Reasoning-for-others in Candrakirti’s
Madhyamaka thought*

Chizuko Yoshimizu

0. Introduction

One of the most controversial issues in the history of the Indo-
Tibetan Madhyamaka tradition was whether the followers of this
system might legitimately set forth a propositional thesis and for-
mulate a logical proof for the purpose of demonstrating to others
Madhyamaka doctrines such as dependent origination (pratitya-
samutpada), emptiness (Siznyata), and the lack of the self-existence
(nihsvabhavata) of all things in ultimate reality (paramartha). In
the seventh century, the Madhyamaka master Candrakirti respond-
ed to the view that the Madhyamika should accept the general
rules for dialectical discourse proposed by the Buddhist logician
Dignaga (fifth—sixth c.), which supposedly became authoritative
soon after Dignaga’s main works, the Nyayamukha (hereafter
NM) and the Pramanasamuccaya (hereafter PS), came into cir-
culation. In the first chapter of his Prasannapada (hereafter Pr),
Candrakirti attempts to defend the earlier Madhyamaka inter-
preter Buddhapalita’s (ca. 500)' use of consequences (prasarnga),

* The earliest version of the present paper was read at the 14th World
Sanskrit Conference held in Kyoto on September 1, 2009, under the title “The
Logical Value of Thesis (pratijiia) in Candrakirti’s Madhyamaka Thought.”
I published its revised Japanese version, “Candrakirti no ronrigaku” (Logic
adopted by Candrakirti), in Indogaku Bukkyogaku Kenkyii (Journal of Indian
and Buddhist Studies) 59/1, 2010. The present paper is based on the latter’s
updated and elaborated version, which was presented at the Department of
South Asian Studies, Harvard University, on March 20, 2012, under the title
“Can a Madhyamika attend a debate and win? Candrakirti on Dignaga’s
Logic.” I am deeply indebted to Dr. Anne MacDonald for her kind help to

Journal of the International Association of Buddhist Studies
Volume 35 * Number 1-2 « 2012 (2013) pp. 413-444



414 Chizuko Yoshimizu

while criticizing the interpreter Bhaviveka (sixth c.),? who followed
Dignaga in maintaining that proper argumentation requires a for-
mal inferential proof consisting of a thesis (pratijiid), a reason
(hetu) and an example (drstanta).

The philosophical statements regarding ultimate reality made
by Nagarjuna (second c.) occur primarily in the form of negation.
For instance, in the initial verse of his Milamadhyamakakarika
(hereafter MMK), he declares the non-origination of all things
by negating the four alternatives of the tetralemma (catuskoti),’
i.e., origination from self, from another, from both, or from no
cause. What Nagarjuna repudiates is the origination of things
postulated as real entities by his substantialist opponent. As the
Vigrahavyavartant (hereafter VV), ascribed to Nagarjuna, states,*
the Madhyamika’s negation can be compared to a magically cre-
ated person warding off another magical person in a magic show,
because what is to be negated is a mere superimposition and there-
fore from the Madhyamaka viewpoint non-existent in reality. Since
the object of negation does not exist, a negating subject cannot exist
either. Accordingly, the Madhyamika does not positively establish
anything at all, and only indirectly demonstrates on the conven-
tional level, for instance, the tenet of dependent origination through
the negation of superimposed origination. It is in this sense that
the Madhyamika is said to have no thesis of his own (svapratijiia).

improve the present paper and for her most valuable comments.

! For Buddhapalita’s dates, Kajiyama (1987) has given “ca. 470-540.” Cf.
also Saito’s (1988) proposal for ca. 370—-450 and Khangkar’s (1991) proposal
for ca. 230-330.

2 According to Kajiyama (1987), ca. 500-570. Krasser’s recent research
(see Krasser 2012) suggests a post-Dharmakirti date.

3 For the tetralemma used by the Madhyamika, see, e.g., Seyfort Ruegg
1977: 344f. and 2000: 109-112 n.5.

4 VV 23 (Johnston and Kunst 1978: 57, Yonezawa 2008: 256, cf. Seyfort
Ruegg 2000: 11911.): nirmitako nirmitakam mayapurusah svamayaya systam [
pratisedhayeta yadvat pratisedho ’yam tathaiva syat //; VV 63 (Johnston
and Kunst 1978: 79, Yonezawa 2008: 316): pratisedhayami naham kimcit
pratisedhyam asti na ca kimcit [ tasmat pratisedhayasity adhilaya eva* tvaya
kriyate //. *Johnston and Kunst reads esa.
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Candrakirti, citing the well-known V'V verses,’ distinctly states in
his Pr that the Madhyamika does not have any thesis of his own.®

Nagarjuna’s recommendation to abstain from disputation and
assertion is considered to have its roots in early Buddhist thought:
the person seeking release from samsara is strongly advised to
avoid adhering to a particular philosophical view (drsti, Pali: ditthi)
or asserting one in a debate (vada), for such adherence is an obsta-
cle to liberation (nirvana). For instance, one repeatedly encounters
warnings against disputation in the oldest part of the Suttanipata,’
which suggests that even during the earliest phase of the doctrine,
Buddhist monks had opportunities to participate in public or pri-
vate debates and that some of them had taken up the challenge.

However, with the dissemination of Dignaga’s views on logic
among Indian Buddhists, neither Bhaviveka nor Candrakirti could
afford to distance themselves from the scene of dialectical debates.
It was necessary to employ effective tools that would be able to
verify Nagarjuna’s teachings and to deal with opponent objections.
They had to decide, first of all, whether to accept the system of in-
ference-for-others (pararthanumana) created by Dignaga.

3 VV 29-30 cited in Pr LVP 16, 7-10 (D 6a3f., P 6b5f.): yadi kacana
pratijiia syan me tata eva* me bhaved dosah [ nasti ca mama pratijiia tasman
naivasti me dosah [/ yadi kimcid upalabheyam pravartayeyam nivartayeyam
va [ pratyaksadibhir arthais tadabhavan me ‘nupalambhah //. *Johnston and
Kunst 1978: 61 and Yonezawa 2008: 268 read esa. For further investigation
of these verses, cf. Seyfort Ruegg 2000: 115 infra.

7 See, e.g., Suttanipata (Atthakavagga, tr. Norman 1995) 787: upayo hi
dhammesu upeti vadam, aniipayam kena katham vadeyya, attam nirattam
na hi tassa atthi: adhosi so ditthi-m-idh’ eva sabba. “A person who clings [to
a view] indeed clings to a dispute with regard to doctrines. By what [means]
and how could one dispute with one who does not cling [to a view]? For he
has taken up or laid down nothing. He has shaken off all views in this very
world.” 832: ye ditthim uggayha vivadiyanti idam eva saccan ti ca vadiyanti,
te tvam vadassu, na hi te dha atthi vadamhi jate patisenikatta. “If people
take up a view and dispute, and say, only this is true, tell them, there is no op-
ponent for you here when a dispute has arisen.” As for the Buddhist concept
of drsti, cf. Halbfass 1988: 266f.



416 Chizuko Yoshimizu

In PS 3.1 Dignaga states:

An inference-for-others, however, elucidates the matter (artha) [i.e.,
reason (hetu)] which [the proponent] has understood himself (svadrs-
ta). There, the presentation of the inferendum (anumeya) is held to
have the goal of the reason (hetu) as its object.®

PS 3.2 sets forth the definition of the thesis (pratijiia):

[A valid thesis] is one which is intended by [the proponent] himself
(svayam ista) as something to be stated in its proper form alone [i.e.,
as a sadhyal; [and] with regard to [the proponent’s] own subject, it is
not opposed by perceptible objects, by inference, by authorities or by
what is commonly recognized.®

According to the commentator Dharmakirti (seventh c.), with the
word artha of PS 3.1, Dignaga means that the logical reason (hetu)
of an inference must be an artha which does not have a concep-
tually superimposed nature but is rather a real matter ascertained
by the proponent himself.'* Additionally, the thesis (pratijiia) must

8 PS 3.1 (Tillemans 2000: 9; Katsura 2009:159; cf. PVin 3.lab):
parartham anumanam* tu svadrstarthaprakasanam | tatranumeyanirdeso
hetvarthavisayo matah [|. *pararthanumanam in Tillemans 2000. The
English translation follows Tillemans 2000.

® PS 3.2 (Tillemans 2000: 9; Katsura 2009: 159; cf. PVin 3.6ab): sva-
ripenaiva nirdesyah svayam isto ‘nirakrtah | pratyaksarthanumanaptapra-
siddhena svadharmini [/ The English translation follows Tillemans 2000.
For further analysis of these two verses, cf. Tillemans loc. cit. Cf. also NM
1: svayam sadhyatvenepsitah pakso viruddharthanirakrtah [; NB 3.38:
svariipenaiva svayam isto ‘nirakrtah paksa iti //. In PS 3.3 and 3.5 respec-
tively Dignaga refutes the Nyayasiitra’s definition of the thesis as a presenta-
tion of the probandum (sadhyanirdesa) and that of Vasubandhu’s Vadavidhi
as a statement of the probandum (sadhyabhidhana). See Tillemans 2000: 39
n. 145.

10 PV 4.13 (Tillemans 2000: 24f): rad arthagrahanam sabdakalpana-
ropitatmanam | alingatvaprasiddhyartham arthad arthaprasiddhitah // (tr.
Tillemans) “This word ‘state of affairs’ [in Dignaga’s definition of an in-
ference-for-others, i.e., svadrstarthaprakasanal is designed to establish that
things whose natures are verbally and conceptually superimposed are not
[valid] reasons, for [one] state of affairs [viz., the sadhyal] is established from
[another] state of affairs [viz., the reason].” ; c¢f. PVin 3: 1, 5f. ad 3.1cd: atra
svadrstarthagrahanam agamat paradystam na sadhanam napy anarthatah /.
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be one which the proponent himself accepts (vadyabhyupagata |
vadyabhyupagama), intends in a real sense (arthokta) and wish-
es to prove.! If Dharmakirti correctly interprets Dignaga’s words,
these two verses amply demonstrate that it is impossible for the
Madhyamika to accept these definitions because the Madhyamika
holds that any subject of or reason for a thesis is unreal and mere-
ly conceptual superimposition. Even if the Madhyamika would set
forth the negation of the subject as a thesis and would attempt to
prove it by means of a logical reason (hetu), this logical reason
would not meet the first of the three conditions (¢riritpa) of a valid
reason as asserted by Dignaga, viz., the requirement that the rea-
son should reside in the locus (i.e., paksadharmatva), because the
locus, that is, subject, is not established for the Madhyamika him-
self. On account of this lack of establishment, the Madhyamika
would also violate another important requirement for a proper in-
ference-for-others, namely, that the subject and the reason be estab-
lished for both parties in a debate (ubhayasiddhatva).* It is impos-
sible for the Madhyamika to comply with this requirement, for he
does not accept the ontological existence of the entities posited by
non-Madhyamika debators.

In brief, the Madhyamaka thinkers after the time of Dignaga had
to confront and find solutions to these problems if they wanted to
participate in dialectical discourse with disputants from philosoph-
ical backgrounds completely different from their own. Bhaviveka
dealt with the problem by making allowance for the employment
of Dignagean logic within the sphere of transactional usage (vy-
avahara), that is, on the conventional (samvrti) level.”® Bhaviveka

11 PV 4.29ab (Tillemans 2000: 48; cf. PVin 3.6¢d): asiddhasadhandarthok-
tavadyabhyupagata*grahah //. (tr. Tillemans) “.., one understands that
[the thesis] is unestablished [for the opponent], is not a sadhana, is stat-
ed according to the [real] sense and is what is accepted by the proponent
(vadin).” *abhyupagama PVin 3.6¢cd. Cf. further PV 4.28 and Tillemans
2000: 48ft.

12 See section 3 of the present paper and n. 55 below.

3 In the twenty-seventh chapter of his Prajiiapradipa (hereafter Prajp,
D257b3-258b5, P323a5-325a3, tr. Ejima 1980: 42-55), Bhaviveka systemat-
ically denies the ultimate establishment of a means of valid cognition (tshad
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accepts, in accordance with Dignaga’s epistemological views, di-
rect perception (pratyaksa) and inference (anumana) as means
of valid cognition (pramana) and also acquiesces to the afore-
mentioned demand for common establishment.! In Bhaviveka’s
system, the subject of the thesis, e.g., “things” (bhavah), is con-
ventionally established for both the Madhyamika and his oppo-
nent, and the Madhyamika proves, as his own thesis (pratijiia) or
probandum (sadhya), the non-origination of things.'® In this way,
Bhaviveka makes it possible for the Madhyamika to set forth an
inference-for-others within the realm of transactional usage (vy-
avahara). He sets aside the Madhyamika’s ultimate ontological
position that things are not real or self-existent in order to allow
the Madhyamika to debate with others, in spite of the illusion-like
nature of his negative theses.

Candrakirti, on the contrary, makes no such compromise. In his
mind, Bhaviveka, or anyone else who claims to be a Madhyamika,
should not employ a formal probative inference of his own in a
debate with substantialist opponents because it is impossible for
the Madhyamika to accept the ontological status attributed to the
subject by the opponents even on the conventional level. If he nev-

ma, pramana), including direct perception (mngon sum, pratyaksa) and in-
ference (rjes dpag, anumana), the members of an inference, i.e., inferendum
(sgrub bya, sadhya), thesis (dam bca’, pratijiia), reason (gtan tshigs, hetu),
and example (dpe, drstanta), the statement equipped with these members,
and refutation (sun 'byin, disana). He makes this denial at the end of his
Prajp after having used these logical tools for interpreting the MMK.

14 Prajp (chap. 18) D 182b2f., P 227a6f. (cf. Ejima 1980:190 and Yoshimizu
2003: 280 n.24): gzhan gyi phyogs ba’ zhig la grags pa’i phyogs kyi chos kyis
ni bsgrub par bya ba’i don bsgrub mi nus par nges par gzung ste | gang yang
rung ba la ma grub pa’i phyir gzhan gyi phyogs la ma grub pa bzhin pas ... /.

15 Bhaviveka concurs with Dignaga’s definition of the thesis that it is the
presentation of the probandum (sadhya) which is intended by the proponent
himself and is not opposed by incompatible objects. See Prajp (chap. 27) D
257b6f., P 323b8f. (tr. Ejima 1980: 46): de bzhin du dam bcas pa la sogs pa
sgrub pa’i yan lag rnams la yang [ (P omits /) de dag gi sgrub par bya ba
bstan pa (P omits bstan pa) ni bsgrub par bya ba nges par gzung ste | sgrub
pardod pas bsgrub par bya ba nyid dudod pa’i phyogs don’gal ba la sogs pas
ma brtsams pa gang yin pa ni dam bcas pa’i mtshan nyid yin no //.
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ertheless enters into debate with them under the same rules, he
will either have to abandon the doctrine of non-substantiality and
hence relinquish being a Madhyamika, or remain an adherent of
the Madhyamaka view but accept that his inference will be inva-
lid because the subject is not established for him. As will be seen
below, Candrakirti indeed censures Bhaviveka for committing the
latter fault.

Candrakirti terms Bhaviveka’s inferential proof “independent
inference” (svatantranumana), presumably understanding this
sort of inference to be one in which the subject of the thesis, the
logical reason, and the example are established for the proponent
himself, independent of another’s thesis.'* This naturally links up
with Candrakirti’s rejection of the idea that the Madhyamika has
a thesis (i.e., the rejection of svapratijiia). If the subject or thesis
is not established for the Madhyamika himself, he does not have
one. Candrakirti thus disallows the use of a thesis as defined by
Dignaga, i.e., a thesis which is intended by the proponent himself
(i.e., svayam ista; cf. PS 3.2). Rejecting, therefore, “independent
inference,” Candrakirti instead relies either on prasarnga reason-
ing, which serves solely to negate an opponent’s thesis, or on oth-
er-acknowledged inference (paraprasiddhanumana), the subject of
which, as well as the reason, are established for the opponent but
not for the Madhyamika. By using these two kinds of reasoning,
Candrakirti was able to engage with the magic show without con-
tradicting Madhyamaka ontology. Indeed, foregoing the option to
remain silent like a saint, Candrakirti armed himself with reason-
ings for debates and polemical discussion.

As a strong critic of both Bhaviveka and Dignaga, Candrakirti,
the reputed founder of the Prasangika branch of the Madhyamaka,
has generally been considered to be a major challenger of the Indian
Buddhist logical-epistemological tradition. It is sometimes even
thought that he was opposed to all aspects of Dignaga’s logic. This
is, however, in my view not true. On the contrary, Candrakirti ac-
cepted Dignaga’s method of inference-for-others to a certain degree
and applied it in regard to Nagarjuna’s statements, the most promi-

16 Cf. Yoshimizu 2003: 269 and the studies referred to at 276, n. 2.
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nent case occurring with his defense of Buddhapalita’s consequenc-
es, where he demonstrates their connection with inference-for-oth-
ers. I am of the opinion that Candrakirti in fact attempted to create
a type of reasoning-for-others for the Madhyamaka context, in-
tending for it to replace the Dignagean inference-for-others. In the
present paper, I shall attempt to clarify Candrakirti’s logical project
— aspects of which he owes to Dignaga as well as to Bhaviveka —
which he designs with the aim of creating an environment favoura-
ble for Madhyamika debaters.

1. Reasoning-for-others or pseudo-inference-for-others in Can-
drakirti’s interpretation of MMK 1.1

1.1 The introductory elucidation of MMK 1.1

Although he rejects the idea that the thesis of an inference, as
defined by Dignaga, is intended by the Madhyamika proponent
himself, Candrakirti nevertheless refers, as Bhaviveka also does
in his own commentary, to some statements in Nagarjuna’s MMK
as “theses” (pratijiid)," notably to the negative statement of the
MMK’s initial verse.

MMK 1.1: Never do any things exist anywhere originated either from
themselves, from another, from both, or from no cause.'®

Candrakirti does not view this verse as aiming to establish either
the non-origination of all things or the negation of the four kinds of
origination. Rather, it must be seen as solely negating the types of
origination imagined by the opponent.*® Still, he calls these nega-

17 Seyfort Ruegg (2000: 129ff.) enumerates Candrakirti’s use of the term
in both the Pr and the MAv.

18 MMK 1.1: na svato napi parato na dvabhyam napy ahetutah | utpanna
Jjatu vidyante bhavah kvacana kecana /f.

19 Candrakirti’s position is that mere negation is not the probandum to
be established by the Madhyamika. Early Tibetan Madhyamikas such as Pa
tshab Nyi ma grags (1055?7—1145?) and Zhang Thang sag pa ‘Byung gnas ye
shes (alias Ye shes 'byung gnas, twelfth c.) elaborate on this idea. Pa tshab
says that the Madhyamika does not even approve negation as the probandum
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tions “theses” (pratijiia). Candrakirti’s ambiguous use of the term
pratijiia has puzzled modern scholars. It is highly unlikely that
Candrakirti blindly relied upon his predecessor Bhaviveka’s under-
standing of it.2° Nor is Candrakirti’s position accurately represent-
ed if one distinguishes between “acceptable theses” and “unaccept-
able theses” from the viewpoint that the Madhyamika may state a
thesis only if it does not presuppose a self-existent property (sva-
bhava or svalaksana),* because nowhere does Candrakirti suggest
such a distinction. My conjecture is that he uses the term pratijiia
to refer to a statement that is presented for the sake of teaching
others and that is to be substantiated by a reasoning in the form of

(dBu ma rtsa ba shes rab kyi ti ka 119, p. 49 cited in Dreyfus and Tsering
2010: 402, n.25: nged la dgag pa tsam gyi bsgrub byaang dod pa med de |
dgag bya’i rang bzhin ma grub pas na bkag pa yang mi 'thad ste); Zhang
Thang sag pa describes the same idea with the words, “it is nothing” (ci yang
ma yin, dBu ma tshig gsal gyi ti ka 15a3). By emphasizing the negation of
negation, they argue against the Indian Madhyamaka masters from the East,
i.e., the so-called Svatantrika masters, Jianagarbha (eighth c.), §e’1ntaraksita
(eighth c.) and Kamala$ila (? —=797?) (for detail, cf. Yoshimizu 2010a: 455
infra.). Kamalasila takes the position that the Madhyamika should establish
as his own probandum the negation of a superimposed entity, saying that the
Madhyamika’s non-implicative negation (prasajyapratisedha) establishes
the negation of an intrinsic nature superimposed by his opponent. Cf., e.g.,
MA DI172a6f.: gang la dngos po’i chos yod pa’i ngo bor sgrub par mi dod kyi
‘on kyang sgro btags pa’i chos rnam par gcad pa sgrub pa tsam zhig brjod par
dod pa de la ma grub pa nyid la sogs pa’i nyes pa brjod pa tha snyad du yang
dngos por gyur pa’i chos can mi dgos te /.

20 Matsumoto (1997: 327f., 383) infers that Candrakirti merely followed
Bhaviveka in referring to MMK 1.1 as theses.

2l The distinction from an ontological viewpoint has been proposed by
Seyfort Ruegg 2000: 129f. and Yotsuya 2006: 117. Rejecting this distinction,
Tanji (1992: 239) has expressed the opinion that Candrakirti uses the term
“theses” in reference to the negations of MMK 1.1, in the sense that these
theses are established solely for the opponent, in contrast to Bhaviveka, who
uses the same term to refer to logical theses established for the Madhyamika
himself. This interpretation makes sense if one takes Nagarjuna’s negations
as the theses of other-acknowledged inferences (paraprasiddhanumana).
Oetke (2003a) has also criticized Seyfort Ruegg’s distinction and his under-
standing that the Madhyamaka tenet does not presuppose the existence of
anything.
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either a prasanga or an other-acknowledged inference (paraprasi-
ddhanumana).?? 1f this is the case, this thesis would constitute a
part of a reasoning-for-others in the same manner that Dignaga’s
thesis constitutes a part of an inference-for-others (pararthanuma-
na).

To confirm this conjecture, I would first like to examine
Candrakirti’s introductory elucidation of MMK 1.1 in his Pr (LVP
12, 814, 1), in which the term “thesis” (pratijiia) is employed,
which he presents as follows. I will summarize the points with spe-
cial attention to the underlined words:

1. Candrakirti first explains that it is with a desire to expound
(pratipadayisaya) dependent origination (pratityasamutpada)
that Nagarjuna, to start, takes up the negation of origination.??

2. Candrakirti then explains that Nagarjuna declares MMK 1.1
having ascertained (niscitya) that origination is inappropriate
in all ways.?

3. Candrakirti explains how pdda cd of the verse should be read.
The concluding sentence runs as follows: “The [other] three
theses [negating origination from another, from both and

22 In this regard, Zhang Thang sag pa, a Tibetan commentator on the Pr,
may be right in describing the thesis accepted by Candrakirti as a “mere the-
sis” (dam bca’ tsam) and opposing it to a “genuine thesis” (dam bca’ rnal ma),
which bears the thesis-characteristics as defined by Dignaga in PS 3.2 (dBu
ma tshig gsal gyi ti ka 10bl, cited and translated in Yoshimizu 2010a: 448).
Zhang also applies the term “pseudo-thesis” (ltar snang dam bca’) to the the-
sis of a prasanga reasoning (ibid., 12alf., cited and translated in Yoshimizu
2010a: 453 n. 28).

B Pr LVP 12, 8: idanim anirodhadivisistapratityasamutpadapratipadayi-
saya utpadapratisedhena nirodhadipratisedhasaukaryam manyamana aca-
ryah prathamam evotpadapratisedham arabhate. “Now, with the desire to
expound dependent origination qualified [in the introductory verses of the
MMK] as being without cessation, etc., the master [Nagarjuna], thinking that
the negation of cessation, etc., is easy [to accomplish] through negating origi-
nation, takes up right at the beginning the negation of origination. Indeed,
origination as postulated by other [thinkers] is postulated [as being] from
self, or it is postulated [as being] from other, from both, or from no cause.”

24 Pr LVP 12, 12: sarvatha ca nopapadyata iti niscityaha.



Reasoning-for-others in Candrakirti’s Madhyamaka thought 423

from no cause] are to be construed in the same manner [as
the negation of origination from self]” (evam pratijiiatrayam
api yojyam Pr LVP 13, 3).

4. Candrakirti notes that these negations are non-implicative
(prasajyapratisedha).?

5. Candrakirti subsequently quotes MAv 6.8% and Buddhapalita’s
commentarial statement on MMK 1.1, which he considers to
provide a reasoning (upapatti) for Nagarjuna’s negations or
“theses.” Candrakirti says: “Moreover, the reasoning (upa-
patti) based on which [one concludes that] origination from
self cannot occur is to be determined (avaseya) by relying
on [my] Madhyamakavatara [viz., MAv 6.8] and so on. For
his part (71),”” the master Buddhapalita states [the following
reasoning].”?8

This introductory elucidation of MMK 1.1 informs us how
Nagarjuna came to present the teaching of non-origination and that
Buddhapalita as well as Candrakirti proved it. This may also be
construed as occurring in a logical process, as follows:

[1] Nagarjuna’s desire to expound dependent origination (isa)
[2] Nagarjuna’s ascertainment (niscaya) of non-origination

[3] Nagarjuna’s declaration of the four theses (pratijiia) for the nega-
tation of origination

2 PrLVP 13, 5f.: prasajyapratisedhasya vivaksitatvat parato’py utpadasya
pratisetsyamanatvat.

26 MAv 6.8 (cited in Pr LVP 13, 7-8): tasmad dhi tasya bhavane na guno
sti kascij [ jatasya janma punar eva ca naiva yuktam //.

7 For the interpretation of this expression fu, see MacDonald 2003: 147f.

2 Pr LVP 13, 614, 1: yaya copapattya svata utpado na sambhavati, sa
(MAv 6.8) tasmad dhi tasya bhavane na guno ’sti kascij jatasya janma pu-
nar eva ca naiva yuktam / ityadina madhyamakavataradidvarenavaseya* /|
acaryabuddhapalitas tv aha /. *MacDonald (2008: 27f.) reports that neither
the palm-leaf manuscript of the Pr from the late twelfth or the thirteenth
century (Ms. P) nor the manuscript relied on by the author of the *LT refer to
the Madhyamakavatara as the source of the quotation. She suspects that the
name of the text is an interpolation.
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[4] Proposition of a reasoning (upapatti) by Buddhapalita and
Candrakirti.

It thus consists of the four steps: [1] desire (isa or iccha), [2] ascer-
tainment (niscaya), [3] thesis (pratijiia), and [4] reasoning (upapat-
ti). The order of [1] and [2] are to be reversed, as will be seen below.

It should be noted that these same four steps are first mentioned
by Bhaviveka in his Prajiiapradipa. Candrakirti likely adopted the
idea of this logical process as well as the style of elucidation from
Bhaviveka’s work, for the Pr and the Prajp show strong similarities
in this regard.?® According to Bhaviveka, Nagarjuna had a desire
to teach (bstan par bzhed nas, *pratipadayisaya) the non-origina-
tion of all things;* by virtue of his own ascertainment (rang la
nges pa’i dbang gis, *svaniscayavasat) of the non-origination of all
things through argument and scripture (rigs pa dang lung gis, *yuk-
tyagamena), Nagarjuna set forth the group of the four theses (dam
bea pa’i spyi, *pratijiiagsamitha?) in the form of non-implicative
negations (med par dgag pa, *prasajyapratisedha). Bhaviveka fur-
ther asserts that because a mere thesis (dam bcas pa tsam, *prati-
Jjfiamdtra) is unable to establish the intended (bsams pa) meaning
of the statement (tshig gi don, *vakyartha), one should understand
that a logical reason, i.e., the property of being existent which
qualifies the subject (phyogs chos, *paksadharma), and an example
(dpe, *drstanta) are implied.”* What is distinctive in Bhaviveka’s

2 Cf. Prajp D48bl1-8, P57b3-58a5 cited in n. 31 below. In Buddhapalita’s
commentary (BMv D161a7-162al) one does not see the idea of such a logical
process for teaching non-origination.

30 One should note that according to Candrakirti, Nagarjuna desired to
expound dependent origination.

31 See Prajp D48b1-8, P57b3-58a5 (underlining by the present author):
slob dpon gyis (P gyi) rten cing ’brel bar ’byung ba skye ba med pa la sogs pa
thun mong ma yin pa’i khyad par dang ldan pa de kho na ston par mdzad pa
nyid kyis bcom ldan das la mngon par stod nas | skye ba med pa bstan nas
'gag pa med pa la sogs pa khyad par bstan sla bar dgongs pa na skye ba med
pa dang por bstan par bzhed nas | gzhan gyis yongs su brtags (P brtag) pa’i
skye ba rnam par rtog pa mngon sum du mdzad de | di ltar skye bar smra ba
dag las kha cig ni dngos po rnams bdag las skye’o zhes zer [ (P omits /) gzhan
dag ni gzhan las so zhes zer | kha cig ni gnyis las so zhes zer | gzhan dag ni
rgyu med pa las so zhes zer ba dag rigs pa dang lung gis brtags pa na skye
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explanation is his determination that each of Nagarjuna’s theses has
to be endowed with a logical reason which fulfils the three condi-
tions (triripalinga)® because, as Bhaviveka maintains, Nagarjuna
himself ascertained the non-origination of all things by way of, in
addition to scripture (@gama), argument (yukti).*

In contrast, Candrakirti does not delineate the argumenta-
tion that led Nagarjuna to the ascertainment of non-origination.
Instead, he introduces the reasoning (upapatti)®** formulated by
Buddhapalita: “Things do not arise from themselves, because
their arising [from themselves] would be purposeless and there
would be the fault of absurdity [in the re-arising of things already

ba rnam par thams cad du thad pa mi bzod par rang la nges pa’i dbang gis
(P gi) / bdag las ma yin gzhan las min (P ma yin) /| gnyis las ma yin rgyu med
min [/ dngos po gang dag gang na yang /| skyes pa nam yang yod ma yin /|
(P /) zhes bya ba gsungs te [ di ni dam bcas pa’i spyi dkod pa yin no [/ de la
re zhig bdag las ma yin zhes bya ba ci zhig ce na [ skyes pa nam yang yod ma
vin /[ zhes bya ba la sogs pa ste [ re re dang sbyar bar bya’o [/ bdag las zhes
bya ba ni bdag las zhes bya ba’i tha tshig go [/ dam bcas pa tsam gyis bsams
pa’i tshig gi don mi grub pas | dir phyogs kyi chos ni yod pa nyid yin par
gzung ste [ di ltar bdag las zhes bya ba ni bdag nyid yod pa la snyad gdags
pa’i phyir ro /| dpe ni bsgrub par bya ba dang [ sgrub pa’i chos kyi dbang gis te
bsgrub par bya ba dang (P inserts /) sgrub pa’i chos grags pa dang ldan pa’i
chos can gyi dpe yin pa’i phyir ro [/ bdag las ma yin zhes bya ba’i dgag pa 'di
ni med par dgag pa’i don du lta bar bya ste | dgag pa gtso che ba’i phyir dang |
di ltar rtogs pa ma lus pa’i drang (P dra ba) dgag pas rnam par mi rtog pa’i
ve shes zhes bya ba’i yul ma lus pa dang ldan pa ’grub par dgongs pa’i phyir
ro /].

32 See further Prajp D148b5f., P184a7ff. (cited and translated in Ejima
1980: 148): di ni bstan bcos byed pa’i tshig dag ni phal cher chos mthun pa’i
mtshan nyid dang | (P omits /) chos mi mthun pa’i mtshan nyid dang | gtan
tshigs kyi mtshan nyid gsum gyis tha snyad byed de (P inserts /) phyogs kyi
chos nyid dang mthun pa’i phyogs la rjes su ’gro ba dang | mi mthun pa’i
phyogs la (P omits la) med pas te | de’i phyir phyogs tsam zhig bstan to /.

3 Both scripture and argument are, of course, means of valid cognition
(pramana).
3 In addition to the reasoning, Candrakirti cites several scriptures in or-

der to confirm that Nagarjuna’s teaching of non-origination does not contra-
dict the Buddha’s words (cf. Pr LVP 38, 8 infra.).
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existing].”® It is to be noted that when Candrakirti speaks of
Nagarjuna’s ascertainment, he, unlike Bhaviveka, does not assert
that it is Nagarjuna’s own ascertainment (svaniscaya, rang la nges
pa). It appears that he refrains from doing so in order to underscore
his position that the Madhyamika has no ascertainment of his own,
just as he has no thesis. Although there are thus several crucial dif-
ferences in Candrakirti’s and Bhaviveka’s presentations, it is still
interesting to see that they adopt the same basic logical procedure
consisting of four steps, [1] desire (isa, iccha), [2] ascertainment
(niscaya), [3] thesis (pratijiia), and [4] reasoning (upapatti). More
remarkable is that this is exactly the procedure pertaining to the
inference-for-others (pardarthanumana) in Dignaga’s system, as
Candrakirti himself has indirectly disclosed.

3 Pr LVP 14, 1-3 (tr. e.g., Tanji 1988: 11, Tillemans 1992: 315, Seyfort
Ruegg 2002: 25, MacDonald 2003: 147f., Yotsuya 1999: 75 and 2006: 229f.):
acaryabuddhapalitas tv aha | na svata utpadyante bhavas tadutpada-
vaiyarthyad (LVP -vaiyarthyat,) atiprasangadosac ca, na hi svatmana vi-
dyamananam padarthanam punarutpade prayojanam asti | atha sann api
jayeta, na kaddcin na jayeteti [[; Pr D5blf., P6a2f. (cf. BMv D161b3ff., Prajp
D49a5, P58b71f.): de la re zhig dngos po rnams bdag gi bdag nyid las skye
ba med de | de dag gi skye ba don med pa nyid du ’gyur ba’i phyir dang [/
skye ba shin tu thal bar gyur ba’i phyir ro (BMv, Prajp: thug pa med par
‘gyur ba’i phyir ro) [/ di ltar dngos po bdag gi bdag nyid du yod pa rnams
la yang skye ba dgos pa med do [/ gal te yod kyang yang skye na nam yang
mi skye bar mi ’gyur bas de yang mi dod de | de’i phyir re zhig dngos po
rnams bdag las skye ba med do [/. Candrakirti renders it as a prasarnga as
well as other-acknowledged inferences (paraprasiddhanumana). See Pr LVP
20, 1-6 (cf. MacDonald 2003: 172): na svata utpadyante bhavah tadutpa-
davaiyarthyad iti vacanat | atra hi tadaty anena svatmanda vidyamanasya
paramarsah | [kasmad iti cet] tatha hi tasya [samlgrahen|oktalvakyasyaitad
vivaranavakyam na hi svatmana vidyamananam punarutpdde prayojanam
iti [ anena ca vakyena sadhyasadhanadharmanugatasya paraprasiddhasya
sadharmyadrstantasyopadanam [ tatra svatmana vidyamanasyety anena he-
tuparamarsah [ utpadavayarthyad ity anena sadhyadharmaparamarsah //;
21, 2ff. (cited and translated in MacDonald 2003: 172): iha svatmana
vidyamanam puro vasthitam ghatadikam punar utpadan apeksam drstam
tatha ca mrtpindadyavasthayam api yadi svatmana vidyamanam ghatadi-
kam iti manyase tadapi tasya svatmana vidyamanasya nasty utpada iti [;
22, 3ff. (cf. MacDonald 2003: 173): atha vayam anyah prayogamargah puru-
savyatiriktah padarthah svata utpattivadinah tata eva na svata utpadyante
svatmanda vidyamanatvat purusavat itidam udaharanam udaharyam //.
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1.2 The regular rule (nyaya) of the inference-for-others

In the course of his debate with Bhaviveka, Candrakirti criticizes
him for having claimed that Buddhapalita should have presented
a formal inference against the Samkhya opponent. Candrakirti is
of the opinion that introducing an inference is unnecessary be-
cause the Samkhya is unable to convince the Madhyamika of the
correctness of the Samkhya’s own thesis that things arise from
themselves.¢ In support of his view that the Madhyamika does not
need to present an inference, Candrakirti refers to a rule (nyaya)
of debate, citing Dignaga’s PS 4.6ab = NM 13ab (the underlined is
Dignaga’s verse):

Because if a [disputant] proposes (pratijanite) a [certain] matter
(artha), he should, with the desire (iccha) to generate ascertainment
(niscaya) in others just like [his] own ascertainment (svaniscayavat),
teach others exactly the reasoning (upapatti) by means of which [he]
has come to understand the matter. Therefore, this is, to start, the
rule (nyaya), [namely,] that only the opponent [i.e., the Samkhya,
not Buddhapalita] (parenaiva) has to employ a proof of the matter
proposed [on the basis of what he him]self has accepted (svabhyupa-

3% According to the Tibetan commentator Zhang Thang sag pa, Bhaviveka’s
objection as set forth in Pr LVP 18, 5-9 indicates that Buddhapalita is still
wrong in not stating a logical reason and an example for an other-acknowl-
edged inference even if it is granted that the Madhyamika should not use an
independent-inference (cf. Yoshimizu 2006: 95-98, 114). This reading sup-
ports MacDonald’s interpretation of the same segment (2000, 2003: 170 in-
fra.), which has instigated discussion among modern scholars. For more de-
tails, see MacDonald 2000, 2003, Oetke 2003b, 2006, and Yonezawa 2004.
In response to Bhaviveka’s objection, as MacDonald summarizes (2003: 173),
Candrakirti argues in the subsequent segment that the Madhyamika does
not need to formulate an other-acknowledged inference since the Samkhya
opponent first has to prove his thesis, but is unable to do so (Pr LVP 19,
1-7, cf. MacDonald 2003: 179 infra., where she closely discusses the text
and content of this segment; cf. also Zhang Thang sag pa’s interpretation
cited in Yoshimizu 2006: 96f.). However, at the next stage, Candrakirti him-
self demonstrates how other-acknowledged inferences can be drawn out of
Buddhapalita’s argument (cf. n. 35 above) and sanctions the Madhyamika’s
use of formal inferences.
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gamapratijiiarthasadhanam?’).

For Candrakirti, this rule of debate applies only to the Samkhya
and others who, unlike the Madhyamikas, employ probative infer-
ences. Nevertheless, if we ignore the qualifier sva- in svaniscaya(-
vat), one can readily recognize in this passage the four items which
both Bhaviveka and Candrakirti mention in regard to MMK 1.1:
ascertainment (niscaya), desire (iccha), thesis-proposition (prati-
JjAa, here verbalized as pratijanite), and reasoning (upapatti).

Nagarjuna, according to Candrakirti, is said to have first de-
sired to expound dependent origination. This desire theoretically
presupposes his ascertainment of dependent origination. This as-
certainment is inextricably connected with the ascertainment of
non-origination, and is followed by the desire to expound non-orig-
ination.?® Therefore, as mentioned earlier, it is correct to assume
that “ascertainment” should precede “desire” in any logical listing
of the steps. Nagarjuna thus taught [3] the theses of MMK 1.1, [1]
having ascertained the non-origination of things, with [2] the de-
sire to generate the same ascertainment in others. Buddhapalita
and Candrakirti supplied prasanga reasonings and other-acknowl-
edged inferences (paraprasiddhanumana) for the accomplishment
of this goal. The teaching of non-origination, in its various steps,

37 LVP reads: svabhyupagata-. According to MacDonald 2003: 179 n. 89,
all the manuscripts attest svabhyupagama-.

3 Pr LVP 19, 1Iff. (cited and translated in MacDonald 2003: 179f.):
yasmad yo hi yam artham pratijanite tena svaniscayavad anyesam nisca-
yotpadanecchaya yayopapattyasav artho ‘dhigatah saivopapattih para-
smay upadestavya. tasmad esa tavan nyayo yat parenaiva svabhyupagama-
pratijiiarthasadhanam upadeyam. Cf. PS 4.6 = NM 13 cited in PVBh 487,
31 (cf. Katsura 1981: 73f. and Tillemans 2000: 31): svaniscayavad anyesam
niscayotpadanecchaya | paksadharmatvasambandhasadhyokter anyavarja-
nam [/. “With the desire to generate ascertainment in others just like [his] own
ascertainment, the [reason’s] being the property of the subject, the necessary
connection and what is to be proven are stated; anything other than [them] is
excluded.” For problematic interpretations of this verse, see Tillemans 2000:
31f.

¥ Bhaviveka mentions Nagarjuna’s desire to expound non-origination, but
does not mention his desire to expound dependent origination, as has been
seen above.
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has been undertaken by the Madhyamikas for the sake of others.
This indeed accords with the above Dignagean rule for debate. In
the larger context of the Pr citation, however, where the rule is cited
with a view to deflecting Bhaviveka’s criticism of Buddhapalita,
it is used to show that in this specific case only the Samkhya op-
ponent is required to employ a proof of the matter that he accepts
(svabhyupagama). Candrakirti later explains that the Madhyamika
should not use such an independent inference but may present a
proof of the matter based on that which is accepted by the opponent
alone (i.e., an other-acknowledged inference).

I am fairly convinced that in their introductory elucidation of
MMK 1.1 both Bhaviveka and Candrakirti aimed to show that
the Madhyamikas, viz., Nagarjuna and themselves, presented the
teaching of non-origination following the proper logical procedure
required for the doctrinal debates of their time. To this extent, they
assent to Dignaga’s regulation as contained in PS 4.6ab (NM 13ab).
Interestingly, Candrakirti does not quote the last half of this verse,
in which the paksadharmatva is mentioned. Instead, he says that
the proponent should teach others “reasoning” (upapatti). upapatti
is exactly the word he uses to refer to the reasonings Buddhapalita
and later he himself provide for Nagarjuna’s negations of origina-
tion. Although Candrakirti gives his implicit consent to Dignaga’s
rule when he cites the first half of PS 4.6 (NM 13), by replacing the
last half of the verse with his own words, he makes this rule ap-
plicable to the Madhyamika’s reasoning-for-others too, expecting
that intelligent readers would recall that it is precisely the process
Nagarjuna, Buddhapalita and Candrakirti himself have followed
for teaching non-origination.

1.3 Nagarjuna’s teaching for others

Of course, Candrakirti is also fully aware of the Madhyamaka
stance that no kind of thesis (pratijiia), ascertainment (niscaya) or
reasoning (upapatti) is established for the Madhyamika himself.
Before commencing his critique of Dignaga’s theory of valid cog-
nition (pramana), Candrakirti confirms this.
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In the logicians’ system, one attains ascertainment (niscaya) by
means of valid cognitions (pramana), and if one wishes to gen-
erate the same ascertainment in others, one should make a the-
sis-statement in the form of an inferential proof (anumana). Here a
means of valid cognition (pramana) plays the role of Candrakirti’s
reasoning (upapatti). The question may well arise as to whether
Nagarjuna’s ascertainment of non-origination is based on a means
of valid cognition or not.** Candrakirti’s answer is clear: We have
neither ascertainment (niscaya) nor non-ascertainment (aniscaya).
Therefore, we do not need to conceive a means of valid cognition
(pramana)."

He further states that the saints have neither reasoning (upapat-
t1) nor non-reasoning (anupapatti) because for them there is solely
ultimate reality (paramartha) and silence (tiisnibhava).*> The un-
derlying idea is that ultimate reality is ineffable, beyond discur-
sive proliferation (prapaiica) and free of dichotomizing conceptual
construction (vikalpa). The saints experience ultimate reality in si-
lence. When they talk about it, it is only for the benefit of others.
At that time they may use reasonings in order to teach others, as
Nagarjuna and his successors have done.

Eventhoughtheineffable ultimateisthe final goal of Madhyamaka
philosophy, Candrakirti still tries to justify Nagarjuna’s teaching as
reconcilable with inference-for-others. He explains Nagarjuna’s in-
tent and method as regards MMK 1.1 as follows:

40 Pr LVP 55, 11f.: atra kecit paricodayanti | anutpanna bhava iti kim
ayam pramanajo niscaya utapramanajah /. The unnamed opponents here
(i.e., kecit) have generally been assumed to be Dignaga and his followers.
The commentator Zhang Thang sag pa identifies them as Dignaga and his
disciples (dBu ma tshig gsal gyi ti ka 27b5f.: phyogs kyi {glang : Ms. slang}
po’i slob ma). MacDonald (2011), however, has proposed that the Naiyayikas
are the opponents being criticized.

# Pr LVP 56, 7f.: yada caivam niscayasyabhavah tada kasya prasi-
ddhartham pramanani parikalpayisyamah /. This and the following seg-
ments are discussed in Arnold 2005: 146f.

42 Pr LVP 57, 7f.: kim khalv aryanam upapattir nasti | kenaitad uktam
asti va nasti veti | paramartho hy arylanam] tisnibhavah tatah kutas tatra
prapaiicasambhavo yad upapattir anupapattir va syat /.
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This statement (vakyam) is ascertained (niscitam) on the part of [peo-
ple in the] world (lokasya) through reasoning (upapattya) that is ac-
knowledged solely by [them]selves, but [it is] not [ascertained] on the
part of the saints (Gryanam).*?

Indeed, the saints do not utter any reasoning (upapatti) according to
worldly transactional usage (lokasamvyavaharena). Rather, having ac-
cepted (abhyupetya) reasoning (upapatti) that is acknowledged from
[the viewpoint of] the world alone (lokata eva), for the purpose of
awaking others (paravabodhartham) [the saints] awaken (bodhayanti)
people (loka) exactly through this [reasoning].*!

Although these two passages sound as if Candrakirti is emphasiz-
ing the Madhyamika’s rejection of logical tools, the point here is,
on my reading, that he is implicitly demonstrating that Nagarjuna’s
procedure in setting forth MMK 1.1’s statement — a procedure bor-
rowed from the world — is impeccable, since it is said that his state-
ment has been ascertained through specific reasoning and taught
to people using this very reasoning for the sake of their awakening.
Candrakirti here employs the word vakya for statement, which may
sound less technical than pratijiia, but I do not see any essential
difference between the two; both refer to the statement that is to be
presented for the sake of teaching others and substantiated by way
of specific reasoning (upapatti).

As regards the question of what Candrakirti means with the
expression “reasoning acknowledged from the viewpoint of the
world alone” (lokata eva prasiddhopapatti), I would limit myself to
suggesting that it might be considered a means of valid cognition
(pramana), though a pramana like those of the Naiyayika school,
which counts four, viz., direct perception (pratyaksa), inference
(anumana), scripture (dgama) and analogy (upamana), because at
the end of his imagined debate with Dignaga, Candrakirti adduces
these four kinds of pramana and states that the general understand-

 PrLVP57,5f.: ucyate niscitam idam vakyam lokasya svaprasiddhayaivo-
papattya naryanam /.

4 Pr LVP 57, 10f.: na khalv arya lokasamvyavaharenopapattim varna-
yvanti, kim tu lokata eva ya prasiddhopapattis tam paravabodhartham
abhyupetya tayaiva lokam bodhayanti /.
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ing of object-matters is established in the world through these four
kinds of means of valid cognition.*

To conclude, one can justly assume that Candrakirti has in-
terpreted Nagarjuna’s statement as represented by MMK 1.1, as
well as Buddhapalita’s presentation of it, as consisting in a log-
ical reasoning for others, the framework of which conforms to
Dignaga’s inference-for-others. Candrakirti thereby demonstrates
the equivalence of the Madhyamika’s reasoning-for-others and the
logicians’ inference-for-others. In this limited sense, the former
can be characterized as a pseudo inference-for-others, even though
neither prasarnga nor other-acknowledged inference (paraprasi-
ddhanumana) is a genuine inference from Dignaga’s point of view.

2. Prasanga reasoning common to Candrakirti and Dignaga and
other-acknowledged inference

Both Bhaviveka and Candrakirti interpret Buddhapalita’s commen-
tarial exposition of MMK 1.1 as presenting a prasarga reasoning:

(thesis, pratijiia:) Things do not arise from themselves.

(consequences, prasanga:) If one accepts the Samkhya’s thesis that
things arise from themselves, then their arising would be purposeless
and there would be the fault of absurdity [due to infinite regress].*®

The basic principle of prasanga reasoning is that based on the tem-
porary acceptance (abhyupagama) of the opponent’s thesis, one in-
dicates unwanted consequences for the opponent and thereby indi-
rectly proves the opposite of the opponent’s thesis. It is not a formal
proof that establishes the proponent’s own thesis. What is used as

4 Pr LVP 75, 8: tad evam pramanacatustayal lokasyarthadhigamo
vyavasthapyate. In the later dGe lugs tradition, these four pramanas are ac-
cepted as those to be adopted in the Prasangika-Madhyamaka system. See
Yoshimizu 1996: 25-32. NSt 1.1.3 enumerates the four kinds of pramanas,
stating pratyaksanumanopamanasabdah pramanani. According to Kajiya-
ma (1984: 20), the earliest account of these four pramanas appeared in the
*Upadayahrdaya | *Prayogasara (Fang Bian Xin Lun, 5180 24a01f.: £
W, =B, —FHE, —Lkkn, DURERGE).

4 Cf. Pr LVP 14, 1-3 cited in n. 35. Regarding the constructions of this
prasanga and its reversal (viparyaya), see Yoshimizu 2008: 82—86.
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the thesis of the prasanga here is the mere negation of the oppo-
nent’s thesis. This kind of prasarnga reasoning is often regarded to
be peculiar to the Madhyamika. By nature it is, however, almost the
same as that described by Dignaga in his PS in the chapter on in-
ference-for-others (pararthanumana); for him, prasarnga reasoning
is not formal proof (sadhana) but refutation (diisana) of another’s
thesis. Since neither a logical reason (hetu) nor an example (drsta-
nta) is required for a prasarnga reasoning, the reason does not need
to meet the three conditions of a valid logical reason. In Dignaga’s
own words, it is defined as follows:

(PS 3.14) In a certain case (yatra), an unwanted [consequence for the
opponent] follows from [the viewpoint of the opponent’s] thesis (dam
bea, *pratijiia) and logical reason (gtan tshigs, *hetu). This [case] is
recognized as confutation (lan, parihara), since the consequence aris-
es (thal ba’i phyir, *prasangar)*” from [the viewpoint of] the [oppo-
nent’s thesis and logical reason].*®

(PS 3.17) Since the consequence (prasarnga) does not have [a logical
reason] as the property qualifying the subject (apaksadharmatvat), it
states the faults in [the opponent’s] thesis or logical reason after the
acceptance (upagama) [of them]. Therefore it is understood as refuta-
tion (diisana).*®

471 tentatively prefer Kanakavarman’s translation (thal ba’i phyir,
*prasangat) to Vasudhararaksita’s translation (sbyor ba’i phyir, prayogat), for
the verse does not deal with a formal proof (prayoga). Katsura (2009: 158
cited below) adopts Vasudhararaksita’s translation.

48 PS 3.14 (Katsura 2009: 160; Kitagawa 1973: 485): hetupratijiadvarena
yatranistih prasajyate | taddvarena prayogat sa parihara itisyate [/ The
Sanskrit has been reconstructed by Katsura; (Vasudhararaksita tr.) dam bca’
rtags kyi ngag gis gang [/ mi dod pa la thal ba rtsom [/ de ni len zhes shes bya
ste [/ de yi sgo nas sbyor phyir ro [[; (Kanakavarman tr.) dam bca’ gtan tshigs
sgo nas ni [ gang zhig mi dod thal gyur [/ de sgo nyid nas thal ba’i phyir /| de
ni lan zhes shes par bya /.

¥ PS 3.17 (Katsura 2009: 160; Kitagawa 1973: 487): prasango
paksadharmatvat pirvatropagame sati | hetupratijiiayos tesam dosoktya
disanam gatam [/. The underlined Sanskrit has been reconstructed by
Katsura; (Vasudhararaksita tr.) thal ‘gyur phyogs chos can min phyir [/ khas
blangs sngon du song ba las [/ de bzhin rtags dang dam bea’ yi [/ skyon brjod
sun byin du shes bya /[; (Kanakavarman tr.) thal ‘gyur phyogs chos can min
phyir [/ sngon du khas blangs yod na ni [/ rtags dang dam beca’ gzhan dag la [/



434 Chizuko Yoshimizu

In his commentary on PS 3.14, Dignaga illustrates prasarnga rea-
soning by adducing the VaiSesika’s refutation of the Mimamsaka’s
proof of permanent sound. The Mimamsaka formulates the in-
ference: “(thesis:) Sound is permanent, (reason:) because it has no
form.”° If one accepts this thesis and reason, the proof entails two
unwanted consequences for the Mimamsaka: 1) If one accepts the
reason, it follows that action and so on, which have no form, would
be permanent; 2) If one accepts the thesis, it follows that one would
hear sound at all times. The first consequence contradicts the fact
that action is impermanent, which the Mimamsaka himself ac-
cepts; the second consequence contradicts the fact that sound is
not constantly audible, which is generally accepted in the world.
In this way, based on the temporary acceptance (abhyupagama) of
the opponent’s thesis and reason, one indicates consequences that
are unwanted by the opponent. It is refutation rather than proof
since the proponent does not present a logical reason and an ex-
ample from his side. This is exactly the same prasarnga method
Candrakirti makes use of.

Moreover, Dignaga says: “Here the Vaisesika [refutes his oppo-
nent Mimamsaka] by [stating] the thesis alone (dam bca’ ba tsam
gyis, *pratijiamatrena) [that sound is impermanent].”! It is now
not curious at all that Candrakirti refers to Nagarjuna’s negations
in MMK 1.1 as “theses” (pratijiia), for they are the theses of pra-
sarnga reasonings.

The most crucial point in Candrakirti’s argument against
Bhaviveka’s use of an independent probative inference is that the
inference incurs the fault of the proposition or thesis (paksadosa)

skyon brjod sun ’byin shes par bya //. 1 do not translate tesam.

0 PSV (Kitagawa 1973: 485): (Vasudhararaksita tr.) dper na sgra rtag pa
ma yin te [ las rtag par thal bar’gyur ba’i phyir ram [ rtag tu dmigs par thal
bar gyur ba’i phyir ro //; (Kanakavarman tr.) dper na sgra ni rtag pa ma yin
te [ las la sogs pa rtag par thal ba’i phyir ram [ rtag tu dmigs par thal ba’i
phyir zhes bya ba di ni lan yin te | gtan tshigs dang dam bca’ ba’i sgo nas khas
blangs pa yod na thal ba bsgrub pa’i phyir ro [/ sngar ni lus can ma yin pa’i
phyir rtag pa nyid khas blangs nas lan brjod pa yin la | dir ni dam bca’ ba
tsam gyis yin no //. Cf. also NM (Katsura 1978: 117f.).

S PSV cited above in Kanakavarman’s Tibetan version.
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that its locus is not established (asiddhadhara) and the fault of
the logical reason (hetudosa) that it is not established in its sub-
stratum (asrayasiddha).”* As stated at the beginning of this paper,
Bhaviveka’s proof does not meet the requirement that a valid log-
ical reason be a property which qualifies the subject (paksadhar-
matva), since the subject is not established for Bhaviveka himself.
As a result, Bhaviveka also cannot avoid violating the rule of com-
mon establishment. Candrakirti thus indicates that Bhaviveka con-
travenes Dignaga’s stipulations for inference-for-others.

Because of its hypothetical nature, however, by Candrakirti’s
time the prasarnga was held to have been a mere supplementary
tool to formal inferential proof.>* Only after Dharmakirti, and only
because his successors link it with probative inference in its re-
versed form (i.e., prasangaviparyaya), does it come to be accepted
as a valid and effective debate tool.>* Hence, for Candrakirti, an ad-
equate form of proof that, unlike prasarnga, would meet the logical
requirements set forth by Dignaga, was a matter of necessity. The
other-acknowledged inference (paraprasiddhanumana), which
is formally endowed with a logical reason and an example which
fulfill the three conditions but whose subject, reason and example
are established solely for the opponent, not for the Madhyamika,
was given this role. This proof can safely be said to perform the
function of an inference-for-others because except for the fact that
its subject and reason are not established as real for the propo-
nent, it is not different from a genuine inference-for-others. With
it, Candrakirti aimed to make it possible for Madhyamikas to argue
with their opponents on equal footing in a debate setting, although it
is doubtful, given that this inference contravenes the rule of common
establishment (ubhayasiddhatva), that other logicians accepted it.

52 Cf. Pr LVP 27, 7ff. (discussed in, e.g., Yoshimizu 2003: 279, n.21).

3 According to Kajiyama (1987: 73), prasariga was known as a form of
argument from the time of the Nyayasitra (3rd c.) under the name tarka.
Bhaviveka criticizes Buddhapalita’s reasoning in the form of prasanga
describing it as a ‘“statement open to objection [from the opponent]”
(savakasavacana, glags yod pa’i tshig Prajp D49a7). For the term prasanga,
cf. further Oberhammer 2006: 78 infra.

* Cf., e.g., Iwata 1993: 30-35.
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3. The rule of common establishment

The last obstacle to the Madhyamika’s participation in debates with
those who follow Dignaga’s logic is indeed the rule of common
establishment. Dignaga describes it in his PS 3.11:

Because one makes [a thesis-statement in a debate] with a property
[of the subject] (dharmena) that is established for the two [parties in
the debate], when [this property as a logical reason] is [assumed to
be] the opposite for both or [even] one [of the parties], when [it is in]
doubt [for both or for one] and when the property-possessor [i.e., the
subject] is not established [for both or for one], [it is] not accepted [as
a property of the subject].”

Since this rule theoretically disqualifies the Madhyamaka infer-
ence-for-others, Candrakirti rejects it. His point is that employment
of an inferential proof whose reason is acknowledged by one party
alone, i.e., by the opponent, is sufficient for refuting the opponent’s
thesis. In support of his view, he notes that only the statement of the
defendant involved in a legal dispute is able to decide the outcome
of cases in courts of law.’® After citing the NM’s assertion that a

3 PS 3.11 (Katsura 2009: 157, Kitagawa 1973: 481): dvayoh siddhena
dharmena vyavaharad viparyaye | dvayor ekasya sandehe dharmyasiddhau
ca nesyate [, (Vasudhararaksita tr.) gnyis ka la grub chos de las [/ tha snyad
yin phyir gnyis ka laam || gang yang rung ba la bzlog paam [/ the tshom chos
grub dod ma yin [f; (Kanakavarman tr.) gnyi ga la grub chos kyis ni [/ tha
snyad bya phyir gnyi ga dang [/ gcig la dogs dang the tshom dang [/ gzhi ma
grub la mi dod do //. This verse is cited in Prajiiakaragupta’s PVBh 647, 9.
For references concerning this rule, see Seyfort Ruegg 1991: 286 n. 20 and
2000: 245 n. 20.

% See Pr LVP 33, Iff.: lokata eva drstatvat | kadacid dhi loke *rthapra-
tyarthibhyam pramanikrtasya saksino vacanena jayo bhavati parajayo va
kadacit svavacanena (R inserts eva; Tib. rang gi tshig kho nas) paravaca-
nena tu na jayo napi parajayah /. Here it is pointed out that victory or defeat
in legal disputes is determined by the words of either a witness or the defen-
dant, independent of what the plaintiff says. Victory or defeat does not occur
on account of statements made by the plaintiff. Similarly, it is the acknowl-
edgement of the inference by the Samkhya opponent which brings about his
defeat, and not any acknowledgement from the side of the Madhyamika. Cf.
the corresponding note on this passage in MacDonald forthcoming.
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reason serves as a proof (sadhana)® or a refutation (dizsana) only if
it is established for both parties,*® Candrakirti claims that Dignaga
should follow worldly convention and accept his rule (nyaya).”® 1
assume that with the term nyaya he intends to propose a new reg-
ular rule to replace the rule of common establishment, by way of
which the Madhyamika could eliminate the last obstacle to his ac-
tive involvement in debates.

In the Indian Madhyamaka tradition, however, Candrakirti was
presumably the only scholar who disobeyed the rule of common es-
tablishment. Later Madhyamikas of the Svatantrika lineage com-
plied with it through maintaining that the Madhyamika accepts the
subject which commonly appears to both the Madhyamika and his
substantialist opponent. Jiianagarbha states that the common ap-
pearance of a property-possessor and its properties suffices for the
adducing of an inference, which shows his consent to the rule of

57 Tread sadhana. In Pr LVP, the word pramana appears for sadhana. The
Tibetan versions and Pr R read sadhana. See below n. 58.

¥ NM (Katsura 1977: 124 and cited in Pr LVP 35, 5f.): ya eva ubhayavi-
niscitavadi sa pramanam (R sadhanam) diisanam va nanyataraprasiddha-
samdigdhavaci. Cf. also the citation in PVSV 153, 19f.: ya eva tabhaya-
niscitavaci sa sadhanam disanam va nanyataraprasiddhasamdigdhavact
punah sadhanapeksatvad. According to the twelfth verse of the PS, more-
over, a refutation (dusana) is also valid only if it is accepted by both par-
ties; if the opponent does not accept it, the proponent has to present anoth-
er proof. See PS 3.12 (Katsura 2009: 158; Kitagawa 1973: 482): nanister
diissanam sarvam prasiddhas tu dvayor api | sadhanam diisanam vasti sa-
dhanapeksanat punah /. The underlined Sanskrit has been reconstructed
by Katsura. “Not all that is concerned with something undesirable [for both
parties] is refutation. Rather, when the [logical reason as a property of the
subject] (paksadharma) is acknowledged by both parties, a proof or a refuta-
tion takes place. [When it is not the case, the logical reason as a property of
the subject must be ascertained] again in dependence on [another] proof.”
The Tibetan versions run as follows: (Vasudhararaksita tr.) mi dod thams cad
sun ’byin dwang [/ gnyis kar rab tu grub na ni [/ sun’byin pa ‘am grub pa yin [/
gzhan gyis slar yang bsgrubs na dod /[; (Kanakavarman tr.) mi dod phyir kun
sun’byin min [/ gnyi ga la yang rab grub pa [/ sgrub par byed pa’am sun’byin
vin [/ gzhan yang bsgrub bya la Iltos byed /].

¥ See Pr LVP 35, 6f.: ... ifi tenapi laukikam vyavastham anuruddya-
manen|anumane) yathokta eva nyayo bhyupeyah /.
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common establishment on the conventional level of appearance.®°
Kamalasila accepts this idea as well.®! They are of the opinion that
the Madhyamika is thereby able to avoid the fallacy of non-es-
tablishment of the subject for the proponent (i.e., asrayasiddha).
Taking this historical development into account, one must conclude
that Candrakirti’s attempt to abolish the rule of common establish-
ment failed, at least within the Indian Buddhist tradition.®?

Concluding remarks

Candrakirti was more careful than Bhaviveka in regard to defend-
ing the Madhyamaka ontology of non-substantiality and avoid-
ing violation of Dignaga’s logical rules. Following Bhaviveka,
Candrakirti reconstructed the context of Nagarjuna’s MMK 1.1
negations and revealed a logical method for teaching others, which
consists of the four steps (desire, ascertainment, thesis, and reason-
ing) that he borrowed from Dignaga and Bhaviveka. Candrakirti
thus showed that the Madhyamikas presented their teachings for

% See SDv 18—19 (cited and translated in Eckel 1987: 87f. and Keira 2004:
147 n. 239): rgol ba gnyi ga’i shes pa la [/ ji tsam snang ba’i cha yod pa [/ de
tsam de la brten nas ni [/ chos can chos la sogs par rtog [/ de tshe rjes su dpag
pa ’byung [/ gang gi tshe na gzhan na min [/ de bas rigs pa smra ba rnams [/
de skad smra la su zhig ’gog //.

o See, e.g., MA D217b2ff.: ... ji skad bshad pa’i tshul gyis rgol ba dang
phyir rgol ba gnyi ga la yang chos thams cad gcig dang du ma dang bral ba
tsam du grub pa’i phyir ro [/ rnam par bcad pa tsam zhig yin pa la ni bsgrub
par bya ba dang | sgrub pa dang rjes su mthun pa’i chos can dngos por gyur
pa ma yin pa rigs pa nyid do zhes sngar bstan zin to [/ des na rang dang gzhan
gyi gzhung lugs la gnas pa rnams kyis nye bar brtags pa’i chos can la yang
bsgrub pa’i chos rnam par bcad pa tsam gyis ji skad bshad pa gnyi ga la grub
pa nyid do /|.

2 The Tibetan resurrection of Candrakirti’s thought reopened the dis-
cussion of this issue. Employing the concept of common appearance by
Jiianagarbha and Kamalasila, dGe lugs scholars deal with this rule by calling
it “the establishment of common appearance” (mthun snang du grub pa).
Cf. Tillemans 1982: 121 n. 18 and Yoshimizu 2003: 270273, 280 n. 24. For
Tibetans, acceptance of the rule of common establishment is one of the cri-
teria for the division of the two Madhyamaka branches, i.e., the Svatantrika
and the Prasangika.
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the sake of others following the model of the inference-for-others
which consists of a thesis (pratijiia) and a reasoning (upapatti).
That is to say, the Madhyamikas were able to make the best use
of reasonings-for-others in the form of either prasangas or oth-
er-acknowledged inferences without contradicting their ontological
position of the non-establishment of all things in ultimate reality.
Candrakirti’s final aim is considered to have been the creation of
an environment of debate where the Madhyamika could legitimate-
ly argue and compete with others. For this purpose, he even revised
the rule of common establishment, although the Indian logicians
seem not to have listened to him. It is certain that Candrakirti, like
his predecessor Bhaviveka, had to adapt to the demands of the day
for the survival of the Madhyamaka tradition.5
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