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On ran gi mtshan fiid kyis grub pa 111
Section II and III'

Yoshimizu Chizuko

IL. ran gi mtshan fid kyis grub pa in the Madhyamaka systems

Since the SNSii had set forth the theory of the three kinds of
non-substantiality (trinihsvabhavatd) as real meaning of the non-
substantiality of all things taught in the Prajfiaparamitasiitra and
declared itself to be a scripture teaching a definitive meaning (fes
don, nitartha), Madhyamaka masters felt themselves obliged to
protect their own system and scripture against the Yogacara tradition.
At the same time, they had to decide to accept or not to accept the
theory of the three kinds of non-substantiality of the SNSi as a
definitive meaning. Bhavaviveka® and Kamala$ila accepted it, while

! For Introduction and Section I of this paper see Yoshimizu 1993a.

? For the alternation of the names, Bhavaviveka, Bhaviveka and Bhavya,
retrieved or reconstructed from the Indian, Tibetan and Chinese sorces, cf. Ejima,
1990 and Seyfort Ruegg 1990: 69 n. 1. Ejima has proposed that the individual
should be called *Bhaviveka" according to the Chinese sources from the seventh
century, which are older than the Indian and Tibetan ones, rather than
"Bhavaviveka", which appears as a variant reading in the manuscripts of the PPad
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Candrakirti did not. With an awareness of this historical development
of the Indian Mahayana tradition and in accord with their treatment
of the SNSi, Tson kha pa draws a clear distinction between the
ontological position of the Svatantrika and that of the Prasangika, of
which theoretical grounds I would like to discuss here in this section.

1. Svatantrika’s acceptance of rart gi mishan fiid kyis grub pa

Tson kha pa’s arguments for Svatantrika’s acceptance and
Prasangika’s rejection of ran gi mtshan fid kyis grub pa of things on
the conventional level seem to presuppose the logical connection of
the non-substantiality and ran gi mtshan fid kyis grub pa given in the
SNSi, namely, the latter is the reason for the former® X is non-
substantial because X is ran gi mtshan fid kyis ma grub pa =
Whatever is rari gi mtshan fid kyis ma grub pa is non-substantial. Then
one must say: Insofar as X is not non-substantial, X is ran gi mtshan
fiid kyis grub pa. What takes the place of X, i.e. the subject of ran gi
mitshan fiid Kyis grub pa, are, as seen in Section I, mostly self-existence
(ran mtshan or its synonyms such as #0 bo fid, ran gi fio bo, ran bsin)
and their arising and cessation (skye ‘gag) in accord with the teachings
of the Prajiiaparamitasiitra: "all things are non-substantial (7o bo fiid
ma mchis pa), neither produced nor destroyed (ma skyes pa ma ’gags
pa)" as well as of the SNSi: "the Lord has taught the essential
characteristic [i.e. self-existence] (ran gi mishan fiid) of aggregates,
their characteristic of arising and cessation (skye ’jig)". On this

of Nepal origin (ibid.: 100). However, De Jong 1978 has reported no variant
reading for La Vallée Poussin’s reading "Bhavaviveka” in PPad 36, 13; 38, 12;
196, 4; and 351, 15 from the manuscript discovered by Tucci (R in De Jong
1978), which seems superior to those used by La Vallée Poussin. As I am not in
a position to decide his original name, I retain "Bhavaviveka” in conformity to
the first half of this paper.

3 Cf. SNSii VII 4 (Lamotte 1935: 67, 32-68, 4); Yoshimizu 1993a: 109, 12-19
and n. 29.

4 Cf. SNSii VII 1 (Lamotte 1935: 65, 4ff.); Yoshimizu 1993a: 102ff. and 104
n. 20.
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condition, Tson kha pa maintains that the Svatantrika admits ran gi
mishan fiid kyis grub pa’i ran mtshan and ran gi mishan fid kyis grub
pa’i skye ‘gag on the conventional level. That is to say, the Svatantrika
accepts on the conventional level the teaching of the SNS@ that the
dependent nature or characteristic (paratantrasvabhdva or
paratantralaksana) is not non-substantial with regard to characteristic
and arising on the strength of others. Furthermore, Tson kha pa
indicates that the Svatantrika makes the above-mentioned teaching of
the non-substantiality of the Prajiaparamitasttra consistent with that
of the SNSi by interpreting the former as concerning only ultimate
reality and the latter as negating the conceptualized nature or
characteristic (parikalpitasvabhava or parikalpitalaksana) that is an
incorrect superimposition of ultimate self-existence upon the
dependent characteristic. In this sense, the Svatantrika asserts that
the both siitras teach the middle way (Madhyamaka). Thereby he
avoids nihilism and denial of the Buddha's teaching in the SNSi.
That means, for Tson kha pa in turn, that the Svatantrika adopts the
ontological idea from the Yogacara that "whatever is non-substantial
is non-existent, neither arises nor ceases" and has shifted the level of
the substantial self-existence from the ultimate to the conventional.
Hence the Svatantrika is also called “substantialist” from the
viewpoint of the Prasangika who denies this ontology.
Tson kha pa says in his LR:
In this regard,’ the master Bhavaviveka admits that (things
such as) form etc. have self-existence conventionally that is
established as intrinsically real (ran gi mishan fid kyis grub pa’i
rio bo). When he refutes the assertion of Cittamatravadin that
the conceptualized (characteristic) is non-substantial with
regard to characteristic (mtshan 7id no bo fiid med pa,
laksananihsvabhava) since it has no self-existence that is

5 Le. regarding the question of existence on the conventional level.
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established as intrinsically real, he refutes it — after having
divided the conceptualized into two (factors of)
conceptualization, (namely) that which designates and that
which is designated — (on account of the wrong consequence)
that if [the Cittamatravadin] (thereby) asserts the non-
sunstantiality of self-existence (rart gi mitshan 7id) of words
(sgra) and mind (blo) that designate essense and particularities
(of things) (ho bo dan khyad par, ie. svabhava- and
visesa[laksanal), it denies existence (dros po) of the dependent
(gtan dban, paratantra). Therefore it is clear that (Bhavaviveka)
admits that the dependent has self-existence that is established
as intrinsically real on the conventional (level).®
Having explained [the non-substantiality of things] in the same
manner, the SNSi states that there is an intended meaning
= (dgoris pa can, ¢bhiprayika)' [viz. the three kinds of non-
substantiality] (undeclared) in (the statement of the
Prajfiagparamitasiitra) "all things are non-substantial.”® (In this
regard) the master Kamala$ila says: "Because this (SN)Sitra’
clearly teaches the middle way that is free from the two
extreme (views) by showing the intended meaning (of the non-
substantiality of all things, viz.) the three kinds of non-

S IR 371b2ff. (Nagao 1954: 165, 12-17): 'di la slob dpon Legs ldan ‘byed ni
gzugs sogs la tha siiad du rart gi mtshan fiid kyis grub pa'i no bo yod par bied pa
yin te sems tsam pas kun brtags la ran gi mishan fid kyis grub pa’i no bo med pas
mitshan fiid no bo fiid med par ‘dod pa ‘gog pa na | kun brtags la 'dogs byed dan
btags pa giiis kyi brtag pa byas nas rio bo dan khyad par du ‘dogs pa’i sgra dan blo
la tha sfiad du ran gt mtshan fiid kyi o bo riid med par 'dod na gtan dban gi dnos
po la skur pa btab par gyur ro %es bkag pas na géan dban Ia tha sfiad du ran gi
mishan fitd kyis grub pa’i ro bo bfed par gsal lo I/

7 Le. the Prajfigparamitasiitra’s teaching is an indirect meaning (neyartha).
For the terms dgoris pa (abhipraya) and dgorns pa can (gbhiprayika) cf. Seyfort
Ruegg 1985.

8 Cf. SNSi VII 8 (Lamotte 1935: 69, 22-34; Yoshimizu 1993a: 108 and n. 26).

®In the MA the subject of this sentence is the Buddha (bcom Idan "das). See
below n. 10.
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substantiality, [the Sttra] has planted the exegesis of no other
than a definitive meaning (fies don, nitartha)."® He admits that
(the SNST) teaches the meaning of the Madhyamaka since the
superimposition of ultimate self-existence upon the dependent
[is eliminated by teaching] the non-existence of the
coneeptualized, and since the denial (of existence) is eliminated
by (teaching) the existence of [conventional] self-existence (ran
gi mishan fid) of the dependent. (Thus) this master too admits
that the self-existence (ran gi mtshan 7id) [of the dependent]
exists conventionally."

-In short, it may be said that Tson kha pa’s characterization of the
ontological idea of the Svatantrika is based on the following three
arguments:

a) The Svatantrika admits ran gi mtshan fiid kyis grub pa’i ran
mitshan and skye ‘gag because he maintains that the dependent
characteristic is not non-substantial with regard to characteristic
and arising on the strength of others.

b) He interprets the teaching of the Prajiidparamitasttra that
"all things are non-:substantial, neither produced nor
destroyed" as concerning only ultimate reality.

¢) He interprets the teaching of the three kinds of non-
substantiality of the SNS@ as the middle way (Madhyamaka)
and as a definitive meaning.

10 Citation from MA D150a2f,, P162b4f.: becom ldan *das kyis skye ba med pa
la sogs pa bstan pa don dam pa’i dbari du mdzad pa kho nar brjod cin 1o bo riid
med pa mam pa gsum gyi dgovis pa bstan pas dbu ma’i lam mtha’ giiis dar: bral ba
rab tu bstan pa’i phyir fies don kho na géur ‘dzugs par mdzad pa yin no //

B LR 37224-372b1 (Nagao 1954: 166, 12-167, 1): mDo dgoris ‘grel las kyan de
btin du bSad nas chos thams cad ro bo #iid med pa dgons pa can du gsuns pa la
slob dpon Ka ma la 1 las ni mdo des ho bo fiid med pa gsum gyi dgons pa bstan
pas dbu ma'i lam mtha’ giis dan bral ba rab tu bstan pa’i phyir fies pa’i don kho
na giun ‘dzugs par mdzad pa yin no Zes gfan dban la don dam par fio bo fiid sgra
btags pa kun brtags yin pas de med pa dar tha sriad du géan dbar la ran gi mtshan
#id yod pas des skur debs sel bas dbu ma'i don bstan par bied de slob dpon ’di
yan tha siiad du ran gi mtshan #id yod par bied do ]/
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Regarding these three points, I will examine statements of
Bhavaviveka and Kamala$ila respectively in accord with Tson kha pa’s
discussions in the LN.

[1] Bhavaviveka v
In his LN, Tson kha pa claims that Bhavaviveka’s Madhyamaka
theory can be clarified through investigating his idea of the three
kinds of characteristic}:
It will become clear how Bhavaviveka explains ultimate [reality,
ie.] the two kinds of selflessness (don dam pa bdag med giiis)
when he elucidates the intention of the noble (N&garjuna), if
one understands how this master (Bhavaviveka) determines
[the meaning of] the three characteristics (mtshan Aid gsum).”
In the twenty-fifth chapter of the PPra® Bhavaviveka extensively
criticizes Yogacara philosophy focusing upon the three kinds of
nature or characteristic, There he objects to Yogacara’s negation of
the conceptualized characteristic since he understands it in a different
way from the Yogacara: for the Yogacara, the conceptualized refers
to a mere designation or concept, which is distinguished from its
basis, whereas for Bhavaviveka, it is to be identified with its basis, i.e.
the dependent characteristic or an entity (vastu). Bhavaviveka insists
that because both 1) subject and 2) object of conceptualization, viz.
words and their referents, belong to the dependent charateristic, the
Yogacara theory of the non-substantiality of the conceptualized

12 Y N 50bSf. (Thurman 1984: 266, 6ff.): Legs ldan *byed kyis ‘phags pa’i dgors
pa bkral ba la don dam pa bdag med griis ji Itar bSad pa ni slob dpon 'dis mtshan
#iid gsum gtan la phab tshul Ses na gsal te /

13 For the twenty-fifth chapter of the PPra together with Avalokitavrata’s

commentary (PPraT), we have Japanese trantlations (Yasui 1961; Kajiyama
1980) as well as English translation (Eckel 1985) to refer to. A parallel

- discussion is found in the fifth chapter of the MH and its commentary TJ of

which Japanese translation from the Tibetan version has been presented by
Yamaguchi 1941, Its Sanskrit manuscript is not accessible to me,
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characteristic denies the dependent characteristic. This criticism has

provided Tson kha pa a clear evidence of Bhavaviveka’s recognition

of ran gi mtshan fiid kyis grub pa on the conventional level.

Bhavaviveka says:

1) In this respect if (the Yogacira) asserts here that
whatever has the conceptualized nature consisting of mental
expressions (yid la brjod pa, *manojalpa) and verbal expressions
(tshig tu brjod pa, *vacanpjalpa) such as [the concept or word]
"form" is non-existent, it denies existence (dnos po) since it
denies mental and verbal expressions.” 2) If (he) says that any

4 At the beginning of the twenty-fifth chapter Bhavaviveka outlines
Yogacara’s objection to the Madhyamika as follows (PPra D242alf, P303a6f.;
Eckel 198S: 45, 11-16): dmigs pa thams cad Fer i Zin [/ spros pa rier £i Zi ba ste
1/ sans rgyas kyis ni gan du yan || su la’ar chos ’ga’ ma stan to [/* Zes bya ba ni
bden na de rtogs par bya ba’i thabs géan gyi dbarn la skur ‘debs pa de ni mi nun ste
{ *MMK XXV 24: sarvopalambhopasamal praparicopasamaly Sivah | na kva cit
kasyacit kascid dharmo buddhena defitah /| <= If (Nagarjuna’s) statement that
"it is blissful that all perception ceases and conceptual diversity ceases, the
Buddha has taught no doctrine anywhere to anyone" is true, then it is not proper
that [thus the Maiadhyamika] demies a means by which [the cessation of
perception and conceptual diversity] is to be realized, that is, the dependent
[characteristic].> Then Bhavaviveka describes the theory of the three natures
(trisvabhava) as well as of non-substantiality of the conceptualized nature alone,
which the Yogacara has introduced in order to avoid such a "nihilistic" view as
the Madhyamaka (cf. PPra D242a1-7, P303a7-303b5; Eckel 1985: 45-48). As we
have seen in Section I (Yoshimizu 1993a: 117f.), the Yogacara has thus criticized
the Madhyamaka theory, regarding it as a denial of the dependent entity.
Bhavaviveka, in turn, refutes the Yogacara by arguing that it is the Yogacara
himself to deny the dependent entity.

5 Avalokitavrata explains that both mental expressions and verbal
expressions, i.e. conceptualization (rmam par rtog pa, vikalpa) and designation
(tha shad 'dogs pa), belong to the consciousness-aggregate (rmam par Ses pa’i
phun po, vijidnaskandha) and the conditioning-aggregate ('du byed kyi phur po,
samskiraskandha) respectively. Namely, he says (PPraT D274a3ff., P325a8fF.;
cited in LR 371b6fL): ‘dis mal ’byor spyod pa pa dag kun brtags pa’i no bo fiid ni
mtshan 7iid o bo 7iid med pa Fid kyis 1o bo fiid med do Zes zer ba de gal te gzugs
Zes bya bar ro bo #iid dan khyad par du yid la brjod pa mam par rtog pa dan /
tshig tu brjod pa tha sfiad ‘dogs pa’i kun briags pa’i ro bo 7iid gan yin pa de mishan
#id rio bo fiid med pa fid kyis o bo riid med do Ze na kun rdzob du gian gyi
dban gi o bo la skur pa ‘debs pa yin bas mi run bar ston te /| <= In this
(statement Bhavaviveka) indicates: Yogac3rins say that the conceptualized

(&,
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object of these two (kinds of expression) that is conceptualized

by someone' is non-existent just like a snake [wrongly

cognized] with reference to a rope (thag pa la sbrul), [this

example is not proper because] conceptualized [objects] are not

non-existent. In this case, namely, the object (i.e. a snake) that

. is [wrongly] conceptualized through mind confused (blo gros

’khrul pas) by (its) similarity (to a rope) in outline does not

exist, but if one says with reference to a (real) coiled snake that

the snake is conventionally (tha sAad du) non-existent, it
contradicts the common sense (grags pa’i gnod pa).”

In both cases, 1) and 2), Bhavaviveka considers the idea of non-

substantiality of the conceptualized as a denial of the dependent

nature is non-substantial since it is non-substantial with regard to characteristic.
If (they) say that whatever is of the nature of the conceptualized (that is’
comprised) of conceptualization (rnam par rtog pa), (i.e.) mental expressions, and
designation (tha siad 'dogs pa), (i.e.) verbal expressions, with reference to
essence and particularities (of things) such as "form” is non-substantial since it is
non-substantial with regard to characteristic, it is not acceptable because it denies
existence of the dependent on the conventional (level).> Bhavaviveka himself
also gives the explanation that names (mirn, ndman) [=tshig tu brjod pa) belong
to the form|[-aggregate] (gzugs, ripa) and the conditioning[-aggregate) ('du byed,
samskara), and that conceptualization (rmam par rtog pa, vikalpa) [=yid la brjod
pa) belongs to the consciousness[-aggregate] (mam par Ses pa, vijfiana) and the
conditioning-aggregate (‘du byed kyi phun po, samskaraskandha) (PPra D242b5,
P304a6f.). Tson kha pa identifies tshig tu byed pa and yid la brjod pa as words
(sgra) and mind (blo) (LR 371b3) or as names (nint) and conceptualization (rtog
pa) (LN 5lal).

18 Avalokitavrata as well as Tson kha pa explain it as "by some fool" (byis pa
gat yar runs bas) (PPraT D274b1, P325b7; LN 51b5).

Y PPra D242b7ff, P303b6EE. (Eckel 1985: 50, 3-14); cited in LN 50b6f,
51b4f., 52a3 (Thurman 1984: 266, 10-14 and 267, 32-268, 4) and in LR 371b4f.
(see above): de la 'dir gal te gzugs es bya bar yid la brjod pa dan | ishig tu briod
pa’i kun brtags pa ho bo fiid gan yin pa de med do ‘e na ni dros po la skur 'debs
yin te | yid la brjod pa dan [ tshig tu brjod pa la skur ‘debs pa’i phyir ro 1/ ci ste
gan yari runi bas de grils kyi* don kun brtags pa gar yin pa de med de | dper na
thag pa la sbrul** b%in no Ze na ni | kun brtags med pa ma yin te / de la mam pa
"dra bas blo gros 'khrul pas kun brtags pa'i don med kyan tha siiad du sbrul ’khyil
pa la sbrul med do %e na ni*** | grags pa’i**** gnod par ‘gyur ro f/ (*kyis LN
**sbrul gyi blo LN ***de med ma yin pa’i phyirro PPra P, LN ****grags pas LN)
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characteristic. Based on this statement, Tson kha pa confirms
Bhavaviveka’s position as follows:
1) (Bhavaviveka) explains that if the conceptualized (kun
brtags) in the statement "the conceptualized is non-substantial
with regard to characteristic" (kun brtags la mishan fid no bo
fild med do) [in the SNS@] means conceptualization (rtog pa)
and names (min) that designate (’dogs pa) essence (fi0 bo) and
particularities (khyad par) (of things), [this statement] is denial
[of the dependent since it is to conceive] that the dependent is
non-substantial with regard to characteristic (géan dban la
mtshan Aid fio bo fiid med pa), for both (conceptualization and
names) belong to the aggregates (phuri po). Consequently, a)
he admits the dependent as substantial with regard to
characteristic (gfan dban la mishan fiid fo bo fiid yod pa).
Moreover, the SNSi expounds the non-substantiality of
characteristic (mtshan #iid fo bo fiid med pa) [with regard to the
conceptualized characteristic] for the reason that it is not
established as intrinsically real (ran gi mtshan fid kyis ma grub
pas),”® and they [i.e. the non-substéntiality of characteristic and
its reason] ('di dag) further determines [real] meaning (don) of
this sitra” a) Therefore it is evident that (Bhavaviveka)
asserts that the dependent has self-existence that is established
as intrinsically real (gfan dban la ran gi mtshan fiid kyis grub pa’i

8 Cf. SNSi VII 4 (Yoshimizu 1993a: 106 n. 24).

12 The meaning of this sentence is unclear, Presumably it suggests that Tsof
kha pa considers the definition “mtshan fiid rio bo fiid med pa" and the reason
“rarn gi mishan siid kyis ma grub pa" as the most crucial and decisive teaching in
the SNSt. Another possible reading would be: "[Bhivaviveka] affirms them [i.e.
this definition and the reason] as [real] meaning of this siitra." Thurman’s
translation (1984: 266, 21f): "Since these (Dogmatists) also determine the
meaning of that scripture”. He takes 'di dag as "Dogmatists”. However, it seems
to be difficult to find out who is mentioned here as other "Svatantrika(s)" than
Bhavaviveka.
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Ao bo yod pa)®

2) Since "being existent (and) non-existent” (yod med) here
mean "being substantial (and) non-substantial with regard to
characteristic" (mtshan fiid fo bo fiid yod med), [Bhavaviveka]
is saying that a) the objects designated as essence and
particularities (fio bo dan khyad par du btags pa’i yul) with
reference to form etc. are conventionally not non-substantial
with regard to characteristic (mtshan fiid no bo Aid med pa

min).®
In the next stage Bhavaviveka claims that the non-substantiality

of the conceptualized characteristic on the ultimate level is intended
by Nagarjuna.

/'t

-If [the Yogacara] ultimately (don dam par) negates (real)
existence (dnos po) [of the conceptualized object such as a
snake referring to a coild snake], then it is [just] a repetition of
[the theory] of the Madhyamika (dbu ma pa’i tshul gyis) since b)
[we, Madhyamikas, consider] that ultimafely the snake is
neither existent as substangial (existence) (rdzas), nor does arise
(skye ba) by nature (10 bo jiid las) .... Those who want to show
the non-existence of the conceptualized object (kun brrags pa’i
don) should admit the very theory of the Madhyamika with
argumentation (’thad pa dan bcas pa) taught by the master
(Nagarjuna). For [he teaches] that any operation of mental and

2 1N 51alff. (Thurman 1984: 266, 14-23): kun brtags la mtshan fiid ro bo #id

med do Zes smra ba'i kun brtags de rio bo dar khyad par du 'dogs pa'i rtogs pa dan
mirt la byed na de gfiis phun por gtogs pas géan dban la mtshan fiid no bo med
pa'’i skur ’debs su bSad pas géan dban la mtshan 7iid fio bo riid yod par bied do 1/
de yan dGons ‘grel las rani gi mtshan fiid kyis ma grub pas mtshan Fiid ro bo fiid
med par bSad cin 'di dag kyars mdo* de’l don gtan la "bebs pa yin pas géon dban
la ran gi mishan riid kyis grub pa’l no bo yod par bfed par gsal lo /! *corrected
according to P : mad ‘

21 |1 N 5222f. (Thurman 1984: 268, 14-17): ‘dir yod med ni mtshan #id fo bo

fiid yod med yin pas gzugs sogs la o bo dan khyad par du btags pa’i yul tha sfiad
du mishan 7iid ro bo fiid med pa min Zes so If
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verbal expressions on (their) objects ceases only through the
negation of self-existence (7.0 bo fid) of the [object] to be
expressed.? .
In this manner, Bhavaviveka interprets the theory of the three kinds
of non-substantiality of the SNSU as consistent with Nagarjuna’s
Madhyamaka insofar as it means the negation of substantial self-
existence, its arising and cessation on the ultimate level. Tson kha pa
comments on this statement as follows:
This [above-mentioned statement of the PPra] is not to say that
the reasoning of the Madhyamaka (dbu ma’i rigs pa) [presented
in MMK XVIII 7] is necessary in order to negate the ultimate
establishment (don dam par grub pa) of an object [e.g. the
concept "pot"] that is posited by means of the conventional
agreement (brdas) [as applying] the designation "pot" to
[anything that] has a round belly (lto Idir ba), for [Bhavaviveka]
explains in his rTog ge *bar ba: "It is common to both Yogacara
and Madhyamika [to understand] that whatever is posited by
means of conventinal agreement [as applying] a [certain] name
[to a certain entity] (min gi brdas bzag pa) has no relation (mi

2 PPra D242b2f,, P304alf. (Eckel 1985: 50, 14-17, 51, 5-10); paraphrased in
LN 52a4f. (Thurman 1984: 268, 20-27): ci ste don dam par dnos po sel bar byed
na ni / dbu ma pa’i tshul gyis rjes su smra ba yin te | don dam par sbrul rdzas su
yod pa ma yin pa’i phyir dan [ no bo fiid las skye ba med pa’i phyir ro /I .... kun
brtags pa'i don yod pa ma yin par ston par “ded pas ni slob dpon gyis dbu ma pa’i
tshul ‘thad dan beas pa bka’ stsal pa fiid ‘dod par bya ste | brjod par bya ba’i 1o bo
7iid bkag pa kho nas yul de la yid dan tshig gi brjod pa *jug pa ldog pa’i phyir ro I/
This teaching by Nagarjuna is, as Avalokitavrata and Tson kha pa point out,
MMK XVIII 7: nivrttam abhidhatavyam nivrttas cittagocarah | arutpannaniruddha
hi nivanam iva dharmata |/ < = That which is to be expressed has vanished. The
sphere of activities of mind has vanished. For reality of things is neither
produced nor destroyed like nirviina.> The Tibetan translation cited in the PPad
reads pada b as condition or reason for pada a: brjod par bya ba bZog pa ste I/
sems kyi spyod yul b, as so // ma skyes pa dan ma ’gags pa J/ chos fiid mya nan
‘das dan mtshuns ] (cf. PPad 364 n. 1). Tson kha pa follows this Tibetan version
(LN 52a6). In the PPraT both pada a and b have ldog pas and Avalokitavrata
reads pada a as reason for cessation of praparica and pada b as reason for pada
a (PPraT D276a4ff., P327a8ff.).
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gnas pa) to reality of existence (dnos po’i de kho na fiid), since
even those who do not know (verbal) conventions (brda) such
as the deaf and the dumb recognize objects such as a pot, and
since even (animals) such as cows can distinguish their own
calves from (those of) others through smell, form (or colour)
(gzugs) etc.'™ Therefore, the conceptual object (Zen yul) of the
designations such as "this is form[-aggregate]," "this is arising of
the form[-aggregate]," [discussed in the PPra] is the object
designated by these [expressions] (des btags pa’i don). a) And
this [objekt] is not non-substantial with regard to characteristic
(mushan #iid fio bo fiid med pa min pa) since it is conventionally
existent as intrinsically real (ran gi mishan fid kyis yod pa). c)
Accordingly, [Bhavaviveka] explains that the [real] intention
(don) of the siitra [ie. the SNSi] is to teach the non-
substantiality of characteristic [of the conceptual object] on the
ultimate [level] (don dam par mishan jiid fio bo #iid med pa)
through negating its ultimate existence."™
Here Tson kha pa reveals that Bhavaviveka holds the theory that on
the conventional level things have self-existence (1o bo 7iid, svabhava
or ran gi mtshan fiid, svalaksana) as well as characteristics of arising
and cessation (skye ’gag) that are established as intrinsically real (ran
gi mishan fid kyis grub pa). In other words, Bhavaviveka accepts
Yogacara’s "substantialism" on the conventional level.

2 Paraphrase of TJ D219b3f,, P244a8f.

% 1N 52a6-52b3 (Thurman 1984: 269, 1-15): de yan lto Idir ba la bum pa Zes
brags pa’i brdas bzag pa’i yul don dam par grub pa ‘gog pa la dbu ma’i rigs pa dgos
Zes smra ba min te | rTog ge *bar ba las | lkugs pa dasn 'on pa la sogs pa brda mi
Ses pas kyar, bum pa la sogs pa’i don Ses §in [ ba lan la sogs pas kyan dri darn gzugs
la sogs pa las ran: bzan gyi bu Ses nus pas min gi brdas bZag pa drios po’i de kho
na #id du mi gnas pa rnal “byor spyod pa pa darn dbu ma pa gfiis ka la ‘dra bar
b$ad pas so 1/ des na 'di gzugs so ’di gzugs kyl skye ba’o Zes sogs su 'dogs pa’i zen
yul ni des btags pa’i don yin la | de yan tha siiad du ran gi mtshan iid kyis grub pas
mitshan 7iid fio bo fiid med pa min pa’i phyir don dam par yod pa ‘gog pas don
dam par mtshan 7iid fio bo fiid med par ston pa mdo’i don du ‘chad pa’o Il
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For Bhavaviveka, the conceptualized characteristic is not different
from its basis, i.e. the dependent characteristic, as seen above. Let us
think about the example of a snake again. Bhavaviveka asserts that
the conceptualized characteristic or conceptual objekt (Zen yu!), e.g.
the concept "snake" that refers to a real snake, is not non-existent,
whereby he means the existence of the real snake itself, not of the
concept "snake”. Namely, Bhavaviveka does not make a distinction
between an external real snake and the concept "snake" referring to
the real snake.

Could we then understand that Bhavaviveka considers
conventional existence as the object of pérception (pratyaksa)? The
answer is implied in the above-cited statement from the TJ. In this
connection, he further criticizes the Cittamatravadin who negates the
existence of external objects:

Because it is observed that most (kinds) of defilements such as
lust, wrath and delusion occur for animals, wild beasts, birds
and the like who caun speak neither syllable, nor word for
ascertainment, nor name nor sign, one should know that the
external objects such as form etc., in dependence on which the
defilements occur, are in fact existent.”

It is not correct that (the Cittamatravadin) says that form etc.
are mere expression and that the form lacks (self-existence)
(stor pa fid, $anyatd) at any rate. That is because there exists
the own-being (bdag fiid) of the form, which is an object of
activities of cognition, to which (the form) appears as an
existence [and] from which any [appearance of} own-being that
is non-form (i.e. sound, smell, taste and touchable) is excluded
... Such an inexpressible own-being of form appearing to

2 7Y D215adf,, P238b6ff. ad MH V 56: yi ge dar: res pa'i tshig dan min dan
brda smra ba mi Ses pa’i dud ‘gro ri dags dan bya la sogs pa dag la yan ’dod chags
dan [ e sdans dan | gti mugs la sogs pa’i fion mons pa Sas chen po skye ba mthon
ba’i phyir | gan dag la brten nas fion mons pa skye bar ‘gyur ba'i gzugs la sogs pa’i
phyi rol gyi yul dag yod pa kho nar Ses par bya'o //
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perception does conventionally exist.?
The own-being (bdag #iid) or self-existence (ran: béin) that appears to
perception of men as well as of animals is conventionally existent as
it is cognized. It is known that Bhavaviveka accepts Dignaga’s
epistemological definition that the particular (svalaksana) and the
universal (samanyalaksana) are cognized by perception and inference
" (anumana) respectively.® However, he does not accept Dignaga’s
apoha theory that the universal is mere concept from the viewpoint
that the conceptualized object is not different from its basis. He says:
For the Madhyamikas, the essential nature (fo bo 7id,
svabhava) of a cow [i.e. the cowness] that lacks [characteristics
of] different species such as horse is accepted as universal .... It
cannot be cognized, unless the basis that is a collection of (the
characteristics of a cow) such as dewlap is cognized. In other
words, it means nothing other than that it is to be cognized,
insofar as the basis is cognized. That is because the universal
such as cowness is to be cognized, insofar as the basis is
cognized.
Accordingly, it is admitted that the existence called universal is
an object of conceptualization since it is also an object of
cognition, and that it is an object of expression too since a
word operates on an existence that is firmly grasped by a
cognition. The so-called cowness is not different from the
dewlap etc., namely, it is not different from the own-being of

% TY D215b1-S, P2392a4-239b2 ad MH V 58: mrion par brjod pa tsam la gzugs
Zes bya #in | grugs ni mam pa thams cad du ston pa fid ces bya bar mi rigs te /
¢i’i phyir fe na / gzugs ma yin pa’i bdag riid mam par becad pa’i dros por snan ba’i
blo’i spyod yul gyi gzugs kyi bdag 7iid de yod pa’i phyir ro I/ ... de lta bw’i gzugs kyi
bdag 7iid mrion sum gyi blo la snan ba briod du med pa de kun rdzob tu yod de /

7 Cf. e. g. TY D276alf,, P311b7f. ad MH IX 7 (indicated in Ejima 1980: 46,
11-16): yan na mnon sum ni dnos po’i ran gi mtshan niid la dmigs pa'i phyir yul geig
gi don rtogs pa yin la | rjes su dpag pa ni spyi'i mtshan 7iid kyi yul can yin pa’i phyir
yul du ma’i don rtogs pa yin pa ....
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the existence.” ,

What Bhavaviveka admits as conventional existence is the own-being
of things to be cognized by perception, and it is nothing other than
the dependent characteristic in terms of the SNSG and the self-
existence established as intrinsically real (rag gi mtshan fiid kyis grub
pa’i ran bsin) in terms of Tson kha pa. The negation of this own-
being on the ultimate level is, Bhavaviveka asserts, the real intention
of the SNSii as well as Nagarjuna,

[2] Kamaladila
Tson kha pa sums up the position of the so-called Yogiacara-
Miadhyamika® as follows: .

% TT D216b1-6, P240a8-240b8 ad MH V 62: dbu ma pa la rta la sogs pa rigs
mi mthun pa ston pa rid kyi ba lan gi rio bo fiid la spyir 'dod pa la ni | ... de ni
ltkog $al la sogs pa “dus pa’i g&i ma gzun na gzun du med de / ‘o na ji lta bu Ze na
!/ géi gruns na gzunt du yod pa kho na yin no Zes bya ba’i tha tshig go /! ci’i phyir Ze
na [ g&i de gzun na ba lan fiid la sogs pa’i spyi de yant gzun du yod pa’i phyir ro [/
... des na spyi fes bya ba'i drios po de ni blo’i yul yin pa’i phyir brtag par bya ba
yan yin la | blos nes par bzuri ba'i dnos po la tshig jug pa’i phyir de ¥iid brjod par
bya ba yan yin par *dod kyi | ba lar Fiid ces bya ba de lkog $al la sogs pa dag las
gian pa ni ma yin te | ‘o na ji lta bu Ze na / dnos po’i ran gi fo bo Fiid las tha mi
dad pa yin no /!

¥ 1t is widely accepted in Tibet that $antaraksita and his disciple Kamalagila
are Yogacara-Madhyamikas who conventionally concur with the
Cittamiatravidin in negating existence of external objects. Ye §es sde (9¢.) and
later Tibetan masters ascribe this interpretation of the conventional to MA/ 91
and its self-commentary (cf. 1Ta ba'i khyad par P252a7ff.). Tson kha pa too
follows this traditional interpretation. Namely, he characterizes their theory of
the conventional in two ways: They maintain that conventional things are 1)
established as intrinsically real (rant gi mshan Aid kyis grub pa) as well as 2)
mind-only (cittamatra). However, I suppose that Tson kba pa might take their
acceptance of the cittamatra theory as less important than their acceptance of rast
&i mishan 7iid kyis grub pa, for he explains 2) separately from 1) according to Ye
§es sde and does not provide any significant remark (LN 55a3-57a2; Thurman
1984: 273, 22277, 7).

The question still remains to be solved as to whether Santaraksita and
Kamala$ila really hold the view of mind-only with regard to the conventional
existence, since Matsumoto has expressed the opinion that $antaraksita is not a
so-called Yogacara-Madhyamika who accepts the mind-only on the conventional
level because MA! 91 and its commentary (MAIV) presents a pure Yogacara



Because (Kamalasila) elucidates in (his) MA the meaning of
the non-substantiality of characteristic and the npon-
substantiality of arising taught in the SNSii in the same manner
as Bhavaviveka does, and Santaraksita admits (it) t00,® a)
(both masters) admit on the conventional level self-existence
that is established as intrinsically real. This is also known by
(the fact) that they admit the reasonings for establishing (the
relation of) cause and effect” (taught) in the seven Treatises

position, but not Santaraksita’s own (1978: 125, 10-128, 6; 1984; 1986; 197-199).
Yamaguchi basically agrees with Matsumoto (1991: 33, 48), while Ichigo (1982:
195) and Kajiyama (1982: 35£f., 54) follow Ye $es sde’s traditional interpretation.
I myself am inclined to share the opinion with Matsumoto and Yamaguchi,
although I am not ready to give any conclusive statement on this matter, because
neither $antaraksita in his definition of the conventional in MA! 64 and its
commentary (see below n. 68) nor Kamalaéila in the MA where he extensively
criticizes Yogacara system affirm mind-only on the conventional level.

% The fact is, however, that §antaraksita gives no clear statement about this
issue. Tson kha pa himself mentions it as follows (LN 60a4f.; Thurman 1984: 281,
19-22): slob dpon Zi ba tsho’i géun ‘gyur ba mams las mtshan riid gsum gtan la
*bebs tshul snar bSad pa bfin gsal bar ma byur: yan slob dpon gfiis ka dgons pa geig
tuyod do /! <= Although any method of the above-mentioned determination of
the three kinds of characteristic does not clearly appear in the treatises of the
master Santaraksita translated (into Tibetan), both masters (Santaraksita and
Kamala$ila) completely agree in their intention.>

31 Cf. eg. NBT () 107, 5f. karyakdranabhavo loke
pratyaksanupalambhanibandhanah pratita iti < = The relation of cause and effect
is established in the world on the ground of perception and non-perception. >;
PV I 38: anvayavyatirekdd yo yasya drsto ‘nuvartakah / svabhavas tasya taddhetur
ato bhinndn na sambhavah // <= Insofar as it is seen through the positive and
negative concormitance that X follows Y, X is intrinsically caused by Y.
Accordingly, it does not arise from something deviating. >; PVSV 24, 3f.: tasmar
sakyd api darfanddar§anabhyam karyakdranabhavasiddher bhavati < = Therefore,
the relation of cause and effect is also once established through seeing and non-
seeing.> Cf further Kajiyama 1963: 1 and 12; 1966: 113 n. 305. In the MA,
however, Kamala¢ila lastly refutes this reasoning on the ultimate level. Cf. e.g.
MA D187b7f., P205b55t.: de Ita bas na don dam par rgyu darn 'bras bu’i dios po
‘grub par bya ba’i tshad ma cun zad kyan med de | rgyu dan *bras bu’i drios po kun
rdzob pa kho na yin pa la slob dpon mams kyis rjes su ’gro ba dart Idog pa’i sgo nas
rgyu dar *bras bu'i dros po ji lItar grags pa bfin du grub pa fie bar brjod kyi { don
dam par ni ma yin no Zes bya bar gzun par bya’o // <= Therefore, there is
ultimately no valid cognition at all by which the relation of cause and effect is
established. The relation of cause and effect is solely conventional. Although
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on valid cognition® etc. to be common (to their own
system).®
The MA consists of two parts, i.e. piirvapaksa from the viewpoint of
Yogacara and uttarapaksa of Madhyamika®, The Yogacara criticizes
the theory of non-substantiality of all things and regards the
Prajiidparamitasatra as a scripture teaching an indirect meaning,
claiming that on the ultimate level things are not non-produced.®

masters expound that the relation of cause and effect is established through the
positive and negative concomitance (anvayavyatireka) as it is known, one should
understand that it is not the case in ultimate (reality).> Cf. Moriyama 1987: 25-
27 and 29-34, especially 28 n. 25 and 29 n. 26.

%2 1.e. Dharmakirti’s seven works: the Pramanavarttika, Pramanavini§caya,
Nyayabindu, Hetubindu, Samtanantarasiddhi, Sambandhapariksa and the
Vadanyaya.

* N 55a2f, (Thurman 1984: 273, 14-21): mDo dgons ‘grel las mishan 7iid no
bo riid med pa dan { skye ba #o bo fiid med par gsuns pa’i don Legs ldan ‘byed
bzin du dBu ma snan bar bkral ba Zi ba ’tsho’l yari bzed pa yin pas tha sfiad du
ran gi mtshan Aid kyis grub pa’i ran biin bied do /| Tshad ma sde bdun la sogs
pa’i rgyu ‘bras mam par ‘jog pa’i rigs pa mams thun mon bar bzed pas kyan Ses so
I

3 For the survey of the contents of the MA cf. e.g. Biima 1980: 228f. and
Moriyama 1988.

3 Cf. MA D134a2-7, P144a1-8: mdo kha cig las chos thams cad ni no bo fid
med pa ma skyes pa gzod ma nas Zi ba [ ran biin gyis yois su mya ran las 'das
pa’o Zes bya ba la sogs pa ’byun ba gan yin pa de yan dran ba’i don #iid du rtogs
par bya ste | bcom ldan *das kyi bstan pa ni dgoiis pa sna tshogs kyi sgo nas jug
pa’i phyir ro [{ de la o bo fiid gsum po kun briags pa dan | géan gyi dban dan /
yonis su grub pa rmams ni go rims béin du mtshan fiid dar: [ skye ba dari | don dam
pa no bo nid med pa las dgons nas chos thams cad o bo 7iid med pa Fiid du gsuns
te | de bas na ho bo iid med pa’i phyir ma skyes pa’o /1 de’i phyir gzod ma nas 2i
ba’o [ de’i phyir ran btin gyis yons su mya fan las ‘das pa ste | de bZin du bcom
ldan *das rid kyis *Phags pa dgons pa res par ‘grel pa la sogs pa las mdo’l don gyi
dgons pa sbhyar ba bstan pa yin no /! géan yan gris su snan ba’i mam par Ses pa
kho nar chos thams cad skye ba la sogs pa bye brag *byed kyi / ran rig pa tsam gyis
ni mayin no /! ghis su snan ba yan brdzun pa’i phyir des rnam par giag pa’i ro bo
thams cad kyar: brdzun pa 7iid yin no /! de bas na kun brtags pa’i mtshan fid fo
bo riid med pa Fiid kyis chos thams cad skye ba med pa la sogs par gsuns kyi / don
dam par ma yin te /| <="Some siitra states: All things are non-substantial, not
produced, originally calm and completely liberated by nature. This (teaching) is
also to be understood as no other than an indirect meaning because the Lord has
given (various) teachings with various intentions. In this case, he has taught that
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To refute this objection, Kamalaélla brings about his own
interpretation of the teachings of the Prajfiaparamitasiitra and the
SNSa:
As for the meaning (of non-substantiality), b) the Lord teaches
[in the Prajfiiparamitasiitra) "[all things are] not produced” and
50 on with reference solely to ultimate reality. And, c) because
he has well expounded [in the SNS{] the middle way that is
free from the two extreme (views) by teaching his intended
meaning, viz. the three kinds of non-substantiality, he has
planted [in the SNS#i] no other than an exegesis of a definitive
meaning.® '
Here Kamalaila actually interprets the teachings of the
PrajiApdramitasitra and the SNSi in the same manner as
Bhavaviveka does. Arising and cessation that Kamala$ila accepts on
the conventional level is; therefore, to be identified with those of the
dependent nature in terms of the SNSii. He interprets the dependent
and the conceptualized as follows: '
Here any existence that appears, insofar as not examined, as it

all things are non-substantial, intending that the three kinds of nature, viz. the
conceptualized, the dependent and the perfect, are non-substantial with regard
to characteristic and arising and in ultimate sense respectively. Accordingly, (all
things are) not produced since (they are) non-substantial. Therefore, (they are)
originally calm. Therefore, (they are) completely liberated by nature. In this
manner, the Lord has revealed his intention connected with the meaning of the
[Prajfiaparamita]siitra through the Arya-samdhinirmocanasitra etc. Furthermore,
although differenciation of all things’ arising and so on consists in the
consciousness-only (rmam par §es pa kho na) with twofold appearance, it is not by
the pure self-consciousness (rat rig pa tsam). Because the twofold appearance is
false and any nature posited by it is also false. Hence (the Lord) has taught that
all things do pot arise and so on with reference to the non-substantiality of
characteristic of the conceptualized, not to ultimate reality.> This plirvapaksa
reminds us of the very sentences of SNSit VII 8 (cf. Yoshimizu 1993a: 108).

% MA D150a2ff., P162b4ff.; cited in LN 57a3ff. (Thurman 1984: 277, 17-21):
de’i don du becom Ildan ’das kyis skye ba med pa la sogs pa bstan pa don dam pa’i
dban du mdzad pa kho nar brjod cin 1o bo 7iid med pa mam pa gsum gyi dgons pa
bstan pas dbu ma’i lam mtha’ giiis dar: bral ba rab tu bstan pa'i phyir ries pa’i don
kho na giun ’dzugs par mdzad pa yin no f/
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is acknowledged in the world and that has arisen in
dependence (on others) like illusion, is the dependent nature.
On the conventional level it arises like illusion on the strength
of others [i.e.] causal conditions (rkyen, pratyaya), not by itself.
Hence it is posited to be non-substantial with regard to
arising.”
The superimposition of the nltimate self-nature such as eternity
and transiency upon this dependent nature that is not different
from illusion is the conceptualized nature. And such (self-
nature) is not established as characteristic as it is
conceptualized. Hence it is posited to be non-substantial with
regard to characteristic.®
KamalaSila thus accepts the Yogacara theory that the dependent
nature is non-substantial with regard to arising. That implies his
acceptance of the dependent nature as substantial with regard to
characteristic as well, from which Tson kha pa draws the following
conclusion:
The SNSii teaches the non-substantiality of characteristic (of
the conceptualized) because the conceptualized that is
established as intrinsically real does not exist, (but) it does not
teach that the other two natures are non-substantial with
regard to characteristic in the sense of being not established as
intrinsically real. That is to say, this school maintains that the

37 MA D150adf, P162b6f. (paraphrased in LNS7b2-5): de la dros po ma
brtags na grags pa ji ltar snan ba sgyu ma bzin du brten nas byur: ba gan yin pa de
ni géan gyi dbar: gi fio bo fiid yin no /| de yan kun rdzob tu sgyu ma biin du gian
&yi rkyen gyi dban gis skye'i | bdag fiid kho nas* ni ma yin pas skye ba ro bo fiid
mMag pa fiid du rnam par giag ste / *corrected according to LN : bdag rid kha na

DP

% MA D151a2f, P163b6ff. (paraphrased in LN 57bSf.): gfan gyi dbar gi fio bo
#iid sgyu ma dari khyad par med pa de fiid la rtag pa dan mi rtag pa la sogs pa don
dam pa pa’i ran gi ro bor sgro dogs pa gari yin pa de ni kun brtags pa’i rno bo #iid
do [/ de yan ji ltar kun brtags pa’i mtshan fid du ma grub pa'i phyir mtshan rid fio
bo 7iid med pa #iid du mam par giag go 1/
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non-establishment of the other two natures on the ultimate
level is taught in the statement that the conceptualized is non-
substantial with regard to the characteristic that is established
as intrinsically real. Accordingly, it is very evident that (this
school admits the teaching of the siitra) to be free of
superimposition since the non-substantiality of characteristic
means non-establishment as intrinsically real on the ultimate
level as well as to be free of denial since there exists the self-
existence of characteristic that is established as intrinsically real
on the conventional level.®

To sum up, "(Kamala§ila) extensively elucidates in his MA the

method (farm srol) set forth by Bhavaviveka of interpreting the

meaning of the SNS@’s teaching of the three kinds of characteristic in

accord with the meaning of the middle way, not in accord with the

meaning that Yogacarins have explained."?

[3] Svatantrika’s acceptance of "arising from an other” — the example
of magician’s illusion”
Thus, according to Tson kha pa, the Svatantrika accepts things’

¥ LN 58a2-5 (Thurman 1984: 278, 23-33): dGoris ‘grel las kun brtags ran gi
mishan 7iid kyis grub pa med pas mitshan fild rio bo fiid med par bad cif no bo iid
gan grits ran gi mtshan fid kyis ma grub pa’l mtshan 7iid no bo #id med par ma
gsuns pa ni [ ho bo fiid gZan griis don dam par ma grub pa riid kun brtags ran gi
mtshan iiid kyis grub pa’i mtshan viid o bo fid med par b$ad pa’i don du ’di pa
dod cin | don dam par ran gi mtshan fiid kyis ma grub pa mitshan sid 7o bo fid
med pa’i don yin pas sgro 'dogs darn bral la tha siiad du rant gi mtshan fiid kyis grub
pa’i mtshan fiid kyi rio bo fid yod pas skur debs spon par §in tu gsal lo |/

# 1N 60aSt. (Thurman 1984: 281, 23-26): dGoris ‘grel las mtshan fiid gsum.
gsuns pa’i don mal *byor spyod pa pa dag gis ji Itar bkral ba mdo’i don min par dbu
ma’i don du 'grel ba’i lam srol ‘di Legs ldan ’byed kyis phye ba %ib tu ni dBu ma
snan ba las bSad de /

1 The following discussion is based on my paper read at Fagernes, Norway,
on the occasion of the sixth International Conference of the International
Association for Tibetan Studies in August 1992, under the title "An Illusory
Horse and the Sprouting of a Seed: Tson kha pa’s Illustration of the
Conventional Existence for the Ran rgyud pa", which I have not published.



On rain gi mtshan nid kvis grub pa 11 section [Land T 315

arising on the strength of others on the conventional level. This
arising is established as intrinsically real (ran gi mtshan fiid kyis grub
pa) and what arises and ceases is each self-existence established as
intrinsically real (ran gi mushan fid kyis grub pa’i ran biin or ran
mishan), If then self-existence X is always observed to arise from self-
existence Y like smoke from fire, and the relation of cause Y and
effect X is established,® it follows that self-existence X arises from
an other self-existence Y. Could it not mean that the Svatantrika
conventionally accepts "arising from an other", which is one of the
four alternative originations negated in MMK I 1 by Nagarjuna?®
Tson kha pa is of this opinion: when he elucidates Candrakirti’s
refutation of "arising from an other" on both ultimate and
conventional levels in the MABh, he regards the opponent as a
Svatantrika.* Moreover, I assume, he also implies that in his LN by
the example of magician’s illusion subsequent to the exposition of
Kamala$ila’s understanding of the SNSi that we have discussed
above,

To be brief, the example is as follows: A magician conjures such
things as a pebble or a stick into a horse or an elephant by means of
a mantra etc. An illusory horse appears to the audience of the magic
whose eyes have been affected by the mantra. The magician himself
sees it, too, but he knows that it is not real, while the audience
believes it to be real. The third person, who has come later and
whose eyes have not been affected by the mantra, only sees a pebble

42 Remember Tson kha pa’s remark that Kamalasila accepts that the relation
of cause and effect is conventionally established by perception and non-
perception. Cf. n. 31.

3 MMK I 1: na svato napi parato na dvabhyan napy ahetutal | utpanna jatu
vidyante bhavah kva cana ke cana // <= Things are never found anywhere at all
produced from themselves, from others, from both themselves and others, or
without cause.>

4 See below 2,
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lying on the ground.”

Using this example more extensively, Tsoit kha pa illustrates in
his GR the view attributed to the Svatantrika that conventional
existence is posited on the strength of one’s cognition (blo’l dban gis
or blo la snan ba’i dban gis bfag pa), namely, a conventional thing is
determined as existent and non-existent according to its appearance
to and disappearance from one’s cognition. The Svatantrika knows
like the magician that these objective things are not real on the
ultimate level, but he does posit on the conventional level in accord
with his cognition that the things are existent as they are perceived in
the same way that one can hypothetically say that an illusory horse is
existent since it is actually perceived. Thus, the expression "blo’i dbar:
gis" or "blo la snan ba’i dban gis" shows a ground for Svatantrika’s
establishing conventional existence. This blo or cognition is said to be

4 This example itself, called mayakaradpstanta, has already been used by
early Indian Buddhists. Yogacara masters have illustrated with this example their
theory of the three kinds of nature in the works such as the MSA and the TSN.
See e.g. MSA XI 15-30 (Lévi 1907: 59, 2-62, 18); TSN 27-30 and 34 (La Vallée
Poussin 1933: 156), Nagao 1978: 223-228 and 1991: 69-74. However, Tson kha pa
uses it here for his own purposes as will be seen. In the GR it is explained as
follows (84a2-5): sgyu ma’i ltad mo ba mig bslad pa bzin du sems can mams kyis
Phyi nan gi chos 'di mams bden par yod par snan ba na [ blo la snan ba’i dban gis
biag pa min par chos de mams kyi sdod lugs ig yod par 'dzin pa ni / thog ma
med pa nas #ugs pa’i lhan skyes kyi bden ’dzin no [/ .... nam Zig bden ’dzin des
bzun ba’i bden grub rigs pas khegs pa na sgyu ma mkhan bZin du phyi nan gi chos
mams la [ nan gi blo’i dban gis ma biag pa’i sdod lugs yod par mi 'dzin par | blo’i
dban gis bsag pa'i yod pa tsam du $es par 'gyur ro // <= The audience of the
magic whose eyes have been affected by the mantra [believes the illusory horse
to be real]. In the same manner, sentient beings, when internal and external
objective things appear to them as [if they were] real (bden par grub pa), do not
[understand] that [these things] are posited [as existent] on the strength of their
appearance in [one’s] cognition; they understand that there is an intrinsic
existence (sdod lugs) of these things. This is an inherent [false] apprehension of
reality (bden dzin), which functions from beginningless time. .... When this {false]
establishment [of things] as real (bden grub) that is conceived through this [false]}
apprehension of reality (bden ’dzin) is refuted through a right reasoning (rigs pa),
one comes to know like the magician that internal and external things have mere
existence that is posited through [one’s] cognition; he does not conceive that
[these things] have an intrinsic existence (sdod lugs) that is not posited through
[one’s] cognition.> ’
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either perception through self-consciousness (ran rig mnon sum) in
accordance with Yogacara-Madhyamaka or perception through sense
organs (dbann po’i mion sum) in accordance with Sautrantika-
Madhyamaka, which admits external objects.*® Such a perception of
an object subsequently arouses at the next moment in our mind an
idea that the object is existent. In this way, for the Svatantrika,
objective things cannot be established as existent independently of
one’s cognition.

Through analysing this illustration by Tson kha pa as well as
-discussions by mKhas grub rje, 1Can skya Rol pa’i rdo rje and so on,
Matsumoto and Lopez have investigated dGe lugs pas’ understanding
of this Svatantrika position together with this example.” In my
opinion, however, Tson kha pa might further suggest through this
example that for the Svatantrika not only existence of things but also
their arising are conventionally posited by means of orie’s cognition.
The conventional existence to be posited by cognition is, namely, not
only each self-existence but also the phenomenon "arising” and,
moreover, "arising from an other". In this sense, it is theoretically
linked to and consistent with Svatantrika’s acceptance of
Dharmakirti’s theory that the relation of cause and effect is
established by means of perception and non-perception. Here I
would like to prove this assumption with regard to the example of
magician’s illusion. '

My main argument lies in the next stage of the illustration where
Tson kha pa applies this example to sprouting:

It is posited on the strength of {one’s] cognition that a sprout
arises from a seed. It does not, however, contradict [the
understanding] that a sprout arises intrinsically (ran gi rios nas)

4 See GR 83b4L.: de ltar sgyu ma'i snan ba ni mal ‘byor spyod pa’i dbu ma pa
Itar na rast rig maon sum dan | phyi rol khas len pa'’i ran rgyud pa ltar na sa phyogs
sam bar snan Ita bu’i g&i ‘dzin pa%i dbar: po'i mion sum gyis ‘grub la /

47 Cf. Matsumoto 1981a; Lopez 1987: 146-153 and 352-355.



from a seed, which is in the same manner that the basis of
conjuring [e.g. a pebble] appears intrinsically as a horse or an
elephant. Thus, all the conventional existence [in terms of the
Svatantrika] is to be understood.®
The sprouting is also posited by one’s cognition to which it appears
as if a sprout arised from a seed. The expression "the sprout arises
intrinsically from a seed” might suggest that this is an arising
hypothetically established as intrinsically real (ran gi mtshan fid kyis
grub pa’i skye ba or ran gi mishan fid kyis skye ba). The same
discussion is found in the LN, where Tson kha pa adduces the
example of magician’s illusion and sprouting for the purpose of
elucidating "arising" for the Svatantrika:
If then someone asks what kind of establishment of arising is
~ the establishment in (ultimate) reality, [the establishment of
arising on the conventional level is to be explained at first].
‘When, for instance, a thing such as a stick or a clay, which is
the basis for conjuring an illusory horse or an illusory elephant,
appears as a horse or an elephant to those who have affected
eyes, one cannot say that a thing such as a stick does not
appear as such [a horse], although [in fact] it merely appears as
such to the cognition of those [people]. In the same manner,
when a sprout appears to be arising from a seed, it merely
appears as such to [one’s] cognition, but it is not proper to say
[on the conventional level] that the [sprout] has not arised
from the [seed].” ‘

8 GR 84a6f.: sa bon las myu gu skye ba blo’i dban gis biag kyar | myu gu ran
gi ros nas sa bon las skye ba yar mi ’gal ba ni | sprul g&i’'l nos nas kyan rta glan
du snar: ba darn 'dra ste / des tha sfiad du yod pa thams cad Ses par bya'o //

% 1N 61b5-7 (Thurman 1984: 283, 37-284, 6): dper na sgyu ma’i ta glar du
sprul pa’i g#i §in dan bon ba la sogs pa de mig bslad pa la rta glan du snan ba na
de’i Ses pa la der snan ba tsam yin gyi i la sogs pa der mi snan fes smra mi nus
pa bzin du | myu gu sa bon las skye bar snan ba na Ses pa la der snan ba kho nar
zad kyi de de las skyes pa min no Zes byar mi run o {/
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Here Tson kha pa demonstrates that for the Svatantrika the
sprouting is posited as a real occurrence on the conventional level
according to its appearance to one’s cognition. If, however, one
compares the sprouting with an appearance of an illusory horse, one
should see a big difference between them: there is no causal relation
at all between a pebble and an illusory horse, whereas a seed is one
of causes of sprouting, Futhermore, an illusory horse has no function,
it does not run, but a seed and a sprout are real things, which have
functions. What might then Tson kha pa imply as common character
to both the appearance of an illusory horse and the sprouting? Why
did he illustrate the sprouting with the magician’s illusion? One thing
has already become clear: the arising of a sprout from a seed is
posited by one’s cognition in the same way as an illusory horse.
Would it be not "arising from an other"? The sprout is a different
entity from the seed in the same way that the illusory horse is
different from the pebble. In this sense, one could say that the sprout
arises from the seed as the illusory horse arises from the pebble.

It might be interpretable as follows: In reality it is impossible that
a pebble appears as a horse since a pebble has no intrinsic nature of
appearing as a horse. This suggests that the sprouting, i.e. an arising
from an other, never occurs in ultimate reality. Nevertheless, one can
hypothetically say that a pebble appears as a horse on the basis of
the fact that it is cognized as such. In the same manner, according to
one’s cognition affected by nescience (ma rig pa, avidya), one can
posit that a sprout arises intrinsically from another entity, i.e. a seed.
According to the Svatantrika position, Tson kha pa holds, one should
postulate on the conventional level entity X (a sprout) and entity Y
(a seed) separately as self-existent; when entity Y disappears and
entity X appears in its place, then one should posit that X arises
from Y. This is in the same way that a pebble disappears and a horse
appears instead. It appears as if a horse came out from a pebble,
although they have no causal relation at all. As Nagarjuna said, if
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one accepts such an arising from an other, a sprout could arise even
from a pot. The example of an illusory horse and a pebble may
suggest such an absurd relation. And, I suppose, Tson kha pa thereby
might further imply that it is the very relation of cause and effect
established by perception and non-perception in terms of
Dharmakirti.

2. Prasangika’s refutation of ran gi mishan fid kyis grub pa
The ontological position of the Prasangika opposed to that of the
Svatantrika becomes clear by examining his refutation of what the
Svatantrika is considered to accept.
1) The SNSi is a sfitra teaching an indirect meaning.
2) The dependent characteristic is even conventionally non-
substantial with regard to characteristic.
3) There is even conventionally no arising from an other.
In his LR, Tson kha pa confirms 1) and 2) by adducing Candrakirti’s
statement from the MABh ad MA VI 97:
Elucidating the statement "Even a scripture that does not
explain a real meaning but teaches an indirect meaning should
be -understood and interpreted”,® (Candrakirti) says in the
MABh: "Regarding a rope, [the existence of] a snake is the
conceptualized (nature), while regarding a real snake, [it is]
established as the perfect (nature). In the same manner,
regarding the dependent (nature) that has a function of arising
in dependence (rten ‘brel byas pa can), the self-existence (ran
bzin) is also the conceptualized (nature), but (it is) posited as
the perfect (nature) in the sphere of Buddha(’s knowledge).
One should know the intended meaning of the (SN)Si, after
having understood such an establishment of the three kinds of

3 MA VI 97bc (La Vallée Poussin 1911: 253, 22ff.): de Itar luri gi lo rgyus Ses
byas te [/ mdo gan de fiid ma yin bsad don can !/ drart don gsuris pa'an rtogs nas
drant bya Zin [/ ston fiid don can res don $es par gyis I/
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nature.”! Therefore, it is evident that 1) (Candrakirti) takes
the SNSU’s establishment of the three kinds of nature as an
indirect meaning. And he defines the conceptualized (nature)
(in terms) of his own system as [the conception] that the
dependent has self-existence. Therefore, 2) (he) does not even
conventionally admit that the dependent nature has self-
existence that is established as intrinsically real.®

Candrakirti clearly states elsewhere too that the SNSa is a siitra

teaching an indirect meaning with regard to its theory of the mind-

5! Summary of MABh 201, 7-202, 2 (La Vallée Poussin 1911; 255, 2-22): dper
na sbrul ni thag pa bsdogs pa rten cins "brel par byun ba la brtags pa yin te [ de de
la yod pa ma yin pa’i phyir ro [/ de sbrul dnos la ni yoris su grub pa yin te | de kun
tu ma brtags pa’i phyir ro /! de bsin du ran bin yan gian gyi dbarn byas pa can la
ni kun tu briags pa yin te | ran béin dag ni becos min dan I/ gtan la bltos pa med
pa yin I/ zes byun bas no bo Aid ni byas pa can ma yin no // bzun: biin pa’i rten
cin ‘brel par 'byun ba byas pa can gzugs briian dag ‘dra ba la brtags pa gan yin pa
de ni sans rgyas kyi spyod yul la ni dnros yin te | kun tu ma brtags pa’i phyir te /
dnos po byas pa can la ma rig par rart béin ’ba’ £ig mrion sum du mdzad pas de
7iid thugs su chud pa’i phyir sans rgyas Ses brjod do [/ de’i phyir de ltar brtags pa
dan gtan gyi dban darn yons su grub pa Zes bya ba rio bo #iid gsum mam par biag
pa rtogs par byas nas mdo’i dgons pa mam par bsad par bya'o I/

Candrakirti is reinterpreting here the meaning of the three kinds of nature
from the viewpoint of the Madhyamika. In comparison with that of the
Svitntrika, it could be understood as follows: The Svatantrika maintains that the
conceptualized is the conception that the dependent has self-existence in ultimate
reality; the Prasangika, on the other hand, mantains -- without distingushing
between ultimate and conventional levels — that the conceptualized is the
conception that the dependent has self-existence and that the perfect is reality of
all things, which is the sphere of the Buddha's knowledge.

52 1R 372b1-4 (Nagao 1954: 167, 2-11): Jug grel du ni dper na sbrul de thag
pa la kun brtags yin la sbrul dros la yons grub tu ‘gro ba dan 'dra bar ran bzin yan
rten ’brel byas pa can gyi gian dban la kun brtags yin la sans rgyas kyi yul du ni
yons grub tu ’jog pa’i o bo fiid gsum gyi mam gzag fes par byas nas mdo’i dgons
pa bSad par bya’o ies | mdo gan de fid ma yin b§ad don can /! dran don gsuns
pa’'an rtogs nas drar bya %in | Zes pa'l grel par gsuns pas mdo dGons ‘grel gyi no
bo #iid gsum gyi mam gag dran don du bzed par gsal la ran lugs kyi kun btags ni
gian dban la ran bfin yod pa la mdzad pas géan dban la tha siad du ran gi
mishan Fid kyis grub pa’i rai bin mi bzed pa yin no !/
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only?

As to 3), Tsoit kha pa evidences it by taking Candrakirti’s
opponent as a Svatantrika in his refutation of "arising from an other"
on the conventional level in the MABh:

(Objection:) Although the arising from itself or an other is to
be negated since there is no arising in ultimate reality, the self-
existence (ran bfin, svabhava) of things such as form and
sensation, which are cognized through perception and
inference, undoubtedly arises from an other [self-existence on
the conventional levell. If one does not accept it, why then are
the two kinds of reality (bden pa gfiis, Avayakatya) taught? There
would be only one reality. Hence there must exist the arising
from an other [on the conventional level].

It is to be answered: That [there is only one reality] is true. Yet
the two kinds of reality do not ultimately exist because (the
Buddha) has taught (as follows): "Oh, bhiksus, this ultimate
reality is unique. It is nirvana, which is non-belying. All
conditionings are false and belying by nature." Therefore,
whatever is conventional reality is a means for entering the
ultimate reality, so that (we) accept arising from itself or an
other without investigation in accord with worldly
conventions.™

3 MABh 195, 19-196, 12 (La Vallée Poussin 1911: 250, 11-17): mam pa de
Ita bu’i mdo sde de gan yin %e na ! ji skad du dGornis pa rees par grel pa'i mdo las
/ brtags pa dan géan gyi dban dan yons su grub pa Zes bya bar ran bzin gsum
bstan pa las | brtags pa med pa fiid dan | géan gyi dban yod pa 7iid dan [ de biin
du len pa’i mam par Ses pa zab cin phra I{ sa bon thams cad chu bo'i rgyun ltar
‘bab /| bdag tu rtogs par gyur na mi run Zes /! byis pa rmams la ruas ni de ma bstan
{1 %es bya ba la sogs pa ste 'di I/ ji ltar nad pa nad pa la [/ sman pas sman mams
gton ba ltar [/ sans rgyas de biin sems can la [/ sems tsam du yan rab tu gsuns [/
Zes bya ba’i lun 'dis dran ba’l don #ild du gsal bar byed do |/

34 MABh 119, 10-120, 4 (La Vallée Poussin 1910: 312, 25-313, 13; cited in
LN 66a1f, GR 132alff. and 132a5f.): don dam par skye ba med pas bdag dan
gtan las skye ba dgag la rag mod | gzugs dan tshor ba la sogs pa gan dag mnon
sum dan rjes su dpag pa dag gis dmigs pa de dag gi ran bzin ni gdon mi za bar




On ran gi meshan nid kyis grub pa 11 section 11 and 11T 323

According to Jayananda, this opponent is a Yogacarin,* because in
the preceding passage an opponent who accepts the
paratantrasvabh@va and the emptiness lacking subject and object
(grahyagrahaka) is refuted.* Nevertheless, Tson kha pa does assert
the opponent as a Svatantrika.”” His reason seems quite clear: if it
‘were a Yogicarin, he would accept the arising not only on the
conventional but also on the ultimate level. Quoting the same
passage, Tson kha pa claims in the LN as follows:
This [lack of an intrinsic arising (rart gi mtshan fiid kyis skye ba)
from an other in both ultimate and conventional reality] is
proved [by Candrakirti] to a Madhyamika who asserts that
there is conventionally an intrinsic arising [from an other]
although there is no arising in ultimate reality; it is not
[proved] to a substantialist (dios por smra ba) [ie. either
Vaibhasika, Sautrantika or Yogacara].®

gtan las skye bar 'gyur ro !/ ci ste de ltar mi "dod na ni bden pa giiis ci ste brjod de
! bden pa gcig kho nar ‘gyur ro |/ de phyir gtan las skye ba yod pa riid do 1/ 'di la
bSad par bya ste [ "di bden mod kyar don dam par na bden pa gitis yod pa ma yin
te | dge slon dag bden pa dam pa 'di ni gcig ste | 'di Ita ste | mi bslu ba’i chos can
mya nan las ‘das pa’o /1 'du byed thams cad ni brdzun pa bslu ba'i chos can no
Zes byun ba’i phyir ro |/ de’i phyir kun rdzob kyi bden pa gan yin pa de ni don
dam pa’i bden pa la jug par bya ba'i thabs yin pa’i phyir | bdag dan bfan dag las
skye ba ma dpyad par 'jig rten pa’i lugs kyis khas len par byed pa yin no //

55 See MAT D156a2.

% See MABh 118, 13-18 (La Vallée Poussin 1910: 312, 7-16): gan £ig géan
@vis dban gi 1o bo khas blans nas de la brten pa’i stort pa fiid bzun ba dan *dzin pa
med pa'i mishan Fiid can mi riag pa fid la sogs pa ltar de 7iid das ban Fiid du
brjod par bya ba ma yin par sems pa de’i ltar na / stor pa fiid kho nas chos thams
cad ston pa yin gyi | rars b¥in siid kyis ni ma yin no %es bya bar gyur ro |/

57 This interpretation is in fact not impossible, if one takes the opponent here
to be different from that in the previous passage (see above n. 56). Although the
main opponent in this course of discussion is a Yogacarin, the objection in
question could be understood to be one of variant views derived from Yogicara
thought.

% LN 66a4f.: ’di ni dbu ma pa don dam par mi skye yar tha siad du ran gi
mishan 7iid kyis skye ba yod par 'dod pa la sgrub kyi drnos por smra ba la min pas
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In the GR, too, he identifies this opponent as a dBu ma ran rgyud
pa.® The arising termed "ran gi meshan fid kyis skye ba" is, thus, an
arising of a substantial entity or self-existence from an other self-
existence.
The next objection in the MABh is obviously concerned with the
conventional reality:
Moreover, in the same way that someone who is attached to
fortunes feels fear when he throws (his) all possessions away,
someone who is attached to the conventional reality might
think that some substantial own-being (rdzas kyi bdag fiid ’ga’

£ig) that is a cause of defilement and purification must arise,
6

Candrakirti answers:
In the same manner that arising from neither itself nor an
other is ultimately acceptable by the (above-)explained
argument, any arising is even conventionally not acceptable for
the same [reason). Therefore, how can you prove the arising of
things? Consequently, even though [you] did not admit that 3)
arising of self-existence (ra# gi mtshan id kyi skye ba)® occurs
in -neither ultimate nor conventional reality, it must
undoubtedly be accepted. Some people consider that the
master excellent Nagarjuna denies solely the conceptualized
nature, but not the dependent nature, by saying "not from
itself" and so on (MMK I 1). Their assertion cannot be proved

% GR 132a3: di Itar rgol ba ni don dam par skye ba med pa dait | tha sriad du
géan skye ‘dod par snav, bas dbu ma ran rgyud pa 'ga’ Zig go I/

® MABh 122, 7-11 (La Vallée Poussin 1910: 315, 5-9; paraphrased in GR
134a3fL.): ci ste yan de ltar dros po la mron par 2en pa'i bdog pa thams cad kun
nas beod pa na bred Sa thon pa tha siiad kyi bden pa la mrion par fen pa 'di gan
Hg kun nas fion moris pa dar mam par byan pa’i rgyur gyur pa rdzas kyi bdag fid
‘ga’ #ig skye bar ‘gyur bar bya dgos so Zes smra na /

¢! Tson kha pa reads ran gi mishan #iid kyis skye ba. I suppose that they are
not different in meaning,



On ran gi mtshan nid kyis grub pa 111 section 1Y and 111 325

either (since) it lacks any (right) reason. Hence those who state
(such an opinion) should just be pushed (to reply to inquiries;
they will not be able to reply).?
Here it should be noted that through this refutation of the arising the
establishment of causal relation by perception is also negated. If the
arising of X from Y is not established, the relation of cause Y and
effect X is not established either.

Thus, for the Prasangika, the teaching "things are non-substantial,
neither produced nor destroyed" is to be accepted on the
conventional level too. In this connection, the epistemological system
of valid cognition (pramana, tshad ma) of substantialists including the
Svatantrika that perception (pratyaksa) is valid cognition for the self-
existence or substantial particular (svalaksana) is also negated, insofar
as it is based on the ontological view of self-existence established as
intrinsically real (ran gi mitshan 7id kyis grub pa’l ran biin or ran
mishan).®

ITL. Tson kha pa’s own position of the Prasangika

The fundamental and special doctrine of the Prasangika-
Madhyamika is declared by Tson kha pa as follows: 1. There does not

% MABh 122, 18-123, 8 (La Vallée Poussin 1910: 315, 15-27; paraphrased in
GR 134aStL): ji ltar don dam pa'i skabs su ji skad bSad pa’i rigs pas bdag dan
gian las skye ba mi ruri ba de bfin du tha sfad du yan | de fiid kyis skye bar mi
rigs pas khyod kyis drios po rnams kyi skye ba gan gis ‘grub par ‘gyur | de’i phyir ran
gi mishan id kyi skye ba ni bden pa giiis char du yan yod pa ma yin no Zes mi
‘dod pa bin du yar gdon mi za bar khas blar bar bya’o // gant dag bdag las ma
yin Zes bya ba la sogs pas ni slob dpon IKu sgrub kyi Zal sha nas kyis brtags pa’i no
bo riid kho na bkag pa yin gyi | gian gyi dban gi o bo ni ma yin no siam du sems
pa de dag gi ’dod pa ’di yan gtan tshigs med par mi ’grub pas ! de skad du smra pa
de dag ni brgal % brtag par bya ba kho na yin no //

8 Cf. e.g. LR 369b1-370a$ discussed in Yoshimizu 1993a: 136-139.
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exist even a single thing that is established as intrinsically real, 2. but
yet all [kinds of] act [consisting of agent, action and object of action]
can be postulated.” Thereby the Prasangika eliminates
substantialism as well as nihilism; in other words, he establishes non-
substantiality (niiisvabhavata) of all things as well as their origination
in dependence (pratityasamutpada) or capacity for efficacy
(arthakriyas@marthya) in terms of Tson kha pa.® In this section, I
would like to discuss the meaning of these two theories. As ICan skya
Rol pa’i rdo rje suggests, supplementing Tson kha pa’s statement,*
1. things are existent as mere designations and under this condition
2. all fkinds of] act [consisting of agent, action and object of action]
can be postulated. Let us begin with theory 1, which teaches the
existence as a designation of conventional things.

1. The conventional as existence as a designation (btags yod,
prajfiaptisat)

We have seen in Section I of this paper that Tson kha pa
introduces the Yogacara view taught in the BBh that any designation
such as “person” is possible insofar as there exists a real entity (vastu)
that is the basis of the designation (Yoshimizu 1993a: 114ff.). For-the
Yogicara, the existence as a mere designation (prajiiaptimatra) that
is postulated by means of names and conventions is neither
substantial nor existent, from the viewpoint of which the BBh
criticizes the Madhyamika who denies the real existence by claiming
that things are mere designations (ibid: 117f.). Entering the
presentation of the Prasangika philosophy in his LN, Tson kha pa in
rejoinder explicitely demonstrates that things are existent merely as
designations and that the basis of a designation is by no means

& Cf. GR 139alf. (see below n. 67).

 Cf. e. g. CST XIV D220b4ff,, P250b3; LR 357b7-358a3 (both are cited and
translated in Yoshimizu 1993a: 132f.).

8 |Cai skya Grub mtha’ (Thal "gyur ba) 51a2f. (see below n. 67).
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established as intrinsically real. He sets forth the quite large section
entitled "Confirmation of the object to be negated (i.e. of the self-
existence established as intrinsically real [ran gi mishan fiid kyis grub
pa’i ran bzin]) and exposition of the mode of (its) non-existence"
(dgag bya de nos bzun nas ji ltar med pa bstan pa [LN 69a6-75b4;
Thurman 1984: 291, 6-306, 11]) and devotes the first part thereof to
this theme, which is named "Exposition of the mode of grasping (the
self-existence established as intrinsically real) through conceptual and
intrinsic superimposition [of substantiality] and exposition of its non-
existence" (kun brtags dan lhan skyes kyi sgro 'dogs kyis bzun tshul bstan
nas de med par bstan pa [LN 69b1-71a4; Thurman 1984: 291, 7-299,
16]).¥” Reffering to this discussion of his own together with its

¢7 The second part of this section (LN 71a4-75b4; Thurman 1984: 299, 17-
306, 11) deals with the Prasangika’s interpretation that the selflessness of things
is also taught in Hinayina treatises, under the title "Elucidation of the meaning
[of the statements by Buddhapilita and Candrakirti] that according also to
Hinayana treatises the two kinds of selflessness are taught" (r‘z/n thos kyi sde snod
Ia brten nas kyan bdag med giiis gsuns pa’i don b$ad pa). This is one of the eight
special doctrines of the Prasangika enumerated by Tson kha pa himself and
widely accepted by later dGe lugs pas. They could be understood, as Matsumoto
has indicated (1981a: 196, 198-200, 210 n. 28), as deriviative doctrines from the
fundamental position that there does not exist even a single thing that is
established as intrinsically real, but yet [all kinds of] act [consisting of agent,
action and object of action] can CCLER
T39aT-STpHaEs pat gaun grel IShal 18 var i witshar #id Ry grub pa rdul tsam
med kyan [ bya byed thams cad biag pas chog pa’i ‘grel tshul gyi lugs thun mon ma
yin pa 'di la brten nas | mam par dag pa’i grub mtha’ ’grel byed géan dan thun
mon ma yin pa man du yod de | de gan Ze na re £ig gtso bo rnams brjod na /
tshogs drug las fio bo tha dad pa’ kun géi rmam Ses dan | ran rig ‘gog lugs thun
mon ma yin pa dan [ ran rgyud kyi sbyor bas phyir rgol gyi rgyud la de kho na #id
kyi Ita ba skyed pa khas mi len pa gsum dan | Ses pa khas len pa biin du phyi rol
gyi don yan khas blan dgos pa dari | fian ran la drios po ran bzin med par rtogs pa
yod pa dan | chos kyi bdag ‘dzin rion mors su ‘jog pa dan / Zig pa dros po yin pa
dan | de’i rgyu mtshan gyis dus gsum gyi jog tshul thun mon ma yin pa sogs yin no

.1l <= As for the method of interpreting the works of the noble (Nagarjuna), the
interpretation in the way that there does not exist even a single (thing) that is
established as intrinsically real and that yet all [kinds of] act [consisting of agent,
action and object of action] can be postiflatéd is 3pecific kA O

ol € thods of interpreting the pure
[Prasangika-Madhyamaka) system that are not in common with other (systems).
Namely, some important ones are (as follows): the methods of negating 1)

/o
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support, i.e. Candrakirti’s PPad, I would like to analyse the idea of
existence as a designation (btags yod, prajiiaptisat), which represents
Prasangika’s ontology in contrast to that of substantialists.

To begin with, Tson kha pa answers the question of what sort of
grasping is the grasping of (things) to be established as intrinsically
real (ji ’dra 2ig tu gzun na ran gi mtshan fid kyis grub par bzun ba yin)
(LK 66b1) and confirms that for substantialists the postulation of an
existence is exclusively concerned with the basis of designation that is
perceived by valid perception (pratyaksa)®:

alayavijfidna that is essentially distinct from the six kinds of cognition (i.e. the
five sensory cognitions and the mental cognition) and 2) the self-consciousness
are not in common (with other systems); 3) it is not accepted that one causes in
an opponent an understanding of reality in his (mind-)continuum by applying an
autonomous reasoning (svatantra); 4) [the existence of] external objects must be
accepted as [the existence of] cognitions (is accepted); S) Sravakas and
Pratyekabuddhas can realize the non-substantiality of things; 6) the grasping of
the self of things is defined as a defilement; 7) cessation is a thing; 8) for the
reason [that cessation is a thing], the method of postulating the three kinds of
time is specific (to this system).>; 1Can skya Grub mtha’ (Thal *gyur ba) S1a2ff.:
dbu ma thal ‘gyur pas mdo dan 'phags pa'i dgons pa ‘grel pa ‘grel tshul thun mon
ma yin pa’i gtso bo ni rar gi mtshan rid kyis grub pa rdul tsam yari med pa dan
min gis btags tsam la bya byed thams cad gva ma fiams par bZag pas chog pa 'di
gitis yin par ‘dug la / de la brten nas mam par dag pa’i grub mtha’ ‘grel byed gian
dani thun mon ma yin pa man du yod pa las gtso bo ni dka’ ba’i gnas brgyad du
bsdus nas ’‘chad par ran re’i mkhas pa mams la grags so // <= As for the
Prasangika-Madhyamikas special method of interpreting the meaning [of
teachings of] scriptures and the noble (Nz#garjuna), the main (point) consists in
the (following) two (theories): There does not exist even a single (thing) that is
established as intrinsically real and yet all [kinds of] act [consisting of agent,
action and object of action] car COMPIEIENy (gva i 7arms par)y be postirated
fRsTaras Tthey are] Merely desinnned by MEans o eSO 1R ot
Wﬁ“‘mm‘”sf“mﬁfﬁmmure [Prasangika-
Madhyamaka] system that are not in commonn with other (systems). It is known
to scholars of our (school, i.e. dGe lugs pa) that among them some important
ones are summarized and explained as the eight difficult points.>

% Among Svitantrikas, Bhavaviveka admits the universal (samanyalaksana)
such as “cowness” to be existent for the reason that it is not distinct from its
basis, ie. the own-being perceived and named “cow". Although neither
Santaraksita nor. Kamalaéila accepts this idea, they are regarded as agreeing
with BhZvaviveka in maintaining that only the basis of designation is
conventionally existent. See above Section II 1. [1]. For their rejection of the
universal as conventional existence cf. MAIV ad MA! 8 D58a2f., P54alf.
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Here [I] will at first introduce the idea of those who set forth
their philosophical systems®. As for the expressions (tha sfiad
btags pa) such as "this person has done this work, enjoyed this
effect”, they seek the referent of the designation "person” by
(inquiring) whether the "person" [refers to] the aggregates of
his own or something distinct from them. If they discover
whichever direction, (the "person" is) either the same (as his
aggregates) or distinct (from them) etc., whereby a basis for
postulating [the existence of] the person is given, they can
[further] postulate that [the person is] the accumulator of the

(indicated by Yamaguchi 1991: 5f.): don byed nus pa ma yin la /! de dod brtags
pas ci Zig bya |/ ma nirt grugs bzan mi bzan Zes // ‘dod ldan mams kyis brtags ci
phan [/ (MAI 8) de bas na mkhas pa mams kyis* ni don byed nus pa la dnos po’i
mtshan riid ces smra ’o 1/ (*kyis omitted in P) <= What is the use of seeking and
considering something that lacks a capacity for efficacy (arthakriydsamarthya)? (It
is of no use.) What is the use of lustful people’s analyse of a neuter person
(whether) it is beautiful or not beautiful? (It is of no use.) Therefore, scholars
say that (only) things that have a capacity for efficacy have the characteristic of
existence.>; MAIV ad MAI 64 D70b7£, P68b3f.: kun rdzob ni sgra’i tha sriad tsam
gyi* bdag vitd ma yin gyi [ mthor ba dan 'dod pa’i dros po rten cin ‘brel par ‘byun
ba mams ni brtag mi bzod pas yarn: dag pa’i kun rdzob ste [ (*gyis D) <= The
conventional is not of the nature of mere verbal conventions. Things that are
cognized, desired and produced in dependence are the conventional, which is
right insofar as not examined [by a right reasoning].>; MAIP ad MAJ 64
D115a3f,, P121a2f.: sgra’i tha siad ni spyi tsam gyi spyod yul can* yin pa’ phyir
rten cin ‘brel bar *byun ba’i drios po’i mtshan fiid kyi yul can ma yin no /! spyi de
yart kun tu brtags pa’i o bo yin pa’i phyir ditos po med pa yin na de’i rio bo 7iid du
khas len pas** drios po mams kyi don bya byed pa Sin tu grags pa la skur par ‘gyur
te / spyi ni don byed mi bzod pa’i phyir ro Il (*spyi 1sam spyod yul P **pa P) < =
The verbal conventions do not refer to the characteristic of existence arising in
dependence since they refer to the universal only. Furthermore, the universal is
non-existent since it is the conceptualized nature. Therefore, [if] one admits that
[the conventional] is of the nature of the [universal], it would deny the capacity
for efficacy of existing things, which is well known {to ordinary people up to a
cowherd], since the universal does not bear any efficacy. >

% Presumably grub mtha’ smra ba refers to the four Buddhist systems of
which advocates are considered to be substantialists, i.e. Vaibhisika, Sautrantika,
Yogacdra and Svatantrika-Madhyamaka.
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work (las gsog pa po) and so forth™; but if they do not
discover (anything to which the “person" refers), they cannot
postulate [the person as existent]. Hence, if they postulate [the
existence of the person], after having investigated and sought
how the basis of the designation is, to which the designation
("person”) (de’i tha sAad) is applied, without being content with
merely designating "person”, (such a way of postulation) is the
postulation of the person as established as intrinsically real (raf
gi mitshan fid kyis grub pa).

All  the Buddhists, from Vaibhasika to Svatantrika-
Madhyamika, accept [the postulation of the existence of
person] in this way. Similarly, it holds [i:i the case of
postulating] the conditioned things such as form and sensation
and the unconditioned things up to the ether established in
[the sense of] the absolute negation (med dgag) (ie.) mere
exclusion of impenetrable (and) touchable (things) (thogs pa’i
reg bya) by the Sautrantika. That is, in the case of postulating
any existence that is admitted to be established by valid
cognition (tshad ma), they seek how the referent is established
that is the basis of a (verbal) operation (Jjug g#i) on which each
verbal convention (min gi tha sfiad)”™ operates; if no object is

™ Cf. LR 449b6 (Nagao 1954: 322, 124£.): dka’ sa ni ran gi ho bos grub pa'i
ran biin ma lus par khegs pa dan rav bzin med pa’i gan zag la sogs pa de 7id las
gsog pa po dan ‘bras bu myon: ba po la sogs par jog pa la ries pa gtin nas ‘drons te
! .. <= (One should) perfectly draw a definite understanding of the difficult
point (of the Prasangika doctrine) that the self-existence [of a person etc)] is
completely rejected and (yet) the same non-substantial person etc. are postulated
as accumulator of the work, (the person who) enjoys the effect and so on ...>

™ This expression mirt gi tha siad should be understood to mean the
conventional agreements on the usage of verbal expressions as Matsumoto has
proposed (1981a: 209 n. 20). In general, the worldly conventions (tha sfiad,
vyavahdra) consist in both verbal and mental operations including the act of
perception. Cf. e.g. PPad 429, 12: atha va samvrtih samketo lokavyavahara ity
arthah. sa cabhidhanabhidheyajiidnajiieyadilaksanah. Presumably the min gi tha
sriad refers to the conventions on abhidhanabhidheya alone. Svatantrika masters
such as Jianagarbha, Santaraksita and Kamalasila in turn claim that the
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discovered through this (investigation), they cannot postulate it
as existent. In the opposite (case that the object is discovered),
they postulate it as existent.”

Candrakirti, on the contrary, maintains that it is no use
examining the basis of a designation since the conventional existence
is defined as mere designation independently of its basis. Tson kha
pa explains this idea of prajfiaptisat in accord with PPad 58, 14-69, 12,
where Candrakirti extensively criticizes Dignaga’s theory that the
valid cognition are perception and inference (since) the object to be
cognized has (only) two aspects (i.e. the particular and the
universal).”® Candrakirti tries at first to refute that the wvalid
cognition are those two laksanas by indicating the possible existence
of the third cognizable object, because insofar as there is a
characteristic (Jaksana) there must be something characterized
(laksftya) by this characteristic. Then an objection comes out: The

conventional is not of the nature of mere verbal conventions (sgra’l tha sfiad) (cf.
Matsumoto loc. cit and above n. 68).

2 LN 66b1-67a1 (Thurman 1984: 291, 11-293,3): 'di la thog mar grub mtha’
smra ba'i lugs briod par bya ste | gan zag ‘dis las 'di byas so [/ "bras bu 'di myon rio
Zes pa’i tha sfiad btags pa la ran gi phun po ‘di riid gan zag yin nam 'on te de dag
las don géan Zes gart zag gi tha siiad btags pa de’i don btsal te | don geig pa'i don
tha dad la sogs pa’i phyogs garn run Zig riied nas gan zag de jog sa byun ba las gsog
pa po la sogs par ‘jog nus la | ma ried na ‘jog mi nus pas garn zag gi tha sfiad btags
pa tsam gyis mi tshim par de’l tha sfiad gar la btags pa’i btags gii de ji ltar yin
dpyad cin btsal nas ’jog na garn zag ran gi mtshan fid kyis grub par ‘jog pa yin te /
ran sde bya brag tu smra ba nas dbu ma ran rgyud pa’i bar thams cad kyis de biin
du 'dod do /! de bZin du gzugs dan tshor ba la sogs pa'i chos ‘dus byas dari / “dus
ma byas kyi chos tha na mdo sde pas thogs pa’i reg bya mam par bead tsam gyi
med dgag la nam mkhar bfag pa yan chad kyar: rusi ste | tshad mas grub par ‘dod
pa thams cad yod par ’jog pa na ran ran gi min gi tha sfiad ‘jug pa’i jug géi'i don
de ji 'dra Zig tu grub pa btsal ba na des riied pa’i don med na yod par ‘jog mi nus
pas de las bzlog pa la yod par ’jog go I/

7 PS I 2ab: pratyaksam anumdnam ca pramdne laksanadvayam.

™ Cf. PPad 59, 7ff.. kim ca yadi svasamanyalaksanadvaydnurodhena
pramdnadvayam uktam, yasya tal laksanadvayam kim tal*laksyam asti atha ndsti.
yady asti tada tadaparam prameyam astiti katham pramanadvayam. atha nasti
laksyam tada laksanam api nird@Srayam  nastiti  katham pramanadvaya.
*supplemented according to R (De Jong 1978: 34).

%
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word laksana should be understood as meaning the characterized
since the lyut-affix ana can mean "object of action" (karman).
(Answer:) It is impossible that something is characterized by itself.”
In the course of this discussion, it is argued by the opponent that the
relation of the qualifier and the qualified [i.e. the characteristic and
the characterized] is indicated figuratively by the genetive case in the
expression "the particular of the earth" (prthivyah svalaksanam),
although there is no earth distinct from the particular in reality, in
the same way as in the expressions "the body of a statue"
(Silaputrakasya $ariram)™ and "the head of Rahu" (rahoh Sirah).”

S Cf. PPad 60, 1f.: atha syan na laksyate neneti laksana, kim tarhi krtyalyuto
bahulam iti karmani lyugam krtva laksyate tad iti laksanam. evam api tenaiva
tasya* laksyamanatvasambhavad yena tal* laksyate tasya karanasya karmano
‘rthantaratvdt sa eva dogah. *corrected according to R (De Jong 1978: 34) :
tenaitasya ... yenaital PPad

7 1 render Silaputraka by "statue” following Stcherbatsky 1927: 158, 7. The
Sanskrit Worterbuch by Bohtlingk and Roth gives the translations "eine Figur',
"eine Statue von Stein" for Silaputraka and "Reibstein" for Silaputra. The sources
introduced there suggest the aim of using this example: In the Sankarabhasya of
the Brh-Ar-Up, it appears in the following discussion (40, 6-41, 2): atha ghatasya
pragabhava iti ghatasya yat svarfipam tad evocyata. ghatasyeti vyapade$dnupapattif.
atha kalpayitval vyapadisyeta Sildputrakasya fariram iti yadvat. tathapi ghatasya
pragabhava iti kalpitasyaivibhavasya ghatena vyapadeso na ghatasvaripasyaiva.
< = Therefore (if you) say about the antecedent non-existence of a pot [i.e. a pot
does not exist before it is made, it follows that you] say about the own-being of
the pot itself [i.e. you must admit the existence of the pot, or if you do not admit
it, you] cannot employ the (genetive) expression "of a pot". (Objection:) One
could say so [figuratively], having imagined [a not yet existing pot], like [the
expression] "the body of a statue”. (Answer:) Even in that case, (if you say about)
the antecedent non-existence of a pot, the non-existence of an just imagined
(pot) is expressed by (the word) "pot", not of the own-being of a pot itself.>;
SSUV 261, 5-10 ad SSi VI 4: Silaputrakasya Sariram ity abhede 'pi sastiSruter na
bheda ity atrdha. na Sildputravad dharmigrahakamanabadhdt (k. 4). na, tatra
pratyaksenaivabhedapratiteh sasyl badhiteti gaunah prayogah. mukhasambhavad
gauno 'tra nasti. < = (Objection to the doctrine that the self [@tman] is distinct
from the body:) (The self and the body in the expression "my body" are) not
distinct from each other since the genetive case is employed for (connecting two)
non-distinct things in the same way as (in the expression} "the body of a statue”.
(Answer:) It is not like the case of the statue because [the difference of the
statue from the body] is negated by a valid means of cognition that cognizes the
qualified thing [i.e. the body] (k. 4). This (objection) is not right: For in the case
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Candrakirti rejects this objection on account of the inproper use of
the example: For Candrakirti the relation of the qualifier and the
qualified in the expressions "the body of a statue" and "the head of
Rahu" is established since he argues that the statue and Rahu are
distinct existences from the body and the head respectively, whereas
for Digndga the earth and the particular are entirely identical.
Namely, he says:
Moreover, the "statue" that is the appropriator (upadatr) of the
body that is the appropriated (upadana), does exist (as) a part
of the worldly conventions, (as) the qualifier (of the body) and
(as) established without being examined like designations such
as "person”; the "Rahu” that is the appropriator of the head
that is the appropriated, does exist as well. Therefore this
example is not proper [for a f)lgurative expression of the
qualifier and the qualified).
(Objection:) This example is properly established, for no other
object than the body and the head is established (to be
existent) since only they are perceived. (Answer:) It is not so,
for such an examination does mnot occur in the worldly
conventions and further, the worldly things [in the sense of the
meaning of each word] (padartha) are existent without being

(of the body of a statue), the (primary sense) of the genetive case is negated,
since the non-difference is apprehended by perception, so that it is used in a
figurative sense.> Namely, "the body of a statue" is an example for a fugurative
use of the genetive case, i.e. for the case that the qualifier and the qualificated
are not different existence, or one of them is non-existent. Some scholars
including me have rendered Silaputraka in the PPad by "Torso" (e.g. Tanji 1988:
58, 13; Yoshimizu 1992: 633ff.). It would be not impossible if one takes "body" in
a narrow sense, i.e. "trunk”. I do not think, however, that here it is necessary to
conceive a body or statue without head or limbs. Thurman’s translation with
"pestle” influenced by the Tibetan translation "mchi gu" (Thurman 1984: 292 n.
12) seems less appropriate since, although it is employed in the same sense as
*Torso", it is less associated with the concept "body".

T PPad 66, f: yarha Sildputrakaspa Sariram rdhoh  Sira ifi
$ariraSirovyatiriktavisesandsambhave 'pi viSesanaviSesyabhavo ’sti, evarn prthivyah
- svalaksanam iti sva]aksanawatt’ﬁktap,rthivy:a.famblmve ‘pi bhavisyatiti.

/
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examined. That is to say, the "self" (Gtman) does not exist as
something distinct from the form etc. (i.e. the aggregates) if
examined, yet it does exist dependently on the aggregates
according to the worldly conventions. In the very same manner,
the "statue" and "Rihu” (exist). Hence the example is not
established.”
Here obviously two different theories cross: the opponent, Dignaga,
is claimihg that in both expressions, "the particular of the earth” and
"the body of a statue”, the relation of the qualifier and the qualified
is figuratively indicated by the genetive case, since the qualifier and
the qualified in each case have one common object that is a
phenomenal entity and since in reality no other than this entity,
which is the basis of these designations, is perceived. For Dignaga,
what is existent is solely this entity perceived by a non-conceptual
cognition. [That is a self-existence established as intrinsically real in
terms of Tson kha pa.] Candrakirti retains the idea of the identity of
the qualifier and the qualified in the case of "the particular of the
earth", but as to the examples, he insists on the existence of the
“statue" and "Rahu" as the qualifiers separately from the body and
the head as the qualified for the reason that they are accepted as
they are designated in the world. He adduces as an example the
designation of the "self” dependent on the aggregates.
The idea that the "self" or "person" (pudgala) designated with

™ PPad 67, 3-10 (cited in LN 67a3f,, 67a6; Thurman 1984: 292, 13-18, 293,
24-29, 204, 8-11): api ca pudgaladiprajfiaptivat  safariropadanasya®
Silaputrakasy[o]padir laukikavyavahdrarngabhiitasya visesanasydvicarasiddhasya
sadbhavat,** Siraupddanasya ca rahor upadatub sadbhdvad ayuktam etan
nidarfanam.  SarfraSirovyatiriktasyarthdntarasyasiddhes  tanmatrasyopalambhat
siddham eva nidarSanam iti cet, naitad evam. laukike vyavahara
itthamvicarapravrtter avicdrata$ ca laukikapadarthdndm astitvat. yathaiva hi
ritpadivyatirekena vicdryamana atmd na sambhavati, api ca lokasamvtyd skandhan
upaddyasydstitvam*** evam rahu$ilaputrakayor apiti nasti nidarSanasiddhih. *sa®
[or sva® cf. PPad 67 n. 3 lacks in the Tibetan version and does not seem
necessary; **corrected according to R (De Jong 1978: 34) : prasiddhasya
sadbhavat PPad; ***corrected : skandhanapuadaya® PPad
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reference to the aggregates is well known to old Buddhists and may
be traced back to Pali literature,” and has developed in the
Abhidharma, Yogacira and Madhyamaka systems. All these
Buddhists share the ideas that the "existence as a designation”
(prajiaptisat) is synonymous with the "non-substantial existence" and
opposite to the "existence as a substance" (dravyasat) or the "ultimate
existence" (paramarthasat), and that that the "person" is a mere
designation means the selflessness of the person (pudgalanairatmya).
Candrakirti, however, opposes himself to the Abhidharma and
Yogacara by rejecting the ultimate existence of the basis of a
designation.” In this consequence, also the bases of the designations

™ E.g. the famous verse in SN I (V. 10. 6): 135, 20£.: yatha hi angasambhara
/! hoti saddo ratho iti /! /| evam khandhesu santesu [/ hoti satto ti sammuti 1/

8 In the Abhidharma, the substantial and fundamental dharmas such as form
etc. are real and exist ultimately. Cf. AK VI 4: yatra bhinne na tadbuddhir
anydpohe dhiyd ca tat | ghatdrthavat samvrtisat paramdrthasad anyath@ |l <=
(The thing) such as a pot of which cognition does not occur when it is destroyed
or when (other things such as form) are eliminated by an (analyising) cognition
is the conventional existence. (The thing established) in another way is the
ultimate existence.> The Yogacara considers an inexpressible and perceivable
entity (vastu) as ultimate existence. For dravyasat and prajiiaptisat in the
Yogicara system cf. e.g. YBhV D199a7-200a1, P207b6-208a8: gart ci yar rur: ste
de las g¢an pa dag la mi ltos §iri de las géan pa dag la mi brten par ran gi mtshan
#iid *dogs par byed pa de ni mdor na rdzas su yod pa yin par rig par bya'o /! garn ci
yari run ste | de las gzan pa dag la bltos §in de las géan pa dag la brten nas ran gi
mitshan fiid ‘dogs par byed pa de ni mdor na brtags pa’i yod par rig par bya'i | rdzas
su yod pa ni ma yin te | ’di lta ste | gzugs la sogs pa'i phuri po’i min can gyi dros
po la brien cin blitos te | gnas nas bdag ces bya ba’am | sems can Zes bya bar rgya
cher fie bar ‘dogs par byed pa’o ]! de la gzugs la sogs pa’i phun po’i min can gyi
dnos po ni rdzas su yod pa yin pa'o |/ sems can dan srog dag skye ba po rdzas su
med pa ni btags pa’i yod pa Zes bya’o |l gzugs la sogs pa’i phun po'i min can gyi
dnos po la* bdag la sogs pa fie bar 'dogs pa bzin du [ gzugs la sogs pa'i min can gyi
dros po kho na la phun po la sogs pa’i fies par 'dogs pa dary [ gzugs dan dri dari ro
dari rig pa dag la bza’ ba dan | btun dart | bion pa dan | gos dan ! rgyan dan /
khan khrim dan | dmag dan | nags tshal la sogs pa fie bar 'dogs pa dan | ‘dus byas
kyi min can gyi dros po la skye ba dan [ rga ba da# | gnas pa dan | mi rtag pa dan -
/ ... fie bar 'dogs pa dan | ... de dan ‘dra’o [/ *P : las D <= One should know
that (the thing) of which self-existence (svalaksana) (can) be designated without
relying on other (things) and independently of other (things) is, to sum up, the
existence as a substance (dravyasat). One should know that (the thing) of which
self-existence is designated relying on other. (things) and dependently on other
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"statue” and "Rahu”, ie. the body and the head, must be non-

substantial and mere designations in the same way as the "statue” and

"Rahu". This is confirmed by the next passage from the PPad:
For the words "body" and "head" are employed relating to
another thing associated [i.e. the possessor of the body and the
head] that has consciousness, hands and so forth. Then, [the

/ y? person who] has mcrﬁ the words "body" and "head" as object

[i.e. who just hear these words] {and to whom] an apprehension
(of them) occurs necessarily becomes to expect [to know about]
another thing associated, (namely) whose body it is and whose
head it is. Also the other [i.e. the speaker] who wishes to
eliminate the connection (of the body and the head) with any
other [qualifier than a statue and Rahu] dispels the expectation
of the hearer by means of the sounds of the qualifier “statue"
and "Rahu" following the worldly agreement. This is’
reasonable.®

(things) is, to sum up, the existence as a designation (prajfiaptisat). It is not the
existence as a substance. For instance, the "self' or "sentient being" is
comprehensively designated in dependence and relying on, namely leaning on the
entity (*vasri) that has a name of an aggregate such as "form". In this case, the
entity that has a name of an aggregate such as "form" is the existence as a
substance. (And) the "sentient being", "animate (being)” and "living (being)” that
do not exist as a substance are the existence as a designation. In the same
manner as the "self” etc. are designated (in dependence) on the entity that has a
name of an aggregate such as "form", the “"aggregates" etc. are designated (in
dependence) solely on the entity that has a name "form" etc. "Food", "drink",
"vehicle", "cloth", "pot", "ornament", *cell", "army", "forest" etc. are designated (in
dependence) on [the entities that have names] "form", "smell", “taste" and
"touchable”; "arising”, "old", "remaining", "transient", ... are designated (in
dependence) on the entities that have names "the conditioned" (samskrta) ... >
I owe much to Mukai 1973 for this information. Although Mukai has considerd
the dravyasat to be conceptual and distinguished from the inexpressible
paramdrthasat (ibid: 364), I am tentatively inclined to suppose that they might be
the same in referring a perceivable entity insofar as I have read this passage and
interpreted the Tibetan word dros po as a translation of vastu.

8 PPad 66, 3-7 (paraphrased in LN 67a6; Thurman 1984: 292, 25-293, 9):
Sarirasirak $abdayor hi buddhyadipanyddimat*sahabhéavipadirthantarasipeksatd
pravritau Sarirafirah  Sabdamatralambano buddhyupajananah
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The person who has heard the words "body" and "head" understands
their possesors or qualifiers by further hearing the words "a statue"
and "Rahu" together with the genetive case "of" Therefore,
Candrakirti says that "Rahu" is existent in dependence on the "head".
In this case, the phenomenal entity called "the head" or "Rahu” never
comes into question.®

sahacaripadarthantarasakanksa eva vartate, kasya Sariram kasya §ira iti. itaro ‘pi
vifesanantara**sambandhaniracikirsayd  $ilaputrakarahuvifesanadhvanind
laukikasamketanuvidhdyind pratipattub*** kanksam upahantiti**** yuktam.
(*corrected according to Mss. : panyadivat PPad; **corrected according to R :
anantara PPad; ***corrected according to R : pratikartuh PPad; """corrccted
according to R : gpahanti PPad. Cf. De Jong 1978: 34.)

82 Tn this respect, there is an interesting discussion in the last portion of the
exposition of the selflessness of things in the MABh. The following objection to
MA VI 13 and Candrakirti’s answer present the same idea of prajriaptisat
(MABh 224, 1-6): ci ste gal te gdags pa’i rten sa dan chu dan me dan rlun dan [
gzugs dan dri dan ro dari reg bya la sogs pa mams yod pa de’i phyir bu par btags pa
ni rgyu dan beas pa Zes bya bar rigs na | gan gi ltar na chos thams cad btags pa
tsam kho na yin gyi | blags pa'i rten rdzas ci yar med pa de la ni mo gSam kyi bu
dan ‘dra bar thal ba bzlog pa med pa #iid do sfiam na /| <= (Objection:) The
designation-of "pot" must have a cause since the basis of a designation such as
carth, water, fire, wind, form, smell, taste and touchable does exist (as a
substance). Supposing it is so, (you) cannot eliminate [the wrong consequences)
that it is like a son of a barren worman that all things are mere designations and
that any substance that is a basis of designation does not exist at all.>
Candrakirti refutes this objection simply because any basis of a designation
cannot be established as substantial (MABh 224, 6f.).

1t should be noted that this idea of the opponent corresponds to that of AK
11 22a: When a dharma that is a form (riipa) arises, the eight substances (dravya)
consisting of the four elements (i.e. earth, water, fire and wind) and the four
matters comprised of the four elements (i.e. form, smell, taste and touchable)
arise together (cf. Pradhan 1975: 52, 21-53, 1: riipanam tu dharmanam ayam
niyamah. (22a) kame ’stadravyako Sabdaf paramanur anindriyah | sarvasitksmo
hi ripasamdhatah paramdnur ity ucyate. yato nanyataro vijiidyeta. sa kamadhatav
asabdako ’nindriya$ cdstadravyaka utpadyate nanyatamena hinah. astau dravyani
catvari mahabhfitini cavari copadayariipdni ripagandharasasprastavy@ni.). Such
a substance is, furthermore, regarded as ultimate existence (paramdrthasat) and
such a dharma as conventional existence (sarpvrtisat) in AK VI 4 (see above n.
80). Tson kha pa adduces AK VI 4 and its commentary in his discussion on the
same subject in GR 209a5-209b3.

Then Candrakirti explains that the basis of a designation is a mere
designation too (MABh 225, 8-15): de'i phyir de ltar dper na btags par yod bzin la
sogs pa’i tshogs pa la brten nas me lon la gzugs briian btags pa tsam dmigs pa dan
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The difference between theories of Dignaga and Candrakirti
might be illustrated as follows:

[Dignaga] [Candrakirti]
— concept A (body)

X (vastu) concept A (body),

L——— concept B (statue) concept B (statue), ...

— concept A (head)
X (vastuy—— concept A (head),
L—— concept B (R&hu)  concept B (Rahu),...

——— concept A (hardness)
X (vastu)—— concept A (aggregates),
L—— concept B (earth) concept B (self), ...

X is the particular (svalaksana) in terms of the Pramana school,
which is a phenomenal and perceivable entity. There occur many
concepts A, B, C, ... that refer to this X. For the substantialists what
is existent is nothing but this X, while for the Prasangika A, B, C, ...
are existent on the conventional level. Although concept A can be a
basis of concept B, C, ..., its ontological state is not different from

[ btags par yod pa ka ba la sogs pa la brten nas khyim du btags pa nan / de bzin
du §in gi rten can nags btags pa dan ji ltar i lam na ma skyes pa’i ran biin can
@i sa bon las ma skyes pa’i rari bZin can kyi myu gu skye bar dmigs pa de biin du
[ dios po btags par yod pa thams cad kyi btags pa yan dros po btags par yod pa’i
rten can du rigs te /| <= Therefore, for instance, one cognizes in a mirror a
reflection that is merely designated in dependence on the collection of a face and
so on that exist as mere designations; one designates "house" in dependence on
pillars and so on that exist as designations; likewise, one designates "forest" based
on trees and one cognizes in a dream a sprout that is not produced by nature
arising from a seed that is not produced by nature. In the same manner,
designations of all things that exist as mere designations should be understood to
be dependent on the things that exist also as designations.>
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that of others. Thus, Candrakirti maintains that the basis of
designaiton (btags gzi) is a mere designation too. Therefore the
relation of the qualifier and the qualified is established between
concepts A and B. Tson kha pa explains this idea in his own words:
Regarding also to the expressions "Devadatta’s body" and
"Devadatta’s mind", if one examines how the basis of these
designations [that is called] "Devadatta", his "body" and "mind"
is established, one cannot discover Devadatta (since) neither
these things (i.e. the body and mind) are Devadatta, nor
[Devadatta is] something distinct from them. Hence
(Candrakirti) says "although there is no self', [meaning] that
there is no basis of postulating Devadatta, which is an object
that one should discover, after having examined and sought.
This means that "Devadatta” is not established as intrinsically
real, (but) does not (mean) that "Devadatta” is non-existent, so
that "Devadatta” is conventionally existent in dependence on
his "aggregates". In this (way), Candrakirti determines (the
meaning of) the two examples t00.*
Concepts "body" and "mind" are constituents of a person called
"Devadatta”. "Devadatta” is neither identical with nor distinct from
his "body" and "mind" if examined, so that "Devadatta" is non-
substantial but conventionally existent as a designation. From this
argument, Tson kha pa seems to confirm the Prasangika’s
fundamental ontology that whatever is non-substantial or not
established as intrinsically real is existent as a designation on the
conventional level.

8 LN 68adff. (Thurman 1984: 294, 12-20): lhas byin gyi gzugs thas byin gy
sems Zes brjod pa la yan tha sfiad de gan btags pa’i géi thas byin dan de’i gzugs
dari sems ji ltar grub dpyad pa na chos de dag kyan lhas byin min la de’i gzugs sems
sogs las don géan du yan Ihas byin mi rfied pas dpyad cin btsal nas rfied pa’i don
la Ihas byin ‘jog sa med pa ni bdag med mod kyi Zes pa'o I/ de ni lha byin ran gi
mtshan fiid kyis ma grub pa yin gyi lhas byin med pa min pas phusn po la brten nas
kun rdzob tu yod pa bzin du dpe griis kyan ’jog ces pa'o |/
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Then, they (i.e. Candrakirti and Tson kha pa) jump to the final
conclusion that the conventional things are established as mere
designations in mutual dependence (phan tshun ltos pa,
Pparasparapeksa). Candrakirti says:

Thus, if examined there is neither (anything) characterized
other than the "hardness" [ie. the “particular"] nor
characteristic (since) there is nothing to be characterized on the
basis of which (it is designated) with regard to the earth. Yet
just superficially, the masters [i.e. Nagarjuna and Aryadeva]
have determined its establishment in the sense of establishment
in mutual dependence ™
1 suppose that this conclusion is based on the above-discussed theory
that any basis of a designation is a designation as well, but in my
understanding they are logically not directly linked with each other,
because one can neither say that the "aggregates" are designated in
dependence on the "person”, nor that the "earth" and the "hardness”
are designated in mutual dependence. To enable their establishment
in mutual dependence, one must replace them by other concepts that
are established in correlation as Tson kha pa actually does in the
following commentary:
Also in postulating the earth and the hardness as the
characteristic and the characterized, for instance, if one (will)
postulate something as such that one has discovered after
having sought in the above-mentioned way the basis of (verbal)
operation (Jjug géi) on which the designations "characteristic"
and "(something) characterized” operate, one cannot postulate
these two; but yet one (can) postulate them as existent from

¥ PPad 67, 10ff. (cited in LN 68blf; Thurman 1984: 294, 22-27); evam
prthivyadinam  yady api kafinyadivyatiiktam vic@ryamanam laksyam  nasti
laksyavyatirekena ca laksanam nirdSrayam tathdpi samvrtir = eseti*
parasparapeksamdtrayd siddhya** siddhim vyavasthdpayam babhovur acaryah.
(*corrected according to R : eveti PPad; **corrected according to De Jong’s
proposal : paraspardpeksaya tayoh siddhya PPad. Cf. De Jong 1978: 35.)



On ran gi mtshan nid kyis grub pa I11 section Il and III 341

(the viewpoint 6f) mutual dependence.®
Here it should be remarked that Tson kha pa is explaining the
postulation of the concepts "characteristic' and “(something)
characterized" in mutual dependence, but not the concepts "earth”
and "hardness".

For more exact understanding of this point, I shall refer to the
elucidation of the selflessness of the person with the example of a
vehicle in MA VI 151-165. As the "vehicle" is an existence merely
designated dependently on the collection of its members if examined
through the seven theses® the "person" is nothing other than a
mere designation dependent on the collection of the aggregates if
examined, but yet conventionally accepted to be existent.
Accordingly, even if various names are applied to one thing, each
designation is to be accepted as conventional existence independently
of its basis.”

& LN 68b2f. (Thurman 1984: 295, 1-5): sa dan sra ba sogs mishan mishon du
‘jog pa la yan mtshan mtshon gyi tha siiad ’jug pa’i jug gZi de snar ltar btsal nas
rited pa'i don la jjog na de giiis jog mi nus kyar phan tshun lfos pa’i sgo nas de dag
yod par jog go I/

% MABh 271, 18-272, 7 (La Vallée Poussin 1911: 316, 10-17): §irt rta rar yan
lag las gzan ‘dod min || gian min ma yin de ldan yan min %in /! yan lag la min
yan lag dag der min |/ ‘dus pa tsam min dbyibs min ji biin no // (151) 'dir de fiid
kyi phyogs dan gtan Fiid kyi phyogs dan [ rten gyi phyogs dan brten gyi phyogs dan
! de daxn ldan pa’i phyogs de phyogs Ina po dag ni snar bstan zin pa fid do [/ tshogs
pa’i phyogs dan dbyibs pa’i phyogs gfiis ni bsgrub par bya dgos pas de dag ston pa
béam par bya ste | <= 1t is not accepted that a vehicle is distinct from its own
members; (it) is neither non-distinct (from the members), nor possessing them,
nor (supported by) the members, nor supporting the members, nor mere a
collection (of the members) nor a shape (of the members). In this respect, I have
already explained the five theses, i.e. 1) the thesis that (a vehicle is) identical
(with the members), 2) the thesis that it is distinct (from them), 3) the thesis that
it is supported (by the members), 4) the thesis that it is a support (of them) and
5) the thesis that it possesses them. Still both the thesis that it is a collection (of
them) and the thesis that it is a (special) shape (of them) should be investigated.
Therefore [ will explain thern.>

¥ Cf. MABh 277, 18-278, 9 (La Vallée Poussin 1911: 320, 22-321, 5); GR
238a2-5; LR 439al-5 (Nagao 1954: 300, 4-14), where other designations for a
"vehicle" such as “whole" (yan lag can, angin), "whole" (cha fas can, avayavin),
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This theory is also valid for "“things" (dharmas). Candrakirti
demonstrates it in MA VI 166 and 167:
(166:) Things such as "pot", "cloth", "mat", "army", "forest",
"chain", "paradi@ tree", "house", "small vehicle", "cell" and
those which people have named from a certain aspect are to be
understood [to be existent], since the mighty one (i.e. the
Buddha) does not make any dispute with the world.
(167:) Things such as "attribute”, "part", "desire”, "characteristic",
"burning wood" etc. and "substance", "whole", "(something)
desired", "(something) characterized", "fire" etc. are non-existent
(ultimately) and existent (conventionally) through worldly
acknowledgement apait from the (examination) of the seven
modes in accord with the examination of a vehicle.®
These two verses apparently bring different ideas, namely the
designation of a thing dependent on the collection of its constituents
(166), which reminds us of the example of the YBhV (see above n.
80), and the designation of a couple of correlative concepts in mutual
dependence (167). To jump from the idea of 166 to that of 167, the
subjects have to be changed. Candrakirti himself does it in his
commentary on the verse 167: The "pot” is replaced by "substance”,
"whole" and "(something) characterized"; "blue" by "attribute";

“agent" (byed pa po, kartr) and “appropriator" (e bar len pa po, upadatr)
dependent on "members” (yan lag anga), "parts” (cha sas, avayava), "work" (bya
ba, kirya) and "(something) appropriated” (fie bar len pa, upadana) respectively
are admitted to be existent in conformity with the world.

8 MA VI 166 and 167 (Tauscher 1981: 51f.): bum pa snam bu re lde dmag
dan nag tshal phren ba ljon §in dan |/ khan khyim §in rta phran dan ‘gron gnas la
sogs drios mams gan dag dan [/ de bzin gant dag sgo nas skye ’dis bsfiad pa de
rmams rtogs ste [/ gan phyir thub dban de ni jig rten lhan cig rtsod mi mdzad phyir
ro /{ yon tan yan lag ‘dod chags mishan fid dan ni bud §in la sogs dan [/ yon tan
can yan lag can chags dars mitshan géi me la sogs don dag // de mams §in nta’i
rmam dpyad byas pas mam bdun yod pa ma yin zin I/ de las gtan du gyur par jig
rten grags pa’i sgo nas yod pa yin [/ Cf. GR 24224-243a3; LR 453b4-454b6 (Nagao
1954: 332, 6-335, 3)
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"potherds" by "parts”; and "having a round belly" by "characteristic".%

He continues:
In the case [of the pot], it corresponds to the example of a
vehicle, because the "whole" is designated on the basis of the
"members" and the "members" are designated in dependence
on the "whole". (It holds up to the case that) the “fire" is
dependent on the "burning wood" and the "burning wood" is
dependent on (the "fire").® These are the worldly (verbal)
conventions and remain without being examined. Not only the
"members" etc. are established in mutual dependence, but also
both ‘"cause" and “effect'" are explained to be mutually
dependent.”

In this manner, the Prasangika has developed the interpretation of

"origination in mutual dependence” in accord with his ontological

position that all things are mere designations.

2. Postulation of the capacity for efficacy (arthakriyasamarthya)
Candrakirti opposes the idea of mutual dependence of things in

the sense of mutual dependence of concepts to the intrinsic or

substantial origination or establishment of things.” He explains

8 Cf MABh 289, 9-16 (Tauscher 1981: 52, 11-20).

% For the example of fire and a burning wood see MMK X. The mutual
dependence of fire and a burning wood is not conceptual, but consists in reality.
Tson kha pa, however, explains, citing MMK X lab and 15 in LR 445alf. and
445b1f, that the fire and a burning wood represent the concepts "object of an
action” (karman) and "agent” (i.e. subject of an action) (karty or kdraka) which
are established in mutual dependence.

1 MABh 289, 16-290, 3 (Tauscher 1981: 52, 21-32): de la yan lag rgyur byas
nas yan lag can du ‘dogs la yan lag can la bitos nas yan lag “dogs pas $in na’i dpe
dan mitshuns te | bud §in la bltos nas me yin la de la bltos nas bud §int yin pa'’i bar
du’o // “di ni ’jig rten gyi tha sfiad yin gyi 'di la dpyad pa mi biug go* / yan lag la
sogs pa mams phan tshun bltos pa’i grub pa yin la 'ba’ 2ig tu ma zad kyi | rgyu dan
‘bras bu griis kyan phan tshun bltos pa yin no Zes bsad pa / *read as bugs so

%2 Cf, e.g. PPad 75, 10£.: tdni ca parasparapeksayd siddhyanti, satsu pramanesu
prameyarthah, satsu prameyesv arthesu pramindni. no tu khalu svabhavikd
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every kind of dependent origination as origination in mutual
dependence by reducing subjects to a couple of correlative concepts.
The idea of pratityasamutpada appearing in his works are, in my
opinion, classified into the following three types™:

praminaprameyayoh  siddhir .. ; 189, 14f: tayo§ copdadeyopaddiroh
paraspariipeksayoh karmakarakavad eva siddhir na svabhaviki.; 253, 12f.: yata eva
hi paraspardipeksiki bhavanam anyatvasiddhir ata evanyad ity ucyate laukike
vyavahdre sthitva, vastutas tu pariksyamanam anyatvam na sambhavatiti bhraimah.

% Tson kha pa himself devides it into two kinds in LRchun 187a6: rten *byun
gi gtan tshigs kyi mam gag ghiis so I/ brten nas skyes pa dari brten. nas btags pa yin
na [; 1Can skye Rol pa’i rdo rje, on the other hand, distinguishes three kinds,
which corresponds to Candrakirti's explanation of prati in the word
pratityasamutpadda as prapya, apeksya and pratitya (cf. PPad 9, 3f.; Ejima 1985:
147ff). He says in 1Can skya Grub mtha’ (Thal 'gyur ba) 31a2-31b4 (Hopkins
1987: 413, 29-414, 28): de ltar rten cin *brel bar *byun ba’i don 'phrad pa dan ltos
pa dan brien pa la bsad du yod par grub pa’i rgyu mtshan ni 'di ltar yin te | spyir
*phrad Itos rten gsum mam grans par yan gsuns mod kyan go ba chags sla ba’i phyir
phral nas briod na | 'phrad pa zes bya bas ni gtan tshigs kyi don drnos po ran gi
rgyus bskyed pa’i rten ‘brel dzin pa yin la | ‘di ni grub pa’i mtha’ ‘og ma dan yan
thun moris pa’o /! ... ltos pa zes bya bas ni ’du byas dan 'du ma byas kyi chos
rmams ran ran gi cha Sas la ltos nas rart gi bdag riid riied pa’i gtan tshigs bstan pa
ste sa mu dpa da grub pa la 'chad pa’i dban du byas pa'c /! 'di ni sna ma las
khyab che Zin drios bstan gyi don tsam dbu ma pa géan dan yan thun mons pa’o
!/ brten pa %es bya bas ni chos thams cad brten nas btags pa'i gtan tshigs kyi don
bstan pa ste | ran ran gi gdags gii la brten nas btags pa tsam du grub pa’'o // 'di ni
Iugs mchog tu gyur pa'i 'di kho na’i khyad chos yin te { ran rgyud pa man chad dan
thun mons ma yin pa’o |/ <= The reason for proving that the meaning of the
origination in dependence (prafltyasamutpdda) is to be explained as above,
(namely) as reaching ('prad pa, prapya), relying (ltos pa, apeksya) and depending
(brten pa, prafitya or upadaya), is as follows: Although the three (words) "reach”,
"rely" and "depend" are in general said to be synonyms, I will explain (them)
separately for the purpose of faliciate understanding: 1) From (the aspect of)
"reaching”, the logical reason (for non-substantiality of things i.e. the origination
in dependence) bears as its meaning the origination in dependence in the sense
of things’ production from their own causes. This is (the interpretation) in
common also with the lower systems. ... 2) From (the aspect of) relying, the
logical reason in the sense that conditioned and non-conditioned things obtain
their own-beings relying on their own parts is indicated. This is in regard to
explaining (the word) samutpada as (meaning) "established". This (interpretation)
covers more than the former and is in common with also other Madhyamikas. 3)
From (the aspect of) depending, the meaning of the logical reason that all things
are designated deperidently (on others) is indicated. They are established merely
as designated dependently on their own basis of designation, This (interpretation)
is a specific teaching solely to this supreme system and not in common with the
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[1] Phenomenal- arising: e.g. sprouting (arising of a sprout

dependent on a seed etc.) .

[2] Designation of a thing dependent on a collection of its

constituents: e.g. designation of "person” dependent on a

collection of aggregates

[3] Designation of a thing dependent on a correlative concept,

ie. designation of things in mutual dependence: e.g.

designation of "cause" dependent on the concept "effect”
Mutuality or relativity is actually established only in the case of [3].
Originally in [1] what arises is a concrete thing that is perceivable as
a phenomenon and in [2] the basis of the designation is a collection
of substances or of constituents that are also concrete things or units
of existence. Yet in the same way that [2] is interpreted in the sense
of [3] as relativity of "parts" and "whole" or "(something)
appropriated" and "appropriator”, so [1] is to be included in [3]
through reduction of the relation of a seed and a sprout to the
conceptual relation of "cause" and "effect” like that of "short" and
"long". Candrakirti actually often parallels the examples of "short" and
"long" and of a seed and a sprout.* That may be known, moreover,
from his adducing RA I 48 and MMK VIII 12 and 13, which he
thinks represent the idea of mutual dependence,” when he explains
idampratyayata, although it originally means the dependence of X on

Svitantrika and the lower (systems).> I think that 2) is to be included in 3) from
the viewpoint of the Prasangika since the own-being is nothing other than a
designation after all.

% Cf. e.g. PPad 252, 11f.: yasmad yatpratitya yad bhavati tasmat tadanyan na
bhavati, sapeksatvad bijarkuravat hrasvadirghavac ceti; 458, 13f.; iha yadi Subham
nama kimcit syan niyatam tad asubham apeksya bhavet, plrdvaravat bijdrnkuravat
hrasvadirghadivad vi.

% RA 148 (Tucci 1934: 318, tr. 319; Hahn 1982: 20): asmin satidam bhavati
dirghe hrasvam yatha sati | asyotpddad udetidam dipotpadad yatha prabha [/
(padas ab are cited also in PPad 10, 7); MMK VIII 12 and 13: prasitya karakah
karma tam prafitya ca karakam | karnma pravarate nanyat pasydmah
siddhikaranam (! evam vidyad upddanam vyutsargdd iti karmanah | kartus ca
karmakartybhydm Sesdn bhavan vibhavayet [/
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Y, but never the dependence of Y on X.* In short, one can assume
the following jump in ideas from [1] and [2] to [3]:

[1] concept A (seed)——concept B (sprout)
--------- [3] concept A (cause)——concept B {(effect)
[2] concept A (aggregates)——concept B (person)
concept A (members of a vehicle)——concept B (vehicle)
concept A (pillarsy——concept B (house)
concept A (trees)——concept B (forest)
concept A (eight materials)——concept B (pot)
---=u-—=-[3] concept A (parts)——concept B (whole)
[3] concept A (long)——concept B (short)
concept A (one)——concept B (many)”
concept A (agent)—concept B (work)

Thus considered, the idea of capacity for efficacy
(arthakriyasamarthya), which Tson kha pa emphasizes, must be
interpreted as established in the sense that the correlative concepts
such as "work" (bya ba, karya) or "object of work" (las, karman) and
"agent" or "subject of work" (byed pa po, kartr or karaka) are
established in mutual dependence. This is, in my opinion, exactly the
postulation of all kinds of act consisting of agent, action and object
of action expressed in his theory 2. Candrakirti often mentions in the
PPad their mutual dependence presumably on the basis of the

% MABh 226, 14-18 (La Vallée Poussin 1911: 277, 3ff.): '@/ la brten nas 'di
*bywit ba %ig ste | de tsam Zig la jig rten gyi tha sfiad ma bead pa’i don du brten to
!1 ji skad du bcom ldan ‘das kyis de la chos kyi brda ni 'di yin te ( 'di lta ste | 'di
yod na ‘di *byunt | 'di skyes pas ’di skye ste | gan 'di ma rig pa’i rkyen gyis ‘du byed
mams Zes bya ba la sogs pa gsuns so I/

97 Cf. §S 7: gcig med par ni man po dan || man po med par geig mi jug /! de
phyir rten. cin ’brel *byun ba'i I/ drios po mtshan ma med pa yin I/
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statement of MMK VIII 12 and 13 (see above n. 95).% In this sense,
the capacity for efficacy of things is not negated and can be
postulated. Regarding the act of cognizing an object, it is also defined
that "valid cognition" (pramana) and its "object” (prameya) are
conceptually established in mutual dependence as "subject” and
"object" of cognition.” Consequently, one should undetstand the
postulation of the capacity for efficacy in the Prasangika as follows:

concept A: agent; B: action, work; C: object of the action

(A) The person (B) accumulates (C) works; (A) The vehicle (B)
carries (C) people; (A) The pot (B) holds (C) milk; (A) The valid
cognition (B) cognizes (C) an object; (A) The seed (B) produces (C)
a sprout. :

(A) and (C) are universals that represent a species etc. Thus, the
Prasangika handles solely concepts as things, never taking
phenomenal entity X into consideration, and explains the idea of
origination in dependence or capacity for efficacy as relation between
concepts. I would like to point out, however, that this interpretation
of the capacity for efficacy contradicts Tson kha pa’s own words
accepting the ‘logicians’ idea of arthakriyasamarthya" which is
concerned exclusively with the particular.® Besides, his acceptance
of the sakaravaida™ might lose its sense insofar as the valid
cognition and its object are mere designations established in mutual

% Cf. e.g. PPad 189, 9%.: yatha ca karmakdrakayoh parasparipeksiki siddhih,
evam anyesam api bhavanam ity atidiSann aha ...; 189, 14f. (see n. 92); 190, 6ff.:
tathavayavavayavigunagunipramanaprameyadiyo  niravaSesd  bhavds  tesam
kartrkarmavicarena svabhavato 'stitvam pratisidhya parasparapeksikim eva siddhirn
w3 213, 11f.: tasmat karmakdrakavad evitmopadanayoh parasparapekesiki siddhir iti
sthitam.

% PPad 75, 10f (see above n. 92). Tson kha pa calles their relation
“origination in dependence" (rten brel) (LR 370b2).

19 Cf, Yoshimizu 1993a: 128f.
1 Of. Yoshimizu 1993a: 137 1. 69.
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dependence. I think that these contradictory results reflect a
theoretical inconsistency of the Prasangika’s ontology with the logico-
epistemological system of the Pramana school, although the dGe lugs
pas have made a great effort to integrate them.'®

3. Conclusion

Let us go back to the starting point of Tson kha pa’s long
discussion in the LN as well as of this paper. With regard to the
teaching of the Prajfiaparamitastitra that all things are non-
substantial, neither produced nor destroyed, the Yogacara has
presented the objection that the dependent nature
(paratantrasvabhava), which arises in dependence on others, is
existent, whereas the conceptualized nature (parikalpitasvabhava) is
non-substantial since it is merely postulated by means of names and
conventions and not established as intrinsically real (ran gi mishan rid
kyis mam par gnas pa ma yin pa). The Svatantrika accepts this theory
on the conventional level, but the Prasangika does not. The state of
ran gi mishan fid kyis grub pa is a ground of substantiality and
opposed to the state of existence as a designation (prajfiaptisat) that
is postulated by means of names and conventions (mirt darn brdas
rmam par bzag pa). Tson kha pa bases his ontological interpretation
of the three Mahiyzsna systems on this thought presented by the
SNSi.

[SNSi]

1) ran gi mtshan fid kyis grub pa — substantiality (svabhavata)

-~ min dan brdas rnam par bZag pa, prajfiaptisat — non-substantiality
(niksvabhavata)

12 This contradiction is indicated in Yamaguchi 1993: 83, I will discuss this
issue in detail focusing upon the epiStemological problem in my dissertation at
the University of Vienna,
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[Yogacara] [Prasangika]
the dependent nature X
1)= ran gi mtshan Fid kyis grub pa
= substantial
2)= existent.
= arising on the strength of others

the conceptualized nature all things A, B, C, ...
A, B, C, ..
1)= ran gi mishan fid 1)= ran gi msshan fid .
kyis ma grub pa kyis ma grub pa
= min dan brdas rnam = min gi dban gis
par bsag pa mam par biag pa™
= non-substantial = non-substantial
2)= non-existent 2)= existent as designation
= meither produced = postulated as
nor destroyed produced and destroyed
= Whatever non-substantial = Whatever non-substantial
is non-existent, is existent, arises and ceases

neither arises nor ceases

The essential difference between the two schools’ ontology lies in 2),
namely the link of non-substantiality to existence or non-existence.
Tson kha pa, thus, differenciates them in 2) the second stage of his
ontological analysis on the same theoretical basis 1). In consequence
of rejecting any examination of X, the Prasangika supplies the non-
substantiality of designations A, B, C, ... for that of X, whereby he

1% 1 think that this is not different in meaning from the expression "mir dasn
brdas mam par bzag pa". Tson kba pa claims in LN 71a3f. that in the Yogacira
treatises btags pa or min tsam means the non-existence of the external object that
appears to a cognition with the twofold appearances, therefore it is not the same
as that of the Prasangika. This interpretation of the conceptualized nature is,
however, not applicable to the teaching in SNST VIL
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asserts the non-substantiality of the dependent nature. In other
words, that the designations have no corresponding self-existence is
the non-substantiality of the dependent nature.™ In conclusion, it
may be said that Tson kha pa answers the SNS@’s objection to the
Prajfiaparamitasiitra in the following way: All things are non-
substantial, neither produced nor destroyed since they are mere
designations, but yet they are not non-existent on the conventional
level since they are designated in mutual dependence. Therefore, we
fall neither in substantialism nor in nihilism.'®

At last, I would like to note the possible influence of the MA,
especially of its structure and motivation, on Tsont kha pa’s LN, 1t is
evident that Kamalasila composed the MA aiming to re-establish the
Madhyakama theory of noﬁ-substantiality and to determine which
scripture teaches which meaning, a definitive meaning or an indirect
meaning, through repulsing the SNS@’s criticism of the

4 Strictly speaking, that the designations have no corresponding self-
existence means only the non-substantiality of the conceptualized nature in terms
of the Yogacara, not that of the dependent nature. In this sense, I do not think
that the Prasangika can logically defeat the Yogacara theory that the dependent
is not non-substantial with regard to characteristic. Neither Candrakirti nor
Bhavaviveka seems to distinguish so strictly a phenomenal entity from a
conceptual existence as the Yogicara and the Pramana school do. Candrakirti
reduces phenomenal things to concepts, while Bhavaviveka identifies the
universal with its basis (see n. 68), Yamaguchi 1991a has discussed Candrakirti’s
confusion of an external entity with a concept and the difference between the
origination in dependence taught in the MMK and Candrakirti’s idea of the
origination in mutual dependence. )

195 The problem may figise from this theory that the Prasaigika cannot make
distinctions between the concept such as “"horns of a hare" that has no
corresponding entity in reality and the concept such as “hare" that refers to
something perceived. This is the same as the objection seen in n. 82 that all
things would not be different from a son of a barren woman since the latter is
also existent as a mere designation. Although Candrakirti does not throughout
refute this objection there, he is supposed to maintain that such a distinction is
made only in accord with the world in the same manner that he distinguishes
between right and false objects only according to the world (lokata eva) in MA
VI 25 (cf. Yoshimizu 1992a).
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Prajfidparamitasiitra, which he introduces at the beginning of the
MA.' This method has been transmitted and also employed by
Tibetans such as dBy pa blo gsal whose Grub mtha’ has a similar
construction to that of the MA."" I suppose that Tson kha pa as
well might have been very aware of and motivated by that. One could
say, to sum up, that the LN is Tson kha pa’s own attempt to re-
establish the same theory but according to the Prasangika tradition
and to clarify the theoretical difference between substantialists and
the Prasangika on the ground of analysing their interpretation of the
SNST’s theory of the three kinds of non-substantiality.
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