com-
mentary on the MMK with approval,18?

Bhavaviveka’s commentary on the MMK entitled Prajiiapradipa, which is
now accessible only in Chinese (Taisho 1566) and Tibetan translations, is ac-
cordingly one of the most important explanations of that basic work from both
the historical and philosophical points of view. It is related to the *Akutobhaya
in many passages. And it contains a critique of Buddhapalita’s interpretation
of Nagirjuna, as well as critical discussions of the Samkhya, Vaisesika, Nir-
grantha (Jaina), and Abhidharmika doctrines.

No less important is Bhavaviveka’s great original work comprising the
Madhyamakahrdayakarikas, available in the original Sanskrit and in a Tibetan
translation, and his own very extensive commentary entitled Tarkajvala, now
accessible only in Tibetan. This work is one of the earliest and most valuable
sources we possess for the history not only of Buddhist thought but also of
Indian philosophy in general, for it contains a review and critical discussion
of the doctrines of the main schools known to Bhavaviveka. Chapter ix refers
even to some practices of the Persian Magi (maga ). This work has served as a
basis for later histories of Indian philosophy composed by Buddhist authors
in India and then, especially, in Tibet. It consists of the following eleven
chapters: (i) Maintenance of the bodhicitta, (ii) Following the Muni’s vow,188
(iii) Quest for knowledge of reality (fattvajfiana),’s® (iv) Introduction to the
determination of reality according to the Sravaka, (v) Introduction to the
determination of reality according to the Yogacarin,#® (vi) Introduction to
reality according to the Samkhya,1°1 (vii) Introduction to reality according to
the VaiSesika, (viii) Introduction to reality according to the Vedanta,1ez

185 See Avalokitavrata, Tika, wa, fol. 103a sq. Cf. Y. Kasrvama, WZKSO 12—13
(1968), pp- 193—203, on the controversy between Bhavaviveka and the Vijfianavida.

186 See Prajiiapradipa i. 4, and Avalokitavrata, Tika, wa, fol. 198b—199a. Cf.
Y. Kastvama, WZKSO 7 (1963), p. 37—38; 8 (1964), p. 106.

187 See e.g. Prajiidpradipa i. 7d.—Avalokitavrata notes (wa, fol. 225a7—226b)
that Bhiavaviveka considered Devadarman’s interpretation here as correct (in
contradistinetion to Buddhapaélita’s).

188 See V. V. GoxHALE, I1J 14 (1972), pp. 40—45.

189 See V. V. GOKHALE, IIJ 5 (1961—2), pp. 271—5. Part of this chapter has been
studied by S. Iipba, op. cit., p. 52 sq.; see also the same author’s article in M.
SprRUNG (ed.), The problem of two truths in Buddhism and Vedénta, pp. 64—77.

190 See S. YAaMaaucHI, Bukkyd ni okeru mu to u no tairon (Kyé6to, 1941); S. Itpa,
Kanakura Festschrift (Tokyd, 1966), p. 79 sq.

101 See M. Honpa, IBK 16/1 (1967), pp. 33—38.

102 This chapter of the MHK, which seems to contain the earliest known reference
to the term vedanta in Madhyamalka literature, has been published by V. V. GOKHALE
and H. NARaAMURA, I1J 2 (1958), pp. 165—89, and H. NaAKAMURA, ALB 39 (1975),
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(ix) Introduction to the determination of reality according to the Mimamsa,1o:
(x) Exposition of the realization of omniscience (sarvajiiatdsiddhi), and
(xi) Exposition concerning praise arid specific characteristics (stutilaksana).

The Tattvajiidnamrtavatara, mentioned by Bhavaviveka in his ‘Jewel in
hand treatise’, is evidently the title of a work that comprised only chapters
i—iii of our Madhyamakahrdayakarilkas and contained the main points of its
author’s philosophy.1¢ The Nikdyabhedavibhangavy dakhyana, which appears
separately in the bsTan’gyur, corresponds to part of Chapter iv of the
Tarkajvala.1es

Bhavaviveka’s ‘Jewel in hand treatise’ (Chang-chen -lun, available in Hsiian-
tsang’s Chinese version, Taisho 1578)19 was apparently composed between the
Tattvajidnamrtavatara and the expanded work in which this text has been
included, for it contains a reference to the former title. It presents a summary
of Madhyamika doctrine and takes the form of a discussion, on the levels of
both reasoning and meditation, of the Madhyamika’s statement: ‘In reality
conditioned things are empty ($inya ) because they axe produced from condi-
tions, like a magical production; the unconditioned (asamskrta) is not real
because it is not produced, like a sky-flower.” This statement consists of two
inferential propositions each accompanied by its logical reason and homologous
example (no heterologue being available since the propositions are universal),
and including the important qualification ‘in reality’ (" paramdrthatah) which is
characteristic of Bhavaviveka’s system.? The treatise also discusses and re-
futes Samkhya and VaiSesika doctrines, as well as the Vijiianavadin’s theory
of the paratantra or dependent nature. It contains a defence of the Madhya-
mika’s negative statements, and it emphasizes both that they contain non-
presuppositional negation and that they have the function of showing that
what is negated is without own being (svabhava, rathex than of annulling some
own being possessed by the thing negated).198 The final section of the treatise
is devoted to an important exposition of Madhyamalka gnoseology, bhivand,
prajiid@ and the yogacara’s understanding of reality~,'*® elimination of the
discursive concept of emptiness ($@»yatd), and realiza tion of the Middle Way.

pp. 300—29. See also H. NaARaAMURA, Shoki no Vedanta tetsugaku (Tokyd, 1950),
p- 238 sq.; HJAS 18 (1955), p. 103; J OIB 14 (1965), pp. 287—96.

193 See 3. Kawasaxi, IBK 22/2 (1974), pp. 1—8.

194 See V. V. GorHALE, I1J 2 (1958), p. 165 note; 14 ( 1972), p. 41.

195 On Madhyamakahrdayakérikd iv. 8 (ja, fol. 161a3 sq.).—Cf. A. BArREaU, JA
1956, pp- 167—91 (and Les sectes bouddhiques du Petit Véhicule [Paris, 1955],

. 17—26).
ppm See L. de La VALLEE PoussiN, MCB 2 (1932—33), ppo. 60—138; N. ATvASWAMI
SasTRI, Karatalaratna (Visva-Bharati Studies No. 9, Sarxtiniketan, 1949).

197 See below.

198 Cf. above, p. 22, 37—38.

199 That is, the Yogin’s understanding (not specifically the Yogécarin/Vijiidna-
vadin’s); cf. apove, p. 53 and below, p. 72.
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The *Madhyamakarthasamgrahazo presents a schematic division of the levels
of truth. The paramdrthasatya, which is without discursive development
(prapafica), comprises not only the pure and ultimate absolute free from all
conceptualized and verbalized forms (rnam grans: parydya) whatsoever, but
also a second aspect associated with conceptualization and verbalization where
reasoning is employed to negate both the four conceivable positions (%of) and
the production of a thing in terms of any of the four positions mentioned in
MMK i. 1. On the other hand, samurts is either ‘true’ (tathyasamorii), in the
case of things that are causally efficient (arthakriyasamartha); or it is ‘false’
(mithydsamurti), in which case it may either be accompanied by imaginary
construction (e.g. the rope mistaken for a snake) or be without this imaginary
construction (e.g. the moon which is seen as double because of a physical
defect actually present in the eye and not because of imaginary construction).
While it has been suggested that the saparyaya-paramarthe and the tathya-
samurtt are identical,2t it should be noted that the second kind of paramartha
(the saparydya) consists only in the negation of the positions in terms of which
an entity is posited as having own being (svabhdva )—that is, in a special kind
of propositional knowledge that may be considered paramarthika because it
pertains to ultimate reality or $anyatd—whereas the tathya-samuvrti covers all
things possessing causal efficiency on the surface level of relative transactional
convention. This discussion has a parallel in passages of the Tarkajvala (iii. 26,
fol. 63a) where it is stated that there is a second form of paramartha comprising
discursive development (prapafica) and notional construction (abhisamskdira)
which is exemplified in the negative propositions (pratisedha) of MMK i. 1;
it is therefore known as $uddha-laukikajfiana (as distinet from lokottarajfiana).202

Bhiavaviveka considered that what he termed the prasanigavikya of Buddha-
palita remains open to objection (glags yod pa’i éhig = savakasavacana) from
an opponent because it lacks the logical reason (hetu, linga) and example
(drstanta) necessary for a valid inference; and he argued that it therefore
cannot exclude the opposite thesis and thus acquire full probative force.203
Moreover, according to Bhavaviveka, by simply negating production without
any qualification or restriction the user of this prasarngavikya comes into con-
flict with the established Buddhist doctrine of origination in dependence

.

200 See N. Arvaswamr SHASTRI, Journal of Oriental Research 5 (1931), pp. 41—49.

20t Y, KaJsrvama, Bhavaviveka and the Prasangika School, Nava-Nalanda-
Mahavihéra Research Publication, i (1957), pp. 302, 311, 314—15.

202 This parallel would appear to support the ascription of the *Madhyamakartha-
samgraha to the author of the Tarkajvala.

208 Cf. Avalokitavrata, Tiké, wa, fol. 86a—b: gfan yar. de ji ltar rigs pa ma yin
%e na/ glags yod pa’t chig yin pa’s yan phyir te| gnas brtan buddha pd i tas bdad pa de
ni rgol ba gkan gyt klan ka’t glags yod pa,’z" ¢hig yin pa."i phyir yan rigs pa ma ym
no| Jyan Zes bya ba’i sgra ni gtan chigs dan dpe ma brjod pa’i phyir dan gian gyis
smras pa’t fies pa ma bsal ba’t phyir rigs pa ma yin par ‘ba’ Zig tu ma zad kyi| de ne
glags yod pa’t éhig yin pa’i phyir yar rigs pa ma yin no Zes bya bar sbyar ro|/
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(pratityasamutpida ). Therefore, in place of it, Bhavaviveka introduced the
svantantranumana qualified by the restriction paramarthatah (don dam par na)
‘in reality’; and he expressed this independent inference in the form of a
‘syllogism’ (prayogavikya )20+ When the Madhyamika’s negative statements
are thus expanded by the restriction paramarthatah, the propositions (pratijiia)
take the form: na paramarthatah 4 subject of the proposition +- svatah (or: para-
tah, etc.) utpannam ‘z is not in reality produced from itself (or: an other, etc.).’2%%
In his Tarkajvala Bhavaviveka has specified that the qualification para-
mdrthatah relates to the predicate of the inferential proposition;20¢ and the
paramdrtha to which reference is made is Bhavaviveka’s second kind which
involves discursive development (‘prapafica) and notional construction
(abhisamskara ).20?

With regard to the type of negation involved in the negative statements of
the Madhyamaka, Bhavaviveka appears to be the first thinker of the school to
have explicitly stated that it is absolute (non-presuppositional) negation
( prasajyapratisedha)—i.e. one that consists in pure negation without the
opposite of what is negated being even implicitly affirmed—rather than relative
(presuppositional) negation (‘paryuddsapratisedha) where negation is subordi-
nate to the implicit affirmation of the opposite of what is negated.2°8 This being
so, according to Bhivaviveka absolute negation of a proposition does not
involve the indirect affirmation of the contradictory proposition.

Since the negative propositions in question have universal validity for all
dharmas, any example (drstanta) adduced cannot be other than a homologous
(sapaksa) one; and Bhavaviveka’s prayogavakya therefore lacks the heterologue
(vipaksa) in which the logical reason is absent, and which is an essential part
of a valid inference according to the logicians.20

Bhavaviveka has observed that his use of negative propositions does not
represent mere fault-finding contentiousness (vitanda ); this is because his pro-
position does have as subject (paksa) a term that he accepts—namely $anyata—
and it is therefore without the fault (paksadosa) of being empty .21

Bhavaviveka’s arguments against the Vijidnavada are to be found in his
Prajiidpradipa, and in Chapter v of the Madhyamakahrdayakarikas and the
Tarkajvila. It seems that in his time the doctrinal disagreements between the
Madhyamikas and Vijidnavadins became acute. This opposition did not, how-
~ﬁrl”_rmpmdipa», passim. Cf. Candrakirti, Prasannapada i, pp. 14, 25, 36, 38.

205 Prajiiapradipa, i. 1, p. 11, quoted by Candrakirti, Prasannapada i. 1, p. 25 sq.

206 Tarkajvala iii. 26, fol. 63b—64a.

207 See above, p. 64.

208 Prajfidpradipa i. 1, p. 10; Tarkajvala iii. 26.—It is to be noted that the
Tibetan doxographers take up the two types of negation when describing the
Sautrantika doctrines also. The Indian grammarians have of course used the terms
prasajye and paryudasa from the time of Pataifijali; see above, note 94.

200 Cf. *Karatalaratna in MCB 2 (1932—33), p. 73. (On the absence of a sapaksa,
see ibid., p. 78.) From the point of view of these logicians, then, this formal defi-

ciency is a very serious weakness in Bhavaviveka’s system.
210 Taskajvala iii. 26, fol. 64b.

o 9 o
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ever, prevent him from adapting the advances made by Digniga’s branch of
the Yogicara-Vijfianavada in either logic and epistemology or in soteriology
and gnoseology whenever he found them appropriate, but without of course
abandoning the basic Madhyamaka principle of the emptiness of all dharmas
including consciousness (vijidna) and the highest non-conceptual gnosis
(j%igna) achieved in meditative realization. In other words, for the investiga-
tion of the surface level, Bhidvaviveka was prepared to make use of methods
and insights developed by another school; but in his theory of the paramartha
he remained faithful to the basic theory of his school.211

Thus not only in the Tarkajvala but also in his ‘Jewel in hand treatise’—in
connexion with the proposition ‘The unconditioned is not real because it is
not produced’—Bhavaviveka presents a critique of the more or less substantialist
theories of absolute reality propounded by other schools. He rejects the
Vaibhasika’s notion of pratisamkhydnirodha as an entity existing in reality,
as well as the conception that takes @kdsa as some thing non-existent which he
ascribes to the Sautrantikas. And he dismisses the Vijfianavada idea of tathatd
as possessing substantive (dravyasat) own being, and as the object (@lambana )
of either supramundane non-dichotomizing gnosis (nirvikalpakalokotiarajfiina)
or pure post-concentrative mundane knowledge (prsthalabdha-laukikajfiana);
for a theory of the tathatd that conceives it as an absolutely real entity, though
beyond the categories of existence and non-existence, merely assimilates it to
the ineffable dtman of the heterodox sectarians. T'athatd@, then, is simply cessa-
tion of all dichotomizing conceptualization.212

The *Madhyamakaratnapradipa is also ascribed to Bhavya. In the Tibetan
translation, the only extant version of this work, the Tarkajvala is even re-
ferred to as having been composed by its author.21®* However, the work contains
references to Dharmakirti and Candrakirti; and its doctrine bears the stamp of
later developments, including some inspired by the Vajrayana. Presumably it
has accordingly to be assigned to another (later) Bhavya.21

211 Bhavaviveka seems thus to have taken a step towards a synthesis of the
methods (if not the doctrines) of these two great schools of Mah&yénist philosophy,
a synthesis that was developed further by Santaraksita in the eighth century.
Bhavaviveka’s Sautréntika-Svatantrika-Madhyamaka is nevertheless considered
by doxographers to differ from Santaraksita’s Yogacara-Svatantrika-Madhyamalka
by accepting external objects (bahydrtha) and rejecting that form of direct knowl-
edge additional to the cognitions derived through the five sense-faculties and the
mind, and known as ‘self-awareness’ {svasamvedana, svasamvitti). See below,p. 87.

212 See MCB 2 (1932—33), pp. 105—22.

213 Fol. 335b 3: bdag gis bkod pa rtog ge ’bar ba.

214 On this work ef. 1Can‘skya‘Rol'pa’i‘rdorje, Grub'mtha’, kha, fol. 6a; S.
ScmavEr, RO 11 (1935), pp. 206—11; 8. Yamacucsai, Bukkydgaku bunshi, i
(Tokyd, 1972), p. 249 sq.— C. LINDTNER, AO 40 (1979), p. 90, has ascribed this work
to Bhavya = Bhéavaviveka I, disregarding the reference to Dharmakirti (and dating
Candrakirti as a consequence to 530—600).

A certain Bhavya (sKal'ldan'rgyal'po) was, according to Bu'ston (Chos*’byun,
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Later Svatanirikas

Avalokitavrata composed a very extensive and detailed Tika on Bhiva-
viveka’s Prajfiapradipa.z® This work is of great value for the historian of
Indian philosophy during this important and active period in its development.
Among the great Buddhist masters of the seventh century to whom it refers are
Dharmakirti, the continuator of Dignaga’s logico-epistemological school, and
Candrakirti, who opposed Bhavaviveka on several important points of Madhya-
maka thought.21¢

An earlier commentary on the Prajfiapradipa by Gunadatta is referred to by
Avalokitavrata,.21?

Jhdnaprabha, a follower of Bhavaviveka, was known to Fa-tsang (643—712)
on the authority of Divakara as a contemporary and opponent at Nalanda of
Silabhadra, the disciple of Dharmapala (c. 530—561 ?) and teacher of Hsiian-
tsang (602—664).218

Srigupta

Srigupta (seventh century ?) is the author of a small treatise entitled Tatt-
vavataravrtti. According to Taranatha he was a teacher of Jiidnagarbha;219
and he is often classified as a Yogicara-Madhyamika,.z220

fol. 138a7 [ii, p. 215]), the teacher of rNog-Blo‘ldan-Ses'rab (1059—1109), with whom
he translated Prajfiakaragupta’s Praméanavarttikalamkara; he must therefore be
distinguished also from the author of the Prajiidpradipa, etc. On the Téntrika
Bhavya see below, p. 106.

215 Taranétha makes Avalokitavrata a contemporary, in the South, of King
Devapala (whom he places before Dharmapala, rg. c. 770—810 or 775—812); see
rGya-gar-chos-’byun, p. 162. He has been tentatively dated in the seventh century
by Y. KaJivama, WZKS 17 (1973), p. 162.

216 Tt has been observed that Avalokitavrata has not gone into Candrakirti’s
critique of Bhavaviveka’s position; see Y. Kasrvama, WZKSO 7 (1963), p. 39.

217 Tika, wa, fol. 45a3. Dipamkaraérijiana has included a commentary by
Gunadatta in his list of the eight great commentaries on the MMK (Bodhimarga-
dipapaiijikd, fol. 324b); but this indication seems to be due simply to confusion
with Devadarman, whom he has mentioned as a commentator on the Prajiiapradipa
(whereas, as noted above, Avalokitavrata states that Bhéavaviveka refers to
Devasarman). In the list of the eight commentaries given by mKhas-grub-dGe-legs:-
dpal-bzan, Devasarman in fact figures instead of Gunadatta; and Devasarman’s
dKar-po'rnam-par-’char-ba is said to be the commentary on the MMK followed by
Bhavaviveka (sTon‘thun-chen‘mo, fol. 37b).

218 See Fa-tsang’s treatise on the ‘Awakening of Faith’ referred to by L. de La
Varrte Poussin, MCB 2 (1932—33), pp. 63—64, 139. Cf. N. AIvASWAMI SASTRI,
Karatalaratna, p. viii; N. Péri, BEFEO 1911, p. 367 note; A. ForTE, Divakara
(613—688), Annali di Ca’Foscari, 13/3 (Serie Orientale 5, Venice, 1974), pp. 150—1.

219 rGya‘gar-chos’byun, p. 152. See also the ordination-lineage quoted below,
p. 89 and note 285.—Taranitha makes Srigupta a contemporary of Dharmakirti
and Vimalacandra (a king of the Candra dynasty which preceded the Pélas), and
gives his teacher’s name as *Sampraduta ( ?); see op. cit., p. 132.

220 Bu'ston counts Srigupta as a Yogacara-Madhyamika (Chos-’byun, fol. 103a
[ii, p. 185]; cf. fol. 158b).
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His treatise is devoted to the logical elaboration and explication of the
proposition that all things—external elements (paramdnu) and internal cogni-
tions—are in reality (fattvatah) without own being, for they are all without
either simple or multiple self-nature (ekasvabhdva and anekasvabhdva) just like
a reflection (pratibimbavat ). This argument constitutes one of the four (or five)
‘great reasons’ adduced to establish the Madhyamaka theory of non-sub-
stantiality by the later Indo-Tibetan tradition. A material element, it is ex-
plained, is not simple (i.e. partless and hence spatially unextended) because
there could then never be any extended aggregates of such elements in space;
nor is it multiple since multiplicity presupposes a plurality of simple elements
the possibility of which has just been refuted.z?! Similarly it is argued that the
notion of either simple or multiple cognition is untenable. And any third
possibility (7d@éi) beside the simple and multiple is unavailable owing to the
principles of contradiction and the excluded middle. Moreover, the images
(@kara) of the mind are not false (alika). But ultimately mind as well as the
mental factors are without own being. And the teaching of Vijiiapti is pro-
visional since it serves as an expedient to bring persons who postulate the
existence of real entities to an understanding of non-substantiality. All things
perish in an instant (ksapa) and are transient; permanent things could be
efficient (arthakriyasamartha) neither sequentially nor simultaneously. The
Middle Way lies then in eliminating the twin extremes of eternalistic imputa-
tion (samdaropa) of a svabhdva and nihilistic denial (apavdda) of everything.
While one does not know reality, and so long as samorti is not brought to a
stop, one is bound to the wheel of acts and their results, viz. the conditions
culminating in old age and death; passion, hate and the other kledas in fact
arise because of grasping at things misconceived as substantially real. But
through exact view (samyagdrsti) both ultimate good (naihsreyasa, i.e. libera-
tion) and well-being in the world (abhyudaya) are attained.

Jfianagarbha

Jiianagarbha, who is stated to have been a disciple of Srigupta,z22 is the
author of the Satyadvayavibhanga and its autocommentary (Vrtti).22s This
work has been commented on by Santaraksita in his Satyadvayavibhanga-

221 For an earlier critique of the idea of a paramdnu along similar lines, see
Vasubandhu, Vim$atiké 11 sq. And for the idea that an element is neither impartite
and simple (since it has multiple sides in space) nor multiple (because this could be
nothing but a multiplicity of the simple units just rejected), see also Ratnavalii. 71
(and Dharmakirti, Pramanavéarttika, Pratyaksapariccheda 360).

222 See Taranatha, rGya-gar-chos’byun, p. 152.

223 These two works by Jianagarbha are available in the sDe'dge edition
(3881—2), but not in the Peking edition of the bsTan-’gyur.—Bu'ston counts
Jianagarbha as a Yogéacadra-Madhyamika (Chos' ’byun, fol. 103a [ii, p. 135]).
Seo also Conkha'pa, Legs-bSad'siiin‘po, fol. 63a. According to mKhas-grub-dGe:-
legs'dpal-bzan, Jiianagarbha’s Satyadvayavibhanga, Santaraksita’s Madhyama-
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Pafijika.??¢ Jiianagarbha is also reported to have been a teacher of Santarak-
sita.225 In all probability he flourished in the first part of the eighth century 22

In his treatise he has sought to clarify the theory of the two truths, which
had become the object of misunderstanding even among some Buddhists, The
opponents against whom he was arguing were Dharmapala (c. 530—561) and
his followers according to Santaraksita (Paifijika, fol. 4a2), who also notes
discussions by Jiianagarbha of the views of Sthiramati (c. 510—570) (fol. 32b)
and Devendrabuddhi (c. 630—690) (fol. 28a). In conformity with the Yogicara-
Madhyamaka position, the theory of the paratantra—the second of the three
svabhdvas—is alluded to (fol. 7a, 12b); while the cittamdtra is regarded as only
a step leading finally to the ultimate understanding of dharmanairatmya accord-
ing to the Madhyamaka (fol. 13a).

Jiianagarbha explains that the first of the two truths, the paramdartha, is non-
deceptive. Its nature is in accord not with appearance (snan ba: pratibhdsa,

kalamkara and Kamalasila’s Madhyamakaloka were known as the ran rgyud Sar
gsum (rGyud'sde'spyi‘rnam, ed. Lessing-Wayman, p. 90). But this authority counts
Jiianagarbha as a Sautréntika-Svatantrika-Madhyamika since (he says) the latter
maintained that rapa, §abda, ete. are other than citta and are therefore non-sentient
and material ; while Santaraksita and his school held them to be not other than citta
and considered the bahyartha (corresponding to what others held to be jada or
material) to be unestablished (which is, however, not to say that they claimed all
dharmas to be simply one’s own thought) (see op. cit., p. 92, and sTon'thun‘chen‘'mo,
fol. 37a).—For some Japanese studies on Jiianagarbha see H. INAGAKT, in: Buddhist

;thought and Asian civilization (Fests. H. V. Guenther, Emeryville, 1977), p. 132 sq.

" 221 A Jiinagarbha translated Santaraksita’s Satyadvayavibhanga-Pafijika into
Tibetan together with Ye'Ses'sde in the early ninth century; this fact makes it
unlikely (though not entirely impossible) that he is the same Jiidnagarbha as the
author of the basic text and Vrtti of the Satyadvayavibhanga. The translator
Jiidnagarbha was also responsible, together with Cog'ro-Klu’i'rgyal'méhan, for the
Tibetan translations of Bhavaviveka’s Prajiidpradipa and Avalokitavrata’s Tiké
thereon, so that he may have been a Svatantrika-Madhyamika; however, he also
translated Buddhapalita’s commentary on the MMK (first translation). In these
circumstances it is difficult to determine which Jiidnagarbha was the author of the
commentary on the Maitreya-chapter of the Samdhinirmocanasiitra, and also of
the Yogabhavanamaérga (or °patha) included in the Madhyamaka section of the
bsTan’gyur (the latter work shares a concern with problems of meditational
practice treated by Kamala$ila in his Bhavanikrama).—Another Jfianagarbha was
a teacher and collaborator of Mar'pa*Chos-kyi‘blogros in the eleventh century; see
e.g. ’Gos'gZon'nu'dpal, Deb-ther'sfion-po, fia, fol. 2a (ii, p. 400, together with G. N.
ROERICH’S note on p. 417).

It is to be noted further that Taranatha has recorded the existence of doubts
concerning whether the author of the Satyadvayavibhanga-Pafijika and the author
of the Madhyamakalamkara are identical (rGyagar'chos-’byun, p. 162—3). See also
Coﬁ'kha;pa,, Legs-b8ad sfiin‘po, fol. 64b, and 1Can'skya'Rol-pa’i-rdo'rje, Grub'mtha,
kha, fol. 6a—b, who also reject the identity of authorship of these two works.

225 Cf. Sum‘pa'mkhan'po‘Ye-Ses'dpal-’byor, dPagbsam-ljon'bzan (ed. S. Ch.
Das), p- 112.

226 Taranatha makes Jiianagarbha a contemporary of King *Govicandra (op. cit.,

p. 152).
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nirbhdsa, etc.) but with certain knowledge achieved through reasoned principles
(yukti or nydya) and a proper logical reason (triritpa-linga) (fol. 4a). It is also
free from the movement of discursive thinking, not to speak of syllables (aksara)
(fol. 5a); indeed, as stated in the Vimalakirtinirdesa, only silence is adequate
to the dharmamukha which is without duality (advaya) and is free from dis-
cursive development (nisprapafica) (fol. 6a—b). The samorti on the contrary
is appearance, and it is not ultimately real or true. But what is perceived by
everybody inclusive even of untutored cowherds is still termed samuvrti-satya
(fol. 4a). It involves designations (prajfiapti) in terms of worldly pragmatic
usage (lokavyavahdra), namely what is indicated by syllables, language and
linguistic convention (samketa) (fol. 5a). What originates on the basis of causes
and conditions (hetupratyaya )—conceived of as authentic things (vastu) with-
out, however, being imagined to be produced in reality—is true samorti. It is
free from anything imaginarily construed as produced in reality (this latter
being a pure construct issuing merely from certain philosophical imputations)
as well as from the appearance of vijfiGna or the transformations (parindma)
of primordial matter (pradhana, as in the Simkhya system) and material ele-
ments (bhita) (fol. 5b; cf. 12b1), not to speak of erroneous perceptions such
as a double moon (dvicandra) (fol. 4a). The samurti is accordingly either true
or not true according to whether it has causal efficiency (arthakriydsamarthya)
—as in the case e.g. of water, which is described as non-delusive on the relative
level—or does not have this causal efficiency—as in the case e.g. of a mirage,
which is delusive on the relative level. But both forms of samuvrii are similar in
that they partake of appearance (snan ba can) (fol. 5b, 6b). The true samorti
is then comprised of all things in their entire extension (ydvat) as they appear
from causes in the concordant cognitions of all people, including even the
simple-minded (bala) (fol. 5b). There is also no disagreement concerning their
appearance-aspect (‘snan ba’i cha) in the cognitions of a disputant (vadin) and
his opponent (pratividin) (fol. 5a); and this fact makes possible meaningful
philosophical debate invoking the subject, attribute and example of an in-
ference (anumdana) concerning things the status of which is in dispute and has
to be validly inferred (fol. 9b). Yet in reality, with respect to their ‘thusness’
(tathatd ), paramartha and samorti are not different (fol. 10a). Jiianagarbha
has furthermore discussed the nature of selfawareness (svasamvedana or sva-
samvitti ‘self-cognition,’ fol. 4b) and the non-reality of the images (d@kdra) of
knowledge (fol. 4b, 7a; cf. 13a). Special attention is given to the principle that
neither a simple nor a multiple thing can produce either a single or a multiple
effect, which is argued at some length (fol. 7a sq.). The treatise ends with a
treatment of buddhahood and the three kdyas of the buddha together with
associated gnoseological matters (fol. 14a—15a).

In this treatise Jiianagarbha has mentioned (fol. 11a sq.) some ‘bad dispu-
tants’ who held not only that entities such as riipa are not produced in reality
but also that they are not produced even in samurti, so that they are comparable
for example with the son of a barren woman (vandhyapuira, ete., i.e. a mere
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flatus vocis); and he has criticized their opinion as being inter alia incompatible
with worldly pragmatic usage based on valid knowledge such as direct per-
ception. The allusion might be to Candrakirti’s theory of causal indeterminism
even on the relative level, or it may be to some other opponent; the name of
the opponent Jiidnagarbha had in view is not given in the appropriate passage
of Santaraksita’s Paiijika (fol. 36a sq.).

A Yogabhavanidmarga (or Yogabhavanapatha) included in the Madhyamaka
section of the bsTan ’gyur is ascribed to (a) Jiidnagarbha.2??

Candrakirt

Candrakirti, about whose life we have little reliable information, lived in the
seventh century (c. 600—650).228

He criticized with acumen and penetration the objections against Buddha-
palita’s procedure raised by Bhavaviveka and this Svatantrika master’s
adoption of independent inferences and syllogisms. And he sought to establish
once for all the prasanga method of reasoning, so that he has been regarded as
the founder in the strict sense of the Prasangika school. Candrakirti’s critique is
directed also against doctrines of the Buddhist logico-epistemological school
which he regarded as contrary to Nagarjuna’s teaching, and against the meta-
physical and gnoseological theories of the Yogacarins/Vijiidnavadins.

Candrakirti’s two largest and best-known works are the Madhyamakavatara,
which is available in some Sanskrit fragments and in Tibetan, and the Prasanna-
pada Madhyamakavrttih, an extensive commentary on the MMK available in
the original Sanskrit as well as in Tibetan.22

The Madhyamakavatara-Karikas are accompanied by a detailed commentary
(Bhasya). This independent treatise is conceived as a general introduction
to the Madhyamaka-Sastra and was composed before the Prasannapada which
refers to it. It is divided into sections according to the ten productions of
thought (of Awakening, cittotpida), each of which is linked with one of the ten
stages (bhiimi) of the Bodhisattva and a corresponding perfection (pdaramitd).
These ten sections are followed by a short one on the qualities (guna) of the

227 On the existence of different persons with the name Jiianagarbha see above,
note 224.

228 The dates 530—600 have been proposed by C. LINDTNER, AO 40 (1979), p. 91,
on the assumption that the *Madhyamakaratnapradipa was composed by Bhavya =
Bhavaviveka I. But this text refers not only to Candrakirti but also to Dharmakirti
(see above, p. 66), who is usually placed in the seventh century.

220 A Tibetan translation of the Madhyamakavatara was edited, together with
the autocommentary (Bhasya), by L. de L.a VALLEE Poussin, Bibliotheca Buddhica
ix (St. Petersburg, 1907—12); it was translated by him, up to vi. 165, in Muséon 8
(1907), pp. 249—317; 11 (1910), pp. 271—-358; and 12 (1911), pp. 235—328.—The
Sanskrit text of the Prasannapada was edited by L. de La VALLEE Poussin,
Bibliotheca Buddhica iv (St. Petersburg, 1903—13). See also J. W. pE Jong, IIJ 20

" (1978), pp. 25—59 and pp. 21752,
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Bodhisattva, one on the Buddha-stage (buddhabhamsi), and a brief conclusion.
In this work Candrakirti has frequently mentioned the practiser of Yoga, or
yogacdra, thus conforming with the usage of Aryadeva and also Bhavaviveka.
The emphasis placed in the MA on soteriological and connected gnoseological
topics, following the DaSabhiimikasfitra which serves as a point of departure
on the subject, both distinguishes this general treatise from works of the
school which relate to the MMK and brings it into line with what Nagarjuna
has himself written in some of his other works,?3® and with topics already
treated by Bhavaviveka in his ‘Jewel in hand treatise’.

The sixth section of the Madhyamakavatara dealing with the Abhimukhi-
stage and the prajfigparamitd is by far the longest, and it explains in great
detail different themes connected with transcending discriminative knowledge
(prajiia) as the Bodhisattva’s central perfection. Taking as his point of de-
parture the negation of production from self ete. (cf. MMK i. 1), Candrakirti first
considers origination in dependence (pratityasamutpdda ) and emptiness ($anya-
ta ). In particular, he discusses (12) Bhavaviveka’s use of independent inference
to establish the Madhyamika’s doctrines; and he examines his qualification of the
negative statements by the restriction ‘in reality’ (paramarthatas), which he
rejects on the ground that production is no less unreal (indeterminate) on the
level of samurti (this being one of the main points of the Prasangika school).23
Candrakirti also explains (23 sq.) the theory of the two truths—the samovrti®
and the paramdrtha-satya—in relation to the distinction between ‘covering’
(vr-), which is characteristic of relative knowledge in the world (loka), and the
highest gnosis (jfidna) of the saint (@rya) which comprehends with perfect
accuracy. The samovrtisatya is then shown to be lokasamortisatya (27), i.e. what
originates in dependence and is thus well-established in worldly transactional
usage (in contradistinction to what is due to erroneous cognition, mithydjiana,
and is therefore untrue even on the surface-level) (28). Conventional trans-
actional truth (vyavahdrasatya) is to be regarded as means (upaya), and the
paramdarthasatya as what is attained by means of it (upeya) (80).232 Candrakirti
notes that all things (bhdva) have these two natures (23 and 27); but since the
first is actually delusive from the point of view of ultimate reality it is not in
fact ‘true’ (satya) (28). This leads to the examination (31) of what is established
in worldly consensus (lokaprasiddha), and of the question of valid knowledge
(pramdna) on the worldly surface level. Next, in connexion with the negation
of production from an other entity, Candrakirti takes up (34 sq.) the examina-
tion and refutation of the Vijfidnavadin’s doctrine of the three natures—in
particular the dependent nature (paratantrasvabhdva)—and of the ‘store-
consciousness’ (@layavijiidna ). And pointing to the fact that the Lankavatara-

230 Or: in works at least ascribed to Néagarjuna. On the Ratnavali, the *Bo-
dhisambhara-§astra and the commentary on the Dasabhiimika see above. Compare
also Chapter v of Aryadeva’s Catuhsataka.

231 See above, p. 43; below, p. 77.

222 Cf. MMK xxiv. 10.
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siitra has identified the dlayavijfiana with the tathdgatagarbha while at the same
time describing the latter doctrine as provisional and of indirect meaning
(neyartha), Candrakirti seeks to establish that the dlayavijiiana itself must by
the same token be of provisional and indirect meaning according to the Siitra
(95).233 The denial of an external object (bahyartha, bahirartha) of knowledge
and the theory of ‘self-awareness’ (svasamvedana, svasamuvitti ) are also criticized
in some detail (71 sq.). In the course of his discussion of the Vijiidnavadin’s
mind-only doctrine Candrakirti alludes to the cittamatra concept mentioned in
the Dagabhiimikasiitra;2®¢ and he clearly distinguishes it from the Vijfiapti-
matra doctrine he is refuting (83). Returning to the subject of origination in
dependence on the level of worldly transactional usage, Candrakirti notes that
the canonical formulae traditionally used to express it—viz. asmin sati idam
bhavati ‘this being, that is’ and asyotpadad idam utpadyate ‘as a result of the
origination of this that originates’—are pure doctrinal convention (dharmasaim-
keta) since no real production of an entity in fact takes place (114).23 As for
the Madhyamika’s own method of analysis (vicara) that puts a stop to all
mental construction, it is resorted to not out of a predilection for disputes and
a mere desire to refute an opponent’s thesis. On the contrary, it is employed
with a view to liberation (vimukti). And if other doctrines are overwhelmed in
the course of this investigation, this is simply because they are dispelled by the
exposition of reality (tattva), just as darkness is by light (117—18). The non-
substantiality of all factors (dharmanairatmya) having thus been expounded,
the following part of the sixth section is devoted to the non-substantiality of
the individual (pudgalanairatmya, 120 sq.) and to a refutation of the view
hypostatizing the individual constituents as real (satkdyadrsti, in twenty
canonical and twenty-five commentarial forms). This is done by means of the
fourfold and fivefold vicara (144).23¢ To these five schemata—identity, otherness,
container, containedness, and connexion?8’—Candrakirti adds two more, namely
the aggregation of distinct component parts and shape as belonging either to
these individual components or to their totality (151 sq.). Here the classical

283 Lankavatarasitra vi, p. 235—6.—In this Satra (ii, p. 77—78), the doctrine of
the tathagatagarbha was compared with that of the @man. The main line of the pure
Madhyamaka school appears either to disregard the tathdgatagarbha teaching, or to
consider it as an intentional (Gbhiprayika) teaching of indirect meaning (neyartha)
similar to that of the atman. This is the position e.g. of Bhavaviveka (Tarkajvala,
ja, fol. 169a) and Candrakirti (Madhyamakéavatara vi. 95); cf. D. SEyrorT RUEGG,
La théorie du tathagatagarbha et du gotra (Paris, 1969), pp. 35 note, 402 sq.—On a
Madhyamika current of thought associated with the tathagatagarbha doctrine see,
however, above, pp. 55—56.

For the distinction between neydrtha and nitartha see also Candrakirti, PP xv. 11
(p. 276) (cf. i. 1, p. 42).

234 Dagdabhiimikasiitra, Chapter vi (E) (quoted above, note 69).

235 Cf. PP 1, p. 9 sq.; 55; above, p. 43.

238 On satkayadrsts see recently A. WAYMAN in Studies in Pali and Buddhism, ed.
A. K. NaraiN (Delhi, 1979), pp. 375—80.

237 See above, p. 40.
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example of ‘chariot’ as a mere fictional designation based on the assemblage of
individual parts is adduced with a view to analysing the fiction of the satkaya-
drsti or atmadrstt that is falsely constructed on the basis of the skandhas. This
analysis allows the Madhyamika to retain worldly transactional usage (loka-
vyavahara )—in terms of conditional designation (upddaya prajfiaptih )—without,
however, positing any entity established either on the surface level of samuvrts
or in ultimate reality (158). The sevenfold scheme of analysis thus reveals the
principle of pratityasamutpida (158) while still saving the appearances of things
recognized consensually in the world (lokaprasiddha) of samwrti, but which
cannot sustain careful analysis (159); and it thus permits the Yogin to fathom
reality (tattvam avagah-) (160—4). After the fictional construct of an d@tman the
resulting, and a fortior: fictional, construct of something related to the self
(@tmiya) is considered (165). The last part of the section comprises an explana-
tion of the sixteen and twenty forms of §anyatd (179 sq.). Candrakirti observes
that the pudgalanairdtmya was taught to deliver the Sravaka and Pratyeka-
buddha, who cannot yet fully and completely comprehend the dharmanai-
ratmya in all its modes (179). Yet he concludes that they can comprehend it
within certain limits, inasmuch as they too must have the knowledge that all
dharmas are without self-existence (niksvabhiva ).238

The final section of the Madhyamakavatara on the buddhabhimi is of special
interest for the study of Madhyamaka thought since it is devoted to the
Prasangika school’s buddhology, that is, to the nature and qualities of the
buddha and the gnosis (jfiana) corresponding to this supreme level.

On the Madhyamakavatara there exists in Tibetan translation an extensive
commentary by Jayananda (see below, p. 113).

Candrakirti’s commentary on the MMK, the Prasannapada Malamadhyama-
kavrttih, is considerably more extensive than Buddhapalita’s commentary on
the same stanzas. Very often in his philosophical discussion Candrakirti goes
beyond, and improves on, Buddhapilita’s interpretations; this he does tacitly
without calling attention to his own contributions. Candrakirti’s critique of
Bhavaviveka as well as of the Buddhist logico-epistemological school is to be
found explicitly set forth in his elaborate explanations on Chapter i of the
MMK.

In the Prasannapada (xxiv. 8) Candrakirti has again discussed the two truths.
Samurti may, he explains, mean (i) ignorance since it completely covers (vr-)
the reality of all things, or (ii) interrelatedness, or (iii) convention (samketa ),
i.e. worldly transactional usage (lokavyavahara) defined in terms of the relation
of a designation to its designatum and of a cognition to the object of cognition.
The samorti in worldly usage is termed lokasamorti; and while it can serve no
real purpose to distinguish an alokasamuvrti opposed to it (from the point of
view of ultimate reality both are unreal, though in different degrees from the

138 MA i. 8, which quotes Dasabhi@imikasttra, Chapter vii (J); cf. PP xviii. 5. See
also MA vi. 179, and above, p. 7.
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relative standpoint), one may nevertheless speak of an alokasamurti as distinct
from it when considering that there exist persons who can be described as ‘not
of the world’ (alokah) since they have experiences which are falsified because
of the fact that their sense-faculties are impaired (and which, therefore, do not
belong to the general worldly consensus).23% As for the lokasamuvrtisatya, it is
‘true’ in virtue of worldly convention (samurti}, and the whole of transactional
usage made up of designations in relation to their designata and cognitions in
relation to their objects is then termed ‘true’ by lokasamorti; but it is not so
really (paramarthatak ).+ Candrakirti defines the paramdrtha on the basis of
the MMK (xviii. 7 and 9) as that with respect to which there is no functioning
of words and cognitions; for it is not communicated by another, and it is still,
directly knowable (pratyatmavedya) by the Aryas, and beyond all discursive
development (‘prapafica). Grammatically speaking, the word paramartha is
interpreted as an appositional compound (analysable as paramas cdsav arthas
ca, i.e. a karmadhdraya).?*! Such is then what is true, the paramarthasatya. For
a fuller discussion of the subject Candrakirti refers back to his Madhyamakava-
tara (vi. 23 sq.).

Although relative and transactional ‘truth’ is regarded as the means through
which the paramdartha is realized,?:? Candrakirti evidently regards the surface-
level processes of transactional usage as causally indeterminate—even as anti-
nomic and unamenable to ontological construction. On this subject he quotes
Siitra texts as well as the verse of the MMK (xviii. 10), where Nagarjuna has
said that whatever originates in dependence on some thing is not that thing
nor is it different from it, and that that thing is consequently neither destroyed
nor eternal (PP i. 1, p. 25—26).243 In this matter of the samuvrti level and its pro-
cesses Candrakirti thus differs from Bhavaviveka, who has stated that tathya-
samurti, consisting as it does in avitatha-lokavyavahdra opposed to mithya-
samorti, is truth (satya) and valid knowledge (pramana).23

239 Cf. MA vi. 24—28 on the question of factors that originate in dependence on
the surface level—e.g. citta, ripa, vedand, etc.—and what is false even on that
level—e.g. a reflection (pratibimba), an echo (pratisrutka), etc. (The former may
be regarded as transactionally efficient and ‘true’, whereas the latter are not trans-
actionally efficient and are thus false.)—However, in PP xxiv. 11 lokasamorti is
described as reflection-like (pratibimbakara). In fact the entire level of samuvrit and
what originates through pratityasamutpdda is compared with a reflection; ef. xxii. 2,
xxiv. 35, xxvi. 11 and xxvii. 29.

240 Elsewhere Candrakirti has used the expression loka- (sam Jvyavahara; see PP i,
pp. 57. 10 and xv. 2.

241 Here Candrakirti agrees with the first interpretation in Bhavaviveka’s
Tarkajvala (fol. 63a), where the term paramartha is analysed as (i) a compound of
artha (that which is cognized) and parama (the supreme), (ii) a fafpurusa meaning
‘artha of the supreme,’ viz. non-conceptual gnosis, and (iii) that which conforms to
the supreme artha, viz. prajiid. But Candrakirti differs from Bhavaviveka in
regarding only the paramartha as satya.

242 MA vi. 80; cf. MMK xxiv. 9—11.

243 See above, p. 43.

2¢¢ Tarkajvala iii. 12 (fol. 60a).
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Self-causation, other-causation and causelessness as well as generation from
self, an other or a combination of both self and other having been rejected
(nisiddha) in the Madhyamaka, the relative surface-level nature of relative
things has been shown (udbhdvita). And it is this precisely that constitutes
relative surface-level production in dependence (samvrta-pratityasamutpida).
Now, since there is no production in virtue of own being (svabhava ‘aseity’) with
regard to the gnosis (jigna) of the Arya, no destruction (nirodha, i.e. as the
complementary opposite of utpada ‘production’) is to be found there either;
and the same applies to uccheda and $dsvata, ekdrtha and nandrtha, dgamae and
nirgama. The pratityasamutpida is accordingly characterized in the introductory
verses to the MMK as free from all these eight features: ‘without destruction
and production, neither annihilated nor eternal, neither single nor multiple,
and without movement to an fro’ (PP i, p. 10—11). Thus the principle of con-
ditionship (idampratyayatd) has been rethought by the Madhyamika (PP i,
p- 9—10 and MA vi. 114).

With respect to the nature of things, in the discussion of the fourth position
of the so-called tetralemma (catuskoti) expressed in the form of a bi-negation
(‘neither ... nor’) and elsewhere, it is observed that no property may be appro-
priately predicated of ultimately unreal entities. To ascribe a property to an
empty thing would indeed be like applying the predicate ‘dark’ or ‘pale’ to the
son of a barren woman (vandhyaputra, vandhyasuta, ete.), which is simply a
non-referring designation.?t> To exemplify a non-existent (avidyamana: abhdva,
ndsti ) construct or non-referring designation we find in addition the comparison
with a sky-flower (khapuspa, gaganakusuma ).28 Furthermore, in the discussion
of the conditioned (samskrta), the sky-flower—which as a mere designation and
construct is not causally conditioned—is cited as a counter-example for what-
ever is causally conditioned, and hence transient and instantaneous (ksa-
nika);24 but the perishing (vindsa) of things is not due to some separate and
self-existent cause, for it is precisely the nature of conditioned things to perish.z4s

Candrakirti’s comment on the first chapter of the MMK provides an impor-
tant account of the Prasangika’s approach to the negative statements of the
Madhyamaka (MMK i. 1). Since all things are unproduced from self, etc. not
only on the level of the paramartha (on which point Bhavaviveka of course
agrees) but also on the surface level of samuvrti (since the concept of the pro-
duction of substantial self-existent entities through causes and conditions is
found to be antinomic and onto-logically untenable), Bhavaviveka’s restriction,
in his independent inferences and syllogisms, of non-production to the para-
mdrtha level is unacceptable.?¢® Candrakirti adds that the qualification ‘in

246 PP xxii. 12, xxvii. 29 and xviii. 8 (ef. xiii. 3, xxiv. 1).

2#s PP i. 1 (p. 64. 2), v. 2, xxiv. 21.

247 PP vii. 32; cf. xviii. 1 (p. 343), xxv. 4.

248 PP vii. 32 with i. 1 (p. 29. 4—5) and xxi. 4.

240 Cf. however PP xiii. 2 (p. 453. 5): ‘tattvatal’...paramarthatah svabhdvato na
vidyante (speaking of the klesas).
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reality’ (paramarthatak) could not possibly be taken to refer exclusively tothe
doctrines of causality held by non-Buddhist sectarians (#irthika) because these
doctrines are invalid even for the surface level. Yet people do in fact commonly
speak of an effect proceeding from a cause; and so long as he does not attempt
to transform this conventional usage into a philosophical system postulating
the causation of substantial entities the Madhyamika may do so likewise. (In-
deed Nagarjuna has himself proceeded in this way following the Buddha, who
is quoted as saying?s° that, although people dispute with him, he does not
dispute with them inasmuch as he assents to what is agreed in the world and
does not assent to what is not so agreed (PP xviii. 8).) The qualification ‘para-
mdrthatak’ introduced by Bhavaviveka is therefore quite without justification
(PPi. 1, pp. 26—-27).

Candrakirti points out that Bhavaviveka’s introduction into his independent
inferences and syllogisms of the qualification ‘paramdrthatak’ in order to avoid
the negation of production on the relative level is also faulty technically. For
the inference—na paramarthata adhyatmikany dayatandnt svata utpannani,
vidyamanatvat (pp. 25—26)—in which it is introduced will have a faulty thesis
(paksadosa), the subject of the proposition—the eye and the other internal
bases—being (in different ways) unreal and unestablished (asiddhadhara) for
both its proponent and opponent. It is so for its proponent, the Madhyamika,
since he does not accept such an entity produced from self, ete., and the subject
is thus empty (null) for him. And Candrakirti observes that it would be of no
avail in this matter to maintain that the subject of the proposition is established
relatively (samwvrtya) because the question then arises as to what the qualifica-
tion paramarthatah relates to; if it has been used to qualify the negation of pro-
duction the formula should have been samurt@ndm caksuradinam paramarthato
ndsty utpattih, but this is not what Bhavaviveka has in fact written. In any
case, Bhiavaviveka’s inference remains faulty in its thesis from the point of
view of the opponent against whom he is arguing because, for this opponent,
the subject of the proposition is real (dravyasat) and an inner base unproduced
in reality is therefore meaningless for him (pp. 27—28).251—In addition, Bhava-
viveka’s svatantranumdna also contains a faulty reason because its ground or
logical reason—vidyamanatvat (p. 26.1) or sattvat (pp. 30.15, 33.4) ‘because it
exists’—is defective. This is so because, if existence refers here to the relative
surface-level (samuvrti) only, the logical reason will be unestablished (asiddha)
from the point of view of its proponent, who does not actually accept the
reality of the thing. And if existence related here to the level of ultimate reality
(paramartha) the logical reason would be unestablished or contradictory

250 Samyuttanikaya iii, p. 38.

251 That is, to the opponent in the debate, who presupposes that the eye,
etc., are real (dravyasat), non-production of things is not acceptable; and the
logical fault of unestablished subject is then usually considered by the logicians,
with whom Bhévaviveka had allied himself, to be a fault in an argument with such
an opponent,
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(viruddha) from the point of view of the proponent, since the Madhyamika
(including Bhavaviveka) does not in fact accept the real production of any thing
(PP i, p. 31, which refers to MMK i. 7).

With regard to the status of a propositional thesis (pratijiid) in Madhyamaka
thought, it is of course recognized by Candrakirti (PP i, p. 16) that Nagarjuna
clearly stated that he maintains no pratij%i@.2s2 Yet, in his interpretation of
MMK xxi. 2,253 Candrakirti describes the first half-verse as a pratijiid, the next
quarter-verse as the adducing of the undesired consequence (prasangipidana),
and the last quarter-verse as the conclusion (nigamana).?st But this explana-
tion is not intended to reject the usual Madhyamaka standpoint; for not only
does Candrakirti make it clear that we have to do here with a prasarnga but
there is no suggestion that Nagarjuna was trying to establish the existence of
some entity presented as the subject of a proposition. In other words, notwith-
standing the terminological difficulty raised by the use of the word pratijiid,
Candrakirti evidently does not repudiate here what he expressly stated in the
first part of the Prasannapada, following what Nagarjuna had himself said on
the subject.2%s

As to the logical status of the prasanga method, and in reply to Bhavaviveka’s
criticism of Buddhapalita’s prasariga-type argument as being open to objection,
Candrakirti writes as follows: ‘How could it be, as is suggested [by Bhavavive-
ka], that the master Buddhapalita who followed the faultless doctrine of the
master Nagarjuna, has propounded a statement that is open to objection
(savakasavacana), so that an opponent would be in a position to impugn it ?
When the advocate of the doctrine that entities are without own being adduces
a prasange against the advocate of the doctrine that entities have own being,
how could there exist [for him] the occurring of some thing contrary to the
prasanga? For words do not reduce him who utters them to dependence, in the
manner of policemen armed with sticks and fetters! Rather, when they have
semantic capacity they conform to the intention of the speaker. Therefore,
because the application of the prasariga results exclusively in the negation
(pratisedhamatra) of the opponent’s thesis, there can arise nothing that is

252 Bee Vigrahavyavartani 29—30. Candrakirti also quotes in this connexion
Aryedeva’s Catuh$ataka xvi. 25: sadasatsadasac céti yasya pakso na vidyate/
upalambhas cirendpi tasya vaktum na Sakyate/| “He who has no thesis postulating
existence, non-existence and both existence and non-existence cannot have an
objection levelled against him.’

253 ‘How will there be destruction without production ? [Were this the case, there
would be] death without birth. There is no destruction without production.’

25¢ For Candrakirti’s use of the word pratijfia see also PP iv. 2 and viii. 1 and 7;
for ntgamana see v. 5 (and v. 6 [p. 134. 5], vi. 10, ix. 14, and xxvii. 8 for nigamayatz).
The prasangapadana has been explained in PP i. 1, p. 24 (see above, p. 36 note 93;
below).

255 The word pratijfié can mean either ‘proposition’ or ‘thesis’ (serving to
assert something of an entity). It is the second use of the word that can find no
legitimate application in the Madhyamaka according to Nagarjuna and Candrakirti;
cf. also D. SEvrorT RuEGa, JIP 5 (1977), p. 49—50.
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contrary to the prasanga’.?’® Moreover, in contradistinction to relative (i.e.
presuppositional and implicative) negation (paryuddsapratisedha ), the Madhya-
mika’s absolute non-presuppositional negation (prasajyapratisedha) does not
commit him to accepting the contradictory proposition concerning the existence
of any entity ; and its force is fully exhausted in the annulment of the opponent’s
proposition, as already observed.

In his discussion of the employment in philosophical argument of indepen-
dent inferences (svatantranumana) and syllogisms (‘prayogavakya) Candrakirti
has furthermore made a distinction of considerable interest between what we
could perhaps call logical referential presuppositions for the interpretation of a
proposition and pragmatic use of a proposition. He recalls that the logicians
accepted as a binding rule that in an anumdna it is necessary in any case to
reason with reference to entities the existence of which one accepts oneself
(svaprasiddha) (whether the reality of these entities has to be presupposed also
by one’s opponent—ubhayaprasiddha, p. 35—is another question still). And a
proper anumdna is not valid so long as it is founded only on the opponent’s
presuppositions (paraprasiddha, p. 34—35). On the contrary, for the philosopher
employing the above-mentioned form of reasoning that simply adduces an
undesired consequence in another’s argument—the prasangipidana—the situa-
tion is altogether different according to Candrakirti; for as the subjects of his
sentences, which contain non-presuppositional prasajya-negations, this philo-
sopher does not have to take entities which he himself supposes to be referen-
tial. And his prasangapddana indeed has as its sole end the annulment of the
opponent’s thesis (parapratijianisedhaphalatva, p. 34) without its user being
committed to any counter-thesis concerning the existential nature of the
entities in question. A Prasangika is accordingly fully entitled to reason taking
as his point of departure only his opponent’s existential presuppositions; and
he is then able to annul his opponent’s statements solely on the basis of argu-
ments that the latter has himself accepted (p. 34).

Now, in the light of this distinction, the referentiality of the subjects of their
sentences and the truth-value of their propositions become altogether prob-
lematical for the Svatantrika, who must use his svatantranumana and prayoga-
vakya in conformity with the established rules, but not for the Prasangika. For
whereas the terms of the former’s propositions should be svaprasiddha for him
in order to fulfil the accepted logical requirements, they are in fact just as empty
(null) and non-referential for the Svatantrika as they are for any other Madhya-
mika.—As for the teaching of the Buddhas, since they adopt a transactional and
pragmatic procedure purely motivated by their desire to help (: anugraha)
others (p. 36), the terms of their statements need also not be dependent on
existential presuppositions of their own concerning the referentiality of any
entity being talked about. And they need take into account—in a so to speak
purely therapeutic manner—only their auditors’ (mis)conceptions. The method

256 PP i, p. 24 (quoted above, p. 36 note 93); cf. p. 34. 5 and p. 13 (quoted
above, note 94).
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of their teaching is thus ad hominem in the best and most fitting sense (cf. PP
i. 1, p. 57—58; xviii. 8). The criterion is then the pragmatic one of the appro-
priateness of a sentence in a given pedagogical situation.

With respect to the theory of correct knowledge (pramana) having a corre-
sponding object (prameya), Candrakirti follows Nagarjuna’s critique as set
forth in particular in the Vigrahavyavartani (31 sq.).25” Candrakirti’s rejection
of the logico-epistemological school’s doctrines extends to its whole theory of
the existence of only two forms of pramana together with their corresponding
prameyas—namely pratyaksa relating to the particular (svalaksana) and
anumana relating to the universal (samanyalaksana)—for the relationship
between them is in no way different from that between a laksana and its
laksya which has already been criticized by Nagarjuna (PP i. 1, p. 61).258 In
his epistemology the Prasangika then proceeds in what at first appears to be
a quite naively realistic manner, taking what is accepted in worldly consensus
as the basis for his logical procedure (nyaya) (PP i. 1, p. 35);25% yet, based as
it is on a prenetrating critique going back to Nagarjuna and Aryadeva of the
generally accepted logical and epistemological theories, the Prasangika’s
approach is in fact anything but naive or simplistic.26

Candrakirti also rejects the form of knowledge additional to the forms
derived from the five physical sense-faculties and the mind and known as
‘self-awareness’ (svasamvedana or svasamvitti) which was accepted by the
Sautrantikas and Vijidnavadins, inclusive of Dignaga’s school, and later by
the Yogacara-Madhyamikas (PP i. 1, p. 61 sq.).26!

For all his rejection of the pluralistic realism of the Sarvastivadin’s dharma-
theory, the Prasangika’s criticism led him to adopt in matters of epistemology
(if not of ontology and gnoseology) a position that is not unrelated to the
Sarvastivadin’s.262 For people in the world, Candrakirti observes, understand-
ing of a thing is established through four means of knowledge. These are

257 PP i, pp. 55—75.

28 H.g. in MMK, Chapter v.

2% Hence the name ‘Madhyamaka which goes along with the worldly consensus
(lokaprasiddhi)’ given by some Tibetan scholars to Buddhapélita’s and Candra-
Kkirti’s school (’jig rten grags sde spyod pa’s dbu ma; see Bu'ston, Chos*’byun, fol. 103a
(ii, p. 185], and above, pp. 76, 79; this terminology appears also in the Grub-
pa’i'mtha’ rnam-par-bsad-pa’i-mjod, fol. 9b, by dBus'pa‘Blo-gsal [fourteenth cen-
tury]). But see mKhas'grub-dGe‘legs-dpal-bzan, sTon thun'chen'mo, fol. 41b—42a,
on the appropriateness of this terminology.

260 Tt might be described rather as nominalist (and sceptical in the sense of not
adopting dogmatic speculative views).—For a later defence of the existence of
external objects by Subhagupta (eighth century, between Dharmakirti and
Dharmottara) see his Bahyarthasiddhi (ef. M. HaTTor1, IBK 8/1 [1960], p. 9 &q.,
and N. Arvaswamr Sastri, Bull. of Tibetology 4 [1967], pp. 1—96). This position
wasg criticized not only by the Vijiianavidins but also by the Yogacara-Madhyamikas
(cf. Santaraksita, Tattvasamgraha, verse 1971 sq.).

261 Cf. MA vi. 72 sq.

262 This is a complicated question that has been much discussed. Cf. MA xiii. 1—2
(p. 406—7); mKhasgrub-dGe-legs'dpal-bzan, sTon'thun‘-chen'mo, fol 42b.
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direct perceptual knowledge (pratyaksa); inference (anumana), i.e. the form
of knowledge having as its object what is not directly perceptible (paroksa)
and produced by an inferential mark that does not deviate from what is to be
established (sadhyavyabhicirilinga); scriptural testimony (dgama), i.e. the
statement of reliable persons (@pta) who directly (sdksat) know things in-
accessible to the faculties (atindriyartha); and analogy (uwpamina), i.e. under-
standing through similarity (sadréye) as when we say that the gayal is like
the cow (PP i, pp. 71-75).

At the end of each chapter of the PP are found extracts, often very lengthy
ones, from a number of Mahayanasatras (see above, p. 7) which help to ex-
emplify and corroborate what has been stated in the stanzas of the MMK and
Candrakirti’s comment. In several cases the Tibetan translation of the PP
does not contain all the quotations included in La Vallée Poussin’s edition;
and it is therefore possible that some of them are additions to Candrakirti’s
text made by the commentarial tradition (see for example La Vallée Poussin’s
notes on pp. 388, 428 and 539 of his edition; compare also his note 2 on p. 336).

Vrttis by Candrakirti are available in Tibetan translation on Nagirjuna’s
Siinyatasaptati and Yuktisastikd. Candrakirti also wrote an extensive and
important Tika, extant in Sanskrit fragments and a Tibetan translation, on
Aryadeva’s Catuhsataka; unlike his predecessor Dharmapala, whom he terms
a poet (sfian dnags mkhan, fol. 34a) and implicitly accuses of having interpreted
Aryadeva in a manner that is contrary to the principles of the Madhyamaka
(fol. 34b), he commented not only on the second portion of the work dealing
with dharmanihsvabhdvatd but alsc on the first part containing an exposition
of the Dharma which he considered an essential part of the work (fol. 34a). In
his commentary on the Catuhdataka Candrakirti alludes to examples (dpe) set
forth by Dharmadasa, evidently another Vijiianavadin who turned his atten-
tion to Aryadeva’s work (fol. 35a).263 Candrakirti has referred in this Tika to
his own Madhyamakéavatara vi. 80 (fol. 63a).264

Candrakirti’s Paficaskandhaprakarana is an independent treatise dealing
with the factors subsumed under the five groups (skandha) and with the
related topics of the twelve dyatanas and eighteen dhdatus.2es

The *Madhyamakavataraprajiia or *Madhyamakaprajfigvatara translated
into Tibetan by its author together with ‘Gos'khug-pa‘lHa(s)-béas must be by
another Candrakirti who lived much later, in the eleventh century.

On Candrakirti-pada, the author of important Tantrik works, see below,
p- 105.

263 See above, note 148.

264 On the Catuhdataka-tikd see S. YamacucHI, Chigan bukkyé ronks (Tokyd,
1965), p- 167 sq.; Bukkyogaku bunshi, ii (T6kyd, 1973), pp. 259 sq., 349 sq.

265 Cf. 8. YamagucHI, Bukkyogaku bunshi, ii, p. 437 sq.; C. LINDTNER, AO 40
(1979), p- 87sq.
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Santideva

Santideva, the next great representative of the (Prasangika ?) Madhyamaka
school, flourished probably in the first part of the eighth century. He is reported
to have been born as the son of a king of Surastra and, like Aryadeva, to have
renounced his royal estate for a life of religion.2ss

Following on the elaboration and systematization of Madhyamaka thought
carried out by his great predecessors, Santideva made a significant contribu-
tion to the school by taking the perfections (paramitd) of the Bodhisattva as
the focus for his exposition of the Mahayana, which he presents as the union of
praxis (that is, compassionate method) and theoretical intellection, the two
inseparable and coordinate components of the mind of Awakening (bodhicitta ).
Thus, while Candrakirti’s ‘Introduction to the Madhyamaka(-Sastra)’ is ar-
ticulated round the ten stages of the Bodhisattva with their corresponding
paramitas, Santideva’s Bodhicaryavatara constitutes an ‘Introduction to the
practice of Awakening’ founded on the great paramitds of the Bodhisattva,
the first five of which are auxiliary to and guided by the sixth, namely the
perfection of transcending discriminative understanding (prajfidpdramita).

The Bodhicaryavatara comprises the following chapters: (i) The advantages
of the bodhicitta in its two forms (viz. the Bodhisattva’s preliminary resolution—
pranidhi—and its realization—prasthdna—through the perfections on the
Bodhisattva’s path proper, 15—17); (ii) Offerings (p#%ja@), homage (varndand)
and confession (pdpadedand); (iii) Assumption of the bodhiciita; (iv) Absence
of distraction in cultivating the bodhicitta; (v) Maintenance of awareness of
mind; (vi) The Perfection of patient capacity (ksanti); (vii) The Perfection of
energy (virya); (viii) The Perfection of meditation (dhydna); (ix) The Prajiia-
paramitd; and (x) The dedication (parin@mand) of merit.2s”

In this work what might be called the mystical aspects of Madhyamaka
thought come to the fore in connexion with the exposition of the purification
of the spirit and contemplation, the Buddha’s sustaining power (buddha-
nubhava, 1. 5, which works as a predetermining force—adhisthana—according
to the commentator Prajiidkaramati), and the theory of ultimate reality free

266 See Bu'ston, Chos*’byun, fol. 113b (ii, p. 161) ; Taranétha, rGya-gar-chos*’byun,
p- 125 sq. Cf. A. Przzawi, Santideva (Florence, 1968) and J. W. pE Jong, I1J 16
(1975), pp- 163, 179—80.—Santideva’s BOA is quoted in Santaraksita’s Tattvasiddhi,
fol. 38b6—7 (= BCA i. 10) and 38b7—8 (= BCA vii. 28).

267 A recension of the BCA is reported to have lacked Chapters ii and ix (see
Tarandtha, rGya-gar-chos-’byun, p. 127). In the IDan‘dkar'ma Catalogue (no. 659)
the extent of the BCA is given as 600 slokas (in two bam po), rather than thel000
verses indicated by Bu'ston, Chos'’byun, fol. 114b1, 159a). Bu‘ston discusses the
discrepancy and states that a difference results from omitting the papadesanda
chapter (ii); and he observes that some have ascribed Chapter ix to a certain
Blo-gros'mi‘zad-pa (= Aksayamati). Cf. Taranétha, op. cit., p. 127; J. W, pE Jowng,
I1J 16 (1975), p. 181.—On the question of the incomplete Chinese version of the
BCA (ascribed to Nagarjuna, Taisho 1662) see S. LEvi, BEFEO 1902, p. 253 sq.;
L. o La Varrie PoussiN, Muséon 4 (1903), p. 313 sq.
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from the dichotomy of existence and non-existence. With respect to the last
point the Bodhicaryavatara contains a verse considered to be a summing up
of the central idea of the Middle Way (ix. 35): ‘When neither existence nor
non-existence presents itself before the mind, then, being without any support
[to which to attach itself] because of the absence of any other course [for
thinking),2¢® the [mind] is still’. Noteworthy also is the final chapter on dedica-
tory transfer (parin@mand) by the Bodhisattva, who assigns all merit ac-
cruing to him to the Awakening of all sentient beings without distinction. The
authenticity of this final chapter has been questioned on the ground that not
all the commentators have commented on it,28¢ but this point does not appear
to be decisive;2? in any case, the concept of dedicatory transfer is found in an
earlier chapter of the work (v. 101) as well as in the same author’s Siksisam-
uccaya (xvi, p. 296), and of course also in a number of Mahdyana-Siitras.—
Chapter ix consists essentially in a detailed study of the basic philosophical
ideas of the Madhyamaka school. We thus find in it a critique of the pramdnas;
a discussion of pratityasamutpdda; the theory of the two truths??! together
with a demonstration establishing that the practice of the Mahayanist path
is not made redundant and unnecessary by the truth of the paramarthika level
of $anyatd; and a refutation of the Vijiianavada together with critiques of
other schools of Buddhist and non-Buddhist philosophy in India, including
theism (i$varavada, ix. 119 sq.).27

Because it is concerned also with the religious side of Madhyamaka thought
the Bodhicaryavatara has sometimes been described as a primarily religious
and devotional poem rather than a philosophical treatise. Such a description
however curiously neglects the ninth chapter—the longest in the whole work—
dealing with the prajfidparamitd, which clearly places the treatise in the main
stream of Madhyamaka thought; and if due consideration is given to this
chapter it becomes abundantly clear that the work is hardly more religious in
any sense exclusive of philosophy than certain earlier works of the school
attributed to Nagarjuna—e.g. the Ratnavali—as well as important portions of
Aryadeva’s, Bhavaviveka’s and Candrakirti’s treatises.

Santideva’s Siksasamuccaya is a work in nineteen chapters comprising a
total of twenty-seven verses with an extensive explanation made up largely of
quotations from canonical texts of the Mahdyana and dealing inter alia with the
first five paramitas (in Chapters i, ii—viii, ix, x, and xii sq.) as constituting the

268 Here the principle of the excluded middle (#rtiya-rast) is clearly recognized.
See above, p. 41.

269 See L. DE LA VALLEE PoussIN, Introduction a la pratique des futurs Bouddhas
(Paris, 1907), pp. 143—4; cf. A. PEzzAa1L, op. cit., p. 48—49.

270 See below, p. 84, on Prajiidkaramati’s reference to Chapter x.

271 On the samerti level Prajiidkaramati distinguishes between tathya- and
mithydsamurti (ix. 2) (as did Bhavaviveka et al.).

272 See above, p. 30, note 73a.—On Santideva’s attitude towards vijidna
theory see S. Kanaoka, IBK 10/2 (1962), p. 749 sq.
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Bodhisattva’s discipline (vinaya). This anthology of canonical texts has
preserved Sanskrit versions of a large number of Siitra passages otherwise
unavailable in an Indian language. Of particular interest from the philosophical
point of view are Chapter xii on the cittaparikarman (preparation of the mind;
cf. Chapter vi, p. 122 sq.) and Chapter xiv which is largely devoted to a discus-
sion of the emptiness of all dharmas. At the end of Chapter xv is found an
explanation of $unyatd as endowed with all excellent modes (sarvakaravaro-
petd), viz. seven pdramitds, mahamaitri, muditd and wpeksa, satyajfiana-
vatara, bodhicittasattvapeksa, asayidhyasayaprayoga, four samgrahavastus (i.e.
dana, priyavadya, arthakriya, and samandrthatd), smrtisamprajanya, smrtyu-
pasthana-samyakprahina-rddhipada-indriya-bala-bodhyanga-astangamarga, and
damatha and vipasyand.2?3

On the basis of what Santideva has written in verses v. 105—6 of the Bodhi-
caryavatara Bu-ston?’* and Taranitha??® have ascribed to him a work entitled
Sutrasamuccaya. The passage in question is not altogether clear, however, and
Nagarjuna, the author of the well-known Sitrasamuccaya, is also mentioned
in it. At all events, no work entitled Satrasamucecaya attributable to Santideva
is known to exist; and it has therefore been concluded that the above-mentioned
ascription is erroneous.2?%

Concerning the master Santideva who is identified with the Tantrika Bhusuku
see below.

On the Bodhicaryavatara there exist a number of commentaries, the best
known of which—Prajfiakaramati’s Pafijiki—is the only one completely pre-
served in Sanskrit; as already noted above, it does not comment on Chapter x
although it does refer to it (in i. 33). Vibhiticandra’s Tatparyapafijika Vise-
sadyotani is available in a Tibetan translation (c. 1200), as are other earlier
and shorter commentaries on the Bodhicaryavatara by dGe-ba(’i):-lha (Kalya-
nadeva ?), Krsnapdda (eleventh century?) and Vairocanaraksita (eleventh
century). Two abridgements of the Bodhicaryavatara connected with Dharma-
pala of Suvarnadvipa (c. 1000) and transmitted by his disciples Kamalaraksita
and Dipamkaraérijfidna (to whom one of them, the Bodhisattvacaryavatara-
sattrimséatpindartha, seems to be attributed by its colophon, whereas Dhar-

2713 The expression [sarvakdrabalopeta|] sarvikdravaropeta ~ sabbakaravaripeta
was used earlier as an epithet of the Sambuddha, e.g. at the end of the Mah&apari-
nirvanasiitra § 44. 10 (Pali § 6. 10) (ed. E. Waldschmidt, p. 400).—In the Ratna-
gotravibhaga i. 88—92 and elsewhere the concept of sarvakdravaropetd $unyatd
occupies a prominent place in the theory of absolute reality.

274 Chos~’byun, fol. 114a (ii, p. 163), 115b (ii, p. 166).

275 rGyagar-chos’byun, p. 127—8.

276 Cf. J. FiLriozaT, JA 1964, pp. 473—8; A. PEzzALI, op. cit., pp. 80—86; J. W.
pE Jong, IIJ 16 (1975), p. 182 and p. 171 (giving the text of Vibhuticandra’s
account of Santideva’s life, available in both Sanskrit [ed. HARAPRASAD SASTRI,

IA 42 (1913)] and Tibetan [at the beginning of the translation of Vibhaticandra’s
Visegadyotani]).
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mapéla himself is indicated as the author of the shorter Bodhisattvacaryava-
tarapindartha)2?? are also available in Tibetan translations by Dipamkara-
érijiana and Chul'khrimsrgyal'ba. (The Bodhisattvacaryasitrikrtivavida
and Bodhisattvacaryavatarabhasya by Dipamkaradrijiiana are not commen-
taries on Santideva’s text).

As a result of the contributions made to the school by Candrakirti and
Santideva, the doctrine of the Prasangika branch of the Madhyamaka was
firmly and systematically established from the points of view of logic, gnoseology
and soteriology. During the last part of the first millennium Candrakirti’s and
Santideva’s writings are not known to have inspired commentarial attention
in India; but in Tibet Candrakirti’s commentaries on the Yuktisastika and
Sinyatasaptati and Santideva’s Bodhicaryavatara and Siksasamuccaya as well
as Buddhapalita’s commentary on the MMK were translated by the beginning
of the ninth century, when they were included in the IDan-dkar-ma Catalogue.2?
In the history of the Madhyamaka school the last quarter of the first millen-
nium was rather the period of the great development and glory of the Yoga-
cara-Madhyamaka synthesis, which will be the subject of the next chapter.
As for the Svatantrika school, the treatises of Bhavaviveka were being studied
especially during the third quarter of the first millennium, as is shown by the
activity carried on by his followers in India (see above, p. 67 sq.). Translations of
works of this branch of the Madhyamaka were made first into Chinese (Pra-
bhakaramitra’s Chinese translation of the Prajfiapradipa, Taishé 1566, dates
from 630—2) and later into Tibetan (from about the beginning of the ninth

277 The sPyod-’juggi‘don-bsdus (translated by Nag'éhoChul'khrims'rgyal-ba) is
also ascribed to Suvarnadvipa(-Dharmapala) by Bu'ston (Chos’byun, fol. 159a).

278 Commentators on works of the Prasangika school seem to appear only
in the late tenth century in India, first on Santideva’s (by Dharmapala and
Prajiiakaramati) and then on Candrakirti’s (by Jayananda, a K&$miri master
who, however, seems to have worked largely in Central Asia).—Buddhapalita’s
commentary on the MMK was, however, already translated by CogroKlu'i'rgyal-
méhan (with Jiianagarbha) during the Early Propagation of the Dharma (sna dar)
in Tibet; Candrakirti’s Vrttis on the Yuktisastika and Sﬁnyatasaptati and Santi-
deva’s Sikgasamuccaya were translated also at that time by Ye'Ses'sde (with
Jinamitra, Danasila and Silendrabodhi). Santideva’s Bodhicaryavatara was first
translated then by dPal'bréegs (with Sarvajiiadeva), and revised subsequently,
during the Later Propagation (phyi dar), by Rin'chen'bzan'po (958—1055),
rNog'Blo‘ldan‘es'rab (1059—1109) et al. Candrakirti’s major works—the Madhya.-
makéavatira, Prasannapadd and Catuhsatakatiki—were translated into Tibetan
only in the eleventh century, by Nag éhoChul'khrims* rgyal'ba (born in 1011),
Pa-éhab Ni‘ma-grags (born in 1055), and rNog'Blo-ldan-$es'rab. Even Aryadeva’s
Catuhsataka was translated only at that time, by Pa‘éhab.—It should be noted that
Bu-ston’s catalogue contained in his Chos’byun (fol. 157b sq.) differs in certain
respects from the information given above taken from the colophons of the bsTan-
‘gyur itself; for example, Bu'ston mentions only rNog as the translator of the
Bodhicaryavatara (fol. 159a2).
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century at the latest, when they are already found listed in the 1Dan'dkarma
Catalogue).2?

The study of both the Svatantrika and Prasangika branches of the Madhya-
maka received a new impulse from Bodhibhadra, Dipamkaradrijiiana and
their disciples and contemporaries in India and Tibet starting at the end of the
tenth century (see below).

272 Bhavaviveka’s Prajiidpradipa was translated into Tibetan by Cogro Klu’i'-
rgyal'méhan (with Jiidnagarbha) along with Avalokitavrata’s Tika; and they are
included in the 1Dan‘'dkar'ma catalogue. His Madhyamakahrdayakarikis and
Tarkajvald were translated only in the eleventh century, by Dipamkaraérijfiana
and Nag'ého Chul'khrimsrgyal'ba; unlike the Prajifidpradipa, this work is not
available in Chinese. Srigupta’s Tattvavataravrtti (included in the 1Dan'dkar-ma
catalogue) as well as Jfianagarbha’s Satyadvayavibhanga (Karikés and Vrtti)
together with the Paiijika on it ascribed to Santaraksita (all included also in the
IDan-dkar'ma catalogue) were already translated during the Early Propagation
(sha dar) of the Dharma in Tibet, the last three works being translated by Yer
fes'sde.



THE YOGACARA-MADHYAMAKA SYNTHESIS

Approximately half a millennium after Nagarjuna, and following on the
developments sketched above which resulted in the constitution and systemati-
zation of the two branches of the pure Madhyamaka school, there came to the
fore a school which elaborated a synthesis of the Madhyamaka and the Yoga-
cira/Vijiidnavada on the level of the philosophical analysis of surface-level
process (but not on that of ultimate reality). This school is known as the
Yogicara-Madhyamaka.2s® Santaraksita, who lived in the eight century, is
often regarded as both its founder and leading exponent.

This synthesizing movement was, however, not without precedent before
the time of Santaraksita. As noted above, several major Yogacarin/Vijfiana-
vadin masters wrote commentaries on works by Nagarjuna and Aryadeva; and
Bhavaviveka was evidently indebted to Dignaga’s school for certain logico-
epistemological methods he introduced into Madhyamaka thought, although
he was an opponent of the metaphysics of the Vijiidnaviada and was himself
criticized by its masters. The origin of the Yogacara-[Svatantrika-]Madhya-
maka has been traced back to Arya Vimuktisena, a master of the Prajfia-
paramitd and a commentator on the Abhisamayalamkara, by Tibetan doxo-
graphers who have in fact held that the Abhisamayélamkara largely agrees in
its systemic tenor with the Svatantrika-Madhyamaka position and that most
of the Indian commentaries on it may accordingly be connected with that
school. This Vimuktisena appears to have been a contemporary of Dignaga
and Bhavaviveka, and he is reported to have been a pupil of theirs and even
of Vasubandhu; he is probably to be placed therefore in the first part of the
sixth century, a couple of centuries earlier than Santaraksita.2s! Srigupta and
in particular his disciple Jfianagarbha were also forerunners of Santaraksita.2s?

As seen above, the early Madhyamaka developed by Nagirjuna and Arya-
deva had devoted little attention to establishing a theory of the factors and
processes of the surface-level sarmurti per se, the concept of the real production
of entities being indeed regarded as analytically and causally antinomic. For

280 In Tibetan: rNal-’byor'spyod-pa’i‘dbu'ma. The Tibetan doxographical litera-
ture refers to it also as the Yogécara-Svatantrika-Madhyamaka (rNal’byor:spyod*
pe’i'dbu'ma‘ranrgyud-pa), in contradistinction to Bhavaviveka’'s Sautrantika-
Svatantrika-Madhyamaka, from which it differs notably by denying the existence
of an external object (bahydrtha) and accepting ‘self-awareness’ (svasamvedana,
svasamvitts ).

281 On this question see D. SEYForT RUuEGG, WZKSO 12—13 (1968), pp. 306—7.
And on the Madhyamaka-Prajidparamita synthesis see below, p. 101 sq.

282 On the doctrinal affiliations of these two masters see above, p. 67 sq.



88 David Seyfort Ruegg - The Literature of the Madhyamaka School

their part the Prasangikas considered these processes to be characterized by a
certain indeterminism; and they strictly kept to a method of reasoning criti-
cizing all speculative opinions by means of prasarga arguments which preclude
any attempt to propound theses and syllogisms concerned with processes of
the world involving entities (bhdva) conceived of as amenable to onto-logical
construction. On the other hand the (Sautrantika-)Svatantrika-Madhyamikas
were prepared to assign an at least limited and provisional degree of (non-
paramarthika) reality to the dependent origination of things without stressing
so forcefully the indeterminism of the dharmas and processes of the world; in
addition, they gave an important place in their doctrine both to independent
inference and to a particular kind of propositional knowledge regarded as
conforming to reality (the saparyaya-paramartha).

On their side the Yogicara-(Svatantrika-)Madhyamikas appear to have
continued earlier trends of thought when they undertook to complement the
Madhyamaka theory of the pure paramdartha both with a system of metaphysics,
epistemology and logic providing an elaborated philosophical construction and
analysis of samwrti and with a system of ethico-spiritual praxis.2s® As for the
impact of the Buddhist logico-epistemological school on these Madhyamikas,
Santaraksita is known to have been influenced by Dharmakirti (seventh
century) on whose Vadanyaya he wrote a long commentary, the Vipaficitartha;
and he thus shared certain antecedents with Bhavaviveka. But quite unlike
Bhivaviveka the Yogacara-Madhyamaka synthesized the pure Madhyamaka—
which it regarded as perfectly valid and adequate with respect to the para-
martha—with a form of philosophical analysis derived from the Yogacara/
Vijiianavada, a school which by the eighth century had attained a high degree
of development and whose achievements could not, it was evidently thought,
be ignored by the Madhyamika.

Santaraksita

Santaraksita flourished in the eighth century and is reported to have been
born in a royal line of Vanga (Bengal, at Sahor, Tibetan Za‘hor). He worked
at the great monastic seminaries of his time and became one of the most
prominent and influential thinkers in the later history of Indian Buddhism.
More is known to us about his later life because he was one of the Indian
teachers chiefly responsible for the implantation of Buddhism in Tibet, and he
is therefore well known to the Tibetan records of the Dharma. Renowned there
as the Upadhyaya and Aciarya-Bodhisattva, he was the first abbot (upddhydya)
of bSam-yas, the main Tibetan monastery at that time. On the basis of the
Tibetan records it may be inferred that he went from Nepal to Tibet for the

283 On the question of the bodhicitiotpadavidhi according to the Madhyamika
and the Vijidnavadin see e.g. *Gos'gZonnu-dpal, Deb‘ther'snon‘po, ca, fol. 15a
(i, p- 272).
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first time in about 763, and that he again resided there from about 775 to the
time of his death in about 788,284

Santaraksita’s ordination-lineage is given as: Nagirjuna, Bhavya (i.e.
Bhavaviveka), Srigupta, Jiianagarbha, Santaraksita.?ss Tt was due to him and
his illustrious disciple Kamalasila that the Yogacara-Madhyamaka became the
leading school of the Madhyamaka at that time, and so influenced very deeply
much of Buddhist thought in Tibet not only during his lifetime but for centuries
afterwards. He and Kamalasila have been counted by doxographers as Satya-
karavadins (Sakaravadins).2e

Santaraksita’s most extensive work, the Tattvasamgraha, is a critical study
of the doctrines of the different schools of Indian philosophy, the value of
which is enhanced by the detailed commentary on it by his disciple Kamala$ila.
Both these works are extant in the original Sanskrit as well as in Tibetan
translation. The treatise begins with (i—iii) a discussion of the Simkhya
prakrti and theory of causation,?8” and of the concept of God (i$vara ) 288 and
it then goes on to examine the doctrine of a world endowed with own being (iv).
Next Santaraksita takes up the theories of the $abdabrahman (v), and purusa
(vi); and he examines the views of the Nyaya, the Mimamsé, the Sdmkhya,
the Jainas, and the Aupanisadikas (i.e. the AdvaitadarSana according to
Kamala$ila) on the subject of a self (@tman), as well as the Buddhist Vatsi-
putriya’s pudgala (vii).2®* He then considers the doctrines of the existence of
permanent and stable (i.e. non-momentary) entities (viii), of action (karman)
and its fruit (ix), of the six categories (paddrtha) of substance (dravya) (x),
quality (guna) (xi), action (karman) (xii), the universal (samanya) (xiii), the
particular (videsa) (xiv), and inherence (samaviya) (xv). The problem of
words and their intentional objects (dabdartha) is also discussed in detail (xvi).
Next Santaraksita takes up direct perception (pratyaksa) and inference
(anumdna )2*° as the means of correct knowledge (pramdana) (xvii—xviii). And
284 Spe E. FRAUWALLNER, WZKSO 5 (1961), pp. 1413, and G. Tucci, Minor
Buddhist texts, ii (Rome, 1958), pp. 28—31. Cf. Bu'ston, Chos*’byun, f;ol. 125b sq.
(ii, p. 187 sq.); sBabZed (ed. R. A. StmIiNn, Paris, 1961); ’Gos'gZon'nu‘dpal,
Deb-ther*snon'po, ka, fol. 21 b (i, p. 42—44) ; dPa’*bo'gCug-lag-phreri‘ba, mKhas'pa’i:
dga’*ston, ja, fol. 74b—114a; Sum'pa'mkhan'po, dPag-bsam-ljon-bzan (ed. S. C=.
Das), p. 112 and p. 49.

285 See e.g. 'Gos'gZon'nu'dpal, Deb-ther-sfion‘po, ka, fol. 17b (i, p. 34); dPa’
bo'gCuglag'phren'ba, mKhaspa’i‘dga’ston, ja, fol. 103a. Cf. G. Tucci, Minor
Buddhist texts, ii, pp- 25 sq., 122. .

286 See e.g. 'Jam'dbyans-bZad'pa:Nag'dban-bréon-’grus, Grub-mtha’chen'mo,
fol. 130a; Phar'phyin'mtha’*dpyod, i, fol. 11b (p. 23). But see below, p. 92.

287 See W. LIEBENTHAL, Satkérya in der Darstellung seiner buddhistischen
Gegner (Stuttgart, 1934).

288 On the Madhyamika’s critique of the ifvaravdda see above, p. 30 note 73a

and P 83.

280 See S. ScHAYER, RO 8 (1932), pp. 68—93.

290 See A. KuNsT, Probleme der buddhistischen Logik in der Darstellung des
Tattvasamgraha (Krakow, 1939).
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he also discusses verbal knowledge ($abda), analogy (upamdana), presumption
(arthapatti ), absence (abhdava), and traditional testimony (aitihya) claimed by
some to be further means of correct knowledge (xix). In the next sections Jaina
tropology (syddvada) (xx) and Lokayata materialism (xxii) are discussed, as
are also the theory of the existence of past, present and future time (traikalya)
(xxi)2?* and the problems of the existence of an external object (bahirartha)
(xxiii), valid verbal knowledge ($ruti), the eternity of Word ($abda), the
impersonal nature (apauruseyatva) of the Veda (xxiv) and its self-validation
(svatahpramdnya) (xxv), suprasensory cognition, and omniscience (xxvi).
Since these topics have been discussed with reference to the views the various
Indian philosophical schools held on them, Santaraksita’s basic treatise and
Kamalasila’s Pafijikd are very valuable sources for the study both of the
Sravakayinist and Mahayanist schools of Buddhist thought at the peak of
their development and of Indian philosophy as a whole.

Santaraksita’s Madhyamakalamkara, a treatise in 97 stanzas accompanied by
an autocommentary (Vrtti), is of capital importance as the basic text of the
Yogacara-Madhyamaka school.2?2 The Vrtti refers to the Tattvasamgraha, and
the treatise may therefore be regarded as one of Santaraksita’s later works
representing his mature thinking. In it we find not only that Santaraksita has
(like Bhavaviveka) formulated inferences to establish the Madhyamika’s
principle of the insubstantiality of all factors of existence (dharma), but that
(unlike- Bhavaviveka) he regarded the doctrine of Mind-only (cittamatra) of
the Vijiianavada as a philosophical propaedeutic leading up to the Madhya-
mika’s goal of establishing the insubstantiality of all factors including the
mind. As Santaraksita puts the matter following the Lankavatarasatra, ‘On
the basis of the cittamdtra one is to know the non-existence of external things,
and on the basis of this [Madhyamaka] system one is to know complete non-
substantiality ; riding the chariot of the two systems [i.e. the Cittamatra and
Madhyamaka] and holding the reins of reasoning (yukti), [the philosopher]
therefore attains the sense as it is, the Mahayanist one itself. 23

201 See S. SCHAYER, Contributions to the problem of time in Indian philosophy
(Polska Akademia Umiejetnosci, Prace Kormnisji Orientalistycznej, Nr. 31, Krakow,
1938), pp. 29—70.

292-On this work see Y. Kasrvama, Later Madhyamikas on epistemology and
meditation, in M. K1voTa, ed., Mahiyana Buddhist meditation (Honolulu, 1978),
pp- 114—43. For a brief analysis of it see M.IcH16O, IBK 20/2 (1972), pp. 995—989.

293 Madhyamakalamkara 92—93 (Madhyamakéalamkaravrtti, fol. 79a—b). ——The
Lankavatarasatra passage (x. 256—7) reads (in VaIDyA’s edition):

cittamdatram samaruhya bahyam artham na kalpayet|
tathata@lambane sthitvd cittamdtram attkramet|
cittamatram attkramya nirabhasam atikramet|
nirabhdsasthito yogi mahayanam sa pasyatil|
(NANJIO reads na pasyate).—On the following quotation of the Yuktlsa,stlka. see
above, note 44.
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The principle demonstrated in this treatise—first by means of reasoning
(yukti, verses 2—62) with respect to the analysis of knowledge and its objects
and then with regard to the two truths following philosophical tradition
(@gama, 63—97)—is the basic one that all entities (bkdva) held to be real by
either Buddhists or others are in fact without self-nature (nthsvabhdva).294
To prove this by reasoning Santaraksita adduces as the logical reason the
argument that entities have neither a unitary nature (ekasvabhdva) nor a
multiple one (anekasvabhdva ), the homologous example here being a reflection
(pratibimbavat). Now, taking the axiom?2®s that an entity would indeed by
definition have to be by nature either unitary or multiple as his basic argument
by which to establish that there exists no thing having self-nature (svabhiva),
he proceeds to apply it to both conditioned (samskria) elements such as the
paramdny (11—15) and to the unconditioned (nirvana), as well as to constructs
like the Vatsiputriya’s pudgala (cf. 9), the composite gross body, and all-
pervading space (@kdsa). He observes moreover (8) that an asamskrta that is
permanent and unchanging cannot have a capacity for causal efficiency
(arthakriya), which had been established by Dharmakirti as the criterion for
existence (Pramanpavarttika, Svarthanuméana chapter, 166).

Turning from the discussion of r@pa to that of vijidna, Santaraksita shows
that it also is devoid of a unitary and a multiple nature (16 sq.). He divides
theories of knowledge into the realist variety positing a duality between
knower (cognition) and external cognized object, and the ‘mentalist’ variety
maintaining the non-duality of cognition and the object of cognition which,
accordingly, is not really an external object (bahydartha ). Examples of the realist
variety are the Vaibhasika theory that assumes a formless (andkdra) knowl-
edge—i.e. one that per se does not have a cognitive image (abhdsa) of the
object of cognition (visaya)—and the Sautrantika one that assumes that
knowledge has such a form (s@kdra)—i.e. that it does possess a cognitive image
of the cognized (and external) object. Santaraksita goes on to discuss the idea
of the reflexivity of cognition (svasamvedana ‘self-awareness’). And he argues
against the assumption that either a cognition that is imageless (anirbhdsa) or
one that possesses such an image (sanirbh@sa) could apprehend an external
object (16—21 and 22—34). In addition, he considers a number of theories on
the subject drawn from other non-Buddhist systems (35—40). The conclusion
then is that vijfigna is not unitary (41—43). The theory of knowledge that
Santaraksita next examines is the ‘mentalist’ one of the Vijianavadin, who
rejects any real duality between cognition (as gr@haka) and the cognized (as
grahya) (44—60).

294 Madhyamakalamkéra 1 (quoted in Prajfidkaramati’s Bodhicaryavatara-
pafijikd ix. 2):
nihsvabhd@va ami bhavas tattvatah svaparoditih)
ekanekasvabhdvena viyogdt pratibimbavat|
Compare the beginning of Srigupta’s Tattvavataravrtti (above, p. 68).
295 Cf. above, p. 38 sq.
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The Vijiianavadins differ among themselves, however, as to whether the
non-dual vijfidna contains an objective image or not; and they accordingly are
divided into the two schools of the Satyakaravada (or Sakaravada), which
accepts that it does, and the Alikakaravada (or Anakaravada), which holds
that it does not. Santaraksita records arguments against both the former
doctrine (in its three versions, 46—51) and the latter one (52—60). And he
finally concludes that in the vijfidna just like any other entity there can be
neither unitariness nor multiplicity of nature (61). But since no third possibility
is available in the case of something supposed to have a svabhdva, the conclu-
sion must be that vijfidna is no ultimately real entity (62); on this point, then,
he agrees with the rest of the Madhyamaka school which refuses to assign a
specially privileged status to mind, which it regards as empty of self-nature
like any other dharma. Santaraksita also subjects the Vijfianavadin’s theory of
the three natures (svabhiva, i.e. parikalpita, paratantra and parinispanna) to a
critique (Vrtti, fol. 68a).29¢ The last part of the Madhyamakalamkara is devoted
to a discussion of the two truths. The paramdrtha is free from the four extreme
positions of existence, etc. (68), and from all discursive development (pra-
pafica) (70). On this level there is no coming into existence (production), etc.,
of any kind of entity; and one cannot therefore even postulate the non-produc-
tion of an entity, for such a negation could only relate to what has objective
existence, which any entity does not (71—72).2*7 The samuvrt: has efficiency
(arthakriyasamarthya), however (64); and it allows the use of inferences
(anumdna, 75) and logical proofs (76—78). In Santaraksita’s system eternalism
and annihilation are then both equally rejected (82). And the elimination of
affects (samkleda) and the achievement of purification (vyavadana) as well as
the assembly of pure equipment (sambhdra) thus remain possible (83—85). Com-
passion (karund) finally is a distinguishing feature of those following the way
of the Tathédgata (96). And the Protector becomes the object of the devotion
of those who perceive that other systems lack substance (97).

Although the Madhyamakalamkara and its Vrtti are not available in the
original Sanskrit, a number of verses from the mala are to be found in the

28 Santaraksita has been counted by doxographers as belonging to the Satya-
karavada/Sakaravada branch of the Yogacara-Madhyamikas (see above, p. 89
note 286)—as have his disciple Kamalaéila and his predecessor Arya Vimuktisena—
because, while rejecting the view that the vijfidna is an ultimately real entity, he
has inclined toward the theory that cognition is endowed with an image at least on
the level of relativity (see Vrtti, fol. 57b 3). Cf. D. SeyrorT RUEGG, WZKSO 12—13
(1968), p. 307. But in the first part of his treatise Santaraksita has criticized the
Sautrantika and his Sakaravada (in its three versions, 23—34) as well as the
Vaibhagika and his Andkaravada (16—21, especially 20). And the Alikakaravada is
even presented as a higher philosophical stage ; ¢f. Y. Kasrvama, loe. cit., pp. 120—32,
140. (The Sanskrit of many of the relevant stanzas is to be found in Santaraksita’s
Tattvasamgraha, 1999 sq.).

297 See Haribhadra, Abhisamayalamkaraloka v. 8—9 (p. 838) who quotes verse 72:
na ca nirvisayah sadhu prayogo vidyate nafiah| vikalpapasrayatve va s@muvrtah syan
na tattvikah/| (See also op. cit., i. 27 [p. 45]).
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Pratyaksalaksanapariksd and the Bahirarthapariksi of the Tattvasamgraha,
while others correspond with Dharmakirti’s Praménavarttika on which work
Santaraksita drew in appropriate places in his treatise;?®8 it has also been
quoted by Haribhadra in his Abhisamayalamkaraloka and by Prajiiakaramati
in his Bodhicaryavatéarapafijiki. Both works are available in Tibetan transla-
tion. On this treatise there exists in Tibetan translation an extensive Paiijika
ascribed to Kamala&ila.29®

The Satyadvayavibhangapafijikd, a commentary on Jiidnagarbha’s Satya-
dvayavibhanga, is ascribed to Santaraksita.s¢ It is available only in a Tibetan
translation.

In addition to the works by Santaraksita included in the Madhyamaka
section of the bsTan"gyur, other sections of this collection contain treatises of
his dealing with logic—e.g. the Vipaficitartha on Dharmakirti’s Vadanyiya
which is available also in Sanskrit—and Tantra—e.g. the Tattvasiddhi (which
quotes Santideva’s Bodhicaryavatara).so1

Santaraksita’s Samvaravimsakavrtti, a work linked with Candragomin’s
Bodhisattvasamvaravims$aka, is of special interest as an example of a Yogacira-
Madhyamika treatise that lays particular emphasis on the Bodhisattva’s
ethico-spiritual praxis (caryd). It is to be observed that the Samvaravimsaka
is related to the teaching of the Bodhisattvabhiimi, a basic text of the Yoga-
cara/Vijiianavada school, and that (unlike e.g. the Siksasamuccaya) it there-
fore does not belong to the Madhyamaka tradition properly speaking,soz

Kamalasila

Kamalaéila (c. 740—795) was the disciple of Santaraksita. As mentioned
above, he wrote an extensive and valuable commentary (Paiijikd), now avail-
able only in Tibetan, on his teacher’s Madhyamakalamkara. As for his Pafijika
on Santaraksita’s Tattvasamgraha, it is as already noted an invaluable source
for the history of Indian philosophy, non-Buddhist as well as Buddhist; it
contains the first known reference in a Buddhist treatise to the Advaitadarsana,
which Kamalaéila mentions in his chapter on the Aupanisadikas’ doctrine of
the atman (on Tattvasamgraha 328).303

228 Madhyamakéalamkara 8 corresponds to Pramanavarttika i. 211, and Madhya-
makalamkara 26ab corresponds to Praméanavérttika iii. 138cd (cf. Tattvasamgraha
1251).

20? This commentary is said not to be by Kamalaéila in mKhas-grub-dGe-legs'-
dpal'bzan, rGyud-sde'spyitnam (ed. Lessing-Wayman), p. 90. lCan'skya'Rol'-
pa’irdoTje, Grub'mtha’, kha, fol. 6b, states that Dharmamitra has ascribed it to
Kamalasila(!?).

300 See above, p. 68 and note 224.

201 See above, note 266.

302 See above, p. 88.

203 Cf. H. Narkamura, HJAS 18 (1955), p. 104.—Concerning Kamalasila’s
citations of his predecessors, see E. STEINKELLNER, WZKSO 7 (1963), p. 116 sq.



94 David Seyfort Ruegg - The Literature of the Madhyamaka School

Kamaladila was invited to Tibet to carry on Santaraksita’s work there; and
like his master he played a leading part in the establishment of Buddhism and
the Yogacara-Madhyamaka in Tibet towards the end of the eighth century.
His role at the Council of Tibet (or council of bSam-yas) in opposing the
‘simultaneist’ teachings associated with the Chinese Hoshang Mahayana has
often been regarded as decisive by Tibetan writers;30t but their accounts have
been questioned in some recent research on the subject.3%s At all events, and
whatever the exact historical part played by Kamalaéila may in fact have
been during this famous debate on the process of attaining Awakening, his
gradualist theory on the subject is amply set out in his treatises on progressive
realization—the three Bhavanakramas—in which he deals with the interrelation
between calm (Samatha) of the mind and intellective insight (vipasyand@ or
prajfid) with respect to the understanding of reality.30¢ He died in Tibet in
about 795.307

Kamalaéila’s most extensive independent work is his Madhyamakaloka,
which is extant only in Tibetan translation. Based on both scripture (@gama)
and reasoning (yukti), this treatise expounds in detail the theory of the non-
substantiality of things according to the Yogicira-[Svatantrika-|Madhyamaka
system which maintains the doctrine of non-production in reality and of pro-
duction on the surface-level. The logical and epistemological problems con-
nected with this theory are extensively discussed in this work, which is there-
fore one of the most important of the Indian Madhyamaka treatises from these
points of view. Much attention is given also to soteriology, and in particular to
establishing that the teaching of the one vehicle (ekayina) is of certain mean-
ing (nitartha) by contrast with the opposed doctrine of three ultimately

304 For a study of this and connected events see P. DEMIEVILLE, Le concile de
Lhasa (Paris, 1952); G. Tucci, Minor Buddhist texts, ii (Rome, 1958); Y. IMAEDA,
JA 1975, pp. 125—46. See also the older article by E. OBerMILLER, JGIS 2 (1935),
pp. 1—11, and his preface to his publication of Kamalaéila’s third Bhadvanakrama in
Pamjatniki literatury naradov vostoka, Teksty, Malaja serija xvi (Moscow, 1963).

305 On this question see D. Urvama, T6hé gakuhd 35 (1964); P. DEMIEVILLE,
TP 56 (1970), p. 40 sq.; Y. ImaEDA, JA 1975, p. 140—1.

308 Compare in the Madhyamaka section of the bsTan-’gyur two works by
Vimalamitra concerned with this problem: the Cig'car’’jug'pa‘rnam*par-mi‘rtog"
pa’i‘bsgom-don and the Rim-'gyis-’jug-pa’i'sgom'don (below, p. 107).—The Tibetan
critics of the Hoshang Mahayana have attributed to him a teaching that is more or
less quietistic; but this description does not altogether tally with what is known
from the Chinese records (studied by P. Demiéville and his successors).—Kamala-
§ila’s first and third Bhavandkramas are preserved in Sanskrit and have been
edited by G. Tucci, Minor Buddhist texts, ii—iii (Rome, 1958 and 1971) (see also
above, note 304). The first exists also in a Chinese translation (Taishd 1664).—
For bibliographical particulars see A. Yuvama, I1J 17 (1975), p. 265 sq.

307 See E. FRAUWALLNER, WZKSO 5 (1961), pp. 143—4. (According to some
Tibetan accounts of the events, Kamalasila met his death as the victim of his
defeated opponents; see e.g. Bu'ston, Chos’byun, fol. 129b [ii, p. 196]. Cf. P.
DEMIEVILLE, Le concile de Lhasa, p. 11; G. Tucct, Minor Buddhist texts, ii, p. 45).
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distinet vehicles of liberation. In this connexion Kamalasila discusses also the
gotra and tathdgatagarbha theories, thus assuring them a much more prominent
place in later Madhyamaka thought than they had occupied in the works of
the earlier Madhyamikas.3®

As is to be expected of a treatise belonging to this school, the Madhyamaka-
loka contains discussions of Vijiidnavada doctrine. Regarding the three natures
—the parikalpita®, paratantra® and parinigpanna-svabhdva—accepted by the
Vijiianavada, it is argued that they have a propaedeutic function in philosophy
because an understanding of the first two may help one to avoid the twin
philosophical pitfalls of imputation (samdaropa) and denial (apavada); yet the
last two are not to be taken to be ultimate realities, and any canonical state-
ment representing them as such in fact constitutes a statement of provisional
indirect meaning (neydrtha) that is simply meant to introduce philosophically
inexperienced and fearful beginners to an understanding of non-production
and non-substantiality (avat@ranabhisamdhi) (fol. 166 b). Similarly, the doctrine
of cittamdtra may assist one to understand that no external object (bahyartha)
separate from cognition exists corresponding to the object of cognition, and
that the supposed duality of cognition (grahaka) and cognized object (grahya)
is false; but any canonical statement representing mind to be an entity that
exists in ultimate reality is merely a statement of provisional indirect meaning

308 Kamaladila was perhaps the first of the leading Madhyamaka masters to
incorporate the theory of the tathdgatagarbha into one of the main schools of
Madhyamaka thought. (But on Rahulabhadra and ‘Naga’ see above, pp. 54—57.)
The tathdgatagarbha and gotra theories occupy an important place also in the
writings of Dharmamitra (fI. ¢. 800 ?), and then in those of Abhayakaragupta and
other later Madhyamika masters (see the next chapter).

Since some of the problems connected with the tathdgatagarbha, the gotra and the
ekayana figured prominently in the history of Buddhist thought in Central Asia (e.g.
Khotan; cf. the ‘Book of Zambasta’) and China where the Yogacara-Madhyamaka
is not known to have been an influential school, the significance attached to these
philosophical topics cannot, however, be assumed to stem from the Yogacara-
Madhyamaka exclusively. This complex of doctrines is in fact already attested in a
number of Sutras as well as in the Ratnagotravibhéga, which is not frequently
quoted by the Indian scholars of the Madhyamaka until a quite late date (10th—
11th century). These doctrines have been especially carefully studied in the Tibetan
exegetical literature ; and the importance they assumed in Tibet may indeed be due
largely to the influence of the Yogacara-Madhyamaka school in that country (e.g. in
the domain of the Prajfidparamitéa-Madhyamaka synthesis; see the next chapter).
The Indo-Tibetan tradition based on the Ratnagotravibhiga, the fundamental
Indian Sastra on the tathdgatagarbha, however appears to have its origins else-
where.—As for the ekaydna theory, it is closely linked with the doctrine of the
tathagatagarbha and the prakrtistha-gotra. Cf. D. SEYFORT RUEGG, La théorie du
tathagatagarbha et du gotra (Paris, 1969), p. 177 sq.; Le traité du tathagatagarbha de
Bu'ston Rin'chen grub (Paris, 1973), pp. 9, 27 note, 69, 142 sq.; The gotra, ekayana
and tathagatagarbha theories of the Prajiiaparamita according to Dharmamitra and
Abhayéakaragupta, in: Prajfidparamitd and related systems (Studies in honor of
E. Conze, Berkeley, 1977), pp. 283—312; A. Kunst, Some aspects of the Ekayana,
ibid., pp. 313—26.
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meant to introduce the novice to the theory of pudgala-nairatmya (avatarana-
bhisamdhi) (fol. 170b). The cittamdtra doctrine of the Vijiidnavada is accord-
ingly nothing but a step on the way toward comprehension of the paramartha.
This interpretation is supported with quotations from the Lankavatarasitra,
as was already the case in Santaraksita’s Madhyamakalamkara-Vrtti.soe Tt is
furthermore to be noted that, for the Vijiianavada, the tathdgatagarbha teaching
refers only to tathatd, thus making possible the theory that there exist three
ultimately distinet vehicles of liberation (fol. 159 b);31% but, as already noticed,
Kamaladila rejects this last interpretation in favour of the theory of the
ekaydna, which he holds to be of certain meaning and according to which all
sentient beings (sarvasattva ) will attain Buddhahood. Kamalasila thus differed
significantly from the Vijiidnavada theory that understood the triyana as
three altogether separate paths leading to three ultimately different forms of
bodhi, and that also maintained the existence of a category of persons who are
permanently excluded from attaining Awakening.

Kamalaéila’s first Bhavanikrama (in the arrangement of the bsTan-’gyur)
begins by specifying that compassion (krpa, karuna), the bodhicitta and the
Bodhisattva’s practice (pratipatti) are the triad of factors leading to the omni-
science (sarvajfiati) of the buddha. Compassion is described as the root (miila)
of all buddhadharmas (§ 1 of Tucci’s edition of the Sanskrit text); and Kamala-
§ila explains how it is to be cultivated (§ 2). It is explained that it is a pre-
requisite for the bodhicitta (§ 3). This bodhicitta, which is described as consisting
essentially in the Bodhisattva’s practice, is then stated to be the seed (b7ja)
of all buddhadharmas (§ 4). Such practice consists in the conjunction of trans-
cending discriminative knowledge (prajfid) and means (updya), there being no
incompatibility whatsoever between these two factors which, when brought
to completion, are known as the perfections (pdramitd) (§§ 5—7). This practice
leads then to apratisthitanirvana, i.e. the nirvipa in which the Bodhisattva
does not fix himself because of his full complement of compassionate means,
although by praj#i@ he will have eliminated all errors that would fix him in
samsdra (§ 8). The first two stages of prajfid are the one consisting in learning
($rutamay?) whereby the sense of the scriptural tradition (dgama) is retained,
and the stage consisting in reflection (cint@mayi) whereby the final and certain
sense (nitdartha) of the teaching is distinguished from the provisional and
uncertain sense (neydrtha) and ultimate reality (bhita-artha, bhita-vastu-
svartipa) is realized through analysis based on both reasoning (yukii) and
scriptural tradition (§ 9). The function of dgamae and yukti are investigated
with respect to penetration of the non-origination (anutpida) and non-de-
struction (anirodha) of all dharmas, in keeping with the theory of the Middle
Way (§ 10). In connexion with cint@ there follows a critique, according to the

809 See above, note 293.

310 See D. SEYFORT RUEGG, La théorie du tathagatagarbha et du gotra, p. 277
note 3; Le traité du tathagatagarbha de Bu'ston Rin‘chen grub, pp. 31, 52 note, 99.
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principle of the absence of both a unitary and a multiple self-nature (ekane-
kasvabhdva), of the notions of material atoms (anpu) and a non-material con-
sciousness (vijfidna), and of the duality of ‘matter’ (ripa) and ‘mind’ (citta)
(§ 11). Next, the third stage of prajii@ consisting in meditative realization
(bhavanamay?) is described as leading to direct perception (pratyaksikarana)
of reality (bhata-artha) (§ 12 sq.). In the first place, calm (damatha) is to be
achieved for the sake of imperturbability of mind (cittasthirikarana) (§ 13);
Kamalaéila explains how this is to be brought about with reference to the nine
phases of the settling of mind, the six defects and the eight counteragents in
concentration (samddhi) (§ 14) and the four meditations (dhydna) (§ 15).
Following the Lankavatarasitra (x. 256—8, referred to above, p. 90), the
transcending of both external objects and idealism (cittamatra) and the topic
of non-conceptuality (nirvikalpasamadhi) and non-dual gnosis (advayajiiana)
are then taken up (§ 16); and Kamalasila expounds the paramatattvadarsana
of the Mahayana (§ 17). Through the process of understanding thus described,
the obstacles of the passions (klesgvarana) and the knowable (jiieydvarana)
are both eliminated (§ 18). A section is devoted to the distinction between
samurti and paramdrtha (§ 19). Kamalagila then returns to the subject of the
Path that leads (to the goal of buddhahood) through the conjunction of discri-
minative knowledge and means (‘prajiiopiyayuganaddhavihi margak) (§ 20).
And he concludes with further observations on pratipatti which does not
neglect analysis (pratyaveksand) (§21) and with a section on the stages of the
Path which begins with the adhimukticarydbhimi (§ 22), passes through the
ten stages of the Bodhisattva and culminates in the buddhabhims (§ 23).

The second Bhavanakrama is similarly devoted to a treatment of the causes
and conditions required for achieving the omniscience of the buddha. Such
omniscience cannot be attained without the appropriate cause (hetu), for it
could otherwise always arise without any effort ever being needed. He who
wishes to attain omniscience must accordingly cultivate the triad of great
compassion, the bodhicitta and means (updya). This involves both completing
the spiritual equipment (sambhara) of merit (punya) and gnosis (jigna), and
achieving apratisthitanirvina the root of which is great compassion. In order
to attain this goal, calm (damatha) and intellective insight (vipasyanrd, i.e.
bhatapratyaveksd) must be realized in conjunction. Under the rubric of vipasyana
Kamalaéila discusses the doctrine of the lack of difference in their onto-logical
status between the material (ra@pin) dharmas and mind (citta) and the mean-
ing of the canonical statement “The three levels of existence (dhdtu) are simply
citta’. And he observes that in ultimate reality (paramartha) citta also cannot
be real (bden pa = satya) because it perceives riipa and the other factors which
are false (altka) in nature; moreover, citfa is, as already stated, not different
in its onto-logical status from the false r@pa. There follows a detailed exposition
of the procedure to be employed in meditation. Attainment consists in the
realization of sanyatd endowed with all excellent modes (sarvakdravaropetd),
i.e. Emptiness inseparable from the six paramitds as means. Thus prajfiad and
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updya must operate simultaneously (cig car = yugapat), and the Path conveys
through their conjunction (yuganaddhavahin). In sum, with respect to realiza-
tion of the Middle Way, the Buddha has declared that the gnosis of the Omni-
scient has its root in compassion, its cause in the bodhicitta, and its issue in
means (compare the quotation from the Vairocanabhisambodhi found in the
Sanskrit text of Bhavanakrama I, § 7: sarvajiiajii@dnam karunamailam bodhicitta-
hetukam upayaparyavasinam).

The third Bhavanakrama is concerned more particularly with realization in
the form of concentration (samadhi), with special reference to the Path that
conveys through the conjunction of calm and intellective insight ($amathavi-
pasyandyuganaddhavaht margah). In fact all samddhis are subsumed under
damatha and vipadyand together. Here four noetic objects (alambanavastu) are
enumerated for meditation : (i) the nirvikalpapratibimbaka for which the image of
all dharmas and, for example, a Buddha-icon are objectified in damatha without
any conceptualization (vikalpa) pertaining to the understanding of reality, the
dharmas being those one has learnt and retained; (ii) the savikalpapratibimbaka
for which there is analysis through vipasyand which marks the vikalpa pertaining
to the understanding of reality; (iii) the vastuparyantati-alambana where Thus-
ness marked by the final limit of things (vastuparyantatalaksand tathatd ) is pene-
trated beginning with the first stage of the Bodhisattva, this being done in both
damatha and vipasyand,; and (iv) the karyaparinispatti-dlambana for which, as
a consequence of Samatha and vipadyand, there is complete accomplishment of
the required, characterized by elimination of the obstacles and associated with
transmutation of the psychic base (asrayapardvriti) on the succeeding stages
culminating in the buddhabhiimi. Here $amatha is defined as one-pointedness
of mind (cittaikdgratd), and vipasyand as accurate comprehension of reality
(bhatapratyaveksi) (§1). Describing next in detail how these two factors are
to be practised conjointly (§§2-4), Kamalasila observes that the form of
bhavand wherein the mind (manas) which has stopped analysis (vicdra) is
entirely free from discursivity (nirjalpaikarasa) and flows on in virtue of its
nature (svarasavahin) will arise only after vicara in vipasyana relating to
reality, i.e. the non-substantiality of pudgala and dharmas (§2, pp. 5 and 8).
Kamalasila then gives a brief statement (§ 5) and a long refutation (§ 6) of the
thesis of non-mentation (amanasikdra), non-direction of attention (asmrti),
non-thinking, and ataraxia or quietistic non-practice of the perfections. In
conclusion, the significance of the cultivation of sarvakaravaropetasinyatd is
explained. There is to be no cultivation of mind-only (cittamdtrasevana) with-
out noetic object (a@lambana). Expertness in means has to be cultivated, as
does accurate comprehension of reality; for practice (pratipatti) comprises
both prajfia and updya. This practice is necessarily progressive, gradual. Finally,
special reference is made to Nagarjuna’s teaching as comprising both scriptural
tradition and exact reasoning (§ 7).

Between the three Bhavanakramas there is considerable overlap and repeti-
tion. Kamalaéila clearly composed his three treatises for the purpose of re-
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futing what he considered to be serious misconceptions about the Path and
establishing the correct philosophical theory and meditational praxis of the
Mahiydna by means of concise explanations supported by quotations from
numerous Satras. And whether he in fact personally met in debate with the
Chinese Hoshang or not (see above), it seems that Kamala$ila composed the
Bhavanikramas in order to respond to and document problems under dis-
cussion at the ‘Council of Tibet’. It is to be noted at the same time that several
at least of the Siitras quoted—e. g. the Aksayamatinirdesa, Gayasirsa and Vimala-
kirtinirdesa on the relation between prajfid and upaya (I, §§ 5—7, 20 and IT1, §6)
and the Avikalpapravesadharani on the meaning of amanasikara (I, §17)—show
that some of the theses being propounded by the Hoshang which Kamalasila
has refuted were not being proposed for the first time in the history of Buddhist
thought; and just as the Hoshang could cite Siitra texts in support of his posi-
tion, Kamalasila was able to quote other canonical texts (often from the same
Stitras) which take up and reject views ascribed to the Hoshang. Since they
are among the relatively few later Madhyamaka texts extant in Sanskrit, and
because they contain important quotations from the Sanskrit texts of Sttras
otherwise available only in Chinese and Tibetan translations, the first and third
Bhiavanikramas now constitute our main original documentation for the study
of this school toward the end of the eighth century.

In addition, other works connected with the Madhyamaka and attributed to
Kamaladila are found in the bsTan-’gyur: the *Bhavanayogavatara ( ?) (a work
of the same type as Jiianagarbha’s Yogabhdvanipatha or °marga), the *Sarva-
dharmé(sva)bhivasiddhi, and the Tattvaloka. Kamalasila also composed com-
mentaries on the Saptasatikd Prajfiaparamita, the Vajracchedika,’1 and the
Salistamba(ka)siitra.

Later Yogicara- Madhyamikas

The Madhyamakanayasirasamisaprakarana by Vidyakaraprabha appears
to belong to the Yogacira-Madhyamaka school; following Santaraksita’s
Madhyamakalamkaravrtti (92), it discusses Yuktisastikd 35 in which it is
stated that the four elements (mahdbhiita) are contained in vijiidna. This work
employs the Vijiianavadin’s refutation of external objects and his establish-
ment of the internal (i.e. subjective) only (nan éam) as a preliminary to re-
futing the subjective also in accordance with the Madhyamika’s theory of non-
substantiality and $@nyatd on the level of ultimate truth. Vidyakaraprabha
collaborated with the Tibetan translator dPal-bréegs raksita in producing the
Tibetan version of his treatise, and he may therefore be placed c. 800.

811 While closely connected with Vasubandhu’s commentary on the Vajracche-
dika, this work emphasizes certain concepts of the Madhyamaka. Cf. G. Tucor,
Minor Buddhist texts, i (Rome, 1956), pp. 21 sq., 28, 131 sq.
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Another work belonging to the current of thought that sought to synthesize
the Vijfidnavada and the Madhyamaka is the short tract entitled Nirdkaraka-
rikas by Nandaéri, a Nepalese Pandit.

Jitari (whose name is also written Jetéri) is counted by doxographers as a
Yogacira-Svatantrika-Madhyamika (Samala-Alikakara branch). His Sugata-
matavibhanga-Karikas and Bhasya deal with the four main schools of Buddhist
thought. His discussion of the Madhyamaka begins (fol. 330b) with arguments
in favour of the principle that things have neither a unitary nor a multiple
nature in reality (a point stressed by Srigupta and Santaraksita for example)
and that they are as non-substantial as a sky-lotus. Unlike the Vijiianavadin
the Madhyamika does not postulate a vijfi@na existing in reality ( paramdrthatah ) ;
and his theory is quite free of the four extreme positions (anta) that posit
existence, non-existence, both, and neither. In the Bhagya (fol. 354a) Jitari
endeavours in particular to demonstrate that Dharmakirti was in agreement
with Nagarjuna and that he taught the Madhyamaka. Jitari also wrote trea-
tises on logic.312

Other late Yogacara-Madhyamikas will be mentioned below in the chapters
on the Madhyamaka-Prajfidparamita and Madhyamaka-Vajrayana syn-
theses.

312 Tt would appear that there were two masters named Jitari (or Jetéri), one
of whom lived ¢. 800 and the other ¢. 1000; ef. G. Tuccr, Minor Buddhist texts, i,
pp- 249—52. The later one is said to have been a teacher of Dipamkaradrijiidna and
also of Ratnakarasanti.

The Sugatamatavibhangakarikds are virtually identical with the verses of
Aryadeva’s Jhidnasdrasamuccaya (see below, p. 106) which deal with the Vaibhasika,
Sautrantika, Yogicara and Madhyamaka schools. The colophon states that the
author was born in Bengal. The Sugatamatavibhangabhagsya has been assigned to
the tenth century by Kenjo SHIRASAKI, IBK 27/1 (1978), p. 493. (Verses correspond-
ing to the Karikas are found quoted in Moksakaragupta’s Tarkabhéasa, as well as
in the Subhasitasamgraha where the last three are ascribed to Saraha.)



THE MADHYAMAKA-PRAJNAPARAMITA SYNTHESIS

Beside the Yogacara-Madhyamaka synthesis discussed in the last chapter
there exists a synthesis of the Madhyamaka with the tradition of the Abhisa-
mayélamkara, a fundamental Sastra of the Prajiaparamitd doctrine which is
ascribed (like the basic Sastras of the Yogacara/Vijiianavada system) to Mai-
treya(natha).s1® This synthesis is traced back at least as far as the sixth century to
Arya Vimuktisena, who composed the earliest commentary now available on the
Abhisamayalamkara: the Vrtti which relates this treatise to the text of the
Paficavimséatisahasrikd Prajiidparamitd, one of the large Prajiidparamita-
Siitras.®1t Arya Vimuktisena was followed in this same line of thought by
Bhadanta Vimuktisena (sixth or seventh century ?), the author of a Varttika
on the Abhisamayalamkira.31s

The connexion between Madhyamaka thought and the Paramita-yana is of
course even older. Nagarjuna himself is generally supposed to have been closely
linked with it.?2¢ And the *Upade$a (Ta-chih-tu-lun) attributed to (a) Nagar-
juna is in fact formally a commentary on the Paficavimséatisahasrika.s1? The
Prajfidparamitdstotra ascribed to Rahulabhadra has also been mentioned
above.318 Moreover, while the bond between the prajidparamita and Madhya-
maka philosophy is evident from many of the treatises of the school, the first
five paramitds are intimately connected with the Bodhisattva’s practice, a topic
that has been dealt with in a host of works by Madhyamika authors beginning
with Nagarjuna and Aryadeva.’1

A very important later representative of this movement was Haribhadra,
who flourished in the later part of the eighth century, in the reign of the Pila
king Dharmapila (rg. c. 770—810 or 775—812).320 Haribhadra was a disciple of

13 Cf. D. SevrorT RUEGG, La théorie du tathagatagarbha et du gotra, pp. 39—55,
on the problem of the identity of Maitreya(ndtha), with a bibliography of the
question.

s14 See above, p. 87.

315 On Arya Vimuktisena and Bhadanta Vimuktisena see D. SEYFOrRT RUEGG,
WZKSO 12—13 (1968), pp. 303—17.

s16 See above, p. 6.

317 See above, p. 32.

a8 See above, p. 54.

s19 For example in the Ratnévali, *Bodhisambhéara-sastra, and the commentary
on the Dagdabhtimikastitra, all attributed to Nagarjuna; in Aryadeva’s Catuhdataka;
in Candrakirti’s Madhyamakavatara, etc.

320 See the colophon of the Abhisamayalamkaraloka. — On the dates of the Pila
kings see D. C. Sircar, JAS (Bengal) 18 (1976), p. 98, who proposes a slightly
different chronology from R. C. MaJUMDAR’s. See also Sircar, XIX. Deutscher
Orientalistentag (ZDMG Supplementa 111, 2, 1977), pp. 964—9.
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Vairocanabhadra, and also according to Tarandtha of Santaraksita;t he
worked at the Trikatuka Vihara. He is renowned as the author of the very
extensive Abhisamayalamkaraloka Prajfiaparamitavyakhya—a commentary on
the Abhisamayilamkara which relates it to the text of the Astasidhasriki Pra-
jliaparamiti—, of a shorter Sastra-Vrtti in verse (the ‘Sphutdrtha’) and of an
explanation of the Samcayagathas, and also as the editor of a version of the
Paficavims$atisahasrika. By some doxographers Haribhadra is considered to
belong to the Nirmala-Alikakaravadin branch of the Yogacara-Svatantrika-
Madhyamaka.s22

To this same current of thought belonged also Buddhajfiana(pada), a disciple
of Haribhadra,*** who thus was a representative of Santaraksita’s Yogacara-
Madhyamaka school. He seems to be the author of a Pafijikd on the Samcaya-
gathas3?t and, perhaps, of the Mahayanalaksanasamuccaya. At the same time
he was an important master of the Vajrayana and the founder of the Jiiina-
pida lineage of the Guhyasamaja tradition.

Another representative of this synthesis was Dharmamitra, the author of the
Abhisamayalamkarakarika-prajfiaparamitopadesadastratika. In the colophon of
the Tibetan translation of this work, the only text of it available, he is referred to
as an Acarya of the Madhyamaka born in Banla (i.e. Bangala ?). Dharmamitra
is placed in the reign of a son of King Dharmapala by Taranatha,32® who makes
him a contemporary of Dharmottara (f. ¢. 800), Vimalamitra and Dharma-
kara.?2¢ Dharmamitra would thus be an immediate successor of Haribhadra. At
the very beginning of his commentary he mentions in particular Nagarjuna; he
also refers to Maitreyanatha as the Yogécara author of the Mahayanasiitralam-

321 Bu'ston, Chos’byun, fol. 111b—112a (ii, p. 157); Taranatha, rGya gar-chos
"byun, p. 166—9.

322 For Haribhadra’s explanatlons of the nirakarajfidnavada and sakarajfidnavada
see his Abhisamayalamkaraloka iv. 14—17. — Cf. *Jamdbyans-bZad-pa Nag-dban--
bréon*’grus, Phar'phyin‘mtha’dpyod, i, fol. 11b (= p. 23); Grub'mtha’*chen'mo,
fol. 131a—132a.

323 Bu'ston, Chos’byun, fol. 112b (ii, p. 1569—60) ; *Gos'gZon'nu'dpal, Deb-ther:-
snon'po, ja, fol. 7b (i, p. 367 sq.) ; Taranatha, rGya-gar-chos-’byun, pp. 157, 166—9;
*Jam'dbyans-b¥ad-pa-Nag-dban-bréon-’grus, Grub-mtha’ chen'mo, fol. 132a. Tara-
natha (p. 195) makes him a contemporary of King Dharmapala.

s24 This work translated by Vidyakarasimha and dPal'bréegs (and the author of
which is Buddhagrijfidna according to the bsTan-’gyur) is ascribed to Buddhajiié-
napada by Bu'ston (Chos’byun, fol. 112b 6 [ii, p. 159]) and the Deb ther'snon'po,
ja, fol. 8a (i, p. 367). Buddhajiiana-pada/Buddhasrijiiina is thus to be distinguished
from the Buddhaérijiiina mentioned below, p. 117.

325 Taranatha, rGya-gar-chos’byun, p. 171.

326 Taranatha distinguishes this Dharmamitra from the Vaibhasika master of the
same name who wrote a Tikd on Gunaprabha’s Vinayasatra (rGya-gar-chos:’byun,
p- 152—153). This earlier Dharmamitra is in fact reported to have been a pupil of
Gunaprabha (see Bu'ston, Chos*’byun, fol. 113b2 [ii, p. 161]), which would make
him approximately a contemporary of Arya Vimuktisena. — Dharmakara(datta)
was the religious name of Arcata (c. 730—90 ?) (¢f. Durvekamiéra, Arcataloka [GOS
ed.], p. 233).
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kara, and to Kamalasila. His work is generally known as the Prasphutapada;
it is a commentary on Haribhadra’s shorter explanation of the Abhisamayalam-
kara, the Sastravrtti (‘Sphutartha’).?2” In his treatment of the prakrtistha-gotra,
one of the basic topics of the Abhisamayalamkara, in the first chapter of his
work Dharmamitra discusses the tathdgatagarbha (fol. 54a); he thus differs from
the two Vimuktisenas and Haribhadra and follows Kamalasila who, as already
noted, introduced the tathagatagarbha and ekayana theories into his presenta-
tion of Madhyamaka thought.328

Abhayakaragupta, the author of a commentary on the Astasihasrika Prajiia-
paramitad entitled Marmakaumudi, was also a leading later representative of
this current of thought, as well as of the Yogacara-Svitantrika-Madhyamaka
school in general and of the Madhyamaka-Vajrayana synthesis.329

327 Cf. Bu'ston, Chos*’byun, fol. 105al—2 (ii, p. 140); Taranatha, rGya‘gar-chos'-
’byun, p. 153.

28 See above, p. 96, and D. SEvrorT RUErca, The gotra, ekaydna and tathagata-
garbha theories according to Dharmamitra etc., in Prajfidparamita and related
systems (Studies in honor of E. Conze, Berkeley, 1977), pp. 283—312.

320 On this master see below, p. 114—15.



MADHYAMAKA AND VAJRAYANA

Another religio-philosophical movement to have a very important influence
among the Madhyamikas especially during the last centuries of the first millen-
nium P.C. was the Vajrayana, also known as Mantrayana (as the correlative
of the Paramitiyana) or Tantrism. Since, beside the Yogacara, the chief
theoretical source of the Vajrayana is to be found in Madhyamaka thought the
connexion between the two cannot be deemed secondary or external. The syn-
thesis that came about between the two, which represents a confluence and
coordination of theory and praxis, is now only partially accessible to us through
written documents and the iconological study of the art of the Vajrayana; it
was indeed to a great extent an acroamatic tradition communicated through
the Guru’s oral instructions and adapted in principle to the intellectual capacity
and psychological propensities of each disciple individually. Although it is not
possible here to discuss this important current of thought, it is indispensable
to say at least a few words concerning the links between the Vajrayana and the
Madhyamikas.330

One of the contral figures in this movement was Arya Nagarjuna. This Vajra-
yanist master bore the same name as the teacher revered by the Madhyamikas
as the originator of their school. The first and presumably most important of
the Vajrayanists to have this illustrious namess! seems to have lived in the
seventh (or at the latest in the eighth) century. The Bodhicittavivarana may

330 Already I-ching (635—713) mentions Nagarjuna’s having studied theVidyadha-
rapitaka; see E. CHAVANNES, Mémoire composé & 1’époque de la grande dynastie
T’ang sur les religieux éminents qui allérent chercher la loi dans les pays d’Occident
(Paris, 1894), p. 102. About the year 400 the great Serindian Madhyamika master
Kumaérajiva, who was established in Kuda and had close links with Ka$mir, is
credited with the translation of a ‘Tantrik’ text, the Mahamaytri (Vidyarajii)
(Taisho 988) — a work with which ‘Néga’ has indeed been connected by the Maii-
jusrimalakalpa (liii. 450). Much later, ¢. 1000, Shih-hu translated into Chinese works
by Nagarjuna and Téantrik texts. In India, beside works by Tantrika Madhyamikas
mentioned below, a Tikd on the Anantamukhanirhadradharani was composed by
Jiidnagarbha in the eighth century (on him see above, p. 69). — Since this book is
concerned with the philosophical literature of the Madhyamaka school in the strict
sense, works dealing with practice and Tantra can here only be referred to briefly.
(The distinction between Madhyamaka treatises as such and other kinds of works
written by Madhyamikas was adopted also in the classifications of the Tibetan
authorities, who of course did not thereby wish to contest the complementarity and
indeed indivisibility of theory and praxis, and the ultimate coincidence of parami-
tanaya and mantranaya).

331 There may well have been more than one Tantrika named Nagarjuna (see the
literature cited below, note 333).
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well be his composition;?*? and he was most probably the author also of the
commentary on the Guhyasamaja (the Tantratikia) and of the Paficakrama,
and thus the founder of the Arya lineage belonging to the Guhyasamaja tra-
dition. This Nagarjuna was presumably the disciple of one of the most famous
of the early Vajrayanist masters, Saraha, who is also known as Rahulabhadra.333
Nagabodhi has been mentioned above (p. 57, together with ‘Naga’); he
appears to have been a disciple of Arya Nagarjuna and a teacher of Vajrabodhi
(c. 671—741).

This Vajrayanist lineage evidently included other masters bearing the names
of (earlier) Madhyamika Acaryas. Candrakirti-pada is the author of a famous
commentary on the Guhyasamaja entitled Pradipoddyotana.?* Aryadeva-pada

332 This work is apparently quoted by Haribhadra, Abhisamayalamkaloka ii. 1.
A Tibetan translation of it was made by Jayananda and mDosde*’bar (see below,
. 114).
P 33 This teacher-disciple relationship between Saraha — Rahulabhadra and Arya
Nagarjuna seems to have been projected back by some traditions to the relationship
between Néagarjuna, the author of the MMK, and an earlier Rahulabhadra, the
author of the Prajiidparamitéstotra, who appears to have been a successor of
Nagarjuna I; see above, p. 54. — A Rahulabhadra is listed as a disciple of
Buddhajiiana along with Dipamkarabhadra ('Gos'gZon‘nu-dpal, Deb*ther-siion-po,
ja, fol. 9b [i, p. 371]). The Bodhisattvagocarapari$uddhisttrarthasamgraha in-
cluded in the Madhyamaka section of the bsTan-’gyur is ascribed to (a) Rahula-
bhadra.

The history and lineages of the Siddhas and Tantrika masters remains very
obscure for us, and our sources sometimes give quite divergent accounts of them
so that it is not yet possible to fit them coherently into the history of Indian and
Buddhist thought. On the subject cf. G. Tuccr, Animadversiones indicae, JPASB
26 (1930), p. 138 sq. (= Opera minora, i, p. 209 sq.), and Tibetan painted scrolls, i
(Rome, 1949), pp. 214, 231; S. Livr, BSOS 6 (1930—32), p. 417 sq.; Rahula Sim-
KRTYAYANA, JA 1934, p. 209 sq.; H. HorrMANN, Beitrdge zur indischen Philologie
und Altertumskunde (Festschrift W. Schubring, Hamburg, 1951), p. 142; A. Way-
MAN, The Buddhist Tantras (New York, 1973), p. 14 sq., and Yoga of the Guhya-
samdjatantra (Delhi, 1977); P. KvAERNE, An anthology of Buddhist Tantric songs
(Oslo, 1977), p. 4 sq. (with bibliography, p. 270).

33¢ Buddhist tradition has distinguished between those writings of Candrakirti
that belong to the Sutra system (mdo lugs), such as the Madhyamakavatara and
the commentaries on Nagarjuna’s and Aryadeva’s treatises, and those that belong
to the Mantra system (snags lugs), such as the Pradipoddyotana; but it ascribes
both categories to one and the same person. (The case is thus comparable with that
of Nagérjuna himself, between different categories of whose works Buddhist
tradition has clearly distinguished while at the same time ascribing them to the same
author).

The *Trisarana[gamanalsaptati contained in the Madhyamaka section of the
bsTan’gyur is presumably by the Tantrika author since it not only picks up the
aklistajriana theme of the Bodhicittavivarana but refers to seven pitakas including
the vidyadharapitaka (fol. 293b5 and 294a7). Verse 33 seems to be quoted by
Haribhadra, Abhisamayalamkaraloka i. 3 (p. 8-9).

On a later Candrakirti who lived in the eleventh century, see above, p. 81.

Concerning the Pradipoddyotana and the related literature, cf. A. WAYMAN,. -
~ Yoga of the Guhyasamajatantra (Delhi, 1977). &
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is the author of the Cittavisuddhiprakarana,’ss which is connected in its sub-
ject-matter with Arya Nagarjuna-pida’s Paficakrama.sss He is perhaps also
the author of the Jildnasdrasamuccaya, a not specifically Tantrika work in-
cluded in the Madhyamaka section of the bsTan-’gyur which describes inter alia
the doctrines of the later schools of Indian philosophy, Brihmanical as well as
Buddhist.**” According to this treatise the Madhyamika does not accept the
vijiidna as a real entity because it has neither a single nor a multiple own being
(ekanekasvabhdva ), just like a sky-lotus; for him reality (tattva) is free from
the four positions postulated in dichotomizing conceptualization (viz. existence,
non-existence, both, and neither) (fol. 30b). To this line of masters may belong
a (later) Santideva known also as Bhusuku,32® as well as a Bhavya,.33?

The Indo-Tibetan records frequently identify these Vajrayanist masters with
the illustrious teachers of the earlier Madhyamaka school whose names they
bore, and to whom these records accordingly ascribe extraordinarily long life-
spans. However, at the same time, these records often differentiate very clearly
between distinct phases in these masters’ teachings—such as the so-called Satra-
system and Mantra-system—so that the identification of the persons of these
masters did not in fact necessarily result in confusion by the doxographers of
distinct doctrines.

In addition to Santaraksita and Kamalaéila who were also Vajrayanists
several later masters, many of whose works are included in the Madhyamaka
section of the bsTan'’gyur, are known as representatives of the Madhyamaka-
Vajrayana synthesis.

Kambalapada wrote a Mandalavidhi and the Prajiidparamitopadeda (both
of which works are found in the Madhyamaka section of the Peking bsTan-’gyur),
as well as the Navagloki34? on the Prajfidparamita together with an abridge-
ment and a commentary. He is regarded by doxographers as a Yogacara-Sva-
tantrika-Madhyamika (Nirmala-Alikakara branch). In his Alokamala he makes
very extensive use of Yogacara ideas.34!

335 This is the title of the work as quoted in the Subhasitasamgraha and as edited
by P. PaTeEL (Santiniketan, 1949). The bsTan'gyur has Cittavaranavi$odhana-
nama-prakarana (for the text it ascribes to Aryadeva) and CittaratnaviSodhana
(for the text it ascribes to Indrabhiiti-pada). The relation between these two works,
apparently translated about the same time (eleventh century), is not clear.

336 The Tantrika Aryadeva is also known as Karnari or Kanheri; cf. G. Tuccr,
JPASB 26 (1930), p. 141 (= Opera minora, i, p. 211).

337 Cf. S. Yamagucar, Chigan bukkyd ronks (Kyoto, 1944), pp. 256—431;
K. Mimaxki, La réfutation bouddhique de la permanence des choses (Paris, 1976),
pp. 186—9. See also above, note 312.

338 Cf. Bu'ston, Chos’byun, fol. 114a; A. Przzari, Santideva (Florence, 1968),
pp- 4 sq., 44—45, 87—89; H. HOFFMANN, Asien: Tradition und Fortschritt (Fests.
H. Hammitzsch, Wiesbaden, 1971}, p. 207 sq.

339 He is perhaps the author of the Madhyamakaratnapradipa mentioned above,
p. 66. A Paiijikd on the Paficakrama was composed by a certain Bhavya-kirti, as
well as a commentary on the Pradipoddyotana.

320 Cf. G. Tucer, Minor Buddhist texts, i (Rome, 1956), pp. 211—31.

311 In the bsTan"’gyur there is found a commentary entitled Alokamalatika on
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Advayavajra—also evidently known as Maitri-pida, a master who is re-
ported to have rediscovered the Ratnagotravibhaga—is the author of the
Tattvaratnavali, Tattvaprakasa, Madhyamasatka and other treatises in which
short outlines are given of the main doctrines of the Buddhist philosophical
schools. 342

Krsnapada is the author of the Madhyamakapratityasamutpada and the
Bodhisattvacaryavataraduravabodhananirnaya, as well as of other short works
included in the Madhyamaka section of the bsTan-’gyur.343

Mention should finally be made here of two works by Vimalamitra that are
included in the Madhyamaka section of the bsTan-’gyur. The first is a treatise
on non-conceptual (nirvikalpa) meditative realization (bhavand) in which
entry is simultaneous (cig car = yugapad) entitled Cig-car-’jug'pa-rnam-par--
mi-rtog-pa’i bsgom-don, and the second is a longer text on meditative realization
in which entry is gradual entitled Rim gyis-’jug-pa’i- (b)sgom-don. According to
the colophons both texts were translated into Tibetan by Ye'$es-sde. And their
author Vimalamitra, who thus evidently flourished by the end of the eighth
century, is apparently to be identified with the master of the same name, a
contemporary of Santaraksita and Kamalasila, who was one of the more pro-
minent and influential figures in the early history of Buddhism in Tibet and
who is counted as one of the chief teachers of the rfogs chen tradition of the
rNin'ma school of Tibetan Buddhism. These two treatises belong to the same
category as the works on bkdvand by Jiidnagarbha and Kamalasila mentioned
earlier.

Further representatives of the last period of the Madhyamaka school in
India who were at the same time Vajrayanists—and some of whom in addition

Kam(b)ala(pada)’s Alokamals (sNan'ba’i‘phren-ba) ascribed to Asvabhiva, whom
Taranatha appears to make an approximate contemporary of Jiidnagarbha and
Kambala and describes as an advocate of the Vijfiapti-Madhyamaka (rram rig gi
dbu ma) (rGya-gar-chos*’byun, p. 152). Aceording to M. Harrori, Digniga on per-
ception (Cambridge, Mass., 1968), p. 5, Asvabhava preceded Dharmapdla in the
Yogacara/Vijidnavada school. Is this then another Asvabhava ? — On Kambala/
Kamala see G. Tucci, Minor Buddhist texts, i, p. 213. See also Taranatha, rGya-
gar-chos*’byun, pp. 144, 146, 152; bKa’-babs-bdun'gyi'rnam-thar (transl. A. GRUN-
WEDEL, p. 53 sq.)-

34z Cf., *Gos'gZon'nu-dpal, Deb-thersiion‘po, cha, fol. 9b—10a (i, pp. 347—9); da,
fol. 2a sq. (ii, p. 842); D. SEvyrorT RUEGG, La théorie du tathdgatagarbha et du
gotra, pp. 36—39. He lived in the 10th—11th century. — On the Madhyamasatka of
Advayavajra/Maitripada see S. K. PaTrAK, ALB 25 (1961), pp. 539—49.

343 A Krsna is included in a list of Dipamkarasrijfidna’s teachers given by
*Gos gZon nudpal, Deb-ther'snon‘po, ca, fol. 2a (i, p. 243—4) ; he was a contempo-
rary of Naropd (Nadapada), Jitari and Ratnakarasanti. Dipamkaraérijiiana trans-
lated a Triskandhasddhana by a Krsna-pada. This Krsnapada might perhaps be
the same person as the collaborator of Nag'ého*Chul'khrims'rgyal'ba (born in 1011)
in the translation of Candrakirti’s Madhyamakavatara-karikas; or he may be a
namesake.—On the masters bearing this name cf. D. L. SNELLGROVE, Hevajratan-
tra, i (London, 1959), p. 13 note. o
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made extensive use of the Prajfidparamita and Yogacara/Vijfianavada philo-
sophies and thus contributed to the elaboration of a synthesis of several cur-
rents of thought in later Indian Buddhism—will be mentioned in the next

chapter.



THE LAST PERIOD OF THE INDIAN MADHYAMAKA SCHOOL

Bodhibhadra, Dharmakirti (Dharmapala) and Dipamkarasrijiiana

Bodhibhadra (f. ¢. 1000), a master at Nalanda and a teacher of Dipamkara-
érijidna, wrote a Nibandhana on Aryadeva-pada’s Jiidnasirasamuccaya,sst
Like the text on which it comments, it is of interest for the later history of the
doctrines of the Indian philosophical schools, Buddhist and Brahmanical. Ac-
cording to this commentary (28), for the Madhyamika absolute reality (tattva)
is free from the four extreme positions postulated in the form of the ‘tetralem-
ma’ (catuskoti ) within the frame of dichotomizing conceptualization (vikalpa ),
viz. existence (of the Vijfianavadin’s vijfidna), non-existence (according to the
Lokayata’s doctrine), neither, and both. It is explained that reality has been
stated not to be some thing that is without both existence and non-existence
(g7its dan bral ba’t bdag 7iid ) in order to remove the idea that there exists some
kind of entity having a mode of being between existence and non-existence
(trtiya-rasi), in conformity with the principle of the excluded middle. And
because the Madhyamika therefore asserts no dogmatically postulated onto-
logical position concerning the existence of any kind of entity his theory cannot
be attacked (fol. 51 b).245 Turning to the systematic analysis of the samurti level,
Bodhibhadra mentions both the doctrine of Bhavya and his school and that of
Santaraksita and his school; according to the first an image (snan ba) is not
made the object of valid cognition (’jal ba ), and according to the second inter-
nal knowledge appears in various forms, no mental entity (snan ba’s drios po)
being however ultimately real. With respect to praxis, the Madhyamika is of
course to engage in spiritual training (siksa) (fol. 51 b—52a).

Bodhibhadra also composed important works on the Bodhisattva’s vows
(samuvara )31 and on yoga and meditation.

Dharmakirti of Suvarnadvipa (fl. ¢. 1000), another of Dipamkaradrijfiana’s
principal teachers, was born in a royal house of Indonesia. His major work, a

384 Cf. K. Mimaxi1, La réfutation bouddhique de la permanence des choses (Paris,
1976), pp. 190—207.

345 See Nagarjuna, Vigrahavydvartani 29 and 59; Aryadeva, Catuhdataka xvi.
25; Santaraksita, Madhyamakalamkira 68.

386 One such work is entitled Bodhisattvasamvaravims$aka-Paifijika. Together
with Santaraksita’s Samvaraviméakavrtti, this work depends on Candragomin’s
Bodhisattvasamvaraviméaka and thus belongs to the Yogéacara-Madhyamaka
synthesizing movement (see also above, pp. 88, 93). Bodhibhadra also wrote
a short Bodhisattvasamvaravidhi included in the Madhyamaka section of the
bsTan"’gyur.
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Tika on the Abhisamayalamkara entitled Dur[ava]bodhaloka, was composed
in the town of Vijayanagara/Vijayapura (rNam'par-rgyalba’i-gron) in the
kingdom of Suvarnadvipa (gSer-glin)*” at the time of King Srf Cidamanivar-
man (dPal'gCug-gimor-bu’i-go-cha).?4

Dipamkaraérijiiana’s master known as Dharmapila (Chos'skyon) is credited
with a work entitled Siksisamuccayabhisamaya. Two other works, the
Bodhisattvacaryavatara-sattrimsatpindartha and the Bodhisattvacaryavata-
rapindartha, are connected with him in the bsTan-gyur (which states that
they were requested by his disciples Kamalaraksita and Dipamkaraérijfiana).s4®
Although these works are very brief, their author has been given an important
place inthehistory oflater Buddhist thought as the teacher of Dipamkarasrijiidna.

The epithet ‘of Suvarnadvipa’ (gSer-glin-pa) is given to the above-mentioned
Dharmakirti and to Dharmapila, and these are evidently two names of one
and the same person.

Dharmakirti of Suvarnadvipa was, however, not a Midhyamika but a follower
of the Satyakara- or Sakara-Vijiiinavada who held the Madhyamaka to be of
indirect meaning (meydrtha) according to a biography of Dipamkarasrijfidna
(the rNam thar rgyas pa, fol. 12a). According to this same source (fol. 5a—b,
12a—b and 24b—25a), his great disciples were Jiianasrimitra and Ratnakirti—
both of whom are described also as Sakara-Vijiianavadins—, Ratnikarasanti—
a follower of the Alikdkara- or Nirdkara-Vijiianaviada who held his version of
this doctrine to be the true Madhyamaka (the so-called ‘Vijiiapti-Madhya-
maka’)—, and Dipamkaraérijiiana—a Madhyamika who followed Candrakirti
although he had received instruction also in the synthesizing Yogicara-Madhya-
maka from Avadhiitipada and in the ‘Vijiapti-Madhyamaka’ from Ratnikara-
§anti (see below, Appendix II).

Dipamkaraérijiiina, who is very frequently known by the appellation Atisa,
was born in a royal lineage—according to some sources that of Sahor/Za‘hor—

347 Suvarpadvipa is apparently to be identified as Sumatra (and perhaps also
Java, and Malaysia; Suvarnabhiimi on the other hand is Burma); cf. G. CoEDES,
Les états hindouisés d’Indochine et d’Indonésie? (Paris, 1964), pp. 259, 264.—
A certain Guru and Bhiksu Paindapatika of Yavadvipa and Suvarnadvipa is cited
in Dipamkaraérijiiana’s Bodhimargadipapafijika (fol. 336b 3).

348 As an important artistic creation attesting the significance of the Prajiia-
paramitd in Indonesia mention may be made of the famous image from C{h)andi
Singhasari which has been described as the portrait of a thirteenth century queen
identified with Prajidparamité (this image is in the Rijksmuseum voor Volken-
kunde in Leiden). Such an identification of a queen with Prajfidparamita is also
known from Champa in the twelfth century. — See G. COEDES, op. cit., pp. 31718,
341. Cf. E. Conze, Thirty years of Buddhist studies (Oxford, 1967), p. 246 sq.

349 The bsTan ’gyur no. 5280 seems to ascribe at least the first of the two works
directly to these two disciples, but the colophons are not quite clear. Bu'ston has attri-
buted the Bodhicaryavatarapindartha to Suvarnadvipa(-Dharmapala) (Chos*’byun,
fol. 159a). These two texts were translated into Tibetan by Dipamkaradrijiidna
and Nag-ého Loéa‘ba; they are summaries ot the Bodhicaryavatéra.
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in Bengal ¢. 982. After having been the disciple of the best teachers of North-
eastern India—such as Bodhibhadra, Jitari, Krsnapada, and Ratnakarasanti—
he is said to have travelled to Suvarnadvipa, with whose kings the Pala rulers
of Northeastern India had long entertained relations,®° to study there with
Dharmakirti. Following his return to India Dipamkaraérijfiana became re-
nowned as one of the most eminent teachers of his time. At Vikramasila he was
instated as abbot under King Mahipala (rg. ¢. 988—1038 or 977—1027) and was
reconfirmed in this office under King Nayapala (rg. ¢. 1038—1054 or 1027—
1043). Owing to his great fame as a master at one of the most illustrious Bud-
dhist monastic seminaries—and perhaps also because of his reputed connexion
with the royal house of Za-hor from which Santaraksita, the great Upadhyaya
and Acarya-Bodhisattva of the Tibetans at the time of the old kingdom, was
said to have issued—he was invited, on the advice of Ye'Ses”’od of the royal
house of mNa’ris, by King ’od‘lde and the Prince-Monk (lha béun) Byan-
chub-’od to the kingdom of western Tibet. He arrived there in 1042 and col-
laborated at the monastery of (m)Tho-l(d)in with the great translator Rin-chen-
bzan'po (958—1055), who had himself studied in Kaémir. With him Dipam-
karagrijiana undertook the Tibetan translation of his teacher Dharmakirti’s
Dur[ava]bodhiloka and in addition revised the Tibetan translation of the
Abhisamayalamkara. A few years later Dipamkaraérijiidna arrived in central
Tibet. First in India and then in Tibet he worked closely with his disciple
Nag-ého-Chul'khrims-rgyal-ba (born in 1011), with whom he translated many
fundamental texts of the Madhyamaka including Bhavaviveka’s Madhyama-
kahrdayakarikas, Tarkajvala and Madhyamakarthasamgraha, Candrakirti’s
Paficaskandhaprakarana, and Dharmapila’s Bodhisattvacaryavatarapindar-
tha, Sattriméatpindartha and Siksisamuccayabhisamaya, as well as Vasuban-
dhu’s Mahayanasamgrahabhasya and Gunaprabha’s Bodhisattvabhiimivrtti. In
central Tibet he worked also very closely with his disciple 'Brom-ston-rGyal:
ba’i-’byun-gnas (1005—1064), the founder of the bKa’-gdams-'pa school. Di-
pamkaragrijiana died at sNe-than in central Tibet c. 1054.%1

Among Dipamkaragrijidna’s best-known works is the Bodhipathapradipa
composed at (m)Tho-lin at the request of Byan-chub-’od. A short guide to the
path of Awakening, it is one of the basic works of the bKa’gdams-pa and
dGelugs'pa schools in Tibet; and its classification of practisers of the path into
three types—the lesser, the middling and the superior—was employed for ex-
ample by Conrkha’pa in his treatises on the graded path (lam rim).3ss

350 Cf. R. C. MAJUMDAR, History of ancient Bengal (Calcutta, 1971), pp. 116, 525,
582. The historicity of this voyage has however been questioned.

851 Cf. A. CHATTOPADHYAYA, Atisa and Tibet (Calcutta, 1967); H. Emver, Be-
richte iiber das Leben des Ati$a (Dipamkaraérijiigana) (Bonn, 1977). Cf. also G.
Tucct, Rin ¢’en bzan po e la rinascita del buddhismo nel Tibet intorno al mille (Indo-
Tibetica ii, Rome, 1933).

22 On this work see H. EiMeER, Bodhipathapradipa (Wiesbaden, 1978), which
contains an edition and German translation.
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The Bodhipathapradipa has a commentary attributed to Dipamkarasrijfiana
himself the title of which is given in our sources as Bodhimargadipa-paiijika.ss?
In addition to expanding on the outline of the path given in the basic text, this
commentary sketches the history of the Madhyamaka school and its basic
doctrines. Among the latter special attention is given to four ‘great reasons’
(gtan CEhigs: hetu) employed by the Madhyamika in establishing the under-
standing of the non-substantiality of all dharmas: (i) the ‘reason’ analysing the
(supposed) production of a product;*: (i) the so-called *Vajrakana-‘reason’
(rdo rje gzegs ma’i gtan Chigs) analysing origination from any of the causes
postulated in the frame of the catuskotiss® by either non-Buddhists (e.g. #$vara,
purusa, svabhdva, the gunas, Brahman, Visnu, Mahddeva) or Buddhists (e.g.
the Abhidharmika’s six ketus and four pratyayas); (iii) the ‘reason’ analysing
things as devoid of both a single and a multiple nature (eka-aneka-svabhava ) ;35
and (iv) the ‘reason’ constituted by origination in dependence (pratityasamut-
pada) establishing sunyata.>>

This commentary also provides lists of works which were regarded as being
by Nagarjuna (including, in addition to the writings generally considered today
to be certainly by him, the *Akutobhayd, the Mahdyanavims$aka and the
Aksaragataka)?s® and by Aryadeva (including the *Madhyamakabhramaghata
[dBu'ma-rnam-par-’thag-pa‘chen-po], the Hastavalaprakarana and the Jiiana-
sirasamuccaya).’’® It also lists eight commentaries on the MMK : Nagarjuna’s
own (i.e. the *Akutobhaya), Candrakirti’s, Bhavaviveka’s, Buddhapilita’s,
Sthiramati’s, Gunamati’s, Gunaéri’s, and Gunadatta’s, adding that the two
great sub-commentaries on Bhavaviveka’s Prajiidpradipa were by Avalokita-
vrata and Devagarman (i.e. the dBu'ma-dkar-po-’char-ba).360

This list appears to link Dipamkarasrijfiana above all with the pure Madhya-
maka traditions transmitted from Buddhapalita, Bhavaviveka and Candrakirti,
rather than with the Yogicira-Madhyamaka synthesis represented by San-
taraksita and Kamalasila. Whereas this latter tradition had become firmly
established in Tibet during the second half of the eighth century, at the time
of the Early Propagation (sra dar) of Buddhism in that country, Dipamkara-

353 The title of this commentary is so given in the Peking and sDe'dge editions
of the bsTan"’gyur.

354 The commentary here speaks of a catugkoti ‘tetralemma’, but just like the
basic text it enumerates only three alternatives: production of an existent produect,
of a non-existent one (e.g. a sky-flower), and of one that is both existent and non-
existent. Each alternative is shown on analysis to be unacceptable.

355 See Nagarjuna, MMK i.l.

856 This principle has been elaborated especially by Srigupta (above, p. 68) and
Santaraksita.

357 Pafijika, fol. 322a—323a.

358 Later Tibetan scholarship has not accepted this list uncritically. Cf. above,
p. 49 note 129. (Dipamkaraérijfidna’s authorship of this commentary has indeed
been called into question.)

sse Paifijika, fol. 324 a.

ss0 Pafijika, fol. 324b.
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consolidation of the two branches of the pure Madhyamaka—those of Bhava-
viveka and Candrakirti—towards the beginning of the Later Propagation (phy:
dar) of Buddhism in that country (for the role played by Jayinanda and Pa-
éhab in the establishment of Candrakirti’s Prasangika school see below, p. 114).

Dipamkaraérijiidna composed the Satyadvayavatara for a king of Suvarna-
dvipa. In this discussion of the two truths he explains that the samuvrei is two-
fold (mithya and tathya) but the paramartha is one only, for there can be no
multiplicity in dharmatd. After having referred to Bhavya’s view that uncon-
ceptualizable reality may be known by savikalpaka as well as by nirvikalpaka
knowledge, the author states that $anyatd or dharmatd is to be known in the
way explained by Candrakirti in his Madhyamakavatara.3¢1

Among Dipamkaraérijiina’s numerous other writings his very brief Ma-
dhyamakopades$a (on which there is a commentary by Prajhidmoksa) and his
longer Ratnakarandodghatanama-Madhyamakopadesa require special men-
tion together with his SGitrasamuccayasamcayartha and Mahisiitrasamuccaya.
His Dharmadhatudarsanagiti incorporates a number of verses from the Dhar-
madhétustava ascribed to Nagarjuna (making up approximately one seventh
of Dipamkaradrijiidana’s text).

Jayananda

Jayananda (flourished in the second half of the eleventh century), a scholar
of Kadmiri origin, lived at a time when there took place a renewal of interest in
Candrakirti’s branch of the Madhyamaka. He contributed very considerably to
this movement especially in Tibet, where he worked extensively.362

Jayananda is the author of a large Tikd on Candrakirti’s Madhyamakéva-
tara, the only commentary by an Indian master now extant on this work.22 It

361 Vol. ha, fol. 70b = vol. gi, fol. 7b.

362 This Jayananda would seem not to be identical with the person of the same
name who collaborated in the Tibetan translation of the Yuddhajaya[arnaval-
namatantrardja Svarodaya-nama (the amndyae appended to the Tibetan version
of this Tantra states that the latter was from Yaréhe [Semja], and that he was
connected with the Kasmiri spiritual lineage of Soméananda and Abhinavagupta;
cf. P. CORDIER, Catalogue du fonds tibétain de la Bibliothéque Nationale, iii, p. 477).
In the colophons of the Madhyamakéavatéaratika and Tarkamudgara, our Jayananda
is stated to be from K&smir. The translator of the Svarodaya would moreover
appear to have lived somewhat later than our Jayananda (cf. E. Gene SMITH’s
introduction to the edition of the dByans-’char published at Gangtok in 1970). —
A certain Kha'che Ananda/Ananta is mentioned among the ancient translators,
including Vairocana and 1Dan'ma-rCe'man, at the end of the eighth century in
Tibet (cf. dPa’*borgCug-lag'phren-ba, mKhas'pa’i-dga’ston, ja, fol. 125a); and he
has to be distinguished from our Jayananda.

363 Cf. N. ArvAswaMI SASTRI, Journ. of Oriental Research (Madras) 6 (1932),
pp- 171—-83.
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is available only in Tibetan translation; and the colophon informs us that
Jayananda composed it far from his native Kaémir, in Mi-fiag (‘near the Huang-
ho and the Wu-t’ai-shan’, as stated in the colophon). It was translated into
Tibetan by its author with the Tibetan translator Kun-dga’-grags. The circum-
stances of the composition of this work make it one of the most extensive works
of Indian philosophy to have been written outside the Indian subcontinent, 364
Jayananda is also the author of another work included in the Madhyamaka
section of the bsTan-’gyur, the Tarkamudgara, a very short text in verse on
logic.

In Tibet Jayinanda collaborated with the translator Pa-éhab Ni-ma-grags
(born in 1055) who—together with him and other scholars like Kanakavarman,
Tilakakala$a and Stiksmajana3®s—was largely responsible for the establishment
in the land of snows of Candrakirti’s school of the Madhyamaka, revised the
Tibetan translation of the MMK, and translated Aryadeva’s Catuhgataka along
with Candrakirti’s commentary on it, the Madhyamakéavatara, and the Prasan-
napada. With Pa-éhab and Khu mDo'sde-’bar Jayananda translated a Sitra-
samuccaya ascribed to Dipamkaraérijiiana; and with mDosde-’bar he trans-
lated the Vaidalyaprakarana and the Bodhicittavivarana3¢® ascribed to Nagar-
juna and revised the Tibetan translation of the Vigrahavyavartani-Karikas.
With Grags-’byor-esrab he translated the Vaidalya-‘Satra’, the Pratitya-
samutpddahrdayavyakhyana and one of the versions of the Mahdydnavimséaka;
and he revised the Tibetan translation of the Aksarasataka and its Vrtti.se?

Abhayakaragupta

Abhayakaragupta flourished about 1100 and was a scholar of the Vikramasila
monastic seminary. There, in the thirtieth year of the reign of King Ramapéila
(rg. c¢. 1077—1130 or 1072—1126), he composed the Munimatalamkara.368 This
very extensive treatise of encyclopaedic character expounds Mahayanist
gnoseology and soteriology in connexion with the Prajfidparamita doctrine
and includes many references to the basic texts of both the Madhyamaka and

se¢ On Buddhism and Tibetan culture in Mi‘flag, among the Tanguts, see E. J.
Kydanov, Tibetans and Tibetan culture in the Tangut state Hsi hsia, in L. L1GETI,
ed., Proceedings of the Csoma de Ko6ros Memorial Symposium (Budapest, 1978),

. 205 s8q.
P 365 Cf. J. NaAuDOU, Les bouddhistes kaémiriens au moyen-fge (Paris, 1968), pp.
73, 139.

s6s The version in the Tantra section of the bsTan ’gyur (there is another version
in the Statra section).

367 In view of this work accomplished by Jayananda and Pa‘éhab and by their
Indian and Tibetan contemporaries, it is not possible to ascribe the great importance
of the Prasangika school in Tibet only to Conkha‘pa’s influence and to date it from
the fourteenth century, as has been done by some recent scholars.

268 See the author colophon in the Tibetan translation. — According to Sum’ pa.
Yeges'dpal-’byor’s Re’u'mig, Abhayakaragupta died in &7 sbrul = 1125.
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Yogacara/Vijidnavada schools. In Chapter i, beside a treatment of the bodhi-
citta as the main subject, there is an explanation of the tathdgatagarbha theory
and the single vehicle (ekayana) (fol. 189a). Chapter ii deals chiefly with
bhavand as concentration (samadhi), attainment (samdpatti) and meditation
(dhyana), with the objects of meditation, and with ultimate reality as com-
prehended in meditation. Chapter iii is devoted to a study of the eight abkisa-
mayas of the Prajiidparamitd doctrine; the treatment of the first abhisamaya—
the sarvikarajfiati—includes an exposition of the theory of the spiritual ‘germ’
which exists by nature (prakrtisthagotra), and in this connexion the author
discusses further the tathdgatagarbha and ekayana.?%® Chapter iv is devoted to
the qualities that are constitutive of buddhahood and comprises an exhaustive
treatment of Mahayanist gnoseology and buddhology. Abhayakaragupta de-
scribes his exposition as based on Nagarjuna and Arya Vimuktisena (fol. 396b).

The Munimatalamkara is one of the last of the major comprehensive treatises
of Indian Buddhism, and it presents a treatment of Mahayanist thought based
on the Prajiiaparamitd, Madhyamaka and Yogicara traditions. Although as
such it is not in the narrowest sense a work of the Madhyamaka, it bears
testimony to the efforts made by the later Madhyamikas systematically to
elaborate a synthesis of the entire Mahayanist tradition.

Abhayakaragupta’s commentary on the Astasihasrikd Prajfidparamita is
held by some doxographers to conform to the Svatantrika position, like the
commentaries on the Prajfidparamitd doctrine by the two Vimuktisenas,
Haribhadra and Buddhajfiinapada. And Abhayakaragupta is counted as a
representative of Santaraksita’s Yogacara-Svatantrika-Madhyamaka school.370

In addition, Abhayakaragupta was the author of a number of works on
iconology, ritual and several Tantrik cycles.371

Other later Madhyamikas

To this later period of Indian Buddhism, the last in the history of the Ma-
dhyamaka in India, belong also the following Madhyamika masters several of
whose works are included in the Madhyamaka section of the Tibetan
bsTan"’gyur.372

862 See D. SEvyrorT RUEGe, The gotra, ekayana and tathagatagarbha theories of
the Prajfidparamitd according to Dharmamitra and Abhayéakaragupta, in: The
Prajfidparamita and related systems (Studies in honor of E. Conze, Berkeley, 1977),
pp. 283—312.

370 Cf. mKhas grub'rje'dGe‘legs'dpal'bzan, rGyud-sde'spyi'rnam, p. 96; sTon'-
thun‘chen mo, fol. 37a—b. Cf. above, p. 87 sq., 103.

371 Abhayakaragupta is known to have worked with Tibetan translators, and he
was for example associated with sNur‘Dar'ma’(or: Dharma‘)grags in the transla-
tion made at Nalanda of Candrakirti’s Sinyatasaptativrtti. Cf. *Gos'gZon'nu-dpal,
Deb-ther-siion’po, cha, fol. 7b (i, p. 342).

872 Jt is unnecessary to underscore again the fact that the historical information
available on these masters is complex and difficult to interpret with certainty,
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Reference has already been made above to a later Jitari or Jetari who evi-
dently lived c¢. 1000 (p. 100), as well as to a later Bhavya (p. 66), a later Can-
drakirti (p.81), and a later Jiidgnagarbha (p. 69), all of whom flourished in the
eleventh century. On Advayavajra/Maitripdda and Krsnapéda see also above,
p. 107.

A certain dGe-ba(’i)1ha (Kalyanadeva, Subhadeva ?) is known as the author
of the *Bodhisattvacaryavatarasamskara.

Prajfiakaramati (fl. ¢. 950—1000) is reported to have been a contemporary of
Ratnikarasanti, Jiidnaérimitra and Nadapada (Naropa) at Vikramasila.s’s He
is the author of an extensive Paiijikd on Santideva’s Bodhicaryavatara and of
a work on the Prajfidparamitd doctrine entitled Abhisamayalamkaravrtti-
pindartha.

Parahitabhadra (eleventh century), a Ka$miri scholar, is the author of a
Vivrti on Nagarjuna’s Stinyatasaptati, which he translated into Tibetan to-
gether with gZon'nu'mchog. He also composed a special commentary on two
verses of the Mahayanasiitrdlamkara.37

Vairocanaraksita (eleventh century), a contemporary of Dipamkaraérijfiana
and a scholar at Vikramasila, composed the Siksakusumamafijari and a Pafi-
jika on the Bodhicaryavatara.ss

Dharmakaramati (eleventh century), a pupil of Dipamkaradrijfiana, wrote a
commentary on the latter’s Satyadvayavatara.s?s

Another pupil of Dipamkaragrijiiana known as dBu'ma’i'sen'ge (¥Madhya-
maka-Simha) wrote a short treatise on the philosophical systems.3??

especially since the same name has often been borne by more than one person. The
writings of these masters as well as the Tibetan and other records concerning them
still await detailed study; often even their Sanskrit titles are uncertain.

373 See Taranatha, rGya-garchos’byun, pp. 178, 181; ’Gos'gZon'nudpal,
Debther'snon-po, na, fol. 2a (i, p. 206). Cf. J. Navpou, op. cit., p. 132—3.

87¢ A(n earlier ?) Parahitabhadra is reported to have been the pupil of
Ratnavajra, the grandfather of Sajjana and the great grandfather of Stksmajana.
Tarandtha makes him a contemporary of King Mahipéala (rg. c. 988—1038 or
977—1027), whose death he however places at the time of King Khri'ral’s death (! ?)
(rGya~ gar’ chos’byun, p. 172).—A Parahitabhadra (evidently the one in question
above) is known as the teacher of rNog'Bloldan‘Sesrab (1059—1109) and as a
translator at mTho'lin. Cf. J. Naupou, op. cit., pp. 104, 176, 182—3.

375 On (this?) Vairocanaraksita see 'Gos'gZonmu'dpal, Deb-ther-snon-po, da,
fol. 3a sq. (i, p. 844 sq.), who however makes him also a disciple of Abhayakara-
gupta (who flourished c. 1100). — The Tibetan translation of Arya$ura’s Paramita-
samdasa included in the Madhyamaka section of the bsTan'’gyur is ascribed to a
Vairocanaraksita.

376 This dKa'-’grel (P&n]lka) is listed by Bu‘ston as having been translated into
Tibetan by rGya‘brCon-’grus-sen‘ge (Chos*’byun, fol. 158b3). It is not to be found
in the Peking and sDe'dge editions of the bsTan-’gyur.—For another Dharmakara
see above, note 326.

377 The 1Ta'ba‘tha‘dad pa'rnam-parphyeba (*Samksiptananadrstivibhaga), a
text evidently written down by the Upéasaka Taro(Tara)$rimitra, who translated
it into Tibetan with Chos'kyi‘Ses'rab.—dBu'ma’i'sen'ge, ‘Lion of the Madhya-
maka,’ seems to be an epithet of Dharmékaramati in the Debther'snion'po, ca,
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Danasila wrote the Dhyanasaddharmavyasthanavrtti included in the Ma-
dhyamaka section of the bsTan-’gyur.378

Buddhaérijiiana was invited to Tibet in 1200 by Khro'phu'lo-éa‘ba Byams:
pa’idpal.3® He wrote the Jinamargavatara which contains sections on Ma-
dhyamaka theory (nairdtmya and pratityasamutpida) as well as on practice,
and a commentary on the Abhisamayalamkara entitled Prajfiapradipavali.sso

Vibhiticandra (fI. ¢. 1200) from Varendra was one of the group of so-called
Junior Pandits who accompanied the great Pandit of Kasmir, Sakyasribhadra,
to Tibet in 1204 ;3% like his teacher he was connected with the Vihara of Jagad-
dala.3s2 He composed a quite extensive work the Sanskrit title of which is given
in the bsTan" ’gyur as Bodhicarydvataratatparyapaifijika ViSesadyotani.3ss

fol. 10a (i, p. 261—2). However, Dharmékaramati and dBu'ma’i‘sen'ge are listed
as different disciples of Dipamkaradrijiidna in most of the biographies relating to
him, including the rNam thar rgyas pa and Taranatha, rGya'gar-chos*’byun, p. 188.

378 This text translated by Rin‘'chen‘bzan‘po (958—1055) relates to a work
ascribed to Avadhuti-pada also translated by Rin‘chen‘bzan‘po.

According to Taranatha, a Ké&smiri named Danadila was the contemporary of
King Mahipéla (rg. ¢. 988—1038 or 977—1027, whose death he however places at
the time of King Khri‘ral’s death in rGya‘gar:chos-’byun, p. 172); it may be this
Da(nasdila) who is mentioned as a teacher of Dipamkarasrijfidna (under the appel-
lation mKhas pa chen po Di chen po) by ’Gos'gZon'nu‘dpal, Debther-snon‘po,
ca, fol. 2a (i, p. 243) (?). Elsewhere Téaranatha has mentioned a Danasila as the
contemporary of King Gopdla (rg. ¢. 750—770 or 775) (op. cit., p. 157); he may
then be the Danasila who collaborated with dPal'bréegs-raksi-ta and dPal-’byor-
sfiin‘po in the translation of the Hastavala-Vrtti, and with Jinamitra, Silendrabodhi
and Ye'Ses'sde in the translation of Candrakirti’s Yuktisastika-Vrtti (?). Still
another Danaéila was the contemporary of Sakyaéribhadra (1127—1225 or 1145—
1243 7; see below, note 381); see Bu'ston, Chos'’byun, fol. 140a (ii, p. 222). —
Cf. J. Naubou, op. cit., pp. 21, 86—87, 90, 186; and pp. 14, 198. It is to be noted
that a Tibetan tradition distinguishes between three persons bearing the name
Danaéila; see e.g. Nor'chen*dKon'mchog'Thun-grub et al. Dam'pa’i-chos kyi‘byun-
éhul‘legs par-bsad-pa, fol. 124b, 136b, 138a.

379 See 'Gos'gZon'nudpal, Deb-ther'snon‘po, fia, fol. 135b (ii, p. 709) ; ba, fol. 3a
(ii, p. 1065) ; Sum'pa-Ye'Ses'dpal-’byor, Re’u'mig under the year lcags sprel = 1200.

380 The Prajiidapradipavali was translated into Tibetan by the author and gNubs (!)
Byams-pa’i‘dpal. In Bu'ston’s Chos’byun (fol. 139b7 [ii, p. 222]), the context
suggests the identification of the author of the Jinamargavatara with the Kasmiri
Buddhasrijiiana. (On the commentary on the Samcayagéthéas, the translation of
which is attributed to dPal'bréegs, who lived c. 800, see above, p. 102).

381 See Burston, Chos’byun, fol. 140a1 (ii, p. 222); *Gos'gZonnu-dpal, Deb-ther:-
stion"po, Ha, fol. 87a (ii, p. 600). — For the dates of Sakyasribhadra (1127—1225 or
1145—1243) see D. SEYForT RUEGG, The Life of Bu'ston Rin'po'che (Rome, 1966),
p- 42—43 note.

382 On the Jagaddala monastery see the introduction by D. D. Kosams1 to his
edition of the Subhasitaratnakosa (Cambridge, Mass., 1957), p. xxxvii note 7;
Y. KaJivama, An introduction to Buddhist philosophy (Kyoto, 1966), p. 11.

383 Vibhiiticandra appears to have been known also by the epithet rNal-’byor-
zla'ba; see fol. 229b 5—6 of his work and the colophon. Cf. J. W, b Jow~g, I1J 16
(1975), p. 166—17.
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In the final section of the Tarkabhasd by Moksiakaragupta, who was also
associated with the Jagaddala Vihara, the Miadhyamika’s theories of knowledge
and inference are briefly treated.2s¢ This section follows the Jiidnasdrasamuc-
caya, and it quotes Dharmakirti and Prajiidkaragupta.

Many of the later treatises mentioned above place special emphasis on the
practice of the Bodhisattva beside philosophical theory, and they are connected
with Madhyamaka thought in particular through Santideva’s great works,
which were in fact the source of inspiration for so many of them.

The fact that treatises belonging to the later period of the Indian Madhya-
maka or at least closely connected with it—in particular the Dur[ava]bodhaloka
the Tikd on Candrakirti’s Madhyamakavatara composed in the Mi‘fiag region
by Jayananda—were written outside the Indian subcontinent clearly testifies
to the wide geographical diffusion and appeal of this school of thought.38s
During the first 900 years of its existence the Madhyamaka thus spread from
India to both Central and East Asia, and perhaps also to some degree to In-
donesia.

384 The Tarkabhasa has been edited by E. KrisenaMacHARYA (Gaekwad’s Oriental
Series, vol. 94) and H. R. Rangaswami IYENGAR (Mysore, 1952) ; it has been trans-
lated by Y. Kasivama, An introduction to Buddhist philosophy (Kyoto, 1966).
Moksakaragupta is placed by Kajiyama between 1050 and 1292 since he quotes
Ratnakirti and is quoted by Mallisena in his Syddvadamaifijari.

385 See above, p. 32 on the Ta-chih-tu-lun-



APPENDIX I

Works on practice in the Madhyamaka section of the bsTan’gyur ascribed to
Asvaghosa, Arya-Sira, Dharma-Subhiti(ghosa ), and Matrceta

In the Madhyamaka section of the Tibetan bsTan-’gyur is found a poetical
work dealing with the six perfections (pdramitd )—liberality, conduct, patience,
energy, meditation, and discriminative understanding—entitled Paramita-
samasa by Arya-Siira.ss If, as seems likely, he is the same person as the author
of the Jatakamala, he is perhaps to be placed in the third or fourth century (at
the latest).38” As to why a work on the paramitas was included in the Madhya-
maka section of the bsTan’gyur, attention has already been drawn above to
the close connexion of the Madhyamikas with Paramita philosophy. It is also
to be noted that parallels to verses from another work tentatively ascribed to
Arya-Siira (the colophons refer in this case to Acirya Sira)—the Subhasitarat-
nakarandakakatha found in both the Madhyamaka and Epistle sections of the
Peking bsTan~’gyur®*—are to be traced in Santideva’s Bodhicaryavatara and
in the Prajfiadanda ascribed to Nagarjuna, as well as in Arya-Siira’s own Jata-
kamala and Matreeta’s Satapaficasatka.3se

According to an identification recorded by Taranatha (and apparently going
back to Indian sources) Arya-Sara, Matreeta and Dharma/Dharmika-Subhiiti
are nothing but various names under which Asvaghosa was known.3® Agva-
ghosa’s works would seem to have been familiar to Nagarjuna and other Ma-
dhyamikas;3*! and the Pratityasamutpadahrdaya (verse 7), which is tradition-
ally ascribed to Nagarjuna, paraphrases a verse found in As$vaghoga’s Saun-

386 Fd. A. FERRARI, 1l “Compendio delle perfezioni’’ (Annali Lateranensi, vol. x,
Vatican City, 1946).

387 On the question of his date, beside the standard histories of Sanskrit litera-
ture, see Lin Li-kouang, L’aide-mémoire de la Vraie Loi (Paris, 1949), pp. 102,
310—13.

338 But not in the Madhyamaka section of the sDe'dge bsTan"’gyur.

389 See H. ZiMmMeErMANN, Die Subhasita-ratna-karandaka-katha (Wiesbaden,
1975), pp. 18—21.

390 Tarandtha, rGya‘gar-chos’byun, p. 71. — The question of the association of
these persons and their works has been much mooted in the past. See S. L&vi, JA
1928, ii, pp. 204—7; 1929, ii, pp. 255—85; and 1936, p. 101 sq. (on Matrceta); L. de
La VALLEE PoussiN, L’Inde aux temps des Maurya ... (Paris, 1930), p. 324;
P. Mus, La lumiére sur les six voies (Paris, 1939), pp. 1—17; Lin Li-kouang, op.
cit., pp. 103 sq., 306 sq. (who notes, p. 311—12, that according to a Chinese tradition
Aryadeva was a co-author of the composite work in the Chinese canon correspond-
ing to the Jatakamala).

301 See E. H. JornsToN, Buddhaecarita, ii (Calcutta, 1936), pp. xxix, 232.
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darananda (xiii. 44).3°2 As for Métrceta, he is reported to have been a disciple
of Aryadeva;3® and this association might also help to account for the fact
that works attributed to these authors have been included in the Madhyamaka
section of the bsTan-’gyur (in particular in the Peking edition).3?4

Matrceta and Nagarjuna—as well apparently as A§vaghoga—are in addition
referred to as ascetics concerned with the affairs of the realm (yatayo rajya-
vritinah, Mafijusrimilakalpa liii. 867 sq.).

Examples of such works included in the Madhyamaka and Epistle sections
of the bsTan-’gyur are the Maharajakani(s)kalekha (classified alongside Nagar-
juna’s Suhrllekha and Candragomin’s Sisyalekha), Caturviparyaya[parihara]-
katha and Kaliyugaparikatha ascribed to Matrceta; the Astaksanakatha, Para-
marthabodhicittabhdvanakrama,?®s Samvrtibodhicittabhavanopadesa, and
Dagakusalakarmapathanirde§a®®® ascribed to Aévaghosa; and the Saddhar-
masmrtyupasthana-Sadgatikarikas,?®” Dasakusalakarmapathanirdesa and Bo-
dhisattvacaryi[samgraha]pradiparatnamala ascribed to Dharma or Dharmika
Subhiiti(ghosa).?98

Matreeta is furthermore renowned as the author of lyric devotional hymns
addressed to the Buddha,®®® the cataphaticism of which is comparable to that of

392 See above, p. 28.—Hsuan-tsang makes Aévaghosa and Néagdrjuna contem-
poraries at the time of Kanigka; cf. 8. Bear, Si-yu-ki: Buddhist records of the
western world (London, 1906), ii, p. 302; and T. WATTERS, On Yuan Chwang’s
travels in India, i (London, 1904), p. 245.

393 See Bu‘ston, Chos’byun, fol. 103a (ii, p. 136). Cf. Taranatha, rGyagar-chos*
byurt, p. 70 sq.

394 Tt is to be noted that many of these works are found a second time elsewhere
in the Peking edition, in the sPrin‘yig (Epistle) section of the bsTe 1’gyur. In the
sDe'dge edition several of these works are not to be found in the Madhyamaka
section at all, but in the sPrin'yig and Jo'bo’i‘chos'chun sections.

895 This work in particular is quoted in the Tibetan Siddhénta (Grub‘mtha’)
literature on the Madhyamaka, where it is ascribed to Arya-Sara. It is clearly a
later composition.

396 Fdited in part by S. Ltvi, JA 1929, ii, p. 268—9.

397 See S. LEvi, JA 1925, i, p. 37 sq.; P. Mus, op. cit.; Lin Li-kouang, op. cit.,
p- 104 sq. — Beside the Sanskrit text of the Sadgatikarikas (edited by Mus) and
their Tibetan translation, we have versions in Chinese and in Pali; see Mus, op. cit.
Contrary to what has been stated by Mus (pp. 2, 16), the colophon of the Tibetan
translation (Peking edition) makes no mention of the Karikas being extracted from
the Saddharmasmrtyupasthana-sitra.

398 The *Sarvayandlokabhagya ( ?) also included in the Madhyamaka section of
the bsTan"’gyur and ascribed to Subhutighogsa was translated into Tibetan by its
author with the assistance of Tin‘ne’jin'bzan‘po; this writer must therefore be a
later namesake of our Dharma-Subhiiti(ghosa), who lived much earlier (see below,
p- 121 note 404). The work deals with the schools of Indian philosophy, including
some later developments.

399 See D. R. SHACKLETON BarLey, The Varnarhavarnastotra of Matreeta,
BSOAS 13 (1949—50), pp. 671 sq., 947 sq., and The Satapaficadatka of Matrceta
(Cambridge, 1951); D. ScHLINGLOFF, Die Buddhastotras Méatrceta’s (Abh. der
deutschen Akad. der Wissenschaften, Berlin, 1968); P. PyTrHON, Sugatapaiicatrim-
Satstotra, in Vinayavinidcaya-Upalipariprecha (Paris, 1973).
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certain hymns ascribed to Nagarjuna.o These works are included in the Hymn
section of the bsTan-’gyur.

Whatever historical connexions may lie behind these associations between
persons and texts, all of which are undoubtedly not of the same period, these
works were evidently regarded (at least by some later Madhyamikas) as forming
a cycle of related tracts (parikathd, ete.), epistles and manuals setting out the
ethical, devotional and ritual praxis followed in the Madhyamaka school.¢t For
while the Madhyamaka as a school is no doubt concerned essentially with
philosophical theory, the Madhyamikas have regularly coordinated theory with
practice on the pragmatic level of vyavahdra or samorti embracing ‘worldly’
(laukika) conduct, devotion, ritual, and other forms of realization.

Asvaghosa (I) has been usually placed in the first or second century, at the
time of or shortly before Kanigka I; his doctrinal affiliations are difficult to
determine with precision.s02 Matrceta is generally placed in the second century;
his particular doctrinal affiliations are also difficult to determine because of
the nature of his writings.403 Dharma-Subhiiti also must be placed fairly early;
he evidently belonged to an Abhidharmika line.+0

400 See above, p. 31, and D. SEyrForT RUEGG, Le Dharmadhatustava de Nagar-
juna in Etudes tibétaines dédides & la mémoire de Marcelle Lalou (Paris, 1971),
p. 456 sq.

101 P. Mus, op. cit., pp. 189—92, has described the Dagakusalakarmapathanir-
desa, the Dasakusalakarmapathanirdesa, the Suhrllekha, and the Sadgatikarikas
as elementary school-manuals; but such a description can cover only one of their
purposes.

20z See E. H. JornsToN, Buddhacarita, ii (Calcutta, 1936), p. xiii sq. on the date.
Johnston suggests connecting Advaghosa with the Bahusrutika section of the
Mahasémghikas (p. xxviil sq.). But B. C. Law, Asévaghosa (Calcutta, 1946), pp.
16—17, proposes linking him with the Dharmaguptakas; and J. W. b Jo~a, I1J 20
(1978), pp. 125—6, envisages a link with the Sautrantikas. — Aévaghosa I has pre-
sumably to be distinguished from the author of the Gurupaficasika, and also of the
Paramarthabodhicittabhavanikrama (see above, note 395).

103 D, R. SEACKLETON BarLey, The Satapaficasatka of Matrceta, p. 7 sq., has
placed Matrceta in the second century, at the time of Kani(s)ka II( ?), to whom his
Epistle is apparently addressed. Similarly A. K. WARDER, Indian Kavya literature,
ii (Delhi, 1974), p. 242. However, E. Lamorte. Histoire du bouddhisme indien, i
(Louvain, 1958), p. 656, supposed Matrceta’s Epistle to have been addressed to
Kaniska at the end of the third century. — Taranatha distinguishes between an
earlier and later Matrceta (rGya'gar'chos’byun, p. 75; cf. also p. 152).

104 A verse by Dharma-Subhiiti is found in Vasubandhu’s Abhidharmakosa-
bhagya (iii. 59) and in the Mahéavibhagé, as well as in Chinese translations of the
earliest period by An Shih-kao and Samghavarman. See Lin Li-kouang, op. cit.,
p. 102 sq.
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Ratnakarasanti’s ‘ Vijfiapti- Madhyamaka’

In connexion with the synthesis of Yogacara and Madhyamaka thought dis-
cussed above (p. 87 sq.) mention should be made of another synthesis of
Maitreyanatha’s and Asanga’s Vijiidnavada philosophy with certain elements
of Nagarjuna’s Madhyamaka that was worked out by Ratnakarasanti (c. 1000).10s

In his Madhyamakalamkaravrtti-Madhyamapratipadasiddhi and Madhya-
m(ak)alamkaropadesa Ratnakarasanti firmly rejects the idea that all is false,
stating that it is incompatible with Nagarjuna’s as well as with Maitreyanatha’s
and Asanga’s teachings. But in both these compositions, which are contained
in the Cittamatra (Sems-éam) section of the bsTan-’gyur, none of the main lines
of development of the Madhyamaka discussed above prevails; and Ratnakara-
§anti’s doctrine is in essence a Nirdkara-Vijiidanavada teaching with the Middle
Way presented following the system of the three svabhavas (the parikalpita®,
the paratantra® and the parinispanna®) of the Madhyantavibhaga for example.
The traditions of the logico-epistemological schools also occupy a prominent
place in Ratndkarasanti’s doctrine; and he takes his opponents to task for
having neglected the pramdnas and logical procedures.:¢ Ratnakirasanti’s
doctrine has been referred to as the ‘Vijiapti-Madhyamaka’ ( nam rig dbu
ma).**” And the above-mentioned Upadesa is said to have been written to
oppose the doctrine of Bhadanta Candrakirti, who had strayed from the true
purport of Nagarjuna (but who later abandoned nihilism in his Tantrik com-
mentary).408

In the Madhyamakalamkaravrtti (fol. 136a—b) Ratnakarasanti makes the
stages of understanding recognized by the Lankavatarasiitra into four bhamis
of the Yogacara.1® The first yogabhiimi consists in taking all existing dharmas
as (noetic) objects (Glambana ). The second yogabh@imi consists in understanding
that there is no external object of knowledge (grakya); since everything ap-

405 Ratnakarasanti is stated to have been a contemporary at Vikramasila of
Jfianasérimitra, Prajiiakaramati and Nadapada; Maitripada met with him; and
"Brog'mi was among his Tibetan disciples. See *Gos*gZon'nu-dpal. Debther'stion-po,
kha, fol. 2a (i, p. 206); da, fol. 2a (ii, p. 842).

406 Madhyam(ak)alamkaropadesa, fol. 264b sq.

407 See for example the colophon to the Madhyam(ak)alamkaropadeda, fol.
267a3. Cf. above, p. 56 on the rnam rig (gi) dbu ma.

108 See the colophon to the Madhyam(ak)alamkaropadesa, fol. 266b4-—5. A
pseudo-Madhyamaka (dbu ma ltar snan: Madhyamakabhésa) holding that all is
false is mentioned in the Madhyamakalamkaravrtti, fol. 138a2.

109 Lankavatarasttra x. 256 sq. See above, pp. 90, 96.
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pears as mind only (cittamdtra) no dharma is different from mind. The third
yogabhiimi consists in transcending this cittamatra and understanding that, be-
cause no grahya exists, no corresponding cognizing subject (grahaka) can exist
either ; cittamatra then becomes residence in the @lambana of tathatd, a non-dual
gnosis which is without the grahaka-laksana. Finally the fourth yogabhimi is
direct comprehension of the mahdyana consisting in residence in gnosis ab-
solutely free from appearance (nirdbhdsa), and in which naman and laksana
as well as grahya and grahaka have disappeared. In the same author’s Upadesa
(fol. 266a) these four stages are referred to as the four bhamis having respec-
tively the alambana of the existence of things in terms of the extreme of eter-
nalism (as opposed to nihilism), the alambana of cittamatra, the alambana of
tathata, and absence of alambana.

In his Triyanavyavasthana included among the Tantra-Commentaries
(rGyud-’grel) of the bsTan’gyur, Ratnikarasanti has divided Madhyamikas
into those who maintain that relative knowledge (samuvrtijidna) has images or
modes (@kdra) and those who hold that traces (wvdsand) only are there (fol.
114a), a division inspired by the well-known classification of the Vijiidnavadins
as Sakaravadins-Satyakaravidins and Nirakaravadins/Alikakaravadins. 410 Ac-
cording to the first group of Madhyamikas, while citta and jiidna (ye $es) do
not exist on the paramdrtha-level, all determinations (vyavasth@) on the sur-
face-level of samurti—the dkaras of citta and manas—are thought to exist in the
form of cognitive objects (wisaya). The second group who deny that jiiagna has
modes agree with the former about the paramdrtha-level, but they hold that
the determinations of samurti are nothing but vdsand; and citta is therefore
free from appearance in the nature of gkdras. Both groups are stated to agree in
rejecting any substantial self-nature for pratityasamutpada (fol. 114b—115a).
Ratnikara§anti also cites authorities who stated that the two groups differ in
their rejection of other doctrines by means of the catuskoti, which the first
formulate in terms of existence/non-existence whereas the latter formulate it in
terms of permanence/impermanence (fol. 115a).

In another major treatise, the Prajiidparamitopadesa, Ratnakarasanti also
discusses the connexion between the Vijiianavada/Cittamatra and the Madhya-
maka. Beside the Lankavatarasitra he quotes in particular Nagarjuna’s Yuk-
tisastika in support of the doctrine of consciousness only (fol. 161 b—162a; cf.
169b8).411 And he concludes that—notwithstanding any other differences—the

410 On this classification see for example Santaraksita, Tattvasamgraha 1998,
and Kamalasila, Pafijika 2081; Moksakaragupta, Tarkabhéasa (ed. H. R. Ranga-
swami Iyengar, Mysore, 1952), pp. 23, 63 (the first passage is missing in Krishnama-
charya’s edition, p. 11, but the second is found on p. 34) ; Gunaratna, commentary
on Haribhadrasiri, Saddarsanasamuccaya 11 (p. 47); Sarvadarsanasamgraha (ed.
Abhyankar), p. 46; Advayavajra, Tattvaratnavali, p. 18—19. Cf. Y. KaJrvama,
IBK 14/1 (1965), p. 26 sq., and An introduction to Buddhist philosophy (Kyoto,
1966), p. 62, 154 sq.; H. NaAxamura, ABORI 48-—49 (1968), p. 119.

411 Yuktisastikd 22 ( ?) with however the variant reading des pa (instead of dgos
pa) also found in Santaraksita’s Madhyamakalamkaravrtti (92): drios rnams skye
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Yogacarins and the Madhyamikas finally agree concerning the four above-men-
tioned yogabhumis (fol. 169b). In addition, Ratnakaradanti criticizes the doc-
trine of those philosophers, Madhyamikas as well as Yogacarins, who hold that
knowledge has an image (sd@kara-jfiana) (fol. 168a4, 170a4).

The only work by Ratnakarasanti actually included in the Madhyamaka
section of the bsTan'’gyur is his Satrasamuccayabhisya-ratnilokalamkara
which contains extracts from canonical Siitras on many of the principal topics
of Mahayanist doctrine together with explanations derived from Nagéarjuna’s
and Asanga’s teachings. Thus, like the Satrasamuccaya ascribed to Nagarjuna,
this work is not concerned exclusively with doctrines of the Madhyamaka
school in the strict sense.

ba yod min %in| ['gag pa’an gan na yod min %] |$es pa *di 7iid kho na ni| [skye %in
‘gag par gyur ba yin/| (but see Kamalaséila’s Pafijika, fol. 138a—b). And Yukti-
sastika 35: *byun ba che la sogs bad pa| [rnam par es su yar. dag *du/ [ye [read: de]
des kyis ni da bral na/ |log par rnam brtags cis ma yin/|. — Cf. Y. Kajrvama, Later
Madhyamikas, in: Mahayana Buddhist meditation, ed. M. Kiyota (Honolulu, 1978),
p- 132, and the synopsis published by S. KaTsura, IBK 25/1 (1976), pp. 38—41;
above, note 44.

The source of the first of these two verses and Ratnikaradanti’s interpretation
have been critically discussed by Conkha‘pa, Legs-bad-sfiin‘po, fol. 56a.



MODERN EDITIONS OF THE SANSKRIT TEXTS OF THE
MADHYAMAKA SCHOOL

Advayavajra

Apratigthanaprakasa. Ed. Haraprasad Shastri, Advayavajrasamgraha, Gaek-
wad’s Oriental Series x1, Baroda, 1927, p. 48.

Amanasikaradhéra. Ed. Haraprasad Shastri, op. cit., p. 60—62.

Tattvadasaka. Ed. Haraprasad Shastri, op. cit., p. 59.

Tattvaprakésa. Ed. Haraprasad Shastri, op. cit., pp. 46—47.

Tattvaratnavali. Ed. Haraprasad Shastri, op. cit., pp. 14—22; H. Ui, Shinri no
hokan, Nagoya Daigaku Bungakubu Kenkytironshi iii, Tetsugaku, i, pp. 1—31.
Premapaificaka. Ed. Haraprasad Shastri, op. cit., p. 58.

Madhyamasatka, Ed. Haraprasad Shastri, op. cit., p. 57; 8. K. Pathak, ALB 25
(1961), pp. 546—47 (with an English translation).

Mahayanavims$ika. Ed. Haraprasad Shastri, op. cit., p. 54—55.

Mayanirukti. Ed. Haraprasad Shastri, op. cit. p. 44.

Pafijikd on the Dohikosa (of Saraha). Ed. P. C. Bagchi, Calcutta Sanskrit Series,
Calcutta, 1938.

Amrtakara
Catuhstavasamasartha. Ed. G. Tucei, Minor Buddhist Texts, i, Serie Orientale
Roma ix. 1, Rome, 1956, pp. 238—46 (from an incomplete MS containing a part
of the commentary on the Niraupamyastava and the commentary on the Acintya®
and Paramartha-stava).

Aryadeva

(Bodhisattvayogécara-)Catuhdataka. Sanskrit fragments ed. Haraprasad Shastri,
Memoirs of the Asiatic Society of Bengal, vol. iii, no. 8, pp. 449514, Calcutta,
1914. (Cf. P. L. Vaidya, Etudes sur Aryadeva et son Catuh$ataka, Chapitres
viii—xvi, Paris, 1923 [with French translation]. Vidhushekhara Bhattacharya,
The Catubsataka of Aryadeva with extracts from the commentary of Candrakir-
tti, reconstructed from the Tibetan version with an English translation, Chapter
vii, Proceedings and transactions of the Fourth Oriental Conference, Allahabad
1928, pp. 831—71; The Catuh$ataka of Aryadeva: Sanskrit and Tibetan texts
with copious extracts from the commentary of Candrakirtti, reconstructed and
edited, Part ii, Visva-Bharati Series no. 2, Calcutta, 1931 [includes Chapters
viii—xvi]. The Karikéas of Chapters vii—xvi have been republished, together with
a Sanskrit version of parts of Candrakirti’s Vrtti, and rendered into Hindi by
Bhagcandra Jain Bhéaskar, Catuhsatakam, Négpur, 1971. Chapters ix—xvi have
been translated into Italian on the basis of Hsiian-tsang’s Chinese version by
G. Tuceci, RSO 10 [1923], pp. 524—67.)

Cittavisuddhiprakarana (presumably by a Deutero-Aryadeva), ed. P. Patel,
Visvabharati Studies 8, Santiniketan, 1949. Cf. Haraprasad Shastri, JASB 67
(1898), pp. 175—84; Bhigcandra Jain Bhaskar, Catuhsdatakam, Nagpur, 1971,
pp. 1619,

Kamalasila

Tattvasamgrahapaiijika. See under Santaraksita.
Bhavandkrama. First Bhavandkrama, ed. G. Tucci, Minor Buddhist texts, ii,
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Serie Orientale Roma ix. 2, Rome, 1958, pp. 185—229. (French translation by
J. van den Broeck, La progression dans la méditation, Publication de I'Institut
Belge des Hautes Etudes Bouddhiques, Série “Ktudes et textes”’, No. 6, Brussels,
1977. A brief analysis of this text based on the Chinese translation was published
by P. Demiéville, Le concile de Lhasa, Paris, 1952, pp. 333—5.)—Third Bhavana-
krama, ed. G. Tucei, Minor Buddhist texts, iii, Serie Orientale Roma xliii, Rome,
1971. (Italian translation by C. Pensa, RSO 39 [1964], pp. 211—42. A partial
French translation from the Tibetan was published earlier by E. Lamotte in
P. Démieville, Le concile de Lhasa, pp. 336—53).

Kambala(pada)/Kam(b)alambara(pada)/Kamala(pada)

Aryastasahasrikayah Prajfidparamitayah Pindarthah (Navagloki). Ed. G. Tuceci,
Minor Buddhist texts, i, Serie Orientale Roma ix. 1, Rome, 1956, pp. 216—17
(with Tibetan versions, Chinese version and English translation).

Candrakirti

(Bodhisattvayogicara-)Catuhéatakatikd. Fragments ed. Haraprasad Shastri,
Memoirs of the Asiatic Society of Bengal, iii, no. 8, pp. 449—514, Calcutta, 1914.
(See also under Aryadeva).

Prasannapadd Madhyamakavrttih. Ed. L. de La Vallée Poussin, Bibliotheca
Buddhica iv, St. Petersburg, 1903—13. (See also under Nagéarjuna).
Madhyamakasastrastuti. Ed. J. W. de Jong, Oriens Extremus 9 (1962), pp. 49—51
(with the Tibetan translation and a French translation).

Nagarjuna

Catuhstava. The Niraupamyastava and Paraméarthastava have been ed.lted by
G. Tucei, JRAS 1932, pp. 309—25 (with English translation). (T..» Sanskrit
versions of the Nirupama®, Lokéatita®, Acintya®, and Stutyatita-stavas published
by Prabhubhai Patel, THQ 8 [1932], p. 317 sq., were restorations from the Tibetan
translations of these hymns). (An Italian translation was published by R. Gnoli
as an appendix to his Nagarjuna: Madhyamaka Karika, Turin, 1961).
Paficakrama (presumably by a Deutero-Négarjuna). Ed. L. de La Vallée Pous-
sin, Etudes et textes tantriques: Paficakrama (Université de Gand, Recueil de
travaux publiés par la Faculté de Philosophie et Lettres, 6““3 fascicule), Gand
et Louvain, 1896.

Pratityasamutpadahrdayakarika. Ed. V. V. Gokhale, Studia indologica (Fest-
schrift W. Kirfel, Bonn, 1955), pp. 103—4 (verses 1—5). See also L. de La Vallée
Poussin, Bouddhisme, Etudes et matériaux: Theorie des douze causes, Gand,
1913, pp. 123—4 (French translation from the Tibetan); V. V. Gokhale, Pratitya-
samutpadasastra des Ullangha, Bonn, 1930.

Mahayanaviméika (apparently by a Deutero-Négarjuna). Ed. G. Tucci, Minor
Buddhist texts, i, Serie Orientale Roma ix. 1, Rome, 1956, pp. 201—3 (with
English translation).

Milamadhyamakakarikas (as found in the Prasannapadd Madhyamakavrttih by
Candrakirti). Ed. together with the Prasannapada by L. de La Vallée Poussin,
Bibliotheca Buddhica iv, St. Petersburg, 1903—13; reprinted with alterations by
P. L. Vaidya, Madhyamakasastra of Nagarjuna, Buddhist Sanskrit Texts no. 10,
Darbhanga, 1960. New edition (using a fourth manusecript of the Karikas only) by
J. W. de Jong, Adyar, 1977. (The first translations into European languages were
by Th. Stcherbatsky, Appendix to: Conception of Buddhist Nirvana, Leningrad,
1927 (Chapter i and xxv, in English); S. Schayer, Feuer und Brennstoff, RO 7
(1931), pp. 26—52 (Chap. x, in German), and Ausgewihlte Kapitel aus der Pra-
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sannapada, Krakow, 1931 (Chap. v, xii—xvi, in German); E. Lamotte, MCB 4
(1936), pp. 265—88 (Chap. xvii, in French); J. W. de Jong, Cingq chapitres de la
Prasannapada, Paris, 1949 (Chap. xviii—xxii, in French); J. May, Candrakirti,
Prasannapada Madhyamakavrtti, Paris, 1959 (Chap. ii—iv, vi—ix, xi, xxiii,
xxiv, xxvi, and xxvii, in French). There are in addition complete English trans-
lations by F. J. Streng, Emptiness, Nashville and New York, 1967, pp. 183—220;
and by K. K. Inada, Nagarjuna, a translation of his Milamadhyamakakarika
with an Introductory Essay, Tokyd, 1970. An Italian translation was published
by R. Gnoli, Nagarjuna: Madhyamaka Karika, Le stanze del cammino di mezzo,
Turin, 1961. An English translation of Chapters i—vii has been published by
H. N. Chatterjee, Mula-Madhyamaka-Karika, 2 vol., Calcutta, 1957—62. And
another English translation of Chapters i—vi, viii—x, xiil, xv, xviii—xix, xxii—
xxv together with an abridged version of Candrakirti’s Prasannapada thereon
has recently been published by M. Sprung in collaboration with T. R. V. Murti
and U. 8. Vyas, Lucid exposition of the Middle Way, London, 1979. A German
translation of Chapters i, xv, xviii, xxiv, and xxv was published by E. Frauwall-
ner, Die Philosophie des Buddhismus, Berlin, 1956, p. 178 sq.

Ratnavali. Parts of Chapters i and ii and the whole of Chapter iv have been
edited by G. Tucci, JRAS 1934, pp. 307—25, and 1936, pp. 237—52 and pp.
423—35 (with an English translation). This edition has been reprinted by P. L.
Vaidya, Madhyamakagastra of Nagarjuna, Buddhist Sanskrit Texts no. 10,
Darbhanga, 1960, Appendix Six, pp. 296—310; and by H. Chatterjee Sastri, The
philosophy of Nagéarjuna as contained in the Ratnavali, Part i, Calcutta, 1977,
pp. 83—100. (An English translation based on the Tibetan translation has been
published by J. Hopkins and Lati Rimpoche, The precious garland, London,
1975.)

Vigrahavyavartani with the autocommentary. Ed. E. H. Johnston and A. Kunst,
MCB 9 (1948—51), pp. 99—152; reprinted, together with an English translation,
in K. Bhattacharya, The dialectical method of Nagarjuna, Delhi, 1978. (This
edition replaces the inadequate one by K. P. Jayaswal and R&hula Sankritya-
yana, JBORS 23 (1937), which was reprinted with alterations by P. L. Vaidya,
Madhyamakasastra of Nagarjuna, Buddhist Sanskrit Texts no. 10, Darbhanga,
1960, Appendix Five, pp. 277—95). Earlier English versions of the Sanskrit
Karikas were published by 8. Mookerjee, The absolutist’s standpoint in logic,
Nava-Nalanda-Mahavihara Research Publication, i, Nalanda, 1957, pp. 7—41;
and by F. J. Streng, Emptiness, pp. 222—7. The first English translation, based
on the Tibetan and Chinese translations, was published by G. Tucci, Pre-Dininédga
Buddhist texts on logic from Chinese sources, Gaekwad’s Oriental Series no. xlix,
Baroda, 1929. A French translation based on the Tibetan and Chinese transla-
tions was published by 8. Yamaguchi, JA, Juillet-septembre 1929, pp. 1—86. An
Italian translation of the Sanskrit Karikas was published by R. Gnoli as an ap-
pendix to his Nagarjuna: Madhyamaka Karika, Turin, 1961, p. 139 sq.

Prajiidkaramati

Bodhicaryavatarapafijika. Edited, together with Santideva’s Bodhicaryavatara,
by L. de La Vallée Poussin, Bibliotheca Indica, Calcutta 1902—14; P. L. Vaidya,
Buddhist Sanskrit Texts No. 12, Darbhanga, 1960.

Bhavaviveka

Madhyamakahrdayakarikas. Chap. ii. 1—12, ed. V. V. Gokhale, I1J 14 (1972),
pp. 42—44. Chap. iii. 1—136, ed. S. Iida, Reason and emptiness, a Study in
logic and mysticism (Tokyo, 1980); iii. 275—84, ed. V. V. Gokhale, I1J 5 (1961—
62), p. 273. Chap. iv. 7 and 56, ed. V. V. Gokhale, IIJ 2 (1958), p. 179. Chap.
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viii. 1—16, ed. V. V. Gokhale, IIJ 2 (1958), pp. 167—77; viii. 18—96, ed. H. Naka-
mura, ALB 39 (1975), pp. 301—29. (On v. 1, 7—9, see 8. Iida, Kanakura kinen-
ronbunshii [Kanakura Festschrift], Tokyd, 1966, pp. 79—96.)

Rahulabhadra

Prajfiaparamitastotra. Ed. R. Hikata, Suvikrantavikrami-Pariprecha Prajfia-
paramitéa-satra, Fukuoka, 1958, pp. 1—2. (English translation by E. Conze,
Buddhist texts through the ages, Oxford, 1954, pp. 147—9).

Santaraksita

Tattvasamgraha. Edited together with Karmalaéila’s Tattvasamgrahapaiijika by
E. Krishnamacharya, Gaekwad’s Oriental Series vol. xxx—xxxi, Baroda, 1926;
Svami Dvarikadas Sastri, Bauddha Bharati Series 1—2, Varanasi, 1968. (English
translation by Ganganath Jha, The Tattvasangraha of Santaraksita with the
commentary of Kamalasila, Gackwad’s Oriental Series vol. Ixxx and lxxxiii,
Baroda, 1937—9.—Individual chapters have been translated by W. Liebenthal,
Satkarya in der Darstellung seiner buddhistischen Gegner, Stuttgart, 1934 (Ger-
man translation of chap. i, Prakrtipariksa); S. Schayer, Kamalaéilas Kritik des
Pudgalavada, RO 8 (1932), pp. 68—93 (German translation of chapter vii,
Atmapariksd) and Contributions to the problem of time in Indian philosophy,
Krakow, 1938, pp. 29—70 (English translation of chapter xxi, Traikalyapariksa);
A. Kunst, Probleme der buddhistischen Logik, Krakow, 1939 (German transla-
tion of Chapter xviii, Anumanapariksé, together with an edition of the Sanskrit
and Tibetan texts of the Karikas).)

Santideva

Bodhicaryavatara. Ed. L. de La Vallée Poussin together with Prajfidkare: 1ati’s
Bodhicaryavatarapafijikd, Bibliotheca Indica, Calcutta, 1902—14; P. L. Vaidya,
Buddhist Sanskrit Texts No. 12, Darbhanga, 1960. (French translation by L. de
La Vallée Poussin, Paris, 1907, originally published in Revue d’histoire et de
littérature religieuses 10—12 {1905—7]. Other translations are by L. Finot, La
marche & la lumiére, Paris, 1920; R. Schmidt, Der Eintritt in den Wandel der
Erleuchtung, Paderborn, 1923; and G. Tucci, Il carnmino verso la luce, Torino,
1925).

Siksasamuccaya. Ed. Cecil Bendall, Bibliotheca Buddhica i, St. Petersburg,
1902. (English translation by C. Bendall and W. H. D. Rouse, A compendium
of Buddhist doctrine, London, 1922).

Saraha(pada)

Dohékoga. Ed. P. Ch. Bagchi, Dohdkosga, Part i, Calcutta Sanskrit Series, pp.
14—50, Calcutta, 1938 (with the commentary of Advayavajra). See also Journal
of the Department of Letters, University of Calcutta, vol. xxviii (Calcutta, 1935),
op. 52—120; Rahul Sankrtyayan, Dohékos, Patna, 1957 (with Tibetan and
Hindi translations).

N. B. Texts of the Indian Madhyamaka school mentioned in this book which
are not in the above list of Sanskrit texts are available, either in single or mul-
tiple translations, in Chinese in the Taisho shinsht daizékyd and/or Tibetan
in the bsTan"’gyur (the Peking edition of which has been used in this book).



MODERN EDITIONS OF THE TIBETAN VERSIONS OF INDIAN
WORKS OF THE MADHYAMAKA SCHOOL

Aryadeva

bZi brgya pa (Catuhsataka). Chapters viii—xvi edited, together with parts of
Candrakirti’s commentary, by Vidhushekhara Bhattacharya, The Catuh$ataka:
Sanskrit and Tibetan texts with copious extracts from the commentary of Can-
drakirtti, Part ii, Visva-Bharati Series No. 2, Calcutta, 1931.

Yi ge brgya pa (and 'Grel pa) (Akgarasataka [and Vrtti], ascribed to Nagarjuna
but probably by Aryadeva). Cf. V. V. Gokhale, Aksara-Catakam (the Hundred
Letters), Materialien zur Kunde des Buddhismus xiv, Heidelberg, 1930.

Ye Ses siiin po kun las btus pa (Jfidnasarasamuccaya, probably by a Deutero-
Aryadeva). Verses 20—28 ed. K. Mimaki, La réfutation bouddhique de la per-
manence des choses, Paris, 1976, pp. 186—8 (with French translation).

Kamalasila

(b)sGom pa’i rim pa (dan po) (Bhavanakrama [I]). Ed. S. Yoshimura, Tibetan
buddhistology, Ky6to, 1953; G. Tucci, Minor Buddhist texts, ii, Serie Orientale
Roma ix. 2, Rome, 1958, pp. 229—82.

(b)sGom pa’i rim pa (bar ma) (Bhévanakrama [II]). Ed. S. Yoshimura, op. cit.
(b)sGom pa’i rim pa (tha ma) (Bhavanakrama [III]). Ed. S. Yoshimura, op. cit.
Translated in part by E. Lamotte in P. Demiéville, Le concile de Lhasa, Paris,
1952, Appendix II, pp. 336—53.

De kho na fiid bsdus pa’i dka’ ’grel las rJes su dpag pa brtag pa. (Chapter xx of
the Tibetan version of the Tattvasamgrahapafijikd, Anumanapariksd). Ed.
A. Kunst, Kamala$ila’s commentary on Santaraksita’s Anumanapariksa of the
Tattvasamgraha, MCB 8 (1947), pp. 166—211.

Kambala(pada)/Kam(b)alambara(pada)/Kamala(pada)

bCom ldan ’das ma Ses rab kyi pha rol tu phyin pa’i don bsdus pa’i éhigs su becad
pa dgu pa (Navasloki). Ed. G. Tucci, Minor Buddhist texts, i, Serie Orientale
Roma ix.i, Rome, 1956, pp. 218—22 (both Tibetan translations with the Sanskrit
original, a Chinese version, and an English translation).

Candrakirti

Phun po Ina’i rab tu byed pa (Paficaskandhaprakarana). Ed. C. Lindtner, AO 40
(1979), pp. 87—145.

Byan chub sems dpa’i rnal ’byor spyod pa bZi brgya pa’i rgya cher ’grel pa
(Bodhisattvayogécara-Catuhsatakatika). Extracts from Chapters viii—xvi
published by Vidhushekhara Bhattacharya, The Catuh$ataka of Aryadeva, Visva-
Bharati Series No. 2, Calcutta, 1931.

dBu ma réa ba’i ’grel pa ¢hig gsal ba (Mialamadhyamakavrttih Prasannapada).
Chapters xviii—xxii ed. J. W. de Jong, Cing chapitres de la Prasannapadé, Paris,
1949; chapters ii—iv, vi—ix, xi, xxiii, xxiv, xxvi, xxvii, ed. J. May, Candrakirti,
Prasannapada Madhyamakavrtti, Paris, 1959. The Tibetan translation of the
Madhyamakasastrastuti found at the end of the Prasannapada has been edited
by J. W. de Jong, OE 9 (1962), pp. 51—54.
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dBu ma la ’jug pa (Madhyamakéavatéra) and dBu ma la ’jug pa’i bSad pa (Ran
’grel) (Madhyamakavatarabhésya). Ed. L. de La Vallée Poussin, Bibliotheca
Buddhica 9, St. Petersburg, 1907—12. (A partial French translation from the
Tibetan, up to vi. 165, was published by L. de La Vallée Poussin, Le Muséon 8
[1907], pp. 249—317; 11 [1910], pp. 271—358; 12 [1911], pp. 235—328).

Dipamkaragrijiiana

Byan chub lam gyi sgron ma (Bodhipathapradipa). Ed. J. van den Broeck, Le
flambeau sur le chemin de 1’Eveil, Publications de I'Institut Belge des Hautes
Etudes Bouddhiques, Série “Etudes et textes’’ no. 5, Brussels, 1976 (with a French
translation); H. Eimer, Bodhipathapradipa, Asiatische Forschungen 59, Wies-
baden, 1978 (with a German translation). (English translation by A. Wayman,
Calming the mind and discerning the real, New York, 1978, pp. 9—14).

Nagarjuna
Ga las ’jigs med (*Akutobhayd). Ed. M. Walleser, Die tibetische Version von
Nagarjuna’s Kommentar Akutobhaya zur Madhyamakakarikda. Nach der Pe-
kinger Ausgabe des Tanjur herausgegeben, Materialien zur Kunde des Buddhis-
mus, Heft 2, Heidelberg, 1923 (photographic reprint). (German translation by
M. Walleser, Die mittlere Lehre des Nagarjuna, nach der tibetischen Version
ubertragen, Die buddhistische Philosophie in ihrer geschichtlichen Entwicklung,
2. Teil, Heidelberg, 1911).
*Jig rten las ’das par bstod pa (Lokatitastava). Ed. L. de La Vallée Poussin, Mu-
séon 14 (1913), pp. 7—14 (with French translation); P. Patel, IHQ 8 (1932),
pPp. 326—31.
rTen cin ’brel par ’byun ba’i sfiin po’i éhig le’ur byas pa (Pratityasamutpada-
hrdayakarikas). Ed. L. de La Vallée Poussin, Bouddhisme, Etudes et matériaux:
Théorie des douze causes, Gand, 1913, pp. 122—3.
bsTod pa las ’das par bstod pa (Stutyatitastava). Ed. P. Patel, IHQ 8 (1932),
pp. 703—5.
Theg pa chen po fii Su pa (Mahayanaviméika). Ed. Vidhusekhara Bhattacharya,
Visvabharati Studies i, Calcutta, 1931 (edition of both Tibetan versions with a
Chinese version). Cf. S. Yamaguchi, EB 4 (1926), p. 56 sq.; (1927), p. 169 sq; G.
Tucei, Minor Buddhist texts, i, Rome, 1956, p. 195 sq.
Don dam par bstod pa (Paramarthastava). Ed. L. de La Vallée Poussin, Muséon
14 (1913), pp. 16—18 (with French translation); G. Tucci, JRAS 1932, pp. 322—4.
dPe med par bstod pa (Niraupamyastava). Ed. L. de La Vallée Poussin, Muséon

" 14 (1913), pp. 1—7 (with French translation) ; P. Patel, THQ 8 (1932), pp. 319—23;
G. Tucei, JRAS 1932, pp. 312—20. )
dBu ma réa ba’i ¢hig le’ur byas pa Ses rab ces bya ba (Prajiia nama Malamadhya-
makakarikas). Ed. L. de La Vallée Poussin, Malamadhyamakakarikas de Nagér-
juna, Bibliotheca Buddhica iv, St. Petersburg, 1903—13 (Tibetan text of the
karikéds printed in the footnotes).
rCod pa bzlog pa’i éhigs le’ur byas pa and rCod pa bzlog pa’i ’grel pa (Vigraha-
vyavartani and Vigrahavyavartanivrtti). Ed. G. Tuceci, Pre-Dinnaga Buddhist
texts on logic from Chinese sources, Gaekwad’s Oriental Series vol. xlix, Baroda,
1929 (with English translation).

- Zib mo rnam par ’thag pa (Vaidalyaprakarana). Ed. Y. Kajiyama, Miscellanea
Indologica Kiotiensia 6—7 (1965), pp. 134—55.

. 8es rab sdon bu (Prajfiadanda). Ed. W. L. Campbell, Calcutta, 1919 (with English

~ translation).

" Sems kyi rdo rje’i bstod pa (Cittavajrastava). Ed. La de La Vallée Poussin,
Muséon 14 (1913), pp. 14—16 (with French translation). .
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Srid pas las ’das pa’i gtam (Bhavasamkrantiparikatha) and Srid pa ’pho ba
(Bhavasamkranti) {and Srid pa ’pho ba'i tika of Maitreyanatha]. Ed. N. Aiya-
svami Sastri, Bhavasankranti Satra and Néagirjuna’s Bhavasankranti Sastra,
Adyar Library, 1938, pp. 73—103 (with restoration in Sanskrit).

bSam gyis mi khyab par bstod pa (Acintyastava), Ed. P. Patel, ITHQ 8 (1932),
pp. 694—701.

Buddhapélita

dBu ma réa ba’i ’grel pa Buddha pi li ta (Buddhapalita-Malamadhyamakavrtti).
Chapters i—xii, ed. M. Walleser, Bibliotheca Buddhica xvi, St. Petersburg,
1913—14.

Bodhibhadra

Yeo Ses sfiin po kun las btus pa Zes bya ba’i bSad sbyar (Jfidnasarasamuccaya-
nibandhana). Portion corresponding to verses 20—28 of Aryadeva’s Jiidnasarasa-
muccaya, ed. K. Mimaki, La réfutation bouddhique de la permanence des choses,
Paris, 1976, pp. 190—206 (with French translation).

Bhavaviveka

dBu ma réa ba’i ’grel pa Ses rab sgron ma (Prajfiapradipa-Miilamadhyamaka-
vrtti). Chap. i—ii, ed. M. Walleser, Bibliotheca Indica, Calcutta, 1914. (German
translation of Chap. i by Y. Kajiyama, WZKSO 7 [1963], pp. 37—62; 8 [1964],
pp- 100—30. English translation of Chapter xxiv by R. Uryfizu, Kinki Daigaku
kydyo gakubu kenkya kiy6o 2/2 [1971], pp. 15—56).

dBu ma’i sfiin po’i éhig le’ur byas pa (Madhyamakahrdayakéarikas). Chap. v, ed.
8. Yamaguchi, Bukkyd ni okeru mu to u no tairon, Kyéto, 1941; Chap. viii.
18—96, ed. H. Nakamura, ALB 39 (1975), pp. 301—29.

dBu ma’i siiint po’i 'grel pa rtog ge ’bar ba (Madhyamakahrdayavrtti-Tarkajvala).
Chap. iii. 1—136, with the corresponding Madhyamakahrdayakarikas, ed.
8. Iida, Reason and emptiness, a Study in logic and mysticism, Tokyo, 1980.
Chap. viii. 1—16, with the corresponding Madhyamakahrdayakarikas, ed. H. Na-
kamura, I1J 2 (1958), pp. 181—90.

sDe pa tha dad par (’)byed pa dan rnam par bSad pa (Nikdayabhedavibhanga-
vyakhyana, corresponding to part of Chapter iv of the Tarkajvéala). Ed. E. Tera-
moto and T. Hiramatsu, Kanz-taisho-ibushiirinron, Kyo6to, 1935. (Partial Eng-
lish translation by W. W. Rockhill, Life of the Buddha, London, 1884, pp. 182—96.
German translation by M. Walleser, Die Sekten des alten Buddhismus, Heidel-
berg, 1927, pp. 78—93. French translation by A. Bareau, JA 1956, pp. 167—91).

Santaraksita

De kho na fiid bsdus pa, rdes su dpag pa brtag pa (Tattvasamgraha, Anumana-
pariksd). Ed., together with the Sanskrit text, by A. Kunst, Probleme der bud-
dhistischen Logik in der Darstellung des Tattvasamgraha, Polska Akademia
Umiejetnosei, Prace komisji orientalistycznej Nr. 33, Krakow, 1939.

Santideva

Byan chub sems dpa’i spyod pa la ’jug pa (Bodhi[sattva]caryavatara). Ed.
F. Weller, Uber den Quellenbezug eines mongolischen Tanjurtextes, Abhandlun-
gen der Séchsischen Akademie der Wissenschaften zu Leipzig, Phil.-hist. Klasse
45/2, Berlin, 1950 (based on the editions of sNar than and sDe dge); Vidhushe-
khara Bhattacharya, Bodhicaryavatara, Bibliotheca Indica, Calcutta, 1960.



ABBREVIATIONS

ABORI  Annals of the Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute

ALB Adyar Library Bulletin

AM Asia Major

AO Acta Orientalia

BCA Bodhicaryavatara by Santideva

BEFEO Bulletin de I’Ecole frangaise d’Extréme-Orient
BSO(A)S Bulletin of the School of Oriental (and African) Studies
cS Catuh$ataka by Aryadeva :

EB Eastern Buddhist

GOS Gaekwad’s Oriental Series, Baroda

HJAS Harvard Journal of Asiatic Studies

IA Indian Antiquary

IBK Indogaku Bukkydgaku Kenkyu (Journal of Indian and Buddhist
Studies)

THQ Indian Historical Quarterly

IJ Indo-Iranian Journal

JA Journal asiatique

JAOS Journal of the American Oriental Society

JASB Journal of the Asiatic Society of Bengal

JGIS Journal of the Greater India Society

JIP Journal of Indian Philosophy

JOIB Journal of the Oriental Institute, Baroda

JPASB Journal and Proceedings of the Asiatic Society of Bengal

JRAS Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society of Great Britain and Ireland
MA Madhyamakavatara by Candrakirti

MCB Mélanges chinois et bouddhiques

MHK Madhyamakahrdayakarikas by Bhavaviveka

MMK Miulamadhyamakakarikas by Nagarjuna

OE Oriens Extremus

OLZ Orientalistische Literaturzeitung

PEW Philosophy East and West

PP Prasannapada Madhyamakavrttih by Candrakirti
RO Rocznik Orientalistyczny

RSO Rivista degli Studi Orientali

TP T’oung Pao

vv Vigrahavyavartani by Nagarjuna

WZKS(0O) Wiener Zeitschrift fir die Kunde Siid- (und Ost)asiens
ZDMG Zeitschrift der Deutschen Morgenlédndischen Gesellschaft
ZI11 Zeitschrift fir Indologie und Iranistik



INDICES

1. Titles

The following index lists the titles of Sanskrit texts mentioned in this
volume. It is to be noted, however, that in a number of cases these are merely
editor’s titles, or titles (re)constructed by the different editors of the Tibetan
bsTan-gyur and its catalogues, and that the original Sanskrit titles of several
such works cannot therefore be said to be known with certainty. Particularly
doubtful forms are preceded by an asterisk. But the titles listed here can in
practice serve to identify the texts in question. After the titles the names of
their (putative) authors are indicated in parentheses. As already observed, the
authorship of a number of works is uncertain, the attributions indicated here
being taken from the colophons of the available versions (Sanskrit, Chinese
and Tibetan) or, when the colophons fail us, from the catalogues.

The abbreviation P refers to the Peking edition of the Tibetan bKa’-’gyur
and bsTan-’gyur reprinted by the Tibetan Tripitaka Research Institute under
the direction of D. T. Suzuki (Tokys-Kyoto, 1958), this being the edition to
which reference is usually made in this book. The numbers following P are the
serial numbers of the texts in question, P 52245480 corresponding to the
dBu-ma (Madhyamaka) section in the Peking bsTan -’gyur (mDo -’grel, volumes
xvii—xxxiii). D refers to the sDe-dge edition of which the dBu-ma section,
with the serial numbers D 3824—3980, has been reprinted in The sDe dge
Tibetan Tripitaka — bsTan hgyur (Deruge-ban Chibetto Daizdkyd, Ronsho-bu,
Tokyd Daigaku Bugaku-bu shozd) edited by K. Hayashima, J. Takasaki,
Z. Yamaguchi, and Y. Ejima, and published for the Faculty of Letters, Tokyo
University, by the Sekai Seiten Kanké Kyokai Co. Ltd. (Tokyo, 1977—1979).
T refers to the Taishd Shinshi Daizokyd with its serial numbers; its index
(2nd edition), compiled by P. Demiéville, H. Durt and A. Seidel, is published
as a Fascicule annexe du Hobogirin under the title Répertoire du canon
bouddhique sino-japonais (Paris—Tdkyo, 1978).

Abhisamayéalamkéara (ascribed to Maitreya[néatha]; cf. P 5184) 28, 87, 101, 110, 111

Abhisamayéalamkara-Bhagavati-Prajiidparamitopade$adastravrtti Prajfidpradipa-
vali (Buddhagrijfiana, P 5198) 117

Abhisamayélamkarakarika-Prajfidparamitopadeda$astratika Prasphutapada
(Dharmamitra, P 5194) 102—103

Abhisamayalamkarakarikavarttika (Bhadanta Vimuktisena, P 5186) 101

Abhisamayalamkaraloka Prajiiaparamitavyakhys (Haribhadra; cf. P 5189) 93,
101—-102, 105n

Abhisamayélamkara-nama-Prajiidparamitopadesasastravytti (Sphutartha) (Hari-
bhadra, P 5191) 102, 103
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Abhisamayalamkara-nama-Prajfidparamitopadesasastravrtti Dur(ava)bodhéloké-
namatikd (Dharmakirti of Suvarnadvipa, P 5192) 110, 111, 118

Abhisamayéalamkaravrtti (Arya Vimuktisena, P 5185) 101

Abhisamayélamkaravrttipindartha (Prajfiakaramati, P 5193) 116

Acintyastava (Nagarjuna, P 2019) 31, 49

Aksaradataka (ascribed to Nagérjuna in the bsTan - ’gyur, P 5234; but perhaps
rather by Aryadeva, as in T 1572) 30, 53, 112, 114

Aksarasatakavrtti (ascribed to Nagarjuna in the bsTan - gyur, P 5235; but perhaps
rather by Aryadeva) 53, 114

Aksayamatinirdesasitra (P 842) 7, 99

*Akutobhaya. See Milamadhyamakavrtti ¥ Akutobhaya

Alokamala (Kamala/Kambalapada, P 5866) 106

Alokamalatikd (Asvabhava, P 5869) 106n

Anantamukhanirharadharanitika (Arya°) (Jhidnagarbha, P 3520) 104n

Astaksanakatha (Asvaghosa, P 5423, 5667) 120

Bahyarthasiddhi (Subhagupta, P 5742) 80n

Bhavanakrama I, IT and ITIT (Kamalaéila, P 5310—5312) 94, 96—99

*Bhavanayogamarga or *Bhavaniyogapatha (Jfidnagarbha, P 5305, 5452). See
*Yogabhavanamarga/*Y ogabhavanapatha

*Bhavanayogavatara (Kamaladila, P 5313, 5451; cf. D 3918, 4537; read *Yoga-
bh&vanavatara ?) 99

Bhavasamkranti(sastra) (Nagarjuna, P 5240; cf. 5472) 28—29, 49

Bhavasamkrantitikda (Maitreyanatha, P 5241) 29, 49

Bodhicaryavatara (Santideva; cf. P 5272) 82—883, 85n, 93, 110sq, 116—117, 119

Bodhicaryavataratatparyapaiijikd Visesadyotani (Vibhiaticandra, P 5282) 84, 117

Bodhicaryavatarapafijikd (Prajiidkaramati; cf. P 5273) 31, 39n, 83n, 84, 91n, 93,
116

Bodhicittavivarana I (Néagarjuna [II], P 5470; cf. 2665) 104, 105n

Bodhicittavivarana II (Nagarjuna [II], P 2666) 114

Bodhiméargadipapaijika (Dipamkarasrijiiana ?, P 5344) 29n, 49n, 53, 67n, 112

Bodhipathapradipa (Dipamkaraérijfidna, P 5343, 5378) 111112

*Bodhisambharasastra (Nagarjuna, T 1660) 29, 101n

Bodhisattvabhami (ascribed to Asanga; cf. P 5538) 93

Bodhisattvabhiimivrtti (Gunaprabha, P 5545) 111

Bodhisattvacarya[samgrahalpradiparatnaméala (Dharmika Subhutighosa, P 5332)
120

*Bodhisattvacaryasatrikrtavavada (Dipamkaradrijfidna, P 5342) 85

Bodhisattvacaryivatarabhasya (Dipamkarasrijiiana, P 5872) 85

Bodhisattvacaryavataraduravabodhanirnaya (Krsnapada, P 5276) 107

Bodhisattvacaryavatarapafijika (Vairocanaraksita, P 5277) 116

Bodhisattvacaryavatarapindartha (Dharmapala of Suvarnadvipa, P 5281) 85,110,
111

*Bodhisattvacaryavatarasamskara (*Kalyanadeva or *Subhadeva ?, P 5275) 116

Bodhisattvacaryavatara-sattrimsatpindartha (Dharmapéala of Suvarnadvipa ?, P
5280) 84, 110, 111

Bodhisattvasamvaravidhi (Bodhibhadra, P 5362, 5404) 109n

Bodhisattvasamvaravimsaka (Candragomin, P 5582) 93, 109n

Bodhisattvasamvaravimsakapaiijika (Bodhibhadra, P 5584) 109

Catuhsataka (Aryadeva, P 5246) 33n, 39n, 50—53, 78n, 85n, 101, 114
Catuhsatakatikd (Bodhisattvayogacarya® or %yogacaral ?) (Candrakirti, P 5266)
51—-52, 81, 85n, 114
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Catuhstava 31—32, 120—121

Catuhstavasamasartha (Amrtakara) 31

Caturviparyaya[pariharalkatha (Matrceta, P 5425, 5669) 120

Chang-chen-lun (Ta ch’eng ~) (*Karatalaratna, by Bhavaviveka, T 1578) 63, 66,
72

Cig car ’jug pa rnam par mi rtog pa’i bsgom don (Vimalamitra, P 5306) 94n, 107

Cittavajrastava (Nagarjuna, P 2013) 31

Cittavisuddhiprakarana (Aryadeva [II]; ef. P 5028 ascribed to Indrabhiiti and
P 2669 ascribed to Aryadeva) 106

Dasabhtumikasatra (cf. P 761/31) 30, 32, 72—74
*Dagabhtimikavibhasa($astra) (Nagarjuna ?, T 1521) 27n, 29, 32, 101n
Dur(ava)bodhéalokd Tikd (Dharmakirti of Suvarnadvipa). See Abhisamayalam-
karanama-Prajlidparamitopade$asdstravrtti Dur(ava)bodhaloka-nama-Tika
Dasakusalakarmapathanirde$a (Dharmika Subhutighosa, P 5417, 5676) 120
Dasakusalakarmapathanirdesa (A$vaghosa, P 5416, 5678) 120
Dharmadhatudarsanagiti (Dipamkaraérijiana, P 5388, 3153) 113
Dharmadhatustava (Nagarjuna [I or II ?], P 2010) 32, 113, 121n
Dhyanasaddharmavyavasthana (Avadhtatipada, P 5321, 5446) 117
Dhyéanasaddharmavyavasthanavrtti (Danasila, P 5322, 5447) 117
*Dvadasamukhasastra or *Dvadasanikayasastra (Shih-erh-men-lun by Nagéarjuna,
T 1568) 2, 27—28

*Ekaglokasastra (Nagarjuna, T 1573) 30

Guhyasamajatantra (ef. P 81) 102, 105
Guhyasamaja-Tantratika (Nagérjuna [I1], P 2648) 105

Harsacarita (Bana) 5n, 27n

Hastavalaprakarana (ascribed to Aryadeva in the bsTan ’gyur, P 5244, 5248; but
to Dignéga in the Chinese versions, T 1620/1) 52—53, 112

Hastavalaprakaranavrtti (ascribed to Aryadeva in the bsTan-’gyur, P 5245, 5249;
but perhaps rather by Dignaga) 53, 117n

*I§varakartrtvanirakrti (aseribed to Nagarjunapada, P 5905) 30n

Jantuposanabindu (Nitisastra®) (Nagarjuna ?, P 5822) 27
Jatakamala (Arya-Stra; cf. P 5650) 119

Jinamargavatara (Buddhagrijiidna, P 5359) 117
Jiidnasdrasamuccaya (Aryadeva [II], P 5251) 54, 100n, 106, 112, 118
Jiidnasarasamuccayanibandhana (Bodhibhadra, P 5252) 58, 59n, 109

Kaliyugaparikathd (Méatrceta, P 5426, 5670) 120
*Karatalaratna. See Chang-chen-lun

Kasyapaparivarta (cf. P 760/43) 6—7

Katyayanavavada 6n

*Kayatrayastotra/stava (Nagarjuna, P 2015; cf. 2016) 56
*Kayatrayavataramukha (Négamitra, P 5290) 56n

Lankavatérasttra (ef. P 775) 7, 20n, 54, 56, 72—73, 90, 96, 97, 122s8q
Lilavai (Lilavati, by Kutihala/Kothala) 27n
Lokatitastava (Nagarjuna, P 2012) 31, 49
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*Madhyamakabhramaghata (Aryadeva, P 5250) 54, 112

Madhyamakahrdayakarikds (Bhavaviveka, P 5255) 62—63, 65, 86n, 111

Madhyamakahrdayavrtti Tarkajvala (Bhavaviveka/Bhavya, P 5256) 62sq, 64, 65,
66, 86n, 111

Madhyamakalamkara (Santaraksita, P 5284) 90—92

Madhyamakalamkéarapafijika (Kamalasila, P 5286) 93

Madhyamakalamkaravrtti (Santaraksita, P 5285) 20n, 90—92, 99

Madhyamakalamkaravrtti-Madhyamapratipadasiddhi (Ratnékarasanti, P 5573)
122—123

*Madhyam(ak)alamkaropadesa (Ratnakarasanti, P 5586) 122—124

Madhyamakaloka (Kamalasila, P 5287) 94—96

Madhyamakanayasarasaméasa (Vidyakaraprabha, P 5293) 99

*Madhyamakaprajiidvatara (Candrakirti [IIT], P 5264) 81 (in D 3863 the title is
given as Madhyamakavatara-prajiia)

Madhyamakapratityasamutpada (Krsnapada, P 5257) 107

*Madhyamakaratnapradipa (Bhavya, P 5254) 66, 106n

*Madhyamakarthasamgraha (Bhavaviveka, P 5258) 64, 111

Madhyamakagastra 1

Madhyamakadastrastuti (Candrakirti) 8, 29, 31, 55

Madhyamakavatéra (Candrakirti, P 5261/2) 7, 34, 71—74, 75, 81, 82, 85n, 101n,
113, 114

Madhyamakavatarabhasya (Candrakirti, P 5263) 71sq

*Madhyamakavatara-prajiia (Candrakirti [III], D 3863). See *Madhyamakapra-
jhavatara

Madhyamakavataratikd (Jayananda, P 5271) 74, 113—114, 118

Madhyamakopades$a (Dipamkaragrijiiana, P 5324, 5326, 5381) 113

Madhyamakopades$avrtti (Prajiiamoksa, P 5327) 113

Madhyamasatka (Maitripada; cf. P 3074) 107

Madhyantavibhiga (ascribed to Maitreya[natha]; cf. P 5522) 45n, 122

Mahamayurividyarajii 104n

*Maharaja-Kani(s)kalekha (Matrceta, P 5411, 5684) 120

Mahaéastutrasamuccaya (Dipamkarasrijiiana, P 5358) 113, 114

Mahayanalaksanasamuccaya (Buddhajiianapéada, P 5301) 102

Mahayanasamgrahabhasya (Vasubandhu, P 5551) 111

Mahiyanasatra 6—7, 81

Mahayanaviméikd (Nagarjuna ?, P 5233 ~ 5465) 29—30, 112, 114

Mandalavidhi (Kambalapada, P 5443) 106

Maiijuérimialakalpa 104n, 120

Marmakaumudi (Arya-Astasdhasrikaprajfidparamitavrtti Marmakaumudi) (Abha-
yakaragupta, P 5202) 103, 115

Milamadhyamakakarikas (Prajiianamac) (Nagarjuna; cf. P 5224) 1n, 6, 8sq,
3436, 60, 62, 74, 114

Mulamadhyamakavrtti *Akutobhayé (ascribed to Nagarjuna, P 5229) 12sq, 47—48,
49n, 61, 62, 112

Maualamadhyamakavrtti *Buddhapaélita, (Buddhapalita, P 5242) 12sq, 60sq, 85, 112

Milamadhyamakavrtti Prajiidpradipa (Bhavaviveka, P 5253) 12sq, 49, 62sq, 65,
85—86, 112

Mialamadhyamakavrtti Prasannapada (Candrakirti; cf. P 5260) 7, 9sq, 34, 39n,
49, 51, 71sq, 74—81, 85n, 112, 114

Munimatalamkara (Abhayakaragupta, P 5299) 114—115

Navasloki (Kambalapada; cf. P 5210, 5906) 106
Nikayabhedavibhangavyiakhyana (Bhiavaviveka/Bhavya, P 5640) 63
Nirakarakarikas (Nandaéri, P 5294) 100
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Niraupamyastava (Nirupama?®) (Nagarjuna; cf. P 2011) 31sq, 34, 35, 49
Nitidstra. See Jantupoganabindu and Prajiiadanda

Paficakrama (Nagarjuna [II], P 2667) 105, 106

Paficaskandhaprakarana (Candrakirti, P 5267) 81, 111

Paramarthabodhicittabhavanakramavarnasamgraha (Aévaghosa, P 5308, 5431)
59n, 120, 121n

Paramérthastava (Nagarjuna; cf. P 2014) 31sq, 34, 49

Paramitasamasa (Arya-Sira; cf. P 5340) 119

Pradipoddyotana (Candrakirti [I1], P 2650) 105, 106n

Prajiiddanda (Nitisdstrao) (Nagarjuna, P 5821) 27, 119

Prajiiad-nama-Mulamadhyamakakéarikés. See Mulamadhyamakakérikés

Prajfiaparamita(satras) 6—7, 30n, 32—33, 45n, 47n, 101sq

Prajfiaparamitéstotra (Rahulabhadra) 33, 54, 101, 105n

Prajiidparamitopade$a (Arya®) (Kambalapada, P 5314, 3466) 106

Prajiiaparamitopadesa (Ratnakarasanti, P 5579) 123—124

Prajfidpradipa (Bhavaviveka). See Milamadhyamakavrtti Prajiidpradipa

Prajfidpradipatika (Avalokitavrata, P 5259) 67, 86n

Prajiiasataka (Nagarjuna, P 5414, 5820) 27

Pramanavarttika (Dharmakirti) 91, 93

Prasannapada Madhyamakavrttih (Candrakirti). See Malamadhyamakavrtti Pra-
sannapada

Prasphutapadd. See Abhisamayalamkarakarika-Prajfiiparamitopadesadastratika
Prasphutapada

Pratityasamutpadahrdayakarikas (Nagarjuna; cf. P 5236, 5467) 28, 119

Pratityasamutpadahrdayavyakhyana (Nagarjuna, P 5237, 5468) 28, 114

Rajatarangini (Kalhana) 5n

Ratnagotravibhaga (ascribed to Maitreya[natha); cf. P 5525) 28, 32, 56, 84n, 95n,
107

Ratnagotravibhaga-vyakhya (Asanga ?; cf. P 5526) 55

Ratnagunasamcayagéathapaiijikd (Bhagavad?) (Haribhadra, P 5190) 102 (see also
Samcayagathapafijika)

Ratnakarandodghata-nama-Madhyamakopadesa (Dipamkaradrijiidna, P 5325) 113

Ratnavali (Nagérjuna; cf. P 5658) 6n, 8, 23—26, 49, 68n, 83, 101n

Ratnévalitikd (Ajitamitra, P 5659) 24n, 49

Rim gyis ’jug pa’i (b)sgom don (Vimalamitra, P 5334) 94n, 107

Saddharmapundarika (cf. P 781) 7, 55—56

Saddharmasmrtyupasthana-Sadgatikarikas (Dharmika Subhiitighosa; cf. P 5415,
5679) 120

Salistambakakarikas (Arya) (Nagarjuna, P 5466, 5485) 29

Salistambaka-nama-mahiyanasitratika (Aryac) (Nagarjuna, P 5486) 29

Salistambakatika (Aryac) (Kamalasila, P 5502) 99

Samcayagéthépafijikd (Buddhagrijiiana [= Buddhajiidna-pada], P 5196) 102,
117n

*Samksiptananadrstivibhaga (*Madhyamaka-simha [dBu-ma’i-sen-ge]/Taradrimi-
tra, P 5295) 116

Samstuti 8, 31

Samvaraviméakavytti (Santaraksita, P 5583) 93, 109n (cf. Bodhisattvasamvara-
vimsaka)

Samvrtibodhicittabhévanopadedavarnasamgraha (Asvaghosa, P 5307, 5432) 120

Saptasatikaprajiiaparamitatika (Arya°) (Kamalasila, P 5215) 99
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*Sarvadharmabhavasiddhi (Kamalaéila, P 5289; read Sarvadharmisvabhavasid-
dhi, or Sarvadharmanihsvabhavasiddhi as in D 3889) 99

*SarvayandlokaviSesabhasya (Subhitighosa, P 5303; the spelling of the title
adopted here follows D 3907) 120

*Sata(ka)éastra (Aryadeva, T 1569: Pai/Po-lun) 2, 50 sq.

Satapaficasatka (Matyceta; cf. P 2038) 119

Satyadvayavatara (Dipamkaraérijiidna, P 5298, 5380) 113, 116

Satyadvayavatarapafijikd (Dharméakaramati) 116

Satyadvayavibhangakarikas (Jfianagarbha, D 3881; not in P) 68—71, 86n, 93

Satyadvayavibhangapafijika (Santaraksita, P 5283) 68—69, 86n, 93

Satyadvayavibhangavrtti (Jiidnagarbha, D 3882; not in P) 68—71

Saundarananda (Aévaghosa) 28, 119—120

Shih-erh-men-lun (T 1568: *Dvadasamukha- or *Dvadasanikayadastra by Nagéar-
juna) 2, 27—28

Siksakusumamaijari (Vairocanaraksita, P 5339) 116

Siksasamucecaya (Santideva; cf. P 5335/6) 83—84, 85, 93

Siksasamuceayabhisamaya (Dharmapala of Suvarnadvipa, P 5338, 5464) 110, 111

*Skhalitapramathanayuktihetusiddhi (Aryadeva, P 5247; probably Skhalitapra-
mardana® should be read with D 3847) 54

Sphutéartha (Haribhadra). See Abhisamayélamkara-ndma-Prajiidparamitopadesa-
Sastravrtti

Stava 8, 31—32

Stutyatitastava (Nagarjuna, P 2020) 31

Subhisitaratnakarandakakatha (Arya-Sara, P 5424, 5668) 119

Sugatamatavibhangakéarikas (Jitari/Jetari, P 5296, 5461, 5867) 100

Sugatamatavibhangabhasya (Jitari/Jetari, P 5868) 100

Suhrllekha (Nagarjuna, P 5409, 5682) 26—27, 32, 49, 120

Suhrllekhatiké (Vyaktapada) (Mahamati, P 5690) 27n, 49

Stinyatasaptati (Nagarjuna, P 5227) 8, 20—21, 49

Stinyatasaptativivrti (Parahita, P 5269) 116

Stnyatasaptativrtti (Nagarjuna, P 5231) 20, 21n

Sﬁnyatésaptativg-tti (Candrakirti, P 5268) 21n, 49, 81

*Satralamkaradislokadvayavyakhyéana (Parahitabhadra, P 5532) 116

Statrasamuccaya (Nagarjuna, P 5330) 29, 84, 124

Sttrasamuccayabhigya-ratnalokalamkara (Ratnakarasanti, P 5331) 124

Stutrasamuccayasamecayartha (Dipamkarasérijiidna, P 5333) 113 (see also Maha-
suitrasamuccaya)

Svabbhéavatrayapravesasiddhi (Nagérjuna ?, P 5243; D 3843 has Svabhéavatraya-
pravesasidhana) 30

Ta-chih-tu-lun (*[Maha-]Prajiidparamitopadesa ascribed to Néagarjuna, T 1509)
7, 29n, 32—33, 51, 55, 101, 118n

Tarkabhésa (Moksakaragupta; ef. P 5762) 100n, 118, 123n

Tarkajvaléd. See Madhyamakahrdayavrtti Tarkajvala

Tarkamudgara (Jayénanda, P 5270) 113n, 114

Tathagatagarbhastatra (P 924) 56

Tatparyapafijikd Videsadyotani. See Bodhicaryavataratatparyapaiijika

Tattvajiidnamrtavatara (Bhavaviveka/Bhavya) 63

Tattvaloka (Kamalasila, P 5288) 99

Tattvaprakasa (Advayavajra; cf. P 3086) 107

Tattvaratnavali (Advayavajra; cf. P 3085) 58, 107, 123n

Tattvasamgraha (Santaraksita; cf. P 5764) 89—90, 93

Tattvasamgrahapaiijika (Kamalasila; cf. P 5765) 58, 89—90, 93

Tattvasiddhi (Santaraksita, P 4531) 82n, 93
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Tattvavataravrtti (Srigupta, P 5292) 67, 86n, 91n
*Trikayastotra/stava (Nagarjuna, P 2015) 56
Trisarana[gamanalsaptati (Candrakirti [11], P 5366, 5478) 105
Triskandhasddhana (Krsnapéada, P 5509) 107n
Trisvabhavanirdesa (Vasubandhu, P 5559) 30
Triyénavyavasthana (Ratnakarasanti, P 4535) 123

Vaidalya-prakarana (Nagarjuna, P 5230) 8, 21, 114
Vaidalya-‘statra’ (Nagarjuna, P 5226) 8, 21, 114

Vairocandbhisambodhi (P 126) 98

Vajracchedikaprajidparamitatika (Arya°) (Kamalaéila, P 5216) 99
Varnarhavarpastotra (Matrceta; cf. P 2029) 120
Vigrahavyavartani(karikas) (Nagarjuna; cf. P 5228) 8, 21—23, 60, 80, 114
Vigrahavyavartanivrtti (Nagarjuna; cf. P 5232) 21sq

Vimalakirtinirde$asttra (P 843) 7, 70, 99

Vipaficitartha Vadanyayatika (Santaraksita; of. P 5725, 5738) 88, 93
*Vyavaharasiddhi (ascribed to Nagarjuna) 8, 26

*Yogabhivanamarga or *Yogabh&vanapatha (Jiiénagarbha, P 5305, 5452 [= D

3909, 4538]) 69n, 71

*Yogabhavanavatara (Kamalasila, D 3918; the title is Bhavanayogavatara in

P 5313) 99

Yogéacarabhtmi (ascribed to Asanga; cf. P 5536sq) 52
Yuktisastiké(karikas) (Nagarjuna, P 5225) 8, 19—20, 49, 90n, 99, 123
Yuktisagtikavyrtti (Candrakirti, P 5265) 49, 81, 85, 117n

I1. Names

Abhayéakaragupta 95n, 103, 114—115

Advayavajra 58, 107, 116, 123n, 125
(Maitripada, Avadhutipada)

Ajitamitra 24n, 49

Aksayamati 82n

Amoghavajra 57

Amrtakara 31, 49, 125

Aryadeva (I) 1-2, 30, 33, 47, 48, 50—54,
56, 62, 72, 78n, 80, 81, 83, 85n, 87,
101, 112, 119n, 120, 125, 129

Aryadeva (II) 100n, 105—106, 109

Arya-Sara (Sara) 59n, 119—120

Asanga 49, 52, 53n, 55, 122, 124

Asvabhéva 106—107n

Aégvaghosa 28, 59n, 119—121

Atisa. See Dipamkaradrijfidna

Avadhutipada 100, 117n (cf. Maitri-
pada, Advayavajra)

Avalokitavrata 49n, 62, 67, 86n, 112

Bana 5n, 27n

Bhartrhari 6n

Bhéavaviveka/Bhavya (I) 9n, 37, 47,
48n, 59s8q, 61—67, 71—72, 73n, 74—

79, 83, 85—86, 87—89, 90, 109, 112,
113, 127, 131 (Bhaviveka, Bhavin)
Bhavaviveka/Bhavya (IT) 66—67, 106,
116

Bhavyakirti 106n

Bhavyaraja 66n

Bhusuku 84, 106

Bodhibhadra 58, 59n, 86, 109, 111, 131

’Brom -ston rGyal-ba’i-’byur-gnas 111

Buddhajiiana-pada 102, 115

Buddhapalita 9n, 47, 48n, 49, 58—62,
71, 74, 78, 80n, 85, 112, 131

Buddhagrijiiana 102n, 117

dBu-ma’i-sen-ge. See *Madhyamaka-
simha

dBus-pa Blo-gsal Byan-chub-ye-Ses
80n

Bu-ston Rin-chen-grub VIn, 67n, 68n,
80n, 84, 85n

Byan-chub-’od (IHa-béun) 111

Candragomin 93, 109n, 120 .
Candrakirti (I) 7—8, 9, 21n, 26, 34, 37,
47, 48n, 49, 50—52, 55, 59n, 60, 66,
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67, 71--81, 82, 83, 85, 110, 112, 113,
114, 122, 126, 129

Candrakirti (II) 81, 105, 115, 122

Candrakirti (III) 81, 116

1Can -skya Rol-pa’i-rdo-rje
(Ye-Ses-bstan-pa’i-sgron-me) IXn,
69n, 93n

Ch’ing-mu 28, 48

Chi-tsang 54

Chul-khrims-rgyal-ba (Nag-6ého) 85—
86, 107n, 111

Cog-ro Klu’i-rgyal-méhan 61, 69n,
8586

Con -kha-pa Blo-bzan-grags-pa VIIIn,
20n, 59n, 69n, 111, 114n, 124n

Danagila 117

bDe byed 26n

dDe-spyod 24n, 27n

Devasarman 49, 62, 67n, 112

Devendrabuddhi 69

Dharmadasa 53, 81

Dharmaéakara(datta) 102

Dharméakaramati 116—117

Dharmakirti 66, 67, 68n, 88, 91, 93,
100, 109—110, 118

Dharmamitra (commentator on Vinaya)
102n

Dharmamitra (commentator on Prajfia-
paramita) 95n, 102

Dharmapala (of Nalanda) 51—53, 61,
67, 69, 81

Dharmapala (of Suvarnadvipa,
gSer-glin-pa) 84—85, 110, 111, 118

Dharmaraksa 29n

Dharmottara 102

Dignaga 52, 53, 60, 61, 66, 67, 80, 87

Dipamkaraérijfidna (AtiSa) 84—86,100n,
105n, 107n, 109—113, 116, 130

Divakara 67

Fa-tsang 67

Gaudapéada VIII
’Gos-khug-pa 1Ha(s) -béas 81
Grags ’byor-Ses-rab 114
Gunadatta 49n, 67, 112
Gunamati 49, 62, 112
Gunaséri 49, 112

Haribhadra 59n, 93,
105n, 115
Harivarman 50n

101--102, 103,

Indices

Hoshang (Hva-8an) Mahayana 94, 99
Hslian-tsang 5n, 51, 67

I-ching 5n, 27n, 104n
Indrabhiiti 106n

*Jam -dbyans - bZad - pa
Nag-dban -bréon-’grus IXn, 89n,
102n

Jayananda 74, 85n, 113—114, 118

Jitari/Jetari (I) 100

Jitari/Jetari (IT) 100, 107n, 111, 116

Jianagarbha (I) 67—71, 86n, 87, 89,
93, 104n(?), 116

Jiianagarbha (II/III) 61(?), 69n, 71,
85n, 86n, 104n(?), 116

Jiiinapada. See Buddhajfidna-pada

Jiidnaprabha 67

Jidnaérimitra 20n, 110, 116, 122n

Kalhana 5n

Kalyanadeva (?) 84, 116

Kamalaraksita 84, 110

Kamalasila 20n, 58, 89, 93--99,
106, 107, 112, 123n, 125, 129

Kambala-pada (or Kamala®) 106, 126,
129

Kanakavarman 114

Kanigka 5n, 120, 121

mKhas-grub dGe-legs-dpal-bzan IXn,
48n, 59n, 67n, 68n

Khrophu Byams-pa’i-dpal 117

Khu mDo-sde ’bar 114

Krsna-pada 84, 107, 111, 116

Kumaéarajiva 2, 5n, 28, 29n, 32, 5051,
104n

Kun-dga’-grags 114

Kutthala (Kotihala) 27n

103,

*Madhyamaka-simha
(dBu-ma’i-sen-ge) 116

Mahamati 27n, 49

Maitreya({natha) 101, 102, 122

Maitreyanatha (Pandita) 29, 49

Maitripada 107, 116, 122n (see also
Advayavajra, Avadhutipada)

Matyceta 119—120

Moksakaragupta 100n, 118, 123n

Nadapada (Naropa) 56n, 107n, 116,
122n

Naga 5657, 104n, 105

Nagabodhi 57, 105

Néagahvaya 56
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Nagamitra 56n

Nagérjuna (I) 1sq, 4sq, 50, 54sq, 56—
57, 60, 75, 77, 78sq, 81, 82n, 83—84,
87, 89, 98, 100, 101, 102, 104, 112,
115, 119—121, 122, 124, 126, 130

Nagarjuna (II) (Arya-) 57, 104sq

rNog Blo-ldan-Ses-rab 59n, 85n

Pa-¢hab Ni-ma-grags 85n, 113, 114

Paindapéatika 110n

dPal-bréegs 59, 85n

dPal-bréegs -raksi-ta 99

Parahita(bhadra) 116

Paramartha 49n, 56

Pingala 48n, 50

Pin-lo-chieh 48, 50

Prabhakaramitra 85

Prajfiakaragupta 118

Prajiiakaramati 31, 82, 83n, 84, 85n,
93, 116, 122n, 127

Prajiamoksa 113

Pulumaéyi 5n

Rahulabhadra (I) 4, 33, 49, 5456, 101,
105n, 128

Rahulabhadra (IT) 54, 105

Ratnakaradanti 20n, 100n, 107n, 110,
111, 116, 122124

Ratnakirti 110, 118n

Rin-chen:bzan-po 85n, 111, 117n

Sakyasribhadra 117

Santaraksita 20n, 47, 58, 59, 66n, 69,
71, 86n, 87—94, 99—100, 102, 106,
107, 109, 111, 112, 123n, 128, 131

Santideva 82—85, 93, 106, 118, 119,
128, 131

Saraha 39n, 54, 100n, 105, 128

*Saramati 55, 56, 57n
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Satakarni (Satakani) 5n

Satavahana (Sata®) 5n, 24, 27n

Seng-jui 32

gSer - glin-pa 110

Silabhadra 67

Srigupta 67—68, 86n, 87, 89, 100, 112n

Sriharsa VIII

Sthiramati 45n, 49, 61, 62, 69, 112

Subhadeva ( ?) 116

Subhagupta 80n

Stiksmajana 114

Stra. See Arya-Sira

‘Suvarnadvipa’ (epithet of Dharma-
pala/Dharmakirti). See gSer-glin-pa

Taranatha VIIIn, 56, 59n, 84, 119
Tarasrimitra 116n
Tathagatabhadra 56

Tilakakalasa 114

Udayana/Udayin(?) 27n

Vairocanabhadra 102

Vairocanaraksita 84, 116

Vajrabodhi 57n, 105

Vasigthiputra 5n

Vasu 51, 53n

Vasubandhu 30, 51n, 53n,
99n, 121n

Vibhuticandra 84, 117

Vidyakaraprabha 99

Vimalamitra 94n, 102, 107

Vimuktisena (Arya) 53n, 87, 92n, 101,
102n, 103, 115

Vimuktisena (Bhadanta) 101, 103, 115

68n, 87,

Yeo-Ses-’od (IHa-bla-ma) 111
Ye-Ses-rgyal -méhan VIIIn
Yo-%es-sde 59, 69n, 85n, 86n, 107

IIT. Sanskrit key-words

atiprasanga 60

advaya 25, 28, 45, 70

advayajiidna 97

Advaitadar§ana 89, 93

adhisthana 82

anavastha 13, 22

Anakaravada 92. See Nirakaravada =
Alikakaravada

anitya 21

anirodha 18, 76, 96

anupalambha 19

anubhava 82

anuména 22, 37n, 53, 58, 61sq, 63—65,
70, 79, 80, 81, 89, 90, 92

anekasvabhéava 68, 91--92, 97, 100, 106,
112

anta 1, 19, 42, 45, 52, 68, 92, 100

anyatva 15, 38

apavada 68, 95

apratisthana 58, 59n
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apratigthitanirvana 96, 97

abhdva 3, 15, 18, 24, 38sq, 76, 90

Abhidharma 9, 43n

abhidhatavya 18, 75

abhidheya 34, 46n, 7475

abhisamskara 64, 65

abhisamdhi 26, 95, 96

abhyudaya 24, 68

amanagsikara 98, 99

Amitabha 27, 32

Amitayus 32

arthakriya 64, 68, 70, 91, 92

arthapatti 90

alatamandala 24

Alikakaravada, ovadin 68, 92, 100, 102,
106, 110, 122—123. See also Nirakarao,
Anskaravada

aloka 75

alokasamvrti 74—75

avyakrta 25, 41n

avidya 15, 19, 20, 28, 45

asinya 14, 34, 39, 46sq

asamskrta 13, 18, 38, 42n, 44n, 47, 63,
91

asiddha-hetu 77

asiddhadhéara 77

astita 24

asmrti 98

ahamkara 24, 25, 45

akara 68, 70, 91—92, 102n, 122123

akisa 66

agama 22, 61, 81, 91, 94, 96, 98

ajavamjavibhava 46

atman 14, 15, 19, 40, 5152, 66, 73, 74,
89, 93

atmiya 15,19, 74

Abhidharmika 6n, 10, 43, 47, 62, 112,
121

ayatana 12, 13, 19, 77, 81

arya 16, 34, 72, 75, 76

aryasatya 16, 42, 44

dlambana 9, 122—123

alambanavastu 98

dlayavijiiana 72—73

adrayaparavrtti 98

idampratyayatda 76
indriya 12

idvara 30, 83, 89, 112

udbhivita 76
upaméana 22, 81, 90

Indices

upalambha 46n

upasama 18, 46n

upadatr 13—14, 40

upadina 13—14, 15, 28, 40, 45
upadaya prajfiaptih 16, 44, 74
upaya 28, 72, 82, 96sq
upidlambha 12, 78n
ubhayaprasiddha 79

ekatva 13, 15, 38

ekayana 26, 31, 55, 94, 95n, 96, 103,
115

ekasvabhava 68, 91—92, 97, 100, 106,
112

ekibhéava 11, 38n

aitihya 90
Aupanigsadika 89, 93

karuna 82, 92, 96, 97, 98 .

karman 13, 15, 19, 21, 24, 28, 38, 42,
45, 68, 89

karmapatha 24, 120

kaya 56n, 70

kala 52, 90

klesa 15, 19—20, 21, 28, 40n, 45, 47,
52, 68

klesavarana 97

ksana 68

ksanika 76

kganti 82, 119

khapuspa 63, 76, 100, 106, 112n

gaganapuspa 76 (cf. khapuspa)
gati/gamana 10—11, 38
gantavya 38

ganty 10—11, 38

guna 89

grhastha 26

- gotra 32, 95, 103, 115

grahaka 91, 95, 123
grahya 91, 95, 122123

catuskoti 18, 25, 35n, 39, 41, 46, 64,
76, 92, 100, 106, 109, 112, 123

cakravartin 26

citta 18, 25, 28, 69n, 75, 97, 123

cittaméatra 29, 30n, 69, 73, 90, 95, 96,
97, 98, 122123

cittotpada 71, 88

cinta 96



Sanskript key-words

Jaina 89, 90 (cf. Nirgrantha)

jhdna 26, 45, 66, 72, 74, 76, 97, 98, 123
jiidpaka 22—23

jlieyavarana 97

tattva 16, 18, 19, 21, 24, 37n, 428q, 46,
68, 73—174, 76n, 97, 106, 109

tattvajiiana 62

tattvanyatva 38n

tathatda 33, 34, 46, 66, 70, 96, 98, 123

tathdagata 15, 39—41, 44n, 46, 55, 92

tathagatagarbha 31—32, 34, 35n, 55—
57, 73, 95—96, 103, 115

tathagatadhatu 32, 55

tathya 40n

tathyasamvrti 64, 75, 83n, 113

tasni[mJbhava 25, 3435, 70

trtiya (trtiya-raéi) 11, 36, 38n, 40n, 41,
68, 83n, 92, 109

trikdya 56, 70

triyana 26, 31, 9495, 96

trirtipalinga 70

trisvabhava 30, 92, 95, 122

darsana 2—3, 23, 36n

duhkha 16, 28, 44

drsténta 63, 64, 65, 70

drsti 2—3, 14, 18, 34n, 36, 45, 47, 52

dravya 89

dravyasat 66, 77

dharma 2—3, 6, 7n, 10, 16, 19, 21, 22n,
24, 25, 26, 28, 31, 34, 40, 42sq, 46—47,
65—66, 69n, 80, 90, 96, 98, 112, 122

dharmakéaya 26, 34, 46sq

dharmata 28, 33, 44n, 45n, 46, 113

dharmadhéatu 31, 33, 34, 46sq

dharmanairdtmya 6—7, 69, 73, 74, 98

dharmamaya-kaya 31, 34

dharmasamketa 73

dharmaspada 26

dhatu 12—13, 19, 44n, 81, 97

dhyana 83, 97, 115, 119

dhruva 31

nanabhiva 11, 38n

namamétra 28

nastita 24, 25

nihsarana 14

nihsvabhava 2, 21—-22, 41, 45n, 46, 74,
91

nihsvabhévavada 2, 36n

nigamana 78

nitya 21, 25, 31, 52
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Nirakaravada, °vadin 58, 100, 102, 110,
122-123. See Anakaravada, Alikaka-
ravada

nirodha 17, 19, 24, 38, 41n, 44, 66, 76,
96

Nirgrantha 25, 62 (cf. Jaina)

nirvana 15, 16, 18, 19, 24, 38, 39, 41n,
45, 46, 54, 91, 96

nitartha 73, 94, 96

niti 27

néti 25

neyartha 73, 95, 96, 110

naihéreyasa 24, 68

Nyéya 6n, 21n, 37n, 89

paksa 20, 25, 37n, 52, 60, 64—65, 77,
78n

paksadosa 65, 77

padartha 21, 89

paratantra (svabhava) 63, 69, 72, 92,
95, 122

paraprasiddha 79

parabhava 5n, 9, 14, 38

paraméanu 68, 91

paramartha 3, 16, 21, 25, 31, 33sq,
37n, 42sq, 59n, 61, 63sq, 653q, 698q,
728q, 74, 76sq, 83, 88, 92, 96sq, 100,
113, 120, 123

paramérthatas 63—65, 72, 7677

parindma 70

parindmand 26, 82—83

parisesa 37n

parydya 64

paryudésapratisedha 37—38, 65, 79

papa 24

papadesand 82

paramitd 26, 28, 71, 82sq, 96, 97, 101,
119

péramitanaya 104n

Paramitayana 101, 104

punya 24, 26, 83, 97

pudgala 13, 15, 25, 39, 40, 89, 91

pudgalanairdtmya 6, 73—74, 96, 98

paja 82

prthaktva 13, 38n

prakrtisdnta 43n

prakrtisthagotra. See gotra

pranidhi 26, 82

prajiapti 16, 24, 43n, 44n, 55, 70, 74,
76

prajiia 24, 28, 63, 72, 82, 94, 96—97

prajiidparamitd 55, 72, 82, 96, 101—103,
108, 110, 114115, 119
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pratijiia 22, 25, 36n, 37n, 42, 65, 78, 79

pratidvandvin 37n

pratipaksa 25, 37n, 79

pratipatti 9698

pratibandhin 37n

pratibimba 20, 24, 68, 75, 91

prativadin 70

pratisedha 36n, 37sq, 52, 64, 78

pratisedhamatra 36n, 78

pratisamkhyanirodha 66

pratityasamutpanna 44, 45n, 63

pratityasamutpada 9sq, 16—18, 19,
20—21, 28, 42sq, 45, 63sq, 72sq, 75n,
76, 83, 112, 123

pratyaksa 22, 80, 81, 89

pratyaya 9sq, 28, 70, 112

pratyaveksand 97

pratyatmavedya 75

pratyekabuddha 74

pradhéna 70

prapafica 18, 34, 35, 39, 42, 46, 55, 645sq,
70, 75, 92

pra-pad- 55

praméina 22, 72, 75, 80—81, 83, 89, 122

prameya 22, 80

prayoga(vakya) 61, 65, 71, 78—79

prasanga/prasajyate 11, 22, 36sq, 42,
58, 60, 64sq, 71sq, 78sq, 88

prasajyapratisedha 37sq, 39, 60n, 63,

prasthéna 82

Prasangika 58sq, 71—86, 88

bahirartha. See bahyartha

bahyartha 30, 59, 66n, 69n, 73, 80,
87n, 90, 91, 95, 97, 99

buddha 16, 26, 31, 41n, 42, 70, 72, 82,
96—97, 115

buddhabhtmi 72, 74, 97, 98

bodhi 25, 29, 96

bodhicitta 62, 71, 82, 88, 96sq, 101sq,
115, 120

bodhisattva 26, 29, 31, 52sq, 71sq, 82sq,
93, 96, 98, 101, 109, 111112, 118

brahmacarya 23

brahman 35n

bhakta 31

bhakti 31, 55

bhavasamtati 15

bhava 2—3, 9sq, 18, 22, 24, 36sq, 38sq,
53, 72, 88, 89, 91

bhavana 52, 63, 94, 96sq, 107, 115

bhuitakoti 33

Indices

bhami 26, 29, 33, 71sq, 82, 97, 98, 122

maga 62

madhyama 1

madhyamaka 1sq, 53n

madhyama pratipat 1, 16, 43sq, 45, 47,
63, 68, 83, 96, 98

mantranaya 104n, 106

Mantrayana 104 (cf. Vajrayana)

marici 25, 70

Mahayana 6, 26, 90, 123

madhyamika 1sq, 58

mays 19, 20, 25, 63

Mayopamadvayavadin 58

marga 16—17, 44, 83, 97, 98, 99, 111—
112

mithyajfiana 20, 72

mithyésamvrti 64, 75, 83n, 113

Mimamsa 38n, 63, 89

mrsa 25, 40n

yukti 19, 21, 61, 70, 90—91, 94, 96, 98

yuganaddhavahin 9798

yugapad 98, 107

yoga 52, 72, 109

yogabhiimi 122—124

yogécara 1, 20n, 30n, 52—53, 63, 72,
87sq, 100n, 104, 106, 108, 115, 122

Yogacira-(Svatantrika-)Madhyamaka
20n, 30, 59, 61, 66n, 67—69, 80, 85,
87—100, 102, 103, 106, 109n, 110, 112,
115

rasi. See trtiya/trtiya-rasi
rapa 20, 69n, 70, 75, 91, 97
ripakaya 26

laksana 12—13, 26, 38, 80, 123
laksya 12, 38, 80
linga 63, 64, 70, 81 (cf. hetu)
loka 25, 28, 72, 75
lokaprasiddha, lokaprasiddhi 72, 74, 75,
80n
lokasamvrti 16, 42, 72, 74—175
Lokayata 90, 109
lokottarajiiana 64, 66
laukikajfiina 64, 66
laukikatattvalaksana 43n

vacana 22

Vajrayana 57, 66, 102, 103, 104108
(cf. Mantrayéana)

vandhyéaputra, vandhyasuta 70, 76

vastu 46n, 70, 96, 98

véac 46n



Sanskript key-words

Vatsiputriya 89, 91

vada 2—3, 21, 23, 36n

vadin 70

vasana 123

vikalpa 11, 18, 23, 28, 35, 39, 42, 45sq,
55, 66, 92, 98, 106, 107, 109, 110, 113,
122s8q

vicara 14, 40, 73, 98

vijiiapti 68

“Vijiiapti-Madhyamaka’ (rnam rig {gi]
dbu ma) 20n, 56, 107n, 110, 122

vijfiaptimatra 73

vijiidna 20n, 66, 68, 70, 83n, 9192, 97,
99, 100, 106, 109, 123

Vijiidnavada, Vijidnavadin 1, 30, 49,
51—53, 58, 61, 63, 65, 71, 72—173, 80,
81, 83, 87sq, 90—92, 9596, 99, 100,
108, 109, 110, 115, 122, 124

vitanda VIIL, 21n, 37n, 42, 65

Vidyadharapitaka 104n, 105n

viparyasa 15, 21, 38—39, 52

vipasyand 84, 94, 97—98

vipaka 28

vimukti 73

viruddha-hetu 77—78

vivikta 19, 20, 43n

videsa 89

visaya 20, 52, 91, 123

virya 82, 119

Vedéanta 62 (cf. Advaitadarsana)

vaitandika 37n

Vaibhéasika 66, 91, 92n, 100n (cf. Sar-
vastivadin)

Vaisesika 6n, 10, 25, 50, 51n, 53, 62, 63

vyavadana 92

vyavahara 16, 17, 21, 25, 42, 53, 55, 59,
70—71, 7071, 72, 73, 7415, 121 (cf.
samvrti)

sabda 89, 90

$abdabrahman 89

$abdartha 89

Samatha 84, 94, 97—98

santa 2n, 42sq, 75

santi 24

diva 18, 31

$uddhalaukikajfiana 64

stnya 3, 14, 19, 21, 22, 31, 34, 39, 41,
44sq, 63

dtnyata 2, 6, 12, 14, 16—18, 20, 22sq,
26, 34, 42sq, 45, 52, 59n, 63, 64, 65,
72sq, 83, 84, 97, 98, 112, 113

dunyatakoti 2n

$unyatddarsana 2

145

$tnyatadrsti 2

$tnya(ta)vada 2

$tnyatva 3n, 44, 45n

sraddha 21, 24

Sravaka(yana) 6—7, 26, 33, 62, 74, 90
$ruta 96

gruti 90

samvara 93, 109

samvrti 3, 16, 42sq, 55, 58n, 59, 61, 64,
68, 69sq, 72sq, 74sq, 76s8q, 83, 87—88,
92, 97, 109, 113, 120, 121, 123 (cf.
vyavahéra)

samsara 14—15, 18, 24, 46, 96

samskara 14, 15, 21, 28, 45

samskrta 13sq, 18, 38, 40n, 42n, 44n,
417, 52, 63, 76, 91

samketa 70, 73, 74

samkranti 28

samklesa 92

samgha 16, 42

satkayadrsti 41n, 73—74

satkaryavada 28, 51, 89

sattva 28

satya 16, 21, 25, 29, 33sq, 42sq, 59,
61sq, 64, 68sq, 72sq, 74sq, 76—77,
83, 87—88, 92, 9798, 100, 109, 113,
121

Satyakaravada, ovadin 61, 89, 92, 110,
122—123 (cf. Sakaravada)

saparyayaparamirtha 64—65, 88

samavaya 89

samadhi 97, 98, 115

saméaropa 68, 95

sambuddha 18

sambhara 26, 29, 92, 97

samyagjfiana 19

samyagdrsti 68

sarvajilatda 63, 96, 97

Sarvadharmapratisthanavadin 58

sarvakéravaropeta $anyata 84, 97, 98

Sarvistivada, °vadin 7, 33, 80 (cf. Vai-
bhéagika)

samvrtapratityasamutpada 43n, 76

Sakaravada,ovadin 58, 61, 89, 92, 102n,
110, 122—124 (cf. Satyakaravada)

Samkhya 6n, 10, 25, 50, 51n, 53, 62, 63,
70

sddhyasama 12n, 22n

samanya 89

samanyalaksana 80

sivakadavacana 64, 78

Sukhavati 27n

Sautrantika 59n, 61, 65n, 66, 80, 91,
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92n, 100n

Sautrantika-(Svatantrika-)Madhyamaka
59, 66n, 69n. See also Svatantrika-
Madhyamaka

skandha 12, 13, 15, 19, 24, 28, 40, 74, 81

syadviada 90

svatantranumana 58, 6lsq, 65sq, 71,
77sq, 79, 88

svaprasiddha 79

svabhava 2—3, 10, 14, 24, 28, 30, 36,
38sq, 41, 46—47, 63, 64, 68, 76, 89,
9192, 112

Indices

gvabhavatraya 30, 69, 92, 95, 122

svabhéavastinya 21, 41, 44n

svarasavahin 98

svalaksana 43n, 80

svasamvitti, svasamvedana 66n, 70,
73, 80, 87n, 91

Svatantrika-Madhyamaka 58, 61—71,
79, 85—86, 87—88, 115

hita 25
hetu 9sq, 15n, 28, 63, 64, 70, 77, 97,
112 (cf. linga)

IV. Tibetan terms

sgyu ma rigs grub pa 59n

cig car ’jug pa 94n, 107

chad ston 34

’jig rten grags sde spyod pa’i dbu ma
(pa) 59n, 80n

gtam ¢hogs 8

bstod éhogs 8, 31

thal ’gyur ba 58—59

mdo sde pa’i dbu ma 59

mdo sde spyod pa’i dbu ma 59

rnam rig (gi) dbu ma 56n, 122
rnal *byor spyod pa’i dbu ma 59
rjogs chen 107

gZzan ston 34, 35n, 56n

ran rgyud pa 58-59

ran ston 34, 45n

rab tu mi gnas pa 59n

rigs ¢hogs 8, 31

rim gyis ’jug pa 94n, 107

hva San 94, 99
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